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VOIUME II: TNTRODUCTION

The object of this second Volume is to supply the details which, in
the interests of brevity and comprehension, were left out in the first
section. It is not intended that this volume should be entirely self-
contained, as this would involve the repetition of much of the background
to the survey which was covered in the first Volume. The emphasis is there-
fore upon reporting the methodological aspects of the research and the full

description of the analysis, rather than on the contextual issues.

This Volume is arranged as follows: the first chapter continues the
research review (chapter 3) and concentrates upon the methodologies which
have been used in the research centreing on the residential environment.
The next chapter amplifies the discussion of research strategy first taken
up in chapter 4; concentrating particularly on the research model, the
choice of environmental dimensions and the physical measures and finally
the scaling procedures used in the survey. Following this discussion of
the research strategy, the characteristics of the sample and the data are

dealt with along with the implications these have upon the research model

assumptions.

The three subsequent chapters (chapters 11 to 13) report the results
of the analyses made of the responses to the survey. The concluding
chapter does not attempt to repeat the main research conclusions which are
made in chapters 6 and 7 (Vol I), but concentrates on some of the issues
arising from the analysis such as the implications of pre-selecting the
environmental dimensions and the effects which the assumption of ranked

data have had upon the research.



Chepter 8
RESEARCH REVIEW

8.1 INTRODUCTION

8.1.1 This chapter continues the review which was commenced in chapter 3.
The emphesis in this second part is upon the definition of the concepts
used in research on environmental values, and upon the methodologies by
which these concepts are measured, rather than upon the results themselves
which was the concern of chapter 3. There is inevitably a large degree of
overlap between the two chapters as the results of any research cannot

easily be separeted from the methodology which has produced them.

8.1.2 This review is important because:

a) the underlying concepts used in a study affect the results obtained;
hence there is a need to understsnd the concepts used,
and

b) it is necessary to base any research upon good theories or models.

8.1.3 The first part of this chapter attempts to outline the meaning of

the main concepts used in the reviewed research. To do this is not easy as
firstly there is commonly disagreement on the defirnition of concepts between
different workers, and secondly in many cases there is a complete lack of
definition. The lack of common definitions is extremely important as it
limits the comparability &and generslity of results. This part of the chapt-
er therefore seeks to put the different definitions of the concepts within

a framework, so that although no common definition may be possible, the

differences can be made evident.

8.1.4 The second part of the chapter examines the alternative methodologies

available. It will become clear in this section that the meanings of the



concepts must also be seen in relation to the methodologies which have been
used to measure them. There is thus a need to exsmine the assumptions

implicit in each particular method.

8.2 CQICEPTS AND DEFINITIONS

8+2.1 Central to all the work on residents' values and attitudes with res-
pect to the environment is the idea of man as a goal-directed being

(Ackoff R. and Emery F., 1972; Harvey D., 1969; Canter D., 1973; Simon M. A,
1967). This implies that a perscn, once motivated, directs his behaviour
toverds achieving that person's goals. Canter, for example, defines man as

a "conscious goal-oriented open adaptive system" (Center D., 1973). This
definition is useful because it implies that the goals, and the values,
attitudes, etc. resulting from them are not rigid but can be influenced

by external influences. An important part of this model of man is the
comparisons vhich are made between the desired or expected conditions (goals),

and the conditions which actually exist (Canter D., 1973).

Simon has suggested that when 'performance' falls short of the level
of aspiration two things happen simultaneously (Simon H.A., 1967). Firstly,
behaviour is induced towards better performance levels, and secondly the
level of aspirations begins to adjust itself downwards until the goals
reach attainable levels. If these two processes operate too slowly "stress”

may occur (stress is a concept frequently used in migration studies where
_behaviour i.e. moving has many constraints (Clark W.A.V. and M. Cadwallader,

1973; Yeates M., 1972)) and emotional behaviour will replace adaptive be-

haviour.

This conception of man as a goal-oriented being provides a useful

framework for examining the meanings of the terms commonly used in the

research.



8.2.2 Values

"Values" is a commonly used concept often with little attempt to
define it. There appear to be two interpretations of its meaning. The
first interpretation holds that "values" are basic criteria by which things
are evaluated (as desirable or not, etc.). In this interpretation values
can be considered to be close, if not identical, to an individual's goals,
and from which attitudes are derived. The distinction between values and
attitudes according to this interpretation is that values are more general-
ised and less likely to change (1ess open to external influence) than
attitudes i.e. values are higher order attitudes (Johnson HoM., 1961). It

is this interpretation of values which is used in the research.

The second interpretation of values is less precise and is as a
generic term which includes such concepts as attitudes and preferences.
The following definition of values for example illustrate this generalised

concept.

"Value may be defined as a conception or standard, cultural or merely
personal, by which things are compared and approved or disapproved relative

to one another" (Johnson H.M., 1961).

8,2.3 Attitudes

Attitude is generally defined as a 'learned pre-disposition to respond
to an object in a consistently favourable or unfavourable way (4}lport F.H.,
1955). 4An important implication of this definition is that attitudes are
learnt. Bruvold has reviewed a number of studies on the determinants of
environmental attitudes and illustrated the different factors involved:
status, length of residence, beliefs, perception of problems and needs etc.
(Bruvold W.H., 1973). He suggests that the variables to which attitudes

are related can be summarised as information and experience. The learning



process can also be described as learning to approach (react favourably to)
positive goals, and to avoid (react unfavourably to) negative (Cane S.T.,

1974). Attitudes can be seen to be closely linked to the basic 'goals' of

an individusal.

Eowever, although attitude has been defined above ag pre-disposition
to act, much research has noted that actual behaviour does not always relate
well to the individuals' attitudes (4Alwin D.F., 19735 Fishbein M., 1966).
This discrepancy between attitudes and actual behaviour has led many research-
ers to postulate the existance of three components of attitudes: affective,

cognitive and conative (behavioural).

Conflicting evidence as to the usefulness of these components has
appeared in recent research (Fishbein M., 1966; Bruvold W.H.y, 1973;
Ostrom T.M., 1969). The problem is not entirely a conceptual one, but also
one of measurement (Fishbein M., 1966). It has also been pointed out that
attitudes may have additional functions and not just be bases for behaviour,

but have other functions (e.g. political bargaining, ego-defence etc.)

(Katz D., 1967; Waterhouse A., 1971).

It is important to underline two points about the definitions of att-
itudes discusses aboves
a) attitudes expressed by individuals are held to be dependent upon their

perceptions of problems, environmental conditions, needs etc.

and

b) attitudes are related to individual's basic goals and values, but may

also have other functions for the individusl.

8.2.4 Preferences

Preferences have been distinguished from attitudes because they imply
one important vroperty: order of attitudes. Couch defines a preference as

a "type of attitude in which an object is given priority or viewed more



favourably in relatiocn to another object or objects" (Couch I.R., 1973)

i.e. preferences involves comparison and the assigning of priorities.

The concept of preferences has, however, been used in a number of
different ways. The first and classic way is in economic theory in which
preferences are revealed in the quantity and quality of goods or services
chosen in order to achieve the goal of maximum utility, given the constraint:
of income and prices (Johnson D., 1974). The same concept has been used
in the non-economic sense, in which case the preference for an object, or
more usually, an area, is the result of a kind of evaluation of the alter-
natives available. These alternatives are compared by the individual on
the basis of their relative expected achievements of his goals (Jackson
L.E. and Johnston R.J., 1972). The resulting 'preferred’ alternative, or
order of preference, is based upon this comparison, whether it is conscious

or not.

The concept of preference has also been used to indicate the relative
desirability of the components of the objects or areas themselves. In
this sense preferences are closer to the actual goals and values of the
individual, and in fact can be regarded as the external (verbal) expression
of an individual's goals in an ordered (priority) form. Note that in dis-
cussing the differences between the concepts of preference that the method-

ology being used to determine the preference has a decisive influence on
the definition i.e. the concepts only have & meaning within a given oper-

ational context.

A major problem, common to the definition of attitudes in general is
the difference between vwhat people say, and what they do. It will be noted
that the economist's definition of preference is based upon what people do,

that is their economic behaviour. Tversky has suggested that in non-



behavioural research preferences should be defined in a probabalistic
feshion, because of the occasional inconsistencies of behaviour (Tversky A,
1969). However as will be clear in the review of research very little
attempt has been made to link environmentsl preferences to actual behaviour

to test this suggestion.

8.2.5 Satisfaction

Satisfaction, like preferences, is a concept which is in common use
without generally being defined. If men is regarded as a goal-directed
being, satisfaction can be thought of as the statement of an individual's
position with respect to his goals (Canter D., 1973). In other words it is

a measure of the extent to which an individual's goals have been achieved.

Some of the problems resulting from this definition are common to
those dealing with behaviour (see 8.2.6). These problems are:-

a) that an individual's goals are not static. Hence although theoretically
the achievement of maximum satisfaction would imply no intention to
change, or motivation for further behaviour, it is likely that the
goals will be adjusted upwerds. Stagner points out that human mot-
ives are essentially non-satiating and refers to the concept of the
hierarchy of human 'needs' in which the achievement of the more basic
levels leads to the adoption of higher level 'needs' (Stagner R.,
1970).

b) the corollary of the above point is that if the goals are not achieved,
they may be adjusted downwards j.e. the individual adapts to his
situation (Simon H.A., 1967).

c) Harvey makes a distinction between the models of man as a maximising
being or a satisficing one (Harvey D., 1969). The concept of maxi-
mising behaviour is one which is borrowed from economicsand it is one

. crs "
which "takes on an imprecise meaning under conditions of uncertainty




(Jomson D., 1974). Harvey suggests that 'satisficing' models can be
regarded in three basic weys (Harvey D.y 1969): Firstly as a kind of
optimising behaviour in which the criteria are non-economic. Secondly
as maximieing behaviour with respect to a number of selected (or known)
alternatives out of a much larger set of alternatives i.e. a 'bounded!
optimum is sought. The third alternative, regarded by Harvey as
'conceptually barren' is that in which satisficing behaviour is non-

optimising behaviour.

The implications of this discussion for the measurement of satisfactions
need to be underlined, nemely, is satisfaction gauged with respect to a
reduced nurber of goals (i.e. bounded goals) or to lower levels of goals,

i.e. sub-optimum goal levels, which can be termed 'expectations'.

Despite the problems of establishing the goal levels against which
satisfaction is being measured the use of the concept of satisfaction has
some advantages. Firstly it offers an indirect method of obtaining people's
goals (although the measurement techniques involved are similar to those for
attitvdes). Secondly, behavioural constraints which would conceal desired
behaviour from behavioural observations ere avoided; and thirdly the concept
of expectations, or adjusted goal levels, can be linked with that of ref-
erence groups (Darke J. and Darke R., 1970) or in the context of the
environment - "socio-spatial reference: systems" (Buttimer 4., 1972). In
other words an individual's expectations are not only dependant on his
past achievement of his goals, but also on the "reference system" (both a
social end a physical concept) he bases these goals upon. This point is
important because concepts like satisfaction can only have meaning within

some behavioural context. As seen later (8.4.2.1) most researchers ignore

this.




8.2.6 Behaviour

Behaviour can be seen as a cyclic process in which an individual is
motivated to 'behave', this behaviour being directed towards some goal.
As suggested above if the goal is achieved behaviour may cease, or the
goal itself may change and behaviour re-commence (Stagner R., 1970).
Alternatively if the goals sre not achieved they may be adapted to attain-

able levels, or irrational behaviour may result (Simon H.A., 1967).

Models of this simple process are, however, unsatisfactory for attempt-
ing to identify goals or values from behaviour, not only because of the
difficulties mentioned above in the possible differences between satisfic-
ing and meximising behaviour, but also because of the other possitle
influences on behaviour. These influences include the constresints on
behaviour, the information en individuel has on choices, his perception of
the situation and the perceived probability of goal achievement (Stagner R.,
1970; Ackoff R.L. and Emery F.E., 1972). The perception process is thus

central to an understanding of behaviour (see later 9.1) (Doherty'IlM.,

1969).

This short discussion of behaviour has illustrated some of the diffi-
culties in attempting to determine goals and values from an individual's
behaviour. In summery it can be said that if one is not essuming that an
individual is behaving to maximising his goals in a situation of perfect
information (i.e. in which the perceived world mey be regarded as close to

the real world) then it is necessary to

a) identify the nature of the perceived world for that indivicdual, and

b) understand how the goals relate to this perception.

Le2.7 Summary

The above discussion has attempted to provide a conceptual background



to the discussion, which follows, of the resesrch methodolgies frequently
encountered. This has been a necessary, but difficult task beceuse of the
confusion which arises from the lack of adequate definition of concepts in
some research and the differences between definitions in other research.

The impact which the methodologies themselves have upon the definitions of

the concepts will become clearer as the alternative methodologies are

described,

8.3 RESEARCH METHODOLOGIES

There are a number of possible vays in which research methods in comm-
on use could have been categorised and in the sections which follow a
simple division has been made on the basis of the way in which the dep end-
ant variables (e.g. attitudes or preferences) are obtained. The two basic

categories are (Lemon K., 1973) a) Direct Methods, in which the investig-

etor gives appropriate instructions or questions to the respondent and
assumes that they will understand the aims of the investigator, and in most
cases generate the required scale properties themselves. This method has
the disadvantage of putting great reliance on the individual's ability to
explain and measure his behaviour, attitudes, etc. However, because of
their simplicity and relatively easy analysis, direct methods have been
extremely popular in attempting to obtain environmental values. MNpst

direct methods use gquestionnaire techniques.

b) Indirect Methods. In these methods

the aspects to be measured (e.g. preferences) are interpreted from guestions
or data which do not directly refer to the aspects in question. The
investigator's objective usually is to avoid eny common understanding with
the respondent on the aims of the questions. In some cases of course there
is no contact with the "respondent" at all; observations of behaviour or

the use of house prices for example involve no contact with the person



whose attitudes or preferences are under study.

The review of methodologies which follows is arranged w:der the two
headings "Direct" and "Indirect" methods. It will be noted that some of
the scaling techniques are common to both categories; the difference lies

more in the wey the resulting data are treated.

8.4 DIRECT METHODS

8.4.,1 The main implication of the direct methods of determining an indi-
vidual's environmental goels, values, ctc., is that it involves contact
with the individual and the recording of that individual's responses. In
most cases this means the use of a questionnaire. The measurement problems
involved in the use of direct methods generally are dealt with adequately
elsewhere (Moser C.A. and Kalton G., 1971; Lemon XN.,1973), enabling this
review to deal with aspects which are apparent when direct methods are used

in the context of environmental values.

8.4.2 The most straightforward direct method is the open-ended approach in
which respondents are asked about their attitudes or preferences. No
attempt is made to constrain respondents' answers (e.g. by any measurement
scale). Their responses may not be used in their entirety -; e.g. key words
or phrases may be selected, rather than obtaining a verbatim record of
responses. Open-ended questions have usually formed part of larger
questionnaires with later structured questions (e.g. Wilson R.L., 1962;
Michelson W., 1966; Reynolds and Nicholson C., 1969; Duncen T.L.C. et al,
1971; MHIG, 1966a), but have also been the sole source of data

(Wilkinson R.K. and Talbot M., 1971; Menchik M., 1972; DOE, 1971; MHIG 1¢7C:
MHIG, 197C; Redditch Development Corporation, 1972; Jephcott P., 1971;

Smith J.P., 1971; Wilkinson R.K. and Sigsworth, 1972; Heady B.W., 1972;

Darke J. and Darke R., 1970).



The advantages of the open-ended approach are that it is simple, and

does not force respondents into making or scaling attitudes they do not

necessarily have.

The method does have a number of disadvantages, the main one being

the difficulty of obtaining anything more then nominal scale data.

In most cases no attempt has been made to measure responses, the only
measure being the number of times a feature was mentioned by a group of
respondents. Menchik, for example, used & full content analysis of
respondents! replies (written down verbatim) to questions on their criteria
for judging house and area quality (Menchik M., 1972). Measurement based
on the number of times the respondent mentions a feature or the number of
respondents mentioning it rests on the assumptions that:

a) the relative importance of the features is related to the number of
mentions

b) respondents have not omitted to mention eny importent aspects (Couch I.R.,

1973) .

The difficulties of measurement have meant that few successful attempts
to relate the responses to environmental conditions have been made.
Menchik established relationships between the number of mentions and measures
of the environment (Menchik M., 1972). Couch adopted a slightly different
approach and identified where there were statistical differences between
the number of times a feature was mentioned in six different areas
(Couch I.R., 1973). These differences were then related to the differences

in environmental conditions between the areas.

Because of the scaling difficulties, and the assumptions on which the

scaling rests, the usefulness of open-ended questions would appear to be

limited to providing "useful insights" which may be missed in a structured




questionnaire (Duncan T.L.C. et al, 1971), and as a pilot technique for

identifying issues for further research.

8.4.3 The second main type of direct method involves the use of structured
questions. The two main variables which have been measured using direct
structured questions are environmentel attitudes and preferences. These

will be discussed in turn.

8..3.1 Structured Attitude Measures

The basic advantage of structured questions in the measurement of
attitudes is that everyone is asked the same standardised questions, and
the possibilities of comparison and measurement are accordingly increased.
It is this latter point of measurement, and the uses made of the measures,

which will be discussed in this section.

Although the topic of measurement cannot be dealt with in full in this
thesis, and is adequately covered elsewhere (e.g. Torgerson, 1958;
Stevens S.S., 19723 Lemon N, 1973), it is necessary to refer to scaling in
more depth. The scale properties of the measured variables (attitudes,
satisfactions etc.) are important in determining the types of analysis which
can be performed on the data. This can be critical if the variables are
related together into a model of some form. In most of the attitude
regsearch reviewed the 'measurement by fiat' epproach has been adopted, in
which the environmental attitude and the measurement scale are related by
arbitrary definition. In most cases too, ratio or intervzl data has bheen
assumed even when the scale used in measuring the variables would appear
only to produce ordinal data. For example using a rating scale with a number
of categories is usually accepted as producing only ordinel data, unless
gome scaling procedure is applied (e.g. applying the law of categorical

judgement) (Torgerson, 1958). It is argued by S.S. Stevens that direct



interval data may be obtained by using methods of magnitude estimation or
comparison of stimuli (Stevens S.8., 1972). 1In its simplest form the mag-
nitude estimation method requires respondents to estimate the strengths of
their attitudes etc. using the length of a line-marking off the 'position'
of their attitudes. However, as it is not possible to measure the 'real
attitudes' directly it remains a matter of faith as to the degree to which
ratio or interval data properties have been achieved. It remains the task
of the researcher to justify his essumptions, but in the research reviewed
there is little discussion of this issue. The assumption of ratio or
interval properties puts a great reliance on the respondent's ability to
scale his own attitudes, and had led one writer to warm of the seeming
attractions of rating scales and to advise that "if there is a better way

of measuring - use it" (Lemon N., 1973).

The following measurement methods have commonly been used:
a) Dichotomy measures
In this method respondents are asked whether they agree or disagree with
attitude statements about the residential environment. Although it is
possible to construct e scale (Guttman scale) from such data, it has not
been used this way in the work reviewed. Only one study has used dichotomy
measures entirely, and responses were not related to environmental con-
ditions in any way (Macleen U., 1973) .
b) Rating Scales.
These have been extensively used both for attitudes, and for the measurement
of satisfaction (see below 8.5.2). Generally the studies have used
questionnaires requiring respondents to rate their neighbourhoods, homes,
or aspects of the environment on three to seven point scales (Lansing J.B.
end Marens R.W., 1969; Buttimer A. end McDonald S.T., 1974; Troy P.N., 1971;

Troy P.N., 1972; DOE, 1972; Kasl S. and Harburg E., 1972; Lansing J.B.,



VMarens R.¥W. and Zehner R.B., 1970), In some cases each scale category was
geparately labelled and in others only the extremes were labelled (see
later 9.6.3). As noted above, there is no guarantee that the scale prod-
uced is of interval or ratio status, unless some scaling method has been

applied (Torgerson, 1958), which in the majority of the studies quoted it

had not been.

c) Magnitude Estimation

This method has not been used much in environmentel attitude research
(Couch I.R., 1973; Hodgins H., 1976; Hills P , 1974). One interesting
application of the method was for measuring a number of attitudes, in which
parallel lines were used, one for each attitude. The ends of the scales
were 'anchored' by respondents marking their most positive and their most
negative attitudes first. Their remaining attitudes were then marked
between these two extremes, resulting in comparative scale values (Hiils P.,
1974). There remain the problems of comparisons between individuals and
particularly whether the end points of the scales should coincide (i.e. in

effect stretching the scale for those with a small range) or not.

8.4,3.2 Structured Preference Measures
As preferences imply order of attitudes (8.2.4) scme form of scaeling
is required. Two methods heve been used commonly:
a) ranking by respondents of a list of (environmental) attributes accord-
ing to their preferences, and
b) scaling the importance or priority of each environmentlattribute.
The first method is probably more widespread and is often restricted to
asking respondents to rank a small number (e.g. 3 to 5) of components
from a larger list of components (Troy P.N., 1972; Michelson W., 1966).

Beceuse the responses are ranked there are problems of combining responses

for a number of respondents, as the ranked values have of course no



absolute values, and cannot be added. The meaning of 'average ranks' es

used in some surveys is thus not clear (Headey B.W., 1972).

More commonly the percentage of respondents selecting the various
components as their top priority is calculated, producing an interval scale

of the numbers of persons who say that a particular environmental attribute

is most importent. That is pot to say that an interval scale of the relative

importance of different environmental attributes is produced.

In the second method it is possible, if the scales are assumed to
produce interval data, to obtain mean importance scores for each attribute,

and to rank the attributes later if necessary (Hinshaw M. and Allott K., 1972).

One advantage of this latter approach is that a 11 the components are

scaledé by each respondent, and not just the top few components selected.

The use of these two methods has one main disadvantage: respondents
can only rate components which are included in the list of components or
attitudes - the choice of what to include is thus critical. For example
in an earlier review by the author the absence of safety and social
components from most preference questions was noted, although other studies
had found thet these two aspects were very important contributors to overall
satisfaction (Cene S.T., 1973). One method to avoid this has already been
mentioned, and that is Menchik's method of content and analysis of open

responses, the preferences being assumed to be related to the frequency of

mentioning of aspects (Menchik M., 1972).

This latter approach has the main disadvantage of placing a greater
depedance on the loquacity of the respondents than on the strength of their

preferences. This disadvantage of limiting the respondent's choice is not

restricted to preference measurement of course.



8.4.L  Apart from the problems of definition of the concepts (which in

the direct approach, comes down to how questions are worded) the main
difficulty which underlies all the methods discussed is that of measurement.
This is a key point in designing a survey, as the limits of analysis are
basically set by the quality of the data. It has been seen that there are
numerous problems in obtaining data which is of interval or ratio status,
and yet few of the studies reviewed either acknowledged the possibility

that the data were of lower status or used scaling techniques to ensure

higher status data. This topic will be returned to again below (9.6.3).

8.5 TNDIRECT METHODS

8.5.1 Indirect methods, that is methods in which the variables to be
measured (e.g. preferences) are interpreted from questions or data which

do not directly refer to the variable in question, are more varied than the
direct methods. In addition it is more difficult to separate the method
used from the concept or variable being measured. In the discussion of
methods which follows, the methods are arranged by the variable being
measured as well as by the type of methodology. It will be noted that

some of the measurement methods which were encountered in dealing with the
Direct Methods are also used in Indirect Methods. The distinction lies
more in the way the data is used than in the instrument adopted to measure

the responses. This is particularly the case with the satisfaction approaches,

discussed first.

8.5.2 BSatisfaction Approaches

In order to obtain resident's goals or values from the measurement of

gatisfaction it is necessary to have some measures either of the environ-

i ! i ronment. From the measures
ment or of residents' perceptions of that environ

it is possible to interprete the relative influence which different attri-



butes of the environment have upon satisfaction. Two main epproaches have

been used:

a) relating residents' overall satisfactions with the environment to their
evaluations of the separate attributes of the environment, and

b) relating residents' overall satisfactions with the environment to
"professional" evaluations of the attributes of the environment

("objective" measures).

Four studies have adopted the former approach (DOE, 1972; Lansing J.B.,
Marans R.W. and Zehner R.B., 1970; Troy P.N., 1971; Troy P.N., 1972). 1In
each case interval data was assumed, and a regression analysis performed on
the data with the measures of overall satisfactions as the dependant var-
iable. The different contributions made by the evaluations of the attributes
of the environment to overall satisfaction were assumed to reflect the

respondents preferences (see below 8.6).

Four studies have related overall satisfaction to professional (planners)
evaluations of the environment (Buttimer 4. end McDonald S.T., 1974;
Lansing J.B. and Marans R.W., 1969; Troy P.N., 1971; Troy P.li., 1972). The
problem which these studies have revealed is that there is little correlat-
ion between the two sets of measures, largely because of the differences
in perceptions between the residents and the "objective" observers
(Troy P.N., 1971). Advances in the techniques of measuring the environment
(e.g. Hawkes R.J., 1975) would, however, improve the usefulness of this

approach, as it is one of the few methods which links the concept of goals

through to the environment itself.

8.5.3 FPreference Methods

In this approach respondents' values are interpreted from their

choices between different areas or environments (as distinct from asking



respondents directly which components of the environment they preferred -
8.4.3.2). There are a number of different ways in which the choices are
presented to the respondents. The first method is to use recent migrants
and to get them to evaluate their past and present areas. In the second
method respondents base their choice on the names of areas, the assumption
being made that respondents are aware of the environment of the named aress.

The final method is one in which respondents base their choice upon photo or

sketch representations of arees.

8.5.3.1 Preferences of Recent Migrants

Several studies have used respondents who have recently moved, in order to
reduce the differences in perception due to varying knowledge of the areas
(Wilkinson R.X. and Talbot M., 1971; MHIG, 1970; Flowerdew A.D.J. and
Rodriguez F., 19?5). Only one of the studies has related the scaled rel-
ative preferences for two areas to the physical characteristics of the two
areas (Flowerdew A.D.J. and Rodriguez F., 1975). In this study a five
point preference scale for the dwellings occupied before and after urben
renewal had taken place was used. In the regression equation, with the
relative preference as the dependant variable, only one variable was sig-
nificant - the difference in dwelling space occupied. However, no measures
of other characteristics of the areas other than dwelling aspects were

included. This approach is clearly capable of development to include

environmental characteristics.

Although it would appear to be attractive to extend this type of study
using recent movers there remains the problem that only a smell percentage
of the population move each year (c.5%). In addition the households which
move are not representative of the general population (veing generally

younger and smaller). (See below 8.5.4.3 for further discussion of the use









neighbourhoods in one work, and of beaches in the other. The visual
attributes were measured by the use of rating sceales, having been defined
on the basis of previous research and pilot testing. Tactor analysis was
used to construct orthogonal factors as the selected attributes, assumed
to be independant, were found to be related. The factor solutions were

e

then regressed on the preference scores.

The methodology is important because it shows one way in which overall
preferences can be conceptualised, based on & person's perceptions (X) and
their values (b). In neither case were any measures of the environments

depicted by the photos related to the perceptions.

In other words it is not clear how the respondents' perceptions relate
to the scenes shown in the photographs, which would appear to be the necess-

ary next stage in the development of this type of research.

8.5.4 Behavioural Approaches

8+5.4+1 Three categories of behavioural research can usefully be identified:

a) research in which attempts have been made to relate behaviour to the
characteristics of the environment. It is not intended to discuss this
resesrch here (see Michelson W., (1970) for a full review) as there has
generally been no attempt to identify goals from the behaviour, although
they are often implied. The most common example of research of this
type has been into friendship formation in new estates (Carey L. and
Mapes R, 1972; Athanasiou R. and Voshioka G.A., 1973, etc.) Perraton
summarises well the main methodological problems of using behaviour in
order to identify goals and values (Perraton J., 1973). Among the
points made are the dangers of inferring people's goals just by what

they do and the inability to find out why choices are made (indeed




people may not always be aware of why choices are made (Proshansky H.M.,
1972). This latter point also applies to the other behavioural

approaches of course.

b) Research into economic behaviour, usually the interpretation of prefer-
ences from house prices.

c) Migration behaviour. The research which has used recent movers and
asked for preferences between the 'before! and 'after' environmental
conditions has already been discussed (8.5.3.1). In this section the

reasons for the move and the choice of location are the mesin interests.

8.5.4.2 Economic Behaviour

The besis of using economic behaviour for the study of residents'
goals is that, in theory end given certain conditions, the relative prefer-
ences for the various aspects of the 'housing bundle' of goods (i.e. the
dwelling including its location and the surrounding environmental conditions)
will be reflected in the prices people are prepared to pay for the dwelling.
This review concentrates on this type of study, rather then those looking
at the change in price after some environmental change (Davies Gey 1973;

Wilkinson R.K., 1973; Kein I'.F. and Quigley J.M., 1970).

In most of the studies of this type house prices, obtained from
building societies or estate agents records, have been regressed as
dependant veriable on a number of physical measures of the dwelling and its
neighbourhood. The approach has a number of drawbecks, some of which are

common to the research approaches already discussed:
a) the problem of measurement of the environmental attributes which are
likely to have been taken into account in the price of the dwelling.

b) the multi-collinearity of the environmental data. This has commonly




c)

e)

£)

g)

been surmounted by the use of factor analysis, resulting in very gen-
eralised factors (Vain J.F. and Guigley J.M., 1970; Wilkinson R.K. and
Archer C.A., 1973).

the major theoretical issue of the relative influence exerted on prices
by locational factors (accessibility) as opposed to environmental
factors (which are often also related to location).

Perfect information of opportunities, a necessary assumption for prices
to reflect preferences accurately, does not exist. Residents action
and information spaces are limited by distance and direction

(Johnston R.J., 1972).

the existance of household surplus (i.e. the value over and above the
market price of the dwelling that the occupant enjoys) which distorts
the picture. 4 dwelling currently occupied has a greater value to the
occupier than an exactly equivalent alternative - because of senti-
mental value, costs of moving etc.

the price paid is not only a reflection of the quality and location of
the dwelling, but of purchasing power too. Unegual distribution of
income is therefore a problem.

This approach only applies to the home-owning section of the population
i.e. to just over half of the households in the UK. Kain and Quigley
included renters in their study (Kain J.F. and Quigley J.M., 1970),
developing a separate regression equation for the determinants of
rents. The large council sector, and the existance of rent controls

has made this approach difficult in the TK.

Despite the conceptual attractions of the economic approach there are

these major drawbacks to the approach which have restricted its use to a

limited number of studies (see 3.5.2 for results of these).



8.5.4.3 lMigration Behaviour - Choice of Residence

The interest in migration behaviour is two-fold. Firstly in the
reasons and likelihood of moving one is approaching more realistic (or
action oriented) attitudes which can be tested against later behaviour.
Secondly, the choice of residence should reflect the aspirations of the
household - given the constraints of finance, information, distance, etc.

(Yeates M., 1972).

Most research appears to have been carried out slong the lines of the
first approach, in which the 'stress' on the household (i.e. the mismetch
between their existing situation and their goals) and the preferred area
are investigated (Flowerdew R.T.K., 1973). The importance of the constraints
has been demonstrated in a number of studies in which only a small proportion
of desired moves were actually made (Drettbroom T. et al, 1971; Kasl S. and

Harburg E., 1972), highlighting a problem of relying on behaviour:alone.

One study which has investigated desires to move in a situation in
which the constraints are altered has taken requests to move within the
council sector (Bird H., 1972). The analysis of data from two housing
authorities, Newcastle and London, concentrated on the stated reasons for
requesting the move, and the choice of estate. Although the analysis was
in an early stage at the time of writing physical factors such as size of
estate, percentage of modern flats, amenities, overcrowding etc. had been
found to be related to the number of requests to move (Bird H., 1974).
This approach may suffer from the very low likelihood of moves actually

taking place, despite the lack of the normal market constraints.

Deutschman approached the propensity to move from the opposite

direction (Deutschmann H.D., 1972). FHe first classified households into 6



types on the basis of their size and income. Neighbourhoods were then
described using 34 variables taken from census and land use data. The
average environmental scores for each household type were treated as the
norm, end individual household scores compared with the norm. The greater
the difference, the greater the propensity to move according to Deutschmann,

although this hypothesis was not tested against actual behaviour.

Like the other behavioural approaches the research has had to find
ways of avoiding or compensating for the constraints on behaviour. This
had led to a greater use of the preference approaches dealt with earlier.
There is great scope for a combination of the two approaches, which may
mean more use of environmental simulation to create realistic choices
without the constraints which affect actual behaviour. The early steps in

this technigue form the subject of the next section.

8+5.5 Environmental Simulation

The feature which distinguishes studies reviewed in this section is
not so much the conceptual framework behind the studies as the fact that
the 'real world' is replaced by a simplified model representation which
cen of course be controlled and altered. The use of photographs to rep-
resent the residential environment has already been dealt with (8.5.3.3)
and will not be repeated here. DMost of the work using laboratory simulat-
ions has concentrated on interior housing design rather than the external
environment, although noise nuisance and the psychological effects of

stimuli in urban areas in general have been studied.

Associated with the attempts to simulate the environment have been
attempts to improve measurement technigues (Hoinville Gaey 1971), and the
use of gaming has been the main advance, as a method of simulating economic

behaviour. Wilson developed the technique in the USA (Wilson R.L., 1962),



and considerable development work has been carried out in this country by
Hoinville and SCPR (Hoinville G.y 1971). The priority evaluator has now
been used in a number of studies by SCPR and other researchers (Pendse D.

and Wyckoff J., 1974; Hoinville G., 1971; Rowley G. and Wilson S.y 1975), and
it is possible to meke some general points about the method and its advante

ages and disadvantages.

The general technique involves the presentation, usually on a board,
of a number of elements or components of the environment for which respond-
ents' valuations are required. Examples which have been employed are the
various aspects of commuting (journey time, cost, number of interchanges
etc.); smenity versus accessibility (treffic in home aree and shopping
centre versus amount of road travel); and environmentzl standards (car
parking versus open space etc.). Each dimension forms a scale, commonly
with 3 or 4 positions, each representing an 'amount' of the dimension in
question. In an attempt to make the evaluetions more realistic illustrations
have commonly been used to represent each position. In addition, attached
to each position is a value or price which the respondent has to 'pay' to

achieve that standard.

The usual method of operating the game is to ask respondents firstly to
indicate what their current position is on the scales. The respondents
are then given 'money' or tokens with which to 'buy' changes in the
environment. The smount of money' can be varied, and may even be less than
the current 'value' enjoyed. The 'prices' can also be varied of course.
The respondent is forced, as in real economic behaviour, to choose positions
which will maximise satisfaction within the constraints of the 'money!
available. A comparison between the 'bought' condition and the existing

environment shows where improvements or sacrifices are desired, given the



prices of the various dimensions.

Pendse and Wy%?ff define a satisfaction ratio (SR) which is given by

the following equation:

SE = Proportion of budget allocated to a factor

Proportion of existing value assigned to factor
if SR ) 1, respondents asre dissatisfied at present, and if SR = 1 they are

indifferent (Pendse D. and Wyg?ﬁf; J.Bey, 1974).

There are two main adventages of the gaming technique of measuring
preferences:

a) the choices are easy to portray and can be more reslistic to the
respondent than questionnaire methods using ranking or rating scales.
Respondents have been found to take the !geame' very seriously and to
consider their choices carefully (Hoinville G., 1971).

b) The method simulates trade-offs which are made in real life without
some of the constraints which usually operate (e.g. unequal income

distribution).

There sre also several disadvantages of the method which require further
development work:
i) There is a limit to the number of different dimensions which can be
considered simultaneously. Rowley and Wilson quote Miller who suggests
that the limit is seven (Miller G.A., 1956). Because of this limitation
only simple aspects of the real world cen be simulated.
ii) The price-tage assigned to the categories are critical. Pendse snd
Wyckoff point out that the trade~-offs obtained only relate to the values on

the board, hence it is important to know how realistic these values are

(Pendse D. and Wyckoff J.B., 1974) .



iii) The method can be very time consuming to operate (Perraton Jey 1973),
and may require relatively complex boards (in comparison at least to a

questionnaire).

Gaming methods would appear to be applicable to certain research
problems which are limited in scope and hence do not exceed the capabilities
of the gaming approach. Development work on the effect of changes in
prices on the board is also necessary. However this method is probably one

of the most useful new approaches which have been reviewed.

8.6 SUMMARY AND CONCLUSICHS

8.6.1 This chapter has locked at the array of research which has dealt
in some way with the residential environment, and has related the basic
methodologies to the framework of man as a goal directed being. The aim
was to look at methods of identifying residents' goals or values and to
investigate their relationship with measurable features of the environment.
A number of shortcomings of the current research cen be identified, which
provides this research in effect with a set of methodological objectives.
These shortcomings ares

a) In many studies there is poor definition of the concepts used in the
research, which reduces the generality of any results produced.

b) There is insufficient emphasis on the operational definition of the
variables, even if the concepts from which they are derived have been
defined. The importance of the operational context in the results
obtained is illustrated by Troy's study in which he used two different

methods to obtain respondents! preferences (Troy P.N., 1972).

He compared the percentage of respondents who had ranked a component
as the most important one with the contributions that their evaluations

of that component made to their overall satisfaction. The comparison



for the environmental components is shown in table 8.1.

Table 801
Component % of respondents Contribution
ranking component to Overall
as most important Evaluation (R?)
Pedestirian Safety 22 Ok
Clean Air 18 .09
Tidiness 15 .05
Traffic Noise level 13 Ol
Appearance 12 .18
Traffic congestion 6 .02
Aircraft noise 6 -
Maintenance of Buildings 5 .09
Maintenance of lawns,
trees 5 Ol
m 2
Total R .55

d)

It is clear from the table that the two methods give different answers,
the reasons for which Troy discusses (Troy P.N., 1972). It is suff-
icient to note here the implications which this hes upon the need to
take account of the operational context of the concepts i.e. the way
they are to be measured.

There is often little or no attention paid to the scale properties der-
ived from the instrument used. It is crucial that the scale properties
implied by the enalysis are inherent in the variable (e.g. attitude,
preference) being measured itself and are capable of being obtained by

the scaling method used.

There has been an almost total neglect of the social and environmental



conditions in which individuals are meking their values known. Values
have to be measured in relation to the individual's circumstances if

any generality of results is to be obtained. The concept of reference
groups has not received much attention, and there has been a lack of
definition of the physical variables (Perraton Jey 1973). Those studies
which have linked the physical environment to the responses have faced
problems of multi-collinearity among the physical variables, or of
other constraints limiting the results (e.g. limitations of housing
markets etc.).

e) A1l the methods fail to give an indication of the pattern of priorities
over a full range of environmental possibilities, or of the trade offs
involved (Perraton Jey 1973). The gaming method, which approaches
nearest to the ideal of obtaining trade-offs in a realistic manner is

limited to a few dimensions of the environment at any one time.

8.6.2 The implications that these limitations on the existing research had
upon the use of the results has already been discussed in the first

volume (3.6). It remains to discuss the implications of the research
review on the choice of methodology for this work. It was clear at the
outset of this research that there would be two critical constraints on

the choice of methodology. The first was the time (and financial) resources
available; and the second was the fact that the chosen methodology had to be

able to be repeated by the local authority themselves at a later date, if

necessary.

The Indirect approaches, although in some case providing a strong
conceptual basis, were rejected because of the limitations involved (e.g.
in the behavioural approaches the problem of constraints, biassed sample
etc.) and because of the time or difficulty involved (as in the case of

gaming) Although the direct methods had many associated problems it was



decided that because of their simplicity of operation, they would be most
appropriate in this research. However in choosing, in effect, a questionn-
aire technigue, the following points had to be given emphasiss

a) the careful operational definition of the concepts

b) attention to the scaling methods

c) the possible use of "satisfaction" to give an a2lternative 'indirect!

method of obtaining values.

The following chapter, which continues the discussion of the resesrch

design (Ch.h), will show how these points were included in the research.



Chapter 9

RESEARCH STRATEGY

9.1 INTRODUCTION

9.1.1 The previous chapter emphesised the need to have a sound methodol-
ogicel basis to the reseerch. In the context of environmental quelity this
particularly means linking veople's goals and values not only with their
responses, but to the environmental conditions themselves. In addition,
the need for careful definition of concepts and attention to scaling wes
underlined. The possible achievement of these methodological objectives
was limited by the need for simplicity in research design and procedure.
This chapter demonstrates how the opposing reguirements of the research

design have been met.

9.1e2 The form of the research model was of course fundamenteally influenced

by the particular interests of the sponsoring authority with whom the

research objectives were discussed. The objectives of the survey were con-

tained in the research questions posed (4.1.2)

a) How does a resident's satisfection with the residential environment
relate to the physical (and measurable non-physical) attributes of
that environment?

b) What relative priorities are placed by residents upon the different
elements of their immediate environment, and how do these priorities
vary?

c) Do common priorities exist among identifiable groups in the population,
which can serve as a basis for deciding improvement priorities?

d) Can environmental standards be derived from the data?

e) Is the social survey useful as a tool for decision-making, given that

the survey data may be of low scale status?



9.2 RESEARCH MODEL

9.2.1 Many of the basic concepts of the research have already been dis-
cussed in the previocus chapter. To some extent, therefore, this chapter
summarises that discussion. Iater in the chapter the operational definit-
ion of the concepts will be dealt with. One important concept, that of
perception, was only mentioned briefly in the last chapter and is thus

dealt with in greater depth (9.2.2).

The concept of man as a goal-directed being is central to the research
model (4ckoff R.L. and Emery F., 1972; Harvey D., 1969; Canter D., 1973;
Simon H.A., 1967). 4n individual's goals are derived from, and adjust
themselves to such factors as an individual's attitudes, performsnce,
perceptions and character (Canter Duy 1973). It is useful to distinguish
the concept of expectations from that of goals. Goals can be regarded as
the fundamental objectives towsrds which behaviour is directed, although
they may be - and be known to be - unattainable. Goasls are thus relatively
stable. BExpectations on the other hand are sub-optimal goal levels which
are derived from a practical experience or knowledge of the likelihood of
achieving the goal-levels (Harvey D., 1969). Thus, for example, a common
goal might be "to have a nice house in the country", whereas the expectation

for most people is likely to be more modest, depending on their income,

age, location etc.

Satisfaction can be thought of as the stetement of an individual's
position with respect to his expectations (Canter D., 1973) as the goals
can be considered to be unattainable. The derivation of satisfaction with
the residential environment thus implies a comparison between the environment
an individual expects, and the environment as perceived. It is therefore

necessary to look in more detail at the perception process.



9+2.2 Perception

Definitions of perception range from Goodey's "passive" definition ass
"an awareness of objects or other data through the medium of the senses"
(Goodey B., 1971), to Warr and Knapper's more "active" conception of per-
ception as: "involving interaction or transaction between an individual and
his environment; he receives information from the external world which in
some way modifies his experience and behaviour" (Warr P. and Knapper C.,
1968). Beyond this broed definition, according to Warr and Knapper, there
is little agreement, a point which Harvey also mekes, adding that it is
therefore possible to choose a definition of perception according to the
objective of the research, within limits (Harvey Dey, 1969). The model used
in this research is based upon the work by Warr and Knepper, as modified by

Pocock (Pocock F.C.D., 1973).

Centrsl to the work on environmental perception has been the invest-
igation of the structure of the 'image' which men has of the environment,
and the processes which determine the content and nature of this image. It
is clear that an individual is capable of accepting only a proportion of
the stimuli or potential 'pieces' of information from the environment,
because of the limited capacity of the brain (Miller G.A., 1951). Thus
one of the fundamentally important processes to understend is the way in

which man selects, or filters, the input of information from the environ-

ment.

Eowever the environmental input is not simply a number of physical

stimuli. Warr and Knepper distinguish between overt and covert attributes

of the stimuli (Warr F. and Knapper C., 1968). The overt variables are
directly observable, whereas the covert variables are inferred from the

overt ones i.e. they have meaning attached to them on the basis of the



individual's attitudes (Goodchild B., 1974). Pocock makes the same distinc-
tion rather differently by suggesting that there are three inputs for per-
ception: the stimuli themselves, the context of the stimuli, and previous
information on the stimuli (Pocock D.C.D., 1973). The significance of
recognising this is that it is only possible to measure directly part of

the input to perception, namely the stimuli themselves, and possibly the

context as well.

The model of perception which is the basis of the research design has
been based on that described by Pocock (Pocock D.C.D., 1973). This model
is shown diagrammatically in Figure 9.1. This input, which is in three
forms as described above, is 'selected' and 'processed' by the individual.
This takes place as a result of the limited capacity of the brain to
'receive' all the stimuli presented, and also because of the orgenising
tendencies of the brain as noted by the 'gestalt' psychologists (Koffka K.,
1973; de Jonge D., 1962). Pocock suggests that four types of influence on
both the selection and the processing of perception input can be identified
(Pocock D.C.D., 1973):

a) The physiologicel character of the individual e.g. the capabilities
of the sensory organs

b) The basic psychological character of the individual e.g. the varying
tendencies towards simplicity, clarity and order (Winkel G.H., Malek R.
and Thiel P., 1969) .

c) The cultural characteristics of the individual e;g. past experience,
preferences, beliefs etc., and

d) The current state of the individuel e.g. the needs and moods of the

moment.

The image of the environment which is retained is thus not only a

simplified model of the real world, but it is also a 'processed' and poss-

Tm
1
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ibly a distorted model which has hag meening attached to it. However, the

actual structure of the image is something about which there are different

ideas (Harrison J. and Sarre R., 1971; Iynch K., 1960; Harvey D., 1969;

Viarr P. and Knapper C. 1968) .

The model assumed here was chosen because it made the simple distinct-
ion between what a person pereeived, how they responded to what they
perceived and the inferences made about what was perceived(l) (Fig.9.1).

Pocock terms these three components of the perception output as follows

(Pocock D.C.D., 1973):

a) Designative component: thet is the "whatness" and the "whereness" of

what is perceived, to which one could add the "how-muchness".

b) Appreisive components this is the evaluative component expressing likes

and dislikes of the perceived environment.

c) Prescriptive component: this is a predictive and inferential component,

end forms a major part of the feedback for future perceptions.

A number of studies have suggested that the designative component of
perception (i.e. the "whatness" of the image) is organised into discrete
dimensions (Peterson G.L., 1967, Troy P.N., 19723 Wilson R.L., 1962;
Kelly G.A., 1970). According to Kelly, individuals arrange the attributes
of the perceived environment into bipolar scales which express meaningful
contrasts, and which are unique for each individual (Kelly G.A., 1970).

Kelly's definition of a construct is the way in which two things are seen

as alike, and different from athird. However, the method of identifying

(1) Planners in their work have some control over what people perceive

. i - how

. :1ding, landscaping etc.) - but of course none over
(:;;iebie:;iidltg’what's there. This distinction was therefore felt
P

to be useful.



the constructs, through the use of the repertory test is inappropriate to

large samples surveyed by untrained planning staff. For this research

therefore it was deciged that the dimensions of the environment which make

up & persons image were common to everyone (Peterson G.L., 1967; Troy P.N.,
1972). The main argument in support of this decision is that in a society
sharing & common culture and language the constructs used by individuels
are likely to be similar, if not identical. Thus although people may per-
ceive different amounts of a dimension, and have different feelings about
them, nevertheless the dimension is assumed to have the same identity for

everyone. The choice of the dimensions is thus critical, and is discussed

later in this chapter (9.6.1).

9.2.3 Satisfaction

Although the concept of satisfaction has been discussed in general
terms it remeins to be related to the above model of perception. Satis-
faction was defined above as the result of a comparison between the
environment as it is perceived, and the individual's expectation of the
environment. This process also occurs in the model of perception, the
output being the "Appraisive" response. Thus for this research the
appraisive output has been assumed to result in expressions of satisfaction
or dissatisfaction. However the fact that the environmental image com-
prises a number of different dimensions presents several difficultiess
a) An individual's satisfaction with one dimension of the environment is

unlikely to be independant of his satisfaction with other dimensions.
For example high satisfaction with one dimension may reduce the expect-
ation of another dimension.

b) The level of overall satisfaction (e.g. with }ife, or with living in an

area) may affect the satisfaction expressed with the separate dimensions

of the environment.



C) The commonly assumed linear additive models of satisfaction, whereby
overall satisfaction with the environment, is the sum of the satisfact-
ions with the component dimensions of the environment, do not accomm-

odate the above likely processes (Troy P.N., 1972; Church M., 1973).

However in an attempt to simplify the research model this rather

inadequate additive process was assumed as a starting point for the research

(see later, chapter 12).

9.3 THE RESEARCH HYFOTHESES

The following hypotheses are based on the research models as developed
in the previous section, and in relation to the research questions posed
at the outset of the chapter (9.1.2).
a) Different individuals perceive different amounts of the common dimensions
of the environment.

b) These perceptions are dependant upon the environmental conditions end

on the characteristics of the individuals.
¢) Vhen environmental conditions are controlled, individuals may be

grouped on the basis of their common perceptions

d) An individual's perception of an environmental dimension is different

from his satisfaction with it.
e) An individual's overall satisfaction with the residential environment

is & function of his satisfaction with each of the separate dimensions

of the residential envirorment.

f) Individuals have different preferences between the environmental

dimensions.

g) Individuals may be grouped on the basis of their preferences.

h) Individuals' stated preferences for different dimensions of the environ-

ment can be related to the contribution which their satisfactions with



the separate dimensions of the environment make to their overall sat-

isfaction with the residential environment.

9.4 RESEARCH DESIGN

The research hypotheses dictate that the sample of individuals chosen
for the survey should have a range of environmental conditions, and also a
range of social characteristics. A case-study approach was decided upon,
with the intention of selecting a number of homogenous (internally) areas
and teking a sample of residents within each case-study area. The responses
to the pilot survey (9.5) showed however that respondents were reacting in
many cases to finer detail within the case study arees, which could not
therefore be regarded as internally homogeneous. The case-study approach
was therefore altered - the case-study areas simply being used as & con-
venient sampling frame for environmental conditioms. The choice of the

areas was discussed in 4.3.2.

Given the resources of time and finance a finzl total of interviews of
around 300 appeared reasonable. It was felt that 30 interviews per case-
study area would be an adequate sample, given that the responses were to
be combined for all areas in the analysis. BEventually twelve case~study

areas of varying size were selected, and the sample size within each area

was adjusted roughly to the size of the areas.

The electoral register for each case-study area was used as the

sample framework. The main reason for using the electoral register, rather

then dwellings or households, was the wish to obtain & balance of social

types - and particularly to avoid a predominance of housevwives in the

ample. Uhe final size of the selected sample was 442, with the number in
S . .

th eparate areas varying from 25 to 40. Assuming & response of eround
e s

: in J 00 interviews.
75, this would result in just over 3



9.5 THE PILOT SURVIYS

9.5.1 Before deeling with the critical issues of measurement and quest-

iommaire design it is useful to outline how the questionnaires were piloted.
This enables the design of the questionnaires and their revision as a result
of the pilot study to be discussed together. The pilot testing was carried

out in two stages in a number of different areas within Wakefield City,

during the months of April and May 1974.

9.5.2 The First Pilot Stage

On the suggestion of the planning department a small mixed area of
private and council dwellings was chosen. A random sample of 20 persons
was selected from the electoral register. Unfortunately, as it turned out,
the sample contained an unusually large proportion of retired persons.

Thus after seven interviews, all with respondents over 55 years old, another
area was selected in which younger respondents might be found, in order to
test the questionnaire design on & range of persons. 4An area with less
fevourable environmental conditions was sought, as the responses to the
environment had so far been extremely favoursble (whether this was the
effect of the environment, or of the age of the respondents was not clear).
Three additional interviews were completed at this stage, making & total of

10 interviews. The first pilot questiomnaire is included in Appendix D.

9.5.3 The Second Pilot Stage

The pilot survey was split into two stages so that improvements to

the questionnaire made after the first pilot stage could be tested before

the final questionnaire was printed. In addition the second stage gave

further opportunity for the interviewers to practise.

Th contrasting areas were selected to enable the response scales to
ree

s e
be tested against a range of conditions. These areas were



a) an area of detached and semi-detached post-war dwellings;

b) an ares of nineteenth century terraces, close to the city centre, and
c) an area of nineteenth century terraces on the city outskirts.

Eight interviews were completed. Evening interviewing was also tried, in
order to test respondents resctions to this. It was felt that evening
interviewing might be required if a 'balanced' sample response was to be
obtained (e.g. to avoid a bias towards housewives and the exclusion of

working people).

The findings of the two pilot surveys haw been incorporated into the
discussion which follows on the choice of environmental dimensions, of

physical meesures, and of the measurement method.

9.6 MEASUREMENT ISSUES

There were three types of variables to be measured in the model:
a) the experimental variables i.e. the characteristics of the environment
b) the dependant variables i.e. perception and satisfaction, and
c) the uncontrolled variables e.g. the social characteristics of the

respondent, preferences etc. (Fig.9.2).

These have already been discussed in some detail in Volume I (4.3.3),
but four important issues were only briefly dealt with and require further
discussion. These issues are the selection of the environmental dimensions
to be included in the questionnaire; the choice of the "objective" measures
of the residential environment; the form of the measuring instrument to be
used to scale the perception and satisfaction responses; and the measurement

of preferences. These issues will be dealt with in turn, before discussing

the final layout of the questionnaire.
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9.6e1 The Choice of Znvironmental Dimension

The initial choice of dimensions was based upon 2 review of some
thirty studies carried out up to 1973 (Cane S.T., 1973). The object of the
review was to ascertein what dimensions of the environment had been ident-

ified (i.e. what common constructs had been found in perceptions of the
environment) and what descriptions of these dimensions had been used in the
reviewed research. About fifty different 'dimensions' were abstracted from
the research. No measures of comparative importance of the dimensions
could be constructed (apart from the number of times that a particular
dimension appeare@ because of the different research frameworks used in the
various studies. Many of the fifty 'dimensions' were clearly similar
aspects of the environment to which different names or labels had been
given., After combining such similar aspects a list of about twenty dimen-
sions was obtained, plus a number of dimensions of convenience (Table 9.1).
Sixteen of the most frequently occurring dimensions were included in the
first pilot survey. At the same time the convenience aspects were made

(1)

more specific, and three additional dimensions were thereby created.

The first objective of the pilot survey with respect to these dimen-
sions (see pilot questionnaire in Appendix D) was to check that respondents
could understand the concepts and answer questions relating to them. No
difficulties in the wording were found. Secondly, with the use of an open
ended question the aim was to check if any important aspects had been
omitted. Two additional aspects of the envircnment were mentioned by a

number of respondents, and these were included in the second pilot

(1) A distinction was made between convenience to a primary (lower) and a
secondary (upper) school; between pubs/clubs and other entertainment;

end between convenience to a park and to the countryside.



Table 9.1 Environmental Dimensions Used in Research

USUAL CTHER TERMS USED IN SURVEYS IN WHICH Whether used in NOTES
DIMERSION NAME REVIEWED RESEARCH TERMS HAVE BREN Pilot HMain
USED. (key below) Survey Survey
1. Basic Residential Quality General Physical qual- | 2,3,5. \\ - Peterson found ‘age'
ity perceived as a measure
of physical qual. - &
2. Dwelling Unit “uality Quality of proximate 3,4,6 - - dwelling measure;
properties excluded.
3. Clean Air - 9,12,13 V4 V4
4y, Appearance Beauty 1,4,7,9,11,12,13,14 / / Broad concept; see up-
keep, greeness.
5. Reputation BExclusiveness, Nice
Neighbourhood 1,6,11,13 J /
6. Quietness - 1,5,10,12,13,14,15,16,17 J / Sometimes specified mo
closely eg.from traffi
7. Safe place to live Safety from traffic, 4,7,8,9,10,12,14,15 ,\ ,\ noise from children et
no vandalism
8. Spaciousness Lot size 1,6,10 - - possible use as physi-
cal measure?
9. Cleanliness Tidiness, no dirtiness | 1,8,9,10,14,15,16 J /
10. Car Parking - 9,15 - /
11. Privacy "Neighbours keep to 1,15,16 - ,\ two aspectsiphysical .
themselves" social separation
12, Friendliness Homeness, '"my kind of 1,5,6,7,10,12,13,14, / J
people" 15,16,17

Continued «..



Teble 9.1 (Continued)

USUAL
DIMENSION NAME OTHER TERMS USED IN SURVEYS IN WHICH Whether used in NOTES
REVIEWED RESEARCH TERMS TFAVE BEEN Pilot Main
USED. (Key Below) Survey  Survey
13. Maintenance of buildings| Maintenance of lawms/trees 4,8,9,15,17 Vi J grouped together as
'upkeep'
14. Greeness Closeness to nature/country- 1,2,6,14,15 - / access to country also
like included
15. Good for children Childrens play 1,4,11,13,14, 15 / J provision & convenience
aspects
16. Price - 6 - - a dwelling measures
excluded
17. DNoneresidential use - 3,13,15 - - include as a physical
measure.
18. Crowdedness "Near too many people" 1,5,6 - - Converse o+ spaciousness”
19. View L - /
20. Conveneince to city and shops 6,7,8,9,10,11,12,13, ,\ /
14,15,16
21, " " Schools 6,7,8,10,12,13,14,15, / / sometimes different schoo
16 levels distinguished
22, " " Work 6,7,8,10,14,17 / Vi
23 . " " Transport 6,7,8,9,10,11,12,14,
15,16 / /
2L, " " Parks 7,9513,14,15 / /
25. g " Entertainment, pubs, social 7,8,9,11,14,16 / 7/

life




Table 9.1 (Continued)

USUAL OTEER TERMS USED TN SURVEYS IN WHICH Whether used in NOTES
DIMENSION IAME REVIEWED RESEARCH TERMS HAVE BEEN Pilot  Main
USED. (Xey Below) Survey  Survey
26, Convenience to Post Office 10 - -
Key to References
l. Wilson R.L. (1062) 6. lenchik M. (1972) 11. Jepheott P. (1971)
2. Peterson G.L. (1967) 7. Hinshaw M. and Allott K. (1972) 12, spitn 7.P. (1971)
3. Kain J.F. and Quigley J.M. (1970) 8. Troy P.N. (1971) 13. Wilkinson R.K. and
4., DOE (1972a) 9. Troy P.N. (1972) Sigsworth E.M. (1972)
5« Lansing J.B. and Marans R.W. (1969) 10. MHIG (1970) . MHIG (19660)
15. Duncan T.L.C. et al (1971)
16. MHIG (1966a)
17. LlLansing J.B., Marans R.W., and

Zehner R.B. (1970).



questionnaire (View and Privacy).

Further, it was clear that respondents made a distinction between
private and public areas of responsibility when evalusting upkeep. This

distinction was made in the second pilot questionnaire too (i.e. Private

Upkeep, Council Upkeep).

An attempt was made to find out, again by the use of open-ended
questions, what detailed aspects of appearance respondents recognised.
£lthough respondents had difficulty in answering this question a number of
aspects did emerge, most of which were zlready covered in the pilot
questionnaire, (e.g. upkeep, cleaness). A further dimension of appearance
vhich was referred to and was thus included in the second pilot questionnaire
was the presence of trees, grass, etc. (termed "Greeness" in the questionn-

aire).

The second pilot survey confirmed the addition of the dimensions
(View, Privacy, Private and Council Upkeep, and Greeness), and prompted
two further changes. Firstly, respondents were having difficulty answering
the questions about the physical quality of the neighbourhood housing
stock. It was clear that upkeep was a more meaningful concept to the
respondents and that the two questions overlapped to a large extent. The
question on the physical quality was therefore omitted. (It was retained
as a physical measure to be mede by the interviewer, see 9.6.2.) Secondly
the safety question was being answered by respondents on different grounds,
i.e. sometimes with respect to traffic, sometimes with crime in mind and so
on. Thus in addition to the safety cuestion the respondent, after he had
specify the aspects of safety which they had

answered, was asked to

considered.

Finally, two further dimensions were added to the main questionnaire
’



at the request of the sponsors: leyout, and Car Parking. Table 9.2 lists

the dimensions which were included in the main questionnaire.

9.6.2 The Choice of the Environmental Measures

There were three criteria for the choice of measures:

a) the measures had to have some relationship with the selected dimensions
of the environment. The findings of previous surveys were used,
although few of these surveys had gone as far as relating the respondents
responses to physical measures of the environment (see 8.6).

b) the measures must be as objective as possible.

c) the measures should be both simple and quick to use (i.e. suitable for

general use by a local authority).

The measures chosen are shown in Table 9.3. They are divided into two
categoriest those which have been derived directly from the review of
research, and those which have been chosen as likely to be related to
residents' responses (on the basis of the previous research). There were
three types of measurement (see pilot physical survey sheet, Appendix D)
those carried out in the field by the interviewers; those taken from a

map; and those taken from the latest census (1971).

The measures of house quality and upkeep need further explanation.
The requirement was for a simple 'objective' measure which could be
overated by someone with no svecialised knowledge of housing. The Civic
Trust for the North West method (see explanations, Appendix D) was selected,

primarily because clear explanations and description were given for each

of the upkeep and house quality categories, thus neking it relatively easy
to use (Civic Trust for the North West, 1971). The pilot survey, in which

a number of streets were assessed using the scoring sheet developed, rev-

ealed & number of practical difficulties in using the measurgés in their
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able 9.2 Environmental Dimensions included in Main Questionnaire

ENVIRONMENTAL DIMENSION

RESPONSE MEASURED

PERCEPTION SATISFACTION

Convenience to: Shopping
Work
Buses

Nursery/Play School
Primary School
Secondary School

Park
Countryside
Pub or club
Going out

Overall Convenience

Greenness

Cleanness

Air Quelity

Quietness

Safety

Private upkeep

Council upkeep

Suitability for Children

Friendliness

Privacy

Appearance

Car Parking

Reputation

View

Layout

Overall satisfaction
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Teble 9.3 Choice of Environmental Measuresg

A.

Physical measures mentioned in reviewed research as being related to

regpondents berceptions, satisfactions,

attitudes etc.

Environmental Measure

STUDY
(Key on table9.1)

Lge of dwelling

External condition of dwelling
Condition of surrounding structures
Quality of dwelling unit

Size of dwelling parcel

Litter

Broken pavements

State of street

Provision of trees

Damage by vandals
State of repair of dwellings (upkeep)
Distance to shops, buses, industry etc.

Tenure

3
3
3
3
6
3
16
12
16
4,12
3,5
12,13,14,15
3




Table 9.3 (Continued)

B.

0 ; . o
ther measures not mentioned specifically in research, but used in

previous surveys (Duncan T.L.C.y 1971) and possibly related to percept-

ions etc.

Environmental Feasure

Possible Dimensions
related to Measure

Type of noise source

Building type

Amount of car parking spaces

Fresence of street fumiture

Road width

Footpath width

Proportion of fences in good repair

Type of House boundary (hedge, fence etc.)

Presence of items of dereliction

Whether in smoke control area

Existence of back/front gardens

Type of view

Density

bus frequency

Census Measures Dwelling Amenities
Proportion of population
over retiring age

Car Ownership
Popujation Density

Quietness

Appesrance

Car parking
Appearance

Safety

Safety, Appearance
Appearance.
Appearance, Greenness
Appearance, Safety
Air guality

Greenness

View

Layout

Convenience

Upkeep

Reputation, Friendliness

Reputation, Convenience
Layout




original form.

In general the difficulties were “hose of definition, for

example what size of area to take when estimating the number of trees; what

minimum size should the trees be, and how nany surrounding dwellings to con-

sider when estimating the quality of neighbouring properties? A1l such dis-

tances were defined for the main survey in order to make measures taken by

different observers comparable (in fact this problem did not arise as all the

physical measures were made by the author) .

The inclusion of street furniture was not felt to be justified by the
experience of the pilot survey, mainly because of the general absence of any
street furniture in the area. Some local authorities had installed litter
bins on their estates (including one of the sample areas), so this festure
was retained. The pilot results also suggested that it would be helpful to
distinguish between different types of roads and parking fecilities, as well
as having measures of the size of the roads and the amount of parking.
Because the nature of the view from dwellings vatried considerably from one

side of the dwellings to the other it was decided to make a distinction bet-
ween the front and the back views. The predominant land uses in the fore-

ground and the background were also added to the survey sheet.

The census data to be collected was amended slightly in view of the

availability of the data at enumeration district level. Totals which could

be extracted directly in percentege form were chosen, thus no breakdown of

the sample-aree population intc age bands was included for example. No

socio-economic data at this level was available at the time of the survey.

. . 1 s
The physical characteristics measured in the survey are discussed in chapter

10.

9.6.3 The Meesurement of Responses

i .surement of the amount of an
9.6.3.1 ‘'he resecrch design called for the measur P



environmental dimension vhich an individusl perceives in the area, and also
the degree of satisfection or dissatisfaction he/she feels with that dimens-
ion. The measurement problem was to trade-off the advantages of obtaining

accurate and high order scsle measures against the time involved in measure-

ment.

Two different methods of measurement were used on the first pilot

stages

magnitude estimation (using a series of lines); and a seven-point scale sim-

ilar in form to the semantic differential.

2.6.3.2 Magnitude Estimation

This method was used for half of the pilot sample to measure respondents
perceptions for convenience to various facilities. 4 method similar to that
used in the Leeds Pedestrian Survey was used (Hills P., 1974). In this
method all the facilities, the convenience of which is to be messured, are
considered together. The respondent is asked to state which feature is the
most convenient, and to mark the appropriate line according to how convenient
he feels it is. “The respondent is then asked to repeat the procedure for
the least convenient feature. The respondent thus has two fixed positions on
the lines (Fig.9.3) between which he can then place the remaining amounts of
convenience. In ideal circumstances the scale values are not only comparable
(beczuse they have been considered together and related to each other) but
also have interval scale properties if one assumes that respondents have the

ability to transfer their estimates of convenience onto a line (Stevens SeS8.,

1972).

However when this method was attempted a number of problems occurred:

a) respondents found it difficult to consider the nine convenience lines

together,
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b) although respondents were asked to mark the best and worst first, there
was still & strong tendency for them to start at the top of the list and
to work downwards, without comparing the different facilities together.

¢) the lines did not appear to be used as a scale, but almost as a dichot-
omy. The two ends of the scale were lsbelled and 66% of the responses

were at these two extremes in the first pilot stage.

In the second pilot stage two alterations were made to the scale: the
comparative aspects of the scales was abandoned, and the line was marked-off
into seven divisions. The subdivision of the scale did improve the spread

of respondents' scores somewhat.

9.6.3.3 Seven-Point Scale
The second method tested comprised a simple numbered sczle (1-7),
labelled only at the extremes (Fig.9.3). This method was quicker, and

certainly easier than the line method for the respondents.

The proportion of the responses in the extreme categories was less
than in the line method, but was still considerable. It was decided to
1abel some of the intermediate positions for the second pilot stage. During
this second stage it beceme clear that the respondents were not regarding
the numbers as a scale, but were simply marking the 'labels' which fitted

their feelings best. The unlabelled categories thus remained virtually

unused.

9.6.3.4 The choice of measuring instrument was resolved after the decision
to accept that the data obtained from the scaled responses was only of ranked

status. The observation that respondents were influenced by the labels on

the scales, rather then the numerical value of their responses, seems to

justify this decision. Once the low status of the dasta had been recognised



the extra time involved in using the line method made the choice of the

other method obvious. The numbered scale also had the advantage thst if the

respondents were unable to complete the scales themselves it was easier for
them to communicate their response to the interviewer than when using the
line method. Recognising that respondents were using the 'latels' as much,
if not more, than the number scale it was decided to label all the categories

(Fig.9.3). The overall distribution of responses is discussed in Chapter 10.

9.6.4 lMeasurement of FPreferences

The research design required thet residents' preferences be measured
(as part of the ‘'uncontrolled! variables). The practical choice lay between
a type of priority eveluator device (8.5.5) and one of the direct methods
(8.4.3.2), given the constraint of ease of use. However the large number of
dimensions (16 in the final questionneire) precluded the use of the priority

evaluator (Miller G.A., 1956).

Two direct methods were piloted:
a) asking respondents to rank their top 3 (1ater 5) preferences from a list
of dimensions

b) asking the respondent to give each dimension a preference score on a

seven-point scale.

The first method was without doubt easier for the respondent to
complete, and to some extent did force the respondent to make simplifed

trade-offs (in that only five of the 16 dimensions could be selected).

The scaling method was unsatisfactory from two viewpoints;
a) most respondents gave each dimension the same score: "important, thus
preventing any ordering of priorities of the dimensions.

the scoring of each dimension took longer to complete than the other

thod. and as this guestion came near the end of the questionnaire it
me g © e



was not welcomed by the respondents.

m :
The ranking method was therefore chosen.

9.7 FINAL GUESTICNNAIRE DESIGN

%9.7.1 GQuestionnaire Structure

The order of the questions was changed in the main questionnaire as
well as some of the wording. The main questionnaire started with simple
questions about the length of residence and satisfaction with the dwelling
itself. The open-ended question about likes and dislikes of the area DTO~
vided the introduction into the residential environment, without any prompt-

ing from the interviewer.

The questions on respondent's perception of convenience followed,
each convenience gquestion being linked to questions on the respondent's use
of the facilities mentioned. Following the seciion on convenience the other
dimensions of the environment were introduced. In the pilot surveys the
series of questions on perception was separated from the question on satis-
faction. Many respondents failed to see any difference in the two questions
and replies such as "you've asked me that one already" were common. In
order to be able to point out the difference between the perception of

something, and the feeling of satisfaction derived from it, the two scales

were placed alongside each other (see 10.5.2 for a discussion of the results
of this). ! The guestions on perception and satisfaction were followed by

an assessment by the respondents of their overall satisfaction with the res-

ns in the final questionnaire was lengthy

it was decided not to measure the re§pondent's pergeption and satis-

faction for evexry dimension. Acco?dlngly, perceptions were recordedt

for every dimension, but satisfactions were th measured for any of the

convenience dimensions (except overall gonveylence) and fo? fou; of the
i tant (on evidence reviewed) dimensions: Cgr Parklng, ReputaF_

1§is %?Z$ra;d Layout. The full list of dimensions included in the main

b

questionnaire is given in Table Q.20

(1) Because the list of dimensio



idential environment, and then they were asked to rank their top 5 preferred
dimensions. The questiommaire ended with a series of personal questions to
establish the social characteristics of the respondents. 4 section of
questions about the respondent's dwelling was added at the request of
Wakefield M.D.C. (The analysis of these questions is not discussed in this

thesis. See Cane S.T., 1975b).

9.7.2 Interview Procedure

The respondents were handed a separate set of scoring sheets at the
start of the interview on which to record their responses, whilst the inter=-
viewer read the questions out. It was however possible for the interviewer
to complete the main questionnaire directly if the respondent was unable or

unwilling to do the scoring himself.

For several questions a flip-car (prompt-card) was used. These were
mainly for the personal questions on age, income, rent, etc. However, a
card was also used for the guestion on preferences, listing all sixteen
dimensions. In order to reduce any bias from the ordering of the dimensions
four different cards were used, with the dimensions listed in different
orders. These cards were substituted perislically throughout the survey
period. The final guestionnaire,respondents' sheets and prompt cards are

included in Appendix D.

9.8

This chapter has attempted to amplify some of the aspects of the
research design which were only briefly discussed in the first volume
(Chapter 4)., The two chapters must, however, be used together in order to

obtain a full description of the design of the research.

The chapter which follows looks at the data which was collected, and
the implications which the characteristics of this data have had upon the

research design.



Chapter 10
FURTHER CEARACTERISTICS OF THE SAMPLE AND DATA

1C.1

Chapter 5 dealt with the generel physical and social characteristics
of Wakefield District, and compared these, where possible, to the dats on
the sample characteristics. Some important aspects were, however not deelt
with et that stage. These espects were the meaning, range and interrelstion-
ships of the physical data collected; the relationships between the physical
and the social measures; and the nature of the responses to the scaled

questions.

It is necessary to examine these because the research model includes
both the physical environmental veriables and the social variables describ-
ing the respondents separately. It is therefore important to understand any
relationships between the two. In addition if the physical characteristics
are closely inter-related this will cut down the range of independent relat-
ionships with perception or satisfaction likely to be found. The guality of

the response data is critical to the extent to which eny enalysis can be

carried out.

This chapter therefore examines the characteristics of the physical
data; the relationships between the physical and social variables; and fin-

ally the characteristics of the scaled response data.

10.2 CHARACTERISTICS CF THE PHYSICAL DATA

The case-study areas themselves have slready been described (5.2),
leaving this section to deal with the three theoretical issues which have
en important bearing on the interpretation of the analysis: the meaning of
the data, as interpreted from the results (9.6.2 dealt with the choice of

the measures); the range and distribution of physical conditions achieved in



the choice of case-study areas; and the interrelationships displayed among

the physical variables.

10.2.1 The Meaning of the Physical Variables

Although this topic has already been discussed in connection with the
survey design (4.3.3.2), it is necessary to repeat some of the main points
before dealing with the relationships found in the data. The variables
which were measured were indicators of some underlying characteristic of
the environment which, it was hypothesised, should be related in some way to
an individual's perception of the environment. For example, measures such
as the number of trees and the presence of verges or hedges were felt to be
the most useful indicators of the 'greenness' of an area, for which no

simple direct measure as yet existed.

In some cases, of course, the selected indicator may be e poor measure
of the characteristic which & person is responding to. This is demonstrated,
for example, by the distances measured to various facilities in the survey.
In this case there was a difference between the distance to the nearest
facility (as measured) and the facility actually used by the respondent and
to which his perception of convenience should really be related. Table 10.1
compares the mean distance to the nearest facility with the mean distance to
the facility actually used, for a number of different facilities. In the
cases where the respondents choice of facility was narrow (e.g. schools) the
difference is not great; in the case of shops, parks and putlic houses

however the difference between the minimum distance and the behavioural

distance is greater.

In the analyses in which distances are involved the minimum distance

will mostly be used (except where stated) as this information exists for all

respondents, even when they did not use the facility.



Table 10.1 Comparison of Distances to Various Facilities

FACILITY MEAN MINIMUM| VARIANCE | MEAN BEHAVIOURAL| VARIANCE
DISTANCE DISTANCE
(km) (xm)
Primary School 0.57 0.11 0.59 0.13
Secondary School 1.70 1.34 2.03 1.40
Public House 0.34 0.03 1.30 3.59
Park 1.88 0.75 2.01 3.66
General Store 0.25 0.02 - -
Chemist's Shop .04 0.58 - -
Town Centre 1.65 0.72 - -
Shopping Location
- most frequent - - 2.26 9.23
- less freqguent - - 3.12 21.74
Industxry 0.65 0.40
Work - - 5.08 34.73




“he use of the census variables as indicators demonstrates 2 number of
different problems in interpretation. These problems stem from three sources:
a) the time lapse between the census and the survey (3 years);

b) the differences in size and boundaries between the case~study areas and

the census enumeration districts; and

c) the fact that census data is aggregated information relating to an area
and not necessarily indicative of specific features within that area.
This latter point is the most critical one for the survey, for it is not
always clear what physical attribute (which can be perceived by a resident)
is represented by the data. For example the different proportions of tenure
categories may be manifested in a number of different physical ways, not to
mention any social meaning they may have. The census variables therefore
heve to be treated with care, and in the analysis which follows later the

meaning of the variables will be discussed im sume dET i,

10.2.2 The Range and Distribution of the Physical Variables

Some of the physical variables measured displayed 2 very limited range
of values. This limited range mainly reflects the conditions in the District
as a whole, rather than the choice of case-study areas, although the

emphasis on the 'lower' end of the housing range has undoubtedly had an

influence.

The varisbles with the most limited ranges are:

a) Dwelling Characteristics - Only 2% of the respondents dwellings were
judged to be in the two lower quality categories, and a further 215 were
in the highest category. This left over 75% of the dwellings in the 2nd
category. The distribution of the dwellings among the three upkeep

catecories was even more biassed, with 83% of the dwellings being judged
¥y S

to be in the middle category.



b) Location Variables - 50 of the respondents lived within 200 metres of a
general store, bus stop, open space and a public house or club (Fig.lo.l
and 10,.2)

¢) Environmental Characteristics - Some of the indicators chosen showed very
little variation throughout the case-study areas. In some cases one or
two extreme values were recorded, but the other values were closely
grouped. For example, 75% of the respondents had fewer than 8 mature
trees within sight of their dwellings, although four respondents had over
50 within sight. Other examples of the lack of variation were that 75%

of the respondents' roads had no verges and 89% had no trees bordering

the roads.

The effects of the small range of some of the variables snd the occas-
ional marked skewness of the values will be made clear when the analysis is
discussed. In general one would expect the strength of the relationships
between the physical measures and the residents' responses as revealed by

the analysis to be weakened.

10.2.3 The Interrelationships in the Physical Data

The physical data was examined using Fearson Correlations for those
variables of interval status and Cross-tabulations (Chi-square test) for the
remaining variables. The full correlation metrix is given in Appendix B.

The variables having strong relationships (r s 0.6) are shown in table 10.2.
"here are two main reasons for the strongest correlations: the concentration
of dwellings in a small number of categories (upkeep or quality) and the

tendency in the District for the park, chemist shop and secondary schools to

be located in or near the town centres.

Tn order to investigate these relationships in a more meaningful manner

a factor analysis was carried out using the physical measures made at each



FACILITIES

FIGURE 10.| “DISTRIBUTION OF PHYSICAL VAR!ABLES — DISTANCE TO
BUS G ENERAL PRIMARY TOWN CENTRE  PARK
STOP 3~ STORE _... SCHOOL - -
‘oor \\.,r. - , - Ry
Ve / e R X e X
" X\X \.\ :
A /- oK MEAN DISTANCE(metres) NEAREST
80 - w . : \\. . TO .
: \ g
Cumulative ! ‘ _ i o \ ) BUS sTOP _ , 250
.“vﬂ—-ﬁND»DGR N \ \\\ \ ) szm.p>_l m.ﬂopm . 250
] ) . ? M
ot SO .\\ S y . PRIMARY SCHOOL 570 -
. 0 /
_Respondents /' \ S \ , ~ TOWN CENTRE 1,650
4
- f] J \u * . M
SHOPPING -
» 40} ., \\ \
; 7 - ) , PARK |,880
_§ N / ; .
] \ \
Y s .
4 ) 4 x
20 / \\ X\X\ | .
\ *\uh‘\VX\
W
- 1 L , 1 ! L 1 . ) 1 ] ;
0.5 1.0 1.5 2.0 2.5 3.0 3.5 4.0 4.5 5.0
© " ° Distance to Facilities (Kilometers) .

ACTUALL

.USED

590

2,010
2,260



FIGURE J0O.2 DISTRIBUTION OF PHYSICAL VARIABLES

{00 ¢

Y

90 Pl

801 /

Cumulative /
Percentage &0
of 50rF

Observations 401}

30

20

1o} /
O : t 1 H 1 1 1 1 J
IO 20 30 40 50 60 70 80

Density (Number of Dwellings )

v

loo{
90} —

e
8o} -

Cumulativc 60L

Percentage 50

of
40}

Observations
30
20+

10}

10 20 30 40 50

Number ot Trees



Table 10.2 Interrelationships in the Physical Daia

PHYSICAL CORRELATED CORRELATICON
VARIARLE VARTARIE COEFFICIENT
% dwellings in best quality % dwellings in 2nd qual- -.961
category ?VAROl?) ity categoxry (VAROlB)
Distance to secondary school Distance to town centre .886
(VARO29) (VAR®3L
Distance to open space Distance to childs play .785
(VARO30) area (VARO32)
Distance to open space Bus frequency (BSFRE) «735
(VARO30)
Distance to park (VAROBI) Distance to town centre .715
(VARO3L)
7+ dwellings in best quality Quality category of -.696
category ?VAROI?) respondent's dwelling
(BCTRES)
% dwellings in 2nd quality Quality Category of 649
category (VAR018) respondents' dwelling
( BCTRES)
% of dwellings in best % of dwellings in 2nd yann
upkeepvcategory (VARO21) upkeep category (VARO22)
Distance to secondary school Distance to park (VARC22) .640
(VAR029)
Distance to childs play area Bus frequency (BSFRE) .626
(VARO32)
% dwellings in 2nd upkeep % dwellings in worst up- -.611
category (VAR022) keep category (VARO23)

respondent's dwelling, the details of which are contained in Appendix B. Ais
not all the physical variables could be included in the Factor Analysis those
which were highly intercorrelated or which were found not to be correlated
with perception were excluded (Appendix B, B2). Of the resulting nine factors

(Table 10.3), the first five accounted for 8C« of the total variance. These

five factors were interpreted es:



Table 10.3 Physicsl Factors

Factor Type Factor No. Most strongly corr- s of variance
elated variable r explained by
factor
Town Centre 1 Distance to town centre .969 26.0
Location (VARO34)
Tenure 2 % households in council
tenure - census (CCUNL) .832 22.6
Social 3 % of households with-
out cars - census
(CARCWN) .690 12.2
Density L No. of dwellings in
50m. square (NOHSES) -.757 10.5
Dvellin 5 % dwellings in best
ity uality category
VARO17) .695 8.6
Dwelling 6 % dwellings in middle
upkeep upkeep category
(VARO22) -.907 6.1
Local 7 Distance to primary .718 5.7
Location school (VARO28)
Dwelling 8 % households with all L748 5.0
Amenities amenities ~ census
(ALLAMEN)
Industry 9 Disteance to industry .639 3ol
Location (VARO24)
(i) Location with respect to town centre (26% variance)

(i1) Tenure - proportion of dwellings in council ownership against private

rent temure (22.6%)

(iii)

(iv)  Density (10.5%)

(v) Dwelling Quality percentage of dwellings in the best queality category

(8.6%)

"Social Factor" - (Disposable income) (12.25)




Taking the evidence from the cross-tabulation into account it is
possible to identify several 'typical' associations of physical variables
in the District. The importance of the existance of vhat could be termed
environment types is that it markedly affects the possibilities of applying
statistical controls in the analysis. For example the terraced building
form is almost exclusively identified in the District with high densities,
few trees and relatively good convenience to local facilities. It is there-
fore difficult to separate out the separate influences of each of these on
satisfaction for example. This problem of control will be referred to

where necessary in the sections on analysis.

The existance of 'typical' areas in the housing stock has been demon-
strated at a national scale by Buchanan (Buchanan Jey 1971) and this survey
supports the evidence, although at a detailed level there are differences.
These differences stem partly from the more detailed physical data collected
in this research, and partly from the different nature of Wakefield District

from the UK average (5.3).

The case-study areas have been plotted in Figure 10.3 on the basis of
their scores on the first four factors. This enables a visual impression of
the area types to be gained. The area types identified can be summarised
according to the main dwelling types and ages in the areas into four general

N
e/ ¢

categories (e e

a) terraced dwellings areas (Area Types 1-4) mainly dating from before
1919 (except those on the Warwick Estate), were associated with poorer
dwelling quality, higher densities and locations nearer town centres or
main roads. llost of these dwellings fronted straight onto the roads,

and were backed by small gardens or yards (e.g. Hemswvorth Ij

Featherstone; Dellevue W.).
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Table 10.4 Ayes Types

——
AREA BUCHAN AN CASE-STUDY DISTANCE TEMURE CAR DENSITY
TYPE STUDY (1) AREA FROM OWNERSHIP

EQUIVALENT CENTRE

Inner . . .

Central Hemsworth 5 km private 20-30% high

Terrace |Area (East) rent/

Terraced owner/ooc
(2)

Terrace |Inner Featherstone | £-1ikm private | 20-50% medium
Suburban (East and rent/ - high
terraced West) owner/occ.

Inner - Pontefract under mixed 20-7065 medium

Mixed Thornes 15km

Outer Outer Bellevue 13-2km mixed 20-405: high

Mixed Suburban (W. and
Terraced Council)

Council |Public Warwick(3) £-1% Council | 20-L0% medium

Semi- Semi- Eastmoor (2)

Detached | Detached Hemsworth

(West)

Private |Private Altofts 15-25km | Owner 50~-70% medium-
Sermi- Nevison Occ. low
Detached (East)

Isolated - Streethouse 3~4km Coumeil | 10-405 low

Council Fitzwilliam

(West)

National _ Nevison 13-35km |Private | 10-40; medium-

Coal (West) xent high

Board Glasshoughton (1eNCB)

Fitzwilliam
(BEast)

(1)

Buchanan J. (1971)

The tenure differences between Hemsworth East and West were not ?pparent
on the figure because the census enumeration districts do not coincide

(2)
with the case-study area boundaries.

The Warwick Estate has been included here on the basis of tenure mainly;
the main building form is post 1960 terraces.

(3)



b)

d)

semi-detached dwelling areas (Ares Types 5-7) mainly council or owner
occupied and inter-war in age, were associated with better dwelling
quality and lower densities than the terraced dwellings. Although the
estates containing semi-detached dwellings had narrower roads than aver-
age, the pavements were wider and had a greater proportion of trees and
verges. FYarking provision within the curtilage was minimal on the
council estates (e.g. Eastmoor, Fitzwilliam V., Hemsworth V., Altofts).
Coal Board Dwellings (Area Type 8). The dwelling types were either

terraced (Glasshoughton, Fitzwilliam (East)) or semi-detached. The
estates had relatively high densities, little varking and virtually no
green features.

Post 1960 dwellings areas. These do not show in the table 10.4 as age
was not taken into account and because most of the recent dwellings were
on infill sites. The main characteristic is the high dwelling quality
vhich is not always matched by the other measures (e.g. Featherstone
(West) and Bellevue (Council)). The Warwick Estate, included in the
Council semi-detached category was the only estate in which all the dev-
elopment was recent, and in which open planning, pedestrian areas and
terraced dwelling forms were associated together. The number of mature

trees was smaller, and the evidence of vandalism common.

The presence of these environmental types, or bundles, limits to an

extent the ability to separate the physical influences on perception. It is

even more important to see whether there is any relationship between the

physical and the socisl variables in the case-study areas, for it is critical

to the research model to be able to deal with these two aspects separately

as far as possible. This is discussed next.






Table 10,5 Relationships between the social

end physical variables

Physical Social Variable
Factor hLge Length House- Inceme Fersons  School
of resid hold per bed- leaving
~-ence size room age
1 Town Centre - - - —.109¥ - -.128"
location
2 Tenure - - - - - -
3'Sociall -.210%% L 04 .181%* -
l Density - -.135% - 1167 - L1647
5 Dwelling - -2k - 137" - -
3 + + +
6 Dwelling - -.115 - 114 - 116
upkeep
7 Local - -.168%% - 145%™ - -
location
8 Dwelling %
+ =x
amenities ~.1177 -.100 242 - .152 -
9 Industry +
location - -.110 - - - -
Significance levelss *x 1%
x 19
+ ,
570

10.4 THE SCALED RESFONSES

10.4.1 The purpose of examining the

scaled responses in general before

locking at the specific hypotheses is to provide the answers to two

questions:

a) whether the scale form influenced the responses, and if so by how muchj

b) to what extent therefore is the data capable of being used as intended.




It became apparent during the interviewing that certain scale categ~
ories were being avoided, that respordents were usually giving the same
score to both the perception and satisfaction questions, and that respond-
ents were also giving similar scores to all the different environmental

dimensions. These three possible sources of error are dealt with in turn.

10.4.2 Distribution of Perception Scores

Given that the environmental conditions in the areas only veried within
a restricted range, and assuming random errors in residents scaling of

perceptions, it would be expected that the distribution of perception

scores would approximate to the distribution of physical measures.

The distributions plotted for each environmental dimension show that
this is not the case, with the middle categories considerably under-used
(Fig.10.4), in a manner unrelated to the distribution of physical measures.
Only in the case of Reputation did the middle category reach its position on
a normal curve. Two other dimensions had more than 10% of the responses in
the mid-category, but in most cases it was under 550 (Table 10.6). Overall

6.1 of the responses were in the middle category (summing over all the

dimensions) which is significantly less than expected.

There are two possible explanatiors of this phenomenon. Firstly it could
be that a neutral response to the type of questions asked may be unlikely in
any case. The second reason could have been the labelling of the middle

category.(l) "he middle category was simply labelled "neither" - chiefly

(1) It was clear during the interviewing that many respondents.were taking
more notice of the labelling of the scales than the numb?rlng (se? a}so
9.6.3.3). The main evidence was the result of an erzor in the prlptlng
of the second sheet of scales for the rgspgndsn?s. ‘uategorysj (Silghtly
Unsatisfied) was labelled "Slightly Sa?1§f%ed by mistake. eveial#h
Tespondents chose this third category 1n1?1ally, oniy EE change to the
fif%h category when the error had been pointed out to them.
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able 10,6 Distribution of Resnondents!

Perception Scores (3

ategory Environmental Dimension
Score
Green- Clean- 4ir Qu Noise Safety Upkeep Coun-  Suit Friend- Looks Priv- Car Reput- View Layout Total
ess ess ality cil Chila- 1y acy Park ation (a1l
ren Dimens.
wosmv
1 9.4 12.2 9.4 5.3 5.9 3.4 8.4 7.2 0.6 6.2 543 13.1 2.2 9.7 53 649
2 7.5 19.4 21.2 16.6 14.1 5,0 12.5 18.1 2.2 21.6 3.7 17.8 9.1 25.3 13.7 13.9
3 19.7 20.3 23.7 16.9 18.4 8.4 14,7 18.7 2.8 21.9 10.3 15.0 11.9 17.2 13.7 15.6
L 2.2 L, 2.8 6.6 3.4 6.2 b4 1.9 b.1 10.0 8.4 L,1 10.6 14,1 8.7 6.1
5 29.7 22.2 21.6 11.6 25,0 38.4 34,4 20.9 25,0 21.9 30,3 15.3 30,0 19.4 2745 2k .8
6 13.1 15,0 15.9 37.2 23 4 24 4 15.6 4.7 30.6 14,4 29,7 16.6 23.1 6.2 16.6 19.8
7 17.2 5,9 2.8 5.3 8.1 10.9 8.1 6.9 31.9 2.8 10,3 11.9 5.6 5.0 6.6 9.3
11t
W 1.2 0.9 2.5 0.6 1.6 3.1 1.9 11.6 2.8 1.2 1.9 6.2 745 3.1 7.8 3.6
al No
Inter {320 320 320 320 320 320 320 320 320 320 320 320 320 320 320 4800

ews

N,




because this label was felt to be sufficient given the restricted space on

the questiomaire. However the meaning 1y not have been immediately clear

to all respondents and in some cases it was used only as a 'don't know!

option.

With the data being assumed to have only ordinal status it was not felt
that the non-normal distribution of the scores was of importance, and the

scores were used without any adjustment.

& further influence on the distribution of the responses vas the
interviewer him or herself. There is no significant difference between
interviewers 1 and 2, but there is a significant difference between these
two and the third (Table 10.7). The responses given to the third interview-
er were more negative on average than the other responses; the "very satis-
fied" category being particularly under represented. However, as the third
interviewer only accounted for 14% of the interviews, which were not concen-
trated in any one case-study area, it was decided to ignore this source of

bias.

10.4.3 Perception and Satisfaction Scores

In the research model a distinction was made between the perception of

an environmental dimension, and the gatisfaction expressed with that perceiv-

ed amount of the dimension (see 4.2 end 9.2.2). This was simply stated in

hypothesis form as "An individual's perception of an environmental dimension

is different from his satisfaction with it" (9.3).

As has already been mentioned it became clear during the survey that

many respondents were giving exactly the same score for both the perception

and satisfaction questions. The interviewers were briefed to explain to the

respondents the practical differences between the two questions. Table 10.8,

in which the renk correlation coefficients (Kendall's Tau) between the



Table 10.7 Influence of Interviewer on Perception Scores

CATEGORY DISTRIBUTION OF SCORES
BY TNTERVIEWER ()
Interviewer Interviewer Interviewer
1 2 3
1 245 2.3 243
2 6.0 6.9 16.3
3 11.6 12.6 5.8
L 74 3.8 3.5
5 26.3 253 25.6
6 31.9 32.2 gLy
7 4.4 16.9 1.2
TCTAL No. 144 132 by
TNTERVIEWS

Teble 10.8 Correlation of Respondents' Pezception Scores with their

Satisfaction Scores

Environmental Kendall's Tau
Dimension

Convenience 493
Greenness .597
Cleanness .796
Air Quality ST
Noise L7410
Safety .849
Upkeep SR
Council Upkeep .837
Suitability for

Children .823
Friendliness .825
Appearance . 728
Privacy .788

(411 correlations significant at .001 level)




perception end satisfaction scores are given, shows that one of the two dim-
ensions which had & Tau of less than 0.6 is the one for which the explanations
were given (Greemess - see Questionnaire in Appendix C). The other dimension,
Convenience, was the only one which had the perception end the satisfaction
scales separated on the sheets given to the respondents. The remaining co-

(1)

efficients are all around 0.8, showing the very strong correlation.

Further evidence of the way in which these two scales received the same
acores is given in Table 10.9 which shows the two sets of scores cross-
tabulated. Overall 64.5% of the respondents gave the same score on both
sceles. Only 7.1% gave ‘opposite scores' i.e. said that they verceived
little of a dimension, but were satisfied; or that they verceived 2 lot of a

dimension and were dissatisfied.

The significance of this finding is that it is clearly not very meaning-
ful to retain the distinction between satisfaction and perception as measured

in this survey. The distinction only holds well for two dimensions namely

Greenness and Convenience, and the assumption of ordinal data reduces the

ability to distinguish the two measures.

There are a number of possible reasons for the lack of a clear difference
between the two measures:
a) the variations in peoples' responses have not been measured by the rel-
atively crude scales i.e. insensitivity of the scales
b) the positioning and form of the scales may have introduced a bias. The

juxtaposition of the two scales (the reasons for which are given in 9.?.1)

(1) Kendall's Tau usually gives a numerical value smaller than thg other
main rank correlation coefficient rg (Spearmans) as ﬁxtreme d}fferences
in rank are given less weight in Kgndall's method.‘ The chff1c1ent
cannot be interpreted in terms of j- veriance explained (Siegel S., 1956).



Table 10.9

The Correspondence of Perception and Satisfaction Scores

Environmental Percentage of Respondents
Dimension
?coring same on Scoring 3 or less | Scoring 5 or more on
Perception and on Ferception Perception scale and
Satisfaction scel- | scale and 5 or more| 3 or less on Satis-
es on Satisfaction fection scale
scale
Greenness Lg,2 11.9 2.8
Cleeness 60.2 3.5 3.8
Air Quality 61.6 6.2 1.6
Noise 61.6 10.4 1.0
Safety 68.5 1.3 3.3
Council Upkeep 69 .4 0.3 3.C
Upkeep 69.8 2.0 2.0
Suitability for 727 1.8 L.1
Children
Friendliness 8C.9 0.3 1.0
Appearance 63.0 8.8 2.3
Privacy 68.7 33 2.0
Convenience L9.8 2.8 L.9
TOTAL ¢ 6l .5 L.s 2.6

possibly increased the likelihood of the same score being given on both

scales.

c)

the processes of perception and satisfaction may be more closely conn-

ected than had been hypothesised (Stevens S.S., 1970). In the case of

values which are generally shared and for dimensions in which more of

thet dimension can be assumed always to lead to greater dissatisfaction

(e.g. as with noise or air pollution) one would expect the measures of

e »\ s ‘}



the two concepts to be close. They should not be close in the case of

dimensions for which expectations are likely to vary greatly (e.g.

appearance). However these distinctions cannot be seen in the data.

It is not possible to speculate or verify any further without new data,

but these findings obviously have an important bearing on the analysis which

will be discussed later (10.5.2).

10.4.4 The Perception Scores

The final point on the nature of the response data is the possibility
of a 'halo' effect occurring between the scores on the different dimensions,
in addition to the one already discussed between the nerception end the sat-
isfaction scores. If there was no 'halo' effect (i.e. tendency for the score
given on one to scale to be influenced by the previous score given) and the
environmental dimensions were unrelated to each other, one would not exvect
a respondent's score on one dimension to be related to the score on another

dimension.

To test for any bias the respondents were categorised according to the
score they had given on the first environmental dimension - Greeness. The
subsequent score distributions were compared for each of the initial score
categories. Three examples are given in Table 10.10, showing that the sub-
sequent choice of scores is related to the initial score given. Not unexpect-
edly the effect was greatest for those giving "don't know" as their initial
response, who subsequently selected this option about nine times as frequent-

ly as the overall average. The other distributions were also distorted, but

to a lesser extent.

The exact source of the bias is not easy to identify, but there are three

main possibilities:



Table 10.10 Correspondance of Scores Between Dimensions

Cgtegory Overall distribution | Distribution of scores of remaining 11
core of scores for all dimensions for those respondents who scor-
rgspon@ents for 12 ed the following categories initially
d1mens1on§) (i.e. for Greenness)
e
Don't Know L 6
1 6.9 3.6 2.9 3.9
2 13.9 10,7 16.2 8.6
3 15.6 12.5 14.3 17.3
b 6.1 1.8 13.3 ,8
5 2L .8 7.1 17.1 26.1
6 19.8 23.2 9.5 28.1
7 9.3 8.9 11.4 6.2
Don't
Know 3.6 32.1 15.2 L,g
Total lNo.
of scores 4800 56 105 630

a) 'psychological bias' - individuals tending to have s limited range of
responses. This is the most likely explanation of the repeated 'don't
know' responses by some individuvals.

b) the dimensions are unlikely to be completely independant, particularly
the dimensions related to appearance - layout, cleaness, upkeep etc.

c) measurement bias - the Thalo' effect referred to ebove. The effect of

this bias, given that the environmental dimensions are likely to be re-

lated to each other, is not large.

The correlations between all the dimensions will be examined more crit-

ically later. At this stage it is sufficient to recognise that the measure-

ment bias may exist.

Q)




10.5 SUMMARY AND CONCIUSIONS Of THE DATA

10.5.1 The Sample

The social and housing characteristics of the sample were shown to be
fairly representative of Wakefield District in the first Volume (6.4), In
this chapter some of the aspects of the physical cheracteristics have been

discussed. The following conclusions were draym:

Firstly, the range of values of some of the physical variables was
small as a result of the choice of case-study areas (avoidance of recent

higher quality developments), the crude measuring scales and the lack of

variations in the district.

Secondly, the physical conditions in the district tended to vary tog-
ether so that discrete environmental types could be identified e.g.
'Yterraced areas' or 'inter-war semi-detached dwelling areas'. One would
therefore expect controlling for specific variables to be difficult in some

cases because of the intercorrelations.

Finally, the social variables were only weakly related to the physical

conditions in the case-study areas. This is partly due to the large proport-

ion of council tenure in the District and the broader social spectrum to be

found in this tenure category.

10.5.2 The Response Data

Two of the biases identified in the data could be ignored in the analy-
sis. These were the under-use of the middle category, which was not import-
ant given the ordinal data assumptions; and the halo effect on the perception

scores which, given that the environmental dimensions were unlikely to be

completely independant, was relatively small (Table 10.10).

The other finding, that the perception and satisfaction scores were the



same in most cases had more serious implications, et least for the theoretical
model. The model hypothesised a process whiclh rorulted  in the
'selection' and 'processing' of the physical and social innuts from the
external environment (see 4.2 and 9.2.2). The perception output was hypo-
thesised to have a number of dimensions, including 2 quantitative dimension
which it was intended to measure using the perception scale. Satisfaction
with the environment (the appraisive dimension of the output) was hypothesised
to be the result of the comparison between this quentitative response and

the individuals expectations of the environmentzl conditions.

The implications of the quality of the response data is that it is not
possible to distinguish the two separate outputs of the perception process,
and hence it is not possible to test the hypothesis that perception is diff~

erent from satisfaction (9.3).

The implications for the practiczal research task are less zerious. The
basic aims of the research were to investigate residents' environmental val-
ues, and to explore the link between the residential environment wnd the
residents' expressions of overall satisfaction with the environment. It
was still possible to do this as both the perception and satisfaction scores
appeared to be similar measures of the appraisive output of perception. For
convenience, mainly because they were available for all the dimensions, it
was decided to use the scaled responses to the "perception" questions, and
in order to indicate their appraisive nature, however,they will be referred

to as measures of Satisfaction in the text.

The research hypotheses thus had to be modified slightly to take account

of the quality of the data as discussed above, and are as follows (cf. orig-

inal hypotheses 9.3).



a)

b)

c)

Different individuals express different satisfactions with the common

dimensions of the environment.

The satisfactions expressed are dependant upon the environmental cond-
itions end on the characteristics of the individuzl.

When environmental conditions are controlled, individuals mey be grouped
on the basis of their common expressions of satisfaction.

An individual's overall satisfaction with the residential environment is
a function of his satisfaction with each of the separate dimensions of

the residential environment.

Individuals have different preferences between the environmental dimen-

sions.

Individuals may be grouped on the basis of their preferences.
Individuals' stated preferences for different dimensions of the environ-
ment can be related to the contribution which their satisfections with
the separate dimensions make to their overall satisfaction with the res-

identizl environment.

In the chaptems which follow .the hypotheses, and the associated analysis,

will be examined in turn.

oY



Chapter 11

RESTDENTS' SATISFACTIONS WITH THE DIMENSIONS

OF THE RESIDENTIAL ENVIRCNMENT

11.1 INTRODUCTION

The hypothesis which relates to this research question is a most
important one for planners, who are essentially dealing with the physical
fabric of residential areas and are concerned with the responses to the
areas. The hypothesis states (10.5.2) that individuals express different
satisfactions with the environment. An individual's satisfaction with the
environment was hypothesised to be related to the objective measures of the

envirorment and to the social charscteristics of the individual.

The analysis proceeds in a number of stages, which will be reported in
this chapter:
a2) the full correlation matrix (using Kendall's non-parametric correlations)

for satisfactions expressed with each of the separate environmental

dimensions against the physical variables was obtained. Cross-tabulations

were performed on the remaining physicel variebles which were only in

categorised form and the chi-square test of significance applied.(l)
b) As the number of significant relationships was large the satisfactions

were next correlated with the factors constructed on the basis of the

factor analysis (10.2.3). This stage was essentially to help in the

interpretation of the relationships, rather then seeking for stronger

relationships.

c) The satisfactions were next correlated or crosg-tabulated against the

(1) The scele status of each of the variableg i? giV:n in Appendix A. See
Siegel S. (1956) for details of the statistical tests.






Fhysical Variable (1) Kendall's Tau Significance
level
Length of curtilage .290 .001
% dwellings with all basic amenitiesx 239 .001
Density -.231 .001
Density of trees .221 . 001
Distance to Main Road .200 .001
Distance to Corner Shop .185 .C01
Distance to a Public House or Club .180 .001
Length of View (rear) 74 . 001
J dwellings in poor condition -.166 .001
Width of Koad -s157 .001
No. of parking spaces 147 .001
Distance to Industry .140 .001
Width of Footpath <134 .001
Frequency of DBuses -.134 .001
% of dwellings rented unfurnished -.129 .001
privately®
% dwellings in bad upkeep category ~-.124 .001
Age of Dwelling .123 .001
% of road in bad condition -.122 001
% of dwellings rented from Council® .115 .001
% households Il pr. room -.113 - 001
FACTORS (2): Density -250 -001
Dwelling Amenities 2Lk .001
Tenure .120 .001

Census Variables

(1) Definitions of the Physical Variables are given in Appendix A.

(2) 'The factors are discussed in Appendix B end in Chapter 10.2.3.



example NCB properties generally had no gardens (if terraced dwellings), or

no hedges; the NCB estates had fewer trees and no verges. Table 11.1B shows

that the presence of gardens, hedges and trees at the roadside were all sig-

nificantly related to satisfaction with greenness.

Table 11.1B Satisfaction with Greenness

Physical Variable

Significance level
(Chi-square test)

Fotes on relationship

Type of space behind
dwelling

lype of Dwelling
Type of space in front
of dwelling

Presence of roadside
trees

Presence of Dereliction
in area

Type of Curtilage
boundary

.001

.01

High satisfaction - Garden
Low satisfaction - yard

Detached, Semis and Bungalow -
higher satisfaction

Nothing or yard - low satisfac-
tion. Garden - high satisfaction

Higher satisfaction when present

Lower satisfaction when present

Slightly higher satisfaction
with hedge present

11.2.2 Cleanness (Table 11.2)

The three variables most closely related with the respondents' satis-

factions with the cleanness of their areas were all census variables: two

were measures of tenure end the other was a measure of the internal dwelling

amenities.

area e.g. amount of litter, en

impression of cleanness €.ge.

strongly related to satisfaction with cleanness.
ceptions of cleanness were not just rel

aspects - and of course thes

It is noteworthy that the measures taken of the cleanness of the
d other measures which might give a visual

upkeep of dwellings, walls and roads were less

This suggests that per-

ated to the immediately visible

e may very widely from day to day in the case of




Table 11.2A Satisfaction with Cleammess

Physical Variable Kendall's Tau | Significance
level
% dwellings rented unfurnished privately™ - .22k .001
o dwellings rented from council®™ 192 .001
% dwellings with all basic amenities™ .19C .CC1
Density of Trees 171 .001
Distance to a lMain Road .162 .001
% dwellings in Poor Condition -.161 .001
Length of Cutilage 180 +001
. dwellings in Very Good condition .139 .001
Distance to a Cormer Shop .138 .001
% dwellings in Bad Upkeep Category -.136 .001
%o of walls/fences in need of repair -.123 .001
% roed in bad condition -.122 .001
Frequency of EBuses -.118 .001
Width of Footpath 117 .001
Density <117 .001
% of footpath affected by litter -.114 . 001
FACTORS
Tenure -209 -001
Dwelling Amenities .161 .001
'Social -.124 .001
Dwelling Upkeep -+100 -001
Density .081 .016

Census Variables

Fa Y



litter - but to less obvious factors. One such factor may be dust, and it

is worth noting that the tenure and internal amenity variables also have
some locational significance in that NCB properties were usually close to
collieries (and in the case of Glesshoughton to a coking plant) and areas
with dwellings without basic amenities were also associated with slum clear-

ance operations - both sources of dust and dirt.

Five factors were significently related at the .C5 level to satisfaction
with cleanness. Two of these, tenure and dwelling amenities, have already
been discussed. Of the remeining factors dwelling upkeep is the simplest to
understand i.e. the poorer the upkeep the lower the satisfaction with
cleanness. The density and 'social'factors seem also to be indicating areas
of older terraced dwellings and lower 'quality' areas which may be associzted

with poorer general upkeep which hence appear to be dirtier.

The categorised physical variables reflect the above relationships

(Table 11.2B) in that satisfaction with cleaness was lower in the terraced

Table 11.2B Satisfaction with Cleanness

Physicel Variable Significance level Notes on relationship
(Chi-square test)

Presence of verges .01 Satisfaction higher when
in road present
.01 Low satisfaction when fronting

Type of Space in front

of dwelling straight onto street

.02 Industrial source -~ low satis=-

Loise Source S
faction

areas which have no verges and in which the dwellings front straight onto

the road. The appearsnce of noise source as a significant variable was

primerily the effect of the Glasshoughton Coke Works which is a major

source of noise as well as pollution.



11.203 &ir Quality (Table 11.3)
The respondents' satisfaction with the air quality were closely related
to the same variables as were related to satisfaction with cleanness. One

reason for this is possibly the lack of a distinction between the two dim-
ensions in the minds of the respondents. A further reason is that one would
expect the areas which were affected by air pollution (primarily in the
vicinity of collieries, power stations and coke works) would also be gener-
ally dirty. The effects of domestic smoke are more difficult to identify,
although the NCB areas (with mainly coal fires - using concessionary coal)
and older dwellings which still have open fires mostly were probably the
reasons for the first three physicel variables being related to satisfaction
with the air quality. Unfortunately it was not possible to compare a
smokeless zone with a non smckeless zone as none of the case-study areas
contained any smokeless areas. The appearance of the Frequency of Buses
was probably the influence of two areas, Glasshoighton and Bellevue, both of

which had above average bus services and both are located near smoke-producing

sources.

This is reflected too in the cross-tabulations (table 11.3B). Those
respondents who were judged to be near an industrial noise source, or an air

polluting non-conforming use all had low satisfaction with the air quality.

90% of respondents living near an air polluting non-conforming use scored 3

(slightly unsatisfied) or less for their satisfaction with air quelity.

11.2.4 Noise (Table 11.4)

No direct measures of noise levels were taken, the only indirect meas-

ures being of traffic noise - the distance from a main road and the width of

the respondent's road. Both of these are among the significantly related

varisbles. with values of Kendall's Tau of .152 and -.120 respectively.
H



Table 11.34 Satisfaction with Air Quality

Physical Variable Kendall's Tau| Significance
Level
¢, dwellings with all basic amenities™ 197 .001
% households renting unfurnished
privatelyx -.175 .001
9. dwellings in Poor Condition -.166 .001
Frequency of bBuses -.165 .0C1
Density of Trees .159 .001
% dwellings in Very Good Condition <149 i .001
Distance to a Main Road .135 | .001
% households renting from counc:il;E .131 .001
Length of Curtilage 2126 .001
. dwellings in Bad Upkeep category -.125 .001
% dwellings in Mid Upkeep category .122 .001
¢: households without carsﬂ -.122 .001
Factors
Dwelling Amenities -183 j -001
Tenure 162 i .001
'Social! -.126 | .001
Dwelling Upkeep -.124 -001
Density .082 .001

Census Variable




Table 11.3B Satisfaction with Air Quality

Physical Variable Significance level Notes on Relationship
(Chi-square test)
Noise Source .0C1 Industrial source in area -
low satisfaction

Non-conforming use in Air pollution source - low
area .01 satisfaction
Presence of Dereliction .05 low satisfaction if present
Type of space in front .05 lower satisfaction - front
of dwelling straight onto street

Once again tenure, dwelling quality, density and the 'social' factors were

all significantly related to satisfaction with noise. This would appear to

be related to the presence of industry in some areas, and to the concentrations
of children in others. This is reflected in the reletionships with the cat-
egorised variables (Table 11.4B) in which respondents living near sources of
noise from industry, children or main roads vere less satisfied than aver-

age. Another variable which was significant was the type of dwelling;

terraced dwellings (particularly those fronting straight onto the street) had
low satisfaction scores - a reflection of the poorer insulation from traffic
noise in such dwellings. In addition terraced dwellings in the case-study

areas were more frequently located on ma in roads than were the other

dwelling types.

11.2.5 Safety (Table 11.5)

The majority of the respondents were referring to safety from traffic

when answering this question (see 11.4.6). However the variables relating

to the type of road, and the distance to a main road were not significantly

related to satisfaction with safety. The width of the respondent's road was



Table 11.4A  Satisfaction vith Koise Level

Physical Variable

Kendall's Tau Significance
Level
5o households renting unfurnished -.21h .001
privately®
% dwellings in Poor Condition -.212 .001
Distance from Corner Shop .181 .001
Distance from Main Road .152 .001
%0 Household renting from Council® .138 .001
Density of trees 136 .001
Density -.128 . 001
Frequency of Buses -.126 .001
Distance to Children's Playground 124 .00
Length of View (rear) 124 .001
% dwellings in Very Good Condition 123 .001
Width of Road -.120 - 001
Distance to Open space .118 .001
FACTORS
Tenupe .156 .001
'Sociall -.122 .001
Dwelling quality -109 - 002
Density - 089 <009
x

Census Variable




Teble 11.4B  Satisfaction with Noise Levels

Physical Variable Significance Level

Notes on Relationships
(Chi-square test)

"oise Source .001 low satisfaction - industry,
children, heavy traffic sources

Type of dwelling .001 low satisfaction - terraces
higher satisfaction - detached/
bungalows

Type of space in front .001 lower satisfaction - fronting

of dwelling straight onto street

Type of space at rear .001 low satisfaction ~ yards

of dwelling

Type of Hoad ,001 lover satisfaction main road

high satisfaction - crescents,
=n pelestrianised

Type of curtilage .01 low satisfaction - nothing
boundary above everage - hedge
Non-conforming use in .02 low satisfaction - 2ir poll-
area ution source, sglightly low

satisfaction -~ traffic source

related (Tau -.12?), but less strongly than a number of other variables.

The most strongly related variables were the proportion of dwellings

in poor condition and the distance to the corner shop, followed by the
length of view to the reer of the house. The interpretation of these rel-

ationships is not simple (6 of the 9 physical factors were related to sat-

isfaction with Safety), but it would seem to be that the satisfactions with

the safety of the denser terraced areas (table 11.5B) which have dwellings

fronting onto roads (which are in general wider and more likely to be

through roads then in other aress) was lower then, for example, satisfact-

ion with the safety of the inter-war estates of gemi-detached dwellings.



Table 11.5A  Satisfaction with Safety

Physical Variable Kendall's Tau Significance
Level
9o dwellings in Poor Condition -.195 .001
Distance to Corner Shop 173 .0C1
Length of view (rear) .160 .0C1
% households renting unfurnished -.159 .001
privately
% dwellings in bad upkeep cat- -.152 .001
egory
Distance to a Public House/Club 140 .001
Density of Trees 137 .001
Distance to Open Space 136 .001
Length of Curtilage 135 .001
Width of Road -.127 001
Distance to Childrens Playground .125 .001
FACTORS
Density .121 .001
Tenure .098 . 0Ch
'Sociall -.087 011
Dwelling Upkeep .087 011
Town Centre location 079 -015
Dwelling Quality Ok -025

Census Variables




Table 11.5B  Satisfaction with Safety

Physical Variable Significance level

1 Notes on Relationship
(»Chl-square test)

Type of curtilage .001 low satisfaction - nothing
boundary higher satisfaction -~ hedge

Type of Dwelling .05 higher satisfaction - flats,
detached, and bungalow

11.2.6 Private Upkeep (Table 11.6)

Satisfactions of how well dwellings are maintained were correlated
with two sets of variables, expressed as the two factors 'Dwelling cguelity'
and 'Sociszl'. The first set of variables are measures of dwelling condit-

ion and upkeep guelity, and the state of repair of wall and fences.

The second set of variables, summarised in the social factor, are the
two census variables indicating the proportion of overcrowding and car own-
ership. Superficially it appears reasonable that the aspects of upkeep
which are not reflected by the dwelling measures might be related to private
resources available, and be indicated by the two census measures. It should
be noted in passing that in the council areas the concept of private upkeep
did not of course relate to the dwelling itself, which was seen as a council

responsibility, but virtually to the care of the garden alone.

None of the categorised variables was significaently related to the

satisfaction with private upkeep.

11.2.7 Council Upkeep (Table 11.7)

It was realised that this dimension would mean something different to

1 tenants compared with the other respond=-

A e

those respondents who were council



Table 11.6  Satisfaction with Frivate Upkeep

Fhysical Variable

Kendall's Tau Significance
Level
¢» households living at over 1% per -.208 .001
Toom
G dwellings in good upkeep .16h .001
category
7> dwellings in bad upkeep category -.161 . 001
9% dwellings in very good condition .157 001
. ®
v households without cars -.155 . 001
% walls/fences in need of repair -.140 .0C1
%> dwellings in poor condition -.134 .001
Condition of Respondent's dwelling -.125 .001
FACLTORS
'Social! -.198 .001
Dwelling Quality 074 026
® Census Varisables
Table 11.7 Satisfaction with Council Upkeep
Physical Variable Kendall's Tau Significance
¢ Level
, - .00
% dwellings in bad upkeep category <137 001
. -1 .001
Distance to a Chemists Shop 113
I"4ACTORS
- 113 A Ool
'Social!
-.09%4 . 007
Dwelling Upkeep
.093 .007

Tenure




o : . .
ents. For the council %enants council upkeep referred to a whole range of
services including those relating to the dwelling. To the other resvondents
council upkeep only related to the state of the roads and to the emptying

of dustbins in effect. It was therefore expected that the correlations

found would be weaker than those for other dimensions.

This was the case; only two physical variables were sifmificant at the
.001 level, and the second of these (distance to a2 chemist shop) is a spur-
ious one which disappears when the first variable is controlled. Apart from
dwelling upkeep the relstionships with the factors show that tenure is
significant (as one mifht expect), the remaining factor being the 'social'
factor - which it will be noted was also the most strongly related factor
to private upkeer. Once again this suggests a link between social and
physical conditions, which may not be 2 result of neglect, but a function of

the greater need for upkeep in some areas.

None of the categorisd variables was significantly related to satis-

faction with the council upkeep.

11.2.8 Suitability of the Area for Children (Table 11.8)

The three most highly related variables to the satisfactions with this
dimension were the density of trees, the proportions of dwellings in poor
condition and those in bad upkeep. These variebles were followed in strength

by the census variables of the degree of overcrowding and the car-ownership

rate.

These relationships are summarised by the five factors which are signif-

icantly correlated to the satisfaction with the suitability of the area, and

it is clear that it is not just individual aspects of the area which meke

it suiteble for children, but a combination of variables. It is notable

that access to schools, play areas or oven space do not feature among the



Teble 11.8  Datisfaction with Suitability of irea for Children

FPhysical Variable

Kendall's Tau

Significance

Level
Density of Trees .206 .001
% dwellings in poor condition -.200 .001
% dwellings in bad upkeep category -.182 .001
4% households living at over 1% per -.170 . 001
room"
% households without oarsx -.160 .001
Length of Curtilage .138 .001
Distance from lMain Road 133 .001
Distance from Public Eouse/Club 130 .001
FACTORS
'Social! -.131 . 001
Dwelling Amenities .129 .001
Density .091 .011
Dwelling Upkeep -.086 -015
Lenure - 083 -019

significant variables.

The implication of the relationsh

better housing, more t

suitable for children.

ated at the .05 level, which suggests

garden is not of paramount importance.

ips is that low density areas with
rees and higher car ownership are judged to be more
one of the nominal varisbles is significantly rel-

that the presence of absence of a



11.2.9 Eriendliness (Table 11.9)

It was not expected that satisfaction with the friendliness of an area
would be highly related to the physical charscteristics of the area, and
indeed there were no significant relationships at the .001 level. Two of
the factors were more weakly relsted (at the .05 level), sucrgesting that
the denser terraced areas with poorer housing were judged to b~ more friendly
than less dense areas. It should be noted however that no conclusion should

be drawvn on the physical effects on friendliness before the socizl varisbles

have been examined (11.3).

Table 11.9 Satisfaction with Friendliness

Physical Variable Kendall's Tau Significance
Level

None significant at .100 level

FACTORS
Density -.072 .029
Dwelling Amenities -.068 .037

11.2.10 Appearence (Table 11.10)

The satisfaction with appearance scores were correlated with no less
than 21 variables at the .00l level. This is partly the result of the
number of variables measured which were related in some way to the condition
and upkeep of the dwelling. Indeed the variables in these relationships
are summerised by the following five factors: 'Social', Tenure, Dwelling
emenities, Density and Dwelling Quality. These suggest that the dwellings

and the amount of space around them were of great importance.



Table 11.104  Satisfaction with Appearsnce

Physical Variable

Kendall's Tan

Sigmificance

Level
Density of Trees .250 ,0C1
7¢ households renting unfurnished -.23L .00
privatelyE
% households without carsx -.227 .00]1
% dwellings in Poor Condition -.226 .001
9, dwellings in Very Good Condition .220 001
% dwellings in Bad Upkeep Condition -.198 .001
No. of Parking Spaces .188 .001
% Roed Surface in Bad Condition -.185% .001
“ dwellings with all amenities™ .183 .001
Freguency of Buses -.169 .001
Distance to Corner Shop .166 .001
% households at 1% pp room® -.164 .001
Distence to Main Road «155 .001
Density -.153 .001
Condition of Respondent's Dwelling ~-. 148 .001
Distance to a Bus Stop -.146 .001
Length of Curtilage .137 .001
Distance to Public House/Club .125 .00
Width of Footpath .122 - 001
¢, Household renting from Comncil® 121 . 001
% Dwellings in Good Condition -.116 .001
FACTORS
focsay oo
g:iiiiig Amenities :156 001
Dwelling Quality =105 L0

= .
Census Variable PR




Table 11.10B  Satisfaction with Appearance

Physical Varisble Significance Level

Notes on Relationship
(Chi—square test)

Presence of a verge .01 present - higher satisfaction
?resence of dereliction .01 present - lower satisfaction
in area
Eresegce of trees in .02 present - higher satisfaction
roadside

The most highly related individual variable was the density of trees,
(Pan of .250), and this vegetation aspect of appearance was also reflected
in the categorised variables vhich were significant (Table 11.10B). Both
the presence of verges and trees at the side of the road were significant
at the .01 level. The converse also holds - the presence of dereliction,
and a greater proportion of the road in poor condition were both associated

with lower satisfaction with appearance.

11.2.11 Privacy (Table 11.11)

It was recognised from the outset that privacy could have two meanings:
a physical meening which implies separation from other dwellings or public
areas; and a 'social' meaning, which implies that people "mind their own
business". This dual interpretation has had the effect of weakening the
relationships, although elements of both meanings were reflected in the
relationships, For example the type of dwelling, and type of space at the
rear of the dwelling - both releting to the separation between dwellings -

were significantly related to satisfaction with the privacy (table ll.llB).

The social meaning is more difficult to identify, but was reflected

in the variable indicating the proportion of households living at over 1j

A (30




Teble 11.114  Satisfaction with Privacy

Physical Variable

Kendzll's Tau Significance

Level
Jensity of Trees .165 .001
9 households living at over 1%
D p room -.138 . 001
7+ dwellings in poor condition -.131 .001
Uigtance to open space .127 001
9. dwellings in Bad Upkeep Category .113 .001
Age of Respondent's dwelling -.112 .001
FACTORS
'Social! -.150 .001
Industry location -.096 - 006
Density .079 .018

¥ Census Variable

Table 11.11B Satisfaction with Privacy

Physical Variable Significance Level

(Chi-square test)

Hotes on Relationship

Type of dwelling .001

Type of space at rear .01
of dwelling

higher satisfaction - det-
ached/semi-detached

garden - sligntly higher
yard/public grass = lower
satisfaction

A iy



o ¥ + : .
persons per room, althoush this could also be interpreted as lack of privacy

within the households (however one should be cautious aboul, interpreting

census variables in such a direct manner (10.2.1)).

11.2.12 Car Parking (Table 11.12)

e el Y
This relatively straightforward dimension was most strongly correlated
to the amount of parking spaces per dwelling, and to the type of narking
facilities (tsble 11.12B). Respondents who could only park on verges or
in the road were in general less satisfied with the parking. “The provision
of parking facilities was related to the type and quality of dwellings, end
also to car ownership, so it is not surprising that satisfaction with park-

ing is also related to these variables.

Table 11.12A  Satisfaction with Car Parking

Physical Veriable Kendall's Tau Sigmificance
Level
o. of Parking Spaces .239 .001
% dwellings in Good Upkeep Category 169 .001
¢, households without Cars™ -.163 .001
Y. dwellings in Very Good Condition .161 .001
Length of Curtilage 135 .001
“: dwellings in Poor Condition -.133 . 001
Density of Trees <132 . 001




Teble 11.12B Satisfection with Car Parkine

AapD

Physical Variable Significance Level Notes on Relationship
(Chi-square test)

Type of Parking .001 high satisfaction -~ garage
low satisfaction ~ on road/
verge

Type of dwelling .01 low satisfaction - terrace

high satisfaction - detached

11.2.13 Reputation (Table 11.13)

Like the responses to Friendliness it was not expected that the
responses to questions about Reputation would be very strongly related to
the physical variables. The reasons for this expecvation were partly the
social nature of reputation, and partly the fear that respondents would
tend to give 'acceptable' answers to an outsider i.e. that their areas
were respectable.

However significant relationships were found, the strongest being that
with the proportion of households living at over 1} persons per room,
followed by the density of trees. The distence variables which were next

in strength would appear to be spuriously related.

The only categorised variable which was found to be significantly rel-
sted to the satisfaction with the Reputation was the type of dwelling

(table 11.13B). Respondents living in flats and detached dwellings reported

higher satisfactions.

11.2.14 View (Table 11.14)

Respondents' satisfactions with the view were highly correlated with

their satisfactions with the appearance (Tau 0.487), and hence were also

correlated with most of the same physical variables (density of trees,



Table 11.134  Satisfaction with Reputation of the Area

Physical Variable Kendall's Tau Significance
Level
{- households living at over 15 ~.276 .001
p p room®
Density of Trees «250 .001
Distance to childrens playground .223 .001
Distance to Chemists -.178 .001
% households renting unfurnished -.177 .001
privately®
% households without -.170 .001
% dwellings in Bad Upkeep Category -.1569 .001
% footpath affected by litter -.158 .C01
Distance to Bus Stop -.1k7 -001
Distance to Town Centre -.133 .001
Lge of Dwellings -.127 -001

® Census Variable

Table 11.13B Satisfaction with Reputation of

the Area

Physical Variable

Significance level
(Chi-square test)

Iotes on itelationship

Tvpe of Dwelling

0

higher setisfaction ~ flats
and detache? Awellings




Table 11.14A  Satisfaction with the View

Physical Variable

Kendallt's Tau

Significance

% dwellings in Good Upkeep Category

Level
Density of Trees L 247 001
Length of Curtilage .239 .001
9o dwellings in DBad Upkeep Category -.216 .001
Y. households without cars™ -.210 .001
Vensity -. 19k .001
Yo. of FParking Spaces .175 .001
“: dwellings in Pocr Condition -.170 .001
Length of View (rear) .159 .001
Distance to Industry «151 .001
¢, households renting unfurnished .15GC .0C1
privately*
% households having sll basic .148 .001
Amenities®
%0 road in Poor Condition -.145 .0C1
Condition of Hespondent's Dwelling -.145 .001
Distance to Corner Shop J141 .001
%o dwellings in Very Good Condition .136 .001
% households living at over 13 p p -.136 .001
room™
131 .001

® Census Variable




Table 11.14B  Satisfaction with the Tiew

Physical Variable Significence Level
Chi-square test)

Kotes on Relatiornship

Presence of trees at
roadside

Presence of dereliction
in areas

Foreground view at rear
of dwelling

Foreground view at front
of dwelling

Background view at front
of dwelling

Type of dwelling

Type of space at rear of
dwelling

.Ol

.01

.05

.05

.05

Not present - lower satis-
faction

Present - lowver satisfaction
lowver satisfaction - industry/
dereliction

residential or no view -
average satisfaction

terrace -~ lower satisfaction

garden - higher satisfaction

upkeep and condition of dwellings, car ownership etc.). The length of

curtilage was, however, more closely related tc satisfaction with the view

than with appearance. The length of the view from the reer of the respond-

ents dwelling was also significantly related.

The relationships with the categorised variables indicating the type

of foreground and background views were restricted by the very limited

range of types of view

in the district, but were nevertheless significant

at the .05 level (Table 11,145). Respondents overlooking housing, or

having a restricted view (1ess than 100m) gave average scores, whereas those

looking out over industry or dereli

11.2.15 Layout (Lable 11.15)
Few respondents, excep

distinctly 'planned' areas, appea

ction registered lower satisfaction.

t those living on recent estates or other

red to attach the conventional meaning to




Table 11.154  Satisfaction with the Lavout of the area

Physical Variable Kendall's Tau Significance
Level

Density of trees 225 . 001
Length of Curtilage .222 .0c1
%‘dwellings in Poor Condition -.217 .CO1
¢ households living at over 1% pp -.172 .0C1
room®
Density -,167 .00
% dwellings in Bad Upkeep Category -.163 .001
% households rented unfurmished -.160 .001
privately™®
5. households without cars® -.149 .001
Distance to corner shop .132 .001
% dwellings in Very Good Condition 125 -0C1
F'4CTORS ;
Density -182 -001
'Social! -.122 +0C1
Tenure -097 -0C7
Dwelling Amenities - OBk 016

x .
Census Variable

this variable.

yet another guestion about appearance.

also highly correlated with the responses t

of 0.4%5).

"he nurber of trees va

followed by the measu

For most respondents the question appeared to be treated as
Consequently the responses were

o the aprearance question (Tau

s consequently the most strongly related variable

res of density and dwelling quality. The relationships



Table 11.15B Satisfaction with the Layout of the area

Physicsl Variable Significance Level

: Fotes on Relationship
(Chl-Square test)

Type of non-conforming .01

- lov saetisfaction - traffic
uses in area

S
cenerating

Type of dwelling .05 low satisfaction ~ terrace
high satisfaction - flats/
detached

Type of curtilage .05 higher satisfaction - hedge,

boundary low - nothing

Fresence of trees at .05 Present - higher satisfaction

roadside

. . . \
with the categorised variables (Table 11.15B) shows that the presence of non-
. . . \
conforming uses in the area (particularly traffic generating uses) was

associated with low satisfaction.

The type of road (e.g. through road, cul-de-sac, pedestirianised etc.)
which is perhans most commonly associeted with the concept of layout, was
not significently related to satisfaction. Density, and also dwelling type,
remain the only variables which are some function of layout end were also

significently related to the respondents' satisfaction with the layout.

11.2.16 Convenience for Shopping (Table 11.16)

. S - hirhly T the
The perceived convenlence for shopping was most highly related to th

i Teu - . Two other distances
distance to the nearest chemists shop (Tau -.205) WO OTf

cqsgs ienifi elated variables:
from shopping facilities were among the significantly rele a

distance to town centre (hinhly related to the distance to a chemists shop
(=3 > . o

y ca star near gener ) The
i 1ist to the nearest genera (comer) shop.
in any case), and the distance TO

other variables would appeer to be spuriously related to the satisfaction
! a L ¢

ing nrouch their relationships with the
with the convenience for shopping, throug



distance variables (see below 11.L.3),

Table 11.16 Convenience for ShO}PTJing

e~

Fhysical Varisble Kendall's Yau Significance
Level
Distance to a Chemists Shop -+205 .001
Digtance to a Park -.190 .001
Age of Dwelling =4169 .001
Distance to Town Centre -.157 .001
Density of Trees .135 .001
¢ households living at over -.128 .001
1% p p room®
Width of Road .122 001
Distance to a Corner Shop -.118 .0C1
Distance to a Primary School -.113 .0C1

11.2.17 Convenience for Buses (Table 11.17)

Two variables were related to the satisfaction with the convenience of

buses at the .001 level; namely the distance to a bus stop, and the distance

to a main road.

These two variables were strongly inter-related in any

case. 'The frequency of buses, which was among the physical variables, was

only weakly

Table 11.17 Convenience for Buses

related to the convenience, significant at the .06 level.

3 Varizable Kendall's Tau Significance
Physical Varia nifie
- l .001
Distance to a DBus Stop 15
i 1 i -.12 . 001
Digtance to a Main Koad 125




11.2.18  Convenience %o a mursery school (Table 11.18)

My 2 . .
This ¢ vestion was added at the last minute in response to a local

igsue over th i gi T .
1 over 1ine provision of nursery schools. No measures were made of the

distence to any nursery or play-group facilities in the sreas as feu
existed. It is therefore not surprising that the distance to the nearest
primary school was the most highly related variable, perticularly as the

majority of the sample had no children of nursery age and conseguently had

no firm knowledge of the facilities available, or their location.

Table 11.18 Convenience to a Nursery School

Physical Variable Kendell's Tau Significance
Level
Jistance to a Primary School -.294 .001
70 dwellings in Mid Upkeep Category .196 .001

® Census Variable

The proportion of dwellings in the middle upkeep category wes posit-

ively related te this satisfaction, although for no apparent reason.

11.2.19 Convenience to a Primary School (Tsble 11.19)

The satisfaction with the convenience to a primary school was most
S'tIOIlr‘(’ v correlated with the distance to e nearest I Y 1
i v

value of Kendall's Tau, -0.337, was one of the highest first order

correlations found in the survey, and it is significant that it relates to

a facility for which there was & limited choice (unlike shopping and public

: ; P bly known by most
houses for éxample) and which is local (mnd hence probably i NAR!

peorle even if they had no ohildren).

Th ther sienificant relationships were primerily the result of inter-
e 0 b

v



B I W ma 3 e ahrres 1ot . . . S .
relstionships in the physical data i.e. frurious relationships.

Table 11.19  Convenience to z Frimary School

Physical Variable Kendall's Tau Signifi cance
Level
Distance to a Primary School =337 .00
Frequency of Euses -.239 .001
Distance to Childrens Flayzround -. 148 .001
Density of Trees 134 .0C1

11.2.20 Convenience to a Seconday School (Table 11.20)

The setisfaction with the convenience of =z secondary school was related
to the distance to the rearest secondary school (Tau -0.252), and slso,
beceuse of their usual proximity in the District, to the distances to a
chemists shop end to the town centre. Although the distance to & bus stop
ves significantly relsted to this satisfaction (and it appears to be a log-
ical relationship given that the bus is an important mode of transvort to
school), the strength of the relationship was reduced when the distence to

a secondary school was controlled for. This also applies to the relation-

ships with the other variables.

11.2.21 Convenience to a Park (Table 11.21)

The satisfaction with the convenience to & park was relatec most
strongly to the distance to the nearest formal park (as opposed to open

space or playing fields). The distance to open space of any description
L

was only weakly related, indicating that the term 'park’ is ohly understood

in relation to the larger formal parks. The relationships with a number of

other variables were spurious, particularly the distance variables.

(&



Teble 11.20

Convenience to g Secondary School

Physical Variable

Kendell's Tau Significence
Level
Distance to a Secondary School -.252 001
Distance to a Chemists Shop -.223 .001
Distance to Town Centre -.208 001
Distance to bBus Stop -.168 .001
% dwellings in Bad Upkeep Category -.150 .001
¢ footpath affected by litter - 1hk .001
‘. households living at over 1% -.135 .001
Pp Toom:
Table 11.21 Convenience to a Fark
Physical Variable Kendall's Tau Significance
Level
Distence to Park -.270 .001
Distance to Chemists Shop - 234 .001
¢. households living at over -.215 .001
l% PP room™
. - .00
Age of Dwelling 210 1
) y - .00
Distance to Town Centre 165 1
| Y :. .001
Density of Trees 155
. -1l .0C1
¢ households without cars® 1
4 -clL}'O 'Ool
Distance to Secondary School
"0128 'OCl
Distance to Corner Shop
—'0119 0001

Distance to Main Roed

% .
Census Variable

(o]



11.2.22  Convenience to a Public House or Yorking Mens Club (Table 11.22)

i e nt - $ : .
The satisfaction with convenlence to a public house or club was not as

strongly related to distance to the nearest facility as some of the other

dimensions have been. This was partly the result of the very limited range

of distances in the District (10.2.2), but was also a function of the
large choice open to residents. Nevertheless the distance to a pub or club
was significantly correlated (Tau -.146), second in strength to a density

R . R
measure. Lhis latter variable may be significant because of greater

concentration of facilities in denser terraced areas.

Table 11.22 Convenience to 2 Public House or Club

Physical Variable Kendall's Tau Significance
Level
Length of Curtilage -.158 .001
Distance to a Fublic house/Club -.146 .001
1S

11.2.23 Convenience to the Countryside (Table 11.23)

This question was asked mainly to see if the respondents considered

the open couvntry in the immediate vicinity of the case-study areas as

'countryside', i.e. for recreation purposes. It was clear during the survey

e 3 Wip with
thet this was not the case, and the lack of a significant relationship wi

the distance to the nearest open space (usually open countryside in the
District) confirms this.
which were significently related can be interpreted more

Both wvariables

. SliPn |
as indicators of mobility perhaps, i.e. the convenience to countrysice

. s rather than to distance
beine seen as related to the access to transport, rather

from the countryside.



Table 11.23 Convenience to the Countryside

Physical Veriable Kendall's Tau Siemificance
Level
¢ dwellings in Dad Upkeep Category -.148 001
% households without cars® =-.125 .001

11.2.24k Convenience to Vork

None of the physical variables was related to satisfaction with
convenience to work at the .00l level. It had been expected that the dis-
tances to the town centre, or to the nearest industry might be correlated,

but the wide distribution of work-places reduced any possible relationships.

11.2.25 Convenience for Going Out (Table 11.24)

The perception of convenience for going out was related to three var-
isbles at the .00l level, yet none of them was a distance variable. Dis-
tance to the town centre, which could have been expected to be related, wvas
not even significant st the .05 level. One of the reasons for this was the
vide variety of activities undertaken by the respondents, making a single
location, such as a town centre, unlikely to be of paramount importance.

In addition, as in the case of convenience to countryside, mobility was

probably more important then distence.

Table 11.24 Convenience for Going Out

: i Kendall's Tau Significance
Physical Variable enaa Tovel
1 - 142 .001
Y% households living at over 13
pPp Troom*
e -.138 .001
% dwellings in Poor Condition 3
.135 001

Density of Urees

¥ Census Variable



11.2.26 Satisfaction with the Environmental Dimensions - Summary

At this stage, before having attempted to control the correlations for
any social variables which may be significant, it is worth neking a few

points about the relationships which have been discussed.

Al though numerous highly significant relationshins have been identified,
discounting those which appear to have been spurious, they are all relative-
1y weak relationships. The highest first order correlation coefficient
value was -C.337 for the satisfaction with the convenience of a primary
school and the distance to the nearest school. However when one compares
this strength of relstionship with the few other surveys which have related
individual (rather than grouped) responses to phystcal measures (mainly for
responses to noise) then the relationships found in the current survey
appear more favourable. IFor example FcKennel obtained a value of r of
0.46 for the relationship between average pesk loudness and annoyance
(MicKennel A.C., 1963); Griffiths and Lengdon obtained an r of 0.29 for the
relationship between TNI (Traffic Noise Index) and noise dissatisfaction
(Griffiths I.D. and Langdon F.J., 1968). In a work on the visual evaluation
of the environment Hopkinson et al achieved en T of 0.56 between individ-

nals visual satisfaction end the satisfaction predicted on the basis of

objective measures (Eawkes ReJay 1975) .

The values of the correlation coefficients found in this study compare

favourably firstly because they are rank correlations, which as explained

earlier generally have a lower value than T3 and secondly because they are

not dealing with such simple concepts as noise and visual impact of motor-

ways as in the above quoted studies. Tt is notable thet the best relation-

ships in this research have peen achicved with the relatively straight-

forward concepts of convenience.



One fundemental influence on the satisfactions expressed by respondents
which has not been dealt with yet is the social characteristics of the ind-

ividuals. This is the subject of the next section.

11.3 SEtisfaction with the Environment snd the social variables

It was hypothesised on the basis of the model that the satisfaction
expressed by individuals would be related to social variables describing
the respondents as well zs to the physical variables. Thus in a similar
manner to the physical variables rank correlations were performed where
possible, end the chi-square test applied to cross-tabulations of the other
variables. No attempt was made to control for the physicel variables,
partly because the relstionships were relatively wealk (10.3), and partly

because partial correlation was carried out at a later stage (11.4).

The relationships which were significant at the .05 level or above are
given in Tables 11.25 (Correlations) and 11.26 (Cross—tabulations). Tnlike
the relationships between the satisfactions and tho physical varisbles the
relationships with the social variables are consistent enough for a number

of general statements to be made, dealing with each social varieble in

turm.

11.3.1 Age of the Respondent

The age of the respondent was significantly correlated with the satis-

faction with most of the environmental dimensions, and in &ll cases it was

positively correlated; that is the older the respondent, the more satisfied

he or she was likely to be. The strength of the relationships was of the

same order as those with the physical variables. The highest values of

Tau were for the satisfaction with the Reputation (0.249) end with the

Frivacy (0.219).



11.3.2 Household Size

M .
The size of the household of which the respondent was a member was

also significantl ela - . . =
5 £ y related to most of the satisfactions. The valve of Tau,

which was always negati ; 5 I . . . .
ys gative, vas at a maximum for the satisfaction with nriv-

acy, having a value of -0.220. In other words the larser the household,

the lower the average satisfaction. Part of this relationship must be

ascribted to the strong link between the size of the household and the age

of the respondent (Tau -0.412),

11.3.3 School Leaving Lge

The respondent's school leaving age was negatively related to a number
of satisfactions, the strongest relationship being agein with satisfaction
with the Privacy and with the Reputation. However when the responcents age
is controlled for the relationships were no longer significant (The

correlation of age with school leaving age had & Tau of -0.534).

11.3.4 Income

Income, which was also correlated with age (Tau -0,359), was generally
negatively correlated, if somewhat weakly, with the satisfactions expressed.
One exception to this rule was in the case of satisfaction with car perking

which was positively correlated with income. This is nost likely to be

explaired by the relationship between income and car ownership and the

provision of parking, rather than a difference in expectation with income

(which if ¢+ did exist would probably be in the opposite direction i.e.

. . o4 i ess parking).
lower incomes being more satisfied with 1 P )

11.3.5 Length of Residence

Lenoth of Residence wes the weakest related socigl variable of this
CnE *

croup of fives; it was only related to four satisfactions at the .08 level.
© b ’ "

it d z, that the longer & per-
This jS perhaps SuI’pI‘iSing as 1t 1S Often Suﬁ,gested IS o



Table 11445

telationship between Satisfactions with Environmental

Jimensgions and Social Variables

Appearance

Environmental Sociel Variable Correlation with | Signifi-
vimension Setisfaction for | cance
that Dimension level
(Kendall's Tau
Clezness ?ncome -.129 .001
Age .121 .0C1
School leaving Age -.083 L014
Air Quality Income -.169 .001
Age .096 . 006
School leaving age -.080 .017
Length of Residence -.076 .023
Noise Household Size -.087 .C11
ige .067 .037
Safety School leaving age -.148 . 001
Household Size -.132 . 001
hge 131 .C01
Private Upkeep | Age .128 .003
School leaving age -.07C .83«
Household Size -.068 '022
Income -.067 .
. - " -‘155 ‘Ool
Council Upkeep iggome 087 " 010
\ L1049 .001
Suitability Age . ~.118 L002
for Children Household Size .096 008
Length of hesidence . ¢
» -.132 .001
Friendliness Household S%ze --égS ,007
?chool leaving age .051 008
\oe
.079 .018




Table 11.25 Continued

Environmental Social Variable < . .
B C a (_, s a » s, . e
Dimension QOITel tl9n with | Signifi-
satisfaction for | cance
?hat Dimension level
(Kendall's Tau)
Privacy ﬁousehold Size -.220 .001
Lge 219 .001
School leaving age -.177 .CC1
Income -.158 .0C1
Length of Residence . 088 .010
Car Farking Eousehold Size -.097 . 006
Income .098 .0C8
Reputation Age 246 .001
School leaving age -.162 .0C1
Household Size -. 143 .CO1
Income -.106 .0Cs
View llovsehold vize -.078 .021
Layout Age «159 .001
Eousehold Size - 134 .001
Income -.O§1 024
School leaving age -.0¢0 .021
Cverall Household Size —-1f6 -881
Convenience Age o147 V01
Income -.090 -012
Length of LResidence . 070 033

. ‘
son hes lived in an area the more adapted they are to it, =nd hencas are

likely %o be more satisfied. In addition they supposedly have more devel-

i i i ~ssumed to increase satisfaction, or
oped social networks which again are a88

at least render il less susceptible to snfluence by the physical conditions .

: : : T d by the findings.
lieither of these assumptions 18 rowever supported by §

t k CcT C i 7 Ls i egc iOl’l» bad
A >0 8; tne O - L b <! ion



o: " . .'j‘ . -— . . 'r“
significent chi-squares (Table 11.26) the relationshiv between class and

satisfaction was ;
S action was not clear, or streightforward. Althouch the small prof-

essional group had slightly higher scores, and unskilled workers were less
satisfied in the three cases in the table, no trend was apparent for the

other occupationel classes between unskilled and professional. 4 larger
sample in some of the smaller classes would be required before being able

to drav any further conclusions.

Table 11.26 Relationshin between Satisfactions with Environmental

Dimensicns and Categorised Social Variables

Categorised Social | Environmental | Significance level Hotes on
Variables Dimension (chi-square test) Relationship
CLASS Suitability Nl higher satisfaction -
for Children professional
Appearance 048 extreme negative -
unskilled
Car Parking .C0s unskilled -~ lower
satisfaction
)S
MARITAL STATUS hppearance 013 widowed - more sat-
isfied
Privacy .009 widowed/divorced -
high satisfaction
HOUSEHOLD STATUS | Safety -C03 femilies - low set-
isfaction small/old
households - high
satisfaction
Overall Convenience .006 large & small famil-
ies - low satisfact-
ion
small h/holds - high
satisfaction
. . 009 large families - low
View satisfaction. old &
small h/holds - high
satisfaction
i C10 low satisfaction -
ariKing .
Cer Parking large families
_ I




Table 11.26 (cont))

¢ . : [ . ™ .
Cate%or}sed pocial | Environmental | Simificance Level Notes on
ariables Dimension | (chi-square test) Relationship
Car Parlking .010 hieh satisfaction -
small nouseholds
5} .
Reputation 047 low satisfaction -
large families
high satisfaction -
old households

11.3.7 lMarital Status

Merital status was significantly related to only two of the satisfact-
ion dimensions: Appearsnce and privacy. In both cases widowed and divorced
respondents were more satisfied, although of course these respondents would
also tend to be older (and hence be expected to be more satisfied - 11.3.1).
The majority of the respondents (o.?Bﬁ) were married, and the distribution
of their scores closely reflected the overall distribution. For satisfact-
ion with privacy single persons were either 'very satisfied' or 'very
unsatisfied'; again however the size of this sub-sample was too small to

draw any valid conclusions.

11,3.8 Household Status

It was expected that this variable would be more generelly related to

the satisfactions with the environmental dimensions, as to some extent it

is a summarising variable of age, marital status and household size, all of

which have been found to be significantly related in many cases so far. In

faet household status was significantly related to only five satisfaction

, . ‘,r Parkinge a Reputation.
dimensions: Safety, lonvenience, View, Car Farking and rneputa

i i £ e in the relationships: i) the
Tvio general trends are jdentifiable 1

. . . . hose
older, smaller household members exnress higher satisfaction than those in
’ 1lle



the larger households. 1ii) for safety and convenience, households which

contained children expressed lower then average satisfactiors.

11.3.9 Helationships with the social verisbles - Summary

The most consistant relationship which has been revealed in the data
is that between the age of the respondent and his/her satisfaction with the
environmental dimensions. lost of the other relationshins with the social
veriables can be traced in part at least to this basic relationship with
age. The link between the physical environmment and the social variables
has not been controlled for, but it is not likely to alter the strength of

the relationships greatly (see 12.3).

The remaining uncontrolled verisbles, whose relationship with satis-
factions has not been mentioned yet, are the respondents preferences (9.6).
These will be discussed in a later chapter as they require rather differ-

ent treatment from the other social variables (Chapter 13).

11.4 SATISFACTICN WITH THE ENVIRCHIENTAL DTMENSTONS - Controlled Relationshins

The discussion so far has highlighted a number of problems in explain-~
ing the relationships: the possibility that the relationships with the soc-
ial variables were affecting the relationships with the physical variebles;
the large number of physicel variables which were involved in the relation-
ships with satisfaction with some of the cimensions; and finally the wide
veriety of environmental dimensions included in the discussion so far which

hes lead to rather superficial considerstion of the relationships.

Tt was decided to concentrate on a smeller selection of environmental
. . R " o8]
dimensions, and to investigate the relationshins more thoroughly. Lhe
were those which appeared to be the most import-

dimensions chosen for this

ent ones from the respondents point of view (see later 13.6). ‘he follow-

Ao



ing dimensilons were chosen: Friendliness, Appearance, Convenience, Clean-
€SS, bultabllity for ChildIeL, Safety, Air Quelity, Privacy and Frivate

Upkeep.

“hree technig-ues of further investigation were considered. The
first has slready been referred to in the previcus discussion, and that is
the use of factor analysis to overcome the inter-relationships in the
physical data. The reason that not much emphesis has been placed upon the
factor analysis, end why it is not referred to in this section, is that it
was not possible using the comnuter facilities availeble to include gll the
original physical variables in the factor analyeis (see fppendir I). Thus
a certain amount of sutjective pre-selection of variables was necessary
before applying the factor analysis. To avoid any mistaken interpretation
therefore the original variables have been used in the analysis which forms

the basis of this section.

The second technique available was that of partial ccrrelation.
Kendall hss shown (see Siegel 5., 1956) that the formula for non-parametric

partial correlation is identical to the parametric formula, i.e.

rij - (rik) (rjk>

Tijk =
/s

By using partial correlation it is possible to identify those relation-

with Kencdallt's Tau substituted for

fl- ) r.

Tik

2
- Tik

ships which are spurious by observing the change in significance of the
relationship when the main related variable is controlled for. In the foll-
owing sections it has been necessary, due to the data handling limitations
of the computer when dealing with non-paremetric statistics, to rely on

using parametric statistics in some cases. When this has been done the

orrelations are given by both methods for comp-

N

values of the first order c



arison. Important findings were repeated using the non-parametric statist-

ic, and have been included in the tables in that form.

The third technique, which has been used for the satisfactions with
convenience in particular, was to select sub-samples of the sample popul-
ation on the basis of social or behavioural characteristics. Tt is diffi-
cult to compare the magnitude of the correlations obtained from samples
of different sizes, tut the change in significance of the relationships

between the sub-samples is of importance.

The nine dimensions which were investigated more closely are discussed

in turn.

11.4.1 Friendliness (Table 11.27)

Satisfaction with friendliness was related to only four of the physic-
al variables at the .05 level (11.2.9), but of these only the distance to a
bus stop remains significant after the three sociel varisbles household
size, stliool leaving age and age of the respondent have been controlled for.
"he weakness of the remaining relationship suggests as expected that the

physical environmental conditions are not importaent with respect to this

particular dimension.

11.4.2 Appearance (Tavle 11.28)

The controlling of the variables related to appearance was carried
out in two stages. The first table shows the effect on the most highly

correlated physical variables of controlling for two social variables -

Age (using partial correlation), and Class (by dividing the sample into

iona ial end -manuel ir group, and manual
two groups: professional, managerial end non-manuzl in one group,

workers in the other group). Controlling for age made very little difference

to the strengths of the relationships with the physical variebles. Dividing

[ SV



Table 11.27

¥Yriendliness

oo nawa

Physical Variable

o nmw

.. Kendall's Tau

Tirst Order controlling for
Correlation | Household | School Age | A11 3
size leaving oocial
Aoe Variables
Tensity .109% L0957 2007 | 103" -
Distance to Bus Stoo .106% A .105+ 116" .113
Length of View (rear) -.094x -.097" - - -
. x
“% dwellings with 21l -.093 - - - -
amenities
Table 11.28 Appesrance
Physical Variable {endall's Tau Class
Tirst Order | Controlling for | I on-manuel| lMenual
Correlation Ace etc., H=80 | 1i=236
Density of Trees L2507 24 oFE L o®E .198%*
. . x%
¢» dwellings in poor ~.206FF -.223 -.332%% | _ 192%=E
condition
. £ + )
“; dwellings in very .220 .220 116 2497F
good condition
. : XX
t dwellings in bad -.198% LA, -. 243 -.189
upkeep category
%X X3 2 s
°> households rented - 23k -.229 F.A, T.ho
unfurnished privately
: ¥ ®x c w
“, households without -.227 =223 L. 4. Lefe
cars
Significance levels == .001
= .01
+ .05

P




Table 11.28 Anpearance Aoosﬁwﬁsm@v

et it s it O

Physical Varizable

Pesrson's r

First controlling for
Order Density |% dwellings | §» dwellings | Condition
Correlation | of in poor in bad up- of respondent
Trees condition keep cat. dwelling
Density of irees 2997 - 2697 270K 3057
% dwellings in poor condition - 227 - 2147 - -.185%=% -.193%
¢ dwellings in bad upkeep category |.NO@M$ |.Hmux |.Hmmx - .Hmmmx
Distance to Main Road L1947 2355 | 1507 .192%% .158%
% households renting unfurnished privately ~. 2927 —257 | L 266™F T —.252%
Condition of respondents dwelling - 173%F -8 | S1an® —1u7® -
. households without cars -.317%% x.muwum 4.uomﬂﬂ -.278™ - 2957
Precuency of Puses l.moomm I.Hmmxm i.HﬂomM |.Hmomm l.memH
¢, households living at over 1¥ pp room - 177 .082+ -5 TRk -.185™F
¢5 households having all amenities .mmwﬂﬂ 2L .wm@m .mmmwm .251%%
ﬂﬂjocmmwowgm renting from council .Hﬂwxu .mwﬂmx J142% .Hmmm .HmFx




the sample into two rrouons dces tave a marked effect, for example the
relationship between satisfaction and the density of trees end the percent-
age of dwellings in poor condition was improved for the non-manual sroup.
I'his should not however be interpreted as meaning that this class group
hold these festures as more importent, for the main reason for the
improved relationship was the better range of values of the physical var-
iables within this group. YThe findings, however, 'nderline the importance
of the amount of trees and the upkeep of the dwellings in the appearance

of an area.

The second table shows the attempt to remove the spurious relationships
by controlling for the four most closely related physical variables to sat-
isfaction with appearance. INote that for the data handling reasons mentioned
earlier Pearson's r has been used for this table. It will be noted from
the table thzt the strengths of correlations with only a few variables is
markedly reduced by controlling for eny of the four physical variavles
shown: the percentage of dwellings in the bad wpkeep catez~7 and the pner-
centsge of households living at over 1% persons per room are botl: reduced
when the density of trees is controlled; the condition of the responcents
dwelling is reduced in significance when the percentage of dwellings in

poor condition is controlled for example.

The conclusion to be drawn is that the satisfaction vith the appear-

. ) . e o i Ny
ance olthough primarily related to the zmount of trees end to the condition

- " + o, A
of the dwellings was also related, not unexpectedly, to meny other variables

(and presumably to other variables which were not measured in this stuay).

Further improvements in the measurerent of the environment would appear to

. . -~ . nt
be necessary to identify more precisely the importent aspects of an area’s

appearance.




11.4.3 Convenience

The convenience to six types of facility was investigated further st
this stage (excluding convenience to worl, the countryside, roing out, and
to nursery schools asg being the least related to the satisfazctions measured
in the survey). In the discussion of convenience only the distance ver-
iables have teen used (except frequency of buses), and controlling has been
done on the basis of the data obtained on the respondents usual shopping,

trevel, etc. behaviour.

a) Convenience for Shopping (Table 11.29)

The distance to the respondent's usual shopping location, as well as
to any secondary location used was recorded, along with the frequency with
which the respondent shonped at each location. It is interesting to note

that the distance to the most frequently used shops was slightly less

strongly correlated with the satisfaction with shopring than was the distance

to the nearest chemist (Tau values of ~-.181 and -.205 respectively). The
distance to the less frequently used shops was not significantly related at

the .05 level.

These findings suggest that irrespective of where respondents actually
shop they have some idea of the convenience of their area for shopping.
This conclusion is underlined when the respondents who rarely or never did
any shopping are excluded from the sample - resulting in no improvement in

the strength of the relationships as might have been expected.

Some more interesting differences are evident when the sample is

divided into those who shopped every day, end those who shopved over once

per week, but not every day. FYor those who shopped every day (23.4& of the

sample), the distance to the nearest 'corner' shop was the most highly rel-
b b

ated variable (Tau _,293), ¥or those who shopped less often the distance




Teble 11.29  Convenience for Shopping

. ) - _ Eendall's Tau
Fnysicel Variable A11 Shonvers bveryday Cver once
S§mple only Shoppers ver week
K=320 W=pg2 =73 Shonpers
Distance to 2 Chemist - 2055 _ 1947 v 200%K - o3
shop
Distance to a general -.118% —.106x _.293xx -.027
store
Distance to Town — 1577F ~.1527 -.218% -.151%
Centre
Distance to most used -.181%% 1637 -.152" - 1407
shopping location
Distance to secondary -.025 R -. 043 -.050
shopping location

Significance levels =x .001
x .01

+ .05

to a chemist was the most significant variable (Tau -.243), the correlation

with the distance to a 'corner' shop being no longer significant.

Controlling for the ownership of cars, or for the social variables

(not showm in table) made no significant changes to the relationships.

The importance of the distance to z chemist shop needs to be explained,
and particularly why this particular variable is more highly related to sat-
isfaction th an the distance to the town centre. It is probably not the
chemist shop itself which is of importance, but the fact that it is indic-
ative of the size and range of shops available. In most cases in fact in

Wakefield District the chemist shop was located in the town centre, but in

a small number of case-study areas (e.ge TFitzwilliam) the chemist shop was




i a r s i
located in a secondary centre, containing a range of basic shops (green-

grocers, supermarkets etc.). . further study would be required to invest-

igate this point in more detail e.g. t0 identify whether any better indic-

ator of shopping could be found e.g. banks or post offices.

b) Convenience Tor Buses (Table 11.30)

4s with the setisfaction with shonping convenience partial correlation,
controlling for the variations in the socisl variables, produced no signig-
icant changes in the strength of the relationships examined. 4t the next
stage the two case-study areas of Hemsworth and Fitzwilliem were excluded
from the analysis. %This was done because the bus service in these two
isolated settlementis were felt to perform a different function (namely
inter-town services) from those in the other areas. The result of exclud-
ing these two areas was to improve the strength of the relationship with
the distance to the bus stop somewhat, whilst the freguency of the buses
was no longer significant.

Table 11.30 Convenience for fuses

Kendell's Tau ’
Fthysical Variable 211 Sam- | 411 arees | Bus users | Bus users| fus users
ple exc.llemsw | only over lper| less then
=310 and Fitz- 1I=197 week 1 per vk.
will. L=16L N=142
1i=256 _
¥ aaXX XX . xX X
Distance to Bus Stop | -.151 -.198 -.233 -.169 -.137
: = e L oeoEE
Distance to Hain Road | 125 -.101 -.07h -.025 +259
+ +
Bus Frecuency . 0965 .066 .C58 - 098 12k

P N o A wh o how Y
"he sample wes also divided according to whether, and how often, the

1 o a - ot et
Tokine ! bus users for all arezs together
respondent used the bus. Taking all the s

o+

. g 4
the correlation of satisfaction with the convenience of buses with the
R x R <L R G

34 \ ; ~thened, whilst the relationships
distance to =~ bus stop was further strength ’

WY

o




with the bus frequency and the disiesnce to a mein road were no longer sig-
nificant. Vhen only those respondents who use the bus less than once
week, or not at all, were taken the distance to a main road became the most
gignificant variable. This suggests that the non-bus users arve likely to
equate bus routes with the main roads, even if this is not the case. Their
percentions of the convenience of the buses is slightly more related to the
frequency of buses because they are less likely to be familiar with the

actual times of the buses and their waiting times would then be denendant

on the frecuency of buses.

¢) Primary School (Wzble 11.31)

Controlling for the social characteristics of the respondent resulted
in no significant chenge in the strength of the correlation with the dist-
ance to the neesrest primary schocl. Vhen the school users only were con-

o

sidered there was no improvement in the relationehip, nor was the distance
to the school a ctually used related any more closely. This rather cur-
ious finding was mainly the result of the small range of distences involved
as well as the small size of the school users grou» (only g respondents).

Ais with shopping facilities it is clear that there is a general awareness

of the convenience of the school even if the respondents are not directly

involved in using the school.

fgble 11.31 Convenience to Primery School

Kendall's Te

. Physical Variable A11 School Controliing for
Sample | Users Li'hold iee | Incon=length
N=310 only size of res.
N=69
" RAR TR | L R30%E | AP ¥
Distance to nearest ST | =323 -.339 -.337 -335 338

Primary School
Distance to School

i
actually used -.269

~ A Yy i

2




d) Secondary School (Table 11,32)
The results of controlling for the social varinble had ¢ similar

negligable effect as in the above case, Likewise when the small ueers

group wes selected the correlation of satisfaction with the disiance to the

nearest secondary school was reduced in strength. However when the dist-
ence to the school actually used was taken the correlation coefficient was
increased to -0.328 in comparison to -0.160 for the distance to the nearest
school. This finding of course reflects the greater 'choice' involved in
secondary education comnared with primsery education, end perhans also the
lowee~ general awareness of the location of secondary schools.

Table 11.32 Convenience to Secondary School

Kendall's Tau
Thysical Variable | A1l School Controlling for
Szmple | users H'hold | &ge Income | Length of
only size residence
N=53

+ xx
Distance to Second- -.252¥F| -,160 - 2LGEE | 256 - 260%F | _ 251 %%
ary School (nearest)

Distance to School

®x
actually used -.328

Significaence levels xx .00
x 01

+ .1

e) Park (Table 11.33)
The satisfaction with the convenience to a park was significently

related to a number of variables st the .001 level, all of which were

: s o £ h istance to a par
considerably reduced in significance when the distance o

. . P . : i . -
trolled for (D parametric statistics were used in this test). The dist

. _ .
snce to a chemists shop remained the only variable, arart from the distance
(o> A €. A H D £L

1 3 3 ) 0
to @ varlk. which was significantly related to the satisfaction at the .0C1
o Pat ) 4 < >
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level albeit with the strensth of the relationship havinge been halved.

e’ R q
Iy selecting only those resnondents who actually used & verk the value

[P o s £~ ~O - — .

of Yau was raised from -0.270 to -0.397. 7f the distance to the nark act-
ually used by the respondent was taken the value of Tau was further

. . N m . .

increased to -0.503. This illustrates the necessity of understending res-

idents behaviour when trying to identify the sources of satisfaction ox dis-

satisfaction with an area.

£) Frublic House/Club (Table 11.34)

The measures of distance to a public huse or clnh were not stron2lr”
~elated to satisfaction, end only a small improvement was achieved by
selecting only those respondents who used them or by taking the distence to
the pub or club they actually used. There are two main reasons for these
findings: firstly that most of the case-study areas had @ nunber cof pubs
or clubs within a very small radius (1ess than~% km) and secondly that
nany respondents visited a veriety of pubs or clubs renging in distence
from 100 metres to 20 kilometres i.e. distance was not en important ver-

isble for meny respondents in the sample.

11.4.4  Clesness (Table 11.35)
Satisfaction with clesness was investigated in two stages; firstly

by selecting sub-samples from the sample population, and secondly by part-

ial correlation.

The first sub sample comprised all the respondents except NCE tenants,
because it was felt that 13CB estates were & special category with respect

: s -he - atione with the percentage
to cleaness (see 5_2), ig a result the correlations vl I nercentages

. 1. - s = o -
of households with all basic smenities, and with the ~ercentage of dwell

ings in poor condition were both improved. Secondly the sample vas divided
& 3 : - i

3 -"t N

e
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Table 11. Convenience to a Park

fhysical Varisble

Pearson's r

first Opder

cor.trolling for
istance to a Park

Iistance to a Park
Distence to a Chemist Shop
Distance to Yown Centre

[

Y. Households living et over
L pp room

age of dwelling

~ oL EE

I
-.358 ®

-.210%=

225¥E

- 2=

-.155"
. 1l9+

Distance to a Park

Distance to Fark actually used

Kendall's Tavu.

411 Fark users only

Szmple 17=1CL
-.270%F -.397%%
_.3802{-}5 _'5033'?:5{

Table 11.34 Convenience to a Public House oxr Club

Physicel Variable

Kendall's Tau

A11 Semple

Pub/Club users only|

Distance to pub/club actually used

N=205
’ xx ~ XK

Distance to nearest pub/club -.146 -.176
- - 177%F

Significance Level zx= .00l
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Table 11.35 Cleaness

Kendell's Tau

Physical Variable A11 txcluding| Respondents | Respondents Controlling for
Semple | ¥CB ten- | with dwell-| with dwells. |{Income Age School
N=3217 ants ings in vey| not in very leav-
=277 good cond- good condi- ing Age
ition tion N=251
N=66
% Household renting unfurnished - 224 - -.243% -.201%* ~ 2267 22165 -.222%%
privately
9. Households renting from Council L1927 - 240 172 L1OLEE L 196%F| 167%%
) x
9, Households with all amenities L1907 | L ouRE 193" .180%% 53 | 967 ™
Density of trees 1717|167 014 2150 A7EEE | 1707 181™F
X%
¢ dwellings in poor condition - 1617 |- 2057 -.083 -.176
Length of curtilage 40T 190%™ -.007 7R
Distance to FHain Hoad .Hommw 227 171 .HuNMH
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Continued

Fhysical Variable

Pearson's r

T wags
.T ln-l-u ,.\.

Controlling for

Order ¢, n/holds | - h/holds| Density |4 dwellings | Length | Condition
Correlation | renting | with ell of in poor of Curt-|of resp's
unf.priv. | emenities | Trees condition ilage dwellings
“. households renting unfurnished - DU - —.2567 | L 222™ - 232 - 2587 | L 2167
nrivately
‘. households with all zmenities 2597 261 - 2L FE 2317 211%F | L 2u0%F
+
Density of trees 17 135 .148% - 17 au2® | 188™
¢, dwellings in poor condition -.1597 -.128% -.1167 | - - - 130% | oaaun®
Length of curtilage -.189%* 2037 an’ AT 164 - 203

Significance Levels = L0011
x .01

+ 'H



into two groups on the basis of the condition of the resrondents dwelling.
TR " . .
lalking only those respondents with dwellings in the best condition the

tenure variables alone remained sismificent 2t the .01 level, possibly

because of the small variation in the other varizbles within this small

group. ‘Uaking the other (larger) group, with 80, of the sample ponulation,
the main relationships which were improved were those with the density and

the density of trees, although the change was not great.

Partial correlation was carried out in two phases. The socisl variables
were first controlled using non-varametric partizl correlstion. HNo signifi-
cant changes in the originesl relationships were evident for the four var-
iables to which the controls were applied. In the second phase parametric
partial correlation was used in an attemrt to identify any smxious relat-
ionships. In fact when the two census variables indicating the tenure and
the internal dwelling cuality were controlled the next three variables in
strength of relationship were much reduced in significence. %hen the two

census variables were tested by controlling for the other variables their

relationships with satisfaction were shown to be robust i.e. they remained

significantly related at the .00l level.

Tenure was shown to be a key variable, along with dwelling amenities,
but it is not clear what tangible aspects of tenure or dwelling quality are

actually related to the satisfaction. The interpretetion is made difficult

because these particular variables are Cemmis variables and therefore refer

to areas rather than to specific aspects of the environment which residents

would see. Further work is therefore necessary to identify the tangible

i ities.
correlatesof tenure and dwelling amenitie



11./.5. Suitability for Children (Yeble 11.36)
Controlling for the social variables again had 1ittle effect on the

strenzth of the correlations with satisfection, the density of trees

remaining as the strongest variable.

The use of partial correlation showed that the density of trees and the
percentage of dwellings in poor condition were fairly robustly related to
the satisfaction, whereas the strengths of the relationships with the other
four variables were reduced vhen controlling for the tree density or the
dwelling condition. The implication of the results is that lower density
areas with more trees and better quality housing are regarded as more suit-
able for children. The location of such a dwelling would aeppear to be a

secondery consideration.

11.4.6 Safety (Teble 11.37)

The respondents who had said that in enswering the question on safety
they had been concerned with safety other than from traffic (only 22 persons)
vere first excluded from the sample. The strengths of the relationships for
the remainder of the sample were not markedly different from those of the
total sample. The most highly related varisble remeins the percentage of

dwellings in poor condition in the vicinity.

When those resvondents who lived in a household which included children

were taken as a group the strength of this latter relationship was reduced,

. t rest. The resson for
and the distance to a 'corner' shop became the strong S

this, as suggested earlier, may be that terraced areass, in which corner
h o

shops are usually close at hand, are Seen &8 being slightly more dangerous

: : . ; : i f the relationships may have
becnuse of their road layouts. The weakness 0 ©

resulted from a uniform concern with safety which was, to some extent, indep-
e - A

endant of the actual conditions.




Teble 11,36

Suitability for Children

Physicel Varizhle

Lendallts Yau

i rst Order

controlline for

Correlation Age Household Length of
Size __desidence

N i xx
Density of Trees .206 L205%% 207 L2047
¢, dwellirgs in ~.200% - 194 - 20T - 204
Yoor Condition
¢ dwellings in bad | ».182%% ST - 17 -~ 176
upkeep category

Density of trees

¢

¢, dwellings in
pocr condition

;- dwellings in
bad upkeep cat.

5. h/holds living
at over 1% oproom

‘. h/holds without
cars

length of
curtilage

Fearson's

*
AL

i"'irst Order

contrclling for

Correlation Density of %o dwellings Y dwellings
of trees in poor in bad upkeep
condition category
X
.22 - 218 L1947
zx
- .22LF% -.2097% - -.1862
-.210%% - 174% -.166% -
-.217%% 1527 -.220%% -.180%
- 1987 -.a21" -.163% - L1kCE
x
.198%% .150x .161% .161

Significance levels

xx .001
= .01
+ .




Table 11.37 Safet

Kendall's Tau

Physical Variable 411 Safety Eouseholds Small oosﬂﬁowwwdm for
Szmple from with children h/holds School Household Age
traffic only| only k=96 | only N=117 leaving Size
V=298 Age
® 53 - XX B S
. dwellings in poor -.195% -.199 -.184 -.217 -.186™* -.185 -.190
condition
] . + 3 ®
Length of view (rear) | .160% L1657 137 .183% L169% 159 .165
% xx xx
Distance to general L 173%x a7 .191 1667 . 1847 .182 .180
shop
9% households renting | -.159%% -.158™% -.183% -.096 -.155% -.157% -.150%
unfurn. privately
x +
5o dwellings in bad -, 1527 —57 - 143 -.097
upkeep category
‘ 3
Distance to pub/club 140 13h 104 167
o+
Width of road ~.128™ - 137 -.138 -.112"

a1



Table 11.37 Continued

Pearson's r
contrclling for | Distance to
Correlation | §c dwellings in | Corner shop
powr condition

Physical Varisble First Order

% dwellings in poor condition -.187%% - -.150"
Length of view (rear) 100" .080 071
. B *x% %

Distance to Corner shop .192 161 -
% households renting unfurn- -.162% -.157g -.140x

ished privetely

9 dwellin s in bad upkeep SR -7 -1
category
Width of Hoad -~k -.136% -.06C

Sismificance levels =z .CC1
% 01

+ .1

Wihen the percentage of dwellings in poor condition enc the distance vo
a corner shop were used as controls in partial correlaticn the significance
of the other relationships was markedly reduced, the length of the view and
the width of the road being no longer significantly related at the .05 level.

Without measures of actual traffic flows it is not possible to show that

concern for safety was relatively independant of the actual conditions, but

the analysis points to this conclusion.

11.4.7 Air wuelity (Lable 11.38)

. , . ; i » this dimensi varallels
The further analysis of the satisfactions for ihis dimension parallel

e udine OB J :
that of the cleaness dimension very closely. =sxcluding ICE tenents from the

sample improved the relationships with a number of variables, notably the

proportion of dwellings in poor condition, and the percentage of households




Y

Yable 11.38 Alr GQuality

Xendall's Taun
Fhysical Vari=hle Execluding | hespondents | Respondents Controlling for .
I'CB ten- | dwelling in| dwelling Incone Ape School length of
ants very good not in very leaving | residence
=277 corndition good cond. age
1i=4 5 N=2 E\N
, . xx 3 : xx xx xx
‘' h/holds having all| .2L7 2657 .180%% .201%% 202 .201 19
amenities
) x xx %%
¢ n/roldis renting - -.227% - 171 -.178% -, 168% -.172 -.172
unf. »rivately
+ L S % x
. dwellings in poor | -.204%= -.172 -.158 - 177 -.162 ~.164L w164
conditions
: . xx + X%
Prequency of Duses -.196 -.194 -.173
. . X xX x ® *® *
Density of trees 161 -.0L3 .203 .159 162 .152 .157
. e +
Distance to lain .186%% 159 1197
Road
xx
Lensth of L164%% -, 009 151
curtilage




Teble 11.38 Continued

Physical Variable

Kendall's

Pearson's r

First Crder

controlling for

Tau Correlation - h/holés having| %h/holds renting| ¢~ dwellings in
all amenities unfurnished poor condition
orivetely
¥
% households having all amenities 197 2677 - 272 L 2L 0%
xx xx
% households renting unfurnished -.175% -.195 - 197% - -.179
privately
. . s L EX 3 + £
%o dwellings in poor condition -.166 -. 164 -.119 -.139 -
wx
Bus frequency 1657 | —.23k -.088 -2 - 2047
¥ +
Dersity of trees .159%% .151 227 .119 138"
. -3
Length of curtilege 1317 L163% .080 173 146
- ; ‘ xx
Distance to lain Road 155

Significance levels =x .001

- .C1
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rith all ameniti Teking 3ust -
with 1ties. laking just the respondents who hed dwellings in very

rcod condition a » i . .
£000 on, the latter veriable was the only one which remezined signifi-

cent at the .00l level.

T _
WVhen the remalning respondents were considered the

. 1ty f @ o . . ~ !
density of trees became the strongest related variable (as with Cleaness). |

The partial correlations, using the social variables as controls, nrod-
uced no change in the relationships. Using the physical variables as controls
however chowed again that the two census varisbles indicating tenure and
dwelling amenities were robustly related to the satisfaction with iir unality, ,
whereas much of the strength of the other variables relationshins was spurious

and due to the interrelationships with the two census variables.

11.4.8 FPrivacy (Table 11.39)

The three most significant relationships with the satisfaction with
privacy were investigated at this staze, partial correlation being carried
out with the social variables as control variables. When the age of the :
respondent was controlled the three relationships were reduced in significance
if not in strength. The weak link between the physical environment and sat-
isfaction with privecy was not altogether surprising, as discussed earlier ;
(11.2.11).

When the correlations between the satisfaction and three of the physical

- . X 3 .
variables was controlled by the density of trees the correlations were

. WV 2 i entage of house-
markedly reduced in strength. Vhen the census variable percentage o

holds living at over 14~ persons per TOOm W2aS controlled a similar resuvlt

. ) . : . SN i 4t nsus variable
was obtained. According to this (Pdr“metrlc) test the census varia

anneared to be more robustly related to satisfaction, if only marginally.
BESER AR T RS




Tehle 11a39 Privacy

) o , Kendall's Tau
Fhysical Variesble | First controlling Lo

Order S/b01d Loe School [ Immome | Loagth of |

Correl- | Size leaving residence

ation i’i-[’l’.'e‘
Density of trees L165%% .168% 165% | 186%F | 1607F | 163"
: .. I 4
j h/holds living | -.138 - 1207 | -i1167 | -a139% | —a13® | Cl1zst
at over 1l pp
Troom
‘ . . - X = ot + = =
Y. dwellings in ~.131 -.138 -.122 -.120 ~.141 -.155 L
poor condition

Pearson's 1

Physical Variable |1"irst Order Controlling for

Correlation Density of trees|i h/holds living

at over 1 prroom
- . *x +
Density of trees .182 - .128
i

N . xx X i
v- households living| ~.186 -.133 - ‘

at over li pproom o

+ +
‘> dwellings in -.119" -.107 -.117
poor condition

. % + .
Age of dwelling ~.145 - .103 -.080 .

11.4.9 Private Upkeep.(Table 11.40)

The analysis of satisfaction with upkeep was carried out in two stages;
a * Fal
in the first stage two different sub-samples were selected on the basis of

dwelling condition and ternure, and in the second stage partial correlation

was carried out.
When the respondents whose dwellings were not in the best condition

vere taken ss a group the strengths of most of the correlations were improved,
- -~ CLaw Ca 5

notably the census variable of occupation density, dwelling upkeep end car

owrershi en coO il t e O 2} the & rouncs
1 ) eXCluded fIOA:. t}le s&a ~1e (On z




Table 11.4C ZPrivate Upkeep
. ' . _ Kendall's Tau
;?y?igil j}l N tespond i0n~ . _ Controlling for T
Varinble Sample dwel}s. Council | ige School | I/hold | Income
not in | tenants leaving | size
best con|H=1:7 Age
=24k '
4 A, x5
/‘lvz/hcly}din -.208 - 226%% | 293 | | 106%F | | 208%E | _203F®| - 206
over Ly p L
TOOM
3 . %! 3
p duells. | LG L5621 16T 2727 | st | a0
keep cat.
% dwells. (iin J57FF | 1637 | 155 | 157F | L162% 1587 | L162F
vegood conde
it.;g.welll(s. in|-.161%F | 21817 | Zo185%F | _La8™ | -.159% | -.156% | 1597
ad upkeep
category
9> h/holds S.155FF | L1028 | _ 241 FF | 1ue® | o 16L% -.152° | -.159%
without cars
Significance levels =x .001
% .01
+ .05

b mee N




Table 11.4C Continued

B ' o _ Pearson's r
Physical Variable Pirst Order Controllings for
Correlation | % h/holds 7» dwellings| ¢ dwellings
atoverclk in good up-| in very good
pp._room keep condition
Households living at - 267 - - 232% _,quﬁx
over 1# 1 p room
¢. dwellings in good = 39% =
¢ dwellings in goo .192 .139 - 161
upkeep category
“ dwellings in best J14LE J161%F .cog™ -
condition
% dwellings in poor -.230% ~.190%% -.198% - 2067
upkeep category
- . ) , + X
Yo riouseholds without _.2035x —.114+ ~-.141 -.185
cars
Significance levels == .CC1
LN |
+ .05
that privete upkeep had a slightly different meaning for council tenants) 3

the two census variables of occupation density and car ownership were con-

siderably strengthened compared with the other variables

ol

: =z o 3 e
Partial correlation, controlling for the socisal veriables, particulaxl:
age, rednced the significence of the relationships except with the occupat-
S S = [Soabadadhey
ion density which appeared to be more robust. When the physical variables

were used to control the relationships it was notable that the occupation

density remained significently related at the .CCl Jevel, as did the prop-

[ + 3 149 -
. : : 1 < b5 r. 'The other relationships
ortion of dwellings in the bad upkeep cotegory

were weakened when the controls were applied showing them to be spurious,

in part at least.

ey




T a ia) . e
The reason why the censne variable of cccupation density should be

'],,,4 lree e - 7 2o : . . ..
related to upkeep is puzsline, as it is not clear what the visible attri-

butes of the census variable are. %wo nryess which had higher then average
occupation densities (Fevison (W) ond Werwick) both had problems of both
private and public upkeep, ond were both areas which wero reception noints
for immigrant mining families from Scotland smd Durhem. This latter point
appeared to contribute to residents negative attitudes to aspects of the

area. It is possible that the responses from these two areas have affected

the reletionships to some extent. The field measure of upkeep condition was

also related to the satisfactions with upkeepn, even after controlling.

11.5 SATISFACTION WITH WHE SNVIRGNITNGAL DIMINSICNS - SUFIZARY AID
COICLLSIAS

11.5.1 The respondents' satisfactions with the separate envirormentel dim-

ensiong were found to be related to the measures of the environment, alfthourh

the relationshirs were not straightforward or clear. In general the relation-

ships (vhile highly significant) were not very strong, althoush they are
comparable in strength with the findings of other research in this field,

(see 6. 5.2 for & summsry of the relationships, and comporisons with other

research),

11.5.2 The respondents' satisfactions were &lso related to their socicl

characteristics, end particularly their age. These relationshins were indep-
. o - b ~ - ’,\’ LS 4

endant of the environmental varisbles. o account has been taken vet of the

f ol wi liscu more fully later (Ch.lj).
respondents' preferences, which will be discussed 3

. - : ¥ the behaviour
11.5.3 The asscessment of convenience depends very mucn unon ti

pattern of the respondent, and muet therefore be related to that. This is

!

\
. ] boa) .
especially the case for shopping and the use of varks (11.4.2)
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11 e5.4 he satisfactions with Friendliness and Privacy were more related to

the social variables than to the physical variables. Vhen the social variables

4. -
were controlled the strengths of the few relationships with the physiceal

variables were markedly reduced (1].4.1; 11.4.8).

11 . B . .
However, controlling for the social variables, had little effect on the
correlations between the physical variables and the satisfactions with the

remaining Dimensions.

11.5.5 It is interesting to note that the census variables were often as
highly related to satisfactions as the variables measured in the field. The
nroblems of interpreting the census variables have been mentioned. However
the strength of the relationships with the census varizbles suggests that
they were as useful as on-site measurements for crude predictions of satis-
faction - bearing in mind that both types of variables were weazkly related

to satisfaction.

11.5.6 The tertative use which was made of the (partial) factor analysis
showed the potential of using this technigue for interpreting the relation-
ships, in comparison with partial correlation. Unfortunstely with the facil-
ities available it was not possible to exploit factor analysis with the

number of variables and respondents involved.

11.5.7 Finally in this section reference must be made to the third hypo-

thesis, which stated that respondents could be grouped on the basis of their

comnion satisfactions (10-5-2>- Hovever this was not practicable for two

main reasons:

a) The scatter of satisfaction responses, even after controlling for the

physical variables, vas larce and did not fall into discrete grouns.

L) The relationships between the satisfactions and the social variables was

A

|




week and did not ss

(6]

ist in the selection of groups. Gven wvhere it might

ha % S s .
have been expected to help (e.s. households with chiléren, tenure groups

etc.) the differences in satisfaction responses between the srouns were
. P - . . .
insufficient to be able to identify groups - especially as more them one

dimension needs to be considered.

Lhe only groups which were selected, and which demonstrated sicnificent

differences in satisfaction were based on shopping and park visiting behav-

iour. However these groups only hold for those convenience dimensions in

question, and hence are of limited generszl use.

The grouping of respondents on the basis of their nreferences remains

s possillity, and will be discussed later (Chapter 13).

4 =




Chanter 12
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CVERALL SATTISHLCTIO!

12.1 TETRCDUCTICH

s

his chapter is devoted to the snalysis of the hvrotheses that en
- . . 1 U . . ;. . .
individual's overall satisfaction with the environment is » function of his

satisfactions with each of the ceparele environmental dimensions (10.5.2).

i s e - . . . .
The seticfactions expressed with the dimensions of the envivonment

a
o

indeed highly correlated with overall satisfaction, so thet the nul hyvo-

thesis that there is no reletionship can be rejected (Table 12.1).

liowever when one wents to messure the rélative strengths of the relat-

Fa)

ijorships with overall satisfaction a number of »roblems are anparen

t
.
b
3
]

first of these is that the research model assumed that the environmental
dimensions were independant, and yetl the satisfactions measured for the
separate dimensions were cleerly rot independant (Table 12.2). lost sat-
isfactions were inter-correleted with values of Tau between 0.2 and O.k,

including those dimensions which one would not expect to be related e.r.

Noise and Privacy or View etc.

These inter-relationshinrs among the satisfactions would seem to stem
from four sources which were nct included in the original model (or nyvno-
theses):

a) 'he fact that satisfactions with the different dimensions of the envir-
onnent shared common tdeterminants' among the physical variables. The
prime example was the two dimensions Cleaness and &ir tunality (see
11.2.2; 11.2.3).

b) ‘lhe possibility that an individual's overall satisfaction influenced the

expressed with the component dimensions of the environ-

satisfactions

ment, i.e. that there is 'feedback' from Overall Satisfaction.

£




! {11 a1 4 . \ iy . L.
c) The probability of en element of 'instrument error' deriving from the

juxtaposition of the measurement scales in the questionnaire (see 10.4) .
P, I TN S . .. . . .
d) YIhe satisfections with the different dimensiens, and with the environ-

ment as a whele, may have haed commen social determninents

In order to be akle to determine the relative contributions which the

tisfaction may make to Oversll Satisfaction these additionel

o

separate sa

influences have to be included in the assumed additive model of satisfact-

ion. The revised mode) of %he possible processes is shown in Figure 12.1

belove

7
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Teble 12.1 CLorrelations between Overall Satisfaction and Setisfactions

with the servarate Environmental Dimensions

Environmentel Dimension Correlation Coefficient
(Kendall's Teu)
Apnearance 463
Layout .59
Reputation 39
Cleeness 128
View 391
Upkeep 37k
Lir Quality 356
Council Upkeep 323
Overall Convenience 320
Suitability for Children 320
Privacy 519
Greeness 295
Safety 277
Koise 256
Triendliness .2h1
Car Farking .20C
S

1i.5. 411 correlations significemt at .0C1 level
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e de n nad h ' ] 151 j
model ircludes the nossibility that the satisfactione expressed

s 4 74 7 .
with the separate dimensions (\19 \V, etc.) 'shere' the independent nhysicel

[

<
;
o
.-v‘
2
j—d
2]

) Xy, X : . REN
ko (Al, Ko etc.), that the measured satisfactiong, ircludins Cverall

+

Satisfaction, are affected by instrument error (e); end that the satisfact-

jons may share commem social or personality infinen s (- p)
are not definitively stated in the model, leaving the note-
ibility that the separate satisfactions ere 'caused' by the Oversl Satis-

faction, or vice versa.

This model has been investigated using the method of causazl inferences
using vartiel correlation in the manner outlined by Blalock ( Clelock Hade,
196@). he essence of the technig ue is that by controlling for common
independent variables certain links in the model can be eliminated as the
reletionships are shown to be spurious. %he relationshipe which should

diseppear can be predicted from the postuleted model, and hence the hyro-

thesised model can be verified, altered or rejected.

: o ol 3 ; & a1 -+ Y1) r‘,"ﬂ
Refore turning to the core of the model, i.e. the relationsnlp throngh

o Co

the separate satisfactions between the physical variables end overall sat-

. . - o . .
isfaction, the other possible determinants of overall satisfacticn will e

dealt withe

12,2 SCCTAL/PERSCNALITY INFIUENCES (8 CVERALL SLTTSRACTICN

LAY _\u.u

. T o 1177 Y 7 i .S
In fact no personality measures vere mede during the survey, o thi

discussion is restricted to th

. o 1 led en > 1 cigl var-
satisfaction with his or her nome has been included emong the social va

SRR ) o moraeop ! ~t 1
iables as a control variable. It was sssuned that a persorn s satisfaction

luenced also by their satisfaction with their

with their areas would be inf

y +1 eI a1 S
. o i sbhles relating to The surrounclns
homes, in additional to the physical varia &

environment.

iThe directions

e social variables measurec. “he respondent's




The first possibilitic .
ne first possibilities to be tested were a) that overall setisfsction

was independant of the So o P . n
< E cial /J'GJ °OTch11'LV verisbles dece Y = O and, i

el
not, b) that the relationships were spurious and dependant only upon the

common environmental determinants (Fig. 12.2) i.e. tnY.0n = O.

W, =

Ficure 12.2 lodel A: Oversll satisfection indevendent of Secinl/

o

Personality Variables

Tn order to test these two propositions the first order correlations
Yetween the social varisbles and overall satisfaction were obtaiﬁed
(Table 12.3), and then the partial correlations controlling for the environ-
mental variebles were calculated. The environmenial variables which were
(1)

most strongly correlated with overall satisfaction were chosen, nine in a1l.

Table 12.3 60"301 tion hetween Oversll Setisfaction and the Social

o B

st Ovden Ccrrv7"t*0ﬂ~f

Yeondall's | significerce
Tau Level

Social Variable : L.
Yendall's Signii
Tav, Level

Satisfaction with the Home 375 001 .33? .OO}
207 ,00] . 186 . 003,

A oe
Eousehold Size -.125 001 -.13? .01
Incone - 13k .001 - 147 .C01

. C‘SI}' .05 .1OO . 05

Length of Resicence

e b S TS

e o et A b S S e P e T ST v
o i YO I el T3S

o S
[N — . A A T A P
= A A o

3T Lape A e sl T A e
(1) The following nine vﬂyxahles were controlled for: o€ OL d“ellihbi'
Y% of awp11J cs in vesy so0d condition; Y- of dwellings in pocCr condit-
‘ ] i JURUNDCI S Loapsprex e Denags doe
Song; - of CGwellings W “bad unkeey catenorys Pensiiy of treesy VERSITYS
E‘O; %ovonhol( with all basic amenitics; «. of householas centing

/¢ Od OV e oW b : e

unfurnished ““1v@teTy; 3‘Ol Louseholcs withoul cars.
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It cen be seen from leble 12.3 firstly, thet overall satisfaction is
significently correlated with several social voriables (i.e. nY # 0)5 and

.
secoendly that all the relationships remain significant after controliin

for the environmental variables (5..c. r2nY.5n F 0).

Hence it can be concluded that the five social variables are signifi-
cantly related to the overall satisfaction independantly of the physical

condaitions.

12.3  SOCLAL INPLUFNCES O THE SATTSFACTICHS WITH 17

CP TR IIVIRGHINT

It wos firmly established in the last chapter (11. j) that the setise
factions with the separate dimensions were jnfluenced by the social choract-
eristics of the individuals. £t that time no attempt vas made to control
for the possibility that the social varisbles were correlated with the
environmental variables, and thet their relationship vith the satisfactions
may have stemmed from this. To test for this poesibility nine enviremiental
dimensions wvere selectéd (see 11.@), and the partial correlations of the
satisfactions with the separate dinensions vith the social variables, con-
trolling for the environmental ve .riables wag obtained (i.e. rinZn.¥n).
Paremetric correlations were used because of the Gate hendling limilations

of the computing facilitios. The environmenbal vericbles controliled were

. I S 2
the same as in the previoud section (see note to 12.2

Lo

in questvione

'3 oare

T . Bl ~
Figore 12.3

f"')«



Ls table 12.4 show
s 12.% shows although a number of significant first order co-

rrelations were no longer significant after controlling, the majority of

the correlations remain significent., It is interesting to note the social
variable which loses the largest number of significant relationchivs is

age (which was seen as the most important social varicble in the previous
chapter), suggesting that there is a stronger correlation between age and

the physical environment, than, say, for household size. The conclusion

to be dravn is that ¢n most cases the social variables influence the sate-

“

isfaction with the separate dimensions independantly of the environmental

conditions i.e. ™nfn.Xn # O.

Having established that the social varisbles have some independent

fluence on both Overall Saticfaction and the separate satisfactions the

main body of the model can be eramined i.e. the relationship between overall
3 T

satisfaction (Y) and the separate datisfaclions (tm). 4 number of different

models will be put forward and tested in tuimn.

’ 3 St he Satialredions
12.0 Model € Overall Satisfaction is hdcnendent of the Satisfoctions

. i YTn s g 9
with the Seovarate Dimensiont of ire Fpvironiment

e

If cverall satisfaction were independcnt of the separate satisfaction
then one would expect the correlation between the two to egual zero if the
controlled Ty 1e€o

commor: background social veriables are

W V.Z, = 0 (Pig 12.4)

e ll\

v n > \/YI“ . Y
~

T~

e (Overall
L VVeral

. - o te are guve
The veytial cevcelation COf fficlents are &

. N 23 e <)
nty s ac WLl
controlled variables werd gotiofociles |

o
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Table 12.4 Correletion between the social variables (ineclnding the satis
= Sat BN SN . S AR v [R S VIR S L

oyt PR 1 i - S . o . - .
action with the Mome)ahd satisfachior. with the Dimensions of

environment, Controlline for the envirornmental verisbles.

Social Variable ) ]
?nviropmental Length of | Age | Household | Income | School | Setisfaction
Dimension Lesidence bize leaving | with home
hre

Cleaness 032 | .095 ~.023 | -.1197 | -.op2 235
Air Guality =025 | 033 01k | -.2837 | -.157% 2157
Safety .083 0ol -6t | 008 -7t 167%
i X
Frivate .038 .038 -.0b2 -.111 | =.061 171
Upkeep
N . x x = ~% ’»n+
Suitability .175 .189 -.181 -.061 |-.132 129
for children

..+.
Friendliness 06k st —i220%F ) SL06k | - 192% 127

*
Frivacy .080 1287 -.200%% | -.079 |-.08L J16%

®x
Appearance -.031 .0L0 -.010 | -.037 |~-.070 .306

+ XX

Convenience -,089 129" -.208 -.152" | ~.105 .255

Significence levels zx 001

% .01

+ .Ch
. - .o . . s i S .2 r controlling variables,
¥ .F. Parametric Partial Correlation Used. See 12.2 fo %

Pelationships which were significant before controlling, &nd which

are no longer significant at the .05 level after controlling, have

been underlined.

i



fable 12.5 Uorrelation Between Overzll Satisfaction :nd the Sensrate

Satisfactions

. Correlation(l) with Overall Satisfactiom (Kendall's )

Satisfaction controlling fors

Dimension Social Variables Socisl and Environ-
- . mental variables
Cleaness 375 340

Air Guelity .30k .251
Friendliness .192 .192
Private Uplkeep 506 275
Privacy .236 .20k
Convenience 200 218
Suitability for

children .255 256

Safety 212 .1820
Apnpearance 391 353

(1) 411 correletions significant at the .001 level.

income, end length of residence. 711 the relationships of overall satis-
. . s o N
faction with the separate satisfactions remained significent at the .OCL

level.

Thue ™WnY.2Zn #:O, and as it stands overall satisfaction 1s not independ-

. : The i however, arother possible
ent from the sepmr-ate sztisfactions. There is , NOVEVET, ¥

- i i ] lationshin between the
source of z correlation, and that is any direct rele 1L

. [ - 1
- oti . I'h crder to show
environmental variables and overall satisfaction hus in T 5

whether overall satisfaction is indevpendant of the separate satisfactions

{ i & ntrolled (i.e. show whether
the environmental variables should elso be cO

inY.ZnXn = 0).

-
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However efter controlling for both the socisl rnd the envireonmental

-
1

variables, the relationships between overall satis

jons with the separate dimensions remein significent i.e. PmY./n¥a # ©

(Table 12.5).

Thus there is an independant relationship belween the seperate seti

i
0

faction and the overall satisfaction; and Model C can be rejected.

12.5 liodel Dt Overall Satisfection 'couses' the Satisfections yith the

Sevarate Invironments] Dimensions

If this second model is to be valid not only rust overall satisfaction

be related to the satisfacticns with the dimensicns independently of the

social influvences (verified above), but it must also be independent cf the
. - - A X 3 Iyl .
physicel variables vhen soclal veriables are controlled (i.e. ¥XnY.Zn - 0)

(Fig 12.5)

, . W, e Y

- . . - P Q R N v 1 Rt Ee LS
Meure 12.5 Iodel D: Overall Satisfocuion —CIULZL

i atisfaction is iricantly related to a pumbew
However the overall satisfaction 18 gigmill iy

T .
. and above whle 12. I althoush
of physical variables at the .01 level and above {Wab ),

F social veriableo.
the relntionships are weakencd sfter contrelling fox the social veriabic

‘ o ned v ipdeverdent of the physe
PMhuys the overall satisfa setion ig met entirely 3

. ) . X Y.7 £ O, and this Suggests that this model in
ical variubles, L.Ce Thptedy 7

1 4n obher setiefactd
. BRI PR R RPN Vorlse s the (‘{ SR
vhich overall satisfaction ~ciuse

e :;L -Ll)r\ Te

faction ond the satisfact-

,-:) -



Table 12.6 Correlation between Overall Satisfaction snd the Physical

Variables

First Order Controllin

. . g for
Physical Variables Correlation Social Variables

Kengall‘s Signifi- | Kendall's Signifi-
Tau ;anci Tau cance
eve

% dwellings in poor condition -.239 .001 -.219 001

% dwellings in bad upkeep -.197 .001 -.118 L0280

category

%vhouseholds living at abover -.167 .001 -.098 .CL43

L+ pp room

¢ dwellings in very good 157 .001 .141 .007

Condition

% households renting unfumn- -.149 .001 -.126 .01h

ished privately ’

% households without cars -.118 001 -.065 .128

DenSity - 109 ool - lll? 0020

> Households with all basic

amenities .103 01 -.125 014

Density of Trees .10C .01 .070 .110

Length of Curtilage .098 .01 .080 .083

Distance to a General Store .09k .01 072 .105

12.6 Model Es

Satisfactions with the separate

environmental dimensions

tcause' overall satisfaction

If the model in whic

satisfaction i

The first two, already verified,

independant of the separate satisfactions,

The third condition is that, as

the correlations between the separate satisfact-

dimensions is independant,

h the separate satisfactions 'cause' the overall

s to be verified then three conditions should be satisfied.

are that overall satisfaction must not be

or of the physical variables.

suming that each of the environmental

PR




LONE s Co?tr01llng for the social background variables should be zero; i.c.

I‘\"vrl\'"rZQZn =0 (Iﬂig 1206)0

¥
<

Xn - W,

Figure 12.6 lodel B: Severate Satisfections 'cause' Oversl Satisfaction

Table 12.7 shows the resvlts of the analys;é.' Only seven of the thirty six
i-*nterrelétionéhips in the correlation metrix were no longer significant at
the .05 level, although many of the relationghips had been weakened ( com-

pare with table 12.2).

Table 12.7 MNonperenetric partial correlation matrix ~ Contrclling for

Social Varjables (see text)

I
4] o £ i '}
o O 4w © h
o R 3! b
R o A =t : b
Y r= Q Py o et erd Q ! i
oo NI = TS =B R H ! i
-8 © o o 3 wo D o .
28 2R R E D. 8 2 i
c't.c‘”.‘"l',' -l't .'C\. o “ '__,4 . 5 .'-<O - i}
Satisfaction with ke 5 F;: pﬁjg p;: S Fo & 2 iy '
Clesness sy L0501 L2853 J1k6 L34 277 .232 .LOS
-2 et x + it 453 3
Air Quality L031 .179 .088 ".020 195 .188 .35k
o % WX o P
Friendliness 180 142 L277 .159 L1088 067
i % % x +
(574 Y r
Private Upkeep 213 .076 089 100 .271
B % + 5
Privac L126 J1hs 276 189
(&}
Y + = ux e
. .17 15
Convenience 216 Ll 2 .151
nx i %
2 : .f\‘—’ . 2 2
Suitability for Children '4’)9 7
A FY %
o
e O
Safety =
" RE
Siemificoince levels'xx .01
% .01
+ .05




Thus the third condition is shown not to hold i.e. fwlwz.Zn # 0, and

on this first analysis the hypothesised model in which the separate satis-
factions 'cause' the overall satisfaction cannot be accepted. However it
was assumed for the test that the dimensions were independent, and it was
shown in the last chapter that this was not the case, as several of the
dimensions were related to common physical variables. If these physical

variables are controlled for in addition to the background social variables

the inter-correlations should be reduced to zero i.e. rW W,.X Z = 0.
n

The results of this partial correlation are given in table 12.8.
Although the strength of the relationships is further reduced still only
seven correlations are no longer significaent at the .05 level i.e.
IMiWZ.XnZn 4 0. If all the physical independant varisbles have been success-
fully controlled for(l) then there are two possible explanations of the
remaining correlationss
a) that the generation of satisfaction is a two-way process, with the

overall satisfaction being 'caused by' and 'causing' the separate sat-

isféctiony, OT
b) instrument error i.e. the nalo effect from the juxtaposed scales in

the questionnaire.

The problems of investigating reciprocal causation are great as

Blalock has pointed out (Blalock H.Jd., 1964). Ideally some kind of time

. ' cedl i ;
series data is required to enable one variable to be 'laggzed' in time, and

hence to b%regarded as the "cause" at time (t-1), resulting in a dependant

! i . However no such time
variable which then becomes the "ceause" at time (t) v

hysical variables and the satis-

: the
(1) The weak correlation between Vo1l the significant physical

factions suggests that possibly no
variables have been measured.




Table 12.8 Nonparametric partial correlation matrix, controlling for the

Physical and socisl variables

0
=
&g 3 B 0
. — 5 5 ke o
Satisfaction g = o > o " o 5
With & s 'Bo 3 § @6 & &
ot -0 P > + ) @
5 F  gd T g oh e £
< =y SN =N 3 BSOS B oy
Cleaness 381 .077 .236 .110 .132 .231 .152 .321
xx wx + + %% % xx
Air Quality 059 ,170 .053 .016 .128 .123 .267
% + + + =x
‘Friendliness 150 .160 .256 .191 .147 114
= X % XX X +
Private Upkeep .191 .015 .059 .100 .253
% + %
Privacy 109 .165 .016 .154
x b
Convenience .220 .160 .14k VWi
o % % i
Suitability for Children .24 .258 :
Safety ;104 ‘;

Significance levels =x .00l
x .01
+ .05
Physical Variables controlled for (see Appendix A for key)s

AGEBLDG, WALIREPI, VAROl7, VARO19, VARO22, VAROZ3, PTHIIT, RDWTH, TREES,

VARO26, VARO33, VARO34, VARO35, NOHSES, LCURT, BSFRE, ALLAMEN, COUNL, PUKF,

PPROOM, CAROWN

Social Variables controlled for: AGE, INCOM, HSHSIZE, SATHOM, LRES

171




series data was available.

One final analysis was carried out to investigate whether the instru-
ment error could be shown to be affecting the correlations. The correlat-
ions matrix for the satisfactions with the separate dimensions of the

environment, controlling for the socizl and physical varisbles and for the

overall satisfaction, was calculated(l) (Table 12.9). Twenty of the orig-
inal correlations vere no long significant, and it is instructive to
examine the remaining significant relationships. If the instrument error
was the main cause of the remaining relationships then it would be expected
that the variables which were juxtaposed on the guestionnaire would be the

remaining variables. However this is not the case.

Intuitively the reason for the remaining relationships would seem to
be common physical determinants which were not measured in the survey, and i
hence have remained uncontrolled throughout the analysis. It is obviously

not possible to verify this with the survey data available, tut the fact )

that the remaining relationships are between satisfactions with aspects of b
appearance (upkeep, cleaness, air quality, suitability for children), con-
cern for children (safety, suitability for children), and social aspects

(privacy, friendliness) suggests that the reason given is sound.

12.7 Conclusion

This chapter has been corperned with the way in which overall satis-

faction is derived. The issue was complicated by the high degree of correl-

ation among the separate satisfactions. The three simple forms of the

model of satisfaction has to be rejecteds that in which overall satisfaction

the rule of not controlling for the dependant

. . . .t s
(1) Strictly this viels’ this exploratory exercise it was felt to be

variable. However in
justified.
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Teble 12.9 Nonparametric partial correlation matrix, controlling for

physical and social variables, and overall satisfaction
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Cleaness .328 - L.160 - - .155 - «233
P % = %
Air Quality - - - - - - .203
23
Priendliness L104  .125 .225 W148 - -
: + + o %
Private Upkeep Akl - - - 177
% =x
Privacy - .120 .223 -
+ E
Convenience A3 - -
' %
Switability for Children -209 .181
P =X
Safety -

Significance levels xx .00l
x .01
+ .05

relationships less significant not shown

Physical and social variables controlled - as in Table 12.63 Overall

Satisfaction also controlled.

factions, that in which overall satis-

is independant of the geparate satis

faction causes the separate satisfactions, and the third model in which

ons with the separate

overall satisfaction is derived from the satisfacti

environmental dimensions.




The most likely explanation, which could not be verified with the data

from this survey, is that there is a reciprocal process in wvhich the

overall satisfaction is derived from, and in tumn influences, the satisfact-

ions with the environmental dimensions.

The influence of the measuring instrument did not appear to play a
significant role in the relationships. Far more important were the
common physical determinants of some of the satisfactions, particularly

those related to appearance, for which no measures were made in the survey.

The effect of the correlations between the separate satisfactions,
particularly when trying to establish the relative importance of the
dimensions in the reciprocal build up of satisfaction, will be dezlt with

in the next chapter.

147 A




Chapter 13

RESIDENTS' PRIORITIES

13.1 INTRODUCTION

Two related research questions are examined in this chapter. The
first is the question as to what residents' preferences with respect to the
elements of the residential environment are, and to how these preferences
vary (9.1.2)? The second question is to vhether groupings of the population
are possible on the basis of preferences, having shown earlier the difficulty

of identifying groups on the basis of satisfaction alone (11.5.7).

Tt is easier to deal with the issue of grouping first, as the analysis
relating to the first question is simplified if the sample population can

be assigned to a small number of groups.

13.2 IN7IVIDUAL PREFERENCES

The relevant hypothesis stated simply that individuals have different
preferences between the environmental dimensions (10.5.2). The basic data
upon which the analysis is based are the responses to the question in which
respondents were asked to select five environmental dimensions from a list
of fifteen, and to rank these five in the order of preference to the resp-

ondent (9.6.4). Tn order to reduce the bias introduced by the measuring

instrument four different prompt capic were used for this guestion, with the

dimensions listed in a different order on each card.
The responses to this question are summarised in table 13.1. The

dimensions have been ranked according to the number of mentions each

dimension received as the respondent's first preference. If the respond-

ents other four preferences are included in the total number of mentions

R . . u
there are some small changes in the ordering of the dimensions, €.g8e. Clean
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Table 13.1 Respondent's Preferences

Environmental Dimension

Number of wmmdosmmﬁém choosin Uwsmsmuoﬁ as

First Second Third Fourth Fifth Overall \
Preference | Preference | Preference | Preference | Preference Distrivution %
by number of mentions

Friendliness 50 L2 21 33 25 10.7
Convenience Lg 31 25 26 17 9.2
Suitability for Children L2 24 26 26 16 8.l
Safety 34 27 22 18 22 77
Privacy 27 19 23 21 13 6.4
Clean Area 24 26 34 35 8 7.9
Clean Air 19 23 15 24 20 6.3
Appearance 14 22 19 11 12 L.,9
Quiet 13 25 22 13 11 543
Reputation 9 5 10 6 12 2.6
Greenery 8 11 17 9 19 k.o
GoodLayout 8 5 9 8 11 2.6
Private Upkeep 5 8 0 5 1 1.6
Good View 5 7 13 6 11 2.6
Council Upkeep L 18 16 8 8 3ok
No Response 10 27 39 73 114 16.4




Moo e . . L " . . >
Arca xgg more {requently mentioned, taking all the responses into account,

than 'Privacy' or 'Safety?,

e e 3 o . -
Overall, excluding the non-responses, half of the total responses were

accomted for by the top four dimensions: Friendliness; Convenience;

Suitaﬁility for Children; and Clean Af&a. The first eipht dimensions in
the overall preference list included BQﬂ of the total number of responces.
The indication therefore is that although different respondents chose @iff-
erent d&mensiqns as their preferences, thefe was a coﬁcentration of choice
around the top half of the list. This suggests that there are sufficient
grounds to jﬁstify the'suggestion thet some respondents, oxr groups of

respondents, share common priorities.

13.2 GRCUPIHG COF PREFERENCES

The pattern of preference choice was first examined to see if this
. i . .o\ .
could provide a basis for grouping respondents. If any pettemn of
choice existed the respondents first preference would be usually associated
. . . . - = 1, . '
vith particular second, third etc. cholces; €.3. people choosing 'appearance

might also tend to choose 'upkeep'. However no clear pvatterns existed.

(1) This was done using the "FREAKDC/:" procedure zvailable in the SPS3
packege. In this ena lveis it is possible to exanine the respondents
5 preferences grophicelly as shown below:

Appearance (3C respondanis)

™~

First Preference

L- -
Seecond Clecaness (15) cte. (15}
. H 1] //
I
Third " o Privacy { 7} ete.( 8)
, K ~ 0 \ t (r\‘
Fourth f e Fricndlincss (27 etc {51
: <
34 \& o4 PRy ({\
Fiteh 0 o Car Parking {1} Repwtation ]
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It was therefore decided to group the respondents on the basis of the

dimension chosen as the first preference, resulting in fifteen groups

initially. To retain fifteen groups was not felt to be helpful, as the
semple size within some of the groups was too small for meaningful further
analysis. Four different numbers of groups were chosen, from six groups to
nine groups. In each case the desired number of groups was determined and
those respondents who did not fall within one of the groups (i.e. they did
not select one of the top dimensions as their first preference) were ass-
igned to a group on the basis of their second preference, followed by their
third etc.preference if necessary. This process continued until all respond-
ents were members of one of the grouvs, or until all five preferences had

been used.

After a comparison of the relationships between the social and phys-
ical variables and the different preference groupings six groups wes found
to give the best all round relationships. These six groups were based on
the following preferencess Friendliness; Convenience; Suitability for

Children; Safety, Privacy; end Cleaness (including both Clean Air and

Clean Area dimensions).

TIn the sections which follow these siz groups of respondents will be
used to examine the social and physical relationships with preferences.

At the same time of course the strength and nature of the discovered rel-

ationships will give some indication of the usefulness (or otherwise) or

the preference groupings identified.

13.3 THE SOCIAL CHARACTERISTICS OF THE PREFERENCE GROUPS

The cross-tabulations of the preference groups ageinst the social

variables revealed that four social variables were significantly related

at the .05 significance level or above (chi-square test). These variables
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were the tenure; income; age; and household status of the resnondents.

These will be dealt with in tumm.

13.3.1 Tenure

Ihe cross-tabulation of the six preference groups against tenure was
significant at the .02 level. A higher than average proportion of the
respondents in the "Friendliness" group were council tenants (579" compared
with 425 in the sample as a whole); whereas 54. of those in the "Convenience"
group, and L& of those in the "Privacy" group were owner-occupiers (38% of
the sample were owner-occupiers). NCB tenants were over-represented in the
"suitability for Children" and the "safety" groups, forming 23% and 21%

of the groups respectively, compared with their share of the sample of 13%.

There were & number of clear differences among the age groups in their
choice of nreference group (chi-square test significant at .001 level).
52% of those who were in the "Suitability for Children" group were between
20 end 29 (i.e. the age group with greatest likelihood of having children),

although they only formed 205 of the sample.

The 35-L4L4 age group were over-represented in the "Safety" preference

group (28% of group compared with 15/in sample population), whereas the

45-60 age group predominated the "Cleeness" preference group (633 of group
compared with 40% of sample population). The older age categories were

. . X . ' N ] " . e
more evident in the "Privacy' and Friendliness" preference groups 29,

of the respondents in the Privacy group were over 65 (135+ of sample popu~

lation); 31y in the Friendliness group were over 60 (2 in the sample

population).




13.3.3 Income (Table 13.2)

m . .
Fhe cross tabulation of income against preference group gave a value

of chi-square which was significant at the .001 level. The main difference
between the groups was that the higher income group (over £40 per week)

were over-represented in the "Convenience" and "Privacy" preference groups,
whilst the low income grouns (less than £30 per week) were more evident in

the "Friendliness" group. In the £30-4C per week income group the "Good

for Children" preference was chosen more often, along with "Convenience".

13.3.4 Household Status (Table 13.3)

The household categories have been condensed for the table; single
persons have been grouped with small adult households; and small and large
families have been put together, Almost half the families with children
came within either the "Good for Children" or the "Safety" preference
groups (32% and 16%~of the families respectively). Small households were
more likely to be in the "Convenience" or "Friendliness" groups (319 and
23% of small households respectively). 2%s0f the respondents in large adult
households came within the "Cleaness" group, whereas old small household
members were most likely to be in the "Fyiendliness" or '"Cleaness" groups,

these two preferences accounting for 52% of the respondents in old small

households.

13.3.5 Summary of the Social Characteristics

The tables have shown a clear link between the social characteristics

of the respondent and their preferences. The easiest relationship to

explain is that between the household situation of the respondent and the

preferences. Respondents with children naturally are more concerned about

. ; T
the safety and suitability of their neighbourhoods for children. he

rested in the friendli-

Mmoo
ness

smaller (and usually older) households are more inte

1Q0
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Table 13.2

Income (per week) T
o O'tal
Preference underc;;a,ZO £20;3o £30-40 over £50 5
/ ] c, S
Group g / 7
Friendliness 28.3 28.3 15.2 12.2 19.6
Convenience 11.9 15,0 27.3 28.6 1.1
Good for Children 745 6.7 27.3 50.4 16.7
Safety 13.5 18.3 12.2 8.2 13.1
Frivacy 17.9 11.7 4.0 18.4 11.6
Cleaness 20.9 25.0 14.2 12.2 17.8
TOTAL 67 60 99 L9 100.0
Table 13.3
% of household type choosing each preference group
Preference Single Small and |lLarge 01d small | TOTAL
Persons and | large Adult Households ik
Group small adult| families (Households
households
Friendliness 22.9 11.8 21.6 26.6 19.9
Convenience 31.3 21.5 16.5 15.6 20.2
Good for Children 8.3 32.3 13.4 1.6 15.9
Privacy 16.7 6.5 10.3 17.2 11.6
Cleaness 12.5 11.8 26.8 25.0 19.5
TOTAL 48 93 97 ol 100.0

18

i




ness of the area, and also in the cleaness of it, a concern which is shared

most by the middle-aged respondents. The higher income end owmer-occupied

respondents are more likely than the other respondents to choose Frivacy

and Convenience as their main priorities.

13.4 THE RELATIGISIIP BETWEEN PHYSICAL CCEDITIONS AND PREFE EICE GRCUP

The first stage in examining whether the physical conditions had any
influence on the choice of preferences was to compare the distribution of
preferences in the different case-study areas (Table 13.4). The table is

arranged, once again, by preference groups.

Some significant differences are clear in the table. For example 33%
and 25% of the respondents in the Thornes and Bellevue areas of Wakefield
city were in the "Convenience" preference group. In contrast to these two
centrally located areas was the case study area of Streethouse, an isolated
settlement in which an equally high proportion of the respondents selected
Convenience as their main preference (28%). 35% of the respondents living
in the Glasshoughton area came within the "(Cleaness'" preference group, &
proportion which is only approached in Bellevue and Hemsworth. 411 three
case study areas, and Glasshoughton in particular, had below average satis-

factions reported with the cleaness and the air quality.

The three large estates of Eastmoor, Nevison and Warwick all had above

: ta 3 n )
average numbers of respondents in the "Good for Children" preference group

This may be related to the physical conditions partly, but is probably more

a reflection of the preponderence of households with children on these

estates.

This preliminary investigation suggests that the respondents’ choice

of preferences, as shown by their preference group, js related to the phys-

icel
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Table 13.4 Preference Groups by Sample Area

A1]1 Areas | Thor East Belle Hemsw Fitz Feath Alt Nevi Ponte Glass Street Warwick
=t 0

Preference No. 70 |nes Moor vue orth wil. erst. ofts son fract ho. House Istate
Group o o % % P N N R % o %
Friendliness 61 19.1 | 5.6 16.1 14.3 20.8 25.0 25.8 27.6 6.2 16.1 13.0 27.8  29.6
Convenience 61 19.1 (33.3 12.9 25.0 20.8 10.7 29.0 17.2 18.7 16.1 13.0 27.8 1l.1
Good for Children L8 15.0 11.1 25.8 3.6 16.7 17.9 9.7 20.7 28.1 - 13.0 5.6 22.2
Safety 39 12.2 16.7 6.5 - 12.5 10.7 9.7 10.3 21.9 9.7 17.4 22.2 14.8
Privacy 35 10C.8 11.1 12.9 14.3 - 10.7 16.1 6.9 9.4 38.7 - - -
Cleaness 59 18.4 22.2 9.7 28.6 29.2 21.4 9.7 6.9 15.6 12.9 34.8 16.7 22.2

Other 17 5.3 - 16,1 14.3 - 3.6 - 10.3 - 6.5 8.7 - -




ical conditions of the residential environment. In the case of nriorities

such as Uleaness or Convenience, which are not as strongly related to the
household stage of the respondent as priorities like Good for Children or
Safety, it is likely that respondents choose either the dimensions witn
which they are most satisfied, or those with which they are clearly most
dissatisfied. For example the respondents in the Thormes ares were more
satisfied on average with the convenience of their area than those in other
areas (the median satisfaction score for convenience was 6.4 in Thormes
compared with 5.6 overall), and Convenience was the predominant priority
among these respondents. A further example is that a higher than average
proportion of respondents in Altofts, possibly one of the more desirable
areas to live in the district, originally chose Appearance as their main
priority (they were of course regrouped according to their other priorities

into one of the six preference zroups later).

in example of respondents choosing a dimension with which they were
unsatisfied as a preference was in Glasshoughton. The median satisfaction
score for cleaness in Glasshoughton was 2.2 compared with the overall
median of 3.4, eand just over a third of the respondents selected cleaness
as their main priority. Similarly the above average number of respondents
in the Convenience group in Streethouse can be related to their median sat-

isfaction with convenience score of 4.5 compared with the overall median

5064

As a further test on the relationship between the physical conditions

of the environment and the choice of preferences the physical variables

were re-coded into categorised form and cross tabulated against the

i a chi-
preference groups. However none of the cross tabulations produced

square which was significant at the .00l level, end only five variables were

1 QA




significant at the .05 level. Three of these were distance variables (to

a Park, Secondary School and to Childrens Play facilities) which were not

related in any interpretable vay to the preference groups. The other two

variables were the proportion of households having all basic amenities, and
?

the upkeep category of the respondents home (Table 13.5).

The first variable of the two reflects the previous table of the case-
study areas: 335 of those living in the areas which had fewer than 70/ of
the households with all basic amenities (mainly in the Glasshoughton and
Bellevue areas) were in the "Cleaness" group. The category including over
90/ of households with all amenities was over represented in the "Good for
Children" group, which reflects again the greater proportion of households

with children on the council and post-war estates.

The upkeep category of the respondents home can be linked to both
physical and social variables. The respondents with dwellings in good
upkeep were over represented in the "Friendliness" and "Privacy" groups -
many of these were owner-occupiers and a yuarter of them lived in Altofts.
LO;: of the respondents with dwellings in poor upkeep were on the Nevison
Estate where the presence of households with children accounts for the pre-

dominance of the Safety and Good for Children preference groups.

13.5 THE INFLUENCE ON PREFERENCE CHOICE - A SUFMARY

Two types of influences have been exsmined, social and physical. The

evidence relating social characteristics to preference choice is the

stronger. The main determinants were the type of household, particularly

whether there were children present or not, and the age of the respondent.

i i rivacy;
Smaller households were more concerned ebout friendliness or P &

itabilit
households with children were concerned more about safety and the suitability




Table 13.5 A Percentage of respondents in

preference groups in household

amenity categories

7 households having all amenities

Preference under 70 0o = =
Group 7 70-80  80-90  90-100 | Total %
Friendliness 15.4 20.0 30.9 17.3 20.1
Convenience 18.0 22.9 25,5 17.3 20.1
Good for Children 7.7 15.7 5.5 22.3 15.8
Safety 15.4 8.6 10.9 15.1 12.9
Privacy 10.3 10,0 21.8 8.6 11.6
Cleaness 33.2 2249 5.5 19.4 19.58
- TOTAL 39 70 55 139 303
Table 13.5 B Percentage of respondents in preference groups in dwelling
upkeep categories
Upkeep Category of Respondents Total %
Preference Dwelling
Group Good middle Poor
Friendliness 28.2 19.3 13.3 20.1
Convenience 23.1 20.5 6.7 20.1
Good for Children 15.4 15.3 26.7 15.8
Safety 10.3 11.6 40.0 12.9
Privacy 15.4 11.2 6.7 11.6
Cleaness 7.7 22.1 6.7 19.5
TOTAL 39 2k9 15 503
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of the area for children. Large adult households, mainly middle aged

respondents (and middle incomes) were m ¢
’ ore concerned wbout cleaness, with

an increasing proportion mentionine fri i
oning friendliness as the respondent's age

became greater and the household smaller.

The influence of the physical conditions is less easy to demonstrate
glthough it is an attractive hypothesis that a respondent chooses the dim-
ensions that he is either most satisfied with, or most disatisfied with, it
has not been possible to verify this conclusively. The distribution of
choices by area support the hynothesis, but there is & lack of sufficient
relationships directly with the physical variables, and independant of the

social wvariations.

13.6 RESIDENTS PREFERENCES AND THE BUILD UP (F OVERALL SATISFACTION

It was hypothesised that an individuval's stated preferences can be
related to the contributions which his satisfaction with the different
environmental dimensions make to his overall satisfaction (10.5.2). The
determination of the contributions using ranked data presents a basic
problem: the fact that it is not possible to use regression analysis. The
information on which the following discussion is based is the comparative
strengths of the relationships between the overall satisfaction and the

satisfactions with the separate dimensions. In order to account for the

intercorrelations between the separate satisfactions partial correlation

vas used, controlling first for the variable with the strongest first order

correlation with overall satisfaction (i.e. satisfaction with Appearance).

This procedure was then mpeated by taking the variable which was most closely

correlated with Overall Satisfaction after the Satisfactions with Appearance

hod been controlled (i.e. Satisfaction with Reputation) and then controlling

for this variable too. The effect of the controlling was to reduce the

A0™




— 4. £ ~ e .
strongth of the relationships with those satisfa ctions which were highly

- & to other satisf P . . .
relete other satisfactions. For exsmnle, when the satisfaction with

appearance was controlled the correlation with satisfaction with greeness

wes sirmificantly reduced in strength.

[

‘able 13.6 shows the changes in the relationshi®s when the number of
variables being controlled is increased pro-ressively up to four (Satis-
factions with S»pearence, Reputetion, Satisfaction with the Fome and with
Corvenience). VWhen all four setisfactions are controlled four satisfaction
dimensions are no longer significantly related to Overall Satisfaction:

Safetys; Suitability for Children; Friendliness; and Car Parking). The

order of strencths of the controlled relationships was as follows: Appearance,

Reputation, Sa*isfaction with the Home, Convenience, layout and View,

It is clear thet the ordering of the dimensions according to the
strengths of their 'independant' (or.indeed their first order) correlations
with overrll srtisfaction is very different from the ordering obtained when
direct cuestions on preferences were aslked (Table 13.1). Only one of the
top six variables with respect to their correlations with overall satisfact-
ion was also one of the top stated preferences - Convenience. In fact three

~

e e o aPL
of the ton vreferences were no longer significent after

Iy

the first four set-

. X « Priencli ye Suitability for
iefaction dimensions hsd been controlled: Friendliness; Suitability

3 3 i het there is a éifference bet-
hiildren; and Safety. The nul-hypothesis thev s

ween the two cannot be rejected therefore.

B o 3 ¢ r e would
The question is, why are they different: Swperficially on 1

have bad thet the dimensicne which tle resmendents stated were imnort-
have evroated ths s &
nt to them would also be m

be the case, for which a nunber of reasons

»

T
i

S
Towever this does not appear 1o

1 QR

- - S el apa]l s"ti‘"fa 'tl n.
ede stronzly correlated with overall satisfactio
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Table 13.6 Correlation of over

all satisfact;j ;
satisfactions aotion with the separate
Controlling for sais ions withs
Satisfaction | First Order € 1or satisfactions with:
Di . Correlats Avpearance Appearance Eppearence Ippearance
Hmensions orrelatvion Reputation Reputation Repfitation
Satisf® w. | Satisf? w.
home Home
Convenience
Appearance L63*E - _ _ )
Layout 59 3077 . 2Lg™ .280%F 286
Reputation L39%F 323 _ _ _
Cleaness L2g™® . 278%% 2077 .191%% 1787
View 3917 2145 165" 1937 .198%%
Satisfaction | .375%% 2677 .291%F - -
with home
x
Upkeep S 2617 1917 L154% .149
= %
Air Quality 3565 2107 .188% 173 .18k
x 3
Council 3237 ,225%K .154 .156% .153
Upkeep
xx =
Overall 3207 .250 .258 - -
Convenience
b+ * +
Suitability for .320% .186 .136 .115 .077
Children
= = 42" 118"
Privacy 3197 242 177 .1 .
* : . .1
Greeness .29555 147 122 134 33
5 x . + .098
Safety 277 197 .149 119 9
4 + +
Noise 2567 .162% 134 .133 .128
-
xx xx 1757 .147 .093
Friendliness 241 .216 75
* .03 .028 .020
Car Parking . 200%% .108 25
Significance levels xx .00l
= .01
+ .05
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can be postulated:

a) The range of responses along some dimensions was limited. This was
especially the case with the satisfaction with friendliness, for which one
suspects socially acceptable answers vere given (62% of the respondents
said they were satisfied or very satisfied with the friendliness of their
area). The effect of this small range was to reduce the strength of the

correlation of the satisfaction with friendliness with the other variables,
including overall satisfaction.

b) The form of questions was different; the question on preferences being
more hypothetical in nature than the question about satisfaction. Thus
although the environmental conditions which the respondent was experiencing
a2t the present could be measured and controlled to some extent no such
information exists with respect to the preference question. For example it
is not clear what assumptions the respondents made about the hypothetical
situation they were asked about - some respondents may have assumed that
they would have a good dwelling with garden etc. and thus be less concerned
about those aspects usually associated with good housing (e.g. car parking,
good appearance etc.) and more concerned about other aspects. This
emphasises the problem of trying to compare answers obtained in different
behavioural contexts (8.6.1).

¢c) Adaption to the environmental conditions i.e. the lowering or suppress-
ion of certain expectations which would not necessarily remain suppressed if
For example the respondents living adjacent to the

the respondent moved.

coke-works in Glasshoughton appeared to have adapted to, and accepted, the

heavy air nollution because of the other benefits of the area (cheap rents,

3 ir pollution may not have
nearness to work etc.). Thus although the heavy air ¥ v

been reflected in their overall satisfaction with the area it is likely that

the respondents would wish to change the conditions if the opportunity
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arose, as implied by the hypothetical preference question. This suggests

a disadvantage in using the contributions which the separate satisfactions

make to overall satisfaction in order to gauge the relastive importance of

the dimensions (see 7.2).

d) Three of the dimensions which were in the top six in terms of their
relationships with overall satisfection were physically close to the over-
all satisfaction scale on the guestionnaire. Thus the possibility of some
influence on responses by the scale positions cannot be ruled out.

However one would expect that if this 'halo' effect was of importence theat
the relationships with Layout and View would disappear when the satisfaction
with Reputation is controlled. The relationships are indeed weakened, but
do rot dissppear which suggests that the 'halo' effect is not of over-

riding importance.

The importent implication of the finding that the two methods of
attempting to obtain people's preferences are not entirely comparable is
which, if either, should be taken as their preferences for the purposes of

decision making? The discussion of this point is to be found in Chapter 7.2.

13.7
Further evidence on the usefulness of the identified preference groups

is obtained when the correlations between the overall satisfaction with the

residential environment and the satisfactions with the separate environment-

al dimensions within each group are examined (Table 13.7). The table only

gives the relationships which were significant at the .001 level; the

relationships being ranked on the basis of their correlation coefficients

. bers are
(Kendall's Tau). The different values held by the group member

{lluetrated in the table (although some ceution should be exercised as the

subsamples are small and the range of physical variables within each

: i i " y th 1
group are not equal). For example in the "Friendliness’ group e overall

satisfaction vas more closely related to satisfactions with Reputation

A Y 4




Table 13.7 Order of Strength of

Correlations between Overall Satisfaction as_the Separate Satisfactions, by

Preference Groups

411 Sample (1)

Friendliness Convenience Good for Safety Privacy Cleeness
Children
1l.Appearance l.Reputation l.Satisfaction |l.Safety 1l.Appearance 1.Reputation 1l.Cleaness
with home
2.Layout 2.Friendliness | 2.Convenience 2.Air Quality 2.Private Up- 2 .Appearance 2.View
keep
3.Reputation 3.Cleaness 3 .Appearance 3.Suitability 3.Noise 3.Privacy 3.Appearance
en for children
ly,Cleaness Lk.Conyience L,Cleaness L, Appearance L,Cleaness L,Suitability |4.Satisfaction
for children with Home

5.View 5.Appearance 5.Council 5.Greeness 5.Privacy 5.Noise 5.Reputation
6.Satisfaction Upkeep
with home 6.Air Quality 6.Private Upkeep 6. View 6. View bohir Quality
7. Private Up- 7.Reputation 7.5afety 7.Cleaness 7.S5uitability

keep 8.View 8.Reputation 8.Greeness for children
8.Air Qualty 9.5uitability 9.5atisfaction | 9.Upkeep 8.Greeness
9.Council Up- for children with Home 9.Convenience

keep 10.Council
10.Convenience Upkeep
11.Suitability 11.Convaience
for children
12 .Frivacy

320 Respondents

60 Respondents

61 Respondents

48 Respondents

38 Respondents

35 Respondents

59 Respondents

(1) Pirst Order Correlations, top 12 dimensions only given (Table 13.6)
(2) 411 relationships given were significant at the .001 level.




and friendliness; in the "¢ " ] .
H leaness group the satisfactions with cleaness

and the view were most closely correlated with overall satisfaction.

13.86 USE OF FREFERIIICE GROUPS AS CONTROL GROUES

It was suggested in the research model (9.2.2) that the individual's
preferences could be regarded as part of their cultural characteristics, and

could hence influence perception. However two problems arose when attempting

to use preferences as a control variable whilst investigating the relation-
ships between satisfaction and the envirommental variabless
a) the preferences were related to the environment (13.4)

b) the numbers in each group were rather small (35-61).

A number of dimensions were selected, satisfactions with which, it

was hypothesised, were likely to be influenced by the preferences. Three

dimensions were chosen: Safety, Privacy and Air Guality. For each dimension i

the non-parametric correlation coefficient with selected physical variables

was calculated for each preference group (Table 13.8).

Some differences in the strengths of relationships between the groups
was apparent. For example the satisfactions with air quality for the

members of the "Cleaness" group were more related to all the physical

variables than for the other groups. The satisfactions of these latter

groups were not significantly related to any of the physical variables except

the proportion of dwellings with 211 amenities. The satisfactions with

. 5 to t
privacy for the members of the nprivacy" group were more relsted to the

number of trees than for the members of other groups whose satisfactions

were more related to the social variable, household size, in general. Yor

. ; ith Safety were generally
the members of the "Safety" group satisfactions Wi Y

22 T
less related to the physical variables than for other respondents. This
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finding compares with the conclusion earlier that households with children
were concerned sbout safety irrespective, to some extent, of the actual
conditions. Note here however that the "Good for Children" group's satis-
factions with safety were more strongly related to the width of the road,
proportion of unfurnished tenancies and proportion of dwellings in poor

building condition than for most of the groups.

Thus there is some tentative evidence that groups selected on the
basis of expressed preferences are of use in explaining the relationship
between satisfactions and the environmental conditions. To be able to draw
any further conclusions a large sample size within each group would be

required, with each sample exhibiting a range of environmental conditions.

13.9 RESIDENTS' PRICRITIES - SUMMARY

The original gquestions with which the chapter started were what are
the residents environmental priorities, and how do they vary; and is it

possible to identify groups on the basis of these priorities? Common vref-

erences were evident among some residents from the responses to the direct
questions on preferences enabling six groups to be selected. The groups
were well related to the social characteristics of the respondents, part-
icularly their age and household status. The preferences were also related

to the physical conditions of the respondents areas, although this relation-
ship, which was identifiable in the variation in preferences between the

areas, could not be conclusively established.

It was also found that, for the reasons discussed above, the priorities

which were interpreted from the correlations between the separate satis-

factions and the overall satisfaction were different from the preferences

obtained from direct ouestioning. However the priorities interpreted from
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the same correlations, taking each preference group separately, appeared

to be consistent with the likely values of the members of the preference

groups.

Table 13.8 (lorrelations between satisfactions with certain environmental

dimensions znd selected physical variables for each preference

group
A. Alr Quality

Kendall's Tau between Satisfaction with Air Quality and |
Preference ¢ h/holds | % dwellings | Density of | Length of | % dwellings
with all in poor trees Curtilage | in poor
Group amenities | Condition upkeep

Friendliness .228 -.041 .107 .126 -.013
Convenience .226 -.06L .013 .030 -.077
Good for .110 .026 .072 .125 - 014
Children
Safety .233 -.05L -.016 -.031 .017
Privacy .195 -.085 145 145 -.140
Cleaness 31k -.171 .209 .206 -.185




B.

Safety

Kendall's Tau

between Satisfaction with Safety and

Preference Group %,dwellings.in Distance to | % households | %idth of
poor condition | Main Roagd rent. unfurn| Road
privately
Friendliness -.097 .210 -.159 ~.211
Convenience -.057 262 -.156 -.301
Good for Children -.161 112 -.200 -.207
Safety -.102 .036 -.156 -.065
Cleaness -.039 -.012 .028 -.077
C. Erivacy
Kendall's Tau between Satisfaction
Preference Group with Privacy and
Density of Age of Size of
Trees Dwelling Household
Friendliness L7 -.145 -.106
£
Convenience 104 -.181 -.216
- Q
Good for Children 047 - Okl - 149
Safety -.059 -.035 -.282
"rl
Privacy .339 -.133 21
—.O l _.11‘!’3
Clearess .065 7
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Chapter 14

CAICLUSIMNS

14.1

The major conclusions of the research which derive from the discussion
in both volume I and volume II, have already been given in chapters 6 and 7.
These two chapters contain the main positive findings of the study. The
purpose of this short chapter is to examine a number of points about the
research method somewhat more critically. Uhis research, as it spans the
gap between theory end practice, has had to operate a delicate trade-off
between the validity and the simplicity of the method used, and also between
the breadth and depth of the research. Three specific examples illustrate
this trade-off and the degree of success which has been achieved. These
examples are the quality of the data; the pre-selection of the environmental

dimensions; end the measurement of the physical environment.

.2 duality of the Data

The assumption of ordinal data status for the responses to the sceled

questions on satisfaction and perception was made for two main reasons:

a) given the resources available for the survey it was not felt possible to

develop and use a more sorhisticated sceling method which would give

higher status datz. In particular the extra time which would be involved

in interviewing was a disadvantage.

b) the scaling methods used were typical of those currently being used by

11 i ir i monitoring and perticipation exer-
many local authorities 1n their social g

ci . y »
' a & aken of the low status of the
ses, although no account was usually taker

data.

A . i in the
vsops . ssing even the simple scales in
The respondents’ gifficulties in using

.o inal data.
questionnaires confirmed the decision to assume only ordin a
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Despite the assumntion i lat
T of ordinal data the non parametric statistics

used have probably been as effective as parametric methods in identifying
the existance of significant relationships in the data.(l) However, the
fundamental limitation of non parametric correlation (Kendall's Tau in the
case of this research), is that it was not possible to interprete the
correlation coefficient in terms of the contribution which the correlated

variable makes to the dependant variable (as in the RZ of parametric analysis).

Neither is regression analysis possible, at least with the statistics
currently available in computor analysis packages. These fundamental dis-
advantages have partly been resolved by the use of partial correlation,
which has been used, for example, to account for the inter-correlations bet-
ween the responses to the separaste dimensions of the environment i.e. to

obtain independant correlations.

The use of ordinal date with careful enalysis allows much to be brought

out of the data without false conclusions being drawm based on interval datsa
assumptions. It has been a distressingly common feature of research in this

field that statistical analyses have been used which require intervel data

(end assumptions of normal distributions etc.) without any discussion of the

scaling methods or the reasons which Jead the researchers to assume that they

have obtained interval data. Although tstatistics' are obviously obtained

~d 1 )
whatever the status of the data, there must always remaln & guestion mark

over the interpretation of the results if the data quality does not metch

that of the statistical procedure used (Simpson B., 1975). By using non-

" , data to which the Pearsqn'sqr is.progerly appllca?le

(1> KZEZZI;?:dTZE has an efficiency of 91 &hat.lif iage1§e2§pi:§lizzfly
as sensitive a test of the existance.of a§8001a 1onle 00 mosen as
iables in a bivariate normal Popu%?tlon glthlisz?mp 223) 4
is the Pearson r with 91 cases" (Siegel S., 19505 e
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paremetric statistics one is sacrificing a degree of explanatory pover in

the interests of confidence in < P
in the results. This sacrifice must therefore

be set against the additional resources required at the survey or piloting

stage in order to obtain interval data. In this study this could only have

been done by restricting the range of environmental aspects considered in

the research, a point which is raised agsin below.

L further adventage of the use of ordinal data is that not only does it
enable a great deal to be learnt about the results in a qualitative memner,
but it prevents any superficial analysis which can result from the use of
summerising statistics. This is particularly importent in applying the
results to the work of a local authority (e.g. see Appendix D on the use of

the survey data to select areas for environmental improvement).

14.3 “TE PRE-SEIECTIC! OF THE ENVIRONMERTAL DIMENSICGNS

The pre-selection of the nature, identity and description of the dimen-
sions of the residential environment was made on the basis of previous

research (9.6), and was made in order to reduce the smount of pilot work
necessary. That the selected dimensions successfully covered the scope of
the environment is shown by the fact that no new environmental elements

were referred to in the open-ended questions (although more specific aspects
of the included dimensions did, of course, arise). However it is clear from

the analvsis that the dimensions chosen were not independant from each other,

and in some cases there was ambiguity about the meaning of the dimenslons

to the respondents (e.g. Council Upkeep). The main alternative to the vre-

selection of the dimensions would have been to extend the pilot stages and

through the use of open-ended questions (possibly also the use of repertory

arid technioues (Kelly Geohe, 1970) ) to identify the dimensions from first

principles. The assumption, made in this study. that people share common
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dimensions with which they perceive the environment, would zlso have to be

examined.

In other words a trade off exists between the specification of the
dimensions and the time and resources which must be spent at the pilot stage
of the research. Once again a compromise solution could possibly be found

by restricting the scope of the environment under investigation, at the loss

of generality of the results.

It has been possible to overcome the problem of the environmentsl dim-
ensions not being independant by the use of partial correlation, thus just-
ifying the pre-selection of the dimensions in the light of the resources

available.

14.4 THE PPYSICAL MEASURES COF THE ENVIRCHIENT

The complexity of the relationships found in this research, and the
overall weskness of these relationships points to the need for further ) H
research into the mecsurement of the environment. In this respect the survey
was hempered by the relative lack of variation in the environmental conditions
in Wakefield District, snd also by the inability to carry out a full factor

analysis on the physical data because of the data handling restrictions in

the SPSS package at Aston.

. N . .
Nevertheless significant and useful ®lationships have been identified

; 1 the satisfactions, and between
both between the environmental measures anc

. - o
: . i ationships are made more useful
the different physical measures. Ihe rel P

i Thi included.
because of the wide range of environmental aspects which were includ

i e.&(\)l ‘.. i =y .t e

Elf‘ blOIl‘ ) t sa ti i i - ne i E i ~ttribu es 01
i i ! SfaC tlons "!1 t}‘ S‘_. Cl. :LC [=

i 70T icl ntrates
asures of these attributes, work which concenir

the environment and the me

20 {)




on 2 rarrower field of interest is required (as has already taken place for

noise end visual intrusion for example). Such research probably has to be

of a longer term nature, and is thus of less immediate interest to a local
euthority (in contrast to this study which was designed to be of immediate

practicel use) .

There remains the fundamental conflict between the complexity of the
environment itself (and the relationships with the environment) and the
requirement which local authorities have for simple measures or indicators
of the environment. It is thus perhaps inevitable that relatively poor
measures of the environment are made, as the expense or time involved in
taking better measurements may not be justified by the improved accuracy of
the measures. However these practical constraints should not prevent the

search for better measurement methods.
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APPENDIX A

Definitions and Scale Status

Of The Survey Variables
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Variable

Code

AGE

AGEBLDG

AIRP

ALL AVEN

BCTRES

IKSPCE

BSFRE

BUPRES
CAR

CAROWN

CARPK

CLASS

CON BS

CancT

CONGO

COoNtt S

CoN Qv

Variable Description & Categories

Lge of respondent: 1) 15-19; 2) 20-24; 3) 25-2
k) 30-3Ls 5) 35-39; 6) ho-bk; 7) b5k, %) 20-§4°
9) 55-59; 10) 60-6k; 11) over 65 ’

Age of respondent's dwelling 1) pre-1875; 2) 1876~
191835 3) 1919-19kk; L) 1945-1960; 5) post 1961

Whether respondent's dwelling was in smoke control
zone or not

Proportion of households in enumeration district
having all basic amenities ¥

Building condition category of respondent's dwelling
(Sce hppendix C)

Type of space at rear of respondent's dwelling
l) privete garden; 2) private yard; 3) public
grass; 4) public - hard; 5) nothing; 6) other

Average bus frequency per hour during period
06.00 - 24.00 on nearest bus route

Upkeep category of respondent's dwelling (Appendix C)
Whether respondent owns a car or not

Proportion of households in enumeration district
without a car.®

Respondent's parking facility 1) on road; 2) on verge;

3) within curtila ge; L) garage with curtilgge;
5) garage elsewhere; 6) other; 7) hardstending

Respondent's class 1) Professionalj 2) Intermediate;
3) Skilled non-manual; 4) skilled manualj 5) partly
skilled; 6) unskilled; 7) No information

Respondent's satisfaction with convenience for buses
(7 pt. scale)

Respondent's satisfaction
(7 pt. scale)

Respondent's satisfaction with convenience for going

out (7pt. scale)

i i :+h convenience to nursery
Respondent's satisfaction vwi

school (7 pte scale)

(7 pt. scale)

with convenience forcountryside

Scele
status




CONPE

CONTE

CONES

CCLsH

CONGS

CONWI

Coul'L

DEREL

DISI
DIS2
DIS3

DIST1

DIST2

DIST 3
DISTh

DISTS

DISTé

DIST?

DIST8

DISTY

Respondent's satisfaction
club (7 pt. scale)

Respondent's satisfaction
(7 pt. scale)

kespondent's satisfaction
School (7 pt. scale)

Respondent's satisfaction
(7 pt. scale)

Respondent's satisfaction
school (7 pt. scale)

Respondent's satisfaction
(7 pt. scale)

with conventence to pub/

with convenience to park

with convenience to Primary
with convenience for shopping

with conveience to secondary

with convenience to work

Proportion of households in enumeration district rent-

ing from council

Presence of items of dereliction withh200m of respondent's

dwelling
Respondent's dislike with
Respondent's dislike with

Respondent's dislike with

area (coded after interviews)
area (coded after interviews)

area (coded after interviews)

Distance from respondent's dwelling to most frequently

used shops

Distance from respondents
frequently used shops

dwelling to second most

Distence from respondent's dwelling to workplace

Distance from respondent's dwelling to park visited

Distance from respondent's dwelling to

normally used

Distance from respondent's dwelling to

under 10s in household

Distance from respondent’
over 10s in household

Extent of view from respondent’

100 ms”

t
Extent of view from respondent

100 ms

A
2014

puk/club

school used by

s dwelling to school used by

s dwelling (front) -

s dwelling (rear) -

j=e]




EPLOY

PAMSTAT

FESETYF

FLOC

FREGO

FREPD

FREPK

FRESE1

FRESH?2

FRSPCE

FTERNUR

HOWAIR
HOWCAR
HQWCLE

HOwcup

R§s€oni§nﬁ's post-school education 1) nonej; 2)university;
3 er ificate of education; i) HED; 5) GCE A-level; ’
6) GCE O-level; 7) Other ’

Respondent'f employment status 1) Vorking head of
bousehgld; 4) housewife; 3) working relation of head:
L) retired; 5) unemployed; 6) part-time ’

Household type: 1) Individuals under 603 2) small adult

household; 3) small femily; 4) lar '
arge family; large
adult household; 6) 01d sméll household i 9) ©

Dwelling preference of likely movers 1) terrace; 2) semi-

detached; 3) high-rise flat; 4) detached; 5) converted
flat; 6) low-rise flat; 7) mobile home

Area preference of likely movers (Categorised after
interviews)

Frequency with which respondent used bus: 1) daily;
2) over 1 per week; 3) less than 1 per week; 4) hardly
ever

Frequency of respondent's use of local coumtryside 1) over
1 per month; 2) less than 1 per month; 3) hardly ever

Frequency of respondent going out for evening: 1) over 1
per weeks 2) less than 1 per veek; 3) hardly ever

Treguency with which respondent went out to a pub/
club (coded as for FREES)

Freguency with which respondent visited park (coded as
for FREBS)

Frequency & shopping at usual shops (coded as for FEERS)

Frequency of shopping at secondary shopping location
(coded as for FREBS)

Area between respondent's dwelling and road: 1) p?ivate
garden; 2) private gard; 3) public grass; L) public
hard; 5) nothing; 6) other

ence of likely movers 1) Own home; 2)

Tenure prefer comncil; 4) unfurnished; 5) furnished;

rental purchase; 3)
6) NCR; 7) other

Respondent's perception of air quality (7 pt. scale)

Respondent's perception of car parking (7 pt. scale)

Respondent's perception of cleaness (7 pt. scale)

Respondent's perception of council upkeep (7 »t. scale)
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HOWGRE

OV ¥ID

HOWLAY
HOWLOOK
HOWIZOT
HCOWPAL
HOWERIV
HCW REF
HOWSAR
HOWUEK
HOWVTILW

HSETYE

HSCGOST

HSESIZE

oo

INTID
INTH O
LCURT
LIKE1
LIKE?
LIKE3
LITTR
IRES
MATH TG

MARIST

Respondent! pti
T S perception of greeness (?pt scale)

tespondent's perception of

svitability f hildr
(7 pt. scale) ¥ tor children

Respondent's perception of layout (7pt scale)
Respondent's perception of apnearance (7pt scale)
Respondent's perception of noise (7Pt scale)
Respondent's perception of friendliness (7pt scale)
Respondent's perception of privacy (7pt scale)
Respondent's perception of area reputation (7pt.sacle)
Respondent's perception of safety (7 pt scale)
Respondent's perception of private upkeep
Respondent's perception of view (?pt scale)
Respondent's dwelling type: 1) terrace; 2) detacheds
3) semi-detached; 4) low flat; 5) high flat; 6)
bungalow; 7) semi-terrace; 8) other

Rent or mortgage repayments (see prompt card nine for
categories - Appendix C)

Humber of persons in household

Head of household's or respondent's income (see prompt
card 6 for categories - Appendix )

Interviewer's identity
Interviewer number
Length of respondent's dwelling curtilage (metres)

Respondent's likes of aree (categorised after survey)

Respondents likes of area (categorised after survey)

Respondent‘s 1ikes of area (categorised after survey)

Presence of litter bins in area

Length of residence in present dwelling

Income of head of household (categories as T COM)

liarital Status of respondent 1) Single; 2) Married;
3) Widowed; L) Separated/Divorced

ane




MODSH

MOIWK
FORINC

NOVEQ,

NCARFK

NSOV
WOBED

NOHSES

KOIS

QN Ca

0CCuP

PCRSPEED

FFACT] -
PFACT9

PLAY

PLOC

PPROOM

PIBBROK

PIHLIT
FTHWTH

PUNE

Hode of travel for shopping
3) Bicycle; 4) Walk; 5) Bus;
port; 8) otrer

1) car; 2) Hotor cycle;

6) Rail; 7) company trans-
lode of travel to work (categories as for MODSH)
Fresence of additional earners in household

Whether respondent was considering moving in next 5
years

Average number of off-street parking places per dwelling

in respondent's immediate area

Fumber of moves made by respondent in previous 5 years
Number of bedrooms in respondent's dwelling

Humber of dwellings in a 50m sided square centred on
respondents dwelling

Predominant noise source: 1) heavy trafficj 2) medium
traffic; 3) light traffic; L&) children; 5) industry
6) other

Type of non-conforming use in area 1) none; 2) traffic
generating; 3) noise generating; 4) air polluting;
5) other

Occupation of respondent - cla ssified into socio-
economic groups

Yumber of persons per bedroom in respondent's dwelling

Physical factors created by factor analysis (Appendix
B)

Usual place respondent's children play 1) street;
2) garden; 3) in area; L) fields; 5) local park;

6) house

i i tion (categorised
Respondent's previous residence loca ( g

after interviews

Proportion of households in enumberation district
living at over 1% persons per room

Fercentage of footpath covered with broken paving;
(o]

or unmade

Percentage of footpath affected by weeds or litter
0 X
Wiidth of footpath

. . . ot in
Proportion of households 1n enumberation distric

private anfurnished tenancy

N7
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=]




RDBROX

RDTYF

RIVWTEH

SATLATIR
SATCLE
SATCOK
SATCUP
SATGRE
SATHOL

SATKID

SATTL.OOK
SATHOT
SATRLT
SATPRIV
SATSAF
SATUTK
SCHAGE
oEX

SIZECK

TEFUR

TREERD

TREES

VA DAL

VAROO1

ol
Percentage of roa d surface broken or unmade

Type of ro?d outside respondent's dwelling; 1) main
road; 2) tgrough road; 3) cul-de-sac; &) crescent;
5) pedestrian only; 6) other

Width of road

Respondent's satisfaction with air quality (7pt scale)

Respondent's satisfaction with cleaness (7 pt scale)

Respondent's satisfaction with convenience (7 pt scale)

Respondent's satisfaction with council upkeep (7pt scale)

Respondent's satisfaction with greeness (7pt scale)
Respondent's satisfadtion with home (7pt scate)

Respondent's satisfaction with suitability for
children (7pt scale)

Respondent's satisfaction with friendliness (7pt scale)

Respondent's overall satisfaction (7pt scale)

Respondent's satisfaction with friendliness (7pt scale)

Respondent's satisfaction with privacy (TPt scale)

Respondent's satisfaction with safety. (7pt scale)

Respondent's satisfaction with private upkeep (70t scale)

Aze at which respondent left school

Sex of respondent

Whether respondent's dwelling was 1) right size; 2)
too large; 3) too small for present needs
Tenure of respondent's

s 3 tal pur
2) Own home (mortgage) ; 3) ren L S o
5% private unfurnished; 6) private furnished; 7) TCE

Whether road lined with trees

ithi io] O6nm
Kumber of mature trees (over 5m) within sight, 106nm

back and front of dwelling

’ g 1 I'ea

b Q t E: 4 t
: 3 ' hOlCG Of fl, S

card 2, Appendix c)

INK

s dwelling: 1) Own home (outright):
chase; L) council;

4
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VAROOZ
VAROO3
VAROO
VAROO5

VAROCE

VAROQTY

VAROO0E

VARCO9

VARO10

VARO11

VARO12

VARO13-

VARO16

VARO17

VARO18

VARO19

VARO20

VARO21
VARO22
VAR023

VARO24

» 1
Respondent's choice of second preference

, ' . s
Respondent's choice of $hird preference

" L 3 o
Respondent's choice of fourth preference

Respondent's choice of fifth preference

Mumber of people in respondent's household in C-i4
age group

Lumber of people in respondent's household in 5-9
age group

lYumber of people in respondent's houseiold in 10-14
age group

Number of people in respondent's household in 15-19
age group

Number of people in respondent's household in 20-kk
age group

Number of people in respondent's household in li5-59
age group

Number of people in respondent's household in over 60
age group

Lbsence of any of the following facilities: 1) fixed
bath/shower; 2) hot and cold water at fixed bath/shower;
3) wash hand basinj 4) hot and cold water at wash hand
basin; 5) sink; 6) hot and cold water at sinkj 7) & ¥C
within dwelling

¢; dwellings in building condition 1 (very good condition)

within vicinity of respondent's dwelling (Appendix C)

4, dwellings in building condition 2) (Good cond%?ion)
within vicinity of respondent's dwelling (Appendix C)

‘ . . - . . ~ P C d.t.orl
%0 dwellings 1n building condl?lon j) g oo?'A on 3ii cg
within vicinity of respondent's dwelling (Appen

s in building condition L) (Bad Condition)

o (Appendix C)

3, dwelling \
it Linity of respondent's dwelling

within vic

¢, dwellings in upkééplgaﬁegéryiéﬂ(GOOd upkeep)

4 dwellings in upkeep category B (Average Upkeep)

¢} dwellings in upkeep category ¢ (Bad upkeep)

Distance from respondent's dwelling to nearest industry

(@]
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VAROZ5

VARO26
VARO26
VAROZE
VARO29
VARO30
VARO31
VARO32
VARC33
VARO3L

VARO3 5

VEWIR

VEWT'B

VEWFF

WALL

¥ALLREPT

VALLREP2

WOTCT

WOTGO

WOT SR

Distance from respondent's

dwelling to ; v o
road g najor through

Distance from respondent's dwelling to general store

- 3 ‘ . .
Distance from respondent's dwelling to chemists shop

Digtence from respondent's dwelling to primary school

Distance from respondent's dwelling to secondary school
Distance from respondent's dwelling to open space
Distance from respondent's dwelling to a park

Distance from respondent's dwelling to childrens play
Distance from respondent's dwelling to pub/club
Distance from respondent's dwelling to town centre
Distance from respondent's dwelling to bus stop
Presence of a verge on respondent's road

ivpe of view in background at rear of dwelling:
l) recsidentialj 2) industrials 3) dereliction; ﬁ‘r) wo0ds;
5) park; 6) country; 7) Mixed; 8) other

Type of view in foreground at rear of dwelling
(categories as VEWEB)

Type of view in background at front of dwelling
(categories as VEVWEB)

'vpe of view in fore round at front of dwelling
(categories as '\IE\-JBB%

Type of boundary to respondent's homes 1) wall; 2)
fence; 3) hedge: L) nothing; 5) other

ondent's dwelling in

¢ of boundaries in vicinity of resp

need of 1‘8pair/cutting

whether respondent's boundary in need of repair/ cutting
Vhat countryside responder}t usually visited
(Categorised after interview

What activities respondent did: going out in evening

(categorised after interviews

What safety respondent was considering: 1) traffic;

2) crime; 3) vandalism

S REA]
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YMOV1 Why respondent moved to present dwelling
categorised after interview)

OV2 Why respondent would like to move from existing dwelling
categorised after interviews) )

Scale Status Codes

D - Dichotomy
¢ - Category
r - Tranked

R - Ratio

Variables marked x were taken from the 1971 Census.
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The Physical Variables:

Correlations and Factor Analysis
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APPIIDIX B THE PHYSTOLL VAKTABINS: CORRELATIONS & FAGIOR fALTST
~ L L L US Alka Tl/ S

B he correlati atrix f e - .
Hle on matrix for the physical variables is given in table El.

Correlations which were not sigmificant =t + .
gnificant at the 5 level have been excluded

from the table for clarity. The computer designation of the variable has

been used for labelling the variables; ippendix 4 defines the meaning of
-t < €

the variable codes.

. .o .
The significance levels corresponding to the correlations are as folle

ows: .001 r greater than 0.180
.01 T between 0.130 and 0.180
.05 r between 0,180 and 0,090

B2. Factor Analysis

The following options available in the SPSS package (ie M., et al; 1970)
were selected: principal factor with iteration; the number of iterations was
limited to 25. The initial factor matrix was rotated using the Varimax
method to produce orthogonal factors. All the data for the case-study areas

was combined for the analysis.

The output obtained included the original correlation matrix; the com-

mmalities, eigen values and proportion of varia nce explained; the initial

factor matrix, and the rotated factor matrix. In addition the best estimate

of coefficients for the construction of the factors from the original var-

iables was obtained (factor score matrix) .

Because of the limitations of capacity in the SPSS package at both

; oy nes were run, it was
Aston and Birmingham Universities, where the programmes ’

i :nput into the factor analysis
necessary to limit the pumber of variables input 1

' i .. the number of variables:
run, Three criteria were used in reducing

; could be
a) Variables which were very highly correlated with another




excluded. IHence the 7 :
following variables were left out: percentage of

dwellings in the best 1ition:
© condition; percentage of dwellings in good upkeep;

and building condition of respondent's dwelling (VAROL7, VARO21, BOTRES:

r oreater than .64 in each case - an erbitrary cut off point) €
b) Variables which had a very limited range of values in the sample were

excluded ((percentage of footpath broken; Extent of rear view, extent of

front view) PIEIRCK, DISUS, DIST9). VARO19 was aggregated with VARD20 to

form 2 new variable - EADCAT (i.e. the % of dwellings in the two vorst

condition categories, 3 & L), ‘
c) Varisbles which had no relationship with the measures of perception.

The following variables were thus excluded: percentage of boundaries in

need of revair; upkeep category of respondent's dwelling; percentage of

road surface broken or unmede; distance to chemists shop, open shace

and childrens play, pub/ club .(‘:IALLREPI, BUPRES, RDBRCY., VARCZ27, VARO30,

VARO32, VAROBB). The remaining 26 variables were included in the init- E 1

ial correlation matrix for the factor analysis.

B3. Factor Analysis Results

Wine factors were constructed from the 26 variables. The eigen values

and the vpercentage of total variance in the data explained by each of the

rotated factors are given in Table B2. Table B3 gives the correlations of

the nine factors with the 26 physical varia-bles, from which the following

interpretations of the meaning of the factors is derived.

0.96
Factor 1 is a 1ocational measure with respect to the towm centre (r of 969

vith distance to town centre). The high correlations between this factor and

i i sual location
the distances to parks and secondary schools arise from their usu
[=

equidistant from the centres and the case-

in or near the town centres (or

study areas).

S
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Facteor 2 is a tenure factor. It correlates highly with the vnroportion of

. \ )
households renting from the council, and negatively with the nroportion

renting privately. The factor also has some physical aspects, with building

quality (high council proportion - better qnality), width of paths and distance

to a bus stop also being correlated with this factor.

103! . .
Factor 3 Three census variasbles load highly on this factor, which has been

termed the 'social' factor: the proportion of households without cars, the

. .. 1 . .
proportion living at over 1j persons per room, and the proportion renting

private unfurnished dwellings. The interpretation is not easy as the mean-

ing of the census variables in physical terms is not clear.

At first sight this factor would appear to be an indicator of wealth,
of household conditions. However the factor is unrelated to income (see
table 10.3), but is related to household size and occupation density.
Perhaps the factor is an indicator of household means i.e. disposable

income which falls with the increased size of household.

The age of the dwelling is also related to this factor - the newer the

or

dwelling, the lower the car ownership. This appears to be the influence of

the two large post war estates, Nevison and Warwick, both of which had low

car owvnership in 1971.

The other veriables which correlate with this factor, the density of
trees and the proportion of poorly kept dwellings a2lso accord with the
location of the 'poorer' respondents in estates like the above which also

had poor tree and upkeep conditions (especially Nevison).

Factor b is primarily a measure of density with the number of houses, and

the length of curtilage highly related to the factor. The other variables

e.g. the density of trees, parking spaces and the distance to a general

store are all closely linked to density.




Fzctor is a measure of dwelling quelity. It correlates most highly with

the age of the respondent's dwelling, the proportion of dwellines in verv

. L o . .
good condition, and the amount of parking per dwelling. The distance from a

main road, and to a general store, are also correlated with this factor.
This is consistent with diti i ; i i

S conditions in the case study areas in which the older
terraced housing is often located on or near mein roads, is poorer in quality
and has fewer off-street parking places than other areas. The opposite is
the more recent, expansive private and council estates, remotely located but L

with better dwelling quality.

Factor 6 ‘his factor is a measure of dwelling upkeep. It is highly correl-
ated with the proportion of dwellings in the middle upkeep category, and is

also correlated with the dwellings in the worst building condition.

Factor 7 This factor is a composite measure of location with respect to local

——

facilities. It is correlated with the distance to the neerest primary school, \

bus stop end general store. ;

Factor 8 Once again this factor is not easy to interprete, mainly because
it is most closely correlated to two variables vhich at first sight have
little in common: the proportion of households with all the basic amenities;
and the frequency of buses. It is 1likely that this factor is a measure of
the internal cuality of the dwellings in an area, the relationship with the
frequency of buses arising from the fact that the four case study areas with
the highest bus frequencies (and 211 located near centres and main roads) -
Bellevue, Thornes, Glasshoughton and Hemsworth - were all areas which had a

high proportion of dwellings without all basic amenities.

Factor 9 The main variable with which this factor is correlated, but which

o ; ari ‘s the distance to the nearest
only accounts for 415 of the variance, 1S

216



industry. This variable was relatively unrelated to any other physical
variable, except the density of trees, as there is no consistent pattern of

industrial location with respect to town centres in the District.

217
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TABLE Bl Correlation Matrix:

Physicel Variablag

Prysical 5 Ey
Variables | 5 z g5 9 > 2 @ o« o 2 =
2 = 2 g © 2 2 = = c c = =
g < 3 3 3z = = 3 = 3 = = z
= = == = > = - .= = = = =
AGEBLIG | 1.00
WALLREPT | -.14 1,00
HCASFK 035 1.00
VAROLY .58 -.22 42 1.00
VARC1S -.50 .22 .38 -.96 1.CO
VARO19 -.32 20 -.20 1.0
VAR020 1.00
BCT3ES -1 .16 -.27 -.70 .65 | .25 1.00
VARO21 -.18 W47 .26 -.25 -.26 1.CO
VARO22 .21 .10 [-.12 -.20 .11 -.84 1.0C
VARO23 210 -.22 -.22 L1k | .25 .25 b -.21 -.61]1.00
BUTRZS -k 16 .16 w29 -3k ,10| .22 1.00
PTEWTE .26 .27 .28 a1 .12 .13 1.00
PTEERCK .15
PTHLIT A3 .12 -2 -.2C .21 .10 .10
AIWTE 39 -1 -.20 .19 .10 .10 -1k -.15
RDBRCK -.16 .15 .11 -.17
TREES -.26 .20 .20 .10 .12 -19 -.10
DISTS .12 12 -1 -.12 .12 .18
DIST9 -.10
VARO24
V4RO25 39 W17 W21 .29 -.23 |-.23 =27 .23 .18 .15
TARC26 .37 37 26 =421 |-.21 -.15 .18 | .16 .11
VARO27 43 16 -.12 |-.21 -19 -1 .21
V4R028 26 =11 -.15 .16 .15 -.18 .20 -.15
-.10 .19
VARO2 .12 -1 ) .
vaaosg .10 -.12 19 .19 - 14| .12 -,10 -.15
VARO31 .32 2 -1k 15
VARC32 b -.11 2 .
V4R033 A3 .13 .15 =26 .28
A1 -.16 Sk
xgggl; -17 - 13 -.15 | .22 .15
: \ 1 -.18
HC=SES -.49 -.16 =36 -.21 .10 1.4 12 1k -1 -.12
LCTRT 16 .1z .28 'iz 20 ’ .12 -.17
BSFRE -.18 -.22 . .
ALIANEN Lo-,19 |-.19 -.11 .10 .31
ALLAZN 'L% 1 §I -;g 30 D -6 -ub .26 26
COT:L -3 .16 .36 .23 | .16 .33 -1 Lt .33 .23 -.15%
o 39 O -.10 -2k 20 .16 .13
rrn Ut . . M N I3 z
i CLROW 10 -1 .17 .13 .10 .19 -.%0 .12 25 .23

o0

'P.._b




Tabla B1 Continued

Pnysical
Variables
? —S = X5 Y =4 L T o~ fee) o o
= =18 & & § |3 8 § 2 g /|§ #§
PPEROK 1.00
PTELIT 1.00
RWTE 1.00
IDERGE .36 1.00
TREES .11 .12 1.00
DIST8 .13 1.C0
DISTY 1.00
TAPO24 .16 1.00
TARO2S 211 =23 =010 .10 .13 W14 | .21 1.C0
VARO26 -.36 29 .1 .12 .28 1.00
VARC27 33 .19 -.29 -.18 .30 .19 1.00
TARQ28 -.13 -.13 -.23 .10 50 1.CO
T4RC29 171 -.25 -.21 L5 .39 (1.00
712030 -.13 .10 -.11 -.22 =10 17 .21 1.¢0
TiR031 W11 | -.22 -.37 .15 .5 ,25 | L6k L1k
TARO32 -.23 .11 -.14% ~.20 .39 . 79
VARC33 .25 Wb 10 (-.12 .37 -.20
VARC34 A6 | -2k -.19 -o2k L4 311 .89
V4RO035 .16 .17 .27 L1000 .26 .21 | .33
NOESES -.16 .27 -.23 =.15 =.19 =21 ~42 -.25 -3
LewRt -.20 .4 .28 22 .26 .11
BSFRE .10 A -.16 .16 =36 -.24 40 | 11 L7
ALLOEY .10]-.25 .19 .10 .10 0 Lo 350 .19 1k -.30
COTIiL .30 -.13 =11 .20 21 .13 W36 .12 .10 | L6 .12
ZUNT .18 .10 -.17 =.13 ~.25 b -15
PPROCH .20 .23 |-.21 L1l -3k 19 27 L1l
CARCWN .12 _.37 =22 =.22 .10 .28

pusrmd

D

- N



Table 31 Continued

Physical

Variatle
— o ey =~ v %) = = B
e ¢ &8 & &8 & 828 |z E = § 3
s Z 2/ 8 3 8 & |2 g & & £
= = > > > = — = < [ & SN ©

TARO31 1.C0

TARG32 .27 1.CO

AR033 -.15 .10 1.00

VARC3Y 72 1.C0

VARO35 .15 -.20 .23 .29 1.C0

NCOESES “.21 =13 <34 | -,22 1.C0

LCTRT .26 .16 .53 1.C0

ST RE .63 =.32 .11 .21 =.19 1.C0

ALLAXNEN .13 =.17 .36 26 =015 =41 33 -.5311.C0

CCTN L .34 .10 W19 =017 -.27 .16 .33 .CO

ITRY =36 .22 .36 .10 Jd1 .58 1.CO

PERCCH .29 - 14 .27 —.13' .21 .38 1.00

CAROVW .36 -.21 .26 .19 -.12 L10 | - 18 .29 33 J9 1.C0

1) Significance

levels: r greater than C.180 - ,CO1 level

r between 0.130 and 0.180 - .Cl level

r between 0.180 and .090

2) Key to variable codes in Appendix 4

- .05 level




Teble B2 ROTATED FACTORS: EICENVALUES

Factor | Eigenvalue | % Variance Explained |
1 L1k 26.0
2 3.59 22.6
3 1.94 12.2
L 1.66 10.5
5 1.36 8.6
6 0.98 6.1
7 0.90 5.7
8 0379 5.0
9 0. 54 3.k

L




Table 33

Fector analvsis - RBotated Foctor Matrix

Variatle

Factor 1

Factor 2 Factor 3

Factor & Factor § Factor § Factor 7 Factor 8 Pactor9
AGIELIG <117 .221 L1 .229 v662 -.030 .058 .203 o2k
TCARTE - 11t -.115 -.162 -.363 .580 .Cho -.057 .38 -,06
VARC17 -.085 307 .CCO -.057 .695 -.CC5 -.131 1C6 -117
RADCAT .01 -.007 .C26 -.281 -.279 .253 ~.019 -.13C ~.C60
743022 - Ol .180 .Ca8 -.020 -.183 ~-.907 062 .Cha L, Cbs
V42023 072 -.019 310 -.081 -.228 757 222 .029 039
PTHEWTH -.037 .527 +2C9 -.111 226 - 046 -.029 287 ~.256
PTELIT .031 -.037 .265 -.069 .032 113 .127 139 -.128
RDWTE -.178 «.197 -.15k -.181 -.183 . 089 .025 -.163  -.001
TREES -.308 .CC7 -.426 -.kc2 -.258 -.CL3 -.C71 S 2326
TARO2Y -.093 . 068 .C12 .C06 -.C30 .032 .028 .092 639
VARO25 .16k .Cz25 -.036 .126 417 125 .170 433 .236
VARC26 .Cl2 .152 -.C80 3kl k1 -+187 .275 .226 .125
VARO28 .222 .035 -.C37 077 -.155 .073 718 -.177 .035
TARC29 .823 -.C22 116 .039 -.075 .103 .182 .Cé2  -.CL0
VARC31 .726 213 .1%8 .057 .078 -.CCk .Ci6 -.059 .106
V2034 .569 -.032 136 .120 -.105 012 054 152 -.252
ViRO35 .305 -.325 221 -.098 .137 .03 347 -.1C2 .C32
NCESES -.117 -.197 R -.757 -.2%9 -0Cé -.C93 -8 a2l
LCOER .C99 -.068 -.075 675 .029 -.006 -.030 .151_.082
BSFRE 102 .030 -.075 -.209 -.130 .098 .281 -.595  £.160
ALLOEN 2132 .218 .095 .286 133 ~.019 .019 b8~ CL7
COGH L .215 .832 .052 .120 .086 -.141 .052 .068 238
POIF 051 -.687 636 006 -.235 110 -.02k 157 =120
PPROCI: .133 -.010 o6l .019 .087 038 -. 06;2 113 .C01
CARCHE 231 .219 690 ~073 =305 =023 -0k -l289 0 L156

238 ]
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APPENDIX C  THE GUESTTICRNAIRES A'D SURVEY SHEEETS

The Ffirst Pilot:

The Second Pilot:

The Main Survey :

INDEX
kuestionnaire
Respondent's sheets (with alternative format

for sheets two and three)

Fnysical Survey Sheet (plus scoring instructions

for dwelling condition and upkeep)
Huestionnaire

questionnaire
tespondents Sheets
Prompt Cards

Physical Survey Sheet and notes

236
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RESIDENTTAL

THE UNIVERSITY

CF ASTON

N BRMINGHAM

Gosta Green, Birmingham B4 7ET / Tel: 021.523 9151

Deparfment of Architectural, Planning and Urban

Studies
Head of Department:

Professor of Planning:

. Professor D-J Hinton, MSc, AADipL(Hons), FRIBA-

EA Rose, MSc, DipArch, DipTP, MRTPI, AR!BA

ENVIRONMENT SURVEY @ 1974

N
'

" Introduction.

I am carrying out a survey into whét people think about the

places they live in.

The research is being done for Aston University

in Birmingham. Your name has been chosen from a list of all people

living in this area.

And what are the things that ycu most Aislike about it?:

(write in)

l"" (' ‘T' ( ST ‘
Interview number - “** L—J 1
} :
Address of Interview (write in) L ‘
. oy ) . 1 e .
Area edde f LJ[
Date of Interview: | . I , '—-~l - I 1 -§~, l
| _ . . I
- Lo How long have you lived at this address? i LA J L
\'jlel.' (lf leSS than 5 years) How many tlmeS have you i”i . [}
moved in the last 5 years” ; | N
Where did you l:Lve last" - IO
1.2, How satisfied are you w1th your home” Card__ 1. - R
2.1, Thlnklng about your home area, that is the area you ;
i ey Sma—p
can see from your doorstep, what are the things that i___,”f"m_l
you most like about it? (write in) R
. f P! N
. i
2' 2. - ‘it




B

s

6.1,
6.2,
6.3.
6.4,

6'5:

I would like you now to say how convenient your home is
to the things mentioned.on the first sheet. will you put
a cross on each line in the place which you think shows
the right level of convenience for that thing? First of
all, which is the worst one? Put a cross where you think
it should be. Now think of the one which is most
convenient and cross that. Now do the rest. If you
don't know, put a cross in the box on the rlght.

1. Daily shopping (e. g. fresh foods, papers etc)

2. Weekly shopping (or less frequent)

3. Buses R R SO AT UNIN

L. Workplace

5. Parks, countryside etc.

6. Pubs; clubs : R R
7. “Primary school . i
8.  Secondary school

9. Other entertainment (films, shows, dances, etc) -

If you were able to have two of these improved which ones

would you choose?

. . 8 . B
How would you rate the overall convenience of your

home to all the things on the sheet? Use the line at

. the bottom of the sheet.

Let us now turn to some other aspects of your home area

(youlwill recall that this is roughly the area you can see

from your doorstep) Look at, the second sheet;. elther

ring the appropriate number, or put a cross on the 11ne

in the right place. . I
How clean or dirty is your home area?
How noisy or quiet is your home areat"
How.¢1ean.0r dirty is the air here?

How would you rate the condition of the buildings in

your home area?
How safe for youlﬁouidbyou say'it is here? (traffic,

crime etc)

q ¢
,

-

. .
AT L ’
FUHYTT L




6-69

6.7
6.8

694
6.10.

8.

8.1.

e T e A

How well do you think this area is kepf up?

(graéé, fences, roads, pavements etc)

What is your home area like for children?

How friendly are people‘in this area?

How would you rate the looks of your home area?

What impression do you think other people have of

your home area?

like/dislike?

If no response try country—like

(Do not prompt at first) {write in)

greeness

views

colour

.housing variety

iﬁteresting N oIy

landscaping.

EITHER

I would now like you to show me on sheet_}A_how satisfactory

you think the various features of your home area ars.

As

before, mark the most satisfactory thing on first and then

the least satisfactory before doing the others.
1. Condition of buildings

2o Air quality

3. Safety
L. Quietness
5.  Convenience
6. Cleanliness
74 Upkeep
8. Friendliness
9. Appearance
10.  Good for children
11, Reputation
OR

Say whether they are satisfactory or not (sheet 3B).

If it were possible to improve t

two would you choose?

wo of these *hings, which

230
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10.

11.1.

1.2,

120

12.1.
12,2,

' * ’ * N . e :
How would you rate your overall batﬂufactlon with your home
area as a place to llve, bearlng in mind all the tnlngs we .

have mentioned? Use the line at the bottom of sheet 3.

EITHER

Looking at the list on the card (card 2) can you tell me.
which three things are most important to yoa when Judg;ng
an area as a place to live?

1.

2.

3.

OR

How important do you feel each of the following ‘things
are when living in an area? Give each thing.a score of
1-7 according to how important each thing is. (card 3).

1. Safety of area

2. Reputation of area

3. Friendliness of people in area

b, Upkeep of area

5. Quietness qf_areah' R

6. Cleamair Tt
7. Appearance of area SR

8. Convenience ’

9. Condition of buildings good
Area gocd for children

Clean area

And now, just to complete the gquestiornaire, I would
like to ask you some questions aboutl vourself to help
me'to sort out the results. (Confidentiality if asked)
- Sex (do not ask) Il
Age (Card 4) Less than 20

21-25

26--30

21-35

z6-40

4145

46-50

51-55

© 56-60

;2

l_..l

3 O \n T N

O @

-ty
3

wa s

| R
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12:5. -

12'40

12.5.

12.6.

12.7,

12.8,

12‘ 9,

12,10,

Are you Married

Single

Separated'

e Divorced

or Widowed?

1
2
3
I
5

How many children of these age groups are there’

in this household?
0-5
5-10
10-15
15-20

At what age did you leave school?

Have you done any studies sinte leaving:sthool?

To what level?
Degree
Cert. Ed
HND

GCE A level
GCE O level

Other

None

Do you own: your home, or do-you-rent it?

rented, furnished or unfurnished, council,

private or NCB?)
Owne} Occ.

Rent unf.

fur.

inf.

unf.

What is your occupation? (write in):

N O W N

Priv

Priv

Coun

NCB

I R

(If

. . artotime
If you are a housewife do you have a paru tlm@,

job? If so, what?

Where is your workplace? (Place):

(dist)

What job do you actually do there? (write in):

e e e

LT
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12,11, How do you get there usually?
Cax 1 | .

Bus
Bike
M/cle
Walk
Trazin

Cther

~ O\ W

32,12, In which group does your wage or income fall?

(Card 5) - per week per annum ‘
| less than  £15 £780 1 ;
15-20 780-1,040 2 :
. 20-25  1,041-1,300 3
- 25-30 1,301-1,560 4 L
e 30035 1,561-1,820 5 . |
35-40 1,821-2,080 6 |
40-50 2,081-2,600 7 §
50-60 2,601-3,120. 8 ;
over 60 £3,121 9

12,15, Are there any other wage earners in the household? : i e

Yes 1 No 2

12.14, Do you do any every-day shopping? Where? (write in):(dist) % b

12.15, Do you do any weekly shopping? Where? (write in): (diéﬁ)
Yes 1 No 2 ’

12.16, How often do you go out in the evenings? g o IS

more thah 3 times a week 1

1-2 times a week 2
less than once a week p)

. S Ve
more than % times a week - where to?:

less than 3 times a week - where to?: “ o
1217, Do you use the local park or countryside? | L

Yes 1 No 2

Which place (write in): (dist)'

12e18. W'here dO your Children play? b(\’v'rite in) (dist> : P ?

3929

-
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12.19.

12,20,

12,21,

Where do your children go to school? (dist)
o >
C-S
3

Do you have a car?’

Yes. 1 No 2
If so, where do you park it? (dist)

FaEE
o

Thank you for your help. (Have you any commehts
about the questions I have asked? Could you

uthrstand all of the questions? etc.)

230
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14

4, Daily Shopping (eg. fresh -

foods, papers etc.)

2, Weekly (or less
often) Shopping

3.‘ Buses

4 Workplgce

- 5, Parks, counfrysidéheico
6, Pubs, clubs

"7° Primary ééhool

—8, —Secondary School

96 - Other entertainment

~

QVERALL CONVENTENCE

(films, shows, dances ete)

Very
Ve
Inconvenient Convﬁiient
Very Very
Inconvenient Convenient

Very
Poor

0.X.

'R

Vexry

.Good.

ont
ow

Re8%

2o

ont
ow

Rogk

Bost

Bogk

Rest

oo

L L L]

| S | S—1




SHEET TWO (A)

1.

Cleanliness of area

7 Very clean

(o))

5
L
3
2
1

Very dirty

Quality of the air

7 Very clean

(o)}

5
A
3
2
1 Very dirty

Safety of area

7

7 _Very safe

5
I
3
2
1l

Very unsafe

Suitability for children

7 Very suitable
6 v
5
L
3
2
1l

Very unsuitable

9. Looks of area

7 Very attractive
6

5

L 0.X.

3
2
1 Very unattractive

)
0D
’

2e

INTERVIEW NUMBER

Juietness of area

7 Very quiet

O

L
3
2
1

VYery noisy

8.

6o

Condition of buildings

2 Very good
6
5
L
3
2
1

Very poor

Upkeep of area

_ 7 Very well kept

(o))

5
g
3
2
1

Very poorly kept

Friendliness of people

10.

7 Very friendly
6

>
L
3
2
1 Very unfriendly

-

Reputation of area

7 Very good
6
5
L
3
2
1

Very bad

L L




'sHEET TWO (B) '

2e

3

5.

6o

"INTERVIEYW NUMBER

Very
clean

Very
quiet

Very
clean

Very
. good

Very
safe

|

Cleanliness of area ¢
Very
dirty

Quietness of area i

' Very
noisy

Quality of the air i
Very
dirty

Condition of buildings —
Very
poor

Safety of area L

~ Very
unsafe

Upkeep of area L
Very

poorly kept

Very
well kept

|

Suitability for children

Very
suitable

—

Very
friendly

1

Very
attractive

e
Very
unsuitable
8. Friendliness of people Tk
Very
unfriendly
1
9. - Looks of area
Very
unattractive
10. Reputation of area —
) Very
bad

393

fot &S

Very
good




SHEET THREE (A)

i.

'2.

3.

9.

Unsatisfactory
!

Condition of buildings
Quality of the air

Quietness of the area

_ Safety of area

Cleanliness of area
Upkeep of areé
Friendliness of people
Appearance of area

Reputation of area

10. Good for children

1l. Convenience

Unsatisfactory

OVERALL SATISFACTION

INTERVIEW NUMBER

Very
Satisfactory

Dont
know

Dont
know

Dont ::j
know |

Dont [~ 4

know

Dont 7™

know

Dont
know

e “Dont

Dont —
know

know

Dont i
know

Dont

- know

Dont

Unsatisfied -

know

Very
Satisfactory

Very
Satisfied

¢

[
()

L no®




SHEET THRZE (B)

INTERVIEW NUMBER

1. Condition of buildings Satisfactory [} Unsatisfactory []
2. Quality of the air Satisfactory [] Unsatisfactory [ ]
.3+ Quiétness of the area Satisfactgfy[:] 'Uysatisfactory[:]
L, Safety of area Satisfactory[:] Unsatisfactory[:]
5« Cleanliness of area Satisfactory[:] Unsatisfactory[ |
6. Upkeep of area .Satisfactory[:} Unsatisfactory[ |
| 7. Friendliness éf people Satisfactory[:] Unsatisfactory[:]
8. Appearance of area Satisfactory [ ] Unsatisfactory[ ]
9. Reputation of area Satisfactory[ ] Unsatisfactory|[ |
10. Good for children Satisfactory[] Unsatisfactory[]
'11. Convenience Satisfactory[ ] Unsatisfactory[ |
OVERALL SATISFACTICN
Very Very
Unsatisfied Satisfied
L > ]
995

Dont —
know

Dont
know []
Dont
know[]

Dont
knowE]

Dont
;know[j

e
e L]
enon ]
enor L]
e

Dont
knowl—:J



pre 1875 (1)
1961+ (5)

1876=1918 (2) 1919-1944 (3) 1945~1960 (4)

Interview numbery
in atrect

Aing tyne Perrace (1) Detached (2) Semi-det, (3) Tlat up to (4)
PR AN S L Sy
. 3 storeys
Flat - high (5) Pre-fab (€) Converied to flats (7)
Other (8)
y between dwelling and road LS
aintained grass (1) Private gardens (2) Private vard (3)
Hard surface (4) FNothing (5) Other (6) ~specify
20t furniture Seats yes 1 no 2 litter hins yes 1
] no 2
bus shelter yes 1 no 2 lightivg yus 1 no 2
of in woxking crder
1dinz Condition Nurber of hovses in Cate. 1 %
it 1 LI A
' ] " 2 r./'v
1t 1" " it N3 %
t t ti 1] 't 4 DO nO'L
code
rivate upieeD, " n H " nooA %
it ! 1] 1] ’
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- o - - Y
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% of
Ofd width  ( metres )
% of area unmade
27 11 Is
218 elc. Wall 1 Fence 2

<+ . .
% in need of repair

v N . . . 3 - \
I'sas  Ho, of mature tress in sight within 100m of centre of road ( 5m+ hish )
v+ Regddential 1 Industry 2 Derelict Land 3 Woodland 4

Praykiland 5

Other {

Counteys

.
suecify )

area covered with broken paving

exres alfected by litter & weed:t

ide

Paved Yard 2
~ hard 4

Communal - grass 3
Cther ( specify ) 5
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et A

Uareliction ( write in ) 1
i = confeorining use within

Traffic 1

Yes/lNo 2

. - /-
street( spe01fy) 1 Yes/No 2

Children 2 Tndustry 3 Ofher ( specify ) 4

in smoke control ares

1 not in smoke control areg 2

ne-vest industry (specify) ( 100ms )
major through road ( A,B,i/way ) (10ms)
walking dist to general store ( 100ms, )
walking dist to vrimary school ( 100ms )

aist to secondary school. (_100ms)

Tnearest public play &pace, open area ( 100ms )
nervest park / recreation ground { 100ms )

nearest formal childrens playspece ( 100ms )
pub / ViC  ( 100me )
Town centre (>TOOms )

Bug stop ( 100ms )

jus frequency to town centee ( average frsq. per hour 6am, - 12 pm )

Jo. of dwellings per 100m or strest

!amus data

SPARD

7% por over retiring age

% pop iess than 5
pop density ppha,

% car ownership

% h/holds with no inside WG

% n/holds lacking or sharing baths

% b/holds lackin: or gharing hot water
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Categories of Dwelling Condition: observers notes

Categories

l. Well maintained

Good roof, good walls (no loose slates, no settlement, good pointings)
Good chimeys

Windows and door openings true

Paint condition good

Rainwater goods, etc. in good order

2. Fair Condition

Some roof repairs needed
Painting needed

Some painting needed
Structurally sound

3. Poor Condition

Some structural repsirs necessary
major roof repairs necessary
Total repointing needed or rerendering

L, Semi-derelict

Buildings ready for demolition and clearance

Very poor structural order

Categories of Upkeep - observers notes

Category A
Very spruce - immaculate all windows

Street paintwork, sills, gardens and rear very clean

Category B

Fair condition - some painting necessary with cleaning down of dirty paint-

work etc.



Category C

Very poor, dirty windows, curtains, broken panes/cardboard

Litter, wnkempt garden
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Professor of Pianning:
EARose, MSc, DipArch, DipTP, MRTPI, ARIBA

SIDEITTIAL ENVIRCIEIT SURVEY ¢ 1974

£

5

"Introduvction e

I am carxrying out a survey for the Universtity of Aston in Birmingham

end Jakefield District Council into what people think about the places they

live in, Your nome hzs peen chosen from a list of all people living in this
ares. Would vou mind answoring some questions abcut your home and its

nelghbourhood 7

Interviéar numbex . | . ! i_l' ]_:E]

£dCress cf Interview 3

~ . . _ ' s 3
' , Area code E:—_D
Date of Interview ¢ 7 g °
(* How long have you lived at this address 7 ( yrs, mths) D:E[]
v 2,(0nly ask if less then § yrs)
Whnere did you live btefore? - ( district if
) local,
town, county if .
, not ) 12
How often have vou roved in the 'ast 5 years ? ' [;]w
3. How S St G0 you eeoudY 1 iexe—tetbresmi—idickony=teidel ) []:’
fo Is yous home - +oo large 1 2
: N;Nﬁy@ 2 for your present needs ? D _
too swell 3 O { 9N ' th 13
5« Do you lack any of the following ? (CARD 1) [_:tj

6. Do you own your hore, or is it rented ? ( and if rented,
furnished or unfurnished, couacil or private )

Own hone 1

Rent - council 2 : D
- prive unf 3
- priy, furn 4

L4 9 . . RK) Ly
{e How satisfied ave you with yourp}:_.xe/( CAED 2 ) < . | ]




&.1 Thinking about your neighbouricod, that—is—rouchly-thearel
- FON=0ANm 806
about it ?

“yeur-gaczssep, what are the things that you most like
( vrite in ) J

8,2 And what are the things that you most d.lol.._ e about it ?
~( write in )

9.1 Eow convenient is your home for shovping ? _
Either A. - The top line on the first sheet represents a scale

of convenience to shoprinz. It runs from very convenient on the right
hand side through convenient and not so convenient to very
irconvenient on the lefi~hzad sice., Please put 2 cross somewiere
along the lire in the position which you think shows the right level

of convenience,
Or 3, - The set of nuzbers in the top lefi corner of the

first sheet is a sczle of convenience to shopring., It runs from T
for very convenient, throush convenient =nd not so convenient to
1 for very inconvenient. Pleese ring the number which you think
shows the rizht levei of conveniernce,

1 Dé.ily

2 Over 1 p.week

.3 Iess thon 1 _p.w.
4 Hewer -

. 9.2 How often do you go shopping?

code dist.

93 VWhere do you do your shopping? (write in ) 100 ms

-

10,1 How convenient is your home for buses ? use the line / numbers on the

first sheet 2zzin, ( Re- explain if necessary )

10 2 How often do you travel by bus? 1 Daily
g ’ 2 1 Po?’eek -+
) 3 1 poweek =
4 rpaver

111 How convenient is your home for rarks or EOCLRG ORI RS T

11.2 How often do you use them ? Daily
1 poweek +

1
2
3 1 peweek
4
)

neveaxr

Cm A - . tode dist
1.3 where is 3ha one that you use most? {vrite in 100 ws
12,1 How converient iz your home to ihe countryside
12:2 How often do you 5o cut into the countryside?

A o - ) . Y 1 1 peweek +
12,3 Where do you o to? { write in ) 2 1 pmnth +
3 1 p.mnth -
- 4 nevexr code dist
. Kw
13.1 How convenicnt is your home for going oub in the evening?
13.2 Yow often do you go out of an evening? 1 Daily
2 1 p.veek +
3 1POWee.‘l£ -
4 never
1343 There do you go to? ( write in ) . code dist

a4 {00 wmis

L0 a

&

23

=

1<

=

26 13

i

32



14.1 How convenient is your hore to work?

14,2 Wrere is your work? ( place,~ write in )

14.3 How do you get there? Caxr 1
: - Bus 2

Bike 3
M/cl 4
Walk 5
Rail 6
Other 7

15.1 liow convenlent is your home to : Primarv iSnananl
Secondary Schanl

16 Fow would you rate the overall convenience of your home %o all

the things mentiored? Use the scale at the bottom of the page.

17. I would now like to fura to some other aspects of the neighbourhood
~ thet is'roughly the zrea you can see from your doorstep. There are
two parts to each guestion; firstly I want to know how much of
somethiny there is here and secondly how satisfied you are with
what there is. For example, I.cculd ask " How big are the houses
. here?" and then " Fow satisfied are you with the size of the houses?"
( Show respondant on the spare scales a2t the top of sheet 2 )
17.1 Zow clean or dirty is your reighbourhocd ?
"_M__EEMLsatlsfl,d;a.a_you with the cleanliness?
17.2 Hew noisy or gadiet is your area ?
N Howm§§}‘u‘1ed arz you with the level of noise ?
.17.3 Zow clean or dirty is the air here ?
How c2ticfied are you with the air Quality ?
- 17.4 Bow would you rafe the external condition of the buildings in
the area ? '
.« How gatisfied are you with the btuilding condition?
17.5 Eow safe for you would you say it is here ? ( traffic, cEs etc, )
Hew satisfied azxre you with *the level of safety?
17.6 Bow well dc the council leep the arez up ?

~s h]

How satisfied zre you with the councils upkeep?

17.7 How well do the people lock after their homes:and gerdens

in this area ?
A Eow satisfied are you with their upkeen?
. 17.8 Vhat is the area like for children?
| How satisfied are you with the suitabiliiy of the area
for children ?

17.9 How friendly zre veovle in this area ? _
How satisfied axre you with the friendlinass of tke area?

17.10 Fow would you rete the looks of your neighbourhood?
How setisfied are you with the looks of %he arvea ?
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{

- S o .

17,12 Eow muchisrecuesd (trees, grass etc) is there in the area?

How satisried are you with the amount of greeness?

19 Ebu would you rate your overall satlsfuctlon w1th your ﬁ'
neighbourhood area as a place to live, bearing in mind 211 the
things which have been mentioned ? Use the scale at the bottonm

of the page. _

20. Vhen juiging an area as a place to live, es when moving to

" a different area , whet are the most important things to

consider? Choose the 5 most 1mDortant ones . from the list (CARD 3)

or give each factor a score of 1-5 according to how importent

each thing is ( card 4 )
. Safety of area
2. Reputation of aréé
3 Friendliness of peorle in zrea .

b, Upkeep of area

Se Quietness of area
6. Clean air

T S Appearance of area
8. Convenience

9. Condition of buildihgs good
10. Area good for children

11. Clean area |,
12. Greeness of axrea

And now, just to complete the questionnaire, 1 would
like to ask you some questions ahcut yourself to help
me ‘to sort cut the results. (Confidentiality if asked)
21. "Sex (do not ask) M1 F2 |
22, . Age (Card §) Less than 20
' 2125
26-30
31-35
36-40
o ki hg
4L6-50
- . 5155
56~60
F o B =

N3O U W

— O O©o

D

1, 13
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23,  &ve youL. Merried
Single
Separated
Divorced

or Widowed?

24. How many people are there in this household?
25, How many children of these age groups are there .

in this household?
v os

5-1¢'
y o 10-15
| . 15-20

Primary :
.Secondary :

= W e

\n

.-
!

26. At what age did you leave school?

27. Have you done any studies sincé leaving school?

To what level?
Degree
RN _ Cert. Ed
' JHND
GCE A ievei
GCE O level
Other

None

28, What is your occupation?

" 29, In which group does your income £all? ( CARD 6 )

30, Are there other wage earners in your household? .

31. Do youy have a car?

If so, where do you park it ? ( write in )

Thank you for your help.

N UM W N

‘Wnere do theég normaliy piay ? ( write in )

(code dist

100w )

(code dist
100 w's)

kwm

u
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THE UNIVERSITY

OF ASTON
IN BIRMINGHAM

Gosta Green, Birmingham B4 7ET/Tel: 021-359 3611 Ex

Department of Architectural Planning

and Urban Studies
Head of Department:
Professor D J Hinton, MSc, AADipL(Hons). FRIBA

Professor of Planning:
E A Rose, MSc,DipArch. DipTP,MRTPLARIBA

Dear

A general survey of the quality of the environment is being carried
out in this area. As part of this survey an interviewer will be
calling to see you in the next few days., I hope that you will be
willing to help us ¥y answering a number of questions then, If
there is a particular time when you will ( or will not ) be
available could you please leave a message where the interviewer
can see it,

Thank you for your co-operation.v

Fne

S. Cane

Research Organiser

(—) /’E L“i



THE UNIVERSITY

OF ASTON
IN BRMINGHAM

Gosta Green, Birmingham B4 7€T/Tel: 021-359 3611 Ex

Nane H

. Department of Architectural Planning
Address : and Urban Studies
Date - 18t try : Head of Department:

Professor D J Hinton, MSc, AADipL(Hons), FRIBA

end try : Professor of Planning:
3rd try : E A Rose, MSc.DipArch.DipTP.MRTPI,ARIBA
4th try :
RESIDENTIAL - ENVIRONMENT SURVEY : 1974
INTRODUCTION

I am carrying out a survey for the University of Aston in Birmingham and the
City of Wakefield District Council into what people think about the places they
live in, Your name has been chosen from a list of all people living in thi§/

area, Would you mind answering some questions about ycur home and its neighbourhood?

—

-

Interview number

Area code

:

o«
-
pory

:

1. How long have you lived at this address? ( code years,months )

£

Only if less than 5 yeers : Where did you live before? ( write in - district if
local, town and county if not)

-

-
-
-b
B3

Only if less than 5 yeers : Why did you move? ( write in )

Only if less than 5 years : How many times have you moved in the last 5Ayears?

2. Bow satisfied are you with your present home? ( CARD ONE )

Y
co

n
N
(%)

3. What are the things that you most like about your neighbourhood here? ( write in )

[TH =
H.

=

N
~
)
-3

4, And what things do you most dislike about it? ( write in )

8
=t
-

5. ( Hand respondant board ) The set of numbers in the top left-hand cormer of the
first sheet is a scale of convenience. 7 is very convenient, 6 is convenient and
80 on down the scala to 1 for very inconvenient, If you think that something is
Just about convenient then riﬁg 5 here {( show respondant on example scale ); if

it is inconvenient, but not extremely inconvenient, then ring 2,

5.1 How convenient is your home for shopping?

o

5.2 Where do you usually do your shopping ( write in ) ?ég;s1
1, 2. ( if more than one place)
N A O Dist 2 3436



5,3 How often do you go shopping there?

Freq, 1
1. 1 Daily 2. 1 Daily
2 More than 1per wk. 2 More than 1per wk Freq. 2
3 Less than 1per wk. 3 Less than 1per wk Qe
4 Hardly ever 4 Hardly ever
5.4 How do you normally get there?
1 Car/van 4 Walk 7 Company transport
2 M/cle 5 Bus 8 Other ( specify )
3 Bicycle 6 Rail
5,5 How convenient is your home to work?
5,6 Where is your work? ( place, not company - write in ) Dist
100ms

5,7 How do you usually get there? ( code as for Q5.4 above )

5,8 How convenient is your home for buses? ( or rail if this has been mentioned in
Q5.4 or 5.7 ) Bus
Rail

5,9 How often do you travel by bus ( rail )? 1 Daily

2 More than 1 per wk.
3 lLess than 1 per wk,
4 Hardly ever

5,10 How convenient is your home to play schools or nurseries?

5.11 How convenient is your home to primary or junior schools?

5:12 How convenient is ybur home to secondary or grammar schools?

5.13 How convenient is your home for parks or other open space?

5.14 How often do you normally go to a park etc.? 1 Daily
2 DMore than 1 per wk,
3 Less than 1 per wk.
4 Hardly ever
5.15 Where do you usually go to? ( write in ) Dist
100ms

5.16 How convenient is your home to the surrounding countryside?

5417 How often do you use the local countryside? 1 More than 1 per month
2 Less than 1 per month
3

Hardly ever

5418 What do you do usually? Where? ( write in )

5419 How convenient is your home to pubs or clubs?

5420 How often do you usually go to a pub or club? 1 Daily
. ) 2 More than 1 per wk
3 Less than 1 per wk
4 Hardly ever
5421 Where is the pub/club you go to most often? Dist
100ms

9422 How convenient is your home for going out to other things in the evening?
( eg. eating out, bingo,films etc. )

5+23 What things do you do? ( write in )

5.24 How often usually? 1 More than 1 per wk
2 Less than 1 per wk
3 Hardly ever

6. How would you rate the overall convenience of your home ( to all the things

W
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7. How satisfied are you with this level of convenience? ( CARD ONE )

Interview number

8; I would now like to

There are two parts

turn to some other aspects of the area around your home.
to each question; firstly I want you to say how much of
each thing there is in the area, and secondly how satisfied you feel with it.
For example, on the top left-hand scale I want to know how much greenery

there is in the area ( trees, grass etc. ). The top, number 7 means that it is
very green around here, and so on down the scale to the bottom, number 1 ,
which means very little greenery. Now how much would you say there is here?
And now orn the top right-hand scale I want you to say how satisfied you are
with what greenery there is here. This time the scale goes from 7, very
satisfied, to 1, very unsatisfied. If you have no feelings either way then
ring number 4,

8.2 Yow

\
clean or dirty is

How satisfied are you with the cleanliness?

8.3 How clean or dirty is the air here?

How satisfied are you with the air quality?

8.4 How noisy or quiet is your area?

How satisfied are you with this?

8.5 How safe for you would you say it is here? ( Find out'safe from what' - code

1 traffic 2 crime 3 vandalism 4 etc )

How satisfied are you with the level of safety?
8,6 How well do people look after their homes ( and gardens ) in this area?
How satisfied are you with their upkeep?
8.7 How well do the council look after the area?
How satisfied are you with the council upkeep?
8.8 How suitable is the area for children?
How satisfied are you with this?
8.9 How friendly are people in this area?
How satisfied are you with the friendliness of the area?
8,10 How would you rate the looks of the area?

How satisfied are you with the looks of the area?
8,11 How much privacy do you have here?

How satisfied are you with the emount of privacy?
8,12 What is the area like for car-parking?
8,13 What is the reputation of the area?
8.14 How would you rate the view from here?

8.15 How good is the layout of the area?

9, Bearing in mind all the things that have been mentioned how would you rate your
overall satisfaction with your area as a place to live? Use the final scale

on the sheet,
10, When you are judging an area as a place to live, for example before moving

to a new area, what are the most important things to consider? Looking at
the list (CARD TVO) can you tell me which one is most important to you; and

then the next four in approximate order of importance,

1 2 3 S 4 5

your neighbourhood? ( repeat any explanation as necessary)
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d now, just to complete the guestionnaire, I would like to ask you some questions
out yourself to help us sort out the recults, ( Assure respondant about the

nfidentiality of their answers if they ask, )
Sex M1 F2

, In which of these age groups are you? ( -CARD THREE )

), Which of these are you ( CARD FOUR ) ?

}, At what age did you leave school?

{, Have you done any studies since leaving school? If so, to what level?
None 1, Degree 2 ,Cert, Ed 3, HND 4 , GCE A Level 5
GCE O level 6 , Other ( specify ) 7

5, How many people are there in the following age groups in this

0 - 4
household, including yourself? ( CARD FIVE ) 5 -9
10-14
15-19
20-44
45-59
60+
6, Where do the younger children usually play? ( write in )
7, Which school do the under 10 year-olds go to ( write in ) ? Dist
_ 100ms
8, Which school do the over 10's go to? ( write in ) Dist
. 100ws
9, What is your occupation? ( write in, describe if obscure )
If e housewife - what is your husbands occupation?
. code hswf.
If retired -~ what was your occupation? 1 :—;zfd 2
9. In which group does the main source of income for the household fall?
( CARD SIX )
0. Are there any other wage earners in the household? yes 1 / no 2
1. Do you have a car? yes 1/ no 2

ousing Section

Interview number
?, How many bedrooms does your household have? ( Does not include :
rooms in separate dwellings in same building )

3, Is your home too largze (1), the right size (2), or too small (3) for your
present needs 7

4, Do you not have any of the following facilities? ( CARD SEVEN )
5, In which of these groups is your home? ( CARD EIGHT )
6, ( for renters ) - How much rent do you pay approximately? ( CARD NINE )

{ for owners with mortgages ) - Can you tell me roughly what your mortgage
repaynents are? ( CARD KINE )

7. Are you thinking of moving in the next five years? yes 1/ no 2
If Yes - Where to? ( write in )

~ In which group is it preferable for your new home to be ?
( CARD EIGHET )

- Why are you thinking of moving? ( write in )

- What type of house would you prefer to move in to? ( CARD TEN )
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SHEET ONE

1. EXAMPLE
7 Very Convenient
6 Convenient
5 Juite Convenient
4 MNeither
% Blightly Inconvenient
2 Inconvenient
1 Very Inconvenient
2. WORK
7 Very Convenient
6  Convenient
5 Quite Convenient
I Neither
% 3lightly Inconvenient
2 Inconvenient
1 Very Inconvenient
5. NURSHRIES, PLAY SCHOCLS
7 Very Convenient
6 Convenient
5 quite Convenient
L Weither
% $lightly Inconvenient
2 Inconvenient
1 Very Inconvenient
7. SECCHDARY, GRANIAR SCHOOLS
7 Very Convenient
A Convenient
5 Juite Convenient
b Teither
% S$liphtly Inconvenient
2 Inconvenient
1. Very Inconvenient
9, LOCAL COUNTRYSIDE
7 Very Convenient
6 Convenient
5 Quite Convenient
L Neither
3 3lightly Inconvenient
2 Inconvenient
1 Very Iinconvenient
11,  OTHEK ENTERTAINMENT

W U4

Very Convenient
Convenient

Juite Convenient
lieither

51ightly Inconvenient
Inconvenient

Very Inconvenient

2o

INTERVIEW NUMBLR

L[]

SHOPPING

0 Dont
know

Very Convenient
Convenient

Quite Convenient
lieither

31ightly Inconvenient
Inconvenient

Very Inconvenient

PN FUT OV

BUS

Dont
know

6o

Very Convenient
Convenient

Quite Convenient
Neither

$lightly Inconvenient
Inconvenient

Very Inconvenient

F VW U

PRIMAKY, JUWIOR SCHOOLS

Dont
know

Very Convenient
Convenient

Juite Convenient
Neither

Slightly Inconvenient
Inconvenient

Very Inconvenient

AV = U1 RN

PARKS, OPEN S5PACH

Dont
know

lO.

Very Convenient
Convenient

Juite Convenient
Neither

Slightly Inconvenient
Inconvenient

Very Inconvenient

=U1 OV

oW

PUBS, CLUBS

Dont
know

12.

(VRGNS i W) RO N |

Very Convenient
Convenient

Juite Convenient
Neither

S1lightly Inconvenient
Inconvenient

Very lnconvenient

OVERALL COHVENIBLNCE

Dont
know

H AN U O

~3

Very Convenient
Convenient

Quite Convenient
Neither

51lightly Inconvenient
Inconvenient

Very Inconvenient

ﬂ Dont
know
0 Dont

know

[ o

Qb

Dont
know



SHEET TWO

Greenness
M 2

Cleanliness

of area

Alr qualitz

Quietness

of area

Safetz

Private
e iy

UpkeeE

Co 1
uncil

UpkeeE

= oA A ova

oW FU NI

U g

H N AN

oW FuU oW U, Ol oW FAU -3

(SR

— NN O

Very green

Green

uite green

Neither

Not much greenery
Little greenery

Very little greenery

Very clean
Clean

Juite clean
Neither
Slightly dirty
Dirty

Very dirty

Very clean
Clean

uite clean
Meither
slightly dirty
Dirty

Very dirty

Very quiet
Juiet

51lightly quiet
Neither
51ightly noisy
loisy

Very noisy

Very cafe

Safe

Juite safe
lNeither
Slightly unsafe
Unsafe

Very unsafe

Very well kept

Well kept

juite well kept
Neither

Slightly poorly kept
Poorly kept

Very poorly kept

Very well kept

Well kept

uite well kept
Melther .
$1ichtly poorly kept
Peorly kept

Very poorly kept

H MW U oV i AR AR S IO =W SOV H MWW FU O oW FuU o MW FUoNa

N o U oV

%

I

C

e

Very satisfied
Satisfied

Juite satisfied
Neither

Slightly satisfied
Unsatisfied

Very unsatisfied

Very satisfied
Satisfied

Juite satisfied
lieither

Slightly satisfied
Unsatisfied

Very unsatisfied

Very satisfied
Satisfied

Quite satisfied
Neither

Slightly satisfied
Unsatisfied

Very unsatisfied

Very satisfied
Satisfied

Quite satisfied
Neither

Slightly satisfied
Unsatisfied

Very unsatisfied

Very satisfied
Satisfied

ite satisfied
leither

Slightly satisfied
Unsatisfied

Very unsatisfied

Very satisfied
Satisfied

Quite satisfied
Neither

Slightly satisfied
UInsatisfied

Very unsatisfied

Very satisfied
Satisfied

uite satisfied
Neither

Slightly satisfied
Unsatisfied

Verv unsatisfied

IHNTERVIEW NUMBER

LT T]

Dont

Dont

Dont

Dont

Dont

Dont

Dont

know

know

know

know

know

know

know




Lo
it 1

8.

9'

10.

1l.

THELE

Suitability

for children

Friendliness

J.ooks of area

Privacy

12. Car Parking

1k,

View

LadEAC AN AR SRS B OA N | H oA OO

G Y

= 0N

W A O

oW O

AW SOV

Very suitable
Suitable .

Quite suitable
Neither

Slichtly unsuitable
Unsuitable

Very unsuitable

Very friendly
Friendly

juite friendly
Heither

51iphtly unfriendly
Unfriendly

Very unfriendly

Very attractive
Attractive

nmite attractive
fieither

S31lightly unattractive
Unattractive

Very unattractive

Very private
Frivate

Juite private
Neither

Quite public
Public

Very public

Very good
Good

Quite good
Neither
Slightly poor
Poor

Very poor

Very attractive
Attractive

Quite attractive
Neither

Slightly unattractive
Unattractive

Very unattractive

16. Overall
Satisfaction

MW SO

TINTERVI W NUMBRER

L]

7  Very satisfied
6 Satisfied
5 juite satisfied
4 Neither 0| Dont know
3 Slipghtly unsatisfied
2 Unsatisfied
1 Very unsatisfied
7 Very satisfied
&  Satisfied
5 Quite satisfied
L Neither 0 | Dont know
3 Slightly unsatisfied
2 Unsatisfied
1 Very unsatisfied
7 Very satisfied
6 Satisfied
5 Juite satisfied
L Teither [E: Dont know
3 Slightly unsatisfied
2 Unsatisfied
1 Very unsatisfied
7 Very satisfied
6  Satisfied
5 Quite satisfied
4 Neither 0| Dont know
%3  3lightly unsatisfied
2 Unsatisfied
1 Very unsatisfied
13, Reputation 7 Very good
6 Good
5 AQuite good
4  leither
3 Slightly bad
2 Bad
1 Very bad
15. Layout 7 Very good
: 6 Good
5 Quite good
L Keither
% Slightly poor
2 PYoor
1l Very poor
Very satisfied
Satisfied
Juite satisfied
“either
Slightly unsatisfied
Unsatisfied

Very unsatisfied



CLRD O
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CLRD TVWO A

CARD THREE

Lge Group

1

—~1

11

2 TSATISHFIED
1 VERY USATISFILD
SAFETY RETUTATICH
FRIEDLINESS COUL CIL UPKEEEP
GUIETNESS CLEAY AIR
FPRIVATE UPKEEFP COEVENTIEI CE
APTEARAICE GCOD FOR CIIIIDREX
CINLN AREA PRIVACY
GREHIE GCOD LaYCUT
GOOD VIEW
fge Group
15-19 2 20-2L
25-29 Iy 30-3

VERY SATISFIED

SATTSFIED

QUITE SATISFIE

VEITHER SATISPIED 702 TISAYISFIED

SLICHTILY TF¥SATISFIED

35-39 6 LO-Ld
Lh5-L9 g 505l

550 10 60-6lt



Carl CUR
e S

IARTWLAT STRTUS

1, STLGIS
2. FAXRIED
3. WIDCWED

b, SEPLRATEE/DIVCRCED

CiRD FIVE

AGE GROUF

- L 1

5m-9 2

10-14 3
15-19 I
20-Lk 5

CARD SIX T COR
£ per Veek £ per Annum Income Groun

0-15 ¢ - 780
16-2C 781 - 1040
21-25 1041 - 130C
26-30C 1301 - 1560
31-35 1561 - 1820
36-40 1821 - 208¢C
41-50 2081 - 2600
5160 2601 - 3120
61 + 5121 +

N =

O~ N W



2. UQOT & COLD WATER SUFPLY AL L FIXED DATH OR SEGHER

3. 4 VASE-EAY

b, TOT & COLD WATER SUPPLY AT A VASH-IIAND BASTH

b

6. TOL & CCLD VATER SUFPLY ALV A SINK

7. A W.C. VITEIN THE IWELLING

CARD ETCHT. TEIURE CATEGORTES

N\

ovir HorE(orTRIcH?) 1
o va (MORTGACE ete.) 2
RITTAL PURCHASE 3

REFTED PRIVATELY (UHEFUENISEED) 5
RENTED PRIVATEIY (FURLISHED) 6
i .C.DB. H(USE 7

CiFER (FLBASE STECIFY) 8

CARD KINE

San

£ per Veek £ per lLionth TAYTZY GROUP

wnder 2 under 8.70

2 - 4,00 G.71 - 17.3C
L.01 - 6.0C0 17.31 - 26,00
6.01 - &.0C 26,00 - 34,70
&,C1 - 10,00 34.71 - 43.30

16.01 - 15.00 13,3C - 65.00
over 15 over 65

Wy

=
¢

=1 G\

3
[\.
I
i
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C: D.LJI\

DYELLD G_5YED

1. 7TERRACE

2. SEMI-DETACILD

3. IIGH-RIBE FPLAT

L., DETACHED

5. ILCUSS COUVIRLED 'wC TLATS

6. LOV-RISE FLAT (LESS T7AT 3 STOREYS)
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MOTES (O PHYSICAL SURVEY SHEET

1.

6o

7o

irea £ - this was defined as the 3 dwellings either side of the respond-
ent's home and the 6 dwellings opposite, unless the dwellings were very
separated in which case only the immedietely visible dwellings were

taken i.e. those within zbout 40 m of the respondents home.

Building condition and upkeep categories refer to scales used by the

Civic Trust for the I.V. (see notes on »ilot survey)

View The overall extent of the front and back view was estimated and the

main foreground and background charadteristics of both views categorised.

Non-conforming uses - the definition again followed that of the Civic
Trust for the ¥.W. Instead of a point score the type of nuisance was

coded. (see list below)

Area B - this was taken as a square with sides 50 m in length centred on

the respondents dwelling.

In addition the following census measures were included for each respond-
ent. The source was the 1971 census (E.D. figures).

a) 9% of households having all 3 amenities

b) % of households renting from council

c) % of households renting private unfurnished property

d) % of households living at densities of over 1f persons
per room

e) % of households without cars

List of non-conforming uses. The main type of nuisance was estimated by
the observer during the survey.
- Heavy and light industrial uses where smoke, fumes, vibration or

visual appearance detract from environmental quality

IEQ

<« 3



Collieries and associated uses e.g. spoil heaps
Sewage works

Warehousing

Junk yards, car cemetries, tips etc.

Derelict land, waste land

Railway land/vards

Major power lines and associated plant
Commercial streets frontages

Proximity of an airport



APPENDIX D  VWakefield District's Apnroach to Area Priorities

D1. The aim of the surveys of housing and environment which were carried
out by Wakefield district in the summer of 1974 was to obtain a priority rat-
ing of the areas of pre-1919 housing for housing action, in order to guide
the choice between Clearance, General Improvement Area or Housing Action
Area treatment. The housing survey was carried out by the Invironmentel
Health Department who included a section on "Environmental Guality" at the
suggestion of the Planning Department. Ten house condition measures were
made of each property in the areas of pre 1919 housing, and eight measures

of the environment of each street within the areas (Table Dl). However not

all the gathered information was used in the assessment of the improvement

priorities.

The priorities for each area were worked out as follows (Table D2):

The Existine Housing Condition was calculated by multiplying the prop-

ortion of dwellings in the area in each amenity category (i.e. below 5
point; 5-12 point; over 12 point) by a weight and then summing the three
totals to obtain Total A. The inspector's estimate of the feasible improved
condition of the dwellings was calculated in a similar manner (Feasible

House..Condition = Total B). The House Improvabiliig»(ﬂl) was then defined

as the difference between the two (Total A - Total B).

The Existing Environmental Condition was calculated by summing the

score Tor each environmental element multiplied by its 'weight! (fotal C).

Once again an estimate was made of the feasible (improved) environmental
2

. 3 x¥isting condition
condition, which was weighted and summed &s for the existing

The Environmental Irprovability

(Feasible Environment Condition = Total D).

(EI) was defined as the difference between the existing and the feasible



totals (Total C - Total D).

'h riorit 4 . e —
The priority assessment was finally made by adding the Existing Fouse

Condition score (multiplied by 25 to give it the same weight as the

S AT . s M Ay X i . o
environment - i.e. Total A X 25) and the Existing Environmental Condition

(fotal C) to the Total Improvebility of the area (i.e. (FI X 25) + 1) giving

s Priority Factor (Table D2) which was used to order the zreas. The result-

ant ordered list of areas formed the basis for deciding the programming of
clearances or improvement action in the areas i.e. the areas with a high

"Priority Factor'" were to be tackled first.

D2. The method which Wakefield District used to determine their priori-
ties can be discussed under three headings:

a) the relationship of the method to the stated aims of the policy;

b) the choice of the environmental measuresj and

¢c) the weightings given to these measures.

The first point is a general one, but the latter two can be discussed more

specifically in the light of the research results.

D2.1 The relationship of the method to the stated aims of the policy.

There are two general shortcomings of the method with respect to the aims

of the housing policy. Firstly, because of the way in which the priorities

are calculated it is not possible to relate the priority position of an area

P

. 1 PS -1
to the action required. For example a good environmental score cen 'mesk’ a

. . : poiopity Factor. 4n area may in fact
poor housing score in the aggregated friorii Factor. v

contain many irrepairable dwellings, and yet still appear as & priority for

isul
i i i g The use of the
improvement because the environment is poor, but improvable.

ici ] :n the American APHA method
concept of ' fyndamental deficiencies' as used in the

(see Duncan 1.L.C., 1971) would be of value here i.e. deficiencies to the

dwellings which render it unfit jrrespective of the quality or the improvab-



j1ity of the surrovunding environment. The first point, then, is that the

aggregated score gives a poor guide for action.

Secondly, the method supposedly gives en indication of unsatisfactory
environments, which begs the question 'unsatisfactory for whom, and by what
standards?'. The District Housing Policy statement makes it clear that it
ig the residents well-being which is in gquestion (2.6). The extent to which
the survey measures reflected the values of the residents is the subject of

the next two sections.

D2.2 The choice of environmental measures

Tt is assumed that the environmental measures included in the Wakefield
method were intended to provide an indication of the residents' well-being
in the erea (in accordance with the policy 2im). It is therefore instructive,
to compare the choice of measures with those physical variables measured in
the study which were found to be related to the residents' overall satis-

factions with their areas.

Of the eight environmental measures in the District's Survey Schedule
six measures had close equivalents in this study (Table 73). The condition
of the back street had no equivalent, and was assumed to be in the same

condition category as the front street for the purpose of comparison.

Yeither was a measure of the lighting made in the research; however, light-

ing was not among the features which were mentioned in response to the

open gquestions on likes snd dislikes of the area (except as objects which

had been vandalised). Thus although lighting cannot be compared as & meas=

. SR it in Vakefield's
ure, the responses (and 1ndeed the low \,_.elgh't given to it in igkerl

priority calculations) sugges?t that lighting is of minor importance:

3 Iy
Three aspects of the choice of measures must be discusseds

YD



a) whether the chosen measures are indeed indicators of well-being
b) whether the measures are comprehensive

¢) vhether the selected measures are independant.

Only one of the six comparzble measures in the regearch was found to be
significantly related to overall satisfaction (table 12.6), end that wes the
density of trees. The proportion of road surface in poor condition, and the
number of parking spaces, were almost significant at the ﬁf level. All six
varisbles were, however, significantly related to respondents satisfactions
with several of the separate dimensions of the environment (Table D).

Tote that some of the relationships were found to be spurious, particularly
those involving the distance to childrens play facilities (11.4). The
conclusion which can be drawn is that apart from the density of trees the
measures are week indicators of overall satisfaction, although they are

better predictors of satisfactions with different aspects of the environment.

The second point was whether the measures were comprehensive, i.e.
whether there are other physical variables which could be used. Variables
which were significently related to overall satisfaction at the 59: level,

and which were not included in the Wakefield measurement schedule of the

environment ares

- Dwelling Condition e.g. ¢. qwellings in poor condition (i.D. this variable

was included in the dwelling assessment)

‘

- Dvelling Upkeep e.g& dwellings in poor upkeep category

T . ; i i a ot curtilage
- Density e.g. number of dwellings in given area, length of ag

- Census variables - density of occupation, household amenities, cer owner-

ship rate. (Table 12.6)

. - ¥ s R
Thus the Wakefield measures cannot be considered to be comprehensive



™e question of inter-relationships arises from the inclusion of the
conditions of the front and back streets in the schedule, whilst one would
suspect that the ftwo are highly correlated. It is not poscible to verify
this particular suspicion as the two were not measured separately in the
research, but it is possible to ersmine the other variables. Cf the other
possible inter-relationships between the physicel veriables only three were
significant at the . level. These were the density of trees with the number
of parking spaces (r = 0.20); the Toad condition with the distence to play
facilities (r = 0.11); and the number of parking places with the distance to
play facilities (r = -0.71). It would thus appear that Wekefield District
have been relatively successful in selecting independant measures of the

residential environment.

D2.3 VEsohting of the Environmental lieasures

"wo important issuves with respect to weighting are not discussed further
here. The first is whether weighting is permissible in eny case (Simmson B.,
1975) given the type of data Wakefield were using (i.e. ordinal data). The
second is whether the dwelling should have been given equal weight to the
environment, as one would have expected the dwelling condition itself to be

of greater importance in jeciding housing policy (Duncan T.L.C., 1971).

el -}

This section examines the relative weighting of the environmental

elements of the survey schedule only. Tt will be recalled that each of the

physical measures had three quality categories (Table D1), and that the

area score for each variable was maltiplied by & weight. These weights were

obtained by a ranking of the physical variables in the order of difficulty

: ] Thi nt misuse of ordinal
(and therefore cost) of improving them. This appare

data as cardinal data may possibly be justified if the weights in fact

7 i i ( f the
correspond to the relative costs, OT to the relative importence of th

DA
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elements to the residents. Using the research survey data it is only noss-

. I , o |
ible to examine the weights with respect to residents' velues.

4 marked difference between the values assumed by Wakefield and those
implied by the survey results is obvious; according to the research results
the density of trees is more closely related to overall satisfaction than
the state of the road, or the number of parking spaces (2-3 times as signifi-
cant approximately). In the Wakefield schedule both the latter variables
were given more weight than the density of trees. This suggests that costs
were uppermost in the reasons for veighting than residents values, which is

at variance with the policy statements.

D2.I A critical feature which has to be considered is the sensitivity of
the priority rankings to the weightings. In order to test the sensitivity
of the weighting the environmental scores for the 17 sub case-study areas
(i.e. the sub divisions of the original case-study areas - See€ Table 5.5)
wvere calculated from the survey data, both with and without using the
weights. The scores were calculated as described above (Dl), although no
account could be taken of the feasible improved condition (Table D2). The
exclusion of the improved condition, althouvgh this would alter the priorit-
ies, does not affect the exercise of testing the weightings. Table Dg

shows the ranking of areas obtained by the two methods.

?he most noticeable feature about the two renkings is their similarity:

most of the changes in rank are marginal - only two areas altered position

more markedly? Glasshoughton moved from Ith with the weighting to 6th without

d scores on street condition and non-conforming uses

it (the area received ba

both of which were highly weighted)s and Fitzwillien (Bast) moved down from

5th to 10th (for the opposite reason). This finding suggests that the

266



weighting has relatively little effect on the ordering of the arees; in
fact, the weightings just reinforce the orderings already obtained. 4 more
critical feature is the original choice of elements, rather than their

weights, end particularly the choice of independant elements.

D2.5 Summary of critigue of Vgkefield District Method of Priority

Assessment
The following criticisms have been made:

a) the aggregation of scores mekes it impossible to relate any action to
the priority ranking of an area, and also makes it possible for the good
aspects of an area to mask bad aspects.

b) the relative importance given to the environment appears to be excessive
in comparison with the importance of the dwelling

c) the selection of environmental measures was not comprehensive, and
included some variables which were only weakly related to residents!
well being.

d) the weighting of the elements was suspect, and certainly did not reflect

regidents' values.
e) in the weighting operation ordinal category SCOTeS, and ordinal weightings,

were treated as interval data; which gives & false impression of numer-

ical status to the resulting Priority Factors.

D3 "he Use of the lleasures of Satisfaction

It is not sufficient to criticise the method used in the Wakefield

District without giving some indication of how the methed could be improved.

Tn the concluding chapter of Volume 1 the physioal measures which could be

used as criteria for priorities Were discussed (7.3.5), and it vas suggested

that the survey response data could be used directly. This section outlines

this sugrestion in more detail.

PO
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It must be reiterated that the object is to indicate the residents
setisfaction with an axea (or their well-being), which must be used in con-

junction with other deta (e.g. dwelling condition, costs of improvement

etc.) for a decision on nolicy to be made.

3.1 The Use of Overasll Satisfaction

The most obvious survey measure which could be used irs the residents!
own expressi-mne of overall satisfaction with thelr areas. The everage
overasll satisfaction (mediens were used as the data was ordinal) was calcu-
1ated for each of the 17 sub areas (Table D6). The table ranks the areas
according to the median overall satisfaction, and also presents the same
date graphically. Although the %table shows the renking of the areas (in
the same way that the Wekefield method does) it gives no indication cf what
the reason for the degree of dissatisfaction might be, and hence gives no

hint of the policy choices.

In passing it is interesting to note that it is not just the pre 1919
aress which have the lowest average satisfaction, or the most recent areas
vhich have high satisfaction as indicated by the Wakefield rankings (Table D5) .

For example Featherstone (West), a recent private development in poor

environmental surroundings which was 6th from the ton in the Viakefield

rankings, is 4th from bottom according to the median overall satisfaction.

Glasshoughton, the area with, subjectively, one of the worst environmental

conditions is 11th in the Wakefield rankings, end 7th according to overall

satisfaction. This reinforces the point that areas with poor environments

do not always contain dissatisfied residents.

D3.2 It is pessible to increase the amowmt of information by using the

. : ; imensions of
responses to the cuestion on satisfaction with each of the di

: st important di-
the environment. The examples given here are the ten most 1M

YR



mensions to the respondent (Table 6.13) on the basis of contributions to
overall satisfaction, and including satisfaction with the dwelling. TFor

cech dimension the median satisfaction for all the case-study areas wvas

calculated, and table D7 shows for three areas the deviations of the area
median from the all area medians for each dimension. The examples indicate
particular problems in the areas. Esstmoor, the area with the highest med-
jan overall satisfaction is shown to have below average satisfactions with
convenience and with the dwellings themselves. Glasshoughton, which had an
sverage overall satisfaction, had extremely low satisfactions vith air
quality, layout, reputation, appearance and cleaness which were balanced by
above average satisfaction with convenience and upkeep. Featherstone YWest,
which had the highest median satisfaction with the dwellings (which were

all less than 8 years old), had very low median satisfactions with all the

other dimensions (council upkeep in particular) except private upkeep.

3.3 There are thus 2 steps in identifying prioritiest the use of median

overall satisfaction; and the use of the median specific satisfactions.

Taking the two steps together, four pasic categories of area which

require some sort of improvement cen be identified. The approach in each

category, however, 1is likely to be different.

. . : afacti i stisfaction with the
a) Areas in which overall satisfaction 18 low, and sa

priority dimensions is also low.

in area in this category obviously hes 2 high priority for some kind of

] i imn S
action to improve the environment, but the solution is not a simple one @

the dissatisfaction 1is likely to be due to a whole range of environmental

aspects, and the jmprovement of just one aspect may not make much differ-

. : i tion is there-
ence to the general levels of satisfaction. Comprehensive actlo

fore required.

26,0
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Table D8 gives an example of an area in this category. The area,
Featherstone (East), had the lowest median satisfaction of the areas, and
satisfactions with all the environmental dimensions were also below average.

Council Upkeep received the lowest rating and this is related to ar adjacent

clearance areas which had only been partly cleared. It is interesting to
note that the area did not come out the worst on the basis of the physical
measures of the dwellings and that satisfaction with the dwellings was

average, suggesting that the area does have some positive potential on which

to improve.

b) Areas with low setisfaction levels for specific dimensions, but high

overall satisfaction.

The areas in this category are of a lower priority, as they are judged
to be satisfactory by the residents, eand presumably these residents are
prepared to remain in the area despite the sometimes serious drawbacks. In
the example, Taeble D7 the area is (1asshoughton, which was seventh in the
renkings according to overall satisfaction, and yet on the basis of physical
measures would have come at the bottom of the ranking. The poor conditions
in the area, which is sited alongside a colliery and coking plant, are

reflected in the low &average satisfactions with cleaness, air guality,

appearance, reputation, safety and layout.

The potential for improvement in this category of area is great, and

the improvements are 1ikely to be easier to effect than in the first

category of area, as theve is basic satisfaction with the area upon which

to build.

1s, despite high satisfaction

c) Areas with low overall satisfaction leve

cood ohysicel conditions.

levels, with individual ¢imenslons or




The aress in this category are most difficult to deal with unless it
ijs apparent from the survey information why the satisfaction levels are low.
he most frequent type of area in this category in the survey comprised new
or post-war dwellings (with which respondents were very satisfied) located
in poor environmental conditions. In these cases unless some action is

taken to improve the environment rapid deterioration of the dwellings could

occur (e.g. Festherston West). However General Improvement frea policies

would not be appropriate.

The exsmple given however is slightlyr different (Table D9). The area
comprised pockets of council dwellings - some inter-war semi-detached
dwellings and some post-war maisonettes and flats - set in a run down area
of nineteenth century terraces in Wakefield City. The area was fifth from
bottom in terms of overall satisfaction, and yvet all the satisfectlons with
the environmenial dimensions, excent Aryearance, layout, view and Council
upkeep were above average. It is difficult to specify the tcause' of the
low overall setisfaction precisely, although the whole of the Bellevue area
has suffered from heavy traffic and dereliction. The problem in dealing
with this type of area is the danger that, even after improvements, satis-
faction may remein low, particularly if the precise problem has not been

identified.

d) Areas with high overall satisfaction, and high satisfactions with the

environmental dirensions.

These areas have a low priority for action as current satisfactions

are high. Only if such areas contained physically poor housing stock for

ex 1 h f th o
1 t i b on sider +he areas 10T any further
lanp le would it ct_p‘)eal“ wor hwhi lJe Tto C y

action.

“
>
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Dl Fence with 2 small number of areas it is possible to obtain a visual

o mession the fa o s . ) )
irpression of the factors affecting satisfactions. With ordinal data for

the responses it is not possible to summerise the date further into any

R . T . .. )
index form. IHowever the originel ranking of areas serves as the initiel

priority selector (i.e. choosing those areas with the lowest sstisfaction

for urgent action), followed by the use of the other data as the method of

defining suitable action to be evaluated la-ter according to costs etc.

In the context of providing additional insights into the causes of
dissatisfaction in the areas, which might warrant action, there is an
additional source of information in the survey which can be used to back up
the data on satisfactions with the separate dimensions - the responses to

the open ended questions on likes and dislikes.

'ablelO 1lists the features which were mentioned by 10% or more of the
respondents in a case study area. Looking at the three areas given in the
last example, the generally positive nature of the responses in Eastmoor
can be seen with quietness and nearness to towm (an enomaly as satisfaction
with convenience was below average in this area) as the main likes; whereas

the negative influence of the colliery tips and coke vorks can be seen in

the Glasshoughton and Featherstone responses.

D5 "he use of the survey response date has only been briefly touched

upon, and no attempt has been mede to evaluate the priorities of all the

case study areas (see Cane S.T., 1975c) in this appendix. The strength of

this type of survey data, which is straightforward to obtain, and of modest

i i ~oviding i ation in summary index form as many
scale status, is not 1in providing informa

. s : 2 ; mation. The
planmers would like it, but inproviding extensive depth of tnforma

a jables it
weakness of such data is that with a large number of areas O variables 1

e - although two methods of initial screen-

soon becomes impossible t6 handl ing

O



have been pronosed in the text - the use of census variables as indicators,

and the vuse of the measures of overall satisfaction.

a0



Table D1 Wakefield Metropoliten District Council - Housing Survey 1974

A Individual Jouse Condition Report

Measure Condition Categories
Age 1. pre 1919 2. 1919-1939 3. 1944-1961 L. post 1961
Type 1. Back to back 2. Terrace 3. Semi-detached 4. Detached
5. Others
Size Humber of Bedrooms
Occupation 1. Occupied 2. Vacant 3. Derelict
Ovmnership 1. Council 2. Privete
Amenities 1. 12pt or above 2. 5-12pt 3. below 5pt
Repeir 1. Good 2. Fair 3. Bad
Outbuildings 1. Good 2. Fair 3. Bad
Garden - front{ 0 - no 1 - yes
Garden - rear | O = no 1 - yes

B Environmental Report

lieasure Condition Categories

Front Street Condition | O - good 1 - fair 2 - bad
Back Street Condition 0 - good ] - fair 2 - had
Traffic 0 - none 1 - feir 2 - bad
FParking facilities 0 - good 1 - feir 2 - bed
Greenery/foliage 0 - good 1 - fair 2 - bad
lon-conforming uses 0 - none 1 - little 2 - deminent
Crilérens play 0 - good 1 - fair 2 - bad
facilities

Lighting 0 - good 1 - fair 2 - bad

oy A



Yable D2

assessment of Imorovement Priority

A. Fousing Blements

Lxisting v of houses in area Feezsible " of houses in area
Condition Condition e
Below 5 pt | ceenns }3% Below 5 pt . 33)
5-12 pt cevens 42) = Totel 5-12 pt veren. F2) = Totel
A B

over 12 pt ceeees X1 over 12 pt cereen X1
HOUSE TLPROVERTXT (WI) = Total 4 - Total B
B. Environmental Elements

Measure Existing X weight Feasible X weirht

{Table D1)

Area Score

Area Score

ENVIRONIENTAL INROVABILITY (v1)

C. Assessment

Total Area Condition

Potal Improvability

FRIORITY FACTOR =

- (Total & K 25) + Total ©

i}

Total Area Condition

ey ol

(FI X 25) + EI

‘Traffio LI I A ‘X‘8> eeen e es s }la)
¥on Conforming Uses ceseceeces X7g Cebreesesen X?%
Front Street Condition cececsnnese X6% cessocssse X6%
I%a'clc Street Condj_tion se e s s o0 e };5g P R B LI 2 }:53

) = Total - Total
Childl‘ens play seeesevose XL;’) C esoceccce XLI) D
Fecilities ) )

) B
Parkil’lg secssenc o }\33 ss e v .o J"LB;
I'rees/foliage ceeeassens Xzé ceeesenas . Az%
I 1‘;- LR N J }:
Lighting PRPSIPSC R I B J\l es e . 1)

- Potal C - Total D

+ Total Improvability




Table D3

WMDC Survey 1974

i
v
24

quivelent lMeasures

s

Wakefield Environmental

lleasure

-

Lauivalent Variable

- a——r

Condition Categories

1.

in survey Assumed
¥ront Street Condition % of road surface 0 good condition
broken 1 1-20« damaged

2

over 20, damaged

Back Street Condition

above variable and categories used

3. Through/industrial Type of road 0 cul-de-sac, crescent,
traffic pedestrian only
1 Through road
2 ligin road
4, Farking facilities Tumber of parking 0 over 1 per dwelling

spaces per dwell- 1 0.6 - 1 per dvwelling
ing 2 less than C.5 per
dwelling
5e Trees/foliage Furber of trees 0 over 20
1 - 20
2 under 5
6. MNon-conforming uses Presence of non- 0 none
conforming uses 2 present
7. Childrens play facil- Distance to play 0 nearerothan 0.2 km
ities facilities 1 0.3 - 0.8 km
2 Over 0.8 km
8. Lighting provision Yo comparable measure -




Table Dly

Py . 1. ™ .
Heletionships between imvironmental Iieasures a

and oatisfeactions

with Specific Dimensions

VEDC Environment
lieasure

Survey Variables

Siemificently related to satisfactions
with the folloving dimensions at 5
siemificance level

Front (& back)
street condition

¢ of road sur-

face broken

Greeness, Cleeness, iir Cuelity,
Suitability for Children, ippearance,
Car Parking, Reputation, View, Layout

Through/industrial
traffic

Type of road

Greeness, wuietness

Parking Facilities| Fo. of parking Greeness, Wuietness, Upkeep, Suitab-
snaces ility for Children, Appearance,
Trivecy, Car Parking, View, layout
H ! . - § F o . R
Yrees/foliage tig. of trees Greeness, Cleaness,iir quality,

Luietness, Safety, Upkeep, Council
Unkeen, ippearance, Frivacy, Car
Parking, Reputation, View, Layout

Won-Conforming
Uses

Presence of non~
conforming uses

Lir Quelity, Quietness, Layout

Childrens play
Facilities

Distance to
play facilities

Clesness, 4ir wuality, Juietness,
Safety, Upkeep, Privacy, Renutation

)
«J
-3
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Table D5 Area Priorities usins WIDC Environmentel Scorine Svstem

LRBL WITGEPED BNVIRONEERT VETGETED My To0] ThT
SCORE® RAIK S00TE% TG

NEVTSON  (TAST) 11.91 1 5 Lo .

ATHT CH 19.55 _ N b )

ALTOFTS 19.87 3 L.4g 2

TITAITIIAG (WEST) 24.08 L L. ok 5
PITAILLIAN (BAST) 24,17 5 5.83 10
FEAMTERSTONE (WEST 25.16 6 L.88 L
YEVTSCN (WEST) 25.2L 7 5.48 9
THORIES 26.72 8 5.28 3
POITEFRACT 27.78 9 5.26 7
EASTIOOR 28,45 10 6.09 11
0 LASSHOUGHTON 28.74 11 5.21 6
STREETHOUSE 29.49 12 6.50 12
EEHMSWORTT (WEST) 30.23 13 6.75 1
TELIEVUE (COUECIL) 31.24 1k 7.5k 15
HEMSWORTT (EAST) 3L.00C 15 7.00 1
RELIEVUE (WEST) 37.47 16 7.68 16
FEATTERSTONE (EAST) 36.00 17 §.26 17

. ront street
* Jack Street Condition assumed to be the same as the f

conditione.

Lichting conditions not included

oy




TABLE D6 MEDIAN OVERALL SATISFACTIONS
s
All Area
-2 -1 Median “
]
—1
_—
]
]
]
]
1
C
-
:.
]
]
-
L
—
[

BY CASE-STUDY AREA

~r3 i)

‘EASTMOOR

HEMSWORTH (WEST)
PONTEFRAQT
ALTOF TS

WARWICK

THORNES
GLASSHOUGHTON
NEVISON (EAST)
FITZWILLIAM (EAST)
NEVISON (WEST)

STREETHOUSE
HEMSWORTH (EAST)

BELLEVUE (COUNCIL)

FEATHERSTONE (WEST)

BELLEVUE (WEST)

FITZWILLIAM (EAST)’
FEATHERSTONE (EAST)



TABLE: D7 SEPARATE' SATISFACTIONS BY CASE-STUDY AREA

FEATHERSTONE (WEST)

nmem—

All Area
2 ! Median | 2
Appearance
l Reputation

]
I

L

EASTMOOR

GLASSHOUGHTON

Convenience
Layout
(_;lcune.ss

View

Private Upkeep
Air  Quality

Councni Upkeep
Dwelling

Appearance
Reputation

Convenience

Layout

J Cleaness

aON

. View
Private Upkeep

Air Quality

Council Upkeep
Dwelling
Appearance
Reputation
Convenience
Layqut
Cleaness

View

Private Upkeep

Afr  Quality
Council Upkeep

Dwelling



TABLE DB SEPARATE SATISFACTIONS : FEATHERSTONE (EAST)

:

All Areq
2 ! Median +

Appearance

Reputation

Convenience

A
|
l:: Layout
E:: _ Cleaness
I " View
- Private Upkeep
]

Air Quality

l o Counci! Upkeep

'TABLE D9 SEPARATE SATISFACTIONS . BELLEVUE (COUNCIL)

All Area
-2 -l Median +| +2
' ‘ [: - A:ppecrqnce
1 Reputation
j Conventence
O Layout
________j Cleaness
l::‘ View
] | Private Upkeep
] " Air Quality
[ Council Upkeep

O A



I'able D10 Teatures Liked/Disliked in Case-Study Areas

Lilkes AT of area Hmmﬁosmﬂmmv Dislikes G.p.v of area Hmmﬁoﬁmomv
A & e ‘
B z o B A
2 - i = &)
[0} [ £ . (o]
Case Study ~ = & = _ w3 O
Area = == e o S . B s 3
a PR 5L 2 AR B w S S |a 5 &
a o FOB O3 le 85 B = % & E oo o3 oA h o= o w A
P e g @ o R s 9 9o B’ B = o ST S TR R - T I =T < I T S
@ A & Sy & O =g 2 o ] A R o H ol®m g o H
g R T = I . = o T SR ) =& H n O a9
= 25 B < R 2 || P : R oA By = = 9 e = = &3
S8 8 %5 918 4 3 @ B |le g 88 3 5 g B 218 8 ¢ o
e Sy S S = B o S U S = S B - S R SV T8 T B A& Ho=s s -
HORTES 2.7 31 23
TTOFTS 1.9 20 18 13| 13 15 15 10
ASTMOOR 1.3 24 17
CLYEFRACT 1.3 19 24 10 10 10 10 10 13
B TSON 1.2 23 12 14 10
FHSVORTH 1.1 21 21 15
RLLEVUE 1.0 14 23 14 151 12
[T 24 TLLTAM 0.9 25 18 17
SATTHERSTONE C.9 26 1l 15 18 10
LASSHOUGHT (N 0.9 27 10 14 10 15 12 15 18 15
ARWICK 0.7 24 10 10 10 13 10 13 13
[REETECUSE 0.5 3 23 12 12
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