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a B s t r a C t

The objective of the present study is to develop a socio-community well-
being model incorporating material resources, sense of community and 
environment satisfaction, and to verify the relation between the overall 
life satisfaction and the socio-community well-being model. Participants 
are 1157 children with ages from 10 to 13 years old, being 54.9% girls and 
45.1% boys of five cities of the Rio Grande do Sul State (Brazil). The scales 
used were the Sense of Community Index (SCI), the Children´s Environ-
mental Attitudes Scale (CEAS), Material Resources and Overall Life Sa-
tisfaction (OLS) scale. Results show that all parameters in the model were 
statistically significant, that the well-being (OLS) has a significant and 
positive relationship with the proposed socio-community model indicating 
the validity of the measure and the construct have high factor weights for 
the socio-community well-being.
Keywords
socio-community model; well-being approach; community psychology; material 
resources; sense of community; environment satisfaction

r e s u M e n

El presente trabajo busca desarrollar un modelo de bienestar sociocomu-
nitario incorporando recursos materiales, sentimiento de pertenencia a la 
comunidad y satisfacción con el ambiente, y verificar la relación entre la 
satisfacción global con la vida y el modelo de bienestar sociocomunitario. 
Participaron 1157 niños de 10 a 13 años, siendo 54.9% niñas y 45.1% niños, 
de escuelas públicas y particulares de cinco ciudades del Estado del Rio 
Grande del Sur (Brasil). Las escalas utilizadas fueron: Sense of Community 
Index (SCI), Children´s Environmental Attitudes Scale (CEAS), recursos 
materiales y Overall Life Satisfaction (OLS). Los resultados evidencian que 
todos los parámetros del modelo fueron estadísticamente significativos, que 
el bienestar (OLS) tiene una relación significativa y positiva con el modelo 
sociocomunitario propuesto indicando validez de la medida y el constructo 
presenta altos pesos factoriales para el bienestar sociocomunitario.
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modelo socio-comunitario; bienestar; psicología comunitaria; sentido de 
comunidad; recursos materiales; satisfacción con el ambiente.
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The emphasis on the relevance of well-being studies 
and the current research of its different domains, 
strengthens those paradigms that analyze the phe-
nomena in its complexity and attribute relevant 
role to the vital contexts and social and ecological 
dimensions that are currently considered essential 
for the study of human behavior. The Commu-
nity Psychology, which has these assumptions in 
its bases, favors among its various theoretical ap-
proaches, the ecological model, emphasizing the 
subject-context interaction, so that its indissolubil-
ity and interdependence are part of the social and 
community phenomena (Sarriera, 2008).

In the field of Community Psychology, theo-
retical constructs that show the emphasis on the 
well-being of the communities have emerged in 
recent decades: Rapapport (1981) with the central 
concept of empowerment, Sarason (1974) with 
the psychological sense of community, and Mon-
tero (2004), who sustains that satisfaction with 
the community in its physical and psychological 
aspects is established in the place of preservation 
of individuality, as well as strengthening identity. 
The author also points out the importance of the 
study of community networks.

Other authors present paradigmatic advances, 
as Kelly (1986; 2006) with the ecological-contex-
tual perspective in working with communities, and 
Wiesenfeld (1994) with the integrative proposal of 
the community environmental psychology. These 
studies show the degree of affinity and complemen-
tarity between the two areas, aiming to analyze 
the community-environment interaction that is 
capable to meet the needs of both and thus achieve 
the sustainable social well-being.

In terms of community development, current 
studies such as Neal and Neal (2014) have glimpsed 
possibilities of creating neighborhoods where, from 
fostering the sense of community among residents, 
the respect for diversity is stimulated. In Brazil, 
there is still a lack of studies regarding the impor-
tance of the psychological sense of community on 
children and community development.

Environmental characteristics influence sub-
jective states, behaviors and feelings of belonging 
(Kuhnen & Silveira, 2008) and thus are relevant in 
addressing the social well-being. We have chosen 
three dimensions from the international project 
database of the Children’s Worlds International 
Survey of Children’s Well-Being to build our so-

Figure 1. Socio-Community Well-being Model

Source: own work
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cio-community model: the assess of the material 
conditions of life, the sense of community and the 
variables related to the environment or vital con-
text (Figure 1).

Each of these social and community dimensions 
is present in some form in theoretical constructs or 
concepts related to individual and collective well-
being. In a recent study with 13,953 children aged 
from 10 to 14 years old (M = 12.05; SD = 0.59) from 
eight countries (Uganda, Algeria, South Africa, Is-
rael, Brazil, South Korea, Spain and England), results 
indicated that the material resources are positively 
and significantly related to the subjective well-being 
for all countries, measured with the SLSS Huebner’ 
scale (Sarriera, Casas, Bedin, Abs, Strelhow, Gross-
Manos & Giger, 2014a). What calls attention in 
this study is that the countries with the largest rela-
tionship between access to material resources and 
well-being were Algeria, Uganda and South Africa, 
which are the countries that have lower frequen-
cies of access to material resources. It is also noted 
that for children from countries with more access 
to resources, as in the case of South Korea, England 
and Spain, the relationship with the well-being is of 
smaller magnitude.

Convened by the international research pro-
posal on subjective indicators of children and ado-
lescents’ well-being, with more than 15 countries 
from all continents, called “Children’s Worlds” and 
with the previous experience of an international 
project (PROTEBA), together with Catalonia, 
Chile and Argentina, we expressed our interest in 
adding content that had relationship with the com-
munity well-being and material conditions, sense 
of security, sense of community, environment and 
well-being in the international research. We wonder 
what is the impact of these psychosocial and social 
variables on adolescents and children’s well-being. 
These dimensions have been understudied, espe-
cially with children, and most studies are carried 
out with adult samples (Asadullah & Chaudhury, 
2012; Clark, Frijters, & Shields, 2008; Cummins, 
2000; Diener, Sandvik, Seidlitz, & Diener, 1993; 
Mayer & Frantz, 2004; Obst & White, 2004; Ro-
jas, 2011). In this sense, by prioritizing childhood 

towards their well-being and quality of life, we pay 
special attention to a more vulnerable population.

Objective

Considering the mentioned above, the purpose 
of this study is: a) to develop a socio-community 
well-being model (SCWB) composed by the mate-
rial resources access, the sense of community and 
the attitudes and satisfaction with the environ-
ment, and b) to verify if the subjective well-being 
perceived by children, measured by the overall life 
satisfaction single-item scale (OLS) is related to 
their SCWB.

Method

Participants

Participants were 1,157 children aged 10 to 13 years 
old (M = 10.99, SD = 1.01), of both sexes, being 
54.9% girls and 45.1% boys, coming from public 
(66.2%) and private schools (33.8%) of the Rio 
Grande do Sul State. Considering location, 54.1% 
are located in the capital Porto Alegre and metro-
politan area, and 45.9% in the inner cities of the 
State (Santa Cruz do Sul, Passo Fundo, Rio Grande 
and Santa Maria).

Instruments

Two independent translators fluent in English and 
in Brazilian Portuguese translated the scales used 
in the questionnaire. Then, two psychologists re-
viewed the conceptual equivalence of each item, by 
comparing with the original versions. After that, 
a bilingual expert back-translated de scales, and it 
was again compared with the originals in order to 
verify equivalence. For semantic validation, the 
scale was applied to 22 children who completed 
the instrument individually in order to assess pos-
sible difficulties in filling the questionnaire. Con-
sidering that children were able to understand the 
questionnaire, the final version was applied to the 
entire sample.
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Sense of Community (SC): the Sense of Com-
munity Index (SCI ) (Sarriera et al., 2015) con-
tains nine items covering two dimensions: a) Posi-
tive Bond with Community, and b) Community 
Neighbour’s Relations. The items are answered on 
a 5-point scale, ranging from “Strongly disagree” to 
“Strongly agree”. The scale was adapted from the 
one developed by Chavis, Hogge, McMillan, and 
Wandersman (1986). Regarding the psychomet-
ric properties of the SCS, Petersen (2009) found 
a Cronbach’s alpha of 0.89 for the overall scale, 
and Sarriera et al. (2015) found a Cronbach’s 
alpha of .78.

We have used two scales to measure children’s 
Environment Satisfaction (ES). The first is the Chil-
dren’s Environmental Attitudes Scale (CEAS), which 
assesses children’s commitment to protecting the 
environment using a 5-point scale (from 0 = never 
to 4 = always). The scale was adapted from the 
Children’s Environmental Attitudes and Knowl-
edge Scale (Leeming, Dwyer, Porter, & Bracker, 
1995). For this study we used six items from the 
Attitude subscale. The Cronbach’s alpha for the 
present sample is 0.75.

The second scale used is the Children’s Environ-
mental Satisfaction Scale (CESS). It was developed 
by the Research Group in Community Psychology 
and adapted from the Natural Relatedness Scale 
(NRS) (Nisbet, Zelenski, & Murphy, 2009), and 
from the study of Hur, Nasar and Chun (2010). The 
CESS measures the level of connection individuals 
have with the natural world and it is composed by 
six items covering two dimensions: a) Satisfaction 
with the Environment (α = 0.65 for the present 
sample), and b) Connectivity (α = 0.62 for the 
present sample). It is answered on a 5-point scale, 
ranging from “Strongly disagree” to “Strongly agree”.

Material resources (MR): three items compose 
the material resources measure. The first item 
is formed by the sum of four questions measur-
ing children’s perceived access to: a computer, a 
mobile phone, the Internet, and clothes in good 
condition (e.g., “whether you have a computer”) that 
were scored using a dichotomous response format 
(0 = no/1 = yes). In order to use these measures in 
the analysis, we created a variable called Material 

Resources Access by summing these four items and 
the new item ranges from 0 (no access to material 
resources) to four (full access to material resources). 
The second item measures the “satisfaction with 
all the things you have”, ranging from 0 (completely 
unsatisfied) to 10 (completely satisfied) and the third 
item is formed by the question “I have what I want 
in life”, using a 5-point scale (0 = strongly disagree 
to 4 = strongly agree).

Overall Life Satisfaction (OLS) is a single item 
scale measured with the question “Currently, to 
what extent are you satisfied with your life, considered 
globally?”. Campbell, Converse and Rodgers (1976) 
reported the benefits of using a single item in the 
assessment of subjective well-being. The response 
ranges from 0 (completely dissatisfied) to 10 (com-
pletely satisfied).

Procedures

A one-stage cluster sampling design was used to 
select the sample. Data were collected in schools 
that were randomly selected from a list provided by 
the Education Department of the Rio Grande do 
Sul State and who authorized the research by sign-
ing the Institution Consent by the school director. 
We delivered the Consent Terms for students to 
take home and ask permission from their parents 
to participate in the research. Only children who 
provided a consent term signed by them and their 
parents or guardians participated in the study. 
The questionnaire was administered collectively 
in the classrooms of the participating schools and 
administered by two trained researchers. Children 
took approximately 50 minutes to complete the 
survey and the institution ethical committee ap-
proved the study.

Strategy of Analysis

First, to characterize the variables, data were first 
submitted to descriptive analysis. Frequency and 
means of the variables are reported. Then, we 
employed a confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) 
and a structural equation modeling (SEM), a sta-
tistical methodology based on the confirmation of 
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hypotheses previously established by theoretical 
frameworks on the data. A structural equation 
model must meet general goodness-of-fit crite-
ria to be considered adequate. This study uses 
Chi-square, the CFI (Comparative Fit Index), TLI 
(Tucker and Lewis Index) and the RMSEA (Root 
Mean Squared Error of Approximation) to assess 
model fit. We used the R 3.1.1 program to analyze 

data and we used the weighted least squares esti-
mation (WLSMV) for the model, considering that 
the multivariate normality was not met for some 
measures used. Model fit was evaluated according 
the following criteria: CFI and TLI values above 
0.95 and RMSEA values below 0.08, including 
confidence intervals (Batista-Foguet & Coenders 
2000; Byrne 2010). Through CFA we developed a 

taBle 1.  
Descriptive data of Socio-Community Well-being items

Item Mean (SD)
Sense of Community (SC)
 Positive Bond with Community (PB)
1. I expect to live in this neighborhood for a long time 2.69 (1.35)a
2. It is very important to me to live in this neighborhood 2.68 (1.19)a
3. I feel at home in this neighborhood 3.00 (1.10)a
4. I feel safe when I walk in my neighborhood 2.53 (1.19)a
5. In my neighborhood there are enough places to play or to have a good time 2.59 (1.27)a
 Community Neighbors’ Relations (NR)
6. I care about what my neighbors think of my actions 2.20 (1.41)a
7. My neighbors and I want the same things 1.71 (1.22)a
8. I can recognize most of the people who live in my neighborhood 2.88 (1.11)a
9. If there is a problem in this neighborhood people who live here can get it solved 2.38 (1.18)a
Environment Satisfaction (ES)
 CEAS
1. Ask for your family to recycle some of the things that you use 2.20 (1.40)a
2. Ask other people what they can do to help reduce pollution 1.95 (1.41)a
3. Talk to your parents about how to help with environmental problems 2.19 (1.25)a
4. To save power, you turn off the house lights when you are not using it 3.22 (1.04)a
5. Close the refrigerator door while you decide what to take 2.86 (1.40)a
6. Turn off the water when brushing your teeth to save water 3.48 (0.98)a
 CESS
 F1 – Satisfaction with the Environment
1. I am satisfied with the way animals are treated 1.82 (1.37)a
2. I am satisfied with the amount of trees in the streets 2.37 (1.36)a
3. I am satisfied with the cleanliness of my school 2.68 (1.17)a
4. I am satisfied with garbage separation in my house 2.87 (1.15)a
 F2 – Connectivity
5. I feel happy when spend time with animals 3.50 (0.80)a
6. I feel happy when I am in contact with nature 3.44 (0.81)a
Material Resources (MR)
1. Material Resources Access 3.61 (0.75)a
2. Satisfaction with all the things you have 9.33 (1.28)b
3. I have what I want in life 3.03 (1.02)a
Overall Life Satisfaction (OLS) 9.16 (1.67)b

a5-point scale (from 0 to 4), b11-point scale (from 0 to 10)
Source: own work
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model to verify if the socio-community well-being 
(SCWB) model presents adequate fit indices and, 
through SEM, we verified if the SCWB model is 
related to the overall life satisfaction single-item 
scale (OLS).

Results

Characteristics of socio-
community well-being items

The means and standard deviations of all items 
of the instruments used in the Socio-Community 
Well-being model are shown in Table 1. The Sense 
of Community item that presents the higher mean 
is “I feel at home in this neighborhood” and the one 
with lowest mean is “my neighbors and I want the 
same things”.

Regarding the Environment Satisfaction, the 
item with higher mean is “I feel happy when spend 
time with animals”, and the one with lowest mean is 
“I am satisfied with the way animals are treated”. As 
for the Material Resource factor, it is possible to see 
that the means are all high when considering the 
type of scale each item is assessed.

Confirmatory Factor Analysis (CFA)

First we conducted a confirmatory factor analysis 
to assess the model fit of each scale used in the 
SCWB model. Table 2 presents the fit indices for 
the scales used: a) Sense of Community Index 
(SCI) composed by two factors, b) Environment 
Satisfaction (ES) tested as a second-order factor 
and composed by the CEAS and the two factors 
of the CESS. The Material Resources (MR) is a 
one-dimensional factor, formed by three items 
with significant factor loadings. The fit indices 
for this measure are not presented because it is a 
just-identified model with zero degrees of freedom 
(saturated model).

It is observed that the models presented a CFI 
higher than .95 and the index of residues below 
.08. However, one item of the Sense of Community 
scale (“I can recognize most of the people who live in 
my neighborhood”) did not present significant factor 

weight, so it was removed from the model, and only 
eight items of the SC scale was used. All other items 
presented significant factor loadings in the models.

Considering that these values are acceptable, 
we developed a third-order factor model for the 
Socio-Community Well-being (SCWB), joining the 
three constructs mentioned together. The CFA of 
the SCWB model showed adequate fit indices, as 
shown in Table 2.

Figure 2 shows the CFA SCWB Model obtained 
with the values of the standard parameters and the 
factor loadings. All parameters in the model were 
statistically significant (p < 0.05) as it can be ob-
served in Table 3.

Structural Equation Modeling of the 
relationship between the SCWB model and 
children’s overall life satisfaction (OLS)

The SEM model was developed to verify the rela-
tionship between the SCWB model and children’s 
overall life satisfaction (OLS). Considering that 
it is a well-being measure we expected that they 
have significant relation among each other. Us-
ing the OLS as an observed item and the SCWB 
Model, the model presents adequate fit indices (χ2 
[244]= 577.47, p < 0.001, CFI = 0.972, TLI = 
0.968, RMSEA = 0.034 [95% C.I. = 0.031-0.038]) 
and a significant relationship among the OLS and 
the SCWB presenting a weight of 0.445 (p < 0.01). 
Figure 3 shows the path diagram of the model.

Main model results

- All parameters in the model were statistically 
significant (p < 0.05) (Table 3).

- The OLS have a significant and positive re-
lationship with the SCWB model, indicating the 
measure’s validity.

- The construct that presents the higher factor 
loadings for the SCWB is the environment satis-
faction (0.99), followed by the sense of community 
(0.77) and the material resources (0.62). With these 
three dimensions, the SCWB construct could be 
explained by the OLS with a squared multiple cor-
relation of 19.8%.
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Discussion

In this study it was possible to develop a socio-
community well-being model (SCWB) composed 
by three dimensions: the material resources ac-
cess, the sense of community and the attitudes 
and satisfaction with the environment of children, 

reaching a model with satisfactory fit indices and 
with all parameters statistically significant. It was 
also possible to verify a significant and positive 
relationship between the SCWB model and the 
well-being measured by the overall life satisfaction 
single-item scale (OLS), indicating the measure’s 
convergent validity.

taBle 2.  
Confirmatory Factor Analysis Fit Indices for each scale used to compose de SCWB

χ2 df p TLI CFI RMSEA (C.I.)
CFA – SCI 9 items 51.86 25 < 0.001 0.984 0.989 0.030 (0.019-0.042)
CFA – SCI 8 items 44.65 18 < 0.001 0.983 0.989 0.036 (0.023-0.049)
CFA – Environment Satisfaction (ES) 216.20 51 < 0.001 0.953 0.963 0.053 (0.046-0.060)
CFA – SCWB Model 523.37 222 < 0.001 0.969 0.973 0.034 (0.030-0.038)

Source: own work

Figure 2. CFA of the Socio-Community Well-being (SCWB) with standardized estimates

Source: own work
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The results on material resources support the 
findings of previous research (Sarriera et al. 2014a), 
considering that the impact of access to resources in 
well-being is higher in children living in countries 
with less access to resources, especially in cases of 
children living in condition of important material 
resources’ deprivation. In the current study, the 
material resources treated together with the sense 
of community and environment, continues to have 
a significant weight on the well-being model, now 
measured and related to the OLS.

Regarding the sense of community and well-
being, our results reinforce the research of Amaro 
(2007), since their items on sense of community 
are related to higher well-being levels, greater life 
satisfaction, as well as lower levels of loneliness 
and isolation. Also the results of Elvas and Moniz 
(2010) points out that the feeling of belonging to 
a community is related to greater protection and 
security, greater concern for the community, more 
collaboration among people, as well as lower rates 
of suicide and decrease of criminality.

taBle 3. 
Standardized Parameters for the CFA SCWB Model

Item Latent Variable Estimate
Positive Bond with Community (PB) <---SCa 0.858**
Community Neighbors’ Relations (NR) <---SCa 0.917**
1. I expect to live in this neighborhood for a long time <---PB 0.613**
2. In my neighborhood there are enough places to play or to have a good time <---PB 0.532**
3. I feel at home in this neighborhood <---PB 0.705**
4. I feel safe when I walk in my neighborhood <---PB 0.467**
5. It is very important to me to live in this neighborhood <---PB 0.768**
6. I care about what my neighbors think of my actions <---NR 0.387**
7. My neighbors and I want the same things <---NR 0.466**
9. If there is a problem in this neighborhood people who live here can get it solved <---NR 0.624**
CEAS <---ESa 0.744**
CEES F1 – Satisfaction with the Environment (SE) <---ESa 0.855**
CEES F2 – Connectivity (C) <---ESa 0.647**
1. Ask for your family to recycle some of the things that you use <---CEAS 0.676**
2. Talk to your parents about how to help with environmental problems <---CEAS 0.721**
3. To save power, you turn off the house lights when you are not using it <---CEAS 0.512**
4. Close the refrigerator door while you decide what to take <---CEAS 0.531**
5. Turn off the water when brushing your teeth to save water <---CEAS 0.427**
6. Ask other people what they can do to help reduce pollution <---CEAS 0.682**
1. I am satisfied with the way animals are treated <---CESS F1 0.433**
2. I am satisfied with the amount of trees in the streets <---CESS F1 0.480**
3. I am satisfied with the cleanliness of my school <---CESS F1 0.529**
4. I am satisfied with garbage separation in my house <---CESS F1 0.666**
5. I feel happy when I spend time with animals <---CESS F2 0.572**
6. I feel happy when I am in contact with nature <---CESS F2 0.783**
1. Material Resources Access <---MR 0.1*
2. I have what I want in life <---MR 0.713**
3. Satisfaction with all the things you have <---MR 0.577**
Sense of Community (SC) <---SCWBb 0.759**
Environment Satisfaction (ES) <---SCWBb 0.99**
Material Resources (MR) <---SCWBb 0.6**

aSecond-order Factor, bThird-Order Factor, **p < 0.01 and *p < 0.05.

Source: own work
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In the environment-context dimension, which 
is the dimension with higher weight in the SCWB, 
the results corroborate the findings of Goswa-
mi (2012), being the relations with friends in the 
neighborhood predictors of subjective well-being, 
followed by family relationships. Importantly, the 
increase in well-being works as a protective factor 
for children, helping in coping with adverse situa-
tions so common in Latin American community 
contexts (Oros, 2009).

The results also support the findings about the 
importance of the surroundings of children’s resi-
dence place, the places to play (Rogers, 2012) and 
the presence of other children in the neighborhood 
(McAuley, McKeown, & Merriman, 2012; Rogers, 
2012) helping the well-being with safe, quiet, calm 
and clean places perceived positively by the children 

as they allow play in the streets and physical activi-
ties (Homel & Burns, 1987). The presence of envi-
ronmental attitudes, talk to family members about 
environmental issues, school cleaning and satisfaction 
with nature and animals contact were some of the 
well-being predictors found (Sarriera et al., 2014b).

We can conclude that the importance of ma-
terial resources, the positive sense of community 
and the satisfaction with the environment are the 
guarantee of the possibilities for better levels of socio-
community well-being. This study has limitations, 
one is the fact that the measures used to develop 
the socio-community well-being model are still be-
ing tested, so the improvement of these measures 
might be necessary, specially regarding the material 
resources variables. Other limitation is the fact of us-
ing only quantitative methodology in understanding 

Figure 3. Structural model of the relationship between the SCWB model and children’s overall life satisfaction (OLS)

Source: own work



Jorge Castellá sarriera, lívia Maria Bedin

1396        Un i v e r s i ta s Ps yc h o l o g i c a       V.  14      No.  4       o c t U B r e-di c i e m B r e       2015   

a psychosocial phenomenon that could be deepened 
with supplemental qualitative methodology. Future 
studies could verify if similar results are found with 
participants in other stages of development, whether 
prior or subsequent to adolescence or even with 
adolescents from other countries, checking if the 
proposed model could have good fit indices consid-
ering different cultures and contexts.
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