
22 

As presented in the model above, the perceived outcome of residential 

satisfaction can affect a person‟s behavioural intentions, which in turn affect their 

behaviour, and can lead to alteration of the objective attributes of the residential 

environment (Amerigo & Aragones, 1990). For example, where the level of perceived 

safety could be influenced by participation in community action a person may become 

involved in a neighbourhood watch programme. Adaptive behaviour could also result in 

mobility and a change of residential location depending on the level of residential 

satisfaction felt (Amerigo & Aragones, 1990, 1997; James et al., 2009; Lu, 1998, 1999). 

As indicated earlier, one of the criticisms of many community satisfaction 

models is that the relationship amongst the identified variables in the model have not 

been examined (Allen, 1991; Amerigo & Aragones, 1997). One study to do this, 

however, was by Grzeskowiak, Sirgy, and Widgery (2003) who focused on the 

determinants of community satisfaction and assessed the interrelationships among the 

determinants. They developed a comprehensive model (see Figure 5) based on factors 

that are continually found in the research to be key factors of residential satisfaction. 

This model shows that satisfaction with community conditions such as crime 

and safety, job opportunities and aesthetic appeal; and satisfaction with community 

services, such as rescue services, libraries, shopping centres and religious services, are 

key determinants of satisfaction (Grzeskowiak et al., 2003). Community members 

compare their evaluation of community conditions with their evaluations of community 

services. For example, satisfaction with the crime rate in one‟s community depends on 

their evaluation of the service police are providing. If the crime rate is low in their 

community, community members make a causal link and determine that the police are 

performing a satisfactory service (Grzeskowiak et al., 2003). Therefore, a positive 

evaluation of a community condition leads to a positive evaluation of the community 

service responsible for that condition (Grzeskowiak et al., 2003). 

Within this model is shown that community satisfaction leads to community 

commitment, that is, their sense of belonging and loyalty to the community 

(Grzeskowiak et al., 2003). The greater one‟s satisfaction is with the community, the 

greater their community commitment (Grzeskowiak et al., 2003). Other variables 

related to community satisfaction include power in influencing local institutions, 

confidence in local institutions and social ties (Grzeskowiak et al., 2003). Power in 

influencing local institutions is related to community satisfaction in that residents who 
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Figure 25.   „The Shops‟ situated within Ellenbrook town centre. 

From „Ellenbrook Town Centre Photograph,‟ by LWP (Land Developers), 2009, 

http://www.lwppropertygroup.com.au. Copyright 2009 by LWP. Reprinted with 

permission. 

Figure 26.   Main Street of Ellenbrook town centre. 

From „Ellenbrook Town Centre Photograph,‟ by LWP (Land Developers), 2009, 

http://www.lwppropertygroup.com.au. Copyright 2009 by LWP. Reprinted with 

permission. 

 

Figure 27.   Apartments within Ellenbrook town centre. 

From „Ellenbrook Town Centre Photograph,‟ by LWP (Land Developers), 2009, 

http://www.lwppropertygroup.com.au. Copyright 2009 by LWP. Reprinted with 

permission. 
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The Australian Bureau of Statistics (2006) indicated there to be 3,438 dwellings 

in Ellenbrook, 94% of these being separate houses. In 2001, Ellenbrook had the highest 

rate of growth within Australia (847.5%), which was attributed to the suburb being a 

rapidly developing housing estate (Australian Bureau of Statistics, 2001). This is 

reflected in Census data which shows that the population of Ellenbrook was 575 people 

in 1996 (Australian Bureau of Statistics, 1996), and by 2001 the population had risen to 

5,506 (Australian Bureau of Statistics, 2001). At the last census in 2006, the Ellenbrook 

population was 11,824 (Australian Bureau of Statistics, 2006). The projected population 

for Ellenbrook is 30,000 by the year 2012. 

Fifty three percent of the total Ellenbrook population consists of residents in the 

0-9 and 25-39 age groups indicating that Ellenbrook largely consists of young couples 

with or without young children, typically first homebuyers. In 2006, 14% of houses 

were fully owned, 64% were purchased (i.e., mortgaged), and 22% were rental 

properties reflecting both private (18%) and government (4%) rental properties 

(Australian Bureau of Statistics, 2006). The distribution of public housing throughout 

Ellenbrook is a ratio of 1 to 12 private dwellings. The policy of the Department of 

Housing and Works (2005) is for the number of Department owned properties, 

particularly in new suburbs, to be 1 for every 9 private owned properties. This 

combination of homeowners and private and public housing renters occurs in many 

countries and is designed to provide neighbourhoods with higher levels of services and 

higher average levels of income, reducing the development of „ghettos‟ and low quality 

housing areas (Brown et al., 2003). This creates higher standards for community social 

and physical conditions resulting in more attachment by residents (Brown et al., 2003). 

In conclusion, this section has provided a profile of the Ellenbrook community focusing 

on the location of the suburb, the composition of the community and key statistics. The 

next section provides information related to the participants who took part in the current 

study. 
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Participants 

The demographic information for the participants is summarised in Table 1 with 

detailed information found in Appendices A to T. Three hundred residents participated 

in the study, of which 220 (73%) were female. All participants were English speaking 

and the majority were from a White Anglo European background with 184 (61%) born 

in Australia. With regard to marital status, 200 (67%) participants were married. Of the 

participants, 176 (59%) were employed. Concerning education, 149 (49%) participants 

stated that they had completed further study after high school, whether college (TAFE), 

undergraduate or postgraduate university studies. Only 97 (32%) participants indicated 

that they were involved in any community activities, groups or committees. Of these 97 

participants, 45 (44%) indicated that they were involved in one community group. 

Table 1 

Demographic Information of Participants in Percentage 

 

 Variable No. of participants % of participants 

 

 

 Gender  

 Male 80 27 

 Female 220 73 

 Country of Birth - Australia 184 61 

 Married Marital Status 200 67 

 Employed  176 59 

 Involved in a community group 97 32 

 

The participant ages ranged from 18-66 years, (M = 36-40 years). There were 

247 (82%) participants who owned their home and 157 (53%) had children living at 

home. The average number of children per participant was 1.33. The average length of 

time residents have lived in Ellenbrook was 2.65 years. Residents expected to live in 

Ellenbrook for approximately 4.5 years. The average current household income ranged 

from $50,000-$65,000 with either one (120, 40%) or two (166, 55%) people responsible 

for contributing to the current household income. The average number of people that a 

person knew in Ellenbrook was 3.31. The data are summarised in Table 2. 
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Table 2 

Demographic Information of Participants 

 

 Variable Mean Std. dev 

 

 

 Age 36-40 years 2.61 

 Length of residence 2.65 years 1.27 

 Expected length of residence 4.5 years 1.25 

 Income per annum $50,000-65,000 1.78 

 No. of children 1.33 1.21 

 No. of known people in Ellenbrook 3.31 1.11 

 

 

Instruments 

The survey questionnaire (see Appendices U-Y) was constructed by combining 

the four measures developed specifically for examining sense of community, sense of 

belonging, sense of place and residential satisfaction. Additionally, the survey consisted 

of a set of demographic questions based on identified variables presented in the 

literature as contributing to the measured concepts. Each scale is discussed below. 

General Community Satisfaction Scale. 

The General Community Satisfaction Scale (GCSS) (Vreugdenhil & Rigby, 

1987) was used to measure community satisfaction (Appendix U). The GCSS consists 

of 27 items using an answer format of a 5 point Likert Scale, ranging from “strongly 

disagree” to “strongly agree”. Questions include: “This suburb is a wonderful place in 

which to live” and “The quality of life in this suburb is low”. Scores range from 27 to 

135 with a high score indicating satisfaction. The GCSS has a Cronbach‟s Alpha of .97 

and concurrent validity of .78 and .85 (Vreugdenhil & Rigby, 1987). 

The GCSS was the result of refinement of the work by Wasserman (1982) 

whose study was considered a solution to assessing general community satisfaction. 

Prior to Wasserman‟s (1982) study, community satisfaction instruments failed to 

examine both objective and subjective characteristics, were often single item global 

measures and therefore, were inadequate in assessing community satisfaction. 

Additionally, they failed to account for the complexity of community satisfaction and 
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that community services, facilities and opportunities play a role. However, the original 

scale by Wasserman (1982) needed further development as it was too brief, the item-

content was restricted, no internal consistency was reported, and it was not known 

whether a „general‟ factor would emerge if studies were performed in different 

communities (Vreugdenhil & Rigby, 1987). In order to address these inadequacies, 

Vreugdenhil and Rigby (1987) included items that were relevant to a global or general 

evaluation of the physical and social environment of communities and thus, was deemed 

a more appropriate instrument (Bardo & Dokmeci, 1990b). Therefore, as the GCSS is 

recognised as a measure that is replicable across different communities and cultural 

contexts (Bardo & Dokmeci, 1990b) and was developed and tested in South Australia 

(Vreugdenhil & Rigby, 1987) and therefore, regarded as a valid and reliable instrument 

in an Australian community, the GCSS was deemed suitable for use in Ellenbrook. 

Neighborhood Cohesion Instrument. 

The Neighborhood Cohesion Instrument (NCI) (Buckner, 1988) measured sense 

of community (Appendix V). The NCI consists of 18 items and 3 subscales: attraction 

to neighborhood (3 questions), degree of neighboring (5 questions) and psychological 

sense of community (10 questions). Each item uses an answer format of a 5 point Likert 

scale ranging from “strongly disagree” to “strongly agree”. Questions include: “I 

borrow things and exchange favours with my neighbours” and “I regularly stop and talk 

with people in my suburb”. Scores range from 18 to 90 with higher scores indicating 

greater levels of sense of community. The NCI has an internal consistency and stability 

coefficients of .95 (Buckner, 1988). 

As discussed in the literature review, despite the SCI being the most widely used 

measure of sense of community, there is a lack of confirmation within the literature on 

the SCI‟s intended dimensions or subscales (Long & Perkins, 2003; Nowell & Boyd, 

2010; Wombacher et al., 2010). Additionally, when the SCI is analysed using factor 

analysis, it yields poor model fit with McMillan and Chavis‟ (1986) original theoretical 

formulation, as well as for a single factor index (Long & Perkins, 2003; Tartaglia, 

2006). Due to the SCI‟s poor fit and the psychometric data from the NCI, the NCI was 

deemed a more appropriate scale to use in this study. In addition, the NCI operates at 

both an individual and collective level (Perkins et al., 1990). Therefore, the NCI is a 

suitable instrument as it examines a person‟s sense of community and the overall social 

cohesion of their community (Buckner, 1988). 
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Sense of Place Scale. 

The Sense of Place Scale (SOPS) (Jorgensen & Stedman, 2001) measures a 

person‟s thoughts, beliefs and emotions towards a particular place context (Appendix 

W). The SOPS consists of 12 items, divided into 3 subscales: place identity (4 

questions), place attachment (4 questions) and place dependence (4 questions). 

Participants rate their responses to the items on a 5 point Likert scale ranging from 

“strongly disagree” to “strongly agree”. Questions include: “Ellenbrook is my favourite 

place to be” and “Ellenbrook is the best place for doing the things that I enjoy most”. 

Scores range from 12 to 60 with higher scores indicating increased sense of place. The 

SOPS has a reliability coefficient of .89. Reliability coefficients for the Identity subscale 

are .76; Attachment .84; and Dependence .74 (Jorgensen & Stedman, 2001). 

Sense of place involves a person‟s cognitions, emotions and behaviours which is 

consistent with the concepts of attitudes (Jorgensen & Stedman, 2001). Therefore, 

attitude theory provides a theoretical framework for organising the relationships 

between place components. As a result, the SOPS was used due to its multi-dimensional 

foundation of sense of place in which each dimension represents a different component 

of attitude. Additionally, Jorgensen and Stedman (2001) proposed several models based 

on attitude structure research, as explanations of the scale‟s construct validity. While 

there was support for three univariate dimensions consisting of place attachment, place 

identity and place dependence, the multi-dimensional construct was the better fit for 

measuring sense of place. 

Sense of Belonging Instrument. 

The Sense of Belonging Instrument (SOBI) (Hagerty & Patusky, 1995) is a self-

report instrument consisting of 2 scales (Appendix X). The first is sense of belonging - 

psychological (SOBI - P) which measures a person‟s sense of fit and sense of being 

valued in an interpersonal relationship. The SOBI - P scale consists of 18 items and 

questions include: “In general, I don‟t feel a part of the mainstream of society” and “I 

generally feel that people accept me”. The second scale represents sense of belonging - 

antecedents (SOBI - A) which measures factors assumed to be present for the 

occurrence of a sense of belonging, including energy for involvement and the desire for 

meaningful relationships (Hagerty & Patusky, 1995). The SOBI - A scale consists of 15 
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items which includes questions such as: “It is important to me that I am valued or 

accepted by others” and “I want to be a part of things going on around me”. 

Responses to each item in the SOBI are provided on a 4 point Likert scale 

ranging from “strongly disagree” to “strongly agree”. Each scale is scored separately 

with a range from 33 to 132. Lower scores on the SOBI-A indicate less perceived social 

support, negative social support and conflict (Hagerty & Patusky, 1995). Lower scores 

on the SOBI-P are related to depression, anxiety, loneliness, suicidal thoughts and 

history of psychiatric treatment (Hagerty et al., 1996). Coefficient alphas for SOBI-P 

range from .91 to .93, and for SOBI-A from .63 to .76 (Hagerty et al., 1996). 

This instrument was selected to measure sense of belonging as it identifies 

attributes of sense of belonging as being (a) valued involvement, or the experience of 

feeling valued, needed, or accepted; and (b) fit, the perception that the individual‟s 

characteristics articulate with the system or environment. This instrument reflects the 

theoretical formulation of belonging as comprising of object relationship (valued 

involvement) and identity (fit) (Hagerty & Patusky, 1995). 

Demographic questionnaire. 

The demographic questionnaire consisted of a set of demographic questions 

based on identified variables presented in the literature as contributing to the measured 

concepts. These variables were: gender, age, education level, racial or ethnic 

identification, marital status, employment status, residential status, length of residence, 

income, number of children living at home, living arrangements (number of people 

living at home), involvement in community activities and number of community 

members known (see Appendix Y). 

Ethical Considerations 

Approval was obtained prior to commencement of this research from the Edith 

Cowan University Human Research and Ethics Committee. Prior to data collection, 

participants were provided with an information letter (Appendix Z) which outlined the 

nature of the study and provided contact details for further clarification of the study if 

needed. It was stressed to participants that their participation was voluntary and they 

could withdraw from the research at any time with no repercussions. Responses were 

confidential and no identifying information was collected. 
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Procedure 

Prior to the main data collection, a pilot study was conducted to determine 

adequate completion rates, and ease and comprehensiveness of the questions. Residents 

were approached by the researcher via door knocking in which questionnaires and 

information letters were administered to 10 residents willing to participate in the study 

who were aged over 18 years of age and spoke English. Research indicates that 10 

participants are considered sufficient to conduct a pilot study (Salant & Dillman, 1994). 

As only 10 participants were needed for the pilot study, homes were approached until 

the completion rate was 100%. Based on participant feedback in the pilot study, the 

questionnaire completion time was deemed appropriate and questions easy to 

understand. Therefore, no alteration to the final questionnaire occurred. 

Subsequent to the pilot study, residences within Ellenbrook were approached by 

the researcher and an assistant, in which 300 questionnaires and information letters were 

delivered to English speaking residents over 18 years of age who were willing to 

participate in the study. As the choice of sampling timeframes influences who 

participates in the study (Kestenberg & Kestenberg, 1988), questionnaires were 

delivered at various times and days (9.00am to 6.00pm Monday to Saturday, Sunday 

excluded), in an attempt to reach as many community members as possible. For safety 

reasons the researcher and research assistant delivered the questionnaires together, and 

did not enter any participant‟s house. The questionnaire and an envelope were left with 

participants and the completed questionnaire was sealed for confidentiality purposes. 

Additionally, a suitable time was arranged with participants to collect the 

questionnaires. The questionnaires required 30 minutes to complete. 

Leaving questionnaires with participants ensured valid and reliable responses, as 

the researcher‟s presence may increase the likelihood of socially desirable responses 

(Salant & Dillman, 1994). Additionally, the participant has more control on the 

completion pace of the survey, enabling cognitive processing to occur as there is less 

pressure on response times, resulting in more accurate responses (Rockwood, Sangster, 

& Dillman, 1997; Salant & Dillman, 1994). Finally, as there were 90 questions their 

order may have affected responses. To reduce measurement error, the order of the 

questions was systematically varied in which sense of community questions were asked 

first in one set of questionnaires, sense of belonging questions were asked first in 
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another set of questionnaires, and so on (Salant & Dillman, 1994). This varying 

questionnaire order was distributed randomly to participants. 

To increase response rates a number of procedures were utilised. First, a pilot 

study was conducted with 10 residents to determine adequate completion rates, and ease 

and comprehensiveness of the questions. Second, the „drop off‟ survey method was 

chosen as personal contact between the researcher and participant encouraged 

completion rates (Salant & Dillman, 1994). Third, the questionnaires were collected at a 

convenient time for the participant (Salant & Dillman, 1994). Fourth, if at this initial 

call back the participant was not home or had not completed the questionnaire, a 

stamped addressed envelope was left with a note asking for the questionnaire to be 

returned (Salant & Dillman, 1994). Based on these procedures, the response rate for this 

study was 88.8% with only 38 (11.2%) surveys not returned. 

Summary 

This chapter has provided an outline of the participants, instruments, ethical 

considerations and procedure of this study. In summary, a quantitative design was used 

to examine residential satisfaction, sense of community, sense of belonging and sense of 

place with 300 residents from the community of Ellenbrook. Participants completed the 

following questionnaires on residential satisfaction: General Community Satisfaction 

Scale (GCSS) (Vreugdenhil & Rigby, 1987); sense of community, Neighborhood 

Cohesion Instrument (NCI) (Buckner, 1988); sense of belonging, Sense of Belonging 

Instrument (SOBI) (Hagerty & Patusky, 1995); and sense of place, Sense of Place Scale 

(SOPS) (Obst et al., 2002b) to explore these concepts. Ethical approval was obtained 

prior to commencing the study. The following chapter presents the analysis and results 

of the quantitative study. 
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Chapter 4 

Results 

Statistical Data Analysis 

The data was analysed using PASW (Predictive Analytics SoftWare) Statistic 

version 18 to answer the following research questions: 

1. What is the sense of community within Ellenbrook? 

2. What is the sense of belonging within Ellenbrook? 

3. What is the sense of place within Ellenbrook? 

4. What is the level of residential satisfaction within Ellenbrook? 

5. What builds residential satisfaction, sense of community, sense of belonging and 

sense of place in a planned community? 

6. What factors comprise residential satisfaction, sense of community, sense of 

belonging and sense of place? 

7. What is the relationship between residential satisfaction, sense of community, sense 

of belonging and sense of place within Ellenbrook? 

Assumption testing was undertaken on the data to determine the appropriate 

analyses to be conducted. Based on this testing the following analyses were performed. 

Research Questions 1-4 

To examine the level of residential satisfaction, sense of community, sense of 

belonging and sense of place within each village of Ellenbrook, a Kruskal-Wallis test 

was performed on the data from 300 participants. The Kruskal-Wallis test compared the 

means of the villages to determine if there were any differences (Tabachnick & Fidell, 

2007). 

Research Question 5 

Kruskal-Wallis was also performed to address the components of residential 

satisfaction, sense of community, sense of belonging and sense of place within 

Ellenbrook by examining the social, physical and personal predictors such as age, tenure 

type and number of people known in the community. 
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Research Questions 6 

To explore the factors that comprise residential satisfaction, sense of 

community, sense of belonging and sense of place in Ellenbrook, factor analysis was 

conducted. Factor analysis enables the structure of the variables to be observed (Coakes, 

Steed, & Dzidic, 2006). 

Research Question 7 

Finally, to examine the relationship between residential satisfaction, sense of 

community, sense of belonging and sense of place within Ellenbrook, regression 

analyses were performed. Regression assesses the relationship between several 

independent variables and one dependent variable (Tabachnick & Fidell, 2007). A 

significant level of 0.05, or p-value = 0.05, was used. Before the above analyses were 

performed, reliability of the General Community Satisfaction Scale (GCSS) 

(Vreugdenhil & Rigby, 1987), Neighborhood Cohesion Instrument (NCI) (Buckner, 

1988), Sense of Place Scale (SOPS) (Jorgensen & Stedman, 2001) and Sense of 

Belonging Instrument (SOBI) (Hagerty & Patusky, 1995) scales were examined. 

Reliability 

Through SPSS reliability analysis scale, the coefficient alpha was analysed to 

determine if the scales used with this sample had a similar level of reliability to that of 

the scales when originally tested. An appropriate level of reliability for research is 0.70 

(Groth-Marnat, 2009). Reliability of the General Community Satisfaction Scale (GCSS) 

was calculated and the Cronbach‟s alpha score was 0.93. This estimated alpha score was 

close to the published alpha score (0.97) by Vreugdenhil and Rigby (1987) in their 

development of this instrument. The Estimated Neighborhood Cohesion Instrument 

(NCI) scale reliability was 0.92 close to the 0.95 score obtained by Buckner (1988). For 

the Sense of Place Scale (SOPS) the estimated alpha score was 0.90 similar to the score 

of 0.89 computed by Jorgensen and Stedman (2001). For the Sense of Belonging 

Instrument – Antecedents (SOBI-A) estimated scale the reliability alpha was 0.82, 

higher than the alphas computed by the developers of the scales developers, Hagerty 

and Patusky (1995) who obtained scores ranging from 0.63 to 0.76. In this scale, 

removal of item 10 (“All of my life I have wanted to feel like I really belonged 

somewhere”) would have increased the alpha score to 0.83 but as this is only a marginal 

increase, the item was retained. For the Sense of Belonging Instrument- Psychological 
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(SOBI-P) estimated scale the reliability alpha was 0.96, higher than the alpha received 

by Hagerty and Patusky (1995) which ranged from 0.91 to 0.93. When the SOBI-A and 

SOBI-P subscales were combined, the reliability alpha was .94. See Table 3 for a 

summary comparing the original scale reliability to that obtained in this study. 

Table 3 

Comparison of the Scales’ Cronbach Alpha Scores between the Original Developer’s 

and this Study 

 

 Instrument Original Reliability  Current Reliability 

 

General Community 

Satisfaction Scale .97 .93 

Neighbourhood  

Cohesion Index  .95 .92 

Sense of Place .89 .90 

Sense of Belonging 

- Antecedent .76 .82 

Sense of Belonging 

- Psychological .93 .96 

 

Data Screening 

Prior to any analysis, screening of all data was undertaken. Screening involved 

checking the data to ensure there was sufficient information, variables and participants 

to perform the analyses, determine if there were any missing data or outliers and 

examine normality of the variables, as well as multi-collinearity, skewness and 

homogeneity of variance. Discussion of data screening for each analysis is presented in 

the next section. 

Normality 

Normality of the variables was assessed by applying the Kolmogorov-Smirnov 

Test. Results indicated that the variables were not normally distributed, p-value = 0.000, 

p< 0.05. For more details, see Appendix AA. Skewness which refers to the symmetry of 
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the distribution was also examined, and when a variable is skewed this shows that the 

variable mean is not in the centre of the distribution (Field, 2006; Tabachnick & Fidell, 

2007). It was found that four variables: “For doing the things that I enjoy the most, no 

other place can compare to this suburb”, “All of my life I have wanted to feel like I 

really belonged somewhere”, “Fitting in with people around me matters a great deal” 

and “I feel badly if others do not value or accept me”, were positively skewed while the 

remaining variables were negatively skewed, also indicating that normality was not met 

(see Appendix AB). When a distribution is positively skewed the frequent scores cluster 

at the lower end and the tail points towards the more positive or higher scores; whereas 

when a distribution is negatively skewed the reverse is true - the frequent scores cluster 

at the higher end and the tail points towards the more negative or lower scores (Field, 

2006). 

Some of the variables also exhibited non-normal kurtosis. Kurtosis refers to the 

peakedness of the distribution and the degree to which the scores cluster in the tails of 

the distribution (Field, 2006). When distributions are not normal, the variance of a 

variable is underestimated (Tabachnick & Fidell, 2007). Twenty of the variables had a 

platykurtic distribution indicating that many scores are found in the tail of the 

distribution, giving the distribution of the scores a „flat‟ looking appearance (Field, 

2006). The remaining variables were of a leptokurtic distribution indicating that many 

scores are not in the tail of the distribution, giving a „pointy‟ appearance to the 

distribution of scores (Field, 2006). 

Research Questions 1-4: What is the level of Residential Satisfaction, Sense of 

Community, Sense of Belonging and Sense of Place within Ellenbrook? 

Non parametric test: Kruskal-Wallis test – no group differences. 

Due to normality not being met and the scores on the DV (residential 

satisfaction) being an ordered categorical level of measurement, a nonparametric 

technique was performed to examine if there were any difference between the villages 

of Ellenbrook with regards to residential satisfaction, sense of community, sense of 

belonging and sense of place. Differences between the villages were examined as they 

each have a different design and previous research has found that variables such as 

sense of community differed as a result of community characteristics (e.g., Glynn, 1981, 

1986; Kingston et al., 1999). 
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Assumptions for nonparametric techniques were met as the sample was selected 

randomly and the participants appeared in only one group. The Kruskal-Wallis test was 

performed as it examines differences between two or more groups (Tabachnick & 

Fidell, 2007). Results indicated that there were no significant differences between the 

villages with regard to residential satisfaction, the chi-square statistic χ
2
 (3, N = 300) = 

0.059, p > .05; sense of community, χ
2
 (3, N = 300) = 3.619, p > .05; sense of place, χ

2
 

(3, N = 300) = 0.921, p > .05; sense of belonging, χ
2
 (3, N = 300) = 0.529, p > .05, (see 

Table 4). 

Table 4 

Chi-Square Values for Kruskal-Wallis Test Comparing the Differences between the 

Villages of Ellenbrook Regarding SOC, SOP, SOB and Residential Satisfaction 

 

 Variable df Chi-Square Sig 

 

 

Residential Satisfaction 3 0.05 0.996 

Sense of Community 3 3.61 0.306 

Sense of Place 3 0.92 0.820 

Sense of Belonging 3 0.52 0.912 

 

It was determined that there were no differences between the villages of 

Ellenbrook so no further analysis for individual villages was undertaken; therefore, the 

mean scores for each variable examined are presented for Ellenbrook as a whole. It was 

found that the mean score for residential satisfaction was 114.71 (SD 12.78), scores 

ranged from 27 to 135, with higher scores indicating satisfaction. Sense of community 

mean scores within Ellenbrook was 66.21 (SD 10.92) with a range of 18 to 90 with the 

higher the score, the greater the sense of community. The mean score for sense of place 

was 40.66 (SD 7.94), scores ranged from 12 to 60 with the higher the score indicating 

an increased sense of place. Finally, the mean score for sense of belonging was 103.25 

(SD 13.47), with scores ranging from 33 to 132, and the higher the score an increased 

sense of belonging. The resulting scores are tabulated in Table 5. 
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Table 5 

Mean Scores for Sense of Community, Sense of Belonging, Sense of Place and 

Residential Satisfaction of Ellenbrook 

   

  Instrument 

 Variable Range Min Max M SD 

 

 

Residential Satisfaction 27 – 135 74 135 114.71 12.78 

Sense of Community 18 – 90 34 90 66.21 10.92 

Sense of Place 12 – 60 16 60 40.66 7.94 

Sense of Belonging 33 – 132 35 132 103.25 13.47 

 

Research Question 5: What Builds Residential Satisfaction, Sense of Community, 

Sense of Belonging and Sense of Place in a Planned Community? 

Non parametric test: Kruskal-Wallis test – no group differences. 

The Kruskal-Wallis test was performed to examine if there were any group 

differences between different age groups regarding sense of community, sense of 

belonging, sense of place and residential satisfaction. Results indicated that there were 

no significant differences between the different age groups regarding residential 

satisfaction, the chi-square statistic: χ
2
 (9, N = 300) = 3.87, p > .05; sense of 

community, χ
2
 (9, N = 300) = 10.87, p > .05; sense of place, χ

2
 (9, N = 300) = 15.32, p > 

.05; sense of belonging, χ
2
 (9, N = 300) = 11.98, p > .05. This is outlined in Table 6. 



108 

Table 6 

Chi-Square Values for Kruskal-Wallis Test Comparing the Differences between 

Different Age Groups Regarding SOC, SOP, SOB and Residential Satisfaction 

 

 Variable df Chi-Square Sig 

 

 

Residential Satisfaction 9 3.87 0.920 

Sense of Community 9 10.87 0.284 

Sense of Place 9 15.32 0.082 

Sense of Belonging 9 11.98 0.214 

 

The Kruskal-Wallis test examined if there were any group differences between 

country of birth with regard to sense of community, sense of belonging, sense of place 

and residential satisfaction. Results indicated that there were no significant differences 

between the different places of birth with regard to residential satisfaction, the chi-

square statistic: χ
2
 (22, N = 300) = 21.37, p > .05; sense of community, χ

2
 (22, N = 300) 

= 31.53, p > .05; sense of place, χ
2
 (22, N = 300) = 17.16, p > .05; sense of belonging, χ

2
 

(22, N = 300) = 24.52, p > .05. Results are presented in Table 7. 

Table 7 

Chi-Square Values for Kruskal-Wallis Test Comparing the Differences between Country 

of Birth Regarding SOC, SOP, SOB and Residential Satisfaction 

 

 Variable df Chi-Square Sig 

 

 

Residential Satisfaction 22 21.37 0.498 

Sense of Community 22 31.53 0.086 

Sense of Place 22 17.16 0.754 

Sense of Belonging 22 24.52 0.320 
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The Kruskal-Wallis test was also performed to examine if there were any group 

differences between education level regarding sense of community, sense of belonging, 

sense of place and residential satisfaction. Results (see Table 8) indicated that there 

were no significant differences between the different levels of education regarding 

residential satisfaction, the chi-square statistic: χ
2
 (6, N = 300) = 7.49, p > .05; sense of 

community, χ
2
 (6, N = 300) = 5.07, p > .05; sense of place, χ

2
 (6, N = 300) = 10.70, p > 

.05; and sense of belonging, χ
2
 (6, N = 300) = 2.41, p > .05. 

Table 8 

Chi-Square Values for Kruskal-Wallis Test Comparing the Differences between 

Education Level Regarding SOC, SOP, SOB and Residential Satisfaction 

 

 Variable df Chi-Square Sig 

 

 

Residential Satisfaction 6 7.49 0.277 

Sense of Community 6 5.07 0.535 

Sense of Place 6 10.70 0.098 

Sense of Belonging 6 2.41 0.878 

 

The Kruskal-Wallis test examined if there were any group differences between 

homeownership status with regards to sense of community, sense of belonging, sense of 

place and residential satisfaction. Results indicated there were no significant differences 

between people who owned their homes and those who did not with regards to 

residential satisfaction, the chi-square statistic: χ
2
 (2, N = 300) = 1.05, p > .05; sense of 

community, χ
2
 (2, N = 300) = 5.13, p > .05; sense of place, χ

2
 (2, N = 300) = 0.50, p > 

.05; and sense of belonging, χ
2
 (2, N = 300) = 4.04, p > .05 (see Table 9). 
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Table 9 

Chi-Square Values for Kruskal-Wallis Test Comparing the Differences between 

Homeownership Status Regarding SOC, SOP, SOB and Residential Satisfaction 

 

 Variable df Chi-Square Sig 

 

 

Residential Satisfaction 2 1.05 0.591 

Sense of Community 2 5.13 0.077 

Sense of Place 2 0.50 0.776 

Sense of Belonging 2 4.04 0.132 

 

The Kruskal-Wallis test was also performed to examine if there were any group 

differences between length of time participants had lived in Ellenbrook with regard to 

sense of community, sense of belonging, sense of place and residential satisfaction. 

Results indicated that there were no significant differences between the length of time a 

person has lived in Ellenbrook with regard to residential satisfaction, the chi-square 

statistic: χ
2
 (5, N = 300) = 3.63, p > .05; sense of community, χ

2
 (5, N = 300) = 1.65, p > 

.05; sense of place, χ
2
 (5, N = 300) = 1.90, p > .05; and sense of belonging, χ

2
 (5, N = 

300) = 2.87, p > .05 (see Table 10). 

Table 10 

Chi-Square Values for Kruskal-Wallis Test Comparing the Differences between Length 

of Time Lived in Ellenbrook Regarding SOC, SOP, SOB and Residential Satisfaction 

 

 Variable df Chi-Square Sig 

 

 

Residential Satisfaction 5 3.63 0.604 

Sense of Community 5 1.65 0.894 

Sense of Place 5 1.90 0.862 

Sense of Belonging 5 2.87 0.719 
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Research Question 5: What Builds Residential Satisfaction, Sense of Community, 

Sense of Belonging and Sense of Place in a Planned Community? 

Non parametric test: Kruskal-Wallis test – group differences. 

The Kruskal-Wallis test was performed to examine if there were any group 

differences between marital status for sense of community, sense of belonging, sense of 

place and residential satisfaction. Results indicated that there were no significant 

differences between marital status with regard to residential satisfaction, the chi-square 

statistic: χ
2
 (4, N = 300) = 4.91, p > .05. However, there were group differences for 

sense of community, χ
2
 (4, N = 300) = 16.28, p < .05; sense of place, χ

2
 (4, N = 300) = 

10.63, p < .05; and sense of belonging, χ
2
 (4, N = 300) = 18.49, p < .05 (see Table 11). 

Table 11 

Chi-Square Values for Kruskal-Wallis Test Comparing the Differences between Marital 

Status Regarding SOC, SOP, SOB and Residential Satisfaction 

 

 Variable df Chi-Square Sig 

 

 

Residential Satisfaction 4 4.91 0.296 

Sense of Community 4 16.28 0.003* 

Sense of Place 4 10.63 0.031* 

Sense of Belonging 4 18.49 0.001* 

 

*p<0.05 

The Kruskal-Wallis test also examined group differences between income level 

in regard to sense of community, sense of belonging, sense of place and residential 

satisfaction. Results indicated that there were no significant differences between income 

level in regard to residential satisfaction, the chi-square statistic: χ
2
 (5, N = 300) = 7.04, 

p > .05 and sense of place, the chi-square statistic: χ
2
 (5, N = 300) = 3.95, p > .05. 

However, there were group differences for sense of community, χ
2
 (5, N = 300) = 11.41, 

p < .05; and sense of belonging, χ
2
 (5, N = 300) = 12.74, p < .05 (see Table 12). 
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Table 12 

Chi-Square Values for Kruskal-Wallis Test Comparing the Differences between Income 

Level with Regards to SOC, SOP, SOB and Residential Satisfaction 

 

 Variable df Chi-Square Sig 

 

 

Residential Satisfaction 5 7.04 0.217 

Sense of Community 5 11.41 0.044* 

Sense of Place 5 3.95 0.556 

Sense of Belonging 5 12.74 0.026* 

 

*p<0.05 

Kruskal-Wallis test examined group differences between number of people 

known in the community in regard to sense of community, sense of belonging, sense of 

place and residential satisfaction. Results indicated there were no significant differences 

between the number of people known in a community in regard to residential 

satisfaction, the chi-square statistic: χ
2
 (3, N = 300) = 2.38, p > .05 and sense of place, 

the chi-square statistic χ
2
 (3, N = 300) = 5.97, p > .05. However, there were group 

differences for sense of community, χ
2
 (3, N = 300) = 16.53, p < .05; and sense of 

belonging, χ
2
 (3, N = 300) = 9.66, p < .05 as outlined in Table 13. 

Table 13 

Chi-Square Values for Kruskal-Wallis Test Comparing Differences between Number of 

People Known in Ellenbrook for SOC, SOP, SOB and Residential Satisfaction 

 

 Variable df Chi-Square Sig 

 

Residential Satisfaction 3 2.38 0.497 

Sense of Community 3 16.53 0.001* 

Sense of Place 3 5.97 0.113 

Sense of Belonging 3 9.66 0.022* 

 

*p<0.05 
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Research Question 5: What Builds Residential Satisfaction, Sense of Community, 

Sense of Belonging and Sense of Place in a Planned Community? 

Non parametric test: Mann-Whitney test. 

In addition, a Mann-Whitney test examined if there were any gender differences 

between participants with regard to residential satisfaction, sense of community, sense 

of belonging and sense of place. The Mann-Whitney test compares two unpaired groups 

when the data is not normally distributed and indicates whether the population 

distribution for the two groups on the Dependent Variable are identical or not (Field, 

2006). Assumptions of the Mann-Whitney test were met as participants were only in 

one group and the groups were not related (Field, 2006). Results indicated there were 

significant group differences for residential satisfaction, z = -2.008, p < .05; and sense 

of community, z = -2.169, p < .05. No significant differences were reported for sense of 

place, z = -1.323, p > .05; and sense of belonging, z = -0.945, p > .05 (see Table 14). 

Table 14 

Z Score Values for Mann-Whitney Comparing the Differences between Gender 

Regarding SOC, SOP, SOB and Residential Satisfaction 

 

 Variable z-Score Significance 

 

Residential Satisfaction -2.008 0.045* 

Sense of Community -2.169 0.030* 

Sense of Place -1.323 0.186 

Sense of Belonging -0.945 0.345 

 

*p<0.05 

The Mann-Whitney test also enabled examination of differences regarding sense 

of community, sense of belonging, sense of place and residential satisfaction between 

residents involved or not involved in the community. Results indicated group 

differences for residential satisfaction, z = -2.560, p < .05; sense of community, z = -

5.284, p < .05; sense of place, z = -2.801, p > .05; and sense of belonging, z = -2.477, p 

> .05 as outlined in Table 15. 
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Table 15 

Z Score Values for Mann-Whitney Comparing the Differences between Community 

Involvement Regarding SOC, SOP, SOB and Residential Satisfaction 

 

 Variable z-Score Significance 

 

Residential Satisfaction -2.560 0.010* 

Sense of Community -5.284 0.000* 

Sense of Place -2.801 0.005* 

Sense of Belonging -2.477 0.013* 

 

*p<0.05 

Research Question 6: What Factors Comprise Residential Satisfaction, Sense of 

Community, Sense of Belonging and Sense of Place within Ellenbrook? 

Factor analysis. 

To examine which factors contributed to building residential satisfaction, sense 

of community, sense of belonging and sense of place in a community, factor analysis 

was conducted. While factor analysis is designed for interval data, it can also be used 

for ordinal data such as scores on a Likert scale (Manly, 2005; Rencher, 2002). For 

factor analysis, some practical issues and assumptions need to be considered. An ideal 

sample size for factor analysis is at least 300 cases which was obtained in this study 

(Fabrigar, Wegener, MacCallum, & Strahan, 1999; Tabachnick & Fidell, 2007). As 

indicated earlier, the Kolmogorov-Smirnov test indicated that normality was not met. If 

variables are normally distributed the solution is improved. However, normality is not 

considered critical for factor analysis as it is robust to assumptions of normality 

(Tabachnick & Fidell, 2007). Also if normality is not met in a study which samples 100 

or more cases, variables that skew significantly and present with non-normal kurtosis 

rarely deviate from normality enough to make a substantial difference in the analysis 

(Tabachnick & Fidell, 2007). Finally, the assumption of normality is only important if 

the results are to be generalised beyond the sample collected (Field, 2006). As the 

results of this study will not be generalised to other samples, it was decided to proceed 

with factor analysis. 
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Another assumption of factor analysis is linearity. As there were 96 variables, 

over 2000 histograms of standardised residuals as well as over 2000 scatterplots would 

be produced. Examination of all histograms and scatterplots would be impractical 

therefore, it was decided to examine linearity for the total score for residential 

satisfaction (DV) and the total scores for sense of community, sense of belonging and 

sense of place (IVs). Examination of the histogram of standardised residuals (see Figure 

28) showed a histogram with a normal „bell shaped‟ curve distribution, and examination 

of the scatterplot (see Figure 29) showed points that were randomly and somewhat 

evenly dispersed throughout. These distributions indicate that the assumption of 

linearity was met. 

 

Figure 28.   Histogram of standardised residual with Residential Satisfaction Scale total 

score as the DV 
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Figure 29.   Scatterplot of standardised residuals with Residential Satisfaction Scale 

total score as the DV 

Further examination of the correlation coefficients indicated that linearity was 

present for the Neighbourhood Cohesion Scale Total Score, Sense of Place Scale Total 

Score and Sense of Belonging Scale Total Score. See Table 16 for more detail. 

Table 16 

Linearity of Sense of Community, Sense of Belonging and Sense of Place on Residential 

Satisfaction 

 

Variables B β Sig 

 

 

Neighborhood Cohesion Scale Total Score 0.338 0.289 .000* 

Sense of Place Scale Total Score 0.684 0.429 .000* 

Sense of Belonging 0.140 0.147 .001* 

 

*p < .001 
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Outliers among cases. 

Another assumption of factor analysis is to check for outliers among cases. All 

but eight items were found to have outliers. When dealing with outliers there are three 

options: retain outliers, delete outliers or transform outliers (Tabachnick & Fidell, 

2007). Upon examination of the data, it was determined that the outliers were not due to 

incorrect data entry, missing value codes, or from a different population which was not 

intended to be sampled. Researchers indicate that if cases should not have been sampled 

they need to be deleted (Howell, 2007; Tabachnick & Fidell, 2007); therefore, as the 

outliers in this study were from the target population, they were retained. A possible 

reason for the outliers was that the distribution for the variable in the population had 

more extreme variables than a normal distribution (Howell, 2007; Tabachnick & Fidell, 

2007). It was also decided not to transform the data as it distorts the experimental error 

(Cooksey, 1996; Tabachnick & Fidell, 2007). 

Multicollinearity and singularity. 

Another assumption of factor analysis that was examined was multi-collinearity 

and singularity. Multi-collinearity refers to Independent Variables (IVs) that are highly 

correlated while singularity refers to perfectly correlated variables (Field, 2006). 

Singularity is a problem because it is impossible to determine the unique contribution of 

the highly correlated variables to the factor (Field, 2006). 

When examining multi-collinearity and singularity the determinant of the R 

matrix needs to be greater than 0.00001 (Field, 2006). Examination of the data showed 

that the determinant of R is 0.001 indicating that the variables did not correlate very 

highly. Additionally, examining the correlation matrix for very high correlations of 

above 0.80 or 0.90 indicates multi-collinearity (Field, 2006); however, this only 

provides a general examination and does not detect subtle forms of multi-collinearity 

(Field, 2006). Examination of the correlation matrix did not indicate any correlations 

above 0.80. Further examination to detect multi-collinearity was conducted by 

examining the Variance Inflation Factor (VIF), which indicates whether a predictor has 

a strong linear relationship with the other predictors (Tabachnick & Fidell, 2007). If the 

largest VIF value is greater than 10, this is a strong indicator of multi-collinearity (Field, 

2006; Tabachnick & Fidell, 2007). The VIF scores in this study ranged from 1.106 to 

2.003, indicating that multi-collinearity was not occurring (Field, 2006). In addition, if 
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the average VIF score is greater than 10 then there is a cause for concern (Field, 2006). 

The average VIF scores in this study was 1.66 showing no reason for concern in regards 

to multi-collinearity. Tolerance scores also determine multi-collinearity; with scores 

below 0.1 indicating a problem (Field, 2006; Tabachnick & Fidell, 2007). In this study, 

the Tolerance Statistic Scores ranged from 0.499 to 0.904. As these scores did not fall 

below 0.1, this provided further evidence that multi-collinearity was not occurring. 

Squared multiple correlations (SMCs) were also examined to detect multi-

collinearity. As SPSS converts these values to tolerance values, manual calculation was 

performed using the following equation (1 – tolerance value). SMC‟s for each variable 

were: sense of community (1 – 0.499 = 0.501); sense of place (1 - 0.530 = 0.470); and 

sense of belonging (1 - 0.904 = 0.096). When examining SMCs, the closer to 0.00 the 

better. If the SMC scores equal one (1) then singularity is present and if any SMC score 

is very large (0.90), then multi-collinearity is present (Field, 2006). Based on the SMC 

scores in this study, singularity and multi-collinearity were not present. 

Factorability of the correlation matrix. 

Factorability of the correlation matrix determines the reliability of the 

relationships between pairs of variables. If R is factorable, numerous pairs are 

significant. When there are no correlations above 0.30, factor analysis may not be 

appropriate as there is nothing to factor analyse (Field, 2006; Tabachnick & Fidell, 

2007). Examination of the Correlation Matrix showed there were several correlations 

that exceeded 0.30. Further evidence of the factorability of the correlation matrix was 

that Bartlett‟s Test of Sphericity was significant. However, with samples of substantial 

size, as in this research, this test is likely to be significant even if correlations are low 

(Tabachnick & Fidell, 2007). As a result, examination of the Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin 

measure of sampling adequacy, and the anti-image correlation matrix were conducted. 

The Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin measure of sampling adequacy was 0.913. Values greater than 

0.6 are required for a good factor analysis and those that are close to 1 indicate that 

partial correlations are small and therefore, factor analysis should yield distinct and 

reliable factors (Field, 2006; Tabachnick & Fidell, 2007). The anti-image correlation 

matrix revealed that the measures of sampling adequacy ranged from 0.724 to 0.950 - an 

acceptable level is 0.5 or above (Tabachnick & Fidell, 2007). 



119 

Factor Number

8987858381797775737169676563615957555351494745434139373533312927252321191715131197531

E
ig

e
n

v
a

lu
e

25

20

15

10

5

0

Scree Plot

Outliers among variables. 

The final assumption examined was whether there were any outliers among the 

variables. The data was screened for multivariate outliers using Mahalanobis distance 

(Tabachnick & Fidell, 2007). The critical value of chi-square for three dependent 

variables (DV‟s) at an alpha level of 0.001 is 16.2. Using this value there were three 

multivariate outliers. Based on the sample size of 300 participants, these outliers were 

retained in the data set, as inclusion of a relatively small number of outliers is not 

detrimental to the overall analysis (Coakes et al., 2006; Tabachnick & Fidell, 2007). 

Principal Axis Factoring (PAF). 

Principal Axis Factoring (PAF) was utilised as it builds a testable model to 

explain the inter-correlations among variables. When examining the Communalities 

chart, if factors are less than 0.20, the items are not loading properly on the factors 

(Field, 2006; Tabachnick & Fidell, 2007). The item “People don’t care about this 

suburb and it’s no wonder” had the lowest communality (0.328) indicating that items 

were loading adequately. The Total Variance Explained table showed 17 variables with 

eigenvalues greater than 1 (see Appendix AC). If the 17 factors were extracted, 60% of 

the variance would be explained. The screeplot indicated two predominant factors (see 

Figure 30). Rotation was performed to make the solution more interpretable. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 30.   Scree plot of the eigenvalues for each factor 



120 

Rotation results. 

An Orthogonal (Varimax) rotation was used as this is an accepted method for 

exploratory research (Coakes et al., 2006). Factor loadings, communalities (h
2
), and 

percentages of variance explained after Varimax rotation are shown in Appendix AD. 

To aid interpretation, factor loadings less than .40 were suppressed (Field, 2006; 

Stevens, 1992). Within this analysis, 40 of the 90 items double loaded, removal of these 

items resulted in further double loadings in subsequent analyses. Therefore, the factor 

structure at this stage was retained, and each double loading item was assigned to the 

component on which it loaded more robustly (see Table 17). 

The first factor included all 18 items pertaining to the Sense of Belonging – 

Psychological subscale of the Sense of Belonging Instrument and therefore, was 

labelled Belonging. One Sense of Belonging – Antecedent subscale item also loaded on 

this factor and on another factor with three other Sense of Belonging – Antecedent 

items. This item was assigned to the other factor as it loaded higher on that factor. 

The second factor included 24 items; however, there were issues with this factor 

in that half the variables loaded on more than one factor and most variables appeared to 

have some relationship with this factor making it difficult to interpret. For example, of 

the 24 items to load on this factor, 16 pertained to residential satisfaction, 5 to sense of 

community, and 4 to sense of place. Further examination of the sense of community 

items indicated that all three Attraction to Neighborhood subscale questions loaded on 

this factor as well as two of the 10 Psychological Sense of Community subscale items. 

However, of the two PSOC items, one loaded more strongly on factor 2, which 

contained items only pertaining to sense of community, so was interpreted with that 

factor instead. With regard to sense of place, three of the four Place Attachment 

subscale questions and one of the four Place Identity subscale questions loaded on this 

factor. Two Place Attachment questions, “This suburb is my favourite place to be” and 

“I feel happiest when I’m at this suburb” also loaded on Factor 6 which contained one 

Place Attachment question. This one Place Attachment item also loaded on Factor 2 

with the other three Place Attachment items. As a result of the double loadings of these 

Place Attachment items, interpretation proceeded with caution. Additionally, the one 

Place Identity item also loaded on Factor 7 with the remaining three Place Identity 

items. Again, interpretation proceeded with caution. Due to the generalised nature of 

this factor, weight was assigned to higher loading items and was labelled Satisfaction. 
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The third factor comprised of 14 of the 18 sense of community items. Further 

examination identified all six of the Degree of Neighbouring subscale items loaded as 

well as eight of the 10 PSOC subscale items. None of the Attraction to Neighbourhood 

subscale items loaded on this factor. This factor was labelled Community. 

The fourth factor to emerge included 11 of the 27 items relating to residential 

satisfaction. Further examination of these items indicated that these items were referring 

to the negative aspects of a community such as “This suburb is a terrible place for 

children”, “It is dangerous to live in this suburb” and “Living in this suburb is 

unpleasant”. As a result, this factor was labelled Dissatisfaction. 

The fifth factor to emerge had eight of the 15 Sense of Belonging – Antecedent 

subscale questions of the Sense of Belonging Instrument. For example, “Fitting in with 

people around me matters a great deal” and “It is important to me that I am valued or 

accepted by others”. As the questions related to aspects such as “fitting in” and “being 

accepted” this factor was labelled Acceptance. 

The sixth factor included five sense of place instrument items. Of these, all four 

Place Dependence subscale questions loaded on this factor and one was referring to the 

Place Attachment subscale items. As a result, this factor was labelled Dependence. 

The seventh factor to emerge loaded three sense of place instrument items. 

These items were three of the four Place Identity subscale questions. The three 

questions were: “This suburb says very little about who I am”, “Everything about this 

suburb is a reflection of me” and “This suburb reflects the type of person I am”. As a 

result, this factor was labelled Identity. 

The eighth factor comprised three Sense of Belonging – Antecedent subscale 

questions. The three questions were: “I just don’t feel like getting involved with people”, 

“I don’t have the energy to work on being a part of things” and “Relationships take too 

much energy for me”. As a result, this factor was labelled Disinterested. 

The ninth factor loaded four Sense of Belonging – Antecedent subscale 

questions. The four questions were: “Generally, other people recognise my strengths 

and good points”, “In the past, I have felt valued and important to others”, “I have 

qualities that can be important to others” and “I can make myself fit in anywhere”. This 

factor was labelled Valued. Table 17 below summarises these factor loadings. 
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Table 17 

Varimax Rotated Factor Loadings 

 

Factor Label Items 

 

 

 
1 Belonging I don't feel that there is any place where I really fit in this world (SOBI – P) 

  I feel like a square peg trying to fit into a round hole (SOBI – P) 

 I feel left out of things (SOBI – P) 

 I feel like an outsider in most situations (SOBI – P) 

 In general, I don't feel a part of the mainstream of society (SOBI – P) 

 I am troubled by feeling like I have no place in the world (SOBI – P) 

 I am not valued by or important to my friends (SOBI – P) 

 If I died tomorrow, very few people would come to my funeral (SOBI – P) 

 I feel like a piece of a jigsaw puzzle that doesn't fit in the puzzle (SOBI – P) 

 I am just not sure if I fit in with my friends (SOBI – P) 

 I feel like I observe life rather than participate in it (SOBI – P) 

 I am uncomfortable knowing that my background & experience differ (SOBI– P) 

 I would describe myself as a misfit in most social situations (SOBI – P) 

 I could not see or call my friends for days & it wouldn't matter to them (SOBI–P) 

 I could disappear for days and it wouldn't matter to my family (SOBI – P) 

 I often wonder if there is any place on earth where I really fit in (SOBI – P) 

 I would like to make a difference to people or things around me (SOBI – P) 

 I generally feel that people accept me (SOBI – P) 

 

2 Satisfaction In general, I am satisfied with living in this suburb (RS) 

 This area has a good feeling about it (RS) 

 This suburb is a wonderful place in which to live (RS) 

 People should be proud to say they live in this suburb (RS) 

 This suburb is a beautiful place to live (RS) 

 This suburb is a good place for families (RS) 

 This area is an interesting place to live (RS) 

 I am satisfied with the quality of housing in this suburb (RS) 

 There is a feeling of pride in this community (RS) 

 This suburb is a good place for children to grow up in (RS) 

 This suburb has a lot of good things going for it (RS) 

 This suburb is a pleasant place to walk (RS) 

 This suburb is one of Western Australia's most attractive places (RS) 

 This suburb is a comfortable, relaxing place to live (RS) 

 There just isn't enough privacy in this area (RS) 

 This suburb is a very clean place (RS) 

Overall, I am attracted to living in this suburb(SOC–Attraction to Neighborhood) 

I plan to remain a resident in this suburb for years (SOC– Attraction) 

Given the opportunity, I would move out of this suburb (SOC– Attraction) 

 Living in this suburb gives me a sense of community (SOC – PSOC) 

 I feel like I belong in this suburb (SOC – PSOC) 

 I feel relaxed when I'm at this suburb (SOP – Attachment) 

 This suburb is my favourite place to be (SOP – Attachment) 

 I feel happiest when I'm at this suburb (SOP –Attachment) 

 I feel that I can really be myself in this suburb (SOP –Identity) 
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Table 17 (cont.) 

Varimax Rotated Factor Loadings (cont.). 

 

Factor Label Items 
 

 

3 Community I visit my neighbours in their homes (SOC – Neighbouring) 

I borrow things and exchange favours with my neighbours (SOC– Neighbouring) 

I rarely have neighbours over to my house to visit (SOC – Neighbouring) 

I regularly stop and talk with people in my suburb (SOC – Neighbouring) 

If I need advice I could go to someone in my suburb (SOC– Neighbouring) 

I believe my neighbours would help me in an emergency (SOC – Neighbouring) 

The friendships & associations I have with others mean a lot to me (SOC–PSOC) 

A feeling of fellowship is deep between me & others in the suburb (SOC–PSOC) 

I feel loyal to the people in my suburb (SOC – PSOC) 

I like to think of myself as similar to those who live in this suburb (SOC– PSOC) 

If people in my suburb were planning…something we were doing (SOC–PSOC) 

I would be willing to work with others to improve my suburb (SOC–PSOC) 

I think I agree with most people about what is important in life (SOC – PSOC) 

 Living in this suburb gives me a sense of community (SOC – PSOC) 

 

4 Dissatisfaction This suburb is a disgrace to Western Australia (RS) 

  This suburb is a terrible place for children (RS) 

  Life is really dreary in this suburb (RS) 

  Living in this suburb is unpleasant (RS) 

  They should knock the whole place down and start again (RS) 

  It's ridiculous to think people really like living in this area (RS) 

  It is dangerous to live in this suburb (RS) 

  The environment in this suburb is bleak and depressing (RS) 

 This suburb is a boring place (RS) 

 People don't care about this suburb and it's no wonder (RS) 

 The quality of life in this suburb is low (RS) 

 

5 Acceptance Fitting in with people around me matters a great deal (SOBI - A) 

  It is important to me that I fit somewhere in this world (SOBI - A) 

  It is important to me that I am valued or accepted by others (SOBI - A) 

  I feel badly if others do not value or accept me (SOBI - A) 

  I am working on fitting in better with those around me (SOBI - A) 

  It is important to me that my thoughts and opinions are valued (SOBI - A) 

  I want to be a part of things going on around me (SOBI - A) 

  All of my life I have wanted to … belong somewhere (SOBI–A) 
 

6 Dependence For doing things I enjoy most, no other place can compare (SOP–Dependence) 

 This suburb is the best place for doing the things I enjoy (SOP–Dependence) 

 This suburb is not a good place to do the things I like to do (SOP–Dependence) 

 As far as I am concerned, there are better places to be (SOP–Dependence) 

 I really miss this suburb when away for too long (SOP–Attachment) 

 

7 Identity This suburb says very little about who I am (SOP –Identity) 

  Everything about this suburb is a reflection of me (SOP –Identity) 

  This suburb reflects the type of person I am (SOP –Identity) 

 

8 Disinterested I just don‟t feel like getting involved with people (SOBI - A) 

  I don‟t have the energy to work on being a part of things (SOBI - A) 

  Relationships take too much energy for me (SOBI - A) 

 

9 Valued  I can make myself fit in anywhere (SOBI - A) 

   Generally, other people recognise my strengths & good points (SOBI - A) 

  In the past, I have felt valued and important to others (SOBI - A) 

  I have qualities that can be important to others (SOBI - A) 
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Research Question 7: What is the Relationship between Residential Satisfaction, 

Sense of Community, Sense of Belonging and Sense of Place within Ellenbrook? 

Spearman’s correlation. 

To examine the relationship between residential satisfaction, sense of 

community, sense of belonging and sense of place, a Spearman correlation was 

performed as data violated the assumptions of Pearson‟s r, in that the variables had a 

continuous ordinal measurement level. It was predicted that as the instruments measured 

related constructs, there would be a significant correlation with an effect size (i.e., 

strength of the relationship between the variables) of 0.50. Effect size determines the 

meaningfulness or importance of the significance that has been met (Field, 2006). The 

most recognised view about effect size is: r = .10 (small affect) that is, the effect 

explains 1% of the total variance; r = .30 (medium effect) – the effect accounts for 9% 

of the total variance; and r = .50 (large effect) – the effect accounts for 25% of the 

variance (Cohen, 1988; Field, 2006). 

Data summarised in Table 18 show that Spearman‟s correlation was significant 

for all the variables indicating that constructs are related. The relationship between 

residential satisfaction and sense of community was r (300) = 0.636, p < .05 which 

indicated a large effect size; the relationship between residential satisfaction and sense 

of place was r (300) = 0.620, p < .05 which also indicated a large effect size; and the 

relationship between residential satisfaction and sense of belonging was r (300) = 0.405, 

p < .05 indicating a medium effect size. The relationship between sense of community 

and sense of place was r (300) = .667, p. < .05 indicating a large effect size; and the 

relationship between sense of community and sense of Belonging was r (300) = 0.327, 

p. < .05 indicating a medium effect size; and the relationship between sense of place and 

sense of belonging was r (300) = 0.240, p. < .05 indicating a small effect size. 
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Table 18 

Spearman’s Correlation of Residential Satisfaction, Sense of Community, Sense of 

Belonging and Sense of Place 

 

Variables SOC SOP SOB 
 

 

Residential Satisfaction (RS) 0.636* 0.620* 0.405* 

Sense of Community (SOC)  0.667* 0.327* 

Sense of Place (SOP)   0.240* 

 

*. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed) 

n = 300 

Research Question 7: What is the Relationship between Residential Satisfaction, 

Sense of Community, Sense of Belonging and Sense of Place within Ellenbrook? 

Logistic regression. 

To examine the strength of association between residential satisfaction, sense of 

community, sense of belonging and sense of place, multivariate logistic regression was 

performed. Logistic Regression describes the relationship between the dependent 

variable (residential satisfaction) and a set of independent variables (sense of 

community, sense of belonging and sense of place) and is useful for formulating models 

about the types of factors that might determine which variables are influential in 

predicting the outcome (Field, 2006). Logistic regression is related to and answers the 

same questions as Discriminant Function Analysis, Multiway Frequency Analysis 

(logit) and Multiple Regression Analysis. Logistic regression is more flexible as it does 

not require any assumptions about the distributions of the predictor variable. The 

predictors do not have to be linearly related, normally distributed or of equal variance 

within each group, and they can be any mix of dichotomous, discrete and continuous 

variables (Tabachnick & Fidell, 2007). However, it is recognised that for logistic 

regression, multivariate normality and linearity among the predictors may enhance 

power (Tabachnick & Fidell, 2007). 
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There are different methods of logistic regression: forced entry and forward or 

backward stepwise methods (Field, 2006). The forced entry method, however, is 

believed to be the only appropriate method for theory testing as stepwise methods are 

influenced by random variation, seldom provide replicable results, are not useful for 

theory building, and particularly with forward stepwise method there is a risk of a Type 

II error occurring (Field, 2006). As a result, the forced entry method was used in this 

research. 

Plausible interactions among the independent variables (sense of community, 

sense of belonging and sense of place) included in the logistic regression models were 

tested and statistical significance for the unique contribution of each variable, while 

holding constant the other variables, was assessed by the Wald Chi-Square statistic. The 

strength of associations between variables statistically significantly associated with the 

outcome variable in the logistic regression analyses was quantified by 95% confidence 

intervals and estimated odds ratios, which is the ratio of the probability that an event 

will occur compared to the probability that an odd will not occur (Field, 2006). 

Univariate analysis. 

A Chi-Square was performed to test for relatedness or independence. The 

assumptions of Chi-Square were met in this study. These included: random sample, 

observation generated by a different participant contributes data to only one cell and 

adequate cell sizes. That is, when there are less than 10 cells, the lowest expected 

frequency required in all cells is five, particularly if the sample size is small. The 

observed frequencies, however, can be any value, including zero (Brace, Kemp, & 

Snelgar, 2000; Coakes et al., 2006; Field, 2006; Landridge, 2004). Additionally, the use 

of chi-square is recommended when the sample size is larger than 20 as the smaller the 

sample the worse the fit of the chi-square statistic, and there is also a strong risk of Type 

I error (Field, 2006; Landridge, 2004). With a sample size of 300 participants in this 

study and the output indicating that there were no cells with an expected count less than 

5, these assumptions were met and the chi-square statistic deemed appropriate. 

Examination of the Pearson‟s chi-square revealed a significant association 

between residential satisfaction (DV) and sense of community (IV) χ
2
 (1,300) = 40.127, 

p < .05. The chi-square also revealed a significant association between residential 

satisfaction (DV) and sense of place (IV) χ
2
 (1,300) = 56.805, p < .05, and a significant 
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association between residential satisfaction (DV) and sense of belonging (IV) χ
2
 (1,300) 

= 25.848, p < .05. This indicated that the variables were not independent but related. 

That is, the highly significant result indicated there was an association between the level 

of residential satisfaction experienced and the level of sense of community, sense of 

belonging and sense of place experienced. For example, the proportion of residents with 

high sense of community who experienced high levels of residential satisfaction was 

significantly more than the proportion of residents with low sense of community who 

experienced high levels of residential satisfaction. 

Sense of community and residential satisfaction. 

There were 127 (42%) residents with lower levels of sense of community (below 

M = 66.21). Of these, 85 (67%) experienced lower levels of residential satisfaction 

(below M = 114.71), while 42 (33%) experienced higher levels of residential 

satisfaction (above M = 114.71). There were 173 (58%) residents with high sense of 

community (above M = 66.21) and of these, 52 (30%) had low levels of residential 

satisfaction, with 121 (70%) having a higher level of residential satisfaction. 

Sense of place and residential satisfaction. 

Of the 135 (45%) residents with lower levels of sense of place (below M = 

40.66), 94 (70%) experienced lower levels of residential satisfaction (below M = 

114.71) while 41 (30%) experienced higher levels of residential satisfaction. There were 

165 (55%) residents with higher levels of sense of place (above M = 40.66). Of these, 

43 (26%) experienced lower levels of residential satisfaction with 122 (74%) 

experiencing higher levels of residential satisfaction. 

Sense of belonging and residential satisfaction. 

Of the 134 (45%) residents with lower levels of sense of belonging (below M = 

103.25), 83 (62%) experienced lower levels of residential satisfaction (below M = 

114.71), while 51 (38%) experienced higher levels of residential satisfaction. There 

were 166 (55%) residents with higher levels of sense of belonging (above M = 103.25) 

with 112 (68%) of these experiencing higher levels of residential satisfaction, and 54 

(32%) experiencing lower levels of residential satisfaction. See Table 19 for more 

detail. 
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Table 19 

Results of Univariate Analysis Examining the Relationship between Residential 

Satisfaction, Sense of Community, Sense of Belonging and Sense of Place 

 

 

 Factor High RS Low RS Total 
 

 

High SOC 121 (70%) 52 (30%) 173 (58%) 

Low SOC   42 (33%) 85 (67%) 127 (42%) 
 

High SOP 122 (74%) 43 (26%) 165 (55%) 

Low SOP   41 (30%) 94 (70%) 135 (45%) 
 

High SOB 112 (68%) 54 (32%) 166 (55%) 

Low SOB   51 (38%) 83 (62%) 134 (45%) 
 

Multivariate analysis. 

After performing the univariate analysis, the variables were examined to identify 

those to be included in the multivariate analysis. It is recommended that variables with a 

p-value of < 0.25 level be included in the analysis as studies have shown that using 

lower levels as the selection criterion, such as the traditional 0.05 level, fails to identify 

variables known to be important (Field, 2006). However, as all these variables had a p-

value of < 0.05 the issue of important variables failing to be identified was not a 

concern and hence all were selected as variables for the multivariable model. 

After the fit of the multivariate model was determined, the importance of each 

variable in the model was examined. Results for the following variables were: sense of 

community, Wald Statistic (1,300) = 8.86, p < .05; sense of place, Wald Statistic (1,300) 

= 23.9, p < .05; and sense of belonging, Wald Statistic (1,300) = 16.13, p < .05. The 

Wald statistic for each variable was significant thereby indicating that the parameters in 

the model are significant. 

The odds ratio predicted by the model indicated that someone who had low 

levels of sense of community had 0.42 the odds of experiencing residential satisfaction 

compared to someone with high sense of community. Conversely, someone who had a 

high level of sense of community had 2.4 times the odds of experiencing residential 

satisfaction compared to someone who had low sense of community. 
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Someone who had low levels of sense of place had 0.24 the odds of having a 

high level of residential satisfaction compared to someone with high levels of sense of 

place. On the other hand, someone with a high level of sense of place had 4.1 times the 

odds of experiencing residential satisfaction compared to someone who had low sense 

of place. 

Someone with a low level of sense of belonging had 0.33 the odds of 

experiencing residential satisfaction compared to someone with a high level of sense of 

belonging. Conversely, someone with a high level of sense of belonging had 3.0 times 

the odds of experiencing residential satisfaction compared to someone with low sense of 

belonging (see Table 20). 

Table 20 

Results of Multivariate Logistic Regression Analysis Examining the Relationship 

between Residential Satisfaction and Sense of Community, Sense of Belonging and 

Sense of Place 

 

 Factor Odds 95% C.I. Wald df Sig 

  Ratio Lower - Upper Chi Square 

 

 

SOC 0.416 0.23 – 0.74 8.86 1 0.003* 

SOP 0.238 0.13 – 0.42 23.99 1 0.000* 

SOB 0.336 0.19 – 0.57 16.13 1 0.000* 

 

Note: R
2
 = .20 (Homer & Lemeshow), .25 (Cox & Snell), .33 (Nagelkerke). 

Model χ
2
(1) = 85.37, *p < .005 

(n=300) 

Chapter Summary 

Prior to any analysis, assumption testing was undertaken on the data to 

determine the most appropriate analyses to be conducted. As a result, the Kruskal-

Wallis test was utilised to compare the means of the villages to determine if there were 

any group differences in terms of the level of residential satisfaction, sense of 

community, sense of belonging and sense of place. Results showed there to be no group 
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differences: residential satisfaction, χ
2
 (3, N = 300) = 0.059, p > .05; sense of 

community, χ
2
 (3, N = 300) = 3.619, p > .05; sense of place, χ

2
 (3, N = 300) = 0.921, p > 

.05; and sense of belonging, χ
2
 (3, N = 300) = 0.529, p > .05). 

The Kruskal-Wallis test also determined if group differences existed based on 

the participant‟s demographic information (see Table 21). Group differences were not 

evident for age, country of birth, education level, homeownership status and length of 

residence. For marital status, no group differences existed for residential satisfaction; 

however, group differences existed for sense of community, sense of place and sense of 

belonging. No group differences for income level existed for residential satisfaction and 

sense of place; however, there were group differences for sense of community and sense 

of belonging. The same was found for number of people known in the community in 

that no group differences existed for residential satisfaction and sense of place; 

however, group differences existed for sense of community and sense of belonging. 

A Mann-Whitney analysis was performed on gender and number of people 

known in the community. In terms of gender, no group differences were found for sense 

of belonging (z = -0.945, p > .05); and sense of place (z = -1.323, p > .05). However, 

group differences were found for residential satisfaction (z = -2.008, p < .05); and sense 

of community (z = -2.169, p < .05). Group differences for community involvement were 

found for all four variables: residential satisfaction, z = -2.560, p < .05; sense of 

community, z = -5.284, p < .05; sense of place, z = -2.801, p > .05; and sense of 

belonging, z = -2.477, p > .05. 

To explore factors contributing to building residential satisfaction, sense of 

community, sense of belonging and sense of place in Ellenbrook, factor analysis was 

performed; nine factors emerged. Of these, the sense of belonging items, the place 

identity items and the residential satisfaction items which referred to dissatisfaction, 

emerged separately on their own factor, respectively. However, several residential 

satisfaction items, along with the attraction to neighbourhood component of sense of 

community and the place attachment components of sense of place emerged together on 

another factor. Finally, to examine the relationship between sense of community, sense 

of belonging, sense of place and residential satisfaction within Ellenbrook, logistic 

regression analyses were performed. Results indicated a significant positive relationship 

between the variables. An integration of the results and conclusions are discussed in the 

following chapter. 
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Table 21 

Summary of Chi-Square Values for Kruskal-Wallis Test examining Group Differences 

on Demographic Information with Regards to SOC, SOP, SOB and Residential 

Satisfaction 

 

   Constant  Results   Sig 

 

 

Age RS 3.87 0.920 

 SOC 10.87 0.287 

 SOP 15.32 0.082 

 SOB 11.98 0.214 

 

COB RS 21.37 0.498 

 SOC 31.53 0.086 

 SOP 17.16 0.754 

 SOB 24.52 0.320 

 

Education RS 7.49 0.277 

 SOC 5.07 0.535 

 SOP 10.70 0.098 

 SOB 2.41 0.878 

 

Homeownership RS 1.05 0.591 

 SOC 5.13 0.077 

 SOP 0.50 0.776 

 SOB 4.04 0.132 

 

Length of Residence RS 3.63 0.604 

 SOC 1.65 0.984 

 SOP 1.90 0.862 

 SOB 2.87 0.719 

 

Marital Status RS 4.91 0.296 

 SOC 16.28 0.003* 

 SOP 10.63 0.031* 

 SOB 18.49 0.001* 

 

Income Level RS 7.04 0.217 

 SOC 11.41 0.044* 

 SOP 3.95 0.556 

 SOB 12.74 0.026* 

 

No. people known RS 2.38 0.497 

 SOC 16.53 0.001* 

 SOP 5.97 0.113 

 SOB 9.66 0.022* 

 

*p<0.05 
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Chapter 5 

Discussion 

This study investigated the level of residential satisfaction, sense of community, 

sense of belonging and sense of place within the planned community of Ellenbrook in 

Western Australia. In order to do this the following research questions were proposed: 

1. What is the sense of community within Ellenbrook? 

2. What is the sense of belonging within Ellenbrook? 

3. What is the sense of place within Ellenbrook? 

4. What is the level of residential satisfaction within Ellenbrook? 

5. What builds residential satisfaction, sense of community, sense of belonging and 

sense of place in a planned community? 

6. What factors comprise residential satisfaction, sense of community, sense of 

belonging and sense of place? 

7. What is the relationship between residential satisfaction, sense of community, sense 

of belonging and sense of place within Ellenbrook? 

Plan of the Chapter 

This chapter will begin with a presentation of the community profile with regard 

to whether the different villages within Ellenbrook experienced different levels of 

residential satisfaction, sense of community, sense of belonging and sense of place. 

Following this section, research questions 1-4 will be presented as the basis for 

discussion on the level of residential satisfaction, sense of community, sense of 

belonging and sense of place within Ellenbrook. Then follows is a discussion of 

research question 5 which addresses the building of residential satisfaction, sense of 

community, sense of belonging and sense of place within Ellenbrook. This will be done 

by presenting information on the social, physical and personal predictors that build 

these constructs. Next is information pertaining to research question 6 which determines 

the factors that comprise residential satisfaction, sense of community, sense of 

belonging and sense of place. Finally, research question 7 addresses the relationship 

between residential satisfaction, sense of community, sense of belonging and sense of 

place within Ellenbrook. A summary of the discussion will be followed by limitations 

of the study, further research and theoretical and practical implications of this research. 
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Community Profile 

Group differences. 

Differences between the villages of Ellenbrook in regards to residential 

satisfaction, sense of community, sense of belonging and sense of place were examined 

to determine if the different village designs influenced the degree to which the residents 

experienced each variable. Results indicated no significant difference between the 

villages on these variables. This indicates that residents identify with the suburb of 

Ellenbrook as a whole rather than the individual village in which they reside. This does 

not support previous research which has examined these variables and found group 

differences are present in a community (Billig, 2005; Glynn, 1981, 1986; Kingston et 

al., 1999; Long & Perkins, 2007; Shamai & Ilatov, 2005). Group differences were 

reported because they have either examined groups from different communities such as 

low socio-economic compared to high socio-economic areas (Billig, 2005; Kingston et 

al., 1999; Shamai & Ilatov, 2005), examined individual group differences within a 

community such as Black residents compared to White residents (Long & Perkins, 

2007), or studied local residents as compared to new immigrants (Shamai & Ilatov, 

2005). There is little variance in terms of individual differences (i.e., socioeconomic 

background and ethnicity) among Ellenbrook residents. This homogeneity of the 

population may explain why no group differences were found. This is supported by 

research which shows that residents from the same neighbourhood who are similar in 

regard to individual variables (i.e., education level and socio economic status) and 

neighbourhood related variables (i.e., physical characteristics of the community and the 

presence of neighbourhood associations) develop a strong neighbourhood identification 

(Glynn, 1986; Kingston et al., 1999). That is, they identify with their community 

collectively rather than on the individual area in which they reside. Therefore, 

Ellenbrook residents may have developed strong neighbourhood identification. 

The lack of group differences, despite the different physical structures of each 

village within Ellenbrook is supported in research by Glynn (1981, 1986) who 

examined the following community characteristics: geography (location of the 

community), patterns of interaction (design of the community to promote interaction 

among residents), history (age of the community), function (i.e., residential suburb) and 

autonomy (i.e., self sufficient or government funded) and their impact on residential 

satisfaction. Concerning geography, each village of Ellenbrook is not geographically 
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different; they are situated in the same suburb. For patterns of interaction, each village is 

designed to promote contact and communication among residents. All villages serve the 

same residential function and are collectively a part of the residential suburb of 

Ellenbrook. Each village is not autonomous in that they rely on government funding for 

services; one village is not more self-sufficient than another. However, historically each 

village was developed at different stages over several years (1995 – 2010). Despite this, 

residents perceive Ellenbrook as a whole and therefore, identify the suburb as being a 

new community rather than one village being older than another. 

Summary. 

The results suggest that within each village of Ellenbrook there is little 

difference with regard to residential satisfaction, sense of community, sense of 

belonging and sense of place. Group differences in this study may not have emerged 

because residents identify with Ellenbrook as a whole rather than the individual village 

in which they reside. Another reason maybe because of the homogeneity of the 

Ellenbrook population, residents have developed strong neighbourhood identification. 

The next section discusses the level of residential satisfaction, sense of community, 

sense of belonging and sense of place within Ellenbrook. In addition, the factors that 

contribute to the development of these concepts within Ellenbrook are discussed. 

Research Questions 1-4: What is the level of Sense of Community, Sense of 

Belonging, Sense of Place and Residential Satisfaction within Ellenbrook? 

The mean score for sense of community in this study was 66.21 (range 18 to 90). 

This higher score indicates that residents experience an increased sense of community 

within Ellenbrook (Buckner, 1988). The mean score for sense of place within 

Ellenbrook was 40.66 (range 12 to 60). This higher score indicates an increased sense of 

place within Ellenbrook (Jorgensen & Stedman, 2001). The mean score for sense of 

belonging within Ellenbrook was 103.25 (range 33 to 132), indicating a higher sense of 

belonging exists within Ellenbrook (Hagerty & Patusky, 1995). The mean score for 

residential satisfaction in this study is 114.71 (range 27 to 135), suggesting that more 

residents are satisfied with Ellenbrook than dissatisfied (Vreugdenhil & Rigby, 1987). 

As Ellenbrook was developed specifically to promote these concepts, the high 

scores indicate that Ellenbrook is performing as designed. It was important to assess the 

residents‟ point of view as to whether their expectation of the „ideal‟ community 
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matched the reality once they moved in, to determine whether they were satisfied with 

their decision to move to a planned community, and as such are satisfied with their new 

community. Based on these results, satisfaction appears to be the case. Within Australia, 

there has been an increasing shift towards planned communities (Eves, 2007; Rosenblatt 

et al., 2009) and based on these results, is a trend that should continue. The high sense 

of community, sense of belonging, sense of place and residential satisfaction 

experienced in Ellenbrook are the result of social, physical and personal predictors. 

Research Question 5: What Builds Residential Satisfaction, Sense of Community, 

Sense of Belonging and Sense of Place in a Planned Community? 

Social predictors. 

The social predictors examined in this study included community participation, 

social support, belongingness and community attachment as identified by previous 

research (Albanesi et al., 2007; Amerigo & Aragones, 1997; Bailey & McLaren, 2005; 

Bardo & Hughey, 1984; Brodsky et al., 1999; Bruin & Cook, 1997; Farrell et al., 2004; 

Grillo et al., 2010; Hagerty et al., 1996; Hay, 1998b; Jorgensen et al., 2007; Kianicka et 

al., 2006; Kissane & McLaren, 2006; Mellor et al., 2008; Obst et al., 2002a; Ohmer, 

2007; Perkins & Long, 2002; Post, 2008; Potter & Cantarero, 2006; Prezza & 

Costantini, 1998; Shamai & Ilatov, 2005; Stedman, 2003; Tartaglia, 2006; Warin et al., 

2000; Wood et al., 2010). 

Community participation such as belonging to a community group or voluntary 

association and/or using recreational facilities helps a person define themselves in terms 

of their interpersonal relationships and substantiates their sense of being valued 

(Amerigo & Aragones, 1997; Burby et al., 1975; Chubb & Fertman, 1992; Fried, 1984; 

Grillo et al., 2010; Hagerty et al., 1996; Kissane & McLaren, 2006; La Grange & Ming, 

2001; Potter & Cantarero, 2006; Unger & Wandersman, 1985; Wasserman, 1982). As a 

result, this leads to the development of residential satisfaction, sense of community, 

sense of belonging and sense of place (Amerigo & Aragones, 1997; Burby et al., 1975; 

Chubb & Fertman, 1992; Fried, 1984; Grillo et al., 2010; Hagerty et al., 1996; Kissane 

& McLaren, 2006; La Grange & Ming, 2001; Potter & Cantarero, 2006; Unger & 

Wandersman, 1985; Wasserman, 1982). Results indicated that Ellenbrook residents 

involved in the community experienced more residential satisfaction, sense of 

community, sense of belonging and sense of place than those not involved in the 
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community. Further examination showed that 81.3% of participants involved in the 

community indicated that they had something of value to offer the community and 

would like to make a difference. Additionally, 95.4% indicated that they possessed 

qualities that may be important to others and 92.7% felt they were valued or important 

to their friends. This supports the research that those involved in the community develop 

a sense of being valued, which increases their residential satisfaction, sense of 

community, sense of belonging and sense of place (Amerigo & Aragones, 1997; Burby 

et al., 1975; Chubb & Fertman, 1992; Fried, 1984; Grillo et al., 2010; Hagerty et al., 

1996; Kissane & McLaren, 2006; La Grange & Ming, 2001; Potter & Cantarero, 2006; 

Unger & Wandersman, 1985; Wasserman, 1982). 

The high level of residential satisfaction (M = 114.71), sense of community  

(M = 66.21), sense of belonging (M = 103.25) and sense of place (M = 40.66), is the 

result of most participants (78.3%) perceiving Ellenbrook as having appropriate 

recreational facilities with a range of organisations available in the community. 

Research shows that residents who perceive their community as having a social 

environment and available recreational facilities are more likely to engage in 

community activities, thereby increasing residential satisfaction, sense of community, 

sense of belonging and sense of place (Lewicka, 2010; Post, 2008; Semenza & March, 

2009; Stedman, 2003). However, merely participating in an activity does not enhance 

these concepts, it also involves a person‟s willingness and motivation to be involved 

(Albanesi et al., 2007; Bailey & McLaren, 2005; Brodsky & Marx, 2001; Chavis & 

Wandersman, 1990; Davidson & Cotter, 1991; Hughey et al., 1999; Long & Perkins, 

2007; Ohmer, 2007; Perkins & Long, 2002; Prezza et al., 2001; Prezza & Costantini, 

1998; Unger & Wandersman, 1985; Wood et al., 2010). For example, in a study on 

physical activity as a predictor of sense of belonging, results suggested that it was not 

performing physical exercise with others, but the actual motivation to belong that 

predicted sense of belonging (Bailey & McLaren, 2005). Those who wanted to belong 

actively found others interested in physical activity (Bailey & McLaren, 2005; Lim, 

2007). In Ellenbrook, 86.3% of participants stated that they want to be a part of the 

community indicating that a large number of people are willing and motivated to meet 

and interact with their neighbours, which may explain the high levels of residential 

satisfaction, sense of community, sense of belonging and sense of place. 

The development of residential satisfaction, sense of community, sense of 

belonging and sense of place is also the result of friendship networks within a 
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community as they provide a source of emotional and instrumental social support 

(Farrell et al., 2004; Grillo et al., 2010; Jorgensen et al., 2007; Kianicka et al., 2006; 

Lewicka, 2010; Long & Perkins, 2007; Mak et al., 2009; McLaren et al., 2001; Obst & 

White, 2007; Ohmer, 2007; Perkins & Long, 2002; Post, 2008; Potter & Cantarero, 

2006; Rankin et al., 2000; Semenza & March, 2009; Shamai & Ilatov, 2005; Steger & 

Kashdan, 2009; Warin et al., 2000; Wen Li et al., 2010). In Ellenbrook, 86.3% of 

participants indicated that they regularly stop and talk with people; 78.7% borrow items 

and exchange favours with their neighbours; and 98% indicated that their neighbours 

would help in an emergency. These results showed that many residents experience 

emotional and instrumental social support due to neighbourhood interaction, resulting in 

the high level of residential satisfaction, sense of community, sense of belonging and 

sense of place, and thus supporting the literature (Bonaiuto et al., 1999; Bonnes et al., 

1991; Braubach, 2007; Brown et al., 2003; Chapman & Lombard, 2006; da Luz Reis & 

Lay, 2010; Hourihan, 1984; James et al., 2009; Jorgensen et al., 2007; Lewicka, 2010; 

Ng, 2010; Perez et al., 2001; Post, 2008; Semenza & March, 2009; Uzzell et al., 2002; 

Wen Li et al., 2010). 

Strong social networks also result in the development of belongingness and 

attachment, which leads to the development of residential satisfaction, sense of 

community, sense of belonging and sense of place (Aiello et al., 2010; Albanesi et al., 

2007; Allen, 1991; Brown & Cropper, 2001; Brown et al., 2005; Farrell et al., 2004; 

Filkins et al., 2000; Grillo et al., 2010; Grzeskowiak et al., 2003; Hourihan, 1984; 

Hughey & Bardo, 1984; McCrea et al., 2005; Mellor et al., 2008; Obst et al., 2002a; 

Ohmer, 2007; Perkins & Long, 2002; Phillips et al., 2004; Potter & Cantarero, 2006; 

Tartaglia, 2006; Wood et al., 2010). In Ellenbrook, 90.3% of participants considered 

they were a part of the mainstream society, and 92.7% stated that people accepted them, 

so they belonged in the community. These results support previous research that 

residents who consider they belong to their community experience higher levels of 

residential satisfaction, sense of community, sense of belonging and sense of place 

(Albanesi et al., 2007; Evans, 2009; Farrell et al., 2004; Grillo et al., 2010; Hay, 1998a, 

1998b; Long & Perkins, 2007; Mellor et al., 2008; Ohmer, 2007; Semenza & March, 

2009; Vanclay, 2008; Warin et al., 2000; Wen Li et al., 2010). 

Regarding attachment, examination of the place attachment subscales within the 

Sense of Place Scale (Jorgensen & Stedman, 2001) indicated that only 4.0% of residents 

disagreed that they felt relaxed within Ellenbrook, 7.6% disagreed that they felt happiest 
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in Ellenbrook, 14.3% disagreed that Ellenbrook was their favourite place, and 22.4% 

indicated that they really missed Ellenbrook when away too long, showing most 

participants are attached to Ellenbrook. Additionally, results showed that residents are 

attached to Ellenbrook as 90.3% of participants indicated that the friendships and 

associations they have with other people in Ellenbrook are meaningful to them. 

Attachment may also be inferred as 66.3% of residents have children, which research 

has shown connects one to the community through schooling, friendships and activities 

(Lu, 1999; Marans & Rodgers, 1975; Perkins & Long, 2002; Prezza & Costantini, 1998; 

Robinson & Wilkinson, 1995; Wilson-Doenges, 2000). Therefore, these results support 

previous research that strong attachments to the community result in higher levels of 

residential satisfaction, sense of community, sense of belonging and sense of place 

(Albanesi et al., 2007; Brodsky & Marx, 2001; Glynn, 1981; Long & Perkins, 2007; 

Nasar, 2003; O'Grady & Fisher, 2008; Ohmer, 2007; Prezza & Costantini, 1998; Wood 

et al., 2010). 

Attachment also occurs in communities of low mobility as only a small number 

of people move out of an area frequently whereas in communities of high mobility, 

residents have little time or opportunity to form attachments (Farrell et al., 2004; 

Gustafson, 2009; Lev-Wiesel, 1998; Long & Perkins, 2007; Wilson-Doenges, 2000). 

Results in this study showed that 88.3% of residents do not want to move out of 

Ellenbrook, indicating residential stability within the suburb. As the majority of 

residents are attached to Ellenbrook, and there is residential stability, this contributes to 

the high level of residential satisfaction, sense of community, sense of belonging and 

sense of place experienced within Ellenbrook, thus supporting previous research (Clark 

& Stein, 2003; Cuba & Hummon, 1993; Gustafson, 2009; Lewicka, 2010; Long & 

Perkins, 2007; Sagy et al., 1996; Sampson, 1988; Semenza & March, 2009; Wasserman, 

1982; Wen Li et al., 2010; Wulfhorst et al., 2006). 

Physical predictors. 

The physical predictors of residential satisfaction, sense of community, sense of 

belonging and sense of place that were examined in this study included fear of crime, 

community layout and design, housing density and quality of housing. Previous 

research has suggested that these physical predictors influence the level of residential 

satisfaction, sense of community, sense of belonging and sense of place experienced 

within a community (Braubach, 2007; Brown et al., 2003; Butterworth, 2000; Carro et 
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al., 2010; da Luz Reis & Lay, 2010; Fincher & Gooder, 2007; Harrison et al., 2007; 

James et al., 2009; Jiven & Larkham, 2003; Jorgensen & Stedman, 2006; Lewicka, 

2010; Ling, 2008; Manzo & Perkins, 2006; Mee, 2009; Ng, 2010; Pendola & Gen, 

2008; Post, 2008; Potter & Cantarero, 2006; Tartaglia, 2006; Wedlock, 2006; Wood et 

al., 2010). 

Residents with minimal fear of crime in their communities experience feelings 

of safety and security, and as result, participate in the community, interact with other 

residents and develop stronger attachment to the community (Adriaanse, 2007; 

Braubach, 2007; Brown et al., 2003; Cameron & MacDougall, 2000; Carro et al., 2010; 

Chapman & Lombard, 2006; Harrison et al., 2007; James et al., 2009; Lewicka, 2010; 

Manzo & Perkins, 2006; McCrea et al., 2005; Mulvey, 2002; Potter & Cantarero, 2006; 

Uzzell et al., 2002; Wedlock, 2006; Wilson-Doenges, 2000; Wood et al., 2010). If an 

individual feels physically at risk in a community, they retreat indoors, reducing social 

interaction and the development of social ties (Adriaanse, 2007; Braubach, 2007; Brown 

et al., 2003; Carro et al., 2010; Chapman & Lombard, 2006; Harrison et al., 2007; James 

et al., 2009; Lewicka, 2010; Manzo & Perkins, 2006; McCrea et al., 2005; Mulvey, 

2002; Potter & Cantarero, 2006; Uzzell et al., 2002; Wedlock, 2006; Wilson-Doenges, 

2000; Wood et al., 2010). This leads to low residential satisfaction, sense of community, 

sense of belonging and sense of place (Adriaanse, 2007; Braubach, 2007; Brown et al., 

2003; Cameron & MacDougall, 2000; Carro et al., 2010; Chapman & Lombard, 2006; 

Harrison et al., 2007; James et al., 2009; Lewicka, 2010; Manzo & Perkins, 2006; 

McCrea et al., 2005; Mulvey, 2002; Potter & Cantarero, 2006; Uzzell et al., 2002; 

Wedlock, 2006; Wilson-Doenges, 2000; Wood et al., 2010). Examination of the data 

revealed that only 2.4% of Ellenbrook residents reported that the suburb was an unsafe 

place to live. As the majority of residents considered Ellenbrook safe and indicated that 

they interact with others in the community, this explains the high level of residential 

satisfaction, sense of community, sense of belonging and sense of place in Ellenbrook, 

thus supporting previous research (Adriaanse, 2007; Braubach, 2007; Brown et al., 

2003; Cameron & MacDougall, 2000; Carro et al., 2010; Chapman & Lombard, 2006; 

Harrison et al., 2007; James et al., 2009; Lewicka, 2010; Manzo & Perkins, 2006; 

McCrea et al., 2005; Mulvey, 2002; Potter & Cantarero, 2006; Uzzell et al., 2002; 

Wedlock, 2006; Wilson-Doenges, 2000; Wood et al., 2010). 

The layout and design of a community, such as an adequate number of public 

spaces, services and amenities within walking distance, and accessible and safe walking 
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routes, provides symbolic meanings for residents, creates a sense of identity and 

attachment to the community, enables residents to feel safe, encourages social 

interaction and enhances community connectedness, which contributes to the 

development of residential satisfaction, sense of community, sense of belonging and 

sense of place (Adriaanse, 2007; Brown & Cropper, 2001; Butterworth, 2000; Chapman 

& Lombard, 2006; City of Wodonga, 2008; da Luz Reis & Lay, 2010; Jiven & 

Larkham, 2003; Jorgensen et al., 2007; Jorgensen & Stedman, 2006; Lewicka, 2010; Li, 

2008; Ling, 2008; Motloch, 2001; Ng, 2010; Post, 2008; Queensland University of 

Technology, 2008; Semenza & March, 2009; Tartaglia, 2006; Uzzell et al., 2002; Wen 

Li et al., 2010; Wood et al., 2010). As Ellenbrook is a planned community, the layout 

and design have been carefully considered to include such aspects. For example, 

services and amenities are within walking distance encouraging residents to walk, which 

promotes the development of ties to the community through social interaction. This is 

reflected in that 99% of participants reported that Ellenbrook was a pleasant place in 

which to walk thus supporting previous research that the design and layout of a 

community can increase residential satisfaction, sense of community, sense of 

belonging and sense of place within a community (Adriaanse, 2007; Braubach, 2007; 

Brown & Cropper, 2001; Butterworth, 2000; Chapman & Lombard, 2006; da Luz Reis 

& Lay, 2010; James et al., 2009; Jorgensen et al., 2007; McCrea et al., 2005; Mulvey, 

2002; Perez et al., 2001; Post, 2008; Potter & Cantarero, 2006; Tartaglia, 2006; Uzzell 

et al., 2002; Wood et al., 2010). 

Satisfaction with the aesthetic appeal of Ellenbrook is reflected by 98.6% of 

participants indicating that Ellenbrook should not be redesigned. In terms of the 

attractiveness of the place, 98.3% considered Ellenbrook a beautiful place in which to 

live, and 93% indicated Ellenbrook to be one of Western Australia‟s most attractive 

places. Additionally, 92.9% of residents reported Ellenbrook as a very clean place. 

These findings support previous research that the attractiveness of a place, including the 

neatness and cleanliness of the community, increases the level of residential 

satisfaction, sense of community, sense of belonging and sense of place (Adriaanse, 

2007; Braubach, 2007; Brown & Cropper, 2001; Butterworth, 2000; da Luz Reis & Lay, 

2010; Grzeskowiak et al., 2006; Jorgensen et al., 2007; Post, 2008; Tartaglia, 2006; 

Uzzell et al., 2002; Wood et al., 2010). 

Research has shown that low and medium density housing increases residential 

satisfaction, sense of community, sense of belonging and sense of place as they provide 
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privacy, reduced noise levels, less crowding and less strain on community services and 

facilities (Bonaiuto et al., 1999; Bonnes et al., 1991; Braubach, 2007; Brodsky et al., 

1999; Chapman & Lombard, 2006; da Luz Reis & Lay, 2010; Hourihan, 1984; James et 

al., 2009; Pendola & Gen, 2008; Perez et al., 2001; Sagy et al., 1996; Uzzell et al., 2002; 

Wood et al., 2010). High density housing on the other hand, causes loneliness as one 

feels „lost‟ in the crowd, and reduces social trust and neighbourly behaviour due to 

minimal opportunities to develop meaningful social interactions (Fincher & Gooder, 

2007; Mee, 2009; Ng, 2010). Results indicate that 91.3% of residents claim there is 

enough privacy in Ellenbrook, and as Ellenbrook consists of medium density housing 

within the residential villages, demonstrates that lower density housing contributes to 

residential satisfaction, sense of community, sense of belonging and sense of place, thus 

supporting previous research (Brodsky et al., 1999; Fincher & Gooder, 2007; Kasarda & 

Janowitz, 1974; Ng, 2010; Pendola & Gen, 2008; Sagy et al., 1996; Wood et al., 2010). 

Areas with high housing quality are reportedly more visually and socially 

appealing (Bonaiuto et al., 1999; Bonnes et al., 1991; Braubach, 2007; Brown et al., 

2003; Chapman & Lombard, 2006; da Luz Reis & Lay, 2010; James et al., 2009; 

Jorgensen et al., 2007; Lewicka, 2010; Ng, 2010; Perez et al., 2001; Post, 2008; 

Semenza & March, 2009; Uzzell et al., 2002; Wen Li et al., 2010). As a result, residents 

are more likely to utilise the environmental features such as gardens and parks and walk 

in their community, providing opportunities to develop an attachment to their 

community and engage with others, which increases residential satisfaction, sense of 

community, sense of belonging and sense of place (Bonaiuto et al., 1999; Bonnes et al., 

1991; Braubach, 2007; Brown et al., 2003; Chapman & Lombard, 2006; da Luz Reis & 

Lay, 2010; Hourihan, 1984; James et al., 2009; Jorgensen et al., 2007; Lewicka, 2010; 

Ng, 2010; Perez et al., 2001; Post, 2008; Semenza & March, 2009; Uzzell et al., 2002; 

Wen Li et al., 2010). As 96.1% of residents were satisfied with the housing quality in 

Ellenbrook this supports previous research that housing quality contributes to the 

development of residential satisfaction, sense of community, sense of belonging and 

sense of place (Bonaiuto et al., 1999; Bonnes et al., 1991; Braubach, 2007; Chapman & 

Lombard, 2006; da Luz Reis & Lay, 2010; Hourihan, 1984; James et al., 2009; Ng, 

2010; Perez et al., 2001; Uzzell et al., 2002). 
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Personal predictors. 

The personal predictors examined were tenure, length of residence, ethnicity, 

age, education level, number of people known in the community, income, gender and 

marital status as research suggests they influence residential satisfaction, sense of 

community, sense of belonging and sense of place (BeLue et al., 2006; Billig, 2005; 

Brodsky et al., 2002; Brown et al., 2005; Chapman & Lombard, 2006; Elsinga & 

Hoekstra, 2005; Fox, 2002; Gustafson, 2009; Hagerty et al., 2002; Kianicka et al., 2006; 

Kissane & McLaren, 2006; La Grange & Ming, 2001; Lev-Wiesel, 2003; Lewicka, 

2010; Long & Perkins, 2007; Mak et al., 2009; Newman et al., 2007; O'Grady & Fisher, 

2008; Peterson et al., 2008; Potter & Cantarero, 2006; Prezza et al., 2009; Ross, 2002; 

Shamai & Ilatov, 2005; Wiles et al., 2009). 

Homeowners are often more attached to their community as they are usually 

more financially secure, have an increased likelihood of social involvement, develop 

relationships with neighbours and have less residential mobility, which enhances 

residential satisfaction, sense of community, sense of belonging and sense of place 

(Bolan, 1997; Bonaiuto et al., 1999; Brodsky et al., 2002; Brodsky et al., 1999; Brown 

et al., 2003; Elsinga & Hoekstra, 2005; Evans, 2009; Fox, 2002; Harkness & Newman, 

2003; Hay, 1998b; James et al., 2009; La Grange & Ming, 2001; Lewicka, 2010; Lu, 

1998; Mallett, 2004; Mesch & Manor, 1998; Robinson & Wilkinson, 1995; Unger & 

Wandersman, 1985; Wasserman, 1982). Examination of the data revealed there were no 

differences in levels of residential satisfaction, sense of community, sense of belonging 

and sense of place among Ellenbrook residents who owned their own home and those 

who did not, which is contrary to previous research (Bolan, 1997; Bonaiuto et al., 1999; 

Brodsky et al., 2002; Brodsky et al., 1999; Brown et al., 2003; Elsinga & Hoekstra, 

2005; Evans, 2009; Fox, 2002; Harkness & Newman, 2003; Hay, 1998b; James et al., 

2009; La Grange & Ming, 2001; Lewicka, 2010; Lu, 1998; Mallett, 2004; Mesch & 

Manor, 1998; Robinson & Wilkinson, 1995; Unger & Wandersman, 1985; Wasserman, 

1982). As 82% of the participants owned their own home, this may suggest why no 

group differences were found. Additionally, 88% of participants know other people in 

the community, which may also explain why no group differences were found as 

residents, regardless of their homeownership status, have developed an attachment to 

Ellenbrook through community participation. 
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The data indicated that the length of time a person has lived in Ellenbrook did 

not increase residential satisfaction, sense of community, sense of belonging and sense 

of place. This does not support previous research which has found that longer-term 

residents experience more residential satisfaction, sense of community, sense of 

belonging and sense of place (Amerigo & Aragones, 1997; Brown et al., 2005; Filkins 

et al., 2000; Goudy, 1982; Gustafson, 2009; Hay, 1998b; Hummon, 1992; Jorgensen & 

Stedman, 2006; Lewicka, 2005, 2010; McCrea et al., 2005; Ortiz et al., 2004; Oswald et 

al., 2005; Potter & Cantarero, 2006; Puddifoot, 1994; Sampson, 1988; Shamai & Ilatov, 

2005; Wen Li et al., 2010; Wiles et al., 2009). Further examination of the data indicated 

that the average length of residence in Ellenbrook was 2.65 years. As this time frame 

reflects minimal difference between longer-term residents and newcomers, this is 

possibly why no group differences were found. However, it has been determined that 

the average time to settle in a new location and establish roots is between 6 to 18 

months, with some people adjusting and adapting more easily to the new situation 

(Bolan, 1997; Gustafson, 2009). It is likely that residents have moved beyond the 

„settling in‟ period and are now developing attachments to Ellenbrook. Therefore, it 

appears that attachment to the community, rather than length of residence, is a 

determinant towards residential satisfaction, sense of community, sense of belonging 

and sense of place, thus supporting previous research on attachment (Amerigo & 

Aragones, 1997; Brown et al., 2005; Filkins et al., 2000; Goudy, 1982; Gustafson, 2009; 

Hay, 1998b; Hummon, 1992; Jorgensen & Stedman, 2006; Lewicka, 2005, 2010; 

McCrea et al., 2005; Ortiz et al., 2004; Oswald et al., 2005; Potter & Cantarero, 2006; 

Puddifoot, 1994; Sampson, 1988; Shamai & Ilatov, 2005; Wen Li et al., 2010; Wiles et 

al., 2009). 

Ethnicity was also not a significant factor related to residential satisfaction, 

sense of community, sense of belonging and sense of place. This does not support 

previous research that group differences among ethnicities exist, in that Caucasian 

residents have higher residential satisfaction, sense of community, sense of belonging 

and sense of place than non-Caucasian residents (BeLue et al., 2006; Davidson & 

Cotter, 1986, 1991; Davidson et al., 1991; Fisher & Sonn, 2007; Hausmann et al., 2009; 

Hur & Morrow-Jones, 2008; Long & Perkins, 2007; Lu, 1999; Mohan & Twigg, 2007; 

Nanzer, 2004; Wasserman, 1982; Wen Li et al., 2010). Examination of the data shows 

there to be little variance in terms of individual differences among Ellenbrook residents; 

they have similar ethnicity, 89% having an Anglo-European background. Therefore, the 
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homogeneity of the Ellenbrook population may explain why no group differences were 

found. Research has shown that in neighbourhoods where racial groups are similar, 

attachments to the community are higher (Brown et al., 2003; Fisher & Sonn, 2007; 

Manzo & Perkins, 2006). Therefore, the homogeneity of population may also explain 

the high level of attachment felt by residents in Ellenbrook indicating that attachment, 

rather than ethnicity, is a stronger predictor. 

A person‟s age did not influence the level of residential satisfaction, sense of 

community, sense of belonging and sense of place experienced. Some research supports 

this contention (Hagerty et al., 1996; Mak et al., 2009; Nasar & Julian, 1995; Oswald et 

al., 2005; Prezza & Costantini, 1998), but most reported that older residents experience 

more residential satisfaction, sense of community, sense of belonging and sense of place 

than younger residents, as they usually have more commitment to the community as a 

result of living in the community longer (Brodsky et al., 2002; Brown et al., 2005; 

Chapman & Lombard, 2006; Filkins et al., 2000; Gustafson, 2009; James, 2008; La 

Grange & Ming, 2001; Lewicka, 2005; Long & Perkins, 2007; Nanzer, 2004; Perez et 

al., 2001; Perkins & Long, 2002; Prezza et al., 2001; Ross, 2002; Shamai & Ilatov, 

2005; Wiles et al., 2009). As mentioned earlier, participants length of residence is 

relatively short (2.65 years), regardless of their age. As older residents have not lived in 

Ellenbrook longer they have not developed more commitment to the community than 

younger residents, possibly why no group differences were found between younger and 

older residents. 

No differences existed for educational level and the amount of residential 

satisfaction, sense of community, sense of belonging and sense of place experienced in 

Ellenbrook. Previous findings have produced varied results. For example, some studies 

have found that the higher the educational level a person possesses, the more residential 

satisfaction they experience (Chapman & Lombard, 2006; Lu, 1999; Perez et al., 2001). 

Other research has found that the higher the educational level of a person, the less 

satisfied they are as a result of having higher expectations, resulting in them being more 

critical of their community (Aiello et al., 2010; Filkins et al., 2000; Hur & Morrow-

Jones, 2008). Higher educational level has also been found to result in less sense of 

community due to those with a higher education having less dependence on the 

community to meet their needs (Bishop et al., 1997; Buckner, 1988; Prezza & 

Costantini, 1998; Robinson & Wilkinson, 1995). However, results from another study 

found that people with lower education levels had stronger attachments to the 
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community, which leads to higher levels of sense of place being experienced (Williams 

et al., 1992). This study does not support these previous findings; however, it supports 

research that found educational level was not significant in developing a residential 

satisfaction, sense of community, sense of belonging and sense of place (Fried, 2000; 

Goudy, 1982; Hagerty et al., 1996; Lewicka, 2005, 2010; Mak et al., 2009; Peterson et 

al., 2008). Therefore, it appears that other factors besides educational level are stronger 

predictors for residential satisfaction, sense of community, sense of belonging and sense 

of place. 

The number of people known in the community did not influence the level of 

residential satisfaction and sense of place experienced in Ellenbrook. This does not 

support previous research that the more friends known in the community, the higher the 

residential satisfaction and sense of place (Allen, 1991; Cuba & Hummon, 1993; Filkins 

et al., 2000; Goudy, 1982; Grzeskowiak et al., 2003; Hay, 1998b; Kasarda & Janowitz, 

1974; Kianicka et al., 2006; Mesch & Manor, 1998; Sampson, 1988; Semenza & 

March, 2009; Wen Li et al., 2010; Widgery, 1982). Despite 88% of participants 

knowing others within Ellenbrook, differences were not found indicating that other 

factors determine residential satisfaction and sense of place. For example, as mentioned 

earlier, regardless of the number of people known in the community, many are involved 

in the community which results in community attachment. Therefore, attachment and 

community participation, rather than number of people known in the community, may 

be a stronger predictor of residential satisfaction and sense of place. Results, however, 

demonstrated that participants who knew more people in the community of Ellenbrook 

experienced higher levels of sense of community and sense of belonging, supporting 

previous research (Albanesi et al., 2007; Brodsky & Marx, 2001; Davidson & Cotter, 

1991; Itzhaky, 1997; Lev-Wiesel, 2003; Long & Perkins, 2007; Nasar & Julian, 1995; 

O'Grady & Fisher, 2008; Ohmer, 2007; Prezza & Costantini, 1998; Unger & 

Wandersman, 1985). This indicates that the number of people known in the community 

is more influential in the development of sense of community and sense of belonging 

than in residential satisfaction and sense of place. 

Income level was also not found to determine the amount of sense of place and 

residential satisfaction experienced within Ellenbrook. While few studies have 

examined the impact of income level on sense of place, this finding supports the three 

previous studies which found that income level does not contribute to the development 

of sense of place (Brown et al., 2003; Fried, 2000; Lewicka, 2005). Therefore, it can be 
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surmised that other factors have a stronger influence on sense of place than income 

level. Regarding residential satisfaction, this finding supports one study in which 

income level was not statistically significant concerning residential satisfaction (Mohan 

& Twigg, 2007). However, it does not support the majority of the research in which 

those of higher socio-economic status experience increased levels of residential 

satisfaction (Billig, 2005; Braubach, 2007; James, 2008; Kingston et al., 1999; Mohan 

& Twigg, 2007; Perez et al., 2001; Schwirian & Schwirian, 1993; Shamai & Ilatov, 

2005). The current research results do not support research by Hur and Morrow-Jones 

(2008) who found higher income levels results in less residential satisfaction. As with 

sense of place, this indicates other factors beside income level are more influential in 

the development of residential satisfaction. Even studies identifying income level as 

being significant in terms of residential satisfaction have found social dimensions such 

as community involvement more significant in developing residential satisfaction 

(Filkins et al., 2000; Goudy, 1977, 1990). 

It was found that participants with a higher income level experienced higher 

levels of sense of community and sense of belonging thereby supporting previous 

research (BeLue et al., 2006; Brodsky et al., 2002; Davidson & Cotter, 1986, 1991; 

Davidson et al., 1991; Gustafson, 2009; Hagerty et al., 1996; Hagerty et al., 2002; La 

Grange & Ming, 2001). Research has shown that low income residents are over-

represented by the unemployed, and as a result are prevented from obtaining desired 

material goods they perceive the majority of the population to possess. Therefore, they 

often feel excluded from the mainstream group and that they do not belong, resulting in 

a diminished sense of community and sense of belonging (Davidson & Cotter, 1986; 

Hagerty et al., 2002). A low income also limits people from participating in activities 

that promote social integration which results in a perception of being different, not 

fitting in, nor feeling valued and important (Hagerty et al., 2002). It is possible that 

people within Ellenbrook on a lower income level participate less in various activities 

that promote social integration. As a result they may feel excluded and that they do not 

belong, resulting in lower levels of sense of community and sense of belonging. 

In this study, there were no differences in terms of gender and level of sense of 

belonging and sense of place experienced, thereby supporting previous research (Brown 

et al., 2003; Freeman et al., 2007; Hagerty et al., 1996; Lewicka, 2010; Nanzer, 2004; 

Oswald et al., 2005; Ross, 2002). Further examination of the data revealed that only 80 

(27%) males participated compared to 220 (73%) females. The larger proportion of 
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women participating in this study may explain why group differences were not found. 

However, as this finding supports previous research also not finding a significant 

difference between males and females in regards to sense of belonging and sense of 

place (Brown et al., 2003; Hagerty et al., 1996; Lewicka, 2010; Nanzer, 2004; Oswald 

et al., 2005) it is possible that gender is not a predictor. 

However, gender differences were found for residential satisfaction and sense of 

community. Regarding residential satisfaction, females reported higher levels than 

males. As suggested by previous studies, females have stronger emotional bonding 

processes and a greater emotional attachment to their community, hence experiencing 

more residential satisfaction (Aiello et al., 2010; Filkins et al., 2000; Fowler, 1991; 

Perez et al., 2001). Therefore, it can be surmised that female bonding and emotional 

attachment processes is a strong predictor of residential satisfaction in Ellenbrook. For 

sense of community, however, this finding does not support previous studies which 

conclude gender does not contribute to sense of community (Mak et al., 2009; Nasar & 

Julian, 1995; Peterson et al., 2008; Prezza & Costantini, 1998). However, two studies 

have found that women living in a gated community experience higher levels of sense 

of community than male residents (Prezza & Costantini, 1998; Wilson-Doenges, 2000). 

Differences may be due to feelings of safety which are of greater importance for 

females than males (Carro et al., 2010; Shenassa et al., 2006). Feelings of safety have 

been shown to contribute to the development of sense of community (Brodsky, 1996; 

Unger & Wandersman, 1985; Wilson-Doenges, 2000). While Ellenbrook is not a gated 

community, a feeling of safety exists as only 2.4% of residents considered Ellenbrook 

was an unsafe place to live. As women feel Ellenbrook is a safe place to live, this may 

explain the group differences. Therefore, the issue of safety rather than gender may 

have a stronger influence in the development of sense of community. 

Concerning marital status, no significant difference with residential satisfaction 

was found. This finding does not support previous research that married couples report 

more residential satisfaction than single persons (Hourihan, 1984; Lu, 1999; Marans & 

Rodgers, 1975). Therefore, other factors are more influential in the development of 

residential satisfaction within Ellenbrook. Research has shown that married couples are 

more attached to a community, especially if they have children; this binds them to the 

community through schooling, friendships and extra-curricular activities (Hourihan, 

1984; Lu, 1999; Marans & Rodgers, 1975). Therefore, it appears that attachment to the 

community, rather than marital status is a stronger determinant of residential satisfaction 
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(Amerigo & Aragones, 1997; Brown et al., 2005; McCrea et al., 2005; Potter & 

Cantarero, 2006). 

The results, however, indicated that marital status determined sense of 

community, sense of belonging and sense of place. This supports previous research that 

married couples experience more sense of community, sense of belonging and sense of 

place than single people as they usually participate more in the community and are less 

likely to move out of the area (BeLue et al., 2006; Clark & Stein, 2003; Cuba & 

Hummon, 1993; Farrell et al., 2004; Hagerty et al., 1992; Kissane & McLaren, 2006; 

Loomis et al., 2004; McLaren et al., 2001; Mesch & Manor, 1998; Nasar & Julian, 

1995; Prezza et al., 2001; Prezza et al., 2009; Robinson & Wilkinson, 1995; Wulfhorst 

et al., 2006). Marriage also offers a source of social support and may act as a protective 

barrier against stress (Hagerty et al., 1992; Kissane & McLaren, 2006; McLaren et al., 

2001). Therefore, marital status influences the development of sense of community, 

sense of belonging and sense of place rather than residential satisfaction. 

Summary of the predictors of residential satisfaction, sense of community, 

sense of belonging and sense of place within Ellenbrook. 

The social and physical factors: feelings of belonging, community attachment, 

community participation, fear of crime, community layout and design and housing 

density and quality contribute to the experience of high levels of residential satisfaction, 

sense of community, sense of belonging and sense of place within Ellenbrook. This 

finding supports previous research that a residents‟ perception of their community is 

based on physical and social factors and that these are intertwined to influence a 

person‟s level of residential satisfaction (Amerigo & Aragones, 1997; Braubach, 2007; 

Bruin & Cook, 1997; Grillo et al., 2010; Hughey & Bardo, 1987; James et al., 2009; 

Mellor et al., 2008; Potter & Cantarero, 2006; Puddifoot, 1994; Wasserman, 1982); 

sense of community (Butterworth, 2000; Farrell et al., 2004; Grillo et al., 2010; Long & 

Perkins, 2007; Ohmer, 2007; Pendola & Gen, 2008; Tartaglia, 2006); sense of 

belonging (Bailey & McLaren, 2005; Culhane & Dobson, 1991; Davidson et al., 1995; 

Grillo et al., 2010; Hagerty et al., 1996; Kissane & McLaren, 2006; Lim, 2007; Warin et 

al., 2000); and sense of place (Clark & Stein, 2003; Hay, 1998b; Jiven & Larkham, 

2003; Jorgensen et al., 2007; Kianicka et al., 2006; Lewicka, 2010; Manzo & Perkins, 

2006; Mellor et al., 2008; Post, 2008; Semenza & March, 2009; Shamai & Ilatov, 2005; 

Vanclay, 2008). 
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Regarding personal factors, not all of these contributed to the development of 

residential satisfaction, sense of community, sense of belonging and sense of place 

within Ellenbrook. Despite some research identifying personal factors as contributing to 

these variables (Albanesi et al., 2007; Billig, 2005; Brodsky et al., 2002; Brown et al., 

2004; Brown et al., 2005; Chapman & Lombard, 2006; Elsinga & Hoekstra, 2005; 

Filkins et al., 2000; Fisher & Sonn, 2007; Fox, 2002; Grzeskowiak et al., 2003; 

Gustafson, 2009; Harkness & Newman, 2003; Hausmann et al., 2009; Kianicka et al., 

2006; La Grange & Ming, 2001; Lewicka, 2005, 2010; Long & Perkins, 2007; Mallett, 

2004; Ohmer, 2007; Ortiz et al., 2004; Potter & Cantarero, 2006; Prezza et al., 2001; 

Ross, 2002; Shamai & Ilatov, 2005; Wiles et al., 2009), it was found that the personal 

factors of age, ethnicity, home ownership, length of residence and educational level did 

not contribute. These findings indicate that other personal factors develop these 

variables within Ellenbrook. It also indicates that social and physical factors are more 

influential than personal factors in the development of residential satisfaction, sense of 

community, sense of belonging and sense of place. 

Of the personal factors that did contribute to the development of these variables, 

not one contributed to the development of all four variables within Ellenbrook. It was 

found that marital status contributed to the development of sense of community, sense 

of belonging and sense of place but not residential satisfaction (see Table 22). Further, 

this was the only personal factor found to contribute to the development of sense of 

place within Ellenbrook indicating that while personal factors may develop sense of 

place in some communities, the physical and social factors are more influential than 

personal factors in developing sense of place in the case of Ellenbrook. 

Household income and number of people known in the community resulted in 

the development of sense of community and sense of belonging but not residential 

satisfaction and sense of place. Gender did not contribute to the development of sense of 

belonging and sense of place; however, it did for residential satisfaction and sense of 

community. This was the only personal factor found to be significant in the 

development of residential satisfaction within Ellenbrook. Similar to sense of place, this 

indicates that while personal factors may develop residential satisfaction in some 

communities, the physical and social factors are more influential than personal factors 

in developing residential satisfaction within Ellenbrook. 
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Table 22 

Personal Predictors of Residential Satisfaction, Sense of Community, Sense of 

Belonging and Sense of Place 

 

 

Personal Predictors Resi Sat SOC SOP SOB 

 

 

Marital Status yes yes yes 

 

Household Income yes  yes 

 

Gender yes yes   

 

Number of People Known yes  yes 

 

 

The above information has contributed to an understanding of the community 

profile of Ellenbrook, and the predictors of residential satisfaction, sense of community, 

sense of belonging and sense of place in a community setting. The following 

information will address the theoretical questions pertaining to the uniqueness and 

commonality of the sense of community, sense of belonging, sense of place and 

residential satisfaction variables. 

Research Question 6: What Factors Comprise Residential Satisfaction, Sense of 

Community, Sense of Belonging and Sense of Place within Ellenbrook? 

An area that has not been investigated is the interrelation of sense of community, 

sense of belonging and sense of place and their impact on residential satisfaction. 

Models of residential satisfaction have alluded to the links between these concepts; 

however, they have not been researched together, particularly in an Australian setting 

(Bardo & Hughey, 1984; Filkins et al., 2000; Garcia et al., 1999; Vreugdenhil & Rigby, 

1987). Examining the relation between these concepts will assist in providing an 

understanding of these community constructs. This study aimed to provide information 

about this complex phenomenon and contribute to the research examining the 

uniqueness and commonality of these dimensions. The exploratory factor analysis 

resulted in nine factors of which five appear to be dominant. 
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The first factor, Belonging, included all 18 items pertaining to the Sense of 

Belonging – Psychological (SOBI-P) subscale and one Sense of Belonging – 

Antecedent (SOBI-A) subscale item of the Sense of Belonging Instrument. As all SOBI-

P items loaded on this factor, this supports the factor structure item loadings of the 

original study that developed this measure in that all 18 SOBI-P items loaded as one 

factor (Hagerty & Patusky, 1995). As the SOBI-P factor includes items pertaining to 

valued involvement and fit (Hagerty & Patusky, 1995) it can be seen how the one 

SOBI-A item “I can make myself fit in anywhere” also loaded on this factor as it also 

pertains to fit. Based on the item loadings on this factor, this demonstrates that they 

measure a single construct (i.e., sense of belonging). As a result, sense of belonging is 

unique to the other variables measured in this study. 

Three other factors emerged in which only SOBI-A items loaded (see Table 23). 

Factor 5, labelled Acceptance, involved eight items relating to fitting in and being 

accepted. Factor 8, labelled Disinterested, involved three items relating to not wanting 

to be a part of the community and Factor 9, labelled Valued, involved items relating to 

feeling valued by community members and important in the community. While all the 

SOBI-A items did not load on one factor as they did in the original study (Hagerty & 

Patusky, 1995), they did, however, load on their own factor with no other items 

pertaining to the other variables. This shows that these items measure a single construct 

(i.e., sense of belonging) and as a result, sense of belonging is unique to the other 

variables measured in this study. 
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Table 23 

Factor Loadings of Sense of Belonging - Antecedent 

 

Factor Item 

 

 

Acceptance 

 Fitting in with people around me matters a great deal 

 It is important to me that I fit somewhere in this world 

 It is important to me that I am valued or accepted by others 

 I feel badly if others do not value or accept me 

 I am working on fitting in better with those around me 

 It is important to me that my thoughts and opinions are valued 

 I want to be a part of things going on around me 

 All of my life I have wanted to feel like I really belonged somewhere 

 

Disinterested 

 I just don‟t feel like getting involved with people 

 I don‟t have the energy to work on being a part of things 

 Relationships take too much energy for me 

 

Valued 

 Generally, other people recognise my strengths and good points 

 In the past, I have felt valued and important to others 

 I have qualities that can be important to others 

 

A belief that sense of belonging is subsumed under sense of community is a 

result of McMillan and Chavis‟ (1986) theoretical model of sense of community in 

which belonging is an element of the membership component of this model. However, it 

is argued that sense of belonging is different to this interpretation of belonging; 

therefore, it has a unique identity which was demonstrated in the various works by 

Hagerty and colleagues (Hagerty & Patusky, 1995; Hagerty et al., 1996). The results of 

this research, in which sense of belonging items load on their own factor, support this 

argument and current research. 

The third factor, Community, comprised 11 of the 18 sense of community items. 

Further examination of these 11 items revealed that all five items on the Degree of 

Neighbouring subscale loaded, along with six of the 10 Psychological Sense of 

Community (PSOC) subscale items. As a result, it can be determined that the Degree of 

Neighbouring components of sense of community is a unique identity from sense of 

place, sense of belonging and residential satisfaction. Further examination of the six 

PSOC subscale items reveal them to be similar to Degree of Neighbouring subscale 
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items in that they are referring to people in their community. For example the PSOC 

items are: “I feel loyal to the people in my suburb”, “I like to think of myself as similar 

to the people who live in this suburb” and “The friendships and associations I have with 

other people in my suburb mean a lot to me”. As these six PSOC items are similar to 

Degree of Neighbouring, this may explain why they would load on this factor. In the 

original study, Buckner (1988) found only one factor to emerge despite drawing three 

dimensions of importance to sense of community: Degree of Neighbouring, 

Psychological Sense of Community and Attraction to Neighbourhood. As two of the 

subscales loaded on the one factor in this study, this supports Buckner‟s work to a 

certain degree as it indicates that these dimensions of sense of community are unique 

from sense of belonging, sense of place and residential satisfaction. However, as the 

Attraction to Neighbourhood subscale loaded on factor two, labelled Satisfaction, as did 

the remaining PSOC items, and 15 of the 27 residential satisfaction items this suggests a 

shared communality between sense of community and residential satisfaction. 

Further examination of the other PSOC subscale items, which loaded on the 

Satisfaction factor, reveal they focus on the individual rather than on one‟s relationship 

with other community members, for example, “I feel that I belong in this suburb” and 

“Living in this suburb gives me a sense of community”. This may explain why these 

items would not load on the factor with the other PSOC items. The other sense of 

community items to load on this factor were the three Attraction to Neighbourhood 

subscale items, along with 15 residential satisfaction and four sense of place items. This 

indicates these sense of community items are not unique to sense of community but 

share some commonality with residential satisfaction and sense of place, as has been 

highlighted in the literature (Long & Perkins, 2003; Pretty et al., 2003). For example, 

given that attraction to one‟s neighbourhood is a part of residential satisfaction this 

indicates that the Attraction to Neighbourhood items of sense of community has some 

commonality with residential satisfaction. Additionally, attraction is also a component 

of attachment to a community; thus it can be seen how these sense of community 

subscale items would load on a factor with the Place Attachment items of sense of 

place, as was the case in a study by Long and Perkins (2003). However, interpretation of 

this factor needs to be conducted with some caution, as the variables that loaded on this 

factor are bi-polar in that both positive and negative significant loadings exist. 

Additionally, half of the variables load on more than one factor and most variables 

appear to have some relationship with this factor making interpretation difficult. 
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Factor four, Dissatisfaction, included 10 of the 27 items relating to residential 

satisfaction. These items refer to negative aspects of a community such as “This suburb 

is a terrible place for children”, “It is dangerous to live in this suburb” and “Living in 

this suburb is unpleasant”. As these items did not load on the factors pertaining to sense 

of community, sense of belonging or sense of place, they may be unique to residential 

satisfaction. However, as they refer specifically to feelings of dissatisfaction they loaded 

on their own factor rather than with the other items pertaining to residential satisfaction. 

This possibly indicates that residential satisfaction is a multi-dimensional rather than a 

uni-dimensional construct. This does not support the original scale development study 

by Vreugdenhil and Rigby (1987) in which all the items loaded on one factor; however, 

they did indicate that when this instrument is applied in different communities, 

particularly those with more divergent cultural values and lifestyle, the items may not 

emerge as one general factor. Others (Amole, 2009; Hughey & Bardo, 1984; Obst, 

Smith, & Zinkiewicz, 2001; Obst & White, 2004) have also put forward this argument 

that the factor structure of community satisfaction may differ from place to place. As a 

result, the findings of this study appear to support the argument that the factor structure 

of residential satisfaction differs depending on the community. 

Four Sense of Place items loaded on factor six, Dependence. Of these, three 

were Place Dependence subscale questions and one was a Place Attachment subscale 

item. As these items did not load on the factors pertaining to sense of community, sense 

of belonging or residential satisfaction this indicates they are unique to sense of place. 

However, as three items specifically refer to feelings of dependence they loaded on their 

own factor rather than with the other sense of place items. For the one Place Attachment 

item “I really miss this suburb when I’m away from it for too long”, it is unclear why 

this would load on this factor as it is not referring to Dependence. However, it is 

acknowledged that despite the concepts of place identity, place dependence and place 

attachment having distinctive characteristics, there is a degree of overlap (Bonnes & 

Secchiaroli, 1995; Goudy, 1990; Jorgensen & Stedman, 2001; Stinner & van Loon, 

1992). This allows for the explanation for one Place Attachment item loading on this 

factor with the Place Dependence items. The original scale development study by 

Jorgensen and Stedman (2001) had three subscales indicating that sense of place is a 

multi-dimensional construct. Results of this study also support sense of place as a multi-

dimensional construct; however, the Place Attachment items are not unique to sense of 

place as they load on factor two with residential satisfaction and sense of community. 
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Factor seven, Identity, also had only sense of place items load, these being three 

of the four Place Identity subscale questions within this instrument. The three questions 

were: “This suburb says very little about who I am”, “Everything about this suburb is a 

reflection of me” and “This suburb reflects the type of person I am”. As these items did 

not load on the factors pertaining to sense of community, sense of belonging or 

residential satisfaction, it indicates that they are unique to sense of place. However, as 

these items specifically refer to aspects of identity they loaded on their own factor rather 

than with the other sense of place subscales, indicating the multi-dimensionality of the 

sense of place concept (Jorgensen & Stedman, 2001). 

In summary, despite efforts to use distinctive measures for residential 

satisfaction, sense of community and sense of place, these concepts to a certain degree 

are inseparable. In this study, several residential satisfaction items along with the 

attraction to neighbourhood components of sense of community and the place 

attachment components of sense of place loaded on one factor, indicating the 

communality of these items. This is comparable to other research which found sense of 

community and sense of place to be inter-related (Manzo & Perkins, 2006; Pretty et al., 

2003). The inseparable nature may be explained because of the difficulty differentiating 

between various dimensions such as affiliation, satisfaction, commitment, emotional 

bonds and belonging, as a result of these concepts not being clearly articulated in 

empirical research (Long & Perkins, 2003; Pretty et al., 2003). For example, attachment 

to one‟s community through emotional bonding and behavioural commitment is 

described as a component of sense of place by Brown and Perkins (1992), a component 

of sense of community by McMillan and Chavis (1986) and a component of residential 

satisfaction by Vreugdenhil and Rigby (1987). Additionally, sense of community and 

sense of place both contain aspects of emotional connection (Long & Perkins, 2003; 

Manzo & Perkins, 2006; Pretty et al., 2003). Within sense of community, emotional 

connection focuses on the bonds between people, while sense of place focuses on the 

emotional connection to the place (Long & Perkins, 2003; Manzo & Perkins, 2006; 

Pretty et al., 2003). Place attachment, a component of sense of place, is a precondition 

for the development of sense of community further highlighting the interrelatedness of 

these concepts (Long & Perkins, 2003; Manzo & Perkins, 2006; Pretty et al., 2003). 

However, place dependence and place identity have been found not to be 

interrelated with sense of community (Pretty et al., 2003), which is supported in this 

study as these subscale items loaded on their own factor. Some theorists (Chavis & 
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Pretty, 1999; Chipuer & Pretty, 1999; Fisher & Sonn, 1999; Puddifoot, 1995) have 

suggested that place identity may be an important aspect of sense of community and 

therefore, may be interrelated; however, this has not been widely explored. In this study 

these two concepts were not shown to be interrelated and therefore, do not support this 

suggestion. 

Sense of belonging was found to be a unique factor with no items loading with 

the other variables. This supports the argument that sense of belonging is a unique 

identity from residential satisfaction, sense of place and sense of community thereby 

supporting previous research (Bramston et al., 2002; Hagerty & Patusky, 1995; Hagerty 

et al., 1996; Pretty et al., 2007). 

Additionally, the aspects of residential satisfaction that refer to dissatisfaction 

did not load with sense of community, sense of belonging and sense of place, showing 

the uniqueness of these items to residential satisfaction. Given that these items only 

refer to dissatisfaction with ones community, it was expected that they would only 

reflect aspects of residential satisfaction. Therefore, this result supports the original 

study (Vreugdenhil & Rigby, 1987) in which these items are components of residential 

satisfaction. 

The above information has addressed the theoretical questions pertaining to the 

uniqueness and commonality of the concepts sense of community, sense of belonging, 

sense of place and residential satisfaction. The discussion following will address the 

relationship between residential satisfaction, sense of community, sense of belonging 

and sense of place. 

Research Question 7: What is the Relationship between Residential Satisfaction, 

Sense of Community, Sense of Belonging and Sense of Place within Ellenbrook? 

The relationship between residential satisfaction and sense of community, sense 

of belonging and sense of place was examined. It was predicted that as the instruments 

measure related constructs, there would be a significant correlation. Additionally, while 

the instruments measure related constructs, they do not measure the same construct 

therefore, the effect size (i.e., strength of the relationship between the variables) was 

predicted to be around .50, (25% of the variance). 
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Results indicated a positive relationship between residential satisfaction and 

sense of community showing that higher levels of sense of community results in higher 

levels of residential satisfaction occurring. This supports previous research that has 

found sense of community and residential satisfaction are significantly related (Chavis 

& Wandersman, 1990; Glynn, 1981, 1986; Hur & Morrow-Jones, 2008; Mesch & 

Manor, 1998; Perkins et al., 1990; Pretty et al., 1996; Prezza et al., 2001; Prezza & 

Costantini, 1998). Residents who are satisfied with their life in the community have a 

higher sense of community than those with less community satisfaction (Glynn, 1981, 

1986). Sense of community promotes neighbouring relations which lead to the 

development of residential satisfaction (Chavis & Wandersman, 1990). Within 

Ellenbrook, this positive relationship is demonstrated in that 82.7% of participants 

identified they actively participate in the community, and 88% of them know other 

people in the community. These neighbouring relations, because of sense of community, 

have resulted in the high level of residential satisfaction experienced by participants. 

Sense of community can also mediate the perception of community problems, resulting 

in positive impressions of the community. This leads to residential stability and growth, 

and in turn greater residential satisfaction (Chavis & Wandersman, 1990). This positive 

impression of Ellenbrook is seen in that 97.6% of participants regarded it to be a safe 

place to live, 96.3% reported they were free of fear to walk in the community and 

98.6% indicated that Ellenbrook should not be redesigned as there were an adequate 

number of recreation facilities, services and amenities. This positive impression of 

Ellenbrook has resulted in residential stability with 88.3% of residents reporting they do 

not want to move out of Ellenbrook. The above shows the relationship between sense of 

community and residential satisfaction in that Ellenbrook residents experience high 

levels of sense of community due to aspects such as neighbouring relations and the 

mediation of community problems, and are therefore satisfied with their life in 

Ellenbrook. Additionally, the prediction of the effect size being large was met in the 

case of residential satisfaction and sense of community. This indicates the strength of 

the relationship between these variables. 

A positive relationship between residential satisfaction and sense of place was 

found, thus supporting previous research findings that higher levels of sense of place 

result in higher levels of residential satisfaction being experienced (Adriaanse, 2007; 

Amerigo & Aragones, 1990; Bonaiuto et al., 1999; Braubach, 2007; Brown et al., 2005; 

Chapman & Lombard, 2006; Fluery-Bahi et al., 2008; Grillo et al., 2010; Hourihan, 
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1984; Lalli, 1992; Mesch & Manor, 1998; Perez et al., 2001; Proshansky et al., 1983). 

This has also been found to be the case during periods of change that occur in a 

community over time (Brown et al., 2005). For example, the strong attachment one feels 

to their community results in residents maintaining higher levels of satisfaction over the 

course of the changes within the community (Brown et al., 2005). As Ellenbrook is a 

rapidly developing community, residents experience various periods of change. Despite 

these changes, the data from the place attachment subscale within the Sense of Place 

Scale (Jorgensen & Stedman, 2001) reflects residents as having strong attachment to 

Ellenbrook, and coupled with the high levels of residential satisfaction reported by 

residents, supports the study by Brown (2005). Therefore, the relationship between 

sense of place and residential satisfaction is demonstrated as Ellenbrook residents 

experience high levels of sense of place due to attachment to the community; as a result 

they are satisfied with their life in Ellenbrook. 

The relationship between sense of place and residential satisfaction is also 

supported by research which found that excessive and repetitive noise from 

overcrowding in mass high density housing and a lack of parks and ovals, reduces the 

sense of place in a community and decreases the levels of residential satisfaction 

(Bonaiuto et al., 1999; Bonnes et al., 1991; Braubach, 2007; Chapman & Lombard, 

2006; Hourihan, 1984; Perez et al., 2001; Uzzell et al., 2002). As Ellenbrook is not a 

high density housing area and has sufficient open space, amenities and facilities, most 

residents indicated a sense of attachment to Ellenbrook and satisfaction with the 

community. This attachment resulted in the higher level of residential satisfaction 

reported in Ellenbrook, supporting previous research that a positive relationship exists 

between sense of place and residential satisfaction (Bonaiuto et al., 1999; Brown et al., 

2005; Fluery-Bahi et al., 2008; Grillo et al., 2010; Mellor et al., 2008; Mesch & Manor, 

1998; Potter & Cantarero, 2006; Young et al., 2004). Finally, the prediction of the effect 

size being large was met in the case of residential satisfaction and sense of place 

indicating that the strength of the relationship between these variables is strong. 

There is also a positive relationship between residential satisfaction and sense of 

belonging, indicating that higher levels of sense of belonging results in increased levels 

of residential satisfaction. This supports previous research that found residents who feel 

they belong to a community experience higher levels of residential satisfaction 

(Amerigo & Aragones, 1997; Bardo, 1976; Bardo & Bardo, 1983; Bardo & Hughey, 

1984; Fried & Gleicher, 1961; Hughey & Bardo, 1987; Potter & Cantarero, 2006; 
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Wasserman, 1982; White, 1985; Young et al., 2004). Those with a high sense of 

belonging form close relationships with other community members, often through 

community involvement, which leads to increased levels of residential satisfaction as 

residents view their community favourably (Bardo & Hughey, 1984; Fluery-Bahi et al., 

2008). Strong community involvement is demonstrated in this study as it was reported 

that 82.7% of participants are actively involved in the community. This involvement has 

led to the majority of residents experiencing high levels of sense of belonging for 

example, 90.3% of participants reported they felt a part of mainstream society and 

92.7% indicated they felt people accepted them so they believed they belonged in the 

community. Because of this sense of belonging, participants evaluated Ellenbrook 

favourably, leading to increased levels of residential satisfaction. Therefore, these 

results show a strong relationship between sense of belonging and residential 

satisfaction. Finally, the prediction of the effect size being large was not met in the case 

of residential satisfaction and sense of belonging. However, the effect size was medium 

indicating the strength of the relationship between sense of belonging and residential 

satisfaction is still substantial. 

A positive relationship between sense of community and sense of place was 

found indicating that as sense of community increases, sense of place increases. This 

supports previous research that sense of community and sense of place are positively 

related due to both concepts containing aspects of emotional connection (Manzo & 

Perkins, 2006; Perkins et al., 1990; Perkins & Long, 2002). Within this study, the 

relationship between sense of community and sense of place is demonstrated as a high 

score for sense of community as well as sense of place resulted, indicating that residents 

experience an emotional connection to Ellenbrook and other community members. This 

emotional connection, formed through community participation, enables people to 

develop social ties and attachment to the community, aspects of sense of community 

and sense of place (Albanesi et al., 2007; Grillo et al., 2010; Manzo & Perkins, 2006; 

Ohmer, 2007; Perkins et al., 1990; Perkins & Long, 2002). Finally, the prediction of the 

effect size being large was met in the case of sense of community and sense of place. 

This indicates that the strength of the relationship between these variables is strong as 

they measure related constructs. 

A positive relationship was also found between sense of community and sense of 

belonging which indicates that as sense of community increases, sense of belonging 

increases. As with the relationship between sense of community and sense of place, the 
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relationship between sense of community and sense of belonging is also enhanced 

through community participation. Ellenbrook residents who are part of a community 

group or organisation develop a sense of belonging. Additionally, they develop an 

emotional connection to other people and a feeling that their needs are being met 

(Farrell et al., 2004; Obst & White, 2007), components of sense of community 

(McMillan & Chavis, 1986). Therefore, as these two components are developed through 

community participation, if there is a high sense of community, then a high sense of 

belonging would also occur. Finally, the prediction of the effect size being large was not 

met in the case of sense of community and sense of belonging. However, the effect size 

was medium indicating that the strength of the relationship between sense of belonging 

on sense of community is still substantial. 

A positive relationship also existed between sense of place and sense of 

belonging, suggesting that as sense of place increases so does sense of belonging; this 

supports previous research (Grillo et al., 2010; Hay, 1998a, 1998b; Hughey & Bardo, 

1987; Mellor et al., 2008; Vanclay, 2008; Wasserman, 1982). Studies have shown that 

social support plays a role in the relationship between sense of place and sense of 

belonging (Hay, 1998a, 1998b; Mesch & Manor, 1998). Within Ellenbrook, the social 

support experienced by an individual is developed through their participation in the 

community. Research has determined that community participation enables a person to 

experience higher levels of sense of place because they experience a high sense of 

belonging to the community through being a part of a community group or organisation 

(Hay, 1998a, 1998b; Mesch & Manor, 1998). Therefore, as 82.7% of residents 

participate in the community, they develop a high sense of belonging, which in turn 

increases their level of sense of place. 

Finally, the prediction of the effect size being large was not met in the case of 

sense of place and sense of belonging. Despite there being a positive relationship 

between these two variables, results showed a small effect size indicating that the 

strength of the relationship between these variables may not be strong. As discussed 

earlier, residential satisfaction and sense of community have a large effect on sense of 

place indicating these variables are more influential on sense of place than sense of 

belonging. Additionally, residential satisfaction and sense of community have a medium 

effect on sense of belonging, indicating they are more of an influence than sense of 

place. 



161 

Summary. 

The previous section has addressed the theoretical question pertaining to the 

relationship between residential satisfaction, sense of community, sense of belonging 

and sense of place. A positive relationship was found between the variables, which 

indicate that if there is high residential satisfaction within a community then there is 

also likely to be a high level of sense of community, sense of belonging and/or sense of 

place. This finding supports previous research (Adriaanse, 2007; Amerigo & Aragones, 

1990; Braubach, 2007; Fluery-Bahi et al., 2008; Grillo et al., 2010; Hur & Morrow-

Jones, 2008; Manzo & Perkins, 2006; Mesch & Manor, 1998; Obst & White, 2007; 

Prezza et al., 2001). Examination of the effect size to determine the meaningfulness or 

importance of the significance showed that residential satisfaction and sense of place, as 

well as sense of community and sense of place had a strong effect size. Residential 

satisfaction and sense of belonging, as well as sense of community and sense of 

belonging had a medium effect size. Finally, sense of place and sense of belonging had 

a small effect size (Cohen, 1988; Field, 2006). 

To explore further the relationship between residential satisfaction and sense of 

community, sense of belonging and sense of place a multivariate logistic regression was 

performed. The following discussion focuses on addressing the strength of the 

relationship between residential satisfaction, sense of community, sense of belonging 

and sense of place and what builds residential satisfaction, sense of community, sense of 

belonging and sense of place in a planned community. 

Strength of Relationship between Residential Satisfaction, Sense of Community, 

Sense of Belonging and Sense of Place 

Logistic regression describes the relationship between the dependent variable 

and a set of independent variables and is useful for formulating models about the types 

of factors which might determine variables influential in predicting the outcome (Field, 

2006). Examination of the chi-square revealed a significant association between 

residential satisfaction and sense of community χ
2
 (1,300) = 40.127, p < .05, a 

significant association between residential satisfaction and sense of place χ
2
 (1,300) = 

56.805, p < .05, and a significant association between residential satisfaction and sense 

of belonging χ
2
 (1,300) = 25.848, p < .05. This indicates that the variables are not 

independent but are related in some way and therefore, should be included in the 
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proposed logistic regression model. This significant result supports previous research 

also indicating there to be an association between residential satisfaction, sense of 

community, sense of belonging and sense of place as discussed earlier (Adriaanse, 

2007; Amerigo & Aragones, 1990; Braubach, 2007; Fluery-Bahi et al., 2008; Grillo et 

al., 2010; Hur & Morrow-Jones, 2008; Manzo & Perkins, 2006; Mesch & Manor, 1998; 

Obst & White, 2007; Prezza et al., 2001).  

Further examination of the univariate analysis indicated that out of the 173 

(58%) residents with high sense of community, 121 (70%) experienced high residential 

satisfaction. With regard to the relationship between sense of place and residential 

satisfaction, results revealed that of the 165 (55%) residents with high sense of place, 

122 (74%) experienced high residential satisfaction. Finally, of the 166 (55%) residents 

with high sense of belonging, 112 (68%) experienced high residential satisfaction. 

These results show the relationship between these constructs in that sense of 

community, sense of belonging and sense of place can lead to the development of 

residential satisfaction. This supports previous research that has also found a link 

between residential satisfaction and sense of community (Chavis & Wandersman, 1990; 

Glynn, 1981, 1986; Hur & Morrow-Jones, 2008; Mesch & Manor, 1998; Perkins et al., 

1990; Pretty et al., 1996; Prezza et al., 2001; Prezza & Costantini, 1998), residential 

satisfaction and sense of place (Amerigo & Aragones, 1990; Bonaiuto et al., 1999; 

Fluery-Bahi et al., 2008; Mesch & Manor, 1998; Proshansky et al., 1983) and 

residential satisfaction and sense of belonging (Bardo & Dokmeci, 1990a; Fluery-Bahi 

et al., 2008; Hughey & Bardo, 1987; White, 1985). 

Based on the above results, it is no surprise that from the 127 (42%) residents 

with lower levels of sense of community, 85 (67%) experienced lower levels of 

residential satisfaction; of 135 (40%) residents with lower levels of sense of place, 94 

(70%) experienced lower levels of residential satisfaction; and of 134 (45%) residents 

with lower levels of sense of belonging, 83 (62%) experienced lower levels of 

residential satisfaction. These results also show a relationship between these three 

constructs and residential satisfaction in that low sense of community, sense of 

belonging and sense of place can lead to residents being dissatisfied with their 

community. This supports previous research that a lack of sense of community, sense of 

belonging and sense of place can lead to a decline in residential satisfaction 

(Butterworth, 2000; Holahan & Wandersman, 1987; Home et al., 2010; Meijers & 

Burger, 2010; Pendola & Gen, 2008; Perkins et al., 2003; Wilson-Doenges, 2000).  
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However, while the above results suggest a significant relationship between 

these constructs, 42 (33%) residents with low sense of community, 41 (30%) residents 

with low sense of place and 51 (38%) residents with low sense of belonging 

experienced higher levels of residential satisfaction suggesting other factors may also 

contribute to their residential satisfaction. As discussed earlier, physical, social and 

personal factors such as community layout and design; housing quality; perception of 

low crime; and community participation contributed to the development of residential 

satisfaction in this study, thereby supporting previous research (Adriaanse, 2007; Bardo 

& Dokmeci, 1990a; Braubach, 2007; Carro et al., 2010; Chapman & Lombard, 2006; 

Filkins et al., 2000; Garcia et al., 1999; Grillo et al., 2010; James et al., 2009; Potter & 

Cantarero, 2006; Uzzell et al., 2002; Young et al., 2004). It is possible that these factors 

were more significant in determining residential satisfaction for these residents than 

sense of community, sense of belonging and sense of place. Therefore, while there is a 

significant relationship between residential satisfaction and sense of community, sense 

of belonging and sense of place in this study; physical, social and personal factors also 

contribute to the development of residential satisfaction. 

After the univariate analysis, a multivariate analysis was conducted. The Wald 

Statistic and corresponding significance levels tested the significance of sense of 

community, sense of belonging and sense of place in the model. Results showed the 

Wald statistic for each variable to be significant, indicating that each variable in the 

model is important: sense of community, Wald Statistic (1,300) = 8.86, p < .05; sense of 

place, Wald Statistic (1,300) = 23.9, p < .05; and sense of belonging, Wald Statistic 

(1,300) = 16.13, p < .05. 

The odds ratio predicted by the model indicates that someone experiencing low 

levels of sense of community has 0.42 the odds of experiencing residential satisfaction 

compared to someone with high sense of community. Regarding sense of place, results 

reveal that someone with a low level of sense of place has 0.24 the odds of having a 

high level of residential satisfaction; and someone with a low level of sense of 

belonging has 0.33 the odds of experiencing residential satisfaction. Conversely, 

someone who has a high level of sense of community has 2.4 times the odds of 

experiencing residential satisfaction compared to someone who has low sense of 

community. This study found that someone with a high level of sense of place has 4.1 

times the odds of experiencing residential satisfaction; and someone with a high level of 

sense of belonging has 3.0 times the odds of experiencing residential satisfaction. 
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These results maintain that individuals with higher sense of community, sense of 

belonging and sense of place are more likely to experience residential satisfaction, 

thereby supporting previous research also finding a positive relationship between sense 

of community and residential satisfaction (Chavis & Wandersman, 1990; Glynn, 1981, 

1986; Hur & Morrow-Jones, 2008; Mesch & Manor, 1998; Perkins et al., 1990; Prezza 

et al., 2001; Prezza & Costantini, 1998); sense of place and residential satisfaction 

(Adriaanse, 2007; Amerigo & Aragones, 1990; Bonaiuto et al., 1999; Braubach, 2007; 

Brown et al., 2005; Chapman & Lombard, 2006; Fluery-Bahi et al., 2008; Grillo et al., 

2010; Hourihan, 1984; Lalli, 1992; Mesch & Manor, 1998; Perez et al., 2001; 

Proshansky et al., 1983); and sense of belonging and residential satisfaction (Amerigo & 

Aragones, 1997; Bardo, 1976; Bardo & Bardo, 1983; Bardo & Hughey, 1984; Fried & 

Gleicher, 1961; Hughey & Bardo, 1987; Potter & Cantarero, 2006; Wasserman, 1982; 

White, 1985; Young et al., 2004). 

However, although individuals with low levels of sense of community, sense of 

belonging and/or sense of place have less chance of experiencing residential 

satisfaction, they may still experience residential satisfaction. This supports the chi-

square finding in which 42 (33%) residents with low sense of community experienced 

higher levels of residential satisfaction; 41 (30%) residents with low sense of place 

experienced higher levels of residential satisfaction; and 51 (38%) residents with low 

sense of belonging experienced higher levels of residential satisfaction. Therefore, while 

residential satisfaction is more likely to be experienced by individuals with higher levels 

of sense of community, sense of belonging and sense of place the possibility exists for 

these individuals to experience residential satisfaction. As discussed earlier, the reason 

for this is that other factors can contribute to the development of residential satisfaction. 

Thus, a person with low sense of community, sense of belonging and/or sense of place 

may experience residential satisfaction due to other factors not addressed in this current 

study. 

Summary. 

There is a significant association between residential satisfaction and sense of 

community, sense of belonging and sense of place. This indicates that the variables are 

not independent; they are related in some way. While a person with higher levels of 

sense of community, sense of belonging and sense of place are more likely to 

experience residential satisfaction, there is the likelihood that individuals with lower 
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levels of these constructs will experience residential satisfaction. This is due to other 

factors such as physical, social and personal constructs being involved in the 

development of residential satisfaction (Bardo, 1976; Filkins et al., 2000; Garcia et al., 

1999; Vreugdenhil & Rigby, 1987; Young et al., 2004). 

Conclusion 

The purpose of this study was to examine the sense of community, sense of 

belonging and sense of place within the planned community of Ellenbrook in Western 

Australia and the impact of these factors on residential satisfaction for the residents of 

this community. Additionally, the purpose of this study was to examine the factors that 

comprise of residential satisfaction, sense of community, sense of belonging and sense 

of place. 

There were no group differences in terms of residential satisfaction, sense of 

community, sense of belonging and sense of place for the residents of different villages 

within Ellenbrook. Therefore, while Ellenbrook is comprised of different villages, 

residents identify with the suburb of Ellenbrook collectively rather than with their 

individual village. 

The level of residential satisfaction, sense of community, sense of belonging and 

sense of place for residents within Ellenbrook was relatively high. That is, more 

residents were satisfied with the community of Ellenbrook than dissatisfied. More 

residents experienced a sense of a sense of community, a sense of place and a sense of 

belonging than those who did not. 

The social and physical factors: belongingness, community attachment, 

community participation, fear of crime, community layout and design and housing 

density, contribute to the experience of high levels of residential satisfaction, sense of 

community, sense of belonging and sense of place within Ellenbrook. This supports 

previous research that a residents‟ perception of their community is based on physical 

and social factors, and that these are intertwined to influence a person‟s level of 

residential satisfaction (Braubach, 2007; Mellor et al., 2008; Potter & Cantarero, 2006), 

sense of community (Grillo et al., 2010; Long & Perkins, 2007; Pendola & Gen, 2008), 

sense of belonging (Bailey & McLaren, 2005; Kissane & McLaren, 2006; Lim, 2007) 

and sense of place (Jiven & Larkham, 2003; Kianicka et al., 2006; Post, 2008). 
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Not all personal factors contributed to the development of residential 

satisfaction, sense of community, sense of belonging and sense of place within 

Ellenbrook. Despite some research identifying personal factors as contributing to these 

variables (Billig, 2005; Brown et al., 2005; Chapman & Lombard, 2006; Elsinga & 

Hoekstra, 2005; Filkins et al., 2000; Grzeskowiak et al., 2003; Long & Perkins, 2007; 

Lu, 1999; Potter & Cantarero, 2006), no group differences were found for the personal 

factors of age, ethnicity, homeownership, length of residence and educational level. 

These findings indicate that other personal factors such as marital status, income level 

and number of people known in the community may be more influential in the 

development of these variables within Ellenbrook. It also indicates that social and 

physical factors are more influential in the development of residential satisfaction, sense 

of community, sense of belonging and sense of place. 

Of the personal factors that did contribute to the development of residential 

satisfaction, sense of community, sense of belonging and sense of place, not one 

contributed to the development of all four variables within Ellenbrook. Marital status 

was the only personal factor to contribute to the development of sense of community, 

sense of belonging and sense of place but not residential satisfaction. Furthermore, 

marital status was the only personal factor to contribute to the development of sense of 

place within Ellenbrook. While personal factors may develop sense of place in some 

communities, in the case of Ellenbrook, the physical and social factors are more 

influential than personal factors in developing sense of place. 

Household income and number of people known in the community was found to 

contribute to the development of sense of community and sense of belonging but not 

residential satisfaction and sense of place. Gender contributed to developing sense of 

belonging and sense of place but not residential satisfaction and sense of community. 

Gender was the only personal factor to contribute to the development of residential 

satisfaction. These results indicate that physical and social factors are more influential 

than personal factors. 

Additionally, the interrelation of sense of community, sense of belonging and 

sense of place and their impact on residential satisfaction was explored employing 

exploratory factor analysis. Results showed nine factors to emerge, one of which 

consisted of several residential satisfaction items along with the attraction to 

neighbourhood components of sense of community and the place attachment 
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components of sense of place, indicating the communality of these items. This is 

comparable with other research, which found sense of community and sense of place, 

particularly the component of place attachment to be inter-related (Manzo & Perkins, 

2006; Pretty et al., 2003). Despite efforts to use distinctive measures of these concepts, 

there is to a certain degree an inseparable nature of the dimensions of residential 

satisfaction, and sense of community and sense of place. 

However, place dependence and place identity, the other two components of 

sense of place were not found to be interrelated with sense of community. Some 

theorists (Chavis & Pretty, 1999; Chipuer & Pretty, 1999; Fisher & Sonn, 1999; 

Puddifoot, 1995) suggested that place identity may be an important aspect of sense of 

community and therefore, may be interrelated; however, this was not found to be the 

case in this study. 

The sense of belonging items were separate factors indicating that sense of 

belonging is a unique identity from residential satisfaction, sense of place and sense of 

community. This supports previous research arguing that sense of belonging is a unique 

identity (Hagerty & Patusky, 1995; Hagerty et al., 1996). Additionally, the residential 

satisfaction items referring to feelings of dissatisfaction emerged as one factor 

suggesting the uniqueness of these items to residential satisfaction. 

Finally, the relationship between residential satisfaction, sense of community, 

sense of belonging and sense of place was explored through regression analyses; which 

affirmed a positive relationship between the variables. This significant correlation 

determines that the constructs are related. That is, if a high residential satisfaction exists 

within a community, then there is likely to be a high level of sense of community, sense 

of belonging and/or sense of place. This finding supports previous research that found a 

positive relationship between sense of community and residential satisfaction (Hur & 

Morrow-Jones, 2008; Mesch & Manor, 1998; Perkins et al., 1990; Pretty et al., 1996; 

Prezza & Costantini, 1998); sense of place and residential satisfaction (Adriaanse, 2007; 

Braubach, 2007; Brown et al., 2005; Chapman & Lombard, 2006; Fluery-Bahi et al., 

2008; Grillo et al., 2010); sense of belonging and residential satisfaction (Amerigo & 

Aragones, 1997; Bardo & Hughey, 1984; Potter & Cantarero, 2006; Young et al., 

2004); sense of place and sense of community (Manzo & Perkins, 2006; Perkins et al., 

1990; Perkins & Long, 2002); and sense of place and sense of belonging (Grillo et al., 

2010; Hay, 1998b; Mellor et al., 2008; Vanclay, 2008). 



168 

However, while the instruments measure related constructs they do not measure 

the same construct. Examination of the effect size to determine the meaningfulness or 

importance of the significance showed that residential satisfaction and sense of place, as 

well as sense of community and sense of place, had a large effect size. This indicates 

that the strength of the relationship between these variables is strong and these variables 

are more influential in their effect on each other than is sense of belonging. Residential 

satisfaction and sense of belonging, as well as sense of community and sense of 

belonging had a medium effect size, indicating that the strength of the relationship 

between these constructs is substantial, though not strong. The medium effect size for 

residential satisfaction and sense of community indicates they are more of an influence 

on sense of belonging than sense of place. Finally, sense of place and sense of 

belonging had a small effect size. Despite there being a positive relationship between 

these two variables, the strength of the relationship between them may not be strong. 

A multivariate logistic regression was performed to examine the strength of the 

relationship between residential satisfaction, sense of community, sense of belonging 

and sense of place. Results also showed a significant association between residential 

satisfaction and sense of community, sense of belonging and sense of place. This 

indicates that the variables are not independent; they are related in some way. However, 

it was also found that while a person with higher levels of sense of community, sense of 

belonging and sense of place is more likely to experience residential satisfaction, there 

is still the possibility that individuals with lower levels of these constructs will 

experience residential satisfaction. This is due to other factors such as physical, social 

and personal constructs being involved in the development of residential satisfaction. 

Limitations of the Current Research 

As this research focused on the suburb of Ellenbrook in a metropolitan area of 

Perth, Western Australia, the results may not be generalisable to other communities 

such as rural areas, non-planned communities and other countries. Previous research has 

found many aspects that people use to determine their level of residential satisfaction 

(Hur & Morrow-Jones, 2008). For example, some communities focus on physical 

aspects to determine their level of satisfaction, others focus on social problems, while 

others focus on both physical and social issues to determine their level of satisfaction 

(Hur & Morrow-Jones, 2008). Therefore, what the residents of Ellenbrook use to 

determine their level of satisfaction, is not necessarily what others use to determine 
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satisfaction. Additionally, Ellenbrook residents are mainly of White, Anglo-European 

descent; therefore, due to the homogeneity of the residents of Ellenbrook, the results 

may not be generalisable to other communities who are more culturally and 

linguistically diverse. 

The inclusion criteria for this research stipulated that participants needed to 

understand and speak English. While 4.5% of residents of other cultural backgrounds 

participated in this study, the English language selection criteria may have restricted the 

extent to which culturally and linguistically diverse families would have participated. 

Together with the homogeneity of the residents of Ellenbrook discussed above, the 

findings of this study are limited as to their generalisability. 

There were a large percentage of homeowners (82%) in this study. As 

homeownership increases the level of residential satisfaction experienced in a 

community (Bonaiuto et al., 1999; Elsinga & Hoekstra, 2005; James et al., 2009; Mesch 

& Manor, 1998; Wasserman, 1982) this may have biased the results. A sample with 

relatively equal homeowners and non-homeowners may have yielded different results. 

Additionally, a large percentage of residents (88%) knew other people in the 

community. At first glance it appears that the number of people known in the 

community is not a significant factor for the development of sense of place and 

residential satisfaction despite other research finding this to be the case (Allen, 1991; 

Cuba & Hummon, 1993; Filkins et al., 2000; Grzeskowiak et al., 2003; Hay, 1998b; 

Kianicka et al., 2006). However, it is possible that this factor is a contributor to these 

constructs but the large percentage may have biased the results. A sample with 

relatively comparable numbers of people who know others in the community and people 

who do not know anyone may have resulted in a different outcome. 

Several instruments are utilised to measure the constructs of residential 

satisfaction, sense of community, sense of belonging and sense of place. While the 

measures deemed the most appropriate for this research were employed, and 

justification for their use was discussed in this paper, other instruments measuring these 

constructs may have yielded different results. 

Despite these limitations, the current study aimed to examine the sense of 

community, sense of belonging and sense of place within the planned community of 

Ellenbrook in Western Australia and the impact of these factors on residential 
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satisfaction for the residents of this community. This paper provided insight into the 

factors comprising sense of community, sense of belonging and sense of place. The 

findings from this paper provide useful information in relation to these constructs which 

can be taken into account in future research on residential satisfaction, sense of 

community, sense of belonging and sense of place. 

Suggestions for Future Research 

As the average length of time residents have lived in Ellenbrook was 2.65 years, 

at the time of data collection, this relatively short time may be a reason why no 

differences emerged between longer-term residents and newer residents for residential 

satisfaction. Future research, now Ellenbrook is more established, could determine if 

any differences exist between longer-term residents and those new to the area, as more 

time has elapsed since longer-term residents first moved to the area. 

Regarding sense of belonging, little research has examined the significance of 

educational level on this construct. Those that have examined educational level, briefly 

mention its exploration, but findings were not reported (Kissane & McLaren, 2006; 

McLaren et al., 2001). A review of the literature demonstrated that most research on 

education focused on adolescents and their sense of belonging in the school 

environment (Goodenow, 1993a, 1993b), or with university/college students and their 

sense of belonging on campus (Freeman et al., 2007; Hausmann et al., 2009; Nunez, 

2009). The findings of this paper have indicated that educational level is not associated 

with sense of belonging in a community setting. Due to the lack of research relating to 

educational level and sense of belonging in a community sample, this warrants further 

examination. 

As with educational level, a search of the literature showed that few studies have 

examined marital status and sense of place in a community sample. Those that have 

only briefly mentioned it examination and findings were not reported (Mesch & Manor, 

1998; Wasserman, 1982). The findings in this study have shown there to be group 

differences in terms of marital status and sense of place; however, further investigation 

needs to be conducted to supplement these findings. 

The relationship between residential satisfaction and sense of community, sense 

of belonging and sense of place has not been examined until now; therefore, it is a new 

innovative area to be explored. While this paper has provided some insight into how 
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these factors are related in that a significant relationship between these constructs was 

found, indicating that sense of community, sense of belonging and sense of place 

contribute to the development of residential satisfaction, further research could be 

conducted to contribute to the findings of this research.  

Additionally, results of the factor analysis indicated that residential satisfaction, 

sense of community and sense of place components emerged together on the factors, 

indicating the communality of these items. Despite distinctive measures of these 

concepts, there is an inseparable nature of these dimensions, which could be explored 

further. The sense of belonging items emerged as a separate factor indicating the 

uniqueness of this factor from residential satisfaction, sense of place and sense of 

community. Further research could be conducted to contribute to this finding. 

As this research focused on quantitative methods of analysis and therefore, was 

an exploratory study, a future qualitative stage could confirm and verify the data from 

the quantitative stages and provide „richness‟ and an in-depth explanation of the data 

(Ling, 2008; Miles & Huberman, 1984). This method of using more than one approach 

to the research topic is known as triangulation; it is used in order to enhance confidence 

in the finding (Denzin & Lincoln, 1998; Ling, 2008). Qualitative and quantitative 

methods are complementary approaches and when utilised together help gain a deeper 

understanding of the data (Denzin & Lincoln, 1998; Ling, 2008; Queensland University 

of Technology, 2008). Both methods of research when employed as a complement to 

each other provide a holistic view to the topic under investigation (Ling, 2008; 

Queensland University of Technology, 2008). 

Theoretical Implications of the Research 

The purpose of this thesis was to examine the relationship between residential 

satisfaction, sense of community, sense of belonging and sense of place in the planned 

community of Ellenbrook in Western Australian. While sense of community, sense of 

belonging and sense of place and their impact on residential satisfaction have been 

examined individually (e.g., Amole, 2009; Brown et al., 2005; Butterworth, 2000; 

Filkins et al., 2000; Fisher & Sonn, 2007; Fluery-Bahi et al., 2008; Grillo et al., 2010; 

Hur & Morrow-Jones, 2008; Mellor et al., 2008; Pendola & Gen, 2008; Potter & 

Cantarero, 2006; Tartaglia, 2006; Vreugdenhil & Rigby, 1987; Young et al., 2004), they 
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have not been examined in conjunction with each other, making this a new innovative 

context being researched. 

Theoretically, the findings of this research contribute to a community and 

environmental psychology concept of residential satisfaction, sense of community, 

sense of belonging and sense of place. This research has shown a significant 

relationship exists between these constructs in that sense of community, sense of 

belonging and sense of place contribute to the development of residential satisfaction. 

While this study supports previous studies (e.g., Adriaanse, 2007; Amerigo & 

Aragones, 1990; Braubach, 2007; Fluery-Bahi et al., 2008; Manzo & Perkins, 2006; 

Obst & White, 2007; Prezza et al., 2009) that has determined the influence of these 

factors individually on residential satisfaction, it has also provided insight into the 

theoretical research by showing the interrelation of residential satisfaction, sense of 

community, sense of belonging and sense of place. 

Additionally, research does not adequately distinguish among the concepts of 

sense of community, sense of belonging and sense of place. For example, in terms of 

sense of community and sense of place, the place attachment component of sense of 

place is described in terms of emotional bonding and behavioural commitment (Brown 

& Perkins, 1992), which is similar to the fulfilment of needs and emotional connection 

components of sense of community (McMillan & Chavis, 1986). Results of the factor 

analysis in this study show that items belonging to these concepts did not emerge on 

their own factor. Therefore, this finding contributes to the theoretical understanding by 

highlighting that to a certain degree, there are similarities, which make it difficult to 

distinguish between the concepts. 

Also there is a lack of clarity and structure within the literature in regards to the 

sense of place concepts: Identity, Attachment and Dependence (Goudy, 1990; Stinner & 

van Loon, 1992). For example, aspects of Identity are described as being emotional ties 

and affiliation with a place (Cuba & Hummon, 1993), which is similar to definitions of 

Attachment (Altman & Low, 1992; Jorgensen & Stedman, 2006). Results of this study 

show that the loadings of some of the place attachment and place identity items reveal a 

high degree of commonality among these dimensions. Therefore, this research 

contributes to the theoretical understanding that despite attempts to use distinctive 

measures, there is an inseparable nature to sense of place dimensions. 
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This research also provided the opportunity to examine the issue that has arisen 

in the research as to whether belonging is subsumed under sense of community or 

whether it is a unique concept (i.e., sense of belonging) (Bramston et al., 2002; Hagerty 

& Patusky, 1995; Hagerty et al., 1996; Pretty et al., 2007). Results of this study have 

shown that belonging is a unique concept that is not interrelated with sense of 

community, supporting the research that debates whether this construct is one of the 

dimensions of McMillan and Chavis‟ (1986) sense of community model (Bramston et 

al., 2002; Chiessi et al., 2010; Chipuer & Pretty, 1999, 2000; Hagerty & Patusky, 1995; 

Hagerty et al., 1996; Long & Perkins, 2003; Nowell & Boyd, 2010; Obst & White, 

2004; Obst et al., 2002a, 2002b, 2002c; Perkins et al., 1990; Pretty et al., 2007; 

Tartaglia, 2006; Townley & Kloos, 2009; Wombacher et al., 2010; Young et al., 2004). 

As a result, this finding has contributed to the debate of this theoretical area by 

supporting the research that sense of belonging is a unique concept (Bramston et al., 

2002; Hagerty & Patusky, 1995; Hagerty et al., 1996; Pretty et al., 2007). Additionally, 

it provides theoretical support to research suggesting a need for revision of the sense of 

community construct (Chipuer & Pretty, 1999; Long & Perkins, 2003; Mannarini & 

Fedi, 2009; McMillan, 1996; Nowell & Boyd, 2010; Obst & White, 2004; Peterson et 

al., 2006; Peterson et al., 2008). 

This study has also provided a theoretical contribution to sense of place in that 

few studies have examined sense of place with quantitative methods. Most research has 

been from a phenomenological approach, which does not focus on the role of the 

physical environment (Jorgensen & Stedman, 2001, 2006; Lalli, 1992). However, for 

those who have utilised quantitative research, the dominant belief is that sense of place 

is multidimensional and the physical attributes of a place are important in the 

development of sense of place (Jiven & Larkham, 2003; Jorgensen et al., 2007; Post, 

2008). In this study, sense of place was found to be multidimensional and that the 

physical environment is a contributor to the development of sense of place supporting 

the previous quantitative research. Additionally, by utilising a quantitative method, this 

study has contributed to the sense of place research from a positivist perspective. 

Practical Implications of the Current Research 

This study has practical implications for the developers of Ellenbrook, which has 

been developed to promote the concepts of sense of community, sense of belonging and 

sense of place. The high levels of these concepts, as identified by the participants, 
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highlights they occurred as the planners had intended in their development of the 

suburb. From this information, other developers can consider Ellenbrook as a model 

from which to plan future communities. Ellenbrook demonstrates that a community 

designed to promote sense of community, sense of belonging and sense of place leads to 

residential satisfaction which promotes the well-being of its residents. 

Additionally, this study has practical implications in that its findings can be 

utilised by policy makers and integrated into policy development to provide solutions to 

ecological and social issues and concerns in unplanned communities such as residential 

instability and lack of required resources, which decrease satisfaction in a community 

(Butterworth, 2000; Jorgensen & Stedman, 2006; Pendola & Gen, 2008; Pretty et al., 

2003; Stedman, 2003; Williams & Stewart, 1998). This study has shown that the 

provision of required resources, infrastructure and programs, forges a sense of 

community, sense of belonging and sense of place which in turn leads to residential 

satisfaction. 

The results of this study can also assist urban planners and policy and decision 

makers in that it provides information to assist them in developing and designing new 

communities. This study shows that by developing a community to promote sense of 

community, sense of belonging and sense of place it leads to residential satisfaction. 

Planners and decision makers could promote these constructs in all future residential 

developments to avoid or minimise the issues faced by unplanned communities. This 

research highlights that a well-designed community that encourages aspects such as 

community participation, feelings of belonging, community attachment and feelings of 

safety, leads to residential satisfaction and thereby contributes to the health and well-

being of residents. 

Finally, this study provides information to planners and decision makers to assist 

them in determining which aspects of a community are needed to encourage residents to 

move to and remain in the community. In understanding the relationship between 

residential satisfaction and sense of community, sense of belonging and sense of place, 

community developers and planners can create situations promoting these concepts, 

which are important for the future growth of a community. By recognising the 

importance of these concepts, sustainable and functional communities are developed. 



175 

Conclusion 

Using a quantitative approach, this research examined residential satisfaction, 

sense of community, sense of belonging and sense of place within the planned 

community of Ellenbrook in Western Australia. Findings indicated that the social and 

physical factors of: belongingness, community attachment, community participation, 

fear of crime, community layout and design and housing density contributed to the high 

levels of residential satisfaction, sense of community, sense of belonging and sense of 

place within Ellenbrook. 

Personal factors: age, ethnicity, length of residence, education level and 

homeownership were found not to contribute to the development of residential 

satisfaction, sense of community, sense of belonging and sense of place. However, other 

personal factors did contribute but not one resulted in the development of all four 

concepts within Ellenbrook.  

Marital status contributed to the development of sense of community, sense of 

belonging and sense of place but not residential satisfaction. Further, marital status was 

the only personal factor which contributed to the development of sense of place within 

Ellenbrook indicating that personal factors may develop sense of place in some 

communities. However, in the context of Ellenbrook, the physical and social factors are 

more influential than personal factors in developing sense of place. 

Household income and number of people known in the community contributed 

to the development of sense of community and sense of belonging but not residential 

satisfaction and sense of place. Gender contributed to the development of residential 

satisfaction and sense of community but not sense of belonging and sense of place. 

Gender was the only personal factor found to contribute to the development of 

residential satisfaction within Ellenbrook indicating that while personal factors may 

develop residential satisfaction in some communities, the physical and social factors 

may be more influential than personal factors. 

Results of the factor analysis revealed that despite researchers‟ efforts over the 

years to employ distinctive measures for residential satisfaction, sense of community, 

sense of belonging and sense of place, these constructs are connected to a certain 

degree. However, despite this overlap, place dependence, dissatisfaction and sense of 

belonging emerged as their own factor demonstrating the uniqueness of these items. 



176 

Regression analyses demonstrated a positive relationship between residential 

satisfaction and sense of community, sense of belonging and sense of place, also 

highlighting that the constructs are dependent. 

Prior to this study, residential satisfaction, sense of community, sense of 

belonging and sense of place had not been researched in conjunction with each other 

thus, this research is an exploration of this relationship and is innovative in its approach. 

Additionally, despite much theoretical and empirical development of these constructs 

over the years, the dimension, meaning and nature of these concepts was debated, also 

indicating this area was in need of investigation. Moreover, information has been 

provided about the factors contributing to residential satisfaction, sense of community, 

sense of belonging and sense of place, and to the understanding of the strength of the 

relationship between these constructs. Additionally, as these constructs have not been 

explored concurrently in an Australian context or in a planned community, this study 

has provided relevant information for the future design and development of Australian 

communities. The findings have provided information useful for application in the 

development of planned communities for the satisfaction of all residents. 
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Appendix A 

Percentages Showing Participant’s Gender 

 

 Gender Frequency Percent 

 

 

 Female 220 73.3 

 Male 79 26.3 

 No Response 1 0.3 

 Total 300 100 
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Appendix B 

Percentages Showing Participant’s Country of Birth 

 

 Country of Birth Frequency Percent 

 

 

 Australia 184 61.3 

 England 61 20.3 

 New Zealand 13 4.3 

 South Africa 7 2.3 

 Burma/Myanmar 3 1.0 

 India 3 1.0 

 Ireland 3 1.0 

 Singapore 3 1.0 

 Zimbabwe 3 1.0 

 Canada 2 0.7 

 Philippines 2 0.7 

 Poland 2 0.7 

 Scotland 2 0.7 

 China 1 0.3 

 Christmas Island 1 0.3 

 Hong Kong 1 0.3 

 Latvia 1 0.3 

 Malaysia 1 0.3 

 Netherlands 1 0.3 

 Russia 1 0.3 

 Switzerland 1 0.3 

 United States of America 1 0.3 

 Wales 1 0.3 

 No response 2 0.7 

 Total 300 100 
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Appendix C 

Percentages Showing Participant’s Father’s Country of Birth 

 

 Country of Birth Frequency Percent 

 

 

 Australia 125 41.7 

 England 76 25.3 

 New Zealand 15 5.0 

 Ireland 9 3.0 

 South Africa 7 2.3 

 India 6 2.0 

 Netherlands 6 2.0 

 Scotland 6 2.0 

 Burma/Myanmar 5 1.7 

 China 4 1.3 

 Italy 4 1.3 

 Poland 4 1.3 

 Germany 3 1.0 

 Zimbabwe 3 1.0 

 Philippines 2 0.7 

 Serbia 2 0.7 

 Singapore 2 0.7 

 Canada 1 0.3 

 Denmark 1 0.3 

 Latvia 1 0.3 

 Malaysia 1 0.3 

 Russia 1 0.3 

 Switzerland 1 0.3 

 United States of America 1 0.3 

 No response 14 4.7 

 Total 300 100 
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Appendix D 

Percentages Showing Participant’s Mother’s Country of Birth 

 

 Country of Birth Frequency Percent 

 

 

 Australia 136 45.3 

 England 78 26.0 

 New Zealand 15 5.0 

 Scotland 8 2.7 

 Ireland 6 2.0 

 South Africa 6 2.0 

 India 5 1.7 

 Netherlands 5 1.7 

 Italy 4 1.3 

 Burma/Myanmar 3 1.0 

 China 3 1.0 

 Philippines 2 0.7 

 Poland 2 0.7 

 Russia 2 0.7 

 Serbia 2 0.7 

 Zimbabwe 2 0.7 

 Canada 1 0.3 

 Cocos Island 1 0.3 

 Denmark 1 0.3 

 Lithuania 1 0.3 

 Malaysia 1 0.3 

 Switzerland 1 0.3 

 Thailand 1 0.3 

 United States of America 1 0.3 

 No response 13 4.3 

 Total 300 100 
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Appendix E 

Percentage of Indigenous and non-Indigenous Participants 

 

 Ethnicity Frequency Percent 

 

 

Aboriginal or Torres Strait Islander 3 1.0 

 Non-Indigenous Australian 287 95.7 

 No response 10 3.3 

 Total 300 100 
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Appendix F 

Percentages of Participant’s Age in Years 

 

 Age Range Frequency Percent 

 

 

 18 – 24 33 11 

 25 – 30 57 19 

 31 – 35 62 20.7 

 36 – 40 45 15.0 

 41 – 45 32 10.7 

 46 – 50 15 5.0 

 51 – 55 14 4.7 

 56 – 60 12 4.0 

 61 – 65 11 3.7 

 66+ 11 3.7 

 No response 8 2.5 

 Total 300 100 
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Appendix G 

Participants’ Present Marital Status 

 

 Martial Status Frequency Percent 

 

 

 Married 200 66.7 

 Never married 58 19.3 

 Divorced 21 7.0 

 Separated 17 5.7 

 Widowed 4 1.3 

 Total 300 100 
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Appendix H 

Percentages of Participant’s Current Residential Status 

 

 Residential Status Frequency Percent 

 

 

 Own Home 247 82.3 

 Rent Home 47 15.7 

 Other Living Arrangement 4 1.3 

 No Response 2 0.7 

 Total 300 100 
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Appendix I 

Percentages of Participant’s Employment Status 

 

 Employment Status Frequency Percent 

 

 

 Employed 176 58.7 

 Home duties 80 26.7 

 Retired 21 7.0 

 Student 10 3.3 

 Unemployed 8 2.7 

 Other 5 1.7 

 Total 300 100 
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Appendix J 

Participant’s Highest Level of Education Completed 

 

 Education Level Frequency Percent 

 

 

 Year 10 or below 68 22.7 

 Year 11 23 7.7 

 Year 12 58 19.3 

 TAFE/College 93 31 

 University Undergraduate 29 9.7 

 University Postgraduate 16 5.3 

 Other 11 3.7 

 No response 2 .7 

 Total 300 100 
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Appendix K 

Participant’s Current Household Income 

 

 Household Income Frequency Percent 

 

 

 Under $20,000 30 10.0 

 $20,000 - $35,000 43 14.3 

 $35,001 - $50,000 53 17.7 

 $50,001 - $65,000 41 13.7 

 $65,001 - $80,000 62 20.7 

 $80,001 or more 48 16.0 

 No Response 23 7.7 

 Total 300 100 
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Appendix L 

Number of People Contributing to Household Income 

 

 No. Contributing to Income Frequency Percent 

 

 

 One Person 120 40.0 

 Two People 166 55.3 

 Three People 4 1.3 

 Four People 2 0.7 

 No Response 8 2.7 

 Total 300 100 
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Appendix M 

Length of Time Participants Have Lived in Ellenbrook 

 

 Length of Time Frequency Percent 

 

 

 Less than 12 months 68 22.7 

 1 to 2 years 77 25.7 

 3 to 4 years 78 26.0 

 5 to 6 years 49 16.3 

 More than 6 years 26 8.7 

 Other 2 0.7 

 Total 300 100 
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Appendix N 

Length of Time Participants Expect to Live in Ellenbrook 

 

 Length of Time Frequency Percent 

 

 

 Less than 12 months 11 3.7 

 1 to 2 years 20 6.7 

 3 to 4 years 28 9.3 

 5 to 6 years 32 10.7 

 More than 6 years 169 56.3 

 Other 38 12.7 

 No Response 2 0.7 

 Total 300 100 
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Appendix O 

Number of People Known in Ellenbrook by the Participants 

 

 No. of People Known Frequency Percentage 

 

 

 None 37 12.3 

 1 to 2 People 31 10.3 

 3 to 5 People 44 14.7 

 More than 6 People 178 59.3 

 No Response 10 3.3 

 Total 300 100 
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Appendix P 

Number of Participants Involved in Community Activities 

 

 Community Involvement Frequency Percent 

 

 

 Yes 97 32.3 

 No 199 66.3 

 No Response 4 1.3 

 Total 300 100 

 


