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‘ ABSTRACT )
This thesis présents.an empirical éxaminatfon”of fhe effects
of the social and physical context of“the,neignbourhood on_.
: neighbounhood satisfaction of residents in Edmonton,
Alberta. | - | A

A réViéw of the literatore reveals that urban research
has h1stor1ca1]y empha51zed ?he relat1onsh1p of the soc1a1
and cultura] components and sat1sfact1on and m1n1m1zed the.

1mportance of the man- bu11t env1ronment To this end

'nejghbourhood satisfaction w1]l be measured in relation to

five neighbourhood attr1butes The types of attr1butes are:

1. ne1ghbourhood design, 2 density factors.

3. ne]ghbourhood soc1a1 structura] character1st1cs

4, hous1ng satisfaction, 5. 1eve1 of 1nterpersona]
v\re]at1onsh1ps w1th1n each ne1ghbourhood F1f1een variab]es |
.were constructed and tested in all. . -

+

\ A structured interview administered}to a. multi-stage

sample of 341 residenfs in Edmonton, Alberta provides the

 data. Regression is ‘the principle technique used in the’datav

5na1ysis. .
‘Moderately strong and statistical1y‘sign)fic?nt
correlations are found between neighbourhood satiSfaction.
~and four of the %iVe;séts_of.attribute$,3wjth level of
intehperSonal intehaction haVing a small énd‘insignificant
_correlation with the criteria. |
The multiple‘reghession analysis isoTated-six variables

that have sianificant independent effects on neiahhatirhaad



.
\ . ‘ ) » » ) ‘ :
sat1sfact1on (grain, housing satisfaction, average %ge of

I's

e;f’res1dents level of 1nterpersonal relat1onsh1ps, 1nternal

and gxterna] dens1ty) Both gra1n and hous1ng satﬂ@fact1on

.. were found to be p051t1ve pred1C/6rs of ne1ghbourhood

sat1sfact1on exp1a1n1ng 35.24% of the var1ance and |
account1ng for 67.38% of the total var1ance of . the reduced
form equation. The analy51s shows that the ne1ghbourhood and
hous1ng des1gn factors substant1ally effect ne1ghbourhood
sat1sfact1on and at 1s time to turn away from the quest1on
of whether the physical env1ronment has effects to the
study of design factors which magnlfy or minimize these

¢

effects. | 5.
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| CHAPTER S
\STATEMENT OF THE PROBLEM
E'v The study of. the relat10nsh1p between dlfferent
ne1ghbourhood envwronmentiiand the attltudes of fhe1r‘_
res1dents has been given -a cons1derable amount of attent1on

, The re51dent1al env1ronment be51des be1ng the most abundant

"5% land use type in the city, is .ecogn1zed as a. bas1s*of

e

) Unncr\';l) of Albertas . - -

.i‘)" |

healthy personal,.soctal and phys1cal development (Duhl
1963). In add1t1on wh11e people make use of commun1ty
recreat1onal shopp1ng¢ educat1onal and health fac1l1ties
“'the greatest proport1on of re51dents d1scret10nary time is
spent in’ éﬁa around the]r homes (Chap1n 1965) |
| We therefore 1ntend to 1nvestlgate more closely the
factors that promote fee11ngs of sat1sfact1on w1th a | D
ne1ghbourhood des1gn *In part1cular we are lnterested iw
how res1dence in dlfferent types of c1ty ne1ghbourhoods
affects levels of ne1ghbourhood sat1sfact1on7./ 7J B e
| The d1scuss1on that follows w1ll present an emp1r1cat
' analys1s of the effect of the soc1al and phys1cal context of
” _the ne19hbourhood on the satwsfact1on of resldents 1n
Edmonton Alberta Thls analys1s w1ll\focus on the
- lmportance of both types of env1ronments because urban
| b research has h1stor1cally emphas1zed the relat1onsh1p of the

..... »

soc1a] anchUJ%ﬁT?] components ‘and sat1sfact1on and

T -

m1n1m1zed the 1mportance of the man bu1]t env1ronment

=

(Popenoe 1977), - ¢

x
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The purpose of this thesis will thus be to evaluate and
. ’ . A
interprét the satisfaction Tevelscof people in several
selected réSidenfiaJAareas: Sdtisfaction will be measured in

relation to néighbéurhood attribute$ consistfng of

o néighbourhood détign and denéity factors, neighbburhood

social structural characteristics, housing factors, and

- level of interpersonal relationships within each
B A i ¥ : . . .

?ejéhbourhood. S P |
| In order to do so, this t@es?s will“fﬁrsf focus on
these attributes and the nature of the ir association with
neighbourhood Satfsfact{on. Secondly, the thééjsvwill
- explore the complex set of'relafionships'among these factors
to Aeterminé thejr relativg importance Tor'exp]ainingu}
I'neighbourhood safisfaction. Dhe advantage if this approach
‘is to offer planners insight as to the opportunity to |
(¥m§bdQe the qgalifyvof ihe ahysical surhoundinés;and tﬁereby
| the perceived livability! of metropolitan neighbourhooas by

their residents.

'Livability is defined as the sum total of the qualities of®
the urban environgent which tend to induce in a citizen a

.. state of neighbourhood satisfaction, These qualities of the
environment that contribute toward a positive evaluation may .
be called factors. of livability. Of primary concern in this
thesis is the organization of space which "best" R
accommodatés the needs of the residents and minimizes
friction and frustration from the factors of the
neighbourhood design (Wilson, 1962; Roscow, 1961).
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CHAPTER II
LITERATURE REVIEW

1. What is Neighbourhood.Satisfaction?

In recent years, a considerable amount of 1iterature‘
has appeared that focuses on people’s responses to their
residential environments. Taken as E\Yhole, this research
provides insights.into the meaning of residential qua]ity
for residente Before this discussion of what ne1ghbourhood
satisfaction is continued, however, we must define the
concept "neighbourhood"

‘This concept has various connotations, ranging from the

residential dwelling,and its immediate environment to the

census tract (Caplow and‘Foreman, 1955; Zehner, 1971;wBurby“

‘and Weiss, 1976). One crucial requirement for the meaningful

evaluation of neﬁghbourhood satisfaction is ‘to estab]ish
what “unit of reference" the resident refers to when he
evaluates his ne1ghbourhood In other words, at what level

of analysis do the physical and social Structura] cenditions

' 1of the neighbourhood covary with neighbourhood'sat}sfactiOn?

The research f1nd1ngs of Caplow and Foreman (1955)

;qp01nted out that the "blocK was the area 1dent1f1ed by its

\
re51dents as the netqhbourhood It generated a’ def1n1te

internal ne1ghbour1ng\structure Research of Zehner (1971)

and Burby and Weiss (1976) validate that finding. -They



‘concluded that the neighbourhood was what the resident can
see from his front door--that is, the five or six nearest
houses. They argue 'that this area is that in which most
residents have day-to-day experiences. It is the aredgin
‘which children are raised, in which interaction with
neighbours occurs, in which léisure interests. are often
o , , , _
pursued, and in which liome-owners often have sizable
investments. For all these reasons residents are bound to
have more than a passing interest in this area. Furthermore,
Burby and Weiss. (1976) eXb]ain that:
"Housing and the character of the immediate
,.neighbourhood were major factors in families’
decisions to move to both new and conventional
communities. In fact, it can almost be said that.
people do not move to communities...they move .to a N
house and block on which it is located. The reason
for households’ greater interest in the home and
neighbourhood is easily understood...The quality of
the home and attractivene%s of the neighbourhood in
large part determines the soundness of this
investment. In addition, while people make use of
community recreational, shopping, educational, and
health facilities, the greatest proportion of their
, .discretionary time is spent in and around their .
" homes. The home and block are the centers of daily
living from which people venture out into the
extended community (p. 189)." :
These research findings demonstrate then that neighbourhood.
satisfaction is rooted in the context of the immediate
physical and social environment.

In regards to neighbourhood satisfaction, studies of
individual neighbourhoods and communities LHendricKs,'1967;
Marans and Rodgers, 1975; Lansing et al., 1970: Zehner,
1977; Campbel1 et al., 1976; Burby and Weiss, 1976)

disclosed a list of neighbourhood attributes that are

VAt
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strongly associated with overall neighbourhood satisfaction.
These neighbo;:ﬁood'attributes consisted of safety of the
neighoourhood; physical maintenance of the neighbourhood,
level of privacy} friendliness of neighbours: qUietness;‘
'oonvenience,uand perceived similarity by the respondent
between himself and the other residents of the

ne ighbourhood. *hkenutogether, these studies_genenato a

multi-dimensional index of neighbourhood attributes, a

étrong predictor'of neighbourhoods that were a very good

‘place in which to live. In addition these neighbourhood

éttributes did not lose their effect when the,respoodents’
social chanacteristics'werévihtroduced as control variables
(Campbell, et al., 1976: Marans and Rodgers, 1975).

These studies for the.host.port do not fnvestigaté whéf
"conditions* create the opportunify for neighbourhood
satisfaction. Theiy results do‘show, howéver,.thatv
neighbourhood satisfaction has many diménsions~or attribupé;

y

that need to be taken into account if one. is to properly

evaluate or predict neighbourhood satisfaction. S

¥
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2. Predictors of Neighbourhood Satisfaction

a) Neighbourhood Interact ion | i

Prev1ous research has p]aced particular emphasis on the
impor tance of compat1b1]1ty of neighbours for the predlct1on
of ne1ghbourhood sat1sfact1on Gans (1961), hoWever argues

that the planner has only 11m1ted 1nfluence over soc1a1

- relationships. As.he states:

"Although the site planner can create the
propinquity he can only determine Wwhith houses are
adjacent. He can thus affect visual- contact .and
initial social contacts among their occupants, but’
he cannot determine the intensity or quality of the
relationship. This depends on the character1st1cs of
the people involved (P. 139). -

o

‘This contrad1cts Whyte (1957), who concluded that where one

lived on a res1dent1a] block has the power to determ1ne the

nature of 1ntens1ty of people’s social lives o

A number of studies have ‘demonstrated that deswgn
factors can actually independent ly influence ne1ghbour1ng
activity. Hendr1cks et al., (1967) suggest that Tower
dwelling-unit density, and hence less prop1nqu1ty, is
s1gn1f1cantly assoc1at2d with nelghbourhood interaction. He
found that both 1nteract1on with neighbours and percept1on

of ne1ghbours as fr1end1y tend to be enhanced when privacy

fromone1ghbours is adequate. In addition, Lans1ng (1970)

"~ found that s1ngle fam1ly ne i ghbourhood res1dents are more
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likely to Know a]l of their half-dozen closest ne1ghbours by

name than townhouse res1dents

Lans1ng (1970) suggests that the need for anonym1ty in
denser ne1ghbourhoods reflects a destre‘for insulation fromv‘
one’s heighbours whtch, because of proptnquity of‘the
neighbours one does know, can be‘maintained el A
imperfectly. I; other words, bhysical proximity often
compels a person to Create soc1al dlstance in order to
retain a m1n1mum of prtvacy Parflicularly in the densest
nelghbourhoods (greater than orxjgual t 4,5 dwel]ing-units ;

per acre), only 8% of the- residents knew all the adults in

‘the "half dozen families" living nearest to .thef by name,
‘compared to almost two#thirds of the residents in the least

. . { . .
~dense neighbourhoods (less than 4.5 dWelling-units per

acre). Amount of interaction with ne1ghbours was not as
affected by den51ty as by number of ne1ghbours Known . |
“In this regard, Lansing (1970), also found that

individuals living in sing]e-family—units in cul-de-sacs

~Knew more neighbours by name than in .linear arrangements,

}

and had a greater amount of social jnteraction. Once again .
the location of townhouses (1inear or enclosed) made titt]e
difference on'number of neighbours known. |

One exp]anat1on of Lans1ng 3 f1nd1ngs is that
ne1ghbour1ng patterns over small d1stances require less

homogenetty, as measured by age of friends, occupation of

' head of household ‘and income (Anthanaswou and Yoshioka,

»-1973) Mere exposure to close ne1ghbours could generate,

e [ °
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over tlme a more p051t1ve att1tude and allow fr1endsh1p
patterns to form based on prop1nqu1ty

A corollary of thlS hypothe51s follows the lines of
ZaJo?c s theory (1968) of att1tud1nal effects of mere
exposurej Prop1ﬁqu1tOUS relatlonsh1ps 1nvolv1ng cont1nued
v1sual and soc1al 1nteractlon may serve to. increase the

1ntens1ty of fr1endsh1p and reduce the number of mere l

PR f,'.,‘ L

acqalntances , L et

Furthermore‘ Lansing et al., (1970) gontends that

/attztudlnal factors concern1ng the nelgthUPhOOd"SUCh as

qu1etness, safety, and SO forth—-are most salient in

defining neighbours as both frwendly and similar. ‘In other o

‘words, the more pos1t1vely the ne1ghbourhood is evaluated
. the more l1Kely that ne1ghbourhood 1nteract1on will occur
_and the more likely one sees his nelghbours as be1ng

- similar. This, in turn, predicted ne ighbourhood-

satisfaction. - o :

In regards to the relat1onsh1p between ne1ghbourhood

1nteract1on and traffic flow Appleyard and Llnte1l (1872},

A

found that the ablllty to establish casual acquamntancesh1ps

with ne1ghbours in the street was affected by the amount of

traffic f’hw through the nelghbourhood Ne ighbourhoods w1th
heavy traff1c flow led to a decreased conception of

secondary»terr1tory or~"turf around the dwellxng-unit,

wh1ch would deter social 1nteract1on conversely,

o ne1ghbourhoods of l1ght traffic flow had greater secondary

terr1tory which 1ncluded the s1dewalk allowing nelghbourJng“



Untversity of Alberta

J‘}

"(‘./

pathology (c.f. W1rth 1938 S1mmel, 1950;YM1lgram; 1970) .

Feh N

activity to occur. | R

From the research cited on nelghbourhood‘tnteraction,
it appears probable that ne1ghbourhood sat1sfact1on will
1ncrease as nelghbourhood interaction 1ncreases. whtch in

turn is affected by the evaluat1on of ne1ghbourhood

',attr1butes where the res1dents llve

We‘can therefore propose that:
Hypothes1s 1: Levels of neighbourhood sat1sfact10n will

be dlrectly related to the amount of 1nteract1on found

. within the ne1ghbourhood

‘blgDensity

The city has been trad1t1onally defined as a high

| dens1ty settlement It is the h1gh dens1ty aspect of c1ty ‘

life that seems to be regarded as the cause of soc1al

While there is no widely accepted definition of wh kbls
an 0vercrowded‘neighbourhood, there are a number of density
measures that may capture the degree to which people are or
are not separated from other people The approach of this
thes1s is not really to determ1ne what should be con51dered
a crowded ne1ghbourhood Rather, it exam1nes whether h1gher
dens1t1es are . assoclated with sh1fts in ne1ghbourhood

satlsfactlon
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The concept of density has a number of referents that
| may be related to ne1ghbourhood satisfaction, These |
referents re]ate to the conditions within the residential
' un1t or externa] to the unit. Each one involves d1fferent
" physical dimensiOns and the separation of peopTe (M1chelson
1870; Gillis, 1975)._We'assume that the degree to which.
"peopJe are separated is related to or0wd4ng, which in turn
can generate an egoess of social demands on ne1ghbourhood:§
res1dents Crowd1ng, is a situation that is character1zed by
the 1neV1tab1l1ty of contro] between persons to control the
presence of others (Hughes and Galle, 1979). A crowded
household or ne1ghbourhood could upset the res1dents daily |
act1v1t1es for their! pr1vacy ,may be intruded upon It h
‘follows,that the way in which people are separated within a
particular-neighbourhood.or dwelling unit could }ead to
'stfnutus'overload (Milligram, 1970) and preclude the
achievement of neighbourhood satisfaction. )

Because of the’strong associatton between neighbourhood
satisfaction and dwe]]ing-untt satisfaction one objective
measure of density ‘that concerns the spatial d1mens1ons of
the dwe1]1ng unit and the seEarat1on of the members of one'
househo]d will be tested. Th1s neasure 1nterna1 density,
refers to the qumber of persons per roon w1th1n a
dwelling-unit. - |

In regards to 1nterna1 dens1ty, Zehner (1977) found
that complete sat1sfact1on increased from 18% of the

[

‘respondents living in homes with less than one room per

1~
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pEPSOnttO 58% for those living.in units with‘three\or‘morel.
roOms per person,rregardless‘of'house type and ownership
status More spec1f1cally in relation to neighbourhood -
sattsfactwon amount of household space was found to be one
of the strongest determinants of ne1ghbourhood sat1sfact1on
(Zehner, 1977) ;and also as a reason for mov1ng from the
.ne1ghbourhood (Ross1 1955; Burby, 1976) . "Hughes and Gal]e
',(1979) found that lack of pr1vacy was pos1t1ve1y re]ated to
1ncreas1ng levels of 1nterna1 dens1ty, and that peOple per ’
room was ‘a good obJect1ve measure of crowd1ng
| S1nce we are 1nterested in con51der1ng the relat1onsh1p
between density and ne1ghbourhood concerns, our pr1mary
'1nterest will be to 1nvest1gate dens1ty measures that relate
. to the physwca] ne1ghbourhood and the separat1on of’ the
res1dents of one bu1ld1ng from the res1dents of other
. ou11d1ngs, and the separation of 1nd1v1duats orﬂhouseho]dsu
from each’other when they are outside thetrfdweﬁtings; This
measure'of deneity‘is called external"densttyitﬁichelson,
1970)t It refers to how many people live in'aﬁcerfain amount
of residentia]tarea,ni.e,, a oopulation\density neasure
,eiternat to the unit. ’ ' | ﬂ t
- Baldassare (1979)-foond that'neighbourhoods where the
external densitvaas'greater than or\eqhal to 25 persons per
restdenttal acre resulted in upKeep betng less favourable
~even when accounting«tor the social struotUra1
characteristics ofrthe‘reSidents. Hetalso found

neighbourhood noise increased, and oerceived"safety of, the
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restdents decreased as ekternal densitykincreased,vand

remained strong after soCial»sjruoturaidbontro}s were

introduced. | | |
Much of toe research«oh residentia] environments has

focused on‘the relationship.betw;§ﬁ-bu11dinodensity .

measures and ne1ghbourhood satisfaction. Bu11d1ng dens1ty is

‘seen as an objective measure of the rea11ty of

.

multiple- fam11y l1v1ng, the bu11d1pgs per amount of
res1dent1al area external to the unit. The. bu11d1ngs
represent different arrangements of space with d1fferent

des1gns, wh1ch vary as to the relative degree of separatton'

- of one household from other. households .’1\

Studies of d1fferept ne1ghbourhood building densities
by‘Lansing et-al., 1970 show little systematic effect as to.
overall ne1ghbourhood satisfaction with number of \

dwe1]1ng-un1ts per acre. Only residents 11v1ng in the least

dense areas, udder 2.50 dwelling-units per acre rated their

( }neighbourhood noticeably higher’ while, it was noticeably

lower for those in the most dense ne1ghbourhoods greater

than 12.5 dwe]]1ng un1ts per acre.

In regards to neighbouring, Tallman and Morgner (1970)
pointed out that a higher ratio of éﬂngle to multiple family
units, amount of shared common space, and relative isolation

in the suburbs may promote moré& home‘andlfamily“oeﬁtered

~activity. Yancey (1971) wouild agreeu He found little

neighbouring in family apartments; the inFormalesooial

“network that_provides a modicum of child protectionkandA

\’ .
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contro] lacks suitable semi-public‘Space such as'front

lawns‘ sidewalKs and driveways in wh1ch ne1ghbourhood 9

1nteract1on may develop

' Moreover Lansing et al (-1870) and Burby (1976 found

“that d1fferent factors were related to neighbourhood

o

. sat1sfact1on at d1fferent dens1ty 1evels In high density

TNy

[
areas (those greater than or equal to 4.5 dwe]l1ng unwts per

acre), the adequacy of outdoor space ;or fam1ly activities |
became 1mport%nt. In Tow density areas (1ess ‘than 4.5
dwe]]ing-units per acre), the adequacy of 1nvestment value
of the home became more’1mportant An 1mp]1cat1on of th1s

hesearch is that, at higher denSity, the presence of

external privacy or at least semi-private space may

~ encourage neighbouring and/or<neighbourhood sattsfaction

These stud1es show that the need for adequate outdoor
'space--e1ther pr1vate or semi - pub11c--1s necessary for
ne ighbourhood sat1sfactton at least at h1gher density
1evels These studies g1ve support to the assumpt1on that
nejghbourhood satisfaction can be affected,by the spat1a1
organization_of the netghbourhood.for those in higher
density neighbourhgodsO A higher SUCCess;rate for
'netghbourhood sat1sfact1on is more 11kely apparently where
the phys1cal env1ronment creates the opportun1ty for the
provts1on of sem1-pr1vate outdoor space wh1ch is related totft
the way in wh{ch people are separated in space, and affects

‘how successfully restdents can cope w1th the ne1ghbourhood

genv1ronmentq
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' From the research cited, 1t appears that bu11d1ng

dens1ty, wh1ch captures to some extent the physwca]r

E

L e
51dent1a1 structure of the nelghbourhood does play a role

in affect1ng ne1ghbourhood att1tudes
We can therefore propose, that: 7¢‘ - - S

—
Hypothe51s 2 Ne1ghbourhood sathfact”on w1l] be

T

1nverse1y related’tb the level of bu11d1ng den51ty found
AR

w1th1n a ne1ghbourhood
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It is quite poss1ble that the street pattern along wnth

other phys1cal elements that make up the Aeighbourhood may

' create the opportun1ty for nelghbourhood sat1sfact1on !
'There are two basic ne1ghbourhood des1gn types the*;

conventlonal gr1d system and the netghbourhood unlt éoncept

Both have been emp1r1cally 1nvestlgated as to the1r relat1ve

o ab1l1ty to. prov1de ‘the opportun1ty for ne1ghbourhood

sat1sfact1on

The ne1ghbourhood unit concept' first descr1bed by

ClarenCe Perry, (1929,1939) has domlnated plann1ng ideology
Sin North Amertca since 1ts 1ncept1on Th1s concept employs a

lphys1cal plann1ng technique for 1ntegrat1ng a neighbourhood

as a self- conta1ned and soc1ally homogeneous unit. In the

1deaA] Unlt SChOO]sg ChUPCheS ]]br‘af“les B a COﬂmunl ty 7 o T

center, ‘and other fac1l1t1es and socIal services are located

near the center of each unit. Access to fac1l1t1es is made

lleas1er through the provws1on of an lnté&nal path system *he

: nelghbourhood un1t concept also requires the preservatron oF

i
o

a cons1derable amount of land for ne1ghbourhood parks and

‘playgrounds In order to 1ncrease safety, through traff1c

?does not pass through reswdent1al netghbourhoods Instead,

main arter1es are located on the boundar1es of the

ne1ghbourhood Interior street patterns are des;gned and

.
__________________

lPhys1cal element(s) refers to: phys1cal characterlstlcs of a
given neighbourhood,  their type and number of elements and
the1r mode of comb1nat1on that form a neighbourhood design.
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constructeé*throuéﬁ the use of cul-he-sacs, curved layout -
and}light—duty surfacing so as.to encourage a quiet, safe,
low-volume traffic movement and preservation of the
résidentia]hatmosphére. )

On the whole, it was hoped that the fOrmu]afion of the
neighbourhood unit concept would prodﬁce a more ﬁewarding
life: firstl because the héighbourhood unit concept was.
expected to awaken citizen involvement in local communit{es,

and reinétate the neighbourhood as the center of political

. reform on civic matters, and second, because the

neighbourhood unit concept would foster the return of the

one{ghbourhood as a primary group or informal institutioh of

social control.

: The expectatibn that the neighbourhood unit concept.

“would produce a life-style of "localism” as envisioned by

- Perry appears to have been both naive and overly optimistic

(Wirth, 1938; Webber, 1963: Zehnew’i’?m However, other

.aspects of the ne1ghbourhood unit concept—-1n part1cular

quatity of life in new community neighbourhood units, as

.compared to that in more conventional néighbéurhoods--have

béep investigated. '

Zehner (1971, }977) focusing on questions of

4

P

'The new communities are based on a de51gn whose planning
characteristics are similar to Perry’'s neighbourhood unit
concept. These communities had pedestrian and vehicular
traffic separatéd, clusters of homogeneous housing types
surrounded by open space, and so forth. Conversely,

. conventional communities are typically less planned, with

fewer 1nnovat1ve planning characteristics, less facilities,

‘and services. Both sets of :communities studied had similar
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_ nefghbburhood satisfaction, found support for Perry’s
neighbourhood cencept. Zehner found that satisfaetion was
s{gnificently higher, (if only 4 or § percentage points),
for new community.residents than for residents of
conventional communities. He found that ne1ghbourhood un1t
residents were more 11ke1y to rate their ne1ghbourhood as

- exce]]ent“ to recommend it as, a partlcularly 'good p]ace

“to live", and to think that it would be a "better place to
live" in the future. |

Foees1ng on the re]at1ve 1mportance of ne1ghbourhood

‘.attr1butes that pred1ct ne1ghbourhood satisfaction, Zehner
(1977) found that phys1ca1 maintenance of the neighbourhood

was the single most. 1mportant pred1ctor of ne1ghbourhood

satisfaction rqurdless of ne1ghbourhood type This f1nd1ng

parallels that of other researchers (Hendr1cks 1967;
Lans1ng,(1970 Marans and Rodgers, 1975; Campbell et al.,
1976) and serves to emphasize the likelihood that the
vp1anner-developer will be able’to signifiCantiy increase the
res1dent’s Tevel of ne1ghbourhood satisfaction if he is able
-to des1gn res1dent1al areas for ease of maintenance.

» Zehner (1977) isolated other neighbourhood attribetes
that are s1gn1f1cantly related to ne1ghbourhood sat1sfact1on
independent of ne1ghbourhood type or house types. He found
.that the following ne1ghbourhood attr1butes, in decreasing
order of impertance, were eignificant predictors of
neighbourhood,sat}sfactﬁon: convenience of the

ne ighbourhood, sufficiency of privacy, perception of one’'s
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neighbours as friendly, safety of the neighbourhood,
perceived similarity betWeen oneself and one’s neighbours,

perceived crowdedness of the neighbourhood, and quietness of

the neighbourhood. Other‘concerne of the community inc luded

the issue;of police pfotection and safety from cfime.”These
findings parallel that of earlier research}undertaken'by
Lensing et al. (1970), Marans'and_Rodgersv(19751,
Campbell (1976).

Among different community factors.thet conceptualize

the impertantnprediciors ofeheighbourhood satisfaction,

- Burby and Weiss (1976) found mone that were significantly

different when he compared cOnventibhal communities with new

ccommunities. Zehner'(1977) found that new commun1t1es were

giveh h1gher ratings in regards to ne1gﬁpourhood convenience

and ma1ntenance These results account fér the small marg1nj

of difference between conventional and new commun1t1es in

“ regards to overall neighbourhoodusatisfaction.

In a study done iﬁfﬁe]land, Jaanus and Niewenhuizse

e

1978) were able to determine, using a factor analytic

technique, an appraisal factor thatewas strongly chrelated

to a respondent’s willingness to live in a given residential

. L o] ' )
area. This research investigated a more careful delineation

~of neighbourhood residential “conditiohs" that need to be

- achieved to create the///g/nlun+ty”?or ne1ghbourhood

—
satisfaction. In part1cular this study determined what

types of pr1vacy are necessary for“achieving neighbourhood

setisfaction. These findings proviqe information as to where
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different types of territory and their boundaries need to be
achieved for neighhourhood satisfaction as a whole. For
instance, all forms of privacy are presented in thts
dimension; the study investigated visual privacy (DoAyou
think privacy would be invaded by neighbours and'
passers-hy7), auditory privacy .(Do you think one’s

neighbours w111 be a source of inoise annoyance in this
area?), territorial prtvacy (Do you ‘think th1s area prOV1des
enough private‘space around the house?). Other aspects of
vthe appra1sa1 factor perta1n to the structure of the area:
degree of crowdedness (What do you think of the spat1a1
design of this areaJ) pr1vacy from traffic (WOuld you
expect much nuisance value from traff1c on the street°) and
four factors related to qua11ty of the dwe1}1ng (age of
'area. house s level of construct1on house qualxty in area,.
‘and value of houses in the area)

The correlation between the appra1sa1 factor ‘and
w3111ngness to live in a given residential area was 0.90. In
a comparable study, Zehner (1977) was ab]e to explain 56% ofi
the variance in the pred1ct1on of ne1ghbourhood sat1sfact1on'
with only eight neighbourhood agtr1butes (described on page
five) . Other research that relates des1gn e]ements to
asoects of privacy include Appleyard and Linteil 1972), and
Lans1ng (1970) . | |

Regard1ng traffic activity in a ne1ghbourhood
App]eyard and Linteil (1872) found that, as the traffic-flow

through a neighbourhood increased from an average of 2,000
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vehicles over twenty-four hours to 15,750 vehicles l1tt]e
or no s1dewa1k act1V1ty occurred except as a means for
mov ing between the .sanctuary of the individual home and the

outside world. Moreover, one’ svconception of primary

'territory, which extended into the street for those lﬁving'h

in light traffic flow areas, dropped to the confines of the
dwelling-unit for those 11v1ng in the heavy traffic areas.

A compar1son between specific road des1gn
character1st1cs of ne1ghbourhood un1ts and conventIOna]

ne1ghbourhoods and overall neighbourhood sat1sfact1on was

'done by Lans1ng in 1970. Working with aerial photographs and
'plat maps of commun1t1es, he distinguished five types of .

~ single- fam1ly and townhouse nelghbourhoods In s1ngle fam1ly»

areas,'ne1ghbourhoods located at the end of cu] de-sacs or
dead-end roads were coded as having a Acul-defsac" site
arranéement. Other'singte femily neighbourhoods,'like those
on both sides of'a.through street, were coded as having a
"linear" arrangement. In townhouse areas, neighbourhoOds
that included only one building, often facing on'a
throughfare, were coded as "single structure, linear"
Townhouse‘neighbourhoods consisting of more than oneh
bu1ld1ng whose entrances faced on a common area not open to

public through traffic were coded as mult1ple structure,

'enclosed“ The final townhouse neighbourhood is the

mu]tlple—structure open". This is where two or more
propinquitous buildings,in the .neighbourhood have entrances

opening into‘different public spaces or'streets,‘rether than
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onto a coh&oq.“enclosed"'areé.
His results indicated that the single-family o »
cul-de-sac, where there ié less traffic, rated the most
, quiét type of residéntia] setting, with the least quiet and
"most lacking in privacy, being the single .structgre,"li‘néar‘
.tdehouse. In addition to these Eesearch finding, Burby and
Weisg.(1976) Support the notjon that the'cuf-de-sac settfng
is an'important correlate of résidential satisfaction:
Fur}her findings by Lansing (1970) are thqt; hearihg‘Ohe’s
neighbbuﬁs js‘a mofe frequent consequence:of townhousé
living, with the sﬁte'plan hayfngblittle or no effecf on
. freduencylof heafing'neighbours. |
o Lénéing (1970) found all townthse»residents, with the
éxceﬁtioh of the single-structure linear design, felt that
they had as much‘privaéy»in}theirryards from néighbours as
'residents ihésingle?family?units. The one exception may be
~due to the fact thattthe 1inear site plan fownhouse USua11y
faced onto a public sfreef; |
Cul-de-sac nefghbourhodas, where there is less traffid,
allow for the use of streets for play area. Such streets are
mOre favourébly rated as play areas thah are streets in
“linear-designbneighbourhqodé,‘
Zehner 1977) Burby and Weiss (1976), and Jaanus et‘
(1978) found that the: prov1s1on of a range of
ne1ghboth66d facilities did not increase res1dent1a]
>--satxsfact1on. If'anythlng,‘ne1ghbourhood satisfaction’ was

reduced if the concent®ation of facilities in an area was so
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great as to lead to increased veh1cu1ar activity, However
the research of Zehner (1977) and Burby and We1ss (1977)

showed that convenient access to recreatwona] fac111t1es

1ncreased ne1ghbourhood sat1sfact1on

Although Perry did not plan his: ne1ghbourhood
‘pr1nc1ples to 1ncorporate different types of
-terr1tory--pr1mary, secondary, and pub11c--Lans1ng, ff ;
Appleyard and Linteil found that the phys1cal elements that
’parallel the interior street des1gn of the ne1ghbourhood
unit concept were found to have a s1gn1f1cantly higher level
of ne1ghbourhood sat1sfact1on than 11near structure
ne1ghgkurjoods This means two things: F1rst it seems
appropriate to conclude that the man=-built env1ronment plays
a role in affecting neighbourhood attitudest It has been
;shown that the'physicat elementﬁkof a given neighbourhood
can severety limit the opportunity for neighbourhood
satisfaction, if its elements adverse]y affect the
separatIon of people from other people and soc1a1
activities outside h1s dwell1ng-un1t |

These phy51cal elements must be conceptuallzed as being
. soc1ally relevant The ne1ghbourhood design - affects the -
soc1a1 organlzat1on of the ne1ghbourhood wi th respect to 1tsr
pr1vacy and genera] phys1cal upkeep. If the order of
neighbourhood elements"” ‘leads to the - 1oss of privacy and
upKkeep, th1s should be viewed not only as a d1sturbance but ’
as a source of constraints that directly affect a person’s

attitude.
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Neighbourhood satisfaction also depends on the nature

~and number of phy51cal elements, as well as their combined

effects~on individual neighbourhoods These struCturai
@features and their arrangement are requisites for ‘the way in
‘which the soc1a1 organization of the neighbourhood is
generated The speCific phySicai enVironment-—its elements
and their arrangement--represents a system that varies “from

neighbourhood to neighbourhood in 1ts abiiity to prov1de the

opportunity for neighbourhood satisfaction The way in which *

| people respond to the arrangement of their reSidentiai

enVironment will therefore affect neighbourhood

wsatisfaction,

Secondiy,'neighbourhoods that incorporate at ]east to

[

‘'some degree some of the phySicai eiements of the

neighbourhood unit concept will create-the opportunity for

neighbourhood satisfaction as a whole.

Generally speaking. the fact that Zehner and others

found that planned neighbourhoods based on the neighbourhood

unit concept were found to have aASignificant]y higher level
of satisfaction than their counterrpart conventional
neighbourhood adds credence to this conclusion.

We can therefore propose that: .

Hypothesis 3: Neighbourhood satisfaotion will be
directly.related to the degree of conformity with the

neighbourhood unit concept.
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d)'Sociat'StruCtuQal Characteristics

‘The fact that one lives in aqierea and shares
expefiehceS'wtth other:ﬁetghbourhood residents meaﬁs that
the enderlyingvsocial structura]'characteristies of the
" neighbourhood may be more stronglyvhelated to neighbourh;od

vsatisfactjon'then 1ndtvidua1 level measuEes.>The soeial
' struetUPe of the neighourhood may affect indivjduals so" as .
to generate dttfefences in attitudes above'and'beyonq these -
‘differences creéted by pee$ona1 traits. "This/ﬁeips to
exp1a1n why individual socio- demograph1c factOrs are not
found to be as strong]y related to ne1ghbourhood
sat1sfact1on as are spec1f1c ne1ghbourhood attributes
.- (Hendr1gks, 1967, Zehner; 1977; Burby and We1ss, 1976;
| Campbelt Cohverse and Rodgers, 1976 Marans affd Rodgers.
1975) . Overa]] the strength of the relationship between
bersonal characteristics and neighbourhood satisfaction has
been found to be slight"with the strongest COPEetation
“be1ng 0.24 between life- cycle stage and ne1ghbourhood
sat1sfactlon (Campbell et al. 1976). Altogether the s1x
‘personal character1s1t1cs used 1n the1r ana1y51s
(l1fe-cyc]e—stage, race, length of,reswdence in the area,
income, education, and job status) explained only 8% of the
variance in neighboyrhoed satisfaction. |
The specific ihtroduetiop"of socio-demographic factors
"as‘éontextuat variables sliggests that the}soeialfconteXt of

the neighbourhood‘could SUBStantia]lv affect the social
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organ1zat1on of the area by the way in wh1ch d1fferent

groups of residents define and use their home block. The

“social structurerof the neighbourhood can, therefore} affect

theddegree of social integration of the neighbourhood.
One. measure of 1ntegratton that has been extens1ve1y -
1nvest1gated is mob111ty It was assumed that netghbourhoods

whose res1dents are stable are likely to be charactertzed by

a h1gh level of social integration. Mobile nelghbourhoods

with thEIP continuous turnover of res1dents are .
characten1zed by anonymity, which in turn create the-
opportunity for deviant behaviour and so on (Boussard, i935;
Park'and.Burgess, 1925; et al.). |

Many of these stud1es suffered from the prob]em of the
ecolog1ca] fallacy. They have 1ncorrect1y genera11zed their
f1nd1ngs to the leve1 of " 1nd1v1dua] behaviour. For example;'

stud1es dea11ng w1th residential mobility have reported that_

" mobile areas have a larger proportion of ch1ld1ess couples

and single persons (Park and Burgess, 1925). But, it was

~ shown by Rossi (1955) that all household types'wtthin mobile

areas are highly mobile, andvthaftmobility‘was a,

character1st1c of the area itself rather than a function of

'the compos1t1on of the households found there. Even so, the‘

use of ne1ghbourhood or areal measures of any Klnd is still
h1ghly 1nterpretable and mean1ngful for soc1a1 research
(Menzel, 1950; %lalock, 1961) . |

~ Mobility is a fairly visible social phenomenon and the

direct perception of mobi]ity as a neiahbourhood aualitv mav
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1ohange the attitudes of other members of the ne1ghbourhood

in the immediate area. 1 \vJ}

A second measure of 1ntegratlon is ownership. W1thout
exceptlon prev1ous res1dent1al studles have shown that
renters are considerably more moblle and.less committed to:
their neighbourhoods than owners (Zehner,”1977;,8urby and
Weiss, 1976; Rossi, 1955; Campbell et. al., 1976/
Fuﬁihermore,fa comparison of "renter" and "owner” households
showed that friendlinesshot neighbours, safety, and degree

to which neighbours were like thefrespondents were T

[

51gn1flcantly hlgher for those who own their dwelllng
Clearly people in ne1ghbourhoods typ1f1ed by home ownershlp
are l1kely to feel more comfortable about t\ETF/321ghbours‘

than people in less settled accommodat ions (Mlchelson 1970;
: \ \

' R0531, 1955)

Stage in the life cycle is a strong determlnant of the |

"soc1al needs of a household (R0551 1955), and therefore

people will select‘ne1ghbourhoods that’Can'accommodate these

needs. More specifically, it has been found ‘that young

- married couple with a number of unmarr1ed children at home |

are more dependent on the immediate external environment and

“household space than an older'oouple with no children at
. ‘ * s

home (Martin, 1956; Rossi, 1955). Moreover, younger couples

W1bh ch1ldren represent the stage in the life cycle where

the greatest amount of change 1n hou51ng needs occur, and

‘because of ‘this, these' fam1l1es are more 1ncl1ned to move

R

more often than any other stage in the life cycle (Ross1
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as beijl

1978/

1955; Mébans and Rodger$4 1975)

Our final socio- demograph1c var1ables are level of

educatlon and‘level_of 1ncomen These var1ab1es have as thelr

conceptual referent the lifé-style and soc1a1_class of the

residents in each neighbourhood. Since education is a"

process thathihevitably affects taste, standards of.

judgément, and the like, it may affect where residents
prefer to live. These 1ife—style,variables cquld~affect fhe'
way in which the residents evaluate their neighbours (Fried,

1961; Gans, 1961); this could affect neighbourhood

f therefore propose that: -
;thes1s 4: Ne1ghbourhood satlsfactwon d1fferences

gd1fferent residential env1ronments are accounted for*
by |

?under1y1ng social structural“character1stlcs‘of each
neig purhood . -

1
i

1

i_

Ne1ghbourhood sat1sfact1on is also related to

.sat1sfact1on with housing. Th1s suggests that the

»

4 dwell1ng unit is situated ‘in the context of the -

ne1gh-%w3hood Ne1ghbourhood and hous1ng can be thought of

},nested in the same env1ronmental realm (Gambbell,

7 herafnre thera chriild ha a ecithetantial

2%

e) Housing Satisfacqion | L
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relationship between sattsfactioh ]evets’for»each. It has
been»estab]ished; (éampbe]],,et al., 1976}, for example,
that some features of the residential situation such as
outside priyate space.might‘welt h%iee people’s sense of'
satisfaction not on]y w1th the1r partlcular house but also -
with their ne1ghbourhood R .

It is a]so ev1dent that the reetdent1a1 dWe111ng 11Ke
the 1mmed1ate netghbourhood typ1ca11y represents the area*

,,1” whtch residents have day to day exper1ences {Burby and I

’_‘,N»-”"""'M
‘Weiss, 1976). Their impressions of thelgyeltangfﬁﬁtt could,
therefore, influence t eiefoVEFaT].satisfaetibn'wtth/thg//;/,;//

,_—/ o

hetgbbouthooal B //;/i;/f/»é//’
On the'b;sis of si : correlation: analys1s Zehner
1977 Foﬁhﬁ/that/o;e;:T?%:ous1ng satisfaction was :
cohre]ated w1th the ava11ab1]1ty of pr1vate outdoor-space;
and measures of pr1vacy in the 1mmed1ate nelghbourhood and

SO on. Burby anJVWe1s§%TT§;6) suppor t this conclus1on They

found that dwe]11ng unit sat1sfactlon was one of the main

o determ1nants of satwsfact1on w1th the ne1ghbourhood

conversely,»mov1ng away from one’ s ne1ghbourhood was . : -
"‘predtcted by the level of,d1ssattsfact1on w1th‘one s
‘dwelling-unit and neighbourhood (Zehner, 1977; Burby and_-
Weiss, .1976; Rossi, 1955). |
We therefore propose that
Hypothes1s 5 Ne1ghbourhood sat1sfact1on W1}l be
directly related to the Tevel of housing satlsfact1on in

the neiahbourhood.



'CHAPTER III | .~
* RESEARCH DESIGN = ¥

A. The Sample .

L In_vi the nature of our research 1nterests the o

&

The 11terature on user stud1es and

ntal des1gn.
the study of neighhdurhood and dwelltng-un1t satwsfact1on
stress the use of soc1a1 surveys to gather 1nformat10n on
the subJect1ve states of res1dents 1n evaluat1ng perce1ved
IR 5
qualﬂty of life" (Zehner 1977; Marans and Rodgers, 1975)
Available resources and adequate fac1l1tes made th1s
approachvfeas1ble., | " |
| | The data.used in this thesis'were co]leeted in an -
lamalgam stUdy condupted by the Populatien‘ReSearch
Lahoratory (P.RtL:), University of A]herta in March and
April, 1977.‘The sample was selected from the total
popu]ation of Edmonton, Alberta; the data collected
represented the first year of a serfes of collect1ons by the *
| P. R. L which are Known as the Edmonton Area Stud1es
 The deswgnvfor the E.A.S. sample was carefully
undertaken. The.unit df analySis_fer therselection'of the
Tsamp}e was‘the-individual’hoﬁsehoid with_afte}ephone

'registered in the‘0urrenta5treet ggdregs Directory. It'Was~?:

¢
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and current source of informafion since less than 10% of the

whousehonS‘were»missing from this listing.

In a famjfy household, either a husband or wife was
eligible for interviewing while in a non-family household,
any member who was over 18 years of age was eligible. In the

first 33% of the interviews the male was the respondent ;

_thereafter either the male or ‘female of the household was

interviewed. This procedure ensured that an equal number of
male and/female'respondehts were interviewed.

~Given an anticipated completioﬁ rate of 80%, (320

interviews), this necessitated that the original sample of

four hundred had to be identifed for a sampllng fract1on of

three in a thouSand households. A multi-stage cluster design
with strat1f1cat1on, probab111ty‘proportiona1 to size, and,

equal probabi]iiy of selection of each household was used.

The procedural rational was as follows: A2

le 1. A11 1971 enumeration areas (E.A"s) were;idéhtified and

Mé{] nonresidential E.A.’s were excluded. These E.A.’s were

theh&stratified by deciles according to average family

‘ income In other words the first stratum was identifed so

as to conta1n.10% of the E.A."s with the lowest average
family income, andvso on. An additional stratum of "new"
E.A.'s was also selected’ Dne tenth of the E. A ‘s in each
stratum were then randomly selected with . tré?probab1l1ty

proportional to size, that 1s, an E A. with tw1ce the number

- of households of another E.A. was given twice the chance of

be1ng selected. This sampl1ng method led to a cluster of
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E.A.’s within each stratum that were{widely scattered
throughout the Edmonton area. |

2. The number of interviews assigned each stratum was
determined according to the proportion of the population in
that stratum. If a stratum contained 9%Aof the households
then it was assigned 9% or 36 of'the 400 interviews. The °
households 46 be interviewed were divided equally among the
clusters choseu,to represeht the stratum. if the cluster
cuntained 6 E.A.'s then each E.A. was.assigned 36 divided by
6 or 6rintervieus. The households to be interviewed from

each E.A. were Ehosen systematibal]y from the July 1976

Edmonton Street Address Numerical Directory by taking a

random start and selecting every jth household where j is
- the total number of hguseholds in the E.A. divided by the
number of househo]d%:selectéd; - | |

) By using a multi-stage cluster design with
_strattfication over the total poputation ofiEdmontOn it'ié
possible: to collect a sahp]e that is homogeneoué with
respect tu strata, (determ1ned by 1ncome) This design,
however, leads to clusters of E.A.'s w1th1n each stratum
-‘thét arg widely scattered throughout the Edmonton area. This
procedure allows detailed study of a variety of physicaT-
elements and links them to attitudinal responses of ‘the
residents. These physical elements are emphasized in this
research because théy are fundamental to neighbourhood.
'-plann1ng and w111 likely cont1nue to be 1mportant

Fifteen 1nterv1ewers were h1red and 1ven exten51ve
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training. The training session for interviewing was held
early in February of 1977. The interviewers were briefed as
- to the nature of the study and ‘its objectives. Following

this, theylwefé shown a video tape of a‘simu]ated interview

session.

During the oon the group was divided into smaller
groups in which e ‘terviewer had the opportunity to do
an interview with other group members. After each practice

interview the interviewer was given feedback on his

peyformance by the other members in the group.

T

Finally, the interviewers were given the names of
respondents who had received introductory letteré in advance
of the first interviews. This letter explained to the
réspondent the nature of the studx,/{%at he or she was under
no obligation to participaté in the survey, and that all
resu]ts‘were confidential. }he interviewers Eeported that
they‘felt this letter enhanced the response rate which
included 341 [85.25%) completed interviews out of a total
sample of 400. ' | ‘
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B. Measures

1. Dependent Variable

Neiqhbourhood Satisfaction

The coﬁcept'heighbourhood'was operationally defined in
the questionnaire by the following: "Now I have some
questions about this ihmediate neighbourhood, that is iﬁe
ten or fifteen homes nearest to yours/or the apartments in
this buildipg and the area around fhis building:".TaKen.as a
whole, the studies by Zehner (1377) et. al., outlined in ihe
second. chapter indicate that there ere a number_of.specific
neighbourhood attributes that are strengly associated. with
neighbouphood satisfaction. These attributes include the
safety of tﬁe neigHBOUPhood, level of privacy, quietness,
convenience, physical maintehahée.qf the neighbourhood,
friendliness of the neighbours,'ahd perceived similarity by
the respondent between himself and the other re51dents of
the neighbourhood

~To try to capture the multi?dimensional nature of
satisfaction,iWe}cqnstructed a satisfaction scale that

~ operationally defines neighbourhood satisfaction. The iiems



)‘, | 34

used to measure this variable that refate as nearly as

possible, based upon face validity, toethese findings are

from question 23, 26, and 40.’,The criteria used to answer

'theee guestions was: "To what extent are any of the

following problems in this neighbourhood?" The items were:.

1. noisy neighbqpre (coded, 1=major problem, 2=minor

| ‘problem, 3znot a prob]em);

2. vandalism (coded, 1=major problem, 2=m%nor problem,
3=not é-pfob]em); |

3. traffic (coded, 1=major problem, 2=zminor problem, 3=not
a pfobleh); :

4, sefety satisféction (coded.as a Likert scele from 1 to
7, with 1 equal to very dissafisfied. and 7 equal to
very-satisfied). | .

The ffnal question ueed to construct the scale is question

.40. The item is: re]afions between public‘and.police (coded
as a Likert'seale from 1 to 5,:with.1 equal fo very good and

5 equal to ﬁot good at all). g
These five iﬁems were recoded, given equal weighting,

and combined as a measure of neighbourhood satisfaction. To
maintain the units of item four (safety satisfaction) in
erder to‘make the dependent variable easief to interpret,
all five items Were first standardized. Then, the variance
from both the index (items 1,2,3 and 5 above) and {tem four

were added together. The standardized items of the index and

item four weﬁe then added together. Finally_tbe stendard

A .
* "Appendix one contains the household survey used fo collect
the data for this thesis. '
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deviation of ftem four was mu1tipliea by theistandardized
total of all five items combined. In this way, the metric of
item four is the basis of the scale bf neighbourhood
satisfactiog.:Néighbourhood satisfaction has values which
range from~2 to 7, with-the highest score .the greatestiieyel‘
of'ne{gthUPhbod satistaction. The-réliability of the

measure, basea'on Cronbach’s (1351) alpha, a measure of. .

<internal consiétency is .3825. The reliabk]ity of this item

_ # _ _ o
is not high.' Because of this we expect correlations between

this scale and other variables to be attenuated, since the

general effect of ldw reliabilities is the attenuation of

. correlations (Bohrnstedt, 1970). ' » o,

Oh'the other hand, the computation of a mu]tf—ifem
scale of five items will have Ieés meas&rement error than‘if
only one item were used as an indicator df'neighbogrhood
Qatisfaction KNunnally. 1967).4The.redUction in measurement
error is crucial if our concepts are to be valid. To

illustrate this empirically, a canonical correlation -

ahalysis was run between two different depehdént variables,

el i T I I S,

'As is often -the case, secondary analysis of the data et
leaves something to be desired. The five scale items used in
the construction of neighbourhood satisfaction do not

. adequately capture the domain of the concept. Although the

scale was constructed only after the literature was reviewed.
to determine how various authors have operationalized the
concept, and thus increase content validity, not all the
items were included in the sample survey used. Furthermore,
the low reliability indicates that scale. items do not ,
represent a single dimension. A better approach would be to
develop separate scales for each dimension that makes up the
scale neighbourhood satisfaction. Sevetral items could be
formulated to capture the meaning associated with overall"
safety, privacy, and so forth. This would help generate more.
valid measures and allow each scale generated to be

.separately\tested with the set of independent variables.

\ S
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the multi-item index and one globdl item (question 24]
-dealfhg with overall neighbourhood satisfaction, with our
set of independent variables out]ined in the next sectioh
The one item should have -a 1arger proport1on of measurement
error than the 1ndex and any linear comb1nat1on that best
accounts for our two different dependent variables should
have a much higher eigenvalue with the independent variables
than the single item. A_signjficant difference was fouqq:
the amount af variahce accounted for by our canonical :
var1ate from the one 1tem was only 326 while 1t was .623
foh the 1ndex When several items are comb1ned into an index

a more valid measure of ne1ghbourhood sat1sfact10n can be

ach1eved than by using a s1ngle item.!

_—-——--——-----_—-.-

'The Neighbourhood Satisfaction Index has a mean of 5. 470
and a standard deviation of 0.873. This indicates that the
~distribution is negatively skewed (-1.524). This number is
not inordinately large and indicates that the index has less
measurement error than the use of only one item as the
dependent varlable
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2. Independent Variables |

2. Neighbourhood Interaction

4

From the discuséion in Chapter Two it is quité
plausible that closer ties with néighbours areuaSSOciéted:
~with neighboufhood,satisfaétion. The concept neighbburhood
interéction waS'theoretica]]y defjhgd as the amount of
interaction or Knowledge abdut oneé’ heighbours. The
qu;tions Qsed to measure'this concept are:

1.7 number of adults khoWﬁ (coded, 1;a11‘of them, 2=almost
~all, 3=more thqn.ﬁalf, 4=about han, 5=Jess“than half, .
| 6=almosf none, 7=none) (question 27); o
2. chat with neighbours (coded, 1=daily/almost daily, 2=1 -
3 times a weeK, 3¥1 - 3 times a month, 4=less than once
a month, 5=never) (question 28). -

‘These two items were recoded éppropriafely, given equal
weighting; and combined as a measure of neﬁgﬁbourhodd
interaction. The reliability of the measure, based on’
Cronbach’ s (1951) alpha is 0.5862. This item ié moderafe]y

reliable; and will be used for measuring the effects of
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neighbourhood interaction on neighbourhood satisfaction.

b. Social Structural Characteristics
‘ 3

From the discussion in Chapter Two it is quite

‘plausible that the underlying social structure of the

neighbourhood may be related to heighbourhood satisfaction.

The cohceptbmobility was operationaﬂized by the set of

vahiables 1isted be low: |

1. the average length of res1dence in years in each
ne1ghbourhood (quest1on 12);

'2. proport1on of res1dents who own their dWe]]ings'in each

ne ighbourhood (quest1oq 13). e

We would expect ownersh1p status to be p051t1vely

‘relatedbto length of residence in a neighbourhood, which

indicates in part‘ones’ committment to the neighbourhood.

The structure of a household.vis-a-vis stage in the

life cycle can also affect ones’ sense of belonging.or

committment to the neighbourhood. The structure of the

averagevhousehold of each neighbourhood Was operationalized

by the set of variables listed below: _ _

1. the average age of the respondents in each ne1ghbourhood
(Question 2). | -

Qur - final structural charactenistics are life-style and}

. social ciase. This concept was operationalized by the set of
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Qariablestlisted below:

1. adding together question545 and 6 genereted the average
level of education of the residentS»of each
neighbourhood; |

2. average income of residehts in~ea¢h neighbourhood
(question 76).

On the whole only level of educatlon of the
respondents is weak]y corre]ated with each of the- other
structural character1st1cs (TABLE 1). As could be expected,
level of income is highly correlated with ownershtp status
of the"neighbourhood (.5663). Dwnership status is also
hwghly correlated with 1ength of res1dence and age (. 7169
and .5273) respect1ve1y Age is also highly correlated with
length of res1dence 1 ‘} |

Even though certa1n soc1a1 character1st1cs are strong]y
correlated, the use of step wise multlple regress1on 'S
technique will he]p determine the relattve importance of the .
independent variab]es..The confounding effects because of
the high intercorrelation of some independent Variables,
however, decreases the re11ab111ty of the relat1ve

1mportance 1nd1cated by the regression. coeff1c1ents (Nie et

‘al., 1975: Blalock 1973).



_ TABLE 1

ZERO-ORDER CORRELATIONS WITHIN SOCIAL STRUCTURAL FACTORS

(N=62)

40 .

: l( (3
Proportion'&%‘
Residents who Own

2 :
Length of Resi- :
dence .7169%

3 .
Average Income of
Neighbourhood
Residents .5663*%

/ :

4

Average Level of

¢

.2601%

Education -~ -.0803 -.1975

-,

5 ,
Average Age of =
Neighbourhood :
Residents S - .5273%

.6717%

.1755

. 2060

-.1335

P

——

*p £ .05
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onformity with the Neighbourhood Unit Concept

.y¥;'discussicn above we hypotheSized'that the street
,5fﬁong with other‘physical'elements that’make up the
;ﬁhood may create_the opbortunity for neighbourhood |
Etion, desptte the soCiaT-charactertstics of the
tgn under studyt |
*neighbqurhood design can affect the level of
integra®™on of»the netghbourhcod residents in their'ability

to maintain viable "interrelationships"” necessary fog

'neighbounf? d satisfaction to be ach1eved As we saw in
Chapter{’r‘ "neighbourhood res1dents requ1re a certa1n
amount ctvpr1vacy from the1r ne1ghbours in order to generate
_and ma1nta1n relat1vely‘stab1e patterns wh1ch‘w11] help
1ntegrate the residents. N | |

The ne1ghbourhood design can affect the level of
. privacy by the way in whlch the comb1nat10n of phy51ca1
elements that make up the ne1ghbourhood relate to the -
‘development of spec1f1c types of terrttory The type of
territory in turn affects the means of obta1n1ng the end of
‘some des1red level of prtvacy It is 1mportant to 1solate
Jthe phy51ca1 elements that limit or enhance the opportun1ty
for netghbourhood satisfaction. What are the spec1f1c
elements that affect the physical separation of people from
all other people° Wh1ch ones separate the social act1v1t1es

of people outside the1r dwelling- un1ts° We hypothesized that

the neighbourhood elements affect the socral organization of
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.thOSe whoeshare the same neighbourhood contextual
. environment and, therefore dlrectly affect the res1dent1al

- attitudes of its re31dents A \

The above d1scu351on prov1des a basis. for generat1ng a

"theoretlcal definition for the concept of the "degree of

9

conformlty w1th the neighbourhood un1t concept"‘

The theoretlcal def1n1t1on of the concept ‘degree of

rconformlty with the nelghbourhood unit concept’ must in some

way be related to the way dwell1ng unitg and thelr res1dentsi,

are separated from both persons out51de the dwelllng untts v

" and from other types of land uses and their a55001ated

social activities. t
In view of the«nature of our definition.of the concept

’“fneighbourhood"} the most appropriaté way’of collecting and
vcod1ng data related to the concept "degree of conformity

_W1th the nelghbourhood unit concept" would be to cla551fy

the 1mmed1ate area of each house sampled in the 5urvey ' Due
to lack of time and fundlng, this procedure wasfnot

followed. Instead, an Edmonton Land Use Map of ""1“"976 with

each nelghbourhood located on.it was used to measure and

code the ne1ghbourhood context of each area sampled The

actual unit of analysis represent1ng ‘each nelghbourhood was’
its partlcular enumeration area (E.A.).

The consequence of using a:land use map instead of

- e e e = e = =

'The above discussion of nelghbourhood context represents
the concept of place utility (Wolpert, 1965; Brown and
Moore, 1970). The concept essentially reflects an <
individual'.s level of satisfaction or d1ssat1sfactwon w1th

respect to a given location.
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going out into the ‘field and "coding” the context of each
Shouse sahpled ls greater measureﬁent error' Although each
house was plotted on the land use map the scale of the map
‘made 1t difficult at tlmes to get enough valid 1nformatlon
_about the ne1ghbourhood context of some of the houses in.
each E. A Making use of a land use map to gather 1nformatlon
about the spatial env1ronment is a novel approach however
and may be successfullv,used in a var1ety of’appl1cat1ons -
forfurhan research'deSpite this‘limitatiOn

TABLE TWO gives a list of the 62 ne1ghbourhoods
'sampled Us1ng a m1ll1meter ruler or by 1nspect1pn’of'the}.
land use map, the researchers were able t0‘;measure" each of
the land use vartables l1sted be low. Seven aspects of
hne1ghbbourhood des1gn were measured These obJectlve
measures are: ‘ N -
,f' -ngg Jype: This variable was’computed bygcounting the
‘actual number of culqde sacs and/oP crescents w1th1n an
“E. A that was sampled; If no crescentggor cul de sacs
were present the ELA. scored a value of yo.

A

2. Maln Streets: Th1s var1able was computed by counting theé

actual number of ma1n streets found either W1th1n or
border1ng an E.A.‘that was samplpd If npne of the
samp led dwelling-uhit%:ln‘each'E A. are next to a main

‘street, the.E A. scored a value of zero.

3. Open Green §pace This, variable was ~compuited by
_Calculat1ng_th§ actual area of green_space_1n SQPare'lr

millimeters'found withjn:an E.A.



TABLE 2

LIST OF NEIGHBOURHOODS SAMPLED

BASED ON 1971 ENUMERATION AREAS

CENSUS - ~ ENUM.
TRACT ARFA
13 : 162
31 \ 164
43 104
44 . 125 °
16 - 52
60 211
23 - : 215
25 \ 120
28 - 201
33 - 58
76 316
45 _ 169
40 7
58 _ 75
26 _ 62/52
38 ‘ 67
66 363
10 123
8 . 14
A .. 305
63 ‘ 266/265
30 Y153
48 : 201 .
22 202/212/207
29 16
5 . 26
15 - 64/66
9 B 2
12 - 108/101
7 , 18/19

65 367

(N=62)
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CENSUS ENUM.
TRACT AREA
31 170
54 170

- 44 153
44 116
72 306/304
53 256/255
25 118
34 104
32 11
19 57
47 218

- 14 251
34 101
41 -57
24 101
49 252
66 357
36 360
90 3
70 314/309
12 ’ 70
21 204
78 -
29
51 219
11 165
61 220
34 51

2 3/4
69 319
252

58
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-

Open Green*Space Per Residential Area: This variable was

computed by dividing the area of open space by the
residential area (both measured in square millimeters).

Commercial Area: This variable was computed by

Caiculating the actual area of commercial deve}opment
found either Within or bordering an E.A,“Ifmnone ef the
sampled dwelling-units in each E.A. are next to a
commercial area the £E.A. scored a value of zero;

Neighbourhood Activity- This variable was ¢omputed by

mu1t1ply1ng the mainstreet var1able by commercial area..
‘If either one had a value of zero or one they were added
together. This variable was computed for there might be
a compounding effect Ubon neighbourhood satisfaction if
residents Tive in neighbourﬁopds where both commercial
‘areas-and main streets are found together.

!gggig: This variable is the amount of physical
separation ofedifferent‘land uses and their social
>aetivities. Each E.A. was scored according to the degbee
of separation of efther di fferent residential
dwelling-unit types or'the presence of other residential
uses such as governmentiinstitutions, industria] areas
Dand’so forth. E. A 's which had h1gh separat1on of

| dxfferent res1dent1a1 dwelling-unit types from each
other and no . other land uses except open green space.
schools, and roadways, and very l1tt1e commerc1al area

were scored a;value of three. E.A.'s where different

residential types had low separation from one another or
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were intermjxgd.were scored a value of»one. E.A;;s with
either more heterogeneous Iand types present like
government buildings, industrial and so forth, or Jess
separation of different reSidentiél types than those
coded "three" but more than “one" scored a value of two.
Even if the neighbourhood had a number of differenf land
uses specified above, it would still be scored a va]ué‘
of one if the residentfallarea is iétermixéa.

These variab]eS‘measure different aspects of the arrangement

of land uses found within the 62 neighbourhoods studied in

this thesis,‘. ‘ | _ |

This rather ?]aborafe diversity of operétionaf
definitions is partially a result bf a lack of previous
theoretical specification of which variables are important,
or how diffefent variables might be reasonably combineq.
Since this research is clearly-exploratoryf we felt it best
to retain at the operatidnal level the diversity of meaning
sUggested at the conceptual level, ‘

The high zero-order correlation (.8184) between open
greeh space and space per residential area represents near
redundancy in terms of their COﬁceptual referents,(}ABLE 3) ..
In order to avoid any problems with multicollinearity we

- e e -

! To test the reliability of the operational definition of
the variable "grain”, the researchers administered the
“instructions" that defined this variable to a judge who
classified each neighbourhood sampled. The inter-item
correlation between the researchers’ classification and that
of the judge was .927. The operational definition is
reliable, and the specific properties of the variable
"grain” show a degree of consistency for mapping of the
neighbourhoods into the three categories (Blalock, 1968).



TABLE 3

€  ZERQ-ORDER CORRELATIONS WITHIN NEIGHBOURHOOD DESIGN;;%CTORS

Pt
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% (N=62) >
% ¢
1 2 3 4 5 6
. 1
Road Type
2
Number of .
Main Streets =-.0430
. 3 —
Open Green -
Space Per
Residential .
Area .0895 -,1349
4 ) -~
Neighbour-
hood
Activity -.2459 © .5641 -.2101
S 3
Grain .3994 -.4885 .2648 -.5202
6 7 |
Open Green P :
Space o~ .2825 -.1666 .8184 -.1987 .3175
7
Commerical ‘ : ‘ o 4
Area -.2879 . .3024 ,-.2259 ,.8856 ~-.4473 —.2080
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decided to drop the open green space variable from the
analysis, and retain the measure df open green epace per
residentia] area. This measure was retained because its
eonceptual meaning is more broad than just a simple measure
-of open greep space found in each neighbourhood. Instead,
open.green space per residentjal area specifies thefrelative
amount. of open.green space found in each neighbourhood'on
the basis of residentiat‘size.

Similarily the high zero-ordervcorrelation;(;8856)
between neighbourhood activity, and commercial area
represented redundancy. The commerc1a1 variable was dropped
from the analys1s and ne1ghbourhood activity was retained.
The Tlatter variable has a broader conceptual meaning for it
captures the level of neighbourhood act1v1ty that may be
more meaningful for the pred1ct1on of ne1ghbourhood E \

. sat1sfactgon than the single measure of amount of

&

nonresidential area. . _ ' | L
The remainder of the elements have zero order.' ; - \\\
correlations tHat are very low or moderately low. Since none

& |

- of these correlations are inordinately high, we will be able
to assess the relative strengths of each of the‘ftve |

neighbourhood elements as independent predictors of tﬁe

. criteria.
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d. Dehsitx
~“.

From. the discussion in Chapter Two it is quite possible
that to the extent thét gensity variables capture the
physical sepaﬁation of both_peqple‘Within their
dwe]]ing-ﬁnifs. and households from each other, then these
measures may affect neighbourhood satisfaction. Three
measures of density were calbu]ated: They are:

1. External Density: This variable was computed by
célculating the total number of people .per square mile
found at the E.A. ]eyel. : |

2. Building Dénsity: This variéble was compufed_by dividiné L
the number of multiple-dwellings by the total number of

"dweliings-units found af.the.EiA. level.

3. ‘Infernal Density: This variable waé computed by dividing
the number of peop]e,found'in each dweIIing-unit by the
number of rooms in the‘dwelling~unit;> | | |

A1l three ijective density measures have low or -
mbderately low inter-item correlations (TABLE 4),. Sihce none
oF_the yariablés can be judged to be redundant we will be
ab]é to asseSS'the.relative strengthsvof each.ofithe thrée-
density measures as indepéndent predibtors of ne ighbourhood

<

. satisfaction.

e. Housing Satisfaction
The concept of housing'satisfactioh.used here was

~operationalized by -asking residents how satisfied they



TABLE 4

ZERO-ORDER CORRELATIONS WITHIN DENSITY FACTORS A
» -

" (N=62)
1l 2
1 |
Internal Dénsity
|
|
2 Z\ .
External Density -.0192
i o .
3

Buildi&g Density = -
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were with there dwe]ling-uhits (question 17). This item
is a Likert scale from 1 to 7, with 1 equal to very

dissatisfied, and 7 equal to very satisfied.

C. Plan of the Analysis

From the discussion in Chapter Two a strict distinction
between neighbourhood Tevel conceptualization>and an
individual level as our unit of analysis can bé made .
The.dﬁscussion from Chapter Two suggests that the
context of the neighbourhood is meaningful as the unit
of analysis for the prediction of neighbourhood
satisfactfon. Only neighbourhood indices of all concepts
are used, therefore, all the hybotheses are inve;tigated
at the neighbourhood level. |

A1l social statistics are computed at the
‘néighbourhood level. This meéns that each variable
‘inc1uding the criferia will heprésent average Scores of
the residents sampled within each neighbourhood. For
example, {f 5 people aré samplédAin one neighbourhood
and their level of néighbourhood satisfaction is
6,5,4,6,5, then the average score of neighbourhdod_
satisfaction for that particular neighbourhood wduld'be.
26 divided by 5 or 5.20. In all, there were 62

ne ighbourhoods sampled. We therefore have 62 "different”

area measures of neighbourhood satisfaction based upon

'the;aggregation of individual scores within each

v
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neighboUrrood.
Qur research interesfs ihvolved an’invesfigation of
the extent, 3direction and strength of the relationship
between ne1ghbourhood satisfaction and f1ve factors:
1. ne1ghbourhood unit concept 2. dens1ty‘3.
neighbourhood.interaé&ion 4. housing satisfaction and 5.
social structural cHaracteristics Specifically we are-
concerned w1th how these factors relate to ne ighbourhood
sat1sfact1on | ’
Dur broceduré n terms of order of presentation,
: w111 be to show the s1mple zero- order correlations
between specific sets of independent variables in order
to get a better understandisg of the content each .
variable represents.:NeXt, ths zero‘brder.correlafions
of. these variables with the'neighbourhood_safisfactidh‘
index wiil be investigatéd Finally, the factors which
are most. 1mportant for ne1ghbourhood sat1sfact1on will

be determ1ned using a step-wise regression technique. -



CHAPTER IV
FINDINGS

J S '
A. Correlations Between Different Sets of Independent

v Variables

" TABLE 5 shows that.both grain'and buildtng density are
stronély correlated with ownership status (.6336, -.7007
respectively). This supports our contention that owned

dwelling-units tend to be found in neighb;urhoods which arer
ﬁ]ess crowded. It fo]lows that length of res1dency and

bu11d1ng dens1ty should also be negat1vely correlated The
‘f1nter item corre]at1on of -.569 between length of res1dency
~and bu1ld1ng dens1ty supports this conclusion.
~ The strong pesitive correlation between neighbourhood
f~interaction and ownership status, r=.5164 supports the
findings of Zehner, (1977) and others that where
neighbourhoods are typified by home ownership than residents
are likely to feet nere comfortable about their neighbours
_then people in less settled areas. |

The nonsignificant correlation betneen hous ing

- satisfaction and grain indicates that altnoUgh the
ne1ghbourh00d and house can be thought of as being ' nested“

in the samGW%nv1ronmenta1 realm, the contextua] referent for

both these variables is d1fferent



ZERO-ORDER CORRELATIONS BETWEEN SOCIAL STRUCTURAL FACTORS,

TABLE 5

DENSITY, NEIGHBOURHOOD DESIGN FACTORS, HOUSING

SATISFACTION, AND NEIGHBOURHOOD INTERACTION

/

Léngth of  Average

54

. Proportion Average Average
of Resi- Age of Residence Income of Level of
dents who  Neigh- Neigh- Education

. Own bourhood bourhood
' Residents Residents

External N . N

Density ~.4680 -.0161 -.2747 -.2936 .0549
Building N S , N N

Density -.7007 ~-.4303 ~-.5690 .~ -.3161 .0643
“Internal ’ . . . ;
-~ Density T ~-.0989 -.2968 -.1314 -.0230 .0858

o ok ' * ok ' * 1
Grain .6336 .3849 - .4483 .3662_ -.0616
Number of Main . _ .

Streets - =.3429 ©o=-.1278 -.3201 -.1934 .0963

* ) : * .

Road Type .4975 .0597 .0909 ©. .4775 .1998
Open’Green

Space Per

Residential _ ' . o

Area .2239 .1473 .1019 .2550 .3225
Neighbourhood * i

Activity -.2858 -.0567 .2237 -.2353 -.1477
Housing Satis- : . : .

faction .0980 .3079 .0792 .2472 -.0470
Neighbourhood * " o «

Interaction .5164 .2959 . -4586 .3852

-.1513
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TABLE 5 (Continued)

_Housing - Neighbour- External Building . Internal
Satis- hood In- Density Density - Density
faction teraction '
( * . B . * :
Grain - . .1536 ©.2532 0 -.2181 -.5606 .0113
Number of Main . R o,
.Streets . ~-.2569 - ~.0666" .1982 . © .3653 .0776
. * o . * T * :
Road Type .2967 .1445  -.2667 -.2733 -.0980
Open Green
Space Per .
Residential . oty . S
Area .2761 .2795 =.2985 - ~.1420 -.1026
Neighbourhood ' : : o x
Activity : .0187 .0086 .3860 .0770
G
\ N
Internal = External Building Housing !
Density Density _Density Satisfaction
- Neighbourhood : , .. S .
Interaction .1713 - =.3402 -.3210 .0414

.Housing Satis- N o ‘
faction - =.2900 1132 . .0166 1.00

pnt correlations at the .05 level (two-tailed test).

1]
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| 'B. Correlations Between Independent Factors and

" Neighbourhood Satisfaction

TABLE .6 provtdes a list of ranked correlations with
‘ne1ghbourhood sat1sfact1on The‘variableS'that expﬂain"at
1east ten percent of the var1ance of neighbourhood
sat1sfact10n are gtven below. Genera]]y, graln shares a fair
amount of variance w1th ne1ghbourhood sat1sfact1on |
(r2=.282). Ownership status Has. an r2-of .213, whtle hous1ng
satisfaction has an r? of '198 The probortIOn of
mu1t1ple units and average age of the re51dents in the
,.ne1ghb0urhood have an r2 of - 153$and .145 respect1ve]y
Finally, length of residency had an r? of .105, and road
type had one of .100.

On the basis of the simple correlations hegween
’neighbourhood sati‘sfacti‘on and the independeh't variables,
the design var1able ‘grain® had the strongest correlation
with nelghbourhood sat1sfact1on (. 5312). Gra1n captures the
way in which dwell1ng un1ts are separated from each other
and other land uses, wh1ch in turn affects terr1tor1a11ty

) The social structura]-var1ables, ownersh1p, length of
res1dence and age confirm the f1nd1ngs -of Rossi (1955) and
'others that greater social 1ntegrat10n w1th1n the

neighbourheod‘is positively related to neighboq;hgod j

shtisfaction. Housing satisfaction being“strongty{correlated- S

with neighbourhood satisfaction.(;4452) Conftrms that the
dwelling-unit is part of the context of the neighbourhOOd:



TABLE 6

' 'SUMMARY OF VARIABLES UNDER CONSIDERATION
2 | FOR MULTIVARIATE, ANALYSIS
- T -

ORDERED BY ZERO-~ORDER CORRELATIONS WITH THE
~ NEIGHBOURHOOD SATISFACTION INDEX )

57

(N=62)
o : _ _ _ Cu
Variable - - | ‘ 3 , 9 - » . Correlation With NSQf |
- ' Indgx

Gratn T s
P#onrtion of Residents Who own ’ J .4613*
Housiﬁg'Sa%isfaction‘ | - ‘ | | . ~h452%
Building Dénsity. | o “ - | -.3907%
Average Age okaeighbourhood Residents Lo 38074

" Length of Residence ' : - S | h .3237%

Road fyﬁe 31 | , a | " o o .3168
Average Incom;39f ﬁeigthurh6od Residents | | .3058*
External Densitymim\n ;ﬁﬁffﬁfWWTMﬁffhwa“*W“f:mmk; \\\\\\\\ ~.2678%
NeighbourhoodvAétivit?-‘ - a ‘; ’ \\ifaﬁﬁg*
Number of Main Streets | \ . o _ : -,2556;\\\\' |
Open Gfééh_space Per Residential Area i .2407#7¥ h
Neighbourhood Interaction _ ’ ‘; : ; ¢106§
Average Level of Education : R ) ;0965_
Internal Density " o . .0562

*p<. 05
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The moderately strong correlation between number of
multiple-units divided by the total number - of units in each
E.A. and neighbourhood satisfaction (-.3907) shows that
greater density is negat1vely correlated with ne1ghb0urhood
satisfaction. Furthermore the strong correlation between
gra1n and this dens1ty variable, (-, 5606) means that building
dens1ty relates in part to the way in which dwelling-units |
are separated from each‘otherj which in turn affects
'territoriality. | |

The lack of a signficant association between |
neighhggrhepd interaction and neighbourhood satisfaction
hindicates that neighbourhood‘satisfaction as a whole is‘nore
likely to be influenced by the phy51cal elements of the |
ne1ghbourhood. and how they relate to malntenance and
pr1vacy, than by the extent to wh1ch there are close

personal t1es among neughbours

e

C. ngtivariate.Analyeis of Nelgh Satlsfgction'

In order to. character1ze the relat1onsh1p between the :*v
dependent and lndependent variables in the sense of
' determ1n1ng the extent, d1rect10n.,and strength of- the
association among these varlables we perfqrmed a step-wise
regression of nelghbour satisfaction on all‘the
independent variables. The results appear in TABLE 7.
. Of a possible fifteen variables that could enter the0

. \
v‘step-wise regress1on equatlon. six variables had significant

<



TABLE 7

- NEIGHBOURHOOD CONTEXT AND NEIGHBOURHOOD SATISFACTION:

MULTIPLE REGRESSION RESULTS

Y
.

59

Se = .634 : Residual

>

'note:A all partial regression coeff

.001 level.

icients are significant at the

\
‘Variable - B . Std. Error F Standardized r
' B B
1 J .
Grain .3772 .119 9.92~ . 3341 .531
-
" Housing Sat- ‘
isfaction .5203 .135 14.92 .3932 445
3
External Den-
sity -.0214 .008 7.12 ~.2725 -:267
. ,
Internal Den- : '
sty 2.03 .755 7.21 .2850 .056
s 4
Average Age of
‘Neighbourhood : .
Residents ' .0332 .013 5.99 .2809 .380
6 ’ R
Neighbourhood : .
Interaction -.1565 .073 . 4.65 -.2356 .106
Constant  .5377
R=.,723 i ANOVA SS MS F
RZ = ,523 Regression 24.33 4.05 10.06
22.16 .40
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independent effects onlneighbourhood satisfaction. Using an
additive model, the six variables of this redubed form
equation are: grain, houﬁing safisfaction, one social
structural factor, age, "two density measures, and‘“l
neighboﬁrhood interaction. These variables accounted*for
52.3% of the variance in neighbourhood satisfaction. ! Grafn,
housing satisfactidn, interna]Adensity‘and ége.all had
positive effects on’ﬁéighbouéﬁood satisfaction. Number of
people per square mile and neighbourhood 5nteraction h;d'
negative effects on neighbourhood satisfactiQn. 2

| Grain had.a substantial positive effect on
neighbourhood satisfaction (b=.3772+.119), The strong.

inf luence of specific neighbourhood types upon,neighbourhéod
satisfaction can;be‘explaingd by the fact that certain
arrangements of eiements that make up the neighboﬁrhood
context may be more'apprdpriate thén others for cfeatihg the
{opgortunity for neighbourhood satisfaction. The fact that
there fs a strohé positiVe;corEelation between grain.and
ﬁéighbourhood satisfacti;n (5531) qould‘mean.that category

. three neighbourhoods may be more privafe neighbourhodds than -

- e e e e o e e o e e e em e

' In order to determine if the relationship between
; neighbourhood satisfaction and our independent variables is
linear, we compared its eta-sgﬁared«(BlalocK, 1960) and R2
for each bivariate (simple) correlation. Eta squared is
defined as 1-(sum of squares within)/ (sum of squares
total). Comparison of R2 with eta-squared showed no
“significant Pifference between the two. Thus, the
‘relationship in our sample is clearly linear. . -
2Using an F . test, (Snedecor and Cochran, 1967), the seventh
variable level of education did not contribute significantly
at the .05 level of significance on the criteria after the
effects of all other independent variables were held '
constant, so it was dropped from the regression equation.
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category one neighbourhoods. The major structural difference,
between neighbourhoods classified under-category one and
those under category three is the way in thch differegt
dwelling-units are arradged in relation to each other and in
relation to other land uses present ?nhthe heighbourhood. |
Neighbourhoods classified under category three had a |
majority:of single-family units or 1ow-rise'dwe1Tfngs such
as row-housing These dwellings are more likely to be ‘
separated from other dwellings by fenc1ng and s1dewa1Ks all
of which serve to estab]1sh primary terr1tory (Altman,
-1975), which in turn may’ affect the level of privacy
achieved (see appendix 2). Furtﬁermore; the dwellings
~samp led, for the -most part, were separated'froh other
dwelling types'dy seQeral blocks. ! | |
Neighbourhoods classified under category one, on the
other hand, had an fntermixing of dwelling types, and
housing may‘be located next»to_a maih‘sfreet or ccmmercia]
strip These neighbourhoods have a poorer transition from
| pr1mary to pub11c territories, which may preclude the
establ1shment of a sufficient amount of privacy for the
neighbourhood to'be viable (see appendix 2).2 |
| 1t is apparent that the physical environment must be
congruent with resbect to residents’ needs for-external
'pr1vacy free from invasion (Altman, 1975) AlthoUgh all,

ne1ghbourhood units were categor1zed under category 3 of the

tThese’ ne1ghbourhoods referred to could be defined as be1ng :
'coarse grain in design (Lynch, 1958). -

2These ne1ghbourhoods referred to could be def1ned as be1ng
fine grain in desxgn (Lynch 1958) .
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variable grain not all of these neighbourhoods had high{
levels of neighbourhooé‘satisfaction (see appendix 2.
Conversely, several of thefgonventional neighbourhoods had
high levels of neighbourhood satisf;ction (see appendix 2).!

‘This means that higher levels of neighbourhood
satisfaction are nof-exclusive tO‘plannéd neighbourhéod
units. Both conventionaT ﬁéighbourhoodS and planned
neighbourhood .units can create the Opportunity for
neighbourhood satisfaction if there is a good transition
from primary to public space, which is qongruent'With
residents needs for external privacy; |

Housing SatiSFaction also héd a substantial positive

“effect on neighbourhdod satisfaction (b=.5203+.135). This
fiﬁding confirms our prediction, from Chapter Two,>that
housing satisfaction is an integra1 part of neighbourhood
satisfaction. | | | -

The objéctive density variable, number of peop]é per
square mile was the third variable to enter the equgtion.
With gfain, and ‘housing satisfaction»cohtrolled, the partial
regression coefficient for this prediétob waé

(b=-.0214+.008) . Number of people per square mile ranges

_froh».12 to 60.00 with a mean of 12.50 ahd'a'sfandaﬁd

deviation of 11.11. The rather large variance and the

'An interesting exercise would be to investigate the
homogeneity of individual households within each
neighbourhood category. We would expect that there would be
less agreement regarding satisfaction for residents in .
category one than for residents in category three. It would
be worthwhile to investigate this and to explain these
differences. : ' '

1
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moderate unstandardized: beta weight suggesfs that this
density measure will have a noticeable effect on
nékbhbourhood satisfaction for neighbourhoods;wifh a large
number' of people per square mile. ! ;
" The objective density variable number of people per

- room was the fourth variable to enter the equation. It is
rather unexpected that the relationship be tween people per
room and neighbourhood satisfaction is positive H
(b=2.03+.755). This positive re]%tionship is due to a
suppressor effect (Conger, 1974: Zelditch, 1975).2 When'
“housjng satisfaction is controlled, internal density turned
ouitto'be éignificant]y}bositiyely'rélated to neighboubhood
satisféction.‘

The variab]e,‘therefofe, that is suppressing the
relationshiplbetween internal density is housing
satisfaaiion. The simple ¢orrelétion be tween hous ing
satidfaction.and intenal density is moderately strong
(-.290), while the correlation between internal density and
neighbourhood satisfaction is weak (.056). Housing
satisfaction hides the frue effects of internal density upon
neighbourhood satisfaction. The relationéhipvmeans that as
‘1This describes a non-linear effect, andésuggests that'the
independent variable, external density, should be logged,
and introduced in a mixed model design. Future research
should consider this type of investigation for threshold
~ effects, especially since Lansing et. al., (1970) found that
~density has its most sulstantial "effects” in. the most
crowded neighbourhoods. . :
2A suppressor variable is defined to be a variable which
.increases the predictive validity of another variable (or
sel of variables) by its inclusion in a regression equation.
This variable is’'a suppressor only for those variables whose
regression weights are increased (Conger, 1974).

»

P ;?‘ >
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long as the residents are satisfied with their dQel]ing
(units then higher internal density does not negatively
affect neighbourhood satisfaction.

| »Wifh grain, housing satisfaction, people per square
mile, and internal density controlled, age had a moeerate
positive effect on neighbourhood satisfaction |
(b=.0360+)013). The preference for neighbourhoods where the <
average age of 1ts reswdents is higher may be expla1ned by
the lower mobility and increased 11Ke]1hood of "owner
status associated with older age groups. The strong pos1t1ve
_correlat1on between age and 1ength of res1dence (. 672)
supports this finding. .

It may equally be_the case that greater ne ighbourhood
satisfaction is completely aeeounted for by the fact that
older residents are not as dependent on the imhediate
- external environment and househbld epace as younger
residents, since older fami]iee have less chi]dren’at home
than younger famiTies The moderately strong negat1ve
correlat1on between age and internal density (-.297)
supports this finding.

A third exp]anation of‘the positive”relationship
between residents’ .age and nelghbourhood satisfaction could
~ be that res1dents with long-term commvttments to an area,
-prev1ously.demonstrated to be»a function of reswdents age

(Edney, 1972),.develop'a more eléborate boundary-marking
_eystem that provfdes a better transition from prihary to

public‘terhitoriee. Homes with dietinctiVe.terbiforial
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markers suchfas fences and hedges can create a better
transition than relatively unmarked homes.

The cbrreétness of these explanations can only be
determinéd by relating the characteristics of individuals to
the context of the neighbourhood design.

The final signifibant predictor of neighbourﬁood
satisPaction amount of 1nteract1on with ne1ghbours, had a
moderately strong negat1ve relat1onsh1p with ne ighbourhood
-satisfaction (b=-.1567+.010). The negat1ve partial
relationshib is suppressed by age, and peop]e per square
mile. The simplie correlations between ne1ghbourhood
}1nteract1on and this suppressor is -.3402. The correlation
between nelghbourhood interaction and the two suppressors
are respectively .2959 and -.3402. The correlation between
neighbdurhood interaction and neighbourﬁoodvéatisfaction is
: moderately’weak (.i068). In the regression equation
neighbourhood inferaction is negativelyfrggpted to
ne ighbourhood satisfactfonf‘The'negative‘relationship
bgtween peoplé per square mile and neighbourhood interéqtion
may be indicating that High amounts of neighboUrhood - |
interaction in hfghér density neighbourhoods may interfere
with the respondents needs for pr1vacy through a process of
invasion (ceteris parxbus) |

Given that age has a strong positive association with
ne ighbourhood 1nter;ctioh maKes sense but the negative
‘effect of neighbouring upon neiqﬁgourhoéd satisfaction in

this context does not. The Jiterature, though inconclusive,
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says that neighbouring act1v1ty may be seen more pos1t1ve1y )

as res1dents get older (Atchley, 1972). Lo

Taking an overall look at the total variance explaineq’
by the reduced form equation (TABLE;B), it explajns ciose féf
60% of the variance (57.29%). The design variable "grain"
un1quely accounts for 33 92% of the total var1ance
expla1ned with hous1ﬁg sat1sfact1on accounting for almost
the same amount, 33.46%. Taken together, these two factors
accounf for367.38% of the total variance explained by this
equation. These effects support hypotheses three and f1ve
respect1vely -‘( | _ _

The proportjon of variance expfained by the objective
density variabﬁes interhal'density and number offpeopletper‘
square mile is roughly half the amount explained by the
-design variable grain or housfng satisfaction, (3.05% and
13.91% respectively). How’they’affect neighboUbHood'
satisfaction is difficult to understand. It may be that with
higher density'the,lgnd and.re50ufces can become heavily
econgested as many people attempt to conduct their
activities. The eﬁvironment (eg. housing, sidewalks,
streets, and parks etc) can become less pleasing
aeSthetically'because of overuse and fnabi]ity fo-meet-the
demand for maintenance. Furthermore conflicts over scarce
resources may :nfr1nge ‘upon re51dents needs for r1vacy
(Baldassare, 1979). |

The-pfoportion of variance explained by fhe social

structura] variable age is one‘third'the amount explained by
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TABLE 8

PROPORTION OF VARIANCE THAT 1S UNIQUELY EXPLAINED BY

EACH VARIABLE IN THE REDUCED FORM EQUATION

w - b3

Variance Explained
~ by Individual In-
o dependent Variables
in Reduced Form

Proportion of Variance
Explained by Indivi-
. dual’ Independent Vari-
‘ables in Reduced Form

Equation. ‘Equation.
Graih o 17.74% 33.92%
Hous ing Satisfact'iqp 17.50% 33.46%
Average Age of Neigh- :
bourhood Residents 10.67% 20.40%
Density;
 Internal 1.60)° | 3.05) ‘
. 16.
External 7.28) 8.88% 13.91) § 96%
Neighbourhood Inter- '
action © (=)2.50% (-)4.58%
. ,
@ 5220 100.16%
& .
Q
Qt
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comb1n1ng the design variable grain with hous1ng
satisfaction, 20. 40%) Our analysis shows that the
ne1ghbourhood and housing des1gn factors substant1a11y
effect ne1ghbourhood sat1sfact1on and it is time to turn
away from the questyon of .whether the phys1¢al environment
has effects, to the‘studx‘bf,desigh factors which magnify or
minimize these effects. | | ‘ |

The finding that néiéhbohrhood interaction ‘s
negat1ve1y related to nelghbourhood satisfaction directly

Piad

‘ contrad1cts hypothes1s one. '”"f} ,/



'CHAPTER V.

A. CONCLUSIONS and RECOMMENDATIONS

These findings_provtde some measure of'support for the
idea that the neighbpdrhocd context shared by residents can
account for differences in op1n1ons of residents within
d1fferent ne1ghbourhoods Each netghbourhood represents a
potentlally d1fferent soc1al and phys1ca1 setting that is

assocrated w1tﬁ.the*degnee of success of generating and
'.maintaining particu1ar social'needs Our*data analysis
,c]early establlshes that analyzing the social and phys1ca1
’h_structure of the ne1ghbourhood can cOntr1$ té?tq the

.prediction of res1dent1altpreferences Once a theoret1ca1
def1n1t1on cf the concept "ne1ghbourhood was developed it
was posstble to generate and test the 51gn1f1cance of a
numbeégpf elements that could affect ‘the social organ1zat1on
of the. ne1ghbourhood ‘ ‘

The.methodology of this thesis tntrcduced ; way to ‘
‘develop objective neighbourhdcd elements. that relate to the .
subjective evaluation of ne1ghbourhood satlsfactton This
'~approach 1ntroduces a way of deve]op1ng contextual des19n
elements that are soc1ologtcally meanlngful and allow for
the del1berate man1pulat1on of the phys1cal sett1ng for

: 1mprcved re51deqt1al sat1sfact1on Attent1on should now be

turned away from the1questionqof whether the man-built

Bt
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env1ronment plays a role in affectxng nelghbourhood
sat1sfactton, and toward the questlon of what ~design factors
max1m1ze or m1n1m1ze its effects With respect to contextual
elements this thes1s prov1des the follow1ng information

- pertinent to soc1al poltcy

I..The Role of Neighbourhood Design Factors

| It‘was'found that residents prefer to%live in
neighbourhoods‘where.different residential and |
nonresidential land uses are separated from each other
Where neighbourhood satisfaction was lo&er there was an

Alnterspers1on of land use types, whtch create the o

opportunrty for a poorer transition from prlmary to pdbl """"""" i

1
T

2

(. *“-~

e i
P

‘ Th1s finding 1nd1cates what the planner or arch1tect should
' conswder when putttng together a parcel of land in order to ’
‘achieve h1gh levels of netghbourhood sat1sfact1on |

The f1nd1ng that the var1able 'grain" was more h1ghly

related to ne1ghbourhood satisfaction than ownership status

;% //'of the ne1ghbourhood is lmportant Contrary to other
findings, it was found that the var1able 'grain”, was more

| highly related to netghbourhood satlsfactton, such that the
ownershtp status was not 51gn1flcantly related to
ne1ghbourhood sat1sfact1on Th1s 1ndicates that ownersh1p is
nQt as 1mportant as the ne1ghbourﬁood design for creatlng '

a

the opportun1ty for nevghbourhood sat1sfact1on The

-
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implication of this is that unlese the environment is
congruent with respeot to,households” need for exterhel
privacy, free from invasion, ownersh1p alone 1s unl1kely to
create highly sat1sf1ed restdents Clearly then ownersh1p
is not a sufficient condttton for ne1ghbourhood
csat1sfaction | ' ﬂ

A second soc1al need that has 31gn1fwcant 1nfluence on
ne1ghbourhood satisfaction is hou51ng sat1sfact1on It'js |
‘evident that because the nelghbourhood and the house 'shéretf
; the same env1ronment that fﬁere should be a substantial '
: relatlonsh1p between hou51ng sattsfact1on and ne1ghbourhood

(&}

sat1sfact1on

¥

2. The ﬁoléﬁof Sooia1 Factonst
B -
While the des1gn varlable; gra1n 1&? very lmportant
- there Tssno doubt that stage in the lufe cycle can 1nfluence
{ neighbourhood satisfaction. | * kjﬁ‘ . |
The mos t 1mportagt social factor significantly

- assooiated'uith ne ighbourhood Satisfaction was e'geheralh
measure of life cycle stage average age of the residemts.
w1th1n a ne1ghbourhood The exact effect of age on b
ane1ghbourhood sat15fact1on requ1res further analysis; Three 5
' p0551b1e explanat1ons were given. One, that the variab%e age
rndicates the res1dents degree of commwttment to the
nerghbourhood Two, that the degree of.dependence on the
| neighbourhood setttng for. satisfacilon var1es with the stageA

/ »
/ T

g
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in the life cycle. Three, that the resident can change his-

or her“neighbourhood setting to satisfy individual needs.
L 3. The Role'of'Neighbourhood Interaction

It was found that nelghbourhood 1nteractlon had l1ttle
influence on nelghbourhood satisfaction. In fact
neighbourhood 1nteract10n was negat1vely'related to ‘
ne1ghbourhood satjsfact1on. This could weJl‘mean that
neighbouring‘ activity in Edmonton, Alberta does not lead to
soc1al 1ntegrat1on for c1t12ens have for the most part
"communities of interest” that take the place of such
'actiVities (Webber, 1963). Furthermore glven that |
neighbourhood inte;pction was suppressed by external dene:>§>~
1nd1cates that in hvgher dehs1ty qe1ghbourhoods too much
ne1ghbourhood 1nteractwon may - 1ntetfere with res1dents needs

'for pr1vacy

4:{Tho Role of penstty Factors

If we assume that the more people that .live in the
neighbourhood the greater the demund that is placed on land

resources, then any noticeable negative effect of dens1ty on

b~neighbeurhood satisfactron is only 11ke1y to occuqun the
most crowded neighbourhoods (Baldassare, 1970) .. Ad an
iobject1ve predictor of ne1ghbourhood satlsfaction \1t has
been shown that external dehsfty is not as sens1t1§e to

- {‘
LI X . . g : ! : . L Y N
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aSpects of territoriality, which is strongly associated with
ne1ghbourhood sat1sfact1on, as is the objective measure
“grain". External density was not as sene1t1ve to
neighbourhood satisfaction as a whole even though it has a
fange from :12 to_S0.0d, while "grain® had a range from 1 to

3. v

&

B. Limitations of the Research

One of the major disappoinments of this study is that
we were unable to ga1n any insight into the way in wh1ch
ne i ghbourhood des1gn elements interact with social
characteristics. The discuesion abovevhas proceeded instead
under the assumption that‘the'individdal social
characteristics have exactly the same.influence‘within every
type of design and that the unique effect of th£ design f
~factors is just an add1t1ve increment or decrement If-we
had been able to introduce individual measures as
covariates, we could have d1ssaggregated the data to the
extent to which d1£ferent}individual predictors have effects
“varying from one neighbourhood setting to another.

Th1s means that urban research should look not only at
the way 1n wh1ch a part1cu1ar env1ronmental factor
-1nfluences a’ spec1f1c behqy1our or attitude, but also at
iddividuéi social characteristics of the respondent which
may interaet with one or more of the envirohmentallfactbrsf

Covar1ance analys1s and dummy variable regress1on are two

- SR :
&% @ ) i ;o Lol . C . ! ) "
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-methods that would al]ow5thi$ type of anatysis to proceed!
The results of the appllcatton of th1s broader

techn1que would have been theoret1cally important; the
effects of specific "group" variables on the ne ighbourhood
satisfaction of various types of indjvidoals codld haQe been
:~examined |

| F1nally, a broader ba51s for pred:ctlon or explanat1on
of neighbourhood sat1sfactlon could be achieved by
controlling for-house type. The literature does show that,
depending on the type of dwelting unit, there are d1fferent
social needs that must be fulfilled (Zehner, 1977; Burby and
Weiss, 1976). This impbrtant'investigation was not pursued
in the present thesis, but would be of great benefit in
deciding wbere different types of residential and
'non restdentla] land uses should be located to create the

opportun1ty for ne1ghbourhood sat1sfact1on

_-—--———--—-------

'.For a lucid explanation of these 1mportant techniques see
Schuessler 1969 Cohen, 1968 Fennessey, 1968.

%a ‘
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APPENDIX I
THE SOCIAL SURVEY




¢ EDMONTON. AREA: STUDY
© QUESTIONNAIRE

T 177 A

~

1. Interviewers Name = o ‘ L

2. Inferview I1.D. No.

Y

3. ‘E]ectofa]“DfS;cfct;

4. Enumeration Area

5. Yqurllntérviéw No. -

6. Date S : ; Time of Interview

7. fLength of‘InterQieW’x L ?‘.-, f‘ ,‘ Minufes.

S é, Address Lébe] \; ilf” ST . ';\( .
- o

9, Appointment'Time:i.; ‘

10, No Interview __ . t{’1 f 




3

¢

., First a few questions about this household.

' é
. ‘Inciuding yourself, how many persons a]together 11ve here,

related to you or not? .

TOTAL PERSONS
: .

b .

.~ Now a ]1st of the members of this househoig * Tomake it
easier, I m going .to ask for the first name of each member .

. “ > ,
FIRSTNAME | SEX | AGE | RELA};thHIP'fp RESPONDENT |
;), | N  i | Respondent | ‘
. ,2)} r ,
RN s
,4)
5) | ol | ‘ ,
6 o ;. R | . ) |
. .}). , , — A
“‘<i'8)
S 9) -~ . .}
ASK ONLY IF R HAS CHILDREN IN SCHOOL OTHERNISE GO TO Q5.
Do\your children go to- public, separate or private schools?
'ffPublic 1 ;>Separate 42’ - Private 3 - Mixed 4
;(CARD A) Overa]i how satisfied are you with the quqlity of |

- the education provided for your child(ren)?

4

o Very Dissatisfied L .Very Satisfiéd - DK _,NA
2 3 V'{l’_ 5 6 7T 8 9

_ 84
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5. what 1s the highest grade in elementary school or h1gh
- school that you finished? =~ . e . e

YOU

O "
YOUR SPOUSE

IF R OR SPOUSE FINISHED 12th Oh 13th GRADE ASK THIS QUESTION
'6 How many years of post secondary education do you have? 'f L

- YOU-

é .

YOUR SPOUSE o B

L v . _ o | o . L

I would 1ike to get. some background,infbjmution about you. IR ¥

S e N o : : o o . ’ i - L T

. 7. Nhat'i§“y0ur re1f§10y53preference? fﬁ\
Yoo _ '

YOUR SPOUSE o .

e L | -
" 8. Would you’%a]] yourself a 'e%;‘.. /,ﬂ(srirso PREFERENCE)
A ) (Adjective) |

_ Adjective, - ,ﬂ i
N L S
* _+Strong eiaees teeeena l\ o

G L ; S o ) b
Not.veny‘strong‘..;;.;"Z SRR ,// o 7"/,

hat strong ...... 3 o i:;/(_; S ".! K |
oL UNTEERED) D o :e<ﬁ'i*” B R Tl g

J'Not app]icable ;:;,,,;;4:‘qu jf”;,gi;,'_;};i.l;zi__i;;fi-'~-f-:%*-* .




"10.

1.

Now I have some questions about your living accomodations.

12.

13,

o

How 6ften do you attend religious services? (RECORD ONLY)

\

Response ' : .

NEVER e e 0 oo

Less than once a year ........ e ]

About once ayear ........ ‘...;..7.... 2

Several times a year e e 3 ' )
About once a month .................. 4 '

2 - 3 times a month v...;..:, ........ 5

Nearly every week ..; ............... . b

Several times a week e teeerneareeas 7

From what country did your father's ancestors come?

Do 'you speak a second language?

Yes
No

" Which one?

How long have you lived in this residence?

Years or months

Do you own this house/apartment or pay rent?

Response
A ‘Owns e et etecite iyt 1
Pays rent ......coeiiiiiiliiiiinnns 2

Neither owns nor rents ........... 3




14.

15..

16.

17,

18,

" Number of rooms

-How many rooms do you have here, Qﬂ‘ count1ng ha]lways

and bathrooms7

LA

¢

Would. you say that this home has enough space SO you -,
can do the things you want to do?

Yes d o No

What do you think about the cond1t1on of this house/
apartment7 _

Resgonse - . _ , i
Needs.no repairs ... iieieian.. 1 :
Needs minor-repairs‘ ..... PR 2

Needs major repairs ............ 3

DK i S B\x

NA o s 9

(CARD A) How satisfied are you with this house/apartment?

Very Dissatisfied Very Satisfied DK  NA
1 2 3 4 5 - 6 7 8 9

»

ASK Q 18 TO Q 21 ONLY IF R RENTS.

(CARD B) About how much rent do you pay a month, including

- ut111t1es’

Response

under 100 .... 01 ' 700 - 799 .... 08
100 - 199 .... 02 800 - 899 .... 09
200 - 299 ....03 900 -999 ....10
300 - 399 .... 04 1000 + ....... n
400 - 499 .... 05 - DK ™ eevennnnn. 12
500 - 599 .... 06 NA oo, 13

600 - 699 .... 07

87



T 22. s (CARD B) Th1nk of the cost of this house/apartme“t "

88

+ 19, During the ]ast two years, have you con51dered buy1ng

a home7 J
' . .
Response - ‘~\ o
TYES i, (.. - h ,
No oii i w2
NA (GO TO Q. 21) ......... 3

20. Have you actually lTooked for a home?

Response | ‘ )
Yes ....... b B MO + oot ee e L2

21. Why have you not purchased a home of your own? Please
rank in.order of importance. UP TO 5 RESPONSES. -

ASK ONLY IF R OWNS.

- such as mortage payments, the maintenance costs, property
taxes, and utilities. Which of the categories best
describes how much you  pay per month?

Resgonse - .

under 100 ..... 01 700 - 799 ..... 08
100 - 199 ..... 02 " 800 - 899 ..... 09
200 - 299 ..... 03 900 - 999 ..... 10
300 - 399 ..... 04 1000 + ........ n

400 - 499 ..... 05 e DK i, 12 !

500 - 599 ..... 06 CNA 13
600 - 699 ..... 07 | |



/ A
>

Now I have some questions about this immediate neighbo
that is.the ten or fifteen homes nearest to yours/or t

apartments in this building and the area around this building.

?23. To what extent are any of the'fo]]owin@, pfoblems

this neighbourhood?

. Major ~ Min
" " Problem * Prob
Noisy neighbours ................ 1 2
Vandalism ..ovvevennninnannn. . |
“ Abandoned hOUSES .........oeocees ]
2 Noisy vehicles «ui.evieeiinenee. )
Children and teenagers
who misbehavs ........... O 1 2
Poorly kept yards ...... s A 2
~ Cats and dogs running loose ...s. 1 2
Traffic ...;7 ...... e en e 1 2
Other (Specify) ............ e 1 2

24, (CARD A) Al things considered, how satisfied are you

with this neighbourhood as a place to live? Whic
comes closest to how satisfied you feel?

Very Dissatisfied Very Satisfied
1 2 3 4 5 6 7

IF R HAS A FAMILY ASK Q. 25; OTHERWISE GO T0 Q. 26.-

25, ‘Do you feel thete are sufficient pTaces for your
to play in this neighbourhood?
Yes '
No

P

————eren

8 9.

N

child(ren) 4

-
¥

urhood,
he ‘
in
or Not a
lem Problem
' 3
2" 3
2 3
2 3
3
X
3
3
3
h number
DK NA -

. 89



26.

(CARD A) How satisfied are you w1th your personal safeiy

in this neighbourhood’ ’
Very Dissatisfied o N ~ Very Satfsfied f DK NA

1 2 3 4 5 6 .. 71 89

Now I'd like to ask about your neighbours.

27.

- 28,

29.

How many of the adults in this neighbourhood would you know
by name if you met them on the street? | _

Response | .«
A1l of them ............... 1
ATmost all  ..evernreinnen. 2 A . ;
More than’ha]f e 3 ' ) P
About half .............. .4 | |
Less than half ............ 5
Almost none .......... ceees b
~None ..... Cereceeeeatetaaa 7¢

How often do you get together with any of these nelghbours

just for a chat?

.Response ' \ ' _'_ ' 5_‘5 : v
Daily or almost every day ......... -1 ‘ -
1 -3 times a week- ........ B 4

1 -3 times amenth ................ 3

Less than once a momth ............ 4

Never - ....... PR 5

How often do you spend a social evening with friends, either in
your home or their home, who Tive outside the neighbourhood?

Response ' . '
Daily or almost every day .... 1  Never ....... . 5
1 - 3 times a'week * .>..0.... 2 Don't know—... 8
1 -3 times a month .......... 3. . . Noanswer .... 9

Less than once a month™~....... 4

90



.
- : | o . - o
-30;~ How often do you spend a social evéniﬁg with relatives?
. o : | » .
’  Response = ’
Daily or almost every day ..... e 1
o V- 3 times a week ......ooieeioia. 27
1 - 3 times a month T Veeed. 3
Less than once a month Cereiieeee.
NEVEr vuvevnviones i i 5
No answer ............. JE T 9
- A
o 7 .
31. How often do you go out for entertainment, like movies,
"~ night clubs, sﬁorts evepts, p]ays,~concé$ts, etc.?
: Tt g . ‘
Response ]
Daily or almost every day .......... 1 ‘
1 -3 times a week ....cieeiiinnnon. 2
1 - 3 times a month i 3
Less than once a month ............. 4
NEVET  tiriiieeinie i veveeeas 5
DK ........ e Cheeeceetanenanns 8 A
Y PP 9 ¥
¢
32. (CARD A) A1l things considered, how satisfied are you with.
the recreationa! facilities available to you in Edmonton?
Very Dissatisfied ' Very Satisfied DK NA
12 37 4 5 6 -7 8 9



C N

‘Now/‘I have a few questions about how sat}'sfied you are zbith{
different parts of your life. '

' 33.'(CARD A) fgr each area of life I am going to name, tell
""" me the number that shows how much satisfaction you get from

“that area. , l
.LA.' Your non-working activitieg -~ hobbies qndkso on.
Very Dissatisfied- Very Satisfied DK NA
2 > 3 4 5.6 1 8 i¥

. . , -
B. Your fahi]y life. ‘
Very Dissatisfied . »Very Satisfied DK - NA

1 2 3 4 5 .6 7 8 9

C. Your health and physical cbndition;

Very Dissatisfied - Very Satisfied DK NA
4 2 3 4 s & 1 8l

| ]

'D. The amourit of time you Haxe for doing ‘things you want to do.

'Véry_Dissatisﬁiea ; /_ Very Satisfied - DK NA-
1T 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9

E. 'Your friendships. | : | ,
Veﬁx Dissatisfied‘; | Very Satisfied DK NA
1 2. 3 4 f5 6 7 .8 9

F. Your standard of'living -- the things you-have'—4
housing, car, furniture, recreation, and the like.

Very Dissatisfied. | Very Satisfied DK NA
] 2 3 4 5 6 1 8 .9

A ,

Very Dissatisfied - - Very Satisfied = DK NA
1 2 3 4 s 6 71 .8 9

G.- A1l in all how satisfied with 1ife are you these déys?~
;'. o

.92’
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34. In general, .do you‘YQQE life exciting,‘pretty routine,

. pr dull? ’
. EXCTEING  vevevevensinnen 1
ROUETNE  vevvvnarnrnnnns 4
DUIT  trenennengonnns .7 .
_No opinion ........ ;.... 8 , s -
No answer ,..‘ ........... 9
4 i
35. How often do you participate in a vigorous exercise <
program? ' .
Never ..... P
SETAOM veivmerrrrarennne 2
. Weekly ...... eeeea A | 4 \$
More frequently .....:.. 4 . '
" No answer ...... i 9

36. About how much beer, wine or liquor do you drink per week?

Response
Nome ..ueoluevienninnn.. ] , S
1 -7 drinks - ,....... _.;. 2
8 - 15 drinks ........ L3
16 or more drinks ceeee. &
)DOn't know .......... “.. 8

NO ansSwer .....eeeeee.o.. 9

37.. About. how many cigarettes do’ you smoke per day?

Response ‘ ’
Nome .......cceveniinnnn 1 ' Don't.know ....... 8
1-9 ....... e veendm 2 - No answer ...... .o 9
10 or more‘_,;.; ......... 3 .

& vore OTHER 'SMOKING HABITS)

‘e



.

i

38, How often do you wear a seatbelt when you drive?
. ( cat :

Always ..... e ] Never ...... L0003
Occasionally ..... 2 NA ..., 9

39, How many cups of coffee and/or tea per dayvdo you'drink?

Number ) B
N i

A few moments ago we'tg;ked about your personal safety. Now
we would like to have your opinions about the nature of police
and commnity relations, - p
: : . !
o x ‘ ’

40. How good.do you think relations are begween the police and o
the people in this city? o ' B

-

Very good ........ciiovennn.n 1
Fairly good ..;...3..‘}};.... 2
Neither good nor bad ........ 3
Not very good .e....... ceee 4
Not good at all ............. 5

B - : R S
41, Mere you ever picked up and charged by the police, for
any reason other than a traffic offense? |

P . .
Yes ..... .1 No .......2 No answer ...... 8

42, In general, do you think the courts in.this coUntry deal
- too harshly or not harshly enough with.crimtna1s?

.

T00 harshly «.oeevevensenes 1
Not harshly enough .........
About right (VOLUNTEERED).. 3

) | G T 8

.94



43.

44,

45,

46,

Do you favor or oppose the death penalty for perspns‘

© 85

Everything conside}ed, would you éay that, in general,
you approve or disapprove of wiretapping? ’ ‘

Approve .......... ] - No obihfon e g -
Disapprove ....... 2 “No answer ...... RN

convicted of murder? o
~ Favor e s i | S ‘Dohﬂt know .5..;;..; 8 "
Oppose ........... 2 No answer .....,.... 9
. p . . N : ) BN
. T L \ ®
Would yolUrsfavor or oppose a law which.would require a
person to obtain a police permit before he or she cou]d ,
buy any ‘gun or rifle? .
Favor SR STOUEURI I Don't know .. ..... .. 8
0pPpoSe .....nie... 2 No answer ......... L9
When a policeman arrests a person, which of the .
. following must he do before questionning the person?
; ) ' at
~A. Is he required to read the person his rights? .
Yes .iiili.... 1 DK evnn... R 8
No ......... e 2 NA 9

B. Is he required to tell the person he has a r1ght to

remain silent?

Yes .......... ] DK ...t 8
No ........... 2 a NA oo 9
Is he required to tell ‘the person he has the rlg t
to a 1awyer7 ‘ _ P
Yes ..... e 1 DK oeeriviinn.. 8
NO veeinnnnnn. 2 | NA ... U 9



.
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47. MWould you'say there has been any change in
v1o]ent ¢rime here in Edmonton in. the past five years?

Alot moge ..{....l... ! ' Quite a bit less ..... 5
Quite a bit more .... 2 - Alot less ....... ,‘ ..... 6
A little bitmore~... 3 T DK ...l e 8
A 1ittlé bit less ... 4 No answer ............ 9
> . '
e . e ';

48. During thég last year -did anyone 111ega11y enter into
your hous§Yapartment7 ‘ o

49. ,During the last year, did anyone take someth1ng directly
¥ from you by us1ng force? )

50. What precautions have you taken to safeguard your house
. against burglarly? (CIRCLE THE CORRECT RFSPONSE)

A. Do you_lock your doors? | . 3
' Yes_;.,...}. 1 . No..oowwn. 2 “NAA.; ...... 9
B. Are there special 1ocks or bars or anyth1ng else like
that on your windows? S .
Yes J.iipe 1 Noowenen... 2 UNA L. 97
: 4

2,

C. Is there a burglar alarm? _
Yes ....e0.. 17 No ...... . 2 NA ...l 9
D. -Do you have an 1nsurance pol1cy that protects your
house/apartment and belongings against theft?
Yes c..o.one 1 No ....,..:42 NA ..o 9



ST s
Now - some %uestions about employment.

51. Last week were you working full t1me part time go1ng
to school, keep1ng house, or what7 '

(CIRCLE ONE CODE ONLY IF MORE THAN ONE RESPONSE, GIVE
PREFERENCE TO SMALLEST CODE THAT APPLIES.) -

Response |
Working full time ........ Ceeesies R T LLE RS 1
. Working part time ......... LR ??fff?ff...,..; 2
With a Job but not at work because of temporary
illness, vacation, strike .................. L3
li
Unemployed, laid off, look1ng forwork ............ 4
CREEITEA e R feeen 5
IN SCHOOT vttt etiite i riiaasvaanaaees I cee. 6
Keeping house .............. U e 7
Other (specify) ..... . e e 8
Other
_ -
IF APPROPRIATE (1-4 ABOVE).
52. what kind of work (do/d1d) you norma]ly do? .
Occupatlon . | A

!
S

53. What kind of place (do/did) you work for?
Industry: . B _ : -,

¥

53A. Where «bocation)? ’
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ASK ONLY IF R IS MARRIED OR LIVING IN A COMMON- LAN RELATIONSHIP
-OTHERWISE SKIP TO Q 57.

54, Last week was your spouse working full time?

Resgonse . , , .
~ Working fuTI’time ‘.;..; ...................... I..fa...;,. 1
Working part time ...,..........o.... UL I..-ZQ
“With a job, but not at work because of temporary
illness, vacation, strike ......... .. iiiiiiiiiinn, 3
Unemponed laid off, Iook1ng for work .......... el 4
Retired ..... et S e e 5
B (T Y R e i 6

Keeping house . .....ie....... S e e 7
Other (specify) ..... i iedeeens BT ..... 8
Not appIicabIe}.;.; ........... ,;....I,..n; ....... I 0
“Other

55. What kind of work ddeg your spouse do?

Occupation: .

o -

56. What kind of place (does/did) (he/she) work for? -

Industry:
56A. Where (Locatioﬁ)? .
J /
\\,_t>:-

E’;
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IF NOT APPROPRiATE (NOT WORKINh) GO T0O'Q. 60.

\

57. ,(CARD A) For each area of your job I'm going to name, tell me
the number that shows how much satisfaction you get from that
area. - N v ,

A. The recognition you get from your job. |
" Very Dissatisfied Very Satisfied DK NA. IA
T2 3 4 5 6 7. 8 9 0

B. Your coﬁtro_l over the pace and qualjty of you, work.

Very Dissatisfied Very Satisfied DK NA IA -
12 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 0

C. The exteﬁt to whxch you can use your sk1lls.

4

Very Dissatisfied . Very Jatisfied DK NA IA

12 4 5 . 6 7 8 970
S T _

D. The feeling of accomplishment for the work you are doing.

Very Dissatisfied o Very- Satisfied DK NA IA

1 2. 3 4. 5 6 7 8 9 0

- _E. The physical cond1t10ns under which you work, for examp]e :
lighting, temperature, dust free etc. . -

Very Dissatisfied . Very_Sat1sf1e‘ DK NA IA

12 3 4 5 6 1 8 9 0
,fF. The opportuni;y‘for advancement.

Very Dissatisfied _Very Satisfied DK NA 'IA

12 37 4 5° 6 7 8 9 0

a

G. The amount of pay.
<Vefy Dissatisfied . Very Satisfied DK NA IA
-1 2 3. 4 5 6- *7 8 9 0
H.. The degree of security.
Very Dissatisfied " Very Satisfied DK NA A
1 2 3 4, 5 6 7 8 9 0



58.

59.

60.

100

(CARD A) Al1 things considered, how satisfied are,you with
your job? (Which number comes closest to how satisfied or
dissatisfied you feel?) '

Very Dissatisfied  Very Satisfied DK NA
12 3 4 5 6 7 8 9

LI

What is the possibility of losing your job during the coming
12 months?

T Very Likely .oiieeiiiions 1
Somewhat likely ......... 2
Not vefy likely ......... 3
Not at all Tikely ....... 4 - b
Don't KNOW «ovvureennnens 8 -

Generally, do you approve or disapproVe‘ofia»married woman
working if she has a husband capable of supporting her?

ADPrOVE +eeuvvnaneesens T
Disapprove ........c..... 2
Don't KNOW .vevveneovosens 3
No answer ..... i 4
X
, )
\



ASKQSGlANDGZONLYIFRIS(IJRREN’I’LYMARRIEDORLIVINGINA

C(}‘IMON—LAW—RELATIONSHI P:

6l.

(CARD C) Please use the numbers on the card to tell me-
how you and your spouse share the following tasks:

A.

Earning the family income.

Husband Husband Share Wife
Entirely More Bqually More
1 2 ' 3 4
Housekeeping.
Husband  Husband Share - Wife
Entirely More Bqually More
1 2

3 4

Keeping in touch with relatives.

Husband = Husband  Share Wife
Entirely More Bqually More
1 ' 2 3 4

® .
Organizing family recreation.
Husband Husband Share Wife
_Entirely More Bqually - More
1 2 3 4

Taking care of preschool children.

‘ Husband Husband  Share Wife
Entirely More Bually More
1 23 4

OTHERWISE SKIP TO Q. 63.

Wife
Entjrely

wife
Entirely

Wife ‘
Entirely

Wife
Entirely

s

Wife
Entirely

5

»

. (younger than 5)

DK

8

NA

NA

NA

'NA

NA

Teaching, helping, and disciplining girls, aged 6 - 12.

Husband Husband Share Wife
. Entirely More Fqually More

1 2 3 4

Teaching, helping, and Disciplining boys, aged 6 - 12.

Wife
More

Husband Share
More Hually’

Husband
Entirely

Wife
Entirely

5

Wife
Entirely

X

8

X

NA

9

NA

101
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62. (CARD D) P]ease use the numbers on the card to tell me how
often you and your spouse have: d1sagreed about each.of the
foTTowing activities.*

)

A. Housekeeping.

nd Some- Fre- Very Fre-

Never 'Seldom times quently quently NA

B 2 .3 4 5 .9

B. Earning money.

~ Some- ‘Fre-  Very Fre-
Never Seldom- times quently quently - NA
1 2 3 4 .5 9
k .
C. Visiting or writing relatives.
‘ . Some- Fre- Very Fre-
Never Seldom times quently quently - NA
1 2 3 4 5 9
D. Recreation.
Some- Fre- Very Fre-

Never Seldom times quently quently NA

1 2 3 4 5 9 _ /

E. Confiding with each other. about problems. - /
| Some- Fre- Very Fre- : ‘ //
Never Seldom times quently quently - NA A
1 2 3 4 5 -9 ’

F. Care of'pre-§chool child;en.

- Some- Fre- Very Fre-
Never Se]dom times quently quently ~ NA
1 2 3 4 5 9

(THIS QUESTION CONTINUED ON NEXT PAGE)
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H»Qi 62 Continued.

63.

64.

v

RN

G.' Teaching and discip]ining girls, age 6 - 12,

- Some- ‘Fre- Very Fre-
Never Seldom times quently quently ~NA
12 3. 4 5 9

.

H. Teach1ng and d1sc1p11n1ng oys, age 6 - 12.

y " Some- Fre- Very Fre-
Never .Seldom times quently quent]y NA_}.A

] | 2 3 4 5 9

Are you in contact with any of your relatives?

Yes -
No (60 TO Q. 65)

In the past two years or so, have you received
any of the following kinds of he]p from your RELATIVES.
Yeg or No?

A

A. Advice on a decision you had

tomake ..., .iiiie.n. L. 12 9 0
‘B. Help on special occasions, such 4
a as childbirth, sickness ...... 1 2 9 0
C. Help in caring for your children, : _
' such as babysitting .......... 1 2 9 0
D.. Financial assistance, such as ' ,
; money or a 1oan ..........c... 1 2 9 0
E. Gifts, other than birthgays, :
Christmas, etc. ..ol e ] 2 9 0

F. Home repairs,‘moving,}odd-jobé,

ELC. e .1 2 9 0

YES NO NA 1A
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65. Finally, we would like to know someth1ng about the groups
and organizations to wh1ch you belong. Cou]q_xgu name
them? (PROBE).

1

2.

Now we would like to ask you some qubestions about famiZy size.

66. What do you think is the 1dea1 number of children for
~a family to have?

Number

IF APPLICABLE.

67. How many chi]dfen'have you ever had? ‘Please cquﬁf)allthat
were born alive at any time (including any you had from a
previous relationship.)

Number

.68. Do you expect to have any (more) children?

’Resgbnse :
Yes (ASK Q. 68)  vuvuvvnn... | o ‘ (qf
No (GO TO Q. 69) ..uvn.n..... | 2

- Uncertain (GO TO Q.‘69) ceens 3

- Not asked, inappropriate .... 4
No answer ......ccovevenann o9

69. How many (more)?

Number




70,

AR

72.

‘g E. she became pregnant as a result of

AN
(CARD E), Would you approve or d1sapprove of a married
couple not bearing or rear1ng ch1Tdren?\

L)

Do you thlnk birth control 1nformat10n shou]d be
available to teenagers who want it?

r

‘ Resgonse :

Shoujd be avhilable: .:.......... 1
'Should not be available ...... o2
Depends on the age/grade ....... 3.

(VOLUNTEERED%
No opinion i.......eceiiiiinn,.. 8
No answer ............ el 9

Please tell me whether or not'you think it should be
pOSSTb]e for a pregnant woman to.obtain a legal abortion

if ... READ EACH STATEMENT AND CIRCLE ONE CODE FOR EACH.
R YES NO DK
A. there is a strong chance of serious .
defects in the baby? ............... 1 2 8
B. she is married and does not want any R -
more children? ...... v erasaessanaes] 1 2 8

) C. the woman's own health is seriously

endangered ty the pregnancy? ....... v 1 2 - 8

D. the family has a very low income and

cannot afford any more children? ... 1 2 8

PAPE? i e T i e 12 8
F.  she is not married and does not want '

- to marry the father? "...... e 12 8

NA

StrongTy Dlsapprove Strongly Approve ‘DK NA
] 2. .3 4 5 6 7 8 9
- ' & o .

105
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73. Are you against sex education in the schools?
. Response
'
} For ....... R PR R e
Against ....L...........,..;.. 2 o
Depends on the age/grade ..... 3 (VOLUNTEERED)
Don't know i eeieeiaiiiiia.llo B ' |
NO answer .......... e 9 v
Now some questions about finances. -
74. . Would you say that you (and your family) are better off
: or worse off financially than you were a year ago?
Response |
Better now ....... e
SAME .+ ppeacicennne ce. 2 _ !
Worse ....... e ceee 3
Don't KNOW «eeevenen-. 8 B
© 75.  Now looking ahead -- do yoh think,that a year from now you \ —

(and your family) will be better off financially, or worse
off, or just about the same as now? S

i Response
Ni]] be better off ......... Wl
SAME oecermcocnsvessncasascsns 2 v
Will be worse off ..... eenes 3
Don't kgfw ........ ceenee .... 8
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(CARD F)" Would you please tell me the letter on this card
which best represents your total family income for 1976,
before taxes? ' .

O DO ZEXMC XN IOTMMOO ® >

Resgonse‘
Under $2,000 ....... v e 01
§2,000 - $2,999 ...\ iiii i 02 -
1$3,000 - $3,999 ............ PRV .. 03
. $4,000 - $8,999 L. .i.iiiiiiie e, 04
$5,000 - $5,999 .1 iiiiiiiiiiiae e 05
$6,000 - $6,999 ...iiiiiiiiiiiiannn 06
$7,000 - $7,999 ...l i, 07
$8,000 - $9,999 .............. SRR 08
$10,000 - $11,999 ... ... ...ouienen. . 09
$12,000 - $14,999 ........... e 10
$15,000 - $17,499 .. f.. ..ol 1
$17,500 - $19,999 .4 ... iiiueueiii.. 12
$20,000 - $22,499 ... .. ..iiiiiieiennnn. 13
,322,590 - $24,999 ... il 14
$25,000 - $29,999 ........... e 15
© $30,000 - $34,999 .......... UTOTROUS [ I /
$35,000 and over ........... eeeeeee 7 : MJ/
« ~Don't know ......... eetecerecasesine .. 88
" No.answer '..,...; ............ e 99
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77. AREFER R TO RESPONSE SHEET) ~Here is a éﬁvet\vh1ch we wou]d 1ike
‘you to fill out to describe Edmonton as it appears to yoti " Tor
example, if you think Edmonton is especially attractive, please

put an "X" in the box next to the word "attractive".

If wou

~ think it is especially unattractive, please put an "X" next to
“unattractive", and if you think it is somewhere in between,
please put an ."X" in the box vhere you think it belongs.

ATTRACTIVE

UNFRIENDLY PEOPLE

CROWDED

1

VERY GOOD PLACE TO LIVE

PLEASANT

BIG CITY

NOTHING TO DO
HARD TO GET AROUND IN

' PLACE TO RAISE CHILDREN

SAFE -

4

POOR CLIMATE

CLEAN AIR

4

I

UNATTRACTIVE

'UNCROWDER:-

FRIENDLY PEOPLL

VERY POOR PLACE T.

UNPLEASANT

_RURAL

LOTS OF THIKGS TO

CEASY TO GET AROUN

_ BAD PLACE TO RAIS,

Ny

. UNSAFE

" 600D CLIMATE

DIRTY AIR
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TO/éEKCOMPLETED BY INTERVIEWER

1. Housing tybe{

Sing]é House .;...;.,.;......., ...... e B
| Semi-detached ................ e, e, 2
Y ~ Duplex ..... e e SO e 3
| Row House ....... e, e, e 4
Apartment or Mu]t1p1e Dwel]xng Ceieda e ... 5
House attached to a Non- resident1a] structure oo B
~ Moblle Home ..... Ceeeeraee. ;.....,.........:..(.7 7 .
c Other (specify) ..... L COREETE R TRERTPRPPTRRPRIPS 8
2. Respondents Cooperation: ' |
o Cmmmaﬁve' ............. e PRI <
Indiffe;ent e PR EEFRRERE 2
Uncooperative e e ;.:..,...;.... 3
3. Quality dT.Interv%ew:‘ : |
» ~ High Quality ................... e ]
~ Adequate ..o...iieieiiiiiinn... e, e 2
Questionable e e S
a ‘ ‘
4. Comments of Interviewer:
. ‘ |
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'PHOTOGRAPHS OF SELECTED NEIGHBOURHOODS IN EDMONTON, ALBERTA

)
~

b X \\'\\‘L ; “ . .
APPENDIX II
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For each neighbourhood presented in this appendix anLOVéra11}

neighbourhood satisfaction score is éiven._This»index has a

mean of 5.470, a range from.2 to 7, and a standard deviatjon

of 0.873.
i
a ~ &‘;
( o |
L ,
d )
-) . A %
' ] . . i
~ TS LV, N .
< >; . - . ‘(' i %
. ﬁ - . . }
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Some ne1ghbourhoods have a poor trans1tton from private
space to pub]1c space. This ne1ghbourhood can easily be
1nvaded by residents who are not reguiar users and
therefore the neighbourhood pe51dents cannot contro] who
. uses or enters . the1r netghbourhood An opportunlty for
1nvas1on of pr1vacy is further enhanced because the gouses
borden on two main arter1es with commerc1a] devetopment next
to the ne1ghbourhood. The Tow fences cannot serve to
estabtlsh prtmary terrxtor1al boundarles or attenuate ‘the ‘”'h
problem of invasion. Ne ighbourhood sat1sfactlon 1s 2.37. The

' nelghbourhood is neither ftne nor coarse gra1n in structure

The netohbourhood is conventlona] in de51gn.

R4

.
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fhfs neighbourhbdd also:has‘a poor transifion frd& privaté
space to pubfic space. In this neighboufhood, there is
really no seéohdary territor& once one']eﬁves the confines .
of the building. Neighbourhood satisfaction is 2.84. The
neighbourhood'is fine graih.in structure, ahd is

conventional in design.

M
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Here tBe'neighbourhood has a service road that creates
secondary territory. Because this road acté,as a bridge', 
between primary-aﬁd public space, the neighbourhood provides
more privacy for local residents than the neighbourhoods on
the preceding pages. The fact, however; that the houses are
not separated from the main aftéry‘by a burﬁ or othere
boundary makes the service road less effective:
Neighbourhood satisfaction is 5.46. The neighbourhood is
neither fipe nor'cbarse grdin in structure.‘lt is by

definition a neighbéurhood unit.
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Although there is a main artery on the border of this v
nekghbourhobd, it does not pass‘throughzthé ne i ghbourhood
itself. The presence of fences, trees, sidewalké, and gfeen
space all sErye“to'establish a better trahsition‘fﬁom |
pfivate to.public sbace. Neighbourhood satisfaction is 6.52.

> The neighbourhood is coarse grain in structure, and is

conventional in design.

-
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The quality and quantity of open space within this
neighbourhood leave something to be desired. Such a large

open area makes it difficult for residents to define the

116

space, so it is underused. Furthermore, a large open area

such as this creates the opportunity fdr‘jnvas{on‘qf

neighbourhood privacy because of its Very public natUre.
Neighbourhood satisfactidn is;4.56. The neighbourhood is
coarse grain.in structure; and is by deftnition a '

neighbourhood unit.




‘Some neighbourhoods provide open Spaces small enough to
prov1de secondary terr1tory for exclus1ve use and control by
local residents. Here, the open space is clearly defined,
safe, and readily accessible to the neighbourhood.
.Neighb0urhood'satisfaction 15'6.44. The neighbourhood is

coarse grain in stﬁucture, and is convent1ona1 in deS1gn

T
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*~

This neighbéurhqbd cregtes the opportunity for fhe invasion
of primary territory because of the inseftion of a high-rise
apartmeht block among single-family unjts. Neighéourhood
éafisfaction‘is 4.93. The neighbourhood is fine grain in

structure, -and is conventional in design.

Al <o

d)

Ny
2,
.
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This neighboUrhood has nQ secondary territoryvor any means
of generating it. Primary territory may also’beyintruded
upon because the apartments are built so close togethér.
Ne ighbourhood satisfaction is 3.75. The ne ighbourhood is

) coarse grain in structure, and conventional in design.

v

3
k.-‘i ‘

W
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v,

:
Z
:;:\
=




, 120

. This neighbourhood allows external primary territory to be
maintained and curtails the p0551b111ty of invasion by
hav1ng on]y single-family units present and a road system
.that is primarily for local. use. Netghbourhood sat1sfact10n
is B, 33 The ne1ghbourhood is coarse gra1n in structure and

convent1ona1 in des1gn
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in this neighbourhood there is a good transition from

private»to public space. The cul-de-sac creates secondary
territoFy for the exclusive use of thgﬁresidenté bordering
oh it. Neighbourhood satisfaction is 6.04. The neighbourhood
is coarse:grainvin structure, and is by definition a

neighbdurhood unit.

5 1 | B
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VITA . , /

Personal EE | | o : /
Don W. Nobbs |

Apt. D 10111-76 Street

"Edmonton |

Phone:469~1515

Age: 27

'PlaCe of Birth: Calgary
Education

B.Sc. (University of Alberta, 1974).

M;A. (University bf Alberta, 1980).,

Thesis TébiC:YEvaluation'of Neighbohrhood Satisfaction

© Chair: Dr, E. Snider | ' | | |

The purpbge of this thesis was‘tg'eQaluate the
satisfaction level of people in sevérél selected résidentiai
neighbourhoods in Edmonton, Alberta. Satisfaction wés |
measdredvin relation to neighbourhood'attribufes cOnsﬁsting}
of density factors, design, social charactefistics of the
-neighbourhood, and level of intérpérsona] relationships

- within each neighbourhood. Thé conc]usioﬁs demonstrate that .
the design of the neighbourhood, and individual household

.were the most important factors for creating the opportunity

122
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for safe, and quiet neighbourhoods, and high levels of

ne ighbourhood satisfaction.

Research Experience

I have received two research ass1stantsh1p awards in
the academic years of 1976/77 and 1977/78

In 1976/77 1 was employed by the Popu]at1on Research
Laboratory at the Unwversuty of Alberta. My duties were to
| assist in the deS1gn and adm1n1strat1on of sample survey
»quest1onna1res Furthermore I was 1nvolved in the tra1n1ng
"of Tay peopTe on the proper procedures for conduct1ng
personaT soc1aT surveys. These individuals were paid to
canvass the city with survey questlonna1res

These quest1onna1res represent the fTrst in a series of
~data base col]ect1ons on the "quality of ]1fe" in the
Edmonton area. These stud1es are collect1ve]y Known as the
Edmonton Area Studies. |

‘In the year 1976/77 1 aTso_did statistical revisions
for Dr. W. McVey, an urban sociologist with the University
of ATberta, with respect to h1s book ent1tled Demograph1c
Basis of Canadian Soc1ety '

In 1977/78 I was agaln g1ven the opportun1ty to ass1st
in the adm1n1strat1on of the second data base collect1on of
the Edmonton Area Study series. ¢

During this period 1 attempted to isolate neighbourhood

~design elements related to breaking ahd entering in dwelling
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units. Dr. L. Kennedy, an urban sdciologist and [ reviewed
data collected 1n Calgary the prevwous year to complete<this
1nvest1gat1on ’

Professional Commissions

| .Ddrihg the summer monthe.of01977 I Was hired by the
Department of Advanced Education and Manpdwer to do a Campus
Develdpment StddenteHQUSjng Study; I held tﬁe pdsition‘of |
Pboject Dihectof.vThe_pu;pdse dfythis study was to

systematize available information concerning student housing

'»facilitieseépkﬂuxalﬂtowns. The modelfdeveloped, was to be
“incorporatef across Alberta to determine'tuture student

housing needs based on enrpllment, demographic,'economic and -

N

-soc1allflctors
- e winter of 1979 1 ass1sted the arch1tectural f1rm ‘
‘J-Holland Christianson on a Campus Hous ing Study of
_5r51ty of Alberta. I prov1ded Mr. D. W1lson, an

Aft with the firm, w1th both"sdeial survey results
;:UB a students hous1ng prOJect oh the campus, that. I
f_ducted in prev1ous years, and a téur of the .
1nt1al sect1on of ‘the bu1ld1ng ' \

lso in the wxnter of 1979 I was employed by the Clark
Re iyec ‘sion Centre to do some SPSS programm1ng l was y |
under the supervision of Mr d Reddon . ’
During th1s per1od I was also employed by Coreweit/to

do some, data analysis. e
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. In December 1879 1 was émployed by the Communi ty
Planning Department of the City of Edmonfon. as a research
'assistant. Mrf B. Gelhay emp?oyed my sérvices for the month
tb update a file of‘taxatidn assessment"ﬁumbers,fohva_

- proposed River Valley Control Bylaw. -

Related Urban Courses

In the .summer of 1978 I took a briéf‘plénning course
from Mr. M. Rutter. This course dealt with the baéic
administrative brocedureé to apply for and successfully

A

receive either a‘spbdivision‘or deve]opment bermit.' 1

Publications
. N |
-Chrhehtly-under‘re;iew"by the International dournal of

~ Community Dévelobment'is an article‘whiqh-r have written

‘, entitied.AASucceséful.Canadian Tenants’ Association.

&

\



