& frontiers

@ Check for updates

OPEN ACCESS

EDITED BY
Chun Yin,
Wuhan University, China

REVIEWED BY
Longzhu Xiao,

Xiamen University, China

Sean Mark Patrick,

University of Pretoria, South Africa
Yuanyuan Guo,

Tianjin University, China

*CORRESPONDENCE
Ding Yang
yangdingl8@126.com

RECEIVED 05 September 2023
ACCEPTED 18 October 2023
PUBLISHED 09 November 2023

CITATION

Jiang H, Cai R, Yang D, Huang Z and

Song J (2023) Heterogeneous influence of
neighborhood features on community
satisfaction: a comparative study in Beijing's
urban and suburban communities.

Front. Public Health 11:1288868.

doi: 10.3389/fpubh.2023.1288868

COPYRIGHT

© 2023 Jiang, Cai, Yang, Huang and Song. This
is an open-access article distributed under the
terms of the Creative Commons Attribution
License (CC BY). The use, distribution or
reproduction in other forums is permitted,
provided the original author(s) and the
copyright owner(s) are credited and that the
original publication in this journal is cited, in
accordance with accepted academic practice.
No use, distribution or reproduction is
permitted which does not comply with these
terms.

Frontiers in Public Health

Frontiers in Public Health

TYPE Original Research
PUBLISHED 09 November 2023
pol 10.3389/fpubh.2023.1288868

Heterogeneous influence of
neighborhood features on
community satisfaction: a
comparative study in Beijing's
urban and suburban communities

Huaxiong Jiang, Runting Cai, Ding Yang*, Zhuo Huang and
Jinping Song

Faculty of Geographical Science, Beijing Normal University, Beijing, China

Introduction: Community satisfaction contributes to urban planning, community
development, and policy formulation. Yet, we lack comprehensive knowledge
about how different neighborhood features impact satisfaction, especially across
diverse community types.

Methods: Relied on a sample of 4,009 respondents in Beijing, this study examines
the influence of neighborhood features on community satisfaction through
neighborly interactions, focusing on the heterogeneity between urban and
suburban communities, using structural equation models.

Results: The results reveal that community service and community management
exert significant influences on community satisfaction, primarily mediated by
the role of neighborly interactions. Then, transportation convenience positively
influences community satisfaction in urban areas, while no housing property has
a negative effect in suburban communities.

Discussion: These results highlight varied neighborhood effects on community
satisfaction, informing tailored urban planning and policies that address unique
traits and requirements of different communities.

KEYWORDS

community satisfaction, urban and suburban communities, neighborly interactions,
urban planning and policies, Beijing

1. Introduction

The concept of community satisfaction has gained significant attention in recent years due
to its implications for individual well-being and the overall health of societies (1-3). The
sustainable development goals (SDGs) of the United Nations encompass economic, social, and
environmental aspects, including both challenges to overcome and new paths created for future
sustainable development (4, 5). SDG 10 calls for making cities and human settlements inclusive,
safe, resilient and sustainable (6). In China, high-quality development, including the
improvement of community residents’ satisfaction, has become a new trend in urban
development. Neighborhoods, as the fundamental building blocks of communities, provide a
physical and social environment that directly influences residents’ satisfaction with their living
conditions and the achievement of those sustainable goals (7).

Numerous studies have explored the relationship between neighborhood features and
community satisfaction (8-13). Typically, the “environmental-social model” integrates
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environmental and social factors to examine how they interact and
impact each other. It looks at the physical environment, including
safety, access to amenities, green spaces, and infrastructure quality,
emphasizing how these affect human health and quality of life (14-
16). For instance, Ciorici and Patricia found positive associations
between neighborhood satisfaction and the quality of the physical
environment, access to amenities, and social cohesion in the North
Camden (17). Perceived safety is another key determinant, especially
for women and the older adult, as shown by Kuo and Sullivan (18-20).
Factors like crime rates, physical disorder, and social disorder shape
safety perceptions (21, 22). Social relationships and capital are also
crucial for neighborhood satisfaction. Sampson et al. discovered
positive links between neighborhood social capital, trust, social
networks, and satisfaction, as well as outcomes like reduced crime and
increased civic engagement (23).

However, despite the existing body of research, our understanding
of the influence of neighborhood features on community satisfaction
still has critical gaps. Firstly, most studies tend to focus solely on the
neighborhood level without considering the broader urban context. It
is important to acknowledge that neighborhood satisfaction is
influenced by factors beyond the neighborhood boundaries, such as
the larger city or region in which the neighborhood is situated (24-
27). Taking into account these wider spatial variables and scales can
provide a  more  comprehensive  understanding  of
community satisfaction.

Secondly, there is a lack of research investigating the
heterogeneous influence of neighborhood features on community
satisfaction, particularly when comparing urban and suburban
Urban and exhibit distinct

characteristics in terms of population density, built environment, and

communities. suburban areas
social dynamics, which can result in different experiences and
perceptions of neighborhood features among residents (28).
Examining these variations is crucial to uncovering the nuanced
effects of neighborhood features on community satisfaction.
Additionally, marginalized populations, such as low-income or
minority residents, often face unique challenges that can significantly
impact their satisfaction with their neighborhoods (29-31). It is
essential to include these populations in research to ensure a more
inclusive and representative understanding of community satisfaction.

In this study, we focus on Beijing as a unique case study due to its
diverse urban and suburban landscape. Rapid urbanization and socio-
economic transformations in Beijing have resulted in significant
variations in neighborhood characteristics between urban and
suburban areas (32, 33), because of unique geographical, social, and
economic characteristics. Our research aims to identify and analyze
the influence of multiple neighborhood features on community
satisfaction via neighborly interactions, with a particular emphasis on
the heterogeneous role of these features in urban and suburban
communities. We utilize structural equation models to analyze the
data obtained from a large-scale survey conducted in Beijing,
involving 4,009 respondents. The survey was conducted between May
2019 and September 2020, encompassing a substantial timeframe. It
seeks to uncover the influence of neighborhood features beyond the
immediate vicinity, explore the mediating role of neighborly
interactions, and discern the differential impact of these factors in
urban and suburban communities. The findings will enhance our
understanding of the factors shaping community satisfaction in urban
and suburban areas, offering valuable insights for policymakers, urban
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planners, and community development practitioners aiming to create
more livable and satisfying neighborhoods.

2. Literature review
2.1. Community satisfaction

Community satisfaction holds significant importance for
individuals, communities, and society as a whole. Community
satisfaction directly impacts residents’ quality of life (7). When
individuals are satisfied with their neighborhoods, they tend to
experience higher levels of well-being, happiness, and overall life
satisfaction (11, 34). Satisfied communities foster a sense of belonging
and social cohesion among residents (35). When individuals feel
satisfied with their neighborhood, they are more likely to develop
social connections, engage in community activities, and establish
meaningful relationships with their neighbors (17, 36). In urban and
community planning, community satisfaction is closely tied to
sustainability (37). SDGs 11, within the framework of the United
Nations Sustainable Development Goals, advocates for the creation of
inclusive, safe, resilient, and sustainable cities and human settlements,
ultimately aiming to attain a satisfactory and conducive environment
for all (6). Satisfied communities often prioritize environmentally
friendly practices, community resilience, and resource efficiency,
promoting residents to embrace sustainable initiatives such as
recycling, energy conservation, public transportation, and green
infrastructure (17, 38, 39).

2.2. Factors influencing community
satisfaction

Community satisfaction is influenced by a multitude of factors.
These factors can vary depending on the context, cultural norms, and
individual preferences (40). Urban sociology offers valuable insights
into the social dynamics within neighborhoods and their impact on
community satisfaction. Concepts such as social capital (12), social
cohesion (35, 41), and sense of community (42) provide theoretical
frameworks  to  understand the factors  influencing
community satisfaction.

Physical neighborhood features play a significant role in shaping
community satisfaction. These features encompass various aspects,
including walkability, access to amenities, green spaces, and the
overall aesthetic quality of the environment. For instance,
neighborhoods with well-connected sidewalks, pedestrian-friendly
infrastructure, and proximity to key destinations such as shops,
schools, and parks tend to promote a sense of community satisfaction
(43). Residents appreciate the ability to engage in active
transportation, socialize with neighbors during walks, and have easy
access to essential services and recreational opportunities (44, 45).
The availability of essential services such as grocery stores, healthcare
facilities, educational institutions, recreational facilities, and cultural
spaces within a neighborhood positively contributes to residents’
quality of life and overall satisfaction. Easy access to these amenities
reduces the need for extensive travel and enhances the convenience
and well-being of residents (17, 46). The presence of green spaces

and the overall aesthetic quality of the neighborhood environment
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also play a significant role in community satisfaction. Well-
maintained parks, gardens, and open spaces provide opportunities
for recreation, relaxation, and social interactions. These natural and
aesthetically pleasing elements contribute to residents’ sense of well-
being and satisfaction with their neighborhood (38, 47). A visually
appealing neighborhood with attractive architecture, clean streets,
and a pleasant ambiance enhances residents’ pride in their
community and fosters a positive perception of their surroundings
(48, 49).

While many studies have focused on individual and
neighborhood-level factors that influence community satisfaction, it
is important to consider the broader social, economic, and
environmental contexts that shape residents’ experiences and
perceptions. Community satisfaction is influenced by factors beyond
the neighborhood boundaries (28, 50, 51), such as the larger city or
region in which the neighborhood is situated. Taking into account
these wider spatial scales can provide a more comprehensive
understanding of community satisfaction. Economic conditions,
such as employment opportunities, income levels, and poverty rates,
can impact residents’ overall satisfaction with their neighborhoods.
Neighborhoods with higher levels of economic inequality or limited
access to resources may struggle to meet residents’ needs and
52). Other factors such
as access to city—wide amenities, transportation infrastructure, and

contribute to lower levels of satisfaction (12,

employment opportunities may play a significant role in shaping
residents’ satisfaction with their neighborhoods (17). For instance,
amenities like healthcare facilities, fitness centers, and green spaces
contribute to the physical and mental well-being of residents. Access
to these resources can improve overall health outcomes and lead to
higher levels of satisfaction within a community (11, 47, 53). Then,
communities with a diverse range of employment sectors are more
economically resilient. A broad job market can withstand economic
downturns better, reducing the impact of recessions on community
well-being (54-56).

Moreover, the policy and governance context within which
neighborhoods operate can influence community satisfaction (57).
For example, effective and inclusive governance or management
structures that prioritize resident input and address community needs
are more likely to foster neighborhood satisfaction and promote
positive outcomes (58, 59).

The current literature merely suggests that these features can
directly influence community satisfaction. However, they can
indirectly shape neighborly interactions by providing opportunities
for social gatherings and facilitating shared activities, thereby
enhancing community satisfaction (60). For instance, social
psychology theories shed light on the cognitive and affective processes
underlying community satisfaction. The concept of social identity and
in-group/out-group dynamics help explain how neighborhood
interactions influence residents’ sense of belonging and satisfaction
with their community (61). By facilitating social exchanges,
connections, and engagement among residents, neighborhood
interaction acts as a mechanism through which neighborhood features
influence residents’ satisfaction levels (62). Positive neighborhood
interactions contribute to the development of social networks, trust,
and social capital within the community (60). They promote a sense
of belonging and attachment to the neighborhood, creating a
supportive and inclusive environment (63). These interactions can
enhance residents’ well-being, provide emotional and instrumental
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support, and create opportunities for social engagement and the
exchange of resources (62).

Neighborhood interactions also play a vital role in community
building and problem-solving (64, 65).They facilitate the sharing of
information, resources, and knowledge among neighbors, enabling
collective action and addressing common concerns or challenges (69).
Through collaboration and cooperation, neighbors can work together
to improve the quality of their neighborhood, address safety issues,
enhance community services, and create a more vibrant and cohesive
social environment (53). Effective neighborhood interactions could
foster a sense of community and promoting positive outcomes such
as improved social relationships, and a stronger sense of collective
identity (35). However, the mediation effect of neighborhood
interactions on community satisfaction is often underestimated in the
existing literature. While neighborhood features have been studied in
isolation (10, 13), their combined influence on community satisfaction
through neighborly interactions is not extensively explored.

Studies have overlooked the nuanced and diverse influence of
neighborhood features across different types of communities. Urban
and suburban communities exhibit significant variations in population
density, built environment, social networks, and access to amenities
and services (51). These differences can shape residents’ experiences,
preferences, and satisfaction with their neighborhoods (28, 50). In
reality, urban communities may prioritize factors such as proximity to
public transportation, cultural institutions, and employment
opportunities (67), whereas suburban communities may place greater
emphasis on larger homes, green spaces, and a quieter atmosphere
(68). Failing to recognize these variations can result in a limited
understanding of the factors that contribute to community satisfaction
in different contexts, leading to difficulties in informing government
decision-makers and community planners to improve the community
environment and the quality of life of residents.

2.3. Defining the study’s purpose

This study seeks to bridge the existing knowledge gap by
examining the influence of various neighborhood features on
community satisfaction, particularly by considering the role of
neighborly interactions. It specifically aims to explore the
heterogeneous nature of these features in urban and suburban
communities. This study is driven by three primary objectives, as
shown in the conceptual framework of Figure 1.

Firstly, it seeks to identify neighborhood features that extend
beyond the boundaries of a neighborhood, yet significantly influence
community satisfaction. By expanding the scope of analysis beyond
the immediate neighborhood context, this research aims to uncover
the broader factors such as environment quality and transportation
convenience that shape residents’ satisfaction with their community.
Secondly, the study aims to examine the mediating role of neighborly
interactions in the relationship between neighborhood features and
community satisfaction. It recognizes the potential for neighborly
interactions to act as a mechanism through which neighborhood
characteristics impact residents’ perceptions and overall satisfaction.
Lastly, the research aims to compare and analyze the findings between
urban and suburban communities. By examining these distinct
community types separately, the study seeks to reveal any contrasting
patterns or differences in the impact of neighborhood features on
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FIGURE 1
Conceptual framework.

community satisfaction. This comparative analysis will shed light on
the specific dynamics and factors that contribute to satisfaction within
urban and suburban contexts. By addressing these three objectives,
the study aims to enhance our understanding of the multifaceted
nature of community satisfaction.

3. Methodology
3.1. Data collection

The choice of Beijing as a case study in this research is likely due
to several reasons. Firstly, Beijing is a highly populated and diverse
city that represents the characteristics of many urban areas around
the world. By selecting Beijing, the study can capture the dynamics
of urban and suburban communities in a context that is relevant to a
large number of cities globally. Secondly, Beijing offers a unique
opportunity to compare and contrast the influence of neighborhood
features on community satisfaction between urban and suburban
areas. The city has distinct urban and suburban regions with different
population densities, built environments, and social dynamics. By
conducting a comparative study within the same city, the research
can effectively examine how neighborhood features and neighborly
interactions influence community satisfaction in these distinct
contexts. Furthermore, Beijing’s significance as the capital of China
adds to the relevance and importance of the study. As a major
cultural, economic, and political center, the findings from this
research can potentially inform urban planning and policy decisions
not only within Beijing but also in other cities facing
similar challenges.

Frontiers in Public Health

Our analyses were drawn on a large-scale community satisfaction
survey conducted in Beijing of City Health Examination Project
implemented by the Ministry of Housing and Urban-Rural
Development (MHURD) in China. The survey was carried out and
completed in April 2018 and covered urban and suburban area
(Figure 2). The questionnaire underwent a pilot study involving a
sample of participants similar to our target population. This pilot
study allowed us to assess the clarity and relevance of the questionnaire
items and make necessary refinements to enhance its quality. To
ensure data reliability and representativeness, we employed a multi-
stage stratified proportional sampling method. The 16 districts of
Beijing served as primary sampling units, with random selection of jie
dao (primary sampling units, or towns) within each district. Within
each jie dao, 5-15 housing estates (xiao qu) were chosen. Twenty-five
surveyed respondents in each community were randomly selected
with support from the local community council and invited to scan a
QR code to access the questionnaire information collection system. A
face-to-face questionnaire survey was then conducted by trained
investigators. Because our survey covered many streets, it is
representative of all types of residents community satisfaction
in Beijing.

The residents community satisfaction survey in Beijing City
Health Examination Project comprised of perceived quality of
community surrounding environment (community satisfaction,
environment quality, community service, community management,
transportation convenience, and neighborhood interaction),
respondents’ socioeconomic characteristics such as housing property,
gender, age, educational, income, hukou, family members. Our survey
also collected the geographic coordinates of respondents’ residences,
with the support of a location-based service. The total number of
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Spatial distribution of study area and surveyed respondents in Beijing.

questionnaires obtained in our survey was 4,011. After removing
questionnaires with missing data, we finally have 4,009 effective
surveys, with an effective rate of 95.45%.

3.2. Variables

Based on the literature review, a conceptual framework is
developed to examine the heterogeneous influence of multiple
neighborhood features on community satisfaction through neighborly
interactions. Community satisfaction is the outcome variable
measured by the survey question: “To what extent are you satisfied
with the overall situation of your community?” Responses are
quantified on a 5-point Likert scale ranging from 1 (very unsatisfied)
to 5 (very satisfied).

Environmental quality in this study focuses on four key
dimensions: greenery accessibility, air quality, noise, water waste. All
respondents were asked, “How easy is it for you to access green spaces
in nearby parks?” “To what extent do you think the air pollution in the
city, such as PM2.5, is severe?” “To what extent do you think the noise
pollution in the surrounding area is severe?” “Do you think the
surrounding water body smells bad or changes color?” The response
items comprised five options related to residents’ satisfaction: 1 (very
inconvenient or similarly) to 5 (very convenient or similarly).

Community service in this study focuses on six key dimensions:
daily shopping satisfaction, canteen satisfaction, shopping mall
satisfaction, kindergarten satisfaction, health service satisfaction, and
sports grounds satisfaction. Respondents were asked to rate their
satisfaction levels with each of the six neighborhood dimensions on a
5-point Likert scale ranging from 1 (very unsatisfied or similarly) to 5
(very satisfied or similarly).

Frontiers in Public Health

Community management in this study focuses on four key
dimensions: garbage sorting, streetlamp maintenance, emergency
respond to water/power outages, public fire potentials, well loss.
Respondents were asked to rate their satisfaction levels with each of
the variables, which were also developed on a five-point Likert scale
ranging from 1 (very dissatisfied or similarly) to 5 (very satisfied
or similarly).

Transportation convenience in this study focuses on six key
dimensions: pedestrian condition, cycling condition, bus on-time,
public transit transfer, metro setup, parking convenience. Variables
depicting subjectively. These variables were developed by asking
respondents’ satisfaction with them on a 5-point Likert scale ranging
from 1 (very unsatisfied or similarly) to 5 (very satisfied or similarly).

Neighborhood interaction in this study focuses on three key
dimensions: caring for vulnerable groups, minimum subsistence, and
social activities. Respondents were asked to rate their satisfaction
levels with each of the six neighborhood dimensions on a 5-point
Likert scale ranging from 1 (very unsatisfied or similarly) to 5 (very
satisfied or similarly).

Socioeconomic attributes were broadly included in the analysis
not used as control variables, due to their high relevance to community
satisfaction (52).

3.3. Methods

The study employs structural equations modeling (SEM) to
investigate the heterogeneous influence of multiple neighborhood
features on community satisfaction through neighborly interactions.
SEM is a powerful multivariate statistical modeling technology that is
used to test the theoretical model and hypothesis (69). Compared with
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other statistical techniques such as multiple regression, SEM can
measure the latent constructs that cannot be observed directly, and
can simultaneously analyze the relationship and intensity between
multiple observed variables and latent variables. SEM consists of two
parts: the structural model, which is used to describe the causal
relationship between latent independent variables and latent
dependent variables; and the measurement model, which is used to
describe the linear relationship between latent variables and observed
variables (69). There are two common forms of measurement
equation, which can be expressed as follows:

x=AE+6 (1)

y=~Ayn+e (2)

where x are the column vectors of the exogenous variables; Ay are
the factor loading matrices that associate the latent exogenous
variables and observed variables; y are the column vectors of the
endogenous variables; and A, are the factor loading matrices that
correlate the latent endogenous variables and observed variables. &
and 7 represent the latent exogenous and latent endogenous variables,
respectively. § and ¢ are error terms.

The structural equation can be written as follows:

n=Bn+Ié+{ (3)

where n and £ are the column vectors of the endogenous and
exogenous latent variables, respectively. B and I' are factor loading
matrices. { are error terms.

In this study, community satisfaction was used as the final
endogenous variable in the model, and neighborhood interaction as
the mediating variables. Environment quality, transportation
convenience, community service, community management and socio-
demographic variables are the exogenous variables. After confirmatory
factor analysis (CFA) in the software AMOS 26.0, the latent variables
including community service, community management,
transportation convenience and neighborhood interaction were
constructed with an acceptable fit and internal consistency (Table 1).
The VIF values of explanatory variables are below, indicating a good

fit between the model and the data.

4. Results
4.1. Descriptive statistics

The statistic analysis of the variables is showed in Table 1. The
average of Community satisfaction reaches 4.11 with a standard
deviation of 0.872. In terms of the environment quality, the average
score of greenery accessibility is the highest, followed by water waste.
Air quality, noise received relatively lower scores of 3.99 and 3.82,
respectively. Air quality receives a relatively low score probably due to
persistent issues with high levels of particulate matter (PM2.5) and
other pollutants, stemming from factors like industrial emissions and
meteorological conditions. The low noise rating may be a result of
elevated noise levels in the city, primarily due to high population
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density, heavy traffic, and ongoing construction activities. In terms of
the community service, the average score of daily shopping satisfaction
is the highest, followed by shopping mall satisfaction and health
service satisfaction. Kindergarten satisfaction, sports grounds
satisfaction and canteen satisfaction received relatively lower scores of
3.97,3.91, and 3.32, respectively. The high population density has led
to a relatively insufficient supply of resources such as kindergartens,
sports facilities, and cafeterias. Consequently, residents have rated
these amenities lower in satisfaction. In terms of the community
management, the average scores of all variables are relatively high,
ranging from the range from the lowest in the public fire potentials to
the highest in the well loss. In terms of the transportation convenience,
the average score of all variable except or parking convenience are
relatively high and significantly higher than 4. Parking convenience
received the lowest scores of 3.47. Similarly, the high population
density in Beijing has resulted in an insufficient supply of parking
facilities. In terms of the neighborhood interaction, all indicators
describing the neighborhood interaction have scores larger than 4.1.
The average score of caring for vulnerable groups is the highest,
followed by social activities. Minimum subsistence received the lowest
scores of 4.15. This may be attributed to limited access to essential
resources and services necessary for maintaining a basic standard of
living, potential economic disparities, or challenges related to the
affordability and availability of basic necessities.

Socio-economic characteristics considered in the survey included
housing property, gender, age, education, income, hukou, and family
numbers (Table 1). Among 4,009 respondents, 902 had not property
rights and 3,107 had property rights. 1,565 were males and 2,444 were
females, with a mean age value of 41.95. The most reported age of the
respondents was in the 30-39 range. As for education, respondents
with a degree above the undergraduate level were slightly over-
represented (51.5% in total), followed by junior college. As for family’s
monthly income, the most reported range was 100,000-199,000
RMB. Residents of Beijing with hukou accounted for 94.3% of the
respondents, and 5.7% of the respondents were migrants. This meant
that a majority of the respondents with local hukou had an owner-
occupied house. The average number of family members living
together in respondents’ household was 3.32 with a standard deviation
of 0.872.

4.2. Association of multiple neighborhood
features with community satisfaction

CFA was conducted to determine whether the measurement
model was described correctly via data according to testing reliability
and validity. Reliability measures the degree of data consistency or
stability, and one of the most common evaluation methods is
composite reliability (CR). All CR values presented in Table 2 are
between 0.792 and 0.892, all above the standard of 0.70 indicating a
high degree of internal consistency among the latent variables. To
demonstrate convergent validity of the model, the average variance
exacted (AVE) and factor loading were applied. As presented in
Table 2, the standardized factor loadings of all items exceed the
suggested threshold of 0.50 and are statistically significant for
(p<0.001). The AVE values of all constructs except for environment
quality (AVE=0.4888) were higher than the suggested benchmark
score of 0.50. This indicates that each observed variable has high

frontiersin.org


https://doi.org/10.3389/fpubh.2023.1288868
https://www.frontiersin.org/journals/public-health
https://www.frontiersin.org

Jiang et al.

10.3389/fpubh.2023.1288868

TABLE 1 Description analysis of all variables.

Variables Describe Mean SE

Community satisfaction To what extent are you satisfied with the overall situation of your community? (1 =very dissatisfied, 5=very 4.11 0.872
satisfied)

Environment quality

Greenery accessibility How easy is it for you to access green spaces in nearby parks?(1 = Very inconvenient, 5= Very convenient) 4.33 0.892

Air quality To what extent do you think the air pollution in the city, such as PM2.5, is severe? (1=very light, 5=very severe) 3.99 1.071

Noise To what extent do you think the noise pollution in the surrounding area is severe? (1 =very light, 5=very severe) 3.82 1.089

Water waste Do you think the surrounding water body smells bad or changes color? (1=No smell or color change, 5= Very 4.2 0.956
serious)

Community service

Daily shopping satisfaction To what extent do you think it convenient to shop for daily necessities (convenience stores, grocery stores, 4.42 0.849
delivery points) nearby? (1 =very inconvenient, 5=very convenient)

Canteen satisfaction To what extent are you satisfied with the community senior canteen/table? (1 =very unsatisfied, 5=very satisfied) 332 1.749

Shopping mall satisfaction To what extent are you satisfied with the large shopping centers and other facilities? (1 = not satisfied at all, 4.26 0.888
5=very satisfied)

Kindergarten satisfaction To what extent are you satisfied with the availability of affordable preschools? (1 =very dissatisfied, 5=very 3.97 1.105
satisfied)

Health service satisfaction To what extent are you satisfied with the community health service center? (1=very dissatisfied, 5=very 4.14 1.016
satisfied)

Sports grounds satisfaction To what extent are you satisfied with the community sports facilities? (1 =very dissatisfied, 5=very satisfied) 391 1.219

Community management

Garbage sorting To what extent are you satisfied with the level of garbage sorting in your community? (1 =very dissatisfied, 4.22 0.924
5=very satisfied)

Streetlamp maintenance To what extent are you satisfied with the management and maintenance of street lighting? (1=very dissatisfied, 4.29 0.831
5=very satisfied)

Emergency respond to To what extent are you satisfied with the emergency measures taken after water and power outage? (1= Very 4.23 0.847

water/power outages dissatisfied, 5= Very satisfied)

Public fire potentials To what extent do you think there are fire safety hazards in the community? (1 =No hazards, 5= Very serious) 4.02 0.936

Well loss To what extent do you frequently observe missing or damaged manhole covers? (1=Never, 5= Very often) 4.4 0.879

Transportation convenience

Pedestrian condition To what extent are you satisfied with the walking environment? (1= Very dissatisfied, 5= Very satisfied) 4.21 0.903

Cycling condition To what extent are you satisfied with the cycling environment? (1 =very dissatisfied, 5= very satisfied) 4.13 0.957

Bus on-time How punctual do you think the buses are in your city? (1 =very unpunctual, 5=very punctual) 4.22 0.807

Public transit transfer To what extent do you find it convenient to transfer between public transportation modes in your city? (1=very 4.36 0.786
inconvenient, 5= very convenient)

Metro setup To what extent are you satisfied with the community charging stations? (1 =very dissatisfied, 5=very satisfied) 4.18 1.013

Parking convenience To what extent do you think it convenient to park your car? (1 =very inconvenient, 5= very convenient) 3.47 1.351

Neighborhood interaction

Caring for vulnerable groups = To what extent do you think the city cares for vulnerable groups? (1=not caring at all, 5=very caring) 4.41 0.793

Minimum subsistence To what extent are you satisfied with the level of minimum subsistence in your city? (1 =very dissatisfied, 5=very 4.15 0.938
satisfied)

Social activities To what extent do your community organize various activities for residents to participate in? (1=never, 4.27 0.819
5=frequently)

Socioeconomic attributes Frequency | Percentage

Housing property 0 902 22,5
1 (1=having property rights) 3,107 77.5

Gender 0 1,565 39
1 (1=female) 2,444 61

(Continued)
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TABLE 1 (Continued)
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Variables Describe Mean SE
Age < 20years old 29 0.7

20-29 years old 469 11.7

30-39years old 1,518 37.9

40-49 years old 1,110 27.7

50-59 years old 508 12.7

60-69 years old 295 7.4
> 70years old 80 2

Education Primary school and below 23 0.6
Junior high school 199 5

High school 454 113

Junior college 1,266 31.6

Undergraduate 1929 48.1

Postgraduate and above 138 3.4

Income Below 30,000 RMB 355 8.9
30,000-49,000 RMB 342 8.5

50,000-69,000 RMB 640 16

70,000-99,000 RMB 831 20.7

100,000-199,000 RMB 1,222 30.5

200,000-299,000 RMB 394 9.8

300,000-499,000 RMB 164 4.1

Above 500,000 RMB 61 1.5

Hukou 0 227 5.7

1 (1=having local hukou) 3,782 94.3

Mean SE

Family members What is the total number of members living together in your household? 3.32 1.21

explanatory power. In conclusion, the result of the CFA showed that
observed variables in measurement model could adapt to the data well.

The fitting indices also show an acceptable fitness. The x2df s
12.805 (values of 3 or less indicate a good fit), and other goodness-
of-fit indices, such as RMSEA =0.054 (values <0.05 indicate a good
fit), SRMR =0.0313 (values range from 0 to 1), CFI=0.960 (values
range from 0 to 1, and values >0.9 are acceptable), NFI=0.956 and
AGFI=0.916 (values range from 0 to 1, and values >0.9 indicate a
good fit).

The maximum likelihood estimation was used in evaluating the
structure model. Indices such as )(2 / df. RMSEA, SRMR, CFI, NFI,
and AGFI were selected to test the goodness of fit. What’s more, a
bootstrapping procedure (with N=5,000 bootstrap resamples) was
applied to estimate indirect influence in the structural model and
efficiently handle absence of multivariate normality. The results
(x%/df.=9.569, RMSEA=0.046, SRMR=0.047, CFI=0.951,
NFI=0.945, AGFI=0.918) of overall model are presented in Table 3.
Although the 2 value is one of the most commonly used fitness
indicators, it is often influenced by sample size and model complexity
when the sample size is large. Considering that the more commonly
used indicators SRMR and RMSEA perform well, and other fitting
tables such as CFI, NFI, and AGFI also perform well, it can
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be considered that the overall model has a good fitting effect with the
observed data. Regarding the grouping model, the fit indices also show
an acceptable fitness.

The structural model that estimated the relationships among
environment quality, community service, community management,
neighborhood interaction, transportation convenience and
socioeconomic attributes had an adequate fit (Table 4; Figure 3). In
particular, environmental quality exerted a significant effect on
neighborhood interaction (weight=0.315, p <0.001). However, the
influence of that on Community satisfaction was not significant.
Community service exerted a significant effect on both
neighborhood (weight=0.226, p<0.001) and
community satisfaction (weight=0.332, p <0.001). Meanwhile, the
strongest positively significant influence on both neighborhood

interaction

interaction (weight=0.361, p<0.001) and community satisfaction
(weight=0.516, p<0.001) was exerted by the determinant
community management. Neighborhood interaction had no
significant effect. Then, transportation convenience had relatively
significant effect (weight=0.099, p <0.10). As for socioeconomic
attributes, gender and family members exhibited influences on
community satisfaction while housing property exerted a relatively
remarkable negative effect.

frontiersin.org


https://doi.org/10.3389/fpubh.2023.1288868
https://www.frontiersin.org/journals/public-health
https://www.frontiersin.org

Jiang et al.

TABLE 2 CFA results.
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Latent Manifest variable Loading p-value Std. loading
variable coefficient
Environment Noise 1 0.734 0.792 0.488
quality ‘Water waste 0.837 o 0.699

Air quality 0.84 ok 0.626

Greenery accessibility 0.816 ek 0.731
Community Canteen satisfaction 1 0.697 0.886 0.565
service Community service satisfaction 0.646 ok 0.775

Kindergarten satisfaction 0.706 ok 0.779

Shopping mall satisfaction 0.554 ok 0.760

Daily shopping satisfaction 0.463 ok 0.667

Sports grounds satisfaction 0.822 ok 0.822
Community Public fire potentials 1 0.767 0.875 0.584
management Emergency response to water/power outages 0.989 o 0.839

Streetlamp maintenance 0.921 o 0.796

Garbage sorting 0.989 ek 0.768

Well loss 0.779 ok 0.637
Transportation Parking convenience 1 0.712 0.892 0.582
convenience Metro setup 0.678 o 0.643

Public transit transfer 0.598 ok 0.735

Bus on-time 0.646 ok 0.769

Cycling condition 0.835 ok 0.839

Pedestrian condition 0.805 ok 0.857
Neighborhood Minimum subsistence 1 0.855 0.813 0.593
interaction Caring for vulnerable groups 0.763 ok 0.772

Social activities 0.687 ok 0.673

—

4.3. The heterogeneous effect of multiple
neighborhood features on community
satisfaction between urban and suburban
communities

The influence of multiple neighborhood features on urban
community satisfaction is slightly different from that of overall
communities (Table 4; Figure 4A). In particular, environmental
quality exerted a significant effect on neighborhood interaction
(weight=0.333, p<0.001), stronger than that of overall communities.
However, its influence on community satisfaction was insigniﬁcant.
Community service exerted a significant effect on both
neighborhood interaction (weight =0.224, p<0.001) and community
satisfaction (weight=0.294, p<0.001). Meanwhile, the strongest
positively significant influence on both neighborhood interaction
(weight=0.317, p<0.001) and Community
(weight=0.353, p<0.001) was exerted by the determinant
community management. Comparing with these effects of overall

satisfaction

communities, these effects of urban communities were weaker. It is
worth noting that neighborhood interaction had significant effect.
Transportation significant  effect
(weight=0.286, p<0.001) than that of overall communities

convenience had more
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Model fitness */df. 12.805, RMSEA 0.054, SRMR 0.0313, CFI 0.960, NFI 0.956, AGFI 0.916. 2. CR, composite reliability, AVE, average variance extracted. ***p-value <0.001.

(weight=0.099, p<0.10). As for socioeconomic attributes, only
family members (weigh=0.025, p<0.05) exhibited a relatively
remarkable positive influence on Community satisfaction.

The influence of multiple neighborhood features on suburban
community satisfaction is similar to that of overall communities
(Table 4; Figure 3). In detail, environment quality exerted a significant
effect on neighborhood interaction (weight=0.304, p <0.001), weaker
than that of overall communities. However, the influence of that on
Community satisfaction was not significant. Community service
exerted a significant effect on both neighborhood interaction
(weight=0.227,  p<0.001) Community
(weight=0.393, p<0.001). Meanwhile, the strongest positively
both

and

and satisfaction

significant  influence on interaction
(weight=0.394,  p<0.001)
(weight=0.725, p<0.001) was exerted by the determinant community

neighborhood
Community  satisfaction
management. Comparing with these effects of overall communities,
these effects of urban communities were stronger. However,
transportation convenience exhibited a remarkable negative influence
on Community satisfaction. As for socioeconomic attributes, only age
exhibited a relatively remarkable positive influence on Community
satisfaction (weigh =0.023, p <0.05).
The influence of multiple neighborhood features on suburban
community satisfaction is different between urban and suburban
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TABLE 3 SEM fitness.

10.3389/fpubh.2023.1288868

Overall model 9.569 0.046 0.047 0.951 0.945 0.918
Grouping model 5.465 0.033 0.053 0.949 0.939 0.908 ‘
TABLE 4 Structural model results: path coefficient between the constructs.
Path relation Overall (N =4,009) Urban (N=) Suburban
Environment quality - NI 0.315%%* 0.333%%* 0.304%**
Environment quality - NS —0.008 —0.043 0.014
Community service - NI 0.226%** 0.224%%* 0.227%%*
Community service - NS 0.332%%* 0.294%%** 0.393%**
Community management - NI 0.361%** 0.317%%* 0.394%%*
Community management - NS 0.516%** 0.353%%* 0.725%%%
NI - NS 0.011 0.054%* —0.036
Transportation convenience - NS 0.099* 0.286%** —0.141%*
Housing property - NS —0.015%* —-0.017 —0.018*
Gender - NS 0.012% 0.015 0.01
Age - NS 0.006 —0.005 0.023%*
Education - NS 0.010 0.011 0.016
Income - NS —0.012 —0.011 —0.006
Family members - NS 0.016%* 0.025%* 0.006
Hukou - NS 0.000 0.011 —0.006

EQ, environment quality; CS, community service; CM, community management; NI, neighborhood interaction; NS, community satisfaction.

#4kp < 0,001
*%*p<0.05.
#p<0.10.

(Table 4; Figure 4). It shows that community service and community
management have a significant direct and positive influence on
Community satisfaction in both urban and suburban communities
while environment quality have an indirect and positive influence.
These three latent variables are partially mediated by neighborhood
interaction. In addition, neighborhood interaction and community
satisfaction are more influenced by community service and community
management in suburban communities whereas neighborhood
interaction is more subject to the influence of environment quality in
urban communities. Environment quality is not sensitive to the direct
impact on community satisfaction in both urban and suburban
communities. In the urban community, the direct influence of
neighborhood interaction and transportation convenience on
community satisfaction is significant and positive. In the suburban
communities, the direct influence of neighborhood interaction is not
sensitive to community satisfaction and transportation convenience on
community satisfaction is significant and negative.

5. Discussion

The findings of this study contribute valuable insights into the
understanding of how neighborhood features influence community
satisfaction, with a focus on the heterogeneity observed between
urban and suburban communities in Beijing. The use of structural
equation models and a large-scale survey involving 4,009 respondents
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allowed for a comprehensive analysis of the data and provided robust
evidence for the heterogeneous role of neighborhood features in
shaping community satisfaction. This study contributes the empirical
evidence to urban planning, community development, or policy
formulation by comparing community satisfaction between urban
and suburban.

One of the key findings of this study is the significant influence of
community service and community management on community
satisfaction, indicating the importance of effective service delivery and
well-organized management structures in fostering positive
perceptions among residents. Numerous studies in the field of urban
planning and community development have emphasized the critical
role of effective service delivery in enhancing community satisfaction
(12,70, 71). Services such as healthcare, education, public safety, and
recreational facilities have been shown to contribute significantly to
residents’ well-being and contentment with their community. A well-
organized and responsive service system can address residents’ needs
and improve their overall quality of life, leading to higher levels of
community satisfaction. According to Cao and Wang, the availability
of quality community services, such as healthcare facilities,
educational institutions, recreational centers, and public spaces, plays
a crucial role in enhancing residents’ overall satisfaction with their
living environment (46). Likewise, efficient community management,
encompassing maintenance, security, and dispute resolution, ensures
a well-functioning and harmonious community, further contributing
to resident contentment.
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Association of multiple neighborhood features with community satisfaction.
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1. Significance levels are indicated as *** p-value < 0.001, ** p <0.05, * p <0.10.
2. A dashed line represents a non-significant p-value at the 0.05 level.

3. The width of the line indicates the magnitude of the standardized path coefficient.
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3. The width of the line indicates the magnitude of the standardized path coefficient.
FIGURE 4

Association of multiple neighborhood features with community satisfaction in urban (A) and suburban (B) communities.

Then, the study revealed the differential effects of specific

Environmental

1

0i725/**

0.394%**
0.227***

Community

Community
service

management

b. Suburban path coefficients

neighborhood features in urban and suburban communities and

essentially it suggests how particular aspects or characteristics of
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neighborhoods impact residents in different contexts. In urban

areas, transportation convenience emerges as a key factor

positively impacting community satisfaction. According to Buys
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and Miller, the ease of accessibility to public transportation and
efficient mobility options play a crucial role in enhancing
residents’ overall satisfaction with their living environment (72).
An efficient transportation network not only reduces commuting
time and enhances connectivity but also improves access to
essential amenities and services, enhancing the overall quality of
life in urban communities (17). Besides, sustainable and
convenient transportation options, such as public transit, cycling
lanes, and pedestrian-friendly infrastructure, have the potential
to create cleaner and less congested urban areas. These
improvements not only reduce pollution and congestion but also
contribute to the development of healthier and more pleasant
cities. On the contrary, in suburban communities, the presence
of housing property has a negative effect on community
satisfaction. This result suggests that issues related to housing
property, such as maintenance, affordability, or structural
conditions, may be contributing to lower levels of satisfaction
among suburban residents. Policymakers and community
planners need to focus on addressing these housing-related
concerns to improve resident satisfaction in suburban areas.

Moreover, the study highlights the pivotal role of neighborly
interaction in mediating the relationship between multiple
neighborhood features and community satisfaction. It means
neighborhood features alone may not directly determine
community satisfaction. Instead, these features have their effects
channeled through the quality of neighborly interactions. In other
words, neighborly interactions help explain why certain
neighborhood features lead to higher or lower community
satisfaction. The finding accords to conclusions made by previous
studies that social cohesion and a sense of community are closely
linked to residents’ satisfaction with their neighborhoods.
Neighborly interactions, such as socializing with neighbors,
participating in community events, and collaborating on local
projects, contribute to the development of social ties and cohesion.
Strong social ties and positive relationships among neighbors create
a sense of belonging and support within the community, enhancing
residents’ contentment with their living environment (64). The
significance of neighborly interactions in shaping community
satisfaction underscores the importance of promoting social
cohesion and community engagement initiatives (30). Encouraging
community events, neighborhood gatherings, and collaborative
projects can foster a strong sense of community identity and
belonging, ultimately leading to higher levels of satisfaction
among residents.

While this study provides valuable insights, there are some
limitations to acknowledge. The cross-sectional design restricts causal
inferences due to the lack of long-term follow-up investigation, and
future longitudinal studies could offer a deeper understanding of the
dynamics between neighborhood features and community satisfaction
over time. Additionally, the study’s focus on Beijing may limit the
generalizability of the findings to other urban and suburban settings.
Future research should expand the coverage and representation of the
sampled cities to conduct similar investigations, achieving a broader
perspective on community satisfaction factors and their variations
across diverse urban and suburban contexts. Thirdly, due to the
difference in questionnaire quantity between urban and suburban, the
evaluation of the perceived community satisfaction variables could
be overestimated or underestimated. Future research should focus on

Frontiers in Public Health

10.3389/fpubh.2023.1288868

urban or suburban to accurately understand their community
satisfaction and its influencing factors.

6. Conclusion

Community satisfaction plays a pivotal role in shaping urban
planning, community development, and policy formulation. However,
our understanding of how diverse neighborhood features impact
satisfaction remains incomplete. This study delves into the influence
of neighborhood features on community satisfaction, with a particular
focus on the variations between urban and suburban communities.
Our approach involves the application of structural equation models
to analyze data from a comprehensive survey conducted in Beijing,
encompassing 4,009 respondents.

The findings underscore that community services and effective
community management have substantial positive effects on
community satisfaction, primarily mediated through neighborly
Additionally,
convenience emerges as a key driver of community satisfaction,

interactions. in urban areas, transportation
whereas in suburban communities, no housing property negatively
affects satisfaction. These outcomes highlight the nuanced impact
of neighborhood features on community satisfaction, providing
valuable insights for tailoring urban planning and policies to meet
the unique characteristics and needs of different communities.
These findings have important implications for urban planning and
policy
neighborhood influences on community satisfaction, it is crucial to

interventions. Recognizing the heterogeneity in
develop customized approaches that address the specific
characteristics and needs of different community types. Urban
planners and policymakers should prioritize the provision of high-
quality community services and effective community management
practices to enhance community satisfaction. In urban areas,
investments in transportation infrastructure and policies that
promote accessibility can play a key role in fostering community
satisfaction. In suburban communities, efforts should be made to
address housing-related issues and improve housing conditions to
mitigate the negative impact on community satisfaction. These
endeavors would contribute significantly to the achievement of the
Sustainable Development Goals (SDGs) and other pertinent
international initiatives.

In conclusion, this comparative study sheds light on the
heterogeneous influence of multiple neighborhood features on
community satisfaction, with neighborly interactions playing a
significant mediating role. The findings underscore the importance of
considering the specific characteristics and needs of different
community types in urban planning and policy interventions. By
addressing the identified factors, such as community service,
community management, transportation convenience, and housing
property, policymakers and urban planners can contribute to fostering
community satisfaction, enhancing well-being, and promoting social
cohesion within society.

Data availability statement

The raw data supporting the conclusions of this article will
be made available by the authors, without undue reservation.

frontiersin.org


https://doi.org/10.3389/fpubh.2023.1288868
https://www.frontiersin.org/journals/public-health
https://www.frontiersin.org

Jiang et al.

Author contributions

HJ: Conceptualization, Data curation, Funding acquisition,
Methodology, Project administration, Writing - original draft,
Writing - review & editing. RC: Data curation, Formal Analysis,
Investigation, Writing - original draft. DY: Conceptualization, Formal
Analysis, Methodology, Validation, Writing — original draft. ZH:
Conceptualization, Formal Analysis, Methodology, Visualization,
Writing - original draft. JS: Funding acquisition, Resources,
Validation, Writing - review & editing.

Funding

The author(s) declare financial support was received for the
research, authorship, and/or publication of this article. This study
was mainly supported by the Second Tibetan Plateau Scientific
Expedition and Research Program (No. 2019QZKK0406), and

References

1. Amérigo M, Aragonés JI. A theoretical and methodological approach to the study
of residential satisfaction. J Environ Psychol. (1997) 17:47-57. doi: 10.1006/
jevp.1996.0038

2. Sallis JE, Floyd MFE, Rodriguez DA, Saelens BE. Role of built environments in
physical activity, obesity, and cardiovascular disease. Circulation. (2012) 125:729-37.
doi: 10.1161/CIRCULATIONAHA.110.969022

3. Stewart K, Townley G. How far have we come? An integrative review of the current
literature on sense of community and well-being. Am J Community Psychol. (2020)
66:166-89. doi: 10.1002/ajcp.12456

4. Moallemi EA, Malekpour S, Hadjikakou M, Raven R, Szetey K, Ningrum D, et al.
Achieving the sustainable development goals requires transdisciplinary innovation at
the local scale. One Earth. (2020) 3:300-13. doi: 10.1016/j.0neear.2020.08.006

5. Warchold A, Pradhan P, Kropp JP. Variations in sustainable development goal
interactions: population, regional, and income disaggregation. Sustain Dev. (2021)
29:285-99. doi: 10.1002/sd.2145

6. Cities - United Nations Sustainable Development Action (2015). https://www.
un.org/sustainabledevelopment/cities/ [Accessed October 8, 2023].

7. Sirgy MJ, Cornwell T. How neighborhood features affect quality of life. Soc Indic
Res. (2002) 59:79-114. doi: 10.1023/A:1016021108513

8. De Vos J, Van Acker V, Witlox E Urban sprawl: neighbourhood dissatisfaction and
urban preferences. Some evidence from Flanders. Urban Geogr. (2016) 37:839-62. doi:
10.1080/02723638.2015.1118955

9. Hur M, Morrow-Jones H. Factors that influence residents’ satisfaction with
neighborhoods. Environ Behav. (2008) 40:619-35. doi: 10.1177/0013916507307483

10.Lin S, Li Z. Residential satisfaction of migrants in Wenzhou, an ‘ordinary city’ of
China. Habitat Int. (2017) 66:76-85. doi: 10.1016/j.habitatint.2017.05.004

11. Mouratidis K. Rethinking how built environments influence subjective
well-being: a new conceptual framework. J Urban. (2018) 11:24-40. doi:
10.1080/17549175.2017.1310749

12. Mouratidis K. Neighborhood characteristics, neighborhood satisfaction, and well-
being: the links with neighborhood deprivation. Land Use Policy. (2020) 99:104886. doi:
10.1016/j.landusepol.2020.104886

13. Zhang C, Lu B. Residential satisfaction in traditional and redeveloped inner city
neighborhood: a tale of two neighborhoods in Beijing. Travel Behav Soc. (2016) 5:23-36.
doi: 10.1016/j.tbs.2015.08.001

14. McCarthy S, Habib MA. Investigation of life satisfaction, travel, built environment
and attitudes. J Transp Health. (2018) 11:15-24. doi: 10.1016/j.jth.2018.09.007

15. Francescato G, Weidemann S, Anderson JR. Evaluating the built environment
from the users’ point of view: an attitudinal model of residential satisfaction In: P WEFE,
editor. Building evaluation. Boston, MA: Springer US (1989). 181-98.

16.Yin C, Zhang ], Shao C. Relationships of the multi-scale built environment with
active commuting, body mass index, and life satisfaction in China: a GSEM-based
analysis. Travel Behav Soc. (2020) 21:69-78. doi: 10.1016/j.tbs.2020.05.010

17.Ciorici P, Dantzler P. Neighborhood satisfaction: a study of a low-income
Urban  community. Urban  Aff  Rev. (2019) 55:1702-30.  doi:
10.1177/1078087418755515

Frontiers in Public Health

13

10.3389/fpubh.2023.1288868

National Natural Science Foundation of China (No. 42171170 and
No. 42201207).

Conflict of interest

The authors declare that the research was conducted in the
absence of any commercial or financial relationships that could
be construed as a potential conflict of interest.

Publisher’'s note

All claims expressed in this article are solely those of the authors
and do not necessarily represent those of their affiliated organizations,
or those of the publisher, the editors and the reviewers. Any product
that may be evaluated in this article, or claim that may be made by its
manufacturer, is not guaranteed or endorsed by the publisher.

18. Brunson L, Kuo FE, Sullivan WC. Resident appropriation of defensible space in
public housing - implications for safety and community. Environ Behav. (2001)
33:626-52. doi: 10.1177/00139160121973160

19. Kuo FE, Sullivan WC. (2001). AGGRESSION AND VIOLENCE IN THE INNER
CITY Effects of Environment via Mental Fatigue.

20. Kuo FE, Sullivan WC. Environment and crime in the inner city: does vegetation
reduce crime? Environ Behav. (2001) 33:343-67. doi: 10.1177/00139160121973025

21. Chapman DW, Lombard JR. Determinants of neighborhood satisfaction in fee-
based gated and nongated communities. Urban Aff Rev. (2006) 41:769-99. doi:
10.1177/1078087406287164

22. Dassopoulos A, Batson CD, Futrell R, Brents BG. Neighborhood connections,
physical disorder, and neighborhood satisfaction in Las Vegas. Urban Aff Rev. (2012)
48:571-600. doi: 10.1177/1078087411434904

23. Sampson RJ, Raudenbush SW, Earls E Neighborhoods and violent crime: a multilevel
study of collective efficacy. Science. (1997) 277:918-24. doi: 10.1126/science.277.5328.918

24. Cao (2020). Prioritizing neighborhood attributes to enhance ne.pdf.

25. Kyttd (2016). Urban happiness context-sensitive study of the so.pdf.

26. McCrea (2014). Satisfied Residents in Different Types of Local Ar.pdf.

27. Mouratidis (2019). Compact city, urban sprawl, and subjective well-be.pdf.

28.Cao J, Hao Z, Yang J, Yin J, Huang X. Prioritizing neighborhood attributes to
enhance neighborhood satisfaction: an impact asymmetry analysis. Cities. (2020)
105:102854. doi: 10.1016/j.cities.2020.102854

29. Addo TA. Assessing residential satisfaction among low income households in
multi-habited dwellings in selected low income communities in Accra. Urban Stud.
(2016) 53:631-50. doi: 10.1177/0042098015571055

30. Posthumus H, Bolt G, Van Kempen R. Victims or victors? The effects of forced
relocations on housing satisfaction in Dutch cities. ] Urban Aff. (2014) 36:13-32. doi:
10.1111/juaf.12011

31. Van Assche J, Asbrock F, Roets A, Kauff M. Positive neighborhood norms buffer
ethnic diversity effects on neighborhood dissatisfaction, perceived neighborhood
disadvantage, and moving intentions. Personal Soc Psychol Bull. (2018) 44:700-16. doi:
10.1177/0146167217744767

32. Wong C, Zheng W, Qiao M. Urban expansion and neighbourhood commuting
patterns in the Beijing metropolitan region: a multilevel analysis. Urban Stud. (2020)
57:2773-93. doi: 10.1177/0042098019884254

33.WuJ, Ta N, Song Y, Lin J, Chai Y. Urban form breeds neighborhood vibrancy: a
case study using a GPS-based activity survey in suburban Beijing. Cities. (2018)
74:100-8. doi: 10.1016/j.cities.2017.11.008

34. Ma J, Dong G, Chen Y, Zhang W. Does satisfactory neighbourhood environment
lead to a satisfying life? An investigation of the association between neighbourhood
environment and life satisfaction in Beijing. Cities. (2018) 74:229-39. doi: 10.1016/j.
cities.2017.12.008

35. Dassopoulos A, Monnat SM. Do perceptions of social cohesion, social support,
and social control mediate the effects of local community participation on neighborhood
satisfaction? Environ Behav. (2011) 43:546-65. doi: 10.1177/0013916510366821

frontiersin.org


https://doi.org/10.3389/fpubh.2023.1288868
https://www.frontiersin.org/journals/public-health
https://www.frontiersin.org
https://doi.org/10.1006/jevp.1996.0038
https://doi.org/10.1006/jevp.1996.0038
https://doi.org/10.1161/CIRCULATIONAHA.110.969022
https://doi.org/10.1002/ajcp.12456
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.oneear.2020.08.006
https://doi.org/10.1002/sd.2145
https://www.un.org/sustainabledevelopment/cities/
https://www.un.org/sustainabledevelopment/cities/
https://doi.org/10.1023/A:1016021108513
https://doi.org/10.1080/02723638.2015.1118955
https://doi.org/10.1177/0013916507307483
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.habitatint.2017.05.004
https://doi.org/10.1080/17549175.2017.1310749
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.landusepol.2020.104886
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tbs.2015.08.001
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jth.2018.09.007
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tbs.2020.05.010
https://doi.org/10.1177/1078087418755515
https://doi.org/10.1177/00139160121973160
https://doi.org/10.1177/00139160121973025
https://doi.org/10.1177/1078087406287164
https://doi.org/10.1177/1078087411434904
https://doi.org/10.1126/science.277.5328.918
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cities.2020.102854
https://doi.org/10.1177/0042098015571055
https://doi.org/10.1111/juaf.12011
https://doi.org/10.1177/0146167217744767
https://doi.org/10.1177/0042098019884254
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cities.2017.11.008
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cities.2017.12.008
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cities.2017.12.008
https://doi.org/10.1177/0013916510366821

Jiang et al.

36.LiJ, Li D, Ning X, Sun J, Du H. Residential satisfaction among resettled tenants in
public rental housing in Wuhan, China. ] Housing Built Environ. (2019) 34:1125-48. doi:
10.1007/s10901-019-09667-x

37.Zhang Q, Hiu-Kwan Yung E, Hon-Wan CE. Meshing sustainability with
satisfaction: an investigation of residents’ perceptions in three different Neighbourhoods
in Chengdu, China. Land. (2021) 10:1280. doi: 10.3390/1and10111280

38. Hur M, Nasar JL, Chun B. Neighborhood satisfaction, physical and perceived
naturalness and openness. | Environ Psychol. (2010) 30:52-9. doi: 10.1016/j.
jenvp.2009.05.005

39. Novara C, Martos-Méndez MJ, Gémez-Jacinto L, Hombrados-Mendieta I, Varveri
L, Polizzi C. The influence of social support on the wellbeing of immigrants residing in
Italy: sources and functions as predictive factors for life satisfaction levels, sense of
community and resilience. Int J Intercult Relat. (2023) 92:101743. doi: 10.1016/j.
ijintrel.2022.101743

40. Neal Z. Does the neighbourhood matter for neighbourhood satisfaction? A meta-
analysis. Urban Stud. (2021) 58:1775-91. doi: 10.1177/0042098020926091

41. Cheung C, Leung K. Neighborhood homogeneity and cohesion in sustainable
community development. Habitat Int. (2011) 35:564-72. doi: 10.1016/j.habitatint.2011.03.004

42. Okunola OO, Adebayo AK, Amole D. Sense of community and demographic
factors as predictors of neighbourhood satisfaction. E-BPJ. (2018) 3:149. doi:
10.21834/e-bpj.v3i8.1402

43.Jiang H, Liu Q, Li Y, Guo K, Guo Y. The relationship between school districts and
parental commuting behavior: analysis of gender differences in the Chinese context.
Front Environ Sci. (2022) 10:1019753. doi: 10.3389/fenvs.2022.1019753

44. Chavis DM, Wandersman A. Sense of community in the Urban-Environment - a
catalyst for participation and community-development. Am ] Community Psychol.
(1990) 18:55-7. doi: 10.1007/BF00922689

45. Lovejoy K, Handy S, Mokhtarian P. Neighborhood satisfaction in suburban versus
traditional environments: an evaluation of contributing characteristics in eight California
neighborhoods. Landsc Urban Plan. (2010) 97:37-48. doi: 10.1016/j.landurbplan.2010.04.010

46. Cao X, Wang D. Environmental correlates of residential satisfaction: an exploration
of mismatched neighborhood characteristics in the twin cities. Landsc Urban Plan.
(2016) 150:26-35. doi: 10.1016/j.landurbplan.2016.02.007

47. Huang Z, Du X. Assessment and determinants of residential satisfaction with
public housing in Hangzhou, China. Habitat Int. (2015) 47:218-30. doi: 10.1016/j.
habitatint.2015.01.025

48.Lee SM, Conway TL, Frank LD, Saelens BE, Cain KL, Sallis JE. The relation of
perceived and objective environment attributes to neighborhood satisfaction. Environ
Behav. (2017) 49:136-60. doi: 10.1177/0013916515623823

49. Mouratidis K. Is compact city livable? The impact of compact versus sprawled
neighbourhoods on neighbourhood satisfaction. Urban Stud. (2018) 55:2408-30. doi:
10.1177/0042098017729109

50. McCrea R, Shyy T-K, Stimson R]. Satisfied residents in different types of local
areas: measuring what’s most important. Soc Indic Res. (2014) 118:87-101. doi: 10.1007/
s11205-013-0406-8

51. Mouratidis K. Compact city, urban sprawl, and subjective well-being. Cities. (2019)
92:261-72. doi: 10.1016/j.cities.2019.04.013

52. Shields MA, Wheatley Price S, Wooden M. Life satisfaction and the economic and
social characteristics of neighbourhoods. J Popul Econ. (2009) 22:421-43. doi: 10.1007/
s00148-007-0146-7

53. Du, Jiang H, Huang Z, Yang H. Associations between neighborhood environment
and sense of community belonging in urban China: examining mediation effects of
neighborly interactions and community satisfaction. Front Public Health. (2023)
10:1105473. doi: 10.3389/fpubh.2022.1105473

Frontiers in Public Health

14

10.3389/fpubh.2023.1288868

54. Adger WN. Social and ecological resilience: are they related? Prog Hum Geogr.
(2000) 24:347-64. doi: 10.1191/030913200701540465

55. Petrescu D, Petcou C, Safri M, Gibson K. Calculating the value of the commons:
generating resilient urban futures. Env Pol Gov. (2021) 31:159-174. doi: 10.1002/
eet.1890

56. McCord A, Slater R. Social protection and graduation through sustainable
employment. IDS Bulletin. (2015) 46:134-44. doi: 10.1111/1759-5436.12136

57.Gao J, Wang Y, Zhang M, Huo Z. Group heterogeneity of rural households’
satisfaction with good life from the perspective of rural revitalization—a case study
from Zhejiang Province of China. Sustainability. (2022) 14:5432. doi: 10.3390/
sul4095432

58. Cheng X, Zhong W, Li D. Urban neighborhood self-governance and community
attachment: evidence from Southwest China. Cities. (2021) 112:103128. doi: 10.1016/j.
cities.2021.103128

59. Van Assche ], Haesevoets T, Roets A. Local norms and moving intentions: the
mediating role of neighborhood satisfaction. ] Environ Psychol. (2019) 63:19-25. doi:
10.1016/j.jenvp.2019.03.003

60. Wood L, Frank LD, Giles-Corti B. Sense of community and its relationship with
walking and neighborhood design. Soc Sci Med. (2010) 70:1381-90. doi: 10.1016/j.
socscimed.2010.01.021

61. Jorgensen BS, Jamieson RD, Martin JE. Income, sense of community and subjective
well-being: combining economic and psychological variables. ] Econ Psychol. (2010)
31:612-23. doi: 10.1016/j.joep.2010.04.002

62. Da Luz Reis AT, Dias Lay MC. Internal and external aesthetics of Housing Estates.
Environ Behav. (2010) 42:271-94. doi: 10.1177/0013916509334134

63. McMillan DW, Chavis DM. Sense of community: a definition and theory. J
Commun Psychol. (1986) 14:6-23. doi: 10.1002/1520-6629(198601)14:1<6::AID-
JCOP2290140103>3.0.CO;2-1

64. Nguyen L, Van Den Berg P, Kemperman A, Mohammadi M. Where do people
interact in high-rise apartment buildings? Exploring the influence of personal and
neighborhood characteristics. IJERPH. (2020) 17:4619. doi: 10.3390/ijerph17134619

65. Swapan A, Bay J, Marinova D. Built form and community building in residential
neighbourhoods: a case study of physical distance in Subiaco, Western Australia.
Sustainability. (2018) 10:1703. doi: 10.3390/su10061703

66. Pfeiffer D, Cloutier S. Planning for happy neighborhoods. ] Am Plan Assoc. (2016)
82:267-79. doi: 10.1080/01944363.2016.1166347

67. Wang F, Wang D. Geography of urban life satisfaction: an empirical study of
Beijing. Travel Behav Soc. (2016) 5:14-22. doi: 10.1016/j.tbs.2015.10.001

68. Schouten A. Residential mobility and the geography of low-income households.
Urban Stud. (2021) 58:1846-65. doi: 10.1177/0042098020922127

69. Kline Rex B. Principles and practice of structural equation modeling. Guilford
publications. (2023)

70. Chong N, Akobirshoev I, Caldwell J, Kaye HS, Mitra M. The relationship between
unmet need for home and community-based services and health and community living
outcomes. Disabil Health ]. (2022) 15:101222. doi: 10.1016/j.dhjo.2021.101222

71. Van Dinter M, Kools M, Dane G, Weijs-Perrée M, Chamilothori K, Van Leeuwen
E, et al. Urban green parks for long-term subjective well-being: empirical relationships
between personal characteristics, park characteristics, park use, sense of place, and
satisfaction with life in the Netherlands. Sustainability. (2022) 14:4911. doi: 10.3390/
sul4094911

72. Buys L, Miller E. Residential satisfaction in inner urban higher-density Brisbane,
Australia: role of dwelling design, neighbourhood and neighbours. J Environ Plan
Manag. (2012) 55:319-38. doi: 10.1080/09640568.2011.597592

frontiersin.org


https://doi.org/10.3389/fpubh.2023.1288868
https://www.frontiersin.org/journals/public-health
https://www.frontiersin.org
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10901-019-09667-x
https://doi.org/10.3390/land10111280
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jenvp.2009.05.005
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jenvp.2009.05.005
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijintrel.2022.101743
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijintrel.2022.101743
https://doi.org/10.1177/0042098020926091
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.habitatint.2011.03.004
https://doi.org/10.21834/e-bpj.v3i8.1402
https://doi.org/10.3389/fenvs.2022.1019753
https://doi.org/10.1007/BF00922689
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.landurbplan.2010.04.010
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.landurbplan.2016.02.007
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.habitatint.2015.01.025
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.habitatint.2015.01.025
https://doi.org/10.1177/0013916515623823
https://doi.org/10.1177/0042098017729109
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11205-013-0406-8
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11205-013-0406-8
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cities.2019.04.013
https://doi.org/10.1007/s00148-007-0146-7
https://doi.org/10.1007/s00148-007-0146-7
https://doi.org/10.3389/fpubh.2022.1105473
https://doi.org/10.1191/030913200701540465
https://doi.org/10.1002/eet.1890
https://doi.org/10.1002/eet.1890
https://doi.org/10.1111/1759-5436.12136
https://doi.org/10.3390/su14095432
https://doi.org/10.3390/su14095432
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cities.2021.103128
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cities.2021.103128
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jenvp.2019.03.003
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.socscimed.2010.01.021
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.socscimed.2010.01.021
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.joep.2010.04.002
https://doi.org/10.1177/0013916509334134
https://doi.org/10.1002/1520-6629(198601)14:1<6::AID-JCOP2290140103>3.0.CO;2-I
https://doi.org/10.1002/1520-6629(198601)14:1<6::AID-JCOP2290140103>3.0.CO;2-I
https://doi.org/10.3390/ijerph17134619
https://doi.org/10.3390/su10061703
https://doi.org/10.1080/01944363.2016.1166347
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tbs.2015.10.001
https://doi.org/10.1177/0042098020922127
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.dhjo.2021.101222
https://doi.org/10.3390/su14094911
https://doi.org/10.3390/su14094911
https://doi.org/10.1080/09640568.2011.597592

	Heterogeneous influence of neighborhood features on community satisfaction: a comparative study in Beijing’s urban and suburban communities
	1. Introduction
	2. Literature review
	2.1. Community satisfaction
	2.2. Factors influencing community satisfaction
	2.3. Defining the study’s purpose

	3. Methodology
	3.1. Data collection
	3.2. Variables
	3.3. Methods

	4. Results
	4.1. Descriptive statistics
	4.2. Association of multiple neighborhood features with community satisfaction
	4.3. The heterogeneous effect of multiple neighborhood features on community satisfaction between urban and suburban communities

	5. Discussion
	6. Conclusion
	Data availability statement
	Author contributions

	References

