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Housing and Satisfaction with Environment in Singapore*
Introduction

incroasingly‘urban planners and administrators are being
confronted by city dwellers who are unsatisfied with the quality
of urban life, Dissatisfaction may be demonstrated in a re-
latively orderly manner via established bureaucratic channels
although less orderly and more vooal forms of proteét have
also been employed to bring the grievances of citizons to the
attention of cityrgovernments. Reactioms from authorities to
these states of afféirs have ranged from'specifio attempts to
rectify situations through large soaie urban renewal programmes,

to inactivity or active suppression of those who make so bold

as to complain.

Singapore is & nation, basically a city state, with 80

percent of the population classified as urban, where manifestations

of dissatisfaction have not recently been heard. An often

cited reason for the relative quiet of the urban population

is the government's housing programme which has expanded rapidly
in the last decade to the point where today more than 35 per-
cent of the population live in high rise flats administéréd

and generalry oonSUrtcLed by the Housmng and Development Board
(H.D.B. ), a scatuuory board of the governmoat The programme

is far from completed and government policy calls for its con-
tinuing expansion,. '

It is within this context thét the present paper originated.

Our aims are twofold. TFirst, to describe the construction of
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measures of environmental satisfaction, and second to begin
to evaluate the impact of the Singapore government's housing
policy on peoplet’s satisfaction with their urban environment

'bf which housing is an integral part. Giﬁen the abstract

nature of the conoent env1ronmental satlsfactlon, it is perhaps

not too surprlslng to find 1ittle prior research Oanhlch to

draw.q In an attempt to produce measures of satisfaction Wlth

urban environment, therefore, we subjected the data froﬁ two
studies %o the same Itind of methodologlcal Ureatment factor
analysis, The use of this technlque in this context follows
the work done by Morris and Mogey who factor analysed six
measures of satisfactlon.2 v
‘The Data »

The studies are the Housing and Development Board Tenant

Survey (the H. DVB survey) and the Centfal Area Survey, (C.A.S.),

The qou51ng and ﬂe¢e70pment Board came into existence in 1960
when only %% peﬂ cent of the populatlon were accommodated in
public houSLng, and 1mmed1ately engaged in a massive bulldlng

program of hlbh Tise apartment bulldlngs or flats. These are

grouped in areas or estates generally out81de the Central Area

of the city. In late 1968, the H D.B., 1n collaboratlon w1th
the Economic Research Centre located at the Unlver51ty of
Slngapore, undeLuook_a survey of tenants in the H.D.B. ‘
estates, OWNers of flats were excluded from the study. The‘
survey was based on a 10 percent systematic random sampie

compfising a Sotnl of 7,410 households. The respondent

was geperally the head of the household.5 From this sample
a systematic sub-sample of 1,164 cases was drawn for the

present analysis.,

The second survey was a collaborative venture between

-the Department of Sociology, University of Singapore, and

the Office of State and City Planning, a Singapore Government
organization set up to manage the United Nations Development
Programme (Special Fund) in Urban Renewal and Development,4
This survey focussged on the Central Area of Singapore, which
covers about three square miles or aboubt one percent of the
total land area, Imn 1970, about 20 percent of total employ-
ment and 12 percent of the total populatlon could be found
in this area.5 It is characterized by narrow streets and
congested and overcrowded shophouses and tenement buildings.
Aﬁd1according to a leading government planner: '"Because of
age, type of materials used for construction, lack of modern
sanitation and mainbtenance, many of these buildings can be
classified as being 'vripe for demolition', being also a danger
to life md lim’o”,6

Within this area a simple random sample stratified by
blocks, with a sampling ratio of 1 to 600 persons or 1 to

120 households was selected.7 The desired sample size was

© set at 500 with an estimated rate of incompletion of 20 percent.

An obtained sample of 538 households and 503 individuals was
interviewed; in the former, any adultb over eighteen years of

age could act as a key informant for the household, but individuel



respondents were randomly selected, employing Kish's selection

ouide8, for that part of the guestlonnaire concerned with
(=] .

satisfaotlon W1Lh urbun environment. Thus, the respondents

"in the two surveys are not identical, but both represent
1mportant groups of urban residents in Slngapore.

In both surveys, respondents were asked to indicate how
satisfied they were with different aspects of thelr environment,
The Televant items are listed in Tables 1 and 2 as they appeared

in the questloLOﬂlees. Ls can be seen, a large number of the

items are identical. It shoula be nobed that there were minor

dlfrerences in the placement of the questlons in bhe survey
H.D.B, survey, all questions werse asked

instruments; In the

in d single series, while in the ¢.A.S. survey questions were
grouped into those concerned with elements of satisfaction
related to the area of residence and those related to the unit

of residence. This division follows the findings of Morris

and MogejyﬂJ namely that "one may distinguish satisfactions

centerimg on the house from those centering on the neighbours

9

and residential community'.
It should also be mentioned, as will be apparent from

Tables 1 and 2, that the categories on which the items were

rated varied slightly.
(Insert Tables 1 and 2 aboutb here.)
Withoutkwishing'ﬁo dwell for any length of pime on the
data presentéd in these Tables, certaln comparisons are instructi

On the summary ivem relating to satisfaction with living

of the analysws.
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guarters, responscs indicating satisfactiom are more likely
among the H.D.B. Lenants than they are among the central area
residents. The level of satisfaction with transportatlon
.services and nearness Lo other facilities is approx1metely
thevsame among both groups While the central area residents
are somewhat more sablsfled with tae prlce of goods in local

shops and markets.r ’1tn the exoepplon of the flrst these

are not as substﬂmtlaW differences as one might have expected

glven the gquite markod dlfferences in the two areas.

Let us now return to more central matters

the 1dent1—
floatlon of major dlmenSlons cf env1ronmental satlsfactlon
from item clusters amd an assessment of whether these are
largerly consistent across both the Hou51ng Board Fstates and

the Central Area, Such structural con51stency need not be

anticipated, of course, gmven the radlcally dlfferent hou51ng

patterns in theSvohO grouplngs. The procedure employed to

identify the satisfaction dimensions and to determlne their

,oon51stency across the two samples is that of factor analys1s

Wlth a principle oomponents solutlon and varimax rotatlon.

There were no speolal features of the programme used and it

,.Was set to dlsregaro raotors Whlch had elgenvalues 1es° than one,

There were ce rpclm problems in oodlng the data for purposes
Ao can be seen from Tables 1 and 2 uhere

was a hlgh non-response rate for some questlons, partmcularly
those Whlch dld DOU epnly to all respondents for example,r

those w1thout sohool age chlldreq or those llVlnv in lower



floor flakts for whom the question about 1lifts was irrelevant.
In all instances, Non-reponse was treated as a neutral category
between "acceptable” or "somewhat satisfactory" and "unsatis-
vfactory“ or "mot at all satisfactory" and scored accordingly.
This dedision resulbed in a few of the distributions (e.g,,
efficiency of 1lifts) being radically altered, meking 1% unlikely
that the item would fit into a larger factor. Two alternative
decisions would have been to treat non-responses as missing

data or to drop the items with high proportions of non~responses
from the analysis;‘ The first alternative was not possibler
becéuse of a lack of missing data sub routines in the computer
progrémﬁes available o the aubhors at the time of the analysis,
and-fhe cecond was rejected because it was felt that in an
exploratory study asrmuch information as possible should Dbe
retained. There were also tﬁd gquestions which usedwslightly

different responscs cabegories; these were collapsed into three

categories consistent with those used for the rest of the gquestiocr

Results of tqe factor analysis

From the H.D.B., data, six factors were extracted accounting

for approximatcly 44 percent of the variance. Details of the

factor loadings of the items, eigenvalues and proportion of

variance accounted for by each factor are presented in Table 3.

The first faCtOT acoounts for approximaetely 16‘percént of the

varlance the second factor7 about 8 percent,

and the remaining
(Insert Teble 3 aboutb here)

factors, around 4 percen t to 6 percent each. The pattern is

_;pggq}s constiltute a separate factor.

quite'instructive.
The firsﬁ factor is defined by four items related to
general satisfaction With_the flasg occupiedglthe floor on
which'the flat is lgcated, the block in which the flat is
located and the estate itself. No other items have high
loadings on this factor, and we propose to describe the factor
as a "general satisfaction with dwelling neighbourhood”; :
The most 1mpoLnQ_u component of env1ronmental sat13facnlon
among»the H.D.B, Tenants then is based on satisfaction Wlth
the actual,f;at cnd ifs speéific flogr, gloék’andlegfatg
location. In CgﬂtrLSb to the earlier cited flndlngs éf
Morris and Mogey and of Michelson, hbD B. tenants do not
appear to dlSLlQ”ulSh oetween these unlts in Uhelr env1ronment.
rThe second fa tor relates to ease of access to certaln
significant activiby areas; nearness to c1ty, to Work, and to

cinemas, and ease of O“rking. There are several other items

- related to the ease of acceso concept but they do not have

.as high loadings ﬂs do the four items whloh deflne the second

factor. For instance, nearness to markets and shops and

nearness to clinics load together with other 1tems in a third
factor.

, Vea:neso o police statlon does not have a hlgh

loading on any factor and. the ' nearneos items related to
The lack of concentual
clarity in thisvseccnd>facto¢ycannot be overTOOked.

. The thjrd factor is more spe01f1c and refers to the

location and adequecy of ba51c facilities and services, The
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items with high loadings on this factor refer to availability

of goods, nearness to markets, shops and clinics, and the

prices of goods and services. The mix of location and adequacy

'items may be partially explained by the nature of the questions.

For example, respondents may have responded to the "clinice"

part of the '"nearness to clinic! question rather than to the

"nearness" aspect.
The fourth factor is specifically related to bhe quality

of services and environment in the estates: noise, general

¢cleanliness, facilities for rubbish disposal, ventilation in
the flat and public security in the area. The mixing of what

might seem to De 1ltems specific to a flab, such as noise and

ventilation, with items that are related to properties of an
tenants

area is of interest. It may well be that H.D.B.

perceive these problem areas as the responsibility of the
Board and the government rather than problems with which the

tenants themselves can deal. Since there were no questions

in the H.D.B, survey which directly inquired into this general
area of responsibility, this kind of suggestion is speculative,

hut possibly worthy of consideration on the part of the housing

authorities.

The fifth factor has to do with services for children;
the three items with high loadings being nearness to primary

school, nearnese to secondary school and play@round facilitiess,

Finally, factor six is defined agaln by two quite spec1flc

aspects of public transport: satisfaction with bus services

and satisfaction with taxi services. The six factofs and the
percentage of variance each accounts for are presented summarily

in Table 4.

(Insert Table 4 about here)
It is clear that for H.U.B. tenants there are quite

distinct dimensions of environmental satisfaction. Two of

these are fairly general, relating to housing in the first

place, and to access to significant areas in Singapore in the
second. The other four dimensions are much more epecific aﬁd'
they concern the locatlon, adeqﬁacy and quality'df tbe eervices
that are proVided for residents and their children. Therauestion
we want to take up ﬁow’isrwhether the same sort of ebfucture

exists for resid |

lents in the Central Area. Are their priorities

for satisfaction the same? We need not expect identical resulis
because the questloas asked in the two sSurveys were not identical
and because of the ma dlcally dlfLe;eﬂt housing patterns

theless,

never-
‘there are a sufficient number of similar 1tems, and,
al

1 resnondentc are re51dents of the same city, so Slmllarltles

in structure could also be expected.
The results of the factor analysis are preseﬁted in Table 5;
9

as can be seen, five factors have been extracted

accounting
(Iﬂsert Table 5 about here) ‘

for 57 percenv of the ' ac
he variance. The first factor accounts for

approx1mately °5 bercent of variance, the second factor for

anprox1mately 4b pe ceﬂt and the other factors for 1esser

amounts.

Clearly, there are dlfferences in the results of the




two analyses. In the first place, a greater proportion of

variance has been accounted for in this analysis, and the
selution is more parsimonious, since 1t contains fewern,
4”stronger" factors. It is particularly noteworthy that the
first factor alone accounts for 25 percent of variance, and
the second facbtor for a further 1& percent. ‘ )

) We have called the flret factor quallty of hou51ng, and
1t is defined Dby the first seven items presented in Table 5.

These all refer o gquibe concrete aspects of the Central Area

':esidents houging: The adequacy of toilet fac111t1es, bathlng

facilities, cooking space, size of r951dent1al unlt and S0 on.
xhe factor does not match completely one from the earlier H.D.B.

analy51s 51nce the Central Area survey included 2 number of

1tems not found in the tenant survey. However,»the H D.B.

) factor somewhat comn perable to the above is the fourth factor
”quallty of ba 0111t1cs and serv1ces” which only accounted

for 5 percent of the variance. The finding mavaell reflect

‘the physlcal differences in the two areas: new, high density

and old, overcrowded

low 1ncome housing ”states on the one hand,

shop houses on the 0uher. Many of the ba51c fa0111t1es have
been provided Tor 1n the H.D. B estates and thue thls factor
ehouid not‘be exbectcd to constitube as 1mportant a part of
the teqant‘erenvirogment as 1t is of those living in the Central
Arég. s S | : S

) An alternaclve 1nterpretablon of this flrst factor mlght

relate it to the Llrst factor, general hou51ng satlsfactlon,

isolated in the H,D,B.

analysis,

It should be noted that a
general gquestion about overall satisfaction with. present
living quarters does load on this first factor for Central

N 4 . . . -
rea residents. This question is obviously similar to the

kinds of questions which constitute the general satisfaction
factor for H.D.B. residents.

It is i ting
interesting to note, too,.that the amount of vari-

ance explained by the first. factor in the C,A.S. analysis is
almost identicel. with that explained by. the two factors we

have been congidering. from the H.D.B. analysis. It might

seem reasonable %o conclude,. therefore, that the quality of
housing factor from the Central Area. survey can best be thought
of as subsuming the general satisfaction and quality of basic
facilities and services factors 1dent1f1ed in the H.,D.B. study.
The second factor extracted in the C.A.S. analysis. relates
to. transport services, and the items defining it are satisfaction
with taxi and satisfaction with bus services. in the area.

This factor is. the same as the sixth factor in the H.D.B. survey

3 - c N ’
although transport services are clearly a more important source
of satisfaction/dieeatisfection in the Central Area, as

1ndicated;by'thewdifferences in the amount of variance explained

The third factor has to do with schooling, and the two

‘items defining it concern satisfaction with distance from both

primary and secondary schools.. Again,.this is very similar
to the fifth factor in the H.D.B. analysis, adequacy of services

for children, although the nearness to playground item which
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loaded guite highly on this factor in the H.D.B. analysis

hes its highest loéding on the fourth factor in this analysis,
The fourth C.4:8, factor resembles the third H.D.B.

factor, location and adequacy of basic facilities d@nd services.

As can be seen, the ibems defining the factor are those deal-
ing with -satisfaction with distance from markets, medical
services, cinema and playgrounds, and one concerning satis-
faction with prices of ‘goods. Factor five has to do with

matters of clemnliness and safety: satisfaction with rubbish

d15posalﬂéervidés,fthé‘general-Cleanlineés of thé area and
personal safety in -the éﬁea; ITtems similar to these loaded
on Factor four in the:H.D.B. analysis. The present factor,:
nowever, is somewhot more specific.
Table 6 presénts a swmmary of the factors and the percentage
“(Insert Table 6 about here)

‘of variance accounted for by each; As with the H.D.B. survey,
there are qui%e disbinct factors of environmental satisfaction
which are clearly differentially important to those living in
the Central Area. ~As noted previously, some of these factors
are roughlykéomparabléito those identified earlier’and there
appear to be 1arge areas of commonality in the way in which
H.D.B. benants and Central Area residents view their environ-
ment. To an imporbant extent, both groups evaluate the same
‘aspects though differences have emerged in terms of differential

weights given o the same factors by the two groups.
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Levels of Environmental Satisfaction

Thus far, we have talked only about the basic components
of setisfaction with the urban environment. We have not
systematically attempted to measure the degree of satisfaction
expressed by the groups, although in Tables 1 and 2, the dis-
tribution of responses to the various questions gave an indi-
cation of different levels of satisfaction for particular
elements. In the‘present section, we propose to consider
this issue more rigorously and determine whether differences
exist between the H.D.B, and Central Area resideénts in their
level of satisfaction with the basic factors Which'ha&e been
identified. By comparing satisfaction scores of H.D.B. tenants
whose housing consists of high~rise flats with the scores of
Central Area residents whose housing consists primerily of
shop, row and tenement houses, we can evaluate directly the
impact of housing form on satisfaction with the urban environ-
ment.

In light of the consistency in the factors of satisfaction
identified in the two areas, few differences between the H.D.B.
and Central Area residents might be expected. On the other
hand, the great difference between the housing patberns in
the estateg and the Central Area might lead one to expect the

- s . .
Tormer to be more satisfied with their environment; after all,

their hogsing is relatively new and the importance ofrthe

housing component in both factor analysis has been clear.




- 44 =

The methodology used is relatively straightforward; a

mean score for sach factor is obtained from the mean scores

of tﬁe items defining each factor. The results are shown in

Table 7. In general, the.scores fall between the "saﬁisfactory”

énd "acceptable" categories in the H.D.B. survey and between

the "very satisfactory" and "somewha’ satisfactory" categdries

in the Centrélrﬂrea SUTVEY, indicating a relatively high level

of satisfaction for both groups of residents. o
(Tnsert Table 7 about here)

As can be seén, thé'only factors between which comparisons
are gquite impossible are the lést two, one from each of the
analyses. fhere ooﬁparisons'are posgible, the differences
are not large.,® Provisibns for schooling are evaluated some-
what more positively by the-H;D.B. tenants, although, interest-
ingly, this factor shows the highest dissatisfaction scores
for both groups of residents. The location and adequacy of
basic facilitiles an& services are seen a little more'posiﬁiVely
by the Central area residents. It was argued earlier that
the factor quality of housing (identified in the Central Area
Study) had much in common with the two H.D.B. factors;1Quality
of basic facilities and services and general satisfaction and
scores

indeed might subsume ‘them both. Comparing the mean

on this factor with the mean scores on both. the H.D.B. factors

*Tt should be noted that no tests of statistical significance
have been used despite the random nature of both samples
since the factors arc not completely comparable.
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again suggests that the differences are not great, although
marginally, the Central Area residents are the more satisfied.

Finally, an unweighted mean of the mean factor sores B
shows little difforence between the two groups, demonstfating
that housing form seems to have little effect on residenfsﬂ
satisfaction with their environment.

To explore this last finding further, it was decided to
compute the mean scorss of each factor for the ten H.D.é,
housing estates which were covered in the survey. . The results
in Table 8 sghow

(Insert Table 8 sbout here)
clearly that there is greater variation between estate residents
than there is bebween estate and non-estate residents. . Again
housing form is shown not to have any consistent relationship
with satisfaction with the environment.

It should alsc be noted from Table 8 that the school factor
is the source of greatest dissatisfaction in all estates, but
that in certain estates, dissatisfaction with the ease of access
to activity areas, is also high relative to other factors and
other estates. The general satisfaction measure (which it
will be recalledvexplains the greatest amount of vériation
in satisfaction) and the location and adequacy of basic facil-
ities and services factor have the lowest mean scores, indic-
ating that residents have higher levels of satisfaction along

these dimensions, R
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The urban planner can be guided by variations of this
sort. The planning strategies called for if aspects of the
environment which are of critical importance to the residents
of urban areas are unfavourably evaluated are presumably
different from those requifed if unfavourable evaluations are
made of environmental features. which are not of central concern
to residents.

Conclusion

While this paper has shown that housing form,‘as a single
phenomenon, does not appear to differemtiate the general level
of environmental satisfaction among Singapore residents, it
would be wrong to conclude that housing has no impact. Before
we can do so what must be examined are specific dimensions of
housing such as density, number of rooms and nousehold size
and obther socio-demographic measures such as class, dependency

ratio, length of residence, etc.ﬂo

These variables may well
predict satisfaction differentially =cross units such as
esbates, ‘blocks, and floors, making 1t necessary to control
on these latbter variables as well., Important also are socletal
variables such as the rate of economic growth, employment
opportunities and transportation.

The similarity in the conceptualization of the environment
(admittedly environment was partially defined, though not

ordered in the questionmnaire)} by residents living in radically

différent forms of housing would seem ® offer encouragement to

-replication efforts to understand the main components of

-17 -

environment.

before any complete conceptualization is accomplished and this
conceptdélization may well véry with culture, complicating

the fiel&work procedurosf Nevertheless, in view of the fact
that many cities throughout the world are rlanning large urban
housingrefforts, though possibly not on the scale of Singapore's
programme, we would hope that our attempts to define environ-
ment in Singapore offer some guidélines. We would also hope
that housing fozm, per se, is not viewed as a simple key for

producing & more satisfied urban population.

Certainly considerable fieldwork will be necessary
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Footnotes
*The research for this paper was supporbted by the Office of
State and. City Planning, formerly a Unitéd Nations Devglopmént
Programme funded project in the Ministry of Law & Nationgl
Development, Singapore, and now merged with the Planning
Depaftment in the same Ministh. The opinions in this paper

are solely those of the authors and in no way .caén they be

considered thoge of the Government of Singapore.

1Two studies which specifieally attempt. to quantify,satisfaction
with urban environment are Donald Appleyard and Mark Lintell,
"The Environmental Quality of City Streets: The Residents'’

Viewpoint", Journcl of the American Institute of Plannerg,

28 (March, 1972), pp. 84-101, and R.N. Morris and John Mogey,

The Sociology of Houging, (London: Routledge & Kegan Paul,1965)

Two studies which seek to define an ideal environment are Mark
Hinshaw and Kathryn Allot, "Environmental Preferences of

Future Housing Consumers", Journal of the American Institute

of Planners, 38 (March, 1972), pp. 102-107 and W. Michelson,
"pin Empirical Analysis of Urban Environmental Preferences"”,

Journal of the American Institute of Planners, 32 {November,

1866) pp. 355-%60, A study on ideal housing is F.C. Ladd,

"Black Youths View Their Environment: Some Views of Housing",

Journal of the American Institube of Plammers, 38 (March, 1972),

pp. 108-116.

2Morris and Mogey, 0D Cib., pp. 135~136
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5Unfortunate;y,"bhere‘has been no write-up as yet of the sampl-
ing procedure used in this survey. It is clear, however, from
the 1nstructilions given to the interviewers that an adult other
thanrthe household head could be interviewed as the key

informant for the household when the household head dould not

ve contacted. See Manual of Instruétions, Housing and Develop-

ment Board Sample Household Survey 1968, mimeo., July 1968,
Singapore, p. 4. Thus, the sample Wouid appear to be a random
one of households, but not of household heads. The degree of
thisrsubstitufion cannot bekdetefmined, but is assumed to be

low.

4This project was featured in the April 1971 issue of the .

Royal Australian Planning Institubte Journal.

i .
5Ong Teng Cheong, "Singapore Cenbral Area Planning - Some

Major Considerations"”, Bandar, 2 (December, 1970) p. 5.

6Alan F.C. Choe, "Urban Renewal in Singapore", Bandar, 1

|
(October, 1969), p. 15.

7For a description of the sampling technique and check data,
see Peter D. Weldon, City Area Survey - Special Report on
Sempling, miméo., September, 1969, Office of State and City

Planning, Singapore.
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& Environmental Satisfaction: Factor Analysis of Satisfaction
9 in Hous;ng and Development Board Estates .
©
S .
By Factor No, . 1 2 3 4 5 I
. [0 . je)
o8 Q Eigen Value 3.9 2.0 1.4 1.3 1.2 1.2
e g Percentage of Total Variance15.6 23,5 29.0 34,2 39,1 43,8
PN S (Cumulative) ,
”cfsc;){:}- FAFNOO W D FO-TOTN A N O -
’ ad DAY - < QY ~ =~ Hﬁ s e
= e é‘m Variablie ; Factor Loading
@ B gﬁ _ Satisfaction with block .82 Neg -.10 . =, 11 Neoy! -.06
0 1@ 1 5 3 i 2 . .
f;’ - écg) ' Sat:‘_sfact%on Wf.th esw:ate 77 » .01 -.16 .06 -,01 -2
s § o ;h?\l\g Satisfaction with flat ) -.05 .01 -.28 .07 ~. 04
% Y - Satisfaction with floox .62 ~-.20  -.02  -.25 .05 .10
P LSS boomos MO recod® o e &Y &  Nearness to work , A3 -68 =01 0 .42 =10
B LD e RVRVRKVKNNQE AN I E ~d Nea £ . , _—
s | g% ggg  Hearness to city ‘ w12 -.38 -.08 .06 .04 40
E laa 8ﬁ§ Parking facilities .06 =47  -,08 " -.39 .10 .00
g . gL Nearness %o cinema 211 -.22 -.08 .09 + 11 ~, 04
i b SRS Availability of goods in
a % gi & markets and shop -05 =05 =20 -1 -09 =14
N O E 2.

AWK qg;\ N O = O D O D Bﬁé“\ Nearness to markets & ishops. .15 .12 -.65 .08 .04 -4

® 41(0\ ?Ev jﬁr##:ﬂo =+ L0 00 NNTRADS D 08 é’?cjrg _ Prices of goods & services ~ .00 —. 54 -.59 -.06 .09 .10
3 i ot T P -

E o; ﬁc‘B, § g o %8_3 Nearness to clinics .12 .08 -.24 =.07 <09 -3
) 2 : ks e - Amount of noise . - 3
- ) %Dm : EE ém §§E . . 16 .01 .06 -68 .10 -03
el _{j ig o (DE a2l ‘ émg eneral cleanliness of bldg. .18 .02 -.13 -.67 -.02 -.06
4% . m’_H{:- ﬁ T ,E 5@,2 Rubbisgh disposal » 1 .03 -,09 -.60 . O4 ~-.08
Q‘a ‘ %:E% g %if—ga%t% é%z Z‘EZ Ventilation in flat L33 -,05 L02 -.49 .03 -.05
E s 8 E fg8 dxH ouf Public security .10 .08 -,07  =.37 .02 -.27

- Ire ) . ——
o0 E,c{ # o8 W ;;;g “g g+ &  Nearness to Primary Schools -,02 ~.17 -,06 -.02 -.72 - 04
o @ %é E gg gg %% . % o i"\; Nearness to Secondary Schools.08 ol .00 0% .69 .02
. . S 2
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_ : : =y o ea  Taxi servi - 7
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Table 4

The Structure of Environmental Satisfaction:

H.D.B, Tenants

Amount of e lalned
Variance - ﬁ)

General satisfaction with dwell~- . .

ing neighbourhood 16
Base of access to significant
T areas of activity - ) 8
-4Locatlon and adequacy of bas1c
facilities and serv1ces 5
Quallty of basic fa0111t1es and
services - » : ; 5
Adequacy of»serviﬁeg;fér chi1drgn 5
. Adequacy of btransport services - 5
Total : Ba

Environmental Satisfection:

Table 5

analysis of Satisfaction Items

Central Area Residents Factor

Factdr No.

1 2 3 4 5

Eigen Valve 4,7 2.7 1.3 1.1 1.0
Percentate of total variance 24,9 39.3 45.9 51.9 57.3

(Cumulamlve) . . ‘

Variable Factor Loading

Toilet facilibies .87 -0 .04 .oa .03
Bathing facilities .87 -.04 .03 .07 -.01
Cooking space .77 =06 -.00 .07 A3
Housing size .69 ~. 071 .10 ~,10- .24
Present living quarters .62 -, 04 .05 .07 »19
Circulation of fresh air .60 .07 .05 -.01 .29
Amount of noise in area .53 .7 -.19 . 2L .28
Taxi service - -.01 -.85 Nl -4 .12
Bus gervice 071 -.85 .05 <11 .15
Nearness to secondary schools .O? 12 .88 .04 071
Nearness to primary schools .02 -.08 .76 « 56 .07
Nearness to markets -.02 -.07 ,02 .64 .25
Nearness to medical service .18  —.40 .12 .61 =17
Nearness to cinema ~.O§ - 42 .17 58 -.16
Nearness to playground .O$ -.07 .15 .57 .03
Price of goods .04 -.04 -.05 A4 « 57
Rubbish disposal service .5% .00 .04 .07 .59
selememniiess of g0 o5 .09 .3
Personal safety .17 -.20 .08 .02 .67




Table 6

tlon
ture of Bnvironmental Satlsfac
The Stz Central Area Re51denus

Amount of Variance

explained (%) - -

Factor
Quality of nousisg 2
Adequacy of‘transpoff services ’44
.Schooling 7 :
Location and adequacy of basic .
facilities and services ; ] a
Safety and cleanlinesst 5 -
Total ' t 58

Table 7

Levels of Satisfaétwon of H’D B. Tenants
and Central Area Residents

Medn Scores
Factor Name ) H.D.B. Central Area

A, General Satisfaction with
dwelling neighbourhood 1.47 -

B. Quality of &ouSTH”V

Quality of Basic Ha0111tles 1.80 1.91
and Services .

C. Schooling
Adeguacy of Schools and 2.45 2,10
Playgrounds .

D, Location and Adequacy of -
Basic ﬂa01lltves & Serv1ces 1.60 1.76

E. Adequacy of Lransnort |
73 ‘ 1.76

|
Serv1ces ﬁ \
o y | a
|
F. Ease of Access to Activity
Areas . . 2.170 : -
G. Bafety and Cleanliness f— 1.69

Total 1.86 1.84
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