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:

This report was prepared pursuant to a 
contract with the Department of Housing 
and Urban Development (HUD). The state­
ments and conclusions contained herein 
are those of the authors and do not neces­
sarily reflect the views of the U.S. 
Government in general or HUD in particular, 
nor do they necessarily reflect the views 
of the University of Illinois. Neither 
the United States nor HUD makes any 
warranty, expressed or implied, or assumes 
responsibility for the accuracy or com­
pleteness of the information herein.



FOREWORD

Between 1972 and 1977, the University of Illinois Housing Research 
and Development Program conducted research under a Ford Foundation grant 
to determine the degree of residential satisfaction in housing developments 
for low- and moderate-income families. In 1977, HUD's Office of Policy 
Development and Research asked the University to synthesize current 
knowledge of the relationship between residential satisfaction and the 
planning, design, and management of the housing developments. This 
report brings together both research efforts.

Since residential satisfaction is an area in which there has been 
little research, and the report was not intended to be definitive, 
readers should be aware of both its strengths and its weaknesses, 
report is not intended to be a "how-to" manual providing design and 
management standards or guidelines or suggesting ways to change them. 
Rather, based on an analysis of questionnaires, interviews, direct 
observation, and archival records, it discusses those factors that are 
important in fostering residents satisfaction. While the report is 
based on scientific research that may be of a better technical quality 
than some earlier studies, additional corroboration is needed before 
broad conclusions can be drawn.

The

The 37 housing developments selected for evaluation in the initial 
research represent a limited sample, and some of the characteristics 
they share may not be common to all assisted housing. The report does 
attempt, however, to integrate what was learned from the 37 developments 
with findings of other researchers. In some cases, the report's recommenda­
tions run contrary to established policy or commonly held views. These 
results, in particular, should be subjected to more extensive analysis 
based on larger sample sizes. Meanwhile, implementation of the recommenda­
tions should be done in an experimental mode.

Some of the limitations of the report are matters of omission. For 
example, the contractor did not consider the important financial and 
business factors associated with the provision and operation of housing. 
Other limitations result from the complexity of the questions addressed-- 
questions involving human behavior and the variety of manifestation it 
entails-- and the scarcity and discontinuity of research in the area. A 
very large amount of information was gathered in the course of evaluating 
the housing developments. To keep the report from being unnecessarily 
bulky, a number of statistical results have been omitted. If the above 
caveats are kept in mind, this report can be of use to its intended 
audience: housing planners, designers, managers, and HUD staff. In 
addition, many topics covered in the report are relevant not only to 
HUD-assisted housing but to multifamily housing in the private sector.
I am pleased to share this report with you.

Donna E. Shalala
Assistant Secretary for
Policy Development and Research
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
Page

Reference

The focus of the research on which this report is based has 
been the concept of residents' satisfaction with their living 
environment. We asked the questions: what factors contribute 
to make residents satisfied with the place in which they live? 
which of these factors are amenable to manipulation by govern­
ment agencies, planners, designers, and managers?

The reasons for using the residents' satisfaction concept as a 
criterion for evaluating housing developments are explained in 
greater detail in the report, but they can be summarized here 
as follows:

1-2

a) traditionally the point of view of the residents has 
not been sufficiently stressed either in research or 
in the formulation and evaluation of policy, and

b) a number of undesirable social and operational conse­
quences of ignoring the residents' point of view have 
become apparent.

Of course, it is necessary, particularly at the policy level, 
to take into account other criteria, in addition to residents' 
satisfaction. For instance, economic soundness or political 
viability cannot be ignored. Nevertheless, in light of the 
available experience with existing housing it seems clear that 
these and other desirable criteria are unlikely to be met when 
the residents are not satisfied with their housing.

The study from which this report originates had three major 
goals. The first was a methodological objective: the develop­
ment of valid and reliable research measures for assessing 
residents' satisfaction. The second objective was substantive: 
the evaluation of a number of projects for the purpose of 
identifying and measuring aspects of the residents and their 
neighbors, of the physical environment, and of management that 
influence residents' satisfaction. These first two objectives 
were achieved with the assistance of a $261,000 grant 
from the Ford Foundation.

1-1

The third objective was to make the findings of the study 
available to government agencies, legislators, planning and 
architectural firms, management firms, owners, and others in­
volved in publicly assisted housing. This report, made possible 
by a contract from the Department of Housing and Urban Develop­
ment, is intended to fulfill this third objective.

ES-1



In order to conduct the evaluation mentioned above, we developed 
a variety of research instruments such as questionnaires and 
interviews (administered both to tenants and to managers), 
direct observations of physical housing characteristics, ob­
servations of residents' behavior, and examinations of records 
held by managers, housing authorities and architectural firms. 
These instruments were used to collect data in 37 developments 
located in a variety of settings — from central city to rural 
locations — in 10 states ranging from New York to California.
Ten of these developments were Public Housing, the other 27 
were privately owned (including 11 owned by state housing de­
velopment agencies and 2 owned by a city housing development 
corporation) and had received public assistance under Titles 
221(d)3, 221(d)4 or Section 236 of the National Housing Act.
The length of time these developments had been occupied varied 
between 33 years and three months. All projects had been de­
signed for general occupancy, with the exception of one that had 
been designed exclusively for elderly occupants. Racial compo­
sition of the population, within developments, varied between 
totally white and totally black. Two sites had a substantial 
Spanish-speaking population and one had an American Indian 
population. Twenty-nine sites had low-rise (one-to-three 
stories) construction, five were high-rise apartment buildings 
(with some low-rise mixture), and three were rehabilitated 
medium-size (three-to-five stories) structures.

These developments were extensively studied, by using the re­
search instruments mentioned previously. The research pro­
duced a very large amount of information. For instance, by 
using four different questionnaire forms, responses were obtain­
ed to a total of 319 items from over 1900 residents. The 
managers' questionnaire contained responses to 466 items. More 
than 18,000 behavioral observations were recorded. Social status 
and demographic information was obtained for 3900 residents.

The data thus obtained were analyzed by means of multivariate 
procedures, including factor analysis, multiple regression, 
and path analysis. Results of these analyses are described in 
detail in the body of the report. Whenever possible, these 
results were compared with findings from other studies.

Because our study was carefully conducted in a methodologically 
sound manner, a high level of confidence can be placed in these 
findings. However, as in any scientific research, corrobora­
tion of these results will depend, to some extent, on their 
being supported by findings of other studies. Our findings 
and recommendations are outlined below.

2-1

2-4

2-5

2-9

7-1
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MOST RESIDENTS (66 PERCENT/ VS. 19 PFRCENT) WERE
SATISFIED WITH HUD-ASSISTED HOUSING,

The overwhelming negative image of assisted housing fre­
quently encountered in impressionistic and journalistic 
accounts is not deserved by these developments.

1- 3-1

Based on the experience of Public Housing, 221(d) 3,
221(d)4, and Section 236, supply side assistance programs 
should continue to be pursued as a viable means of pro­
viding housing which is satisfactory to its occupants, 
in addition to other assistance efforts such as housing 
allowance or other types of direct assistance.

2. WHEN PROPERLY DESIGNED AND MANAGED. HUD-ASS I STEP
HOUSING WAS AS SATISFACTORY AS, OR MORE SATIS­
FACTORY THAN j HOUSING IN THE OPEN MARKET,

3-5
4-8

In a number of the 37 assisted developments we studied, 
the residents appeared to be more satisfied than residents 
in open market housing, particularly when assisted de­
velopments were perceived to represent a "better buy" 
than other housing.

Successful design and management features of existing 
developments should be applied both to present and future 
housing in order to bring all HUD-assisted developments 
to the levels of satisfaction now attained in only a 
limited number of projects.

3. THERE WERE NO SIGNIFICANT DIFFERENCES IN LEVELS
OF SATISFACTION THAT WERE ATTRIBUTABLE TO DIFFER­
ENCES IN ASSISTANCE PROGRAMS,

Differences in satisfaction among residents assisted by 
different programs were very small and in most cases not 
statistically significant.

3-3
7-9

HUD should concentrate on strengthening and fine-tuning 
existing and past programs rather than pursuing the hope 
that new types of assistance programs, per se, will result 
in greater satisfaction. However, results from other 
studies tend to indicate that, under certain conditions, 
cooperative developments may be somewhat more successful. 
Thus, further research involving larger co-op samples is 
needed.

I

n. WHILE MANY INTERRELATED ASPECTS INFLUENCED RESI­
DENTS' SATISFACTIO

3-5
4-6THREE MAJOR FACTORS EXPLAINED

PERCENT) OF THE TOTAL 7-3A HIGH PROPORTION
7-5VARIANCE IN OVERALL SATISFACTION, THESE WERE:

SATISFACTION WITH OTHER RESIDENTS, PLEASANT
APPEARANCF, AND ECONOMIC VALUE.

7-7
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1

:sOur data corroborated the hypothesis that residents 
satisfaction with housing is influenced by both physical 
and non-physical aspects. A model containing 16 indices 
pertaining to these aspects showed a high degree of 
complexity and interdependence among characteristics of 
the residents and their neighbors, of the physical 
environment, and of management.

Simplistic approaches that concentrate on one aspect of 
housing to the detriment of other satisfaction-related 
factors should be avoided. The policies and strategies 
most likely to be successful are those in which the 
complexity and interdependence of residents ' character- 
istics3 physical environmental attributes3 management 
factors3 and economic value are taken into account. 
Specifically3 assessments of housing quality should in­
clude not only "objective" physical measures but also 
perceptions of both physical and non-physical aspects.

i :
ii

;

r

j
}

'
1

5. AS A WHOLEi THE RESIDENTS IN OUR SAMPLE OF HUD-
ASSI STEP HOUSING WERE A NON-HOMOGENEOUS POPULA­
TION WITH RESPECT TO A NUMBER OF SOC IQ-DEMOGRAPHIC

■4-1
4-3

■

:CHARACTERISTICS INCLUDING INCOME, EDUCATION,
VALUES, AND LIFESTYLES. DIFFERENCES IN THESE
CHARACTERISTICS WERE RELATED TO DIFFERENCES IN
SATISFACTION LEVELS AND IN ASPECTS PREDICTING
SATISFACTION, DIFFERENCES IN SOCIO-DEMOGRAPHIC
CHARACTERISTICS WERE PERCEIVED MORE ACCURATELY
BY TENANTS THAN BY MANAGEMENT.

\
■

1
■i

Socio-demographic differences among households in HUD- 
assisted housing should be brought to the attention of 
designers and managers. For designers3 the implication 
of socio-demo graphic differences may involve greater 
flexibility and variety of design solutions. For managers, 
it should result in increased readiness to perceive 
tenant heterogeneity3 thus making it easier to tailor 
management's policies and practices to the various sub­
groups living in a development.

6. THE MORE OTHER RESIDENTS IN THE DEVELOPMENT WERE
PERCEIVED TO BE SIMILAR TO ONESELF, THE HIGHER
THE LEVEL OF SATISFACTION WITH OTHER RESIDENTS
AND WITH LIVING IN THAT DEVELOPMENT.

Both our data and the comments from our respondents in­
dicate that satisfaction with one's neighbors in the 
development and overall satisfaction were higher when 
other residents were perceived as having similar beliefs 
about right and wrong, similar childrearing ideas, simi­
lar interests and similar education.

4-5
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A re-examination of policies fostering deliberate socio­
economic mix should be undertaken, including further re­
search on this aspect. Presently available findings 
(discussed more fully in the report) suggest that mixing 
households having widely different moral beliefs, life­
styles j and educationy should be avoided uiithin a. bXyigLz 
deveZopmowt.

7. 4-5THE PERCEPTION THAT OTHER RESIDENTS WERE FRIENDLY
AND WELL-BEHAVED WAS A VERY IMPORTANT COMPONENT
OF OVERALL SATISFACTION.

Satisfaction with other residents as neighbors was closely 
related to similarity, friendliness and trustworthiness, 
the degree to which they cared for upkeep and cleanliness, 
the degree of privacy, lack of crowding, and protection 
from crime and vandals, and the degree to which manage­
ment rules and performance were perceived to have an 
effect on these aspects.

Within our sample we found different policies and prac­
tices concerning applicants. For instance, in a number 
of projects, credit and reference checks on new appli­
cants were not carried out. But even when some kind of 
screening of new applicants existed, it was not always 
effective in keeping undesirable tenants from being ad- 
mi tted.

4-7

Admission and eviction policies and practices should be 
continuously re-examined and re-evaluated in terms of 
their effectiveness in fostering acceptable residents ' 
behavior. In the case of developments targeted to de­
pendent householdsy appropriate social service programs 
together with firmness by management in enforcing be­
havior rules appear to be needed.

8. NOT FEELING STIGMATIZED FOR LIVING IN ASSISTED
HOUSING WAS STRONGLY ASSOCIATED WITH OVERALL
SATISFACTIONj BUT ONLY 15
RESPONDENTS FELT THEY WERE SO STIGMATIZED.

4-10
PERCENT OF OUR

Design features and management attitudes similar to 
those expected by housing consumers in the private sec­
tor should be encouraged.

ES-5
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9. THF APPEARANf.F OF THF PHYSICAL ENVIRONMENT WAS
AN IMPORTANT CQMPONFNT OF RESIDENTS SATISFAC-

5-10

TIM.
Attractive appearance was a strong predictor of overall 
satisfaction. It was not associated with any particu­
lar architectural style, but rather with the specific 
treatment of buildings, units, and grounds. Variety 
in shapes and materials, bright colors, good landscap­
ing and pleasant views, a sense of elegance and newness 
and the lack of an institutional look were strongly 
associated with pleasant appearance. Maintenance, as 
influenced by management's and residents' care, was also 
related to appearance. These findings indicate that 
attractiveness of the physical environment should be 
considered as a social need and not just as an abstract 
esthetic concern.

The attitudes of designers and their clients should re­
flect a greater concern with those visual aspects that 
appear to be important to the residents themselves. 
These attitudes are likely to be reinforced if the pro­
cess by which submissions are reviewed and approved by 
HDD included stronger consideration of these visual 
attributes. Post-occupancy evaluations and in-depth 
assessments of innovative designs can help in uncover­
ing such attributes.

10. 5-22PERCEPTIONS OF SPACIOUSNESS AND PRIVACY WERE
MODERATELY STRONG PREDICTORS OF OVERALL SATIS- 5-23
FACTION.

I More attention should be paid to matching space needs 
of tenants to the number and size of rooms. In terms 
of design, kitchens and storage rooms appear frequently 
to be too small. In the area of management, assignment 
of units that do not contain sufficient number of rooms, 
particularly for families with several children, should 
be avoided. There is a need for improving aural and 
visual privacy. Sound transmission standards should be 
upgraded, possibly by more stringent performance speci­
fications. Fences and screens around patios, backyards 
and balconies should be provided as a means of achiev­
ing visual privacy.

ES-6



11. LOCATION WAS FOUND TO BE ASSOCIATED WITH OVER­
ALL SATISFACTION. BUT IT WAS NOT A CONTROLLING 
FACTOR.

5-1

Locational factors, particularly in regard to crime, 
vandalism and other socially undesirable behavior in 
the neighborhood immediately surrounding a development, 
should receive more careful attention before a decision 
is made to build. When undesirable neighborhood 
characteristics exist, design and management features 
will have to compensate for such undesirable conditions 
if a satisfactory environment is to be obtained.

!

12. 5-2DENSITY. PER SE, WAS NOT A PREDICTOR OF RESI­
DENTS SATISFACTION.
Measures of density should not be used in assessing the 
potential for residents' satisfaction of design propos­
als. Rather, specific solutions to problems of 
spaciousness and privacy should be evaluated.

13. SMALLER DEVELOPMENTS TENDED TO BE ONLY SLIGHTLY 5-3
MORE SUCCESSFUL.
The relative weakness of size as a predictor should 
serve as caution, however, against making undue gener­
alizations. All that can be said is that for smaller 
developments certain design and management issues appear 
easier to deal with.

In most instances, keeping the size of a development 
relatively small should make it easier to cope with 
factors associated with overall satisfaction.

M. 5-4THE TYPE OF SITE LAYOUT WAS NOT RELATED TO
RESIDENTS' SATISFACTION. *
In assessing the site plan of a proposed development, 
the type of site layout should be considered in connec­
tion with the manner in which it may solve specific 
problems offered by a particular site, rather than in 
regard to a preconceived notion of its intrinsic ad­
vantages .

ES-7
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I
iTHFRF WAS NO SIGNIFICANT DIFFERENCE IN QVFRAI L 

SATISFACTION RFTWEEN SUBSAMPLES OF. RESIDENTS 
1IVING IN HIGH-RISE AND LOW-RISE DEVELOPMENTS.

Our analyses indicate that well designed and well 
managed high-rise housing can be as satisfactory as 
any other well designed and well managed building type. 
Indeed, in our sample the high-rise residents were more 
satisfied than low-rise residents with privacy from 
neighbors, recreation facilities and parking arrange­
ments. We also found that aspects of privacy from 
neighbors, having desirable neighbors in the 2-3 block 
area around the development, and being secure from 
crime and vandalism were more important for residents 
of high-rises than for those living in low-rise develop­
ments.

15. 5-8

\
\

)

When high-rise housing is contemplated as a result of 
economic or planning conditions, it should not be re­
jected off-hand as inherently unsatisfactory. Rather, 
it should be assessed in regard to specific satisfac­
tion-related aspects that are important for the resi­
dents.

£

16. THE TYPE AND QUALITY OF THE FACILITIES AND
AMENITIES PROVIDED WERE MODERATELY STRONG PRE­
DICTORS OF RESIDENTS SATISFACTIQnT

5-29

All efforts should be made to provide more than minimal 
facilities and amenities. Landscaping and recreation 
areas should be treated as an integral part of the 
necessities of a satisfying residential environment. 
Whenever possible, private or semi-private parking and 
laundry facilities should be provided. HUD policies 
and practices should support reasonably high levels of 
facilities and amenities.

17. MANAGEMENT ASPECTS WERE STRONG PREDICTORS OF
RESIDENTS SATISFACTION.

Among specific aspects highly associated with satisfac­
tion with management were perceptions that management 
was respectful, friendly and cooperative, that the 
policies and rules were appropriate and were being 
fairly and equally enforced, that repairs were made 
promptly, that maintenance was adequate, and that there 
was good protection from crime and vandalism.

6-1
6-2
6-17

;
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Housing authorities and other owners of assisted hous­
ing developments should place greater emphasis on 
tenant-oriented management practices. Management pro­
fessionalization efforts, including management training 
and certification3 should he stepped up.

18, A NUMBER OF MANAGEMENT POLICIES AND RULES WERE
PERCEIVED AS UNSATISFACTORY BY THE RESIDENTS,

6-3
6-5
6-23

Rules should he aimed at insuring orderly and peaceful 
coexistence and reasonable upkeep> not at making manage­
ment's job easier. Rules should respect tenants' pri­
vacy and permit reasonable decoration and personaliza­
tion by tenants. Enforcement of rules should be fair 
and equal.

i
: 19. management's performance in providing adequate

MAINTENANCE AND IN RESPONDING QUICKLY AND 
EFFECTIVELY TO TENANTS COMPLAINTS WAS GENERALLY

6-11: 6-12
6-17

NOT SATISFACTORY.
Only about half of our respondents were satisfied with 
management response to complaints, and only 30 to 50 
percent of respondents considered that a number of 
specific items in the development were well maintained.

The delivery of management services should be improved 
to insure more prompt and effective responses to ten­
ants' complaints and higher maintenance standards.

20. PROTECTION FROM CRIME AND VANDALISM WAS 6-16
INADEQUATE. 6-21

6-23Less than half of our respondents were satisfied with 
the protection they received from crime and vandalism. 
Although the responsibility for this protection was 
perceived to be shared among management, residents and 
police, there were numerous complaints regarding the 
lack of effectiveness of security systems and security 
guards, and the lack of screening of undesirable ten­
ants by management.

Security measures, including both physical environmental 
security and protection by guards arid police, need to 
be applied in a more rigorous and widespread manner.

21, ON-SITE RESIDENT MANAGERS WERE NOT PERCEIVED
AS PERFORMING BETTER THAN MANAGERS LIVING OFF

6-23
SITE.
Having the manager live in the development should not> 
by itselfj be considered an effective way to increase 
residents' satisfaction.

ES-9
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HUD MANAGEMENT GUIDES RECEIVED MI.X£D„E-VALUA.TION»

Although about half of the managers who answered ques­
tions about HUD management guides found them very help­
ful, approximately 31 percent found them not helpful or 
not very helpful* These results suggest that the guides 
may require some improvement.

A survey of housing managers should he conducted to 
ascertain specific improvements that they may suggest 
in HUD management guides.

RENT POLICIES WERE A FREQUENT CAUSE OF COMPLAINTS.

22. 6-24
i
\:
.

t

! :

;
23. 6-5

At the policy level, a re-examination of the rent system 
seems necessary. Such examination should attempt to 
simplify the system and to prevent the eviction of ten­
ants that become more independent from subsidies. At 
the project level, communication about rents and rent 
policies between management and tenants should be im­
proved.

In addition to the findings and recommendations summarized 
above, our research suggests the continuing need for consulting 
the residents and for feeding back the results of these consul­
tations into the housing delivery and operating process. Spe­
cific steps taken to ameliorate the shortcomings indicated by 
research should be implemented,together with a mechanism for 
evaluating the impact they may have on residents' satisfaction.
As more fully discussed in chapter 7, a program of education 
stressing the residents* viewpoint and sensitizing all people 
concerned to the residents' needs and expectations would, in 
our opinion, have great potential in ensuring more satisfactory 
housing for low and moderate income households.

7-12

7-15
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Introduction

In addition to presenting findings 
from this study, the report attempts 
to compare these findings with those 
of other researchers so as to provide, 
as much as possible, a synthesis of 
current knowledge.

One of the concerns frequently ex­
pressed by professionals and practi­
tioners is that a gap exists between 
the generation of knowledge pertaining 
to a field and the application of that 
knowledge to the solution of real 
world problems. In the field of 
housing, this gap is perhaps even wider 
than in other areas for a number of 
reasons, one of which is that only 
recently has a tradition of systematic 
and relatively rigorous research be­
gun to emerge in this field. One 
aspect contributing to the existence 
of the gap between research and appli­
cation is that the results of research 
are often presented in a language and 
format that, though necessary for pre­
cise communication among the scientific 
community, tend to discourage reading 
by practitioners and professionals.

This report is written in response to 
the need for bridging the gap in the 
area of housing for low and moderate 
income families, particularly in re­
gard to factors of planning, design, 
and management. It is directed to 
government officials who deal with 
housing both at the policy and at the 
operational level, to planners and 
architects, to housing authority 
officials and owners of assisted 
housing, and to managers of housing 
developments.

The focus of our research has been the 
concept of residents' satisfaction.
We asked the questions: what factors 
contribute to make residents satisfied 
with the place in which they live? 
what is the relative degree of impor­
tance among these factors? which of 
these factors are amenable to manipu­
lation by government agencies, plan­
ners, designers, and managers? We 
asked these questions because we be­
lieve that providing housing that 
satisfies its residents is important 
not only from the point of view of 
social equity, as established in the 
well known goal of "a decent home and 
suitable living environment" (Section 
2 of the Housing Act of 1949), but also 
from a practical point of view and 
from the point of view of maximizing 
the benefits of public investments. 
Housing that does not meet the users’ 
expectations and quality criteria 
tends to remain vacant or to become 
vacant long before it becomes struc­
turally unsound or, when it is occu­
pied, becomes a source of constant 
dissatisfaction for the occupants. 
These conditions can—and often do— 
lead to destructive behavior such as 
crime and vandalism, or to less vio­
lent but still undesirable conse­
quences such as high turnover rates 
and high concentration of "problem 
tenants."

The report is based primarily on a 
study in which 37 HUD-assisted multi- 
family developments were evaluated 
against the criterion of residents’ 
satisfaction. This study, which in­
cluded development of research meth­
odology, in-situ data collecting, 
and extensive data analysis, was 
carried out between 1972 and 1977 with 
the assistance of a grant from the 
Ford Foundation.
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The reader should be aware not only of 
the strength of a publication of this 
kind, i.e., its being based on rela­
tively rigorous scientific research, 
but also of its limitations. Some of 
these limitations are a matter of con­
tent. For instance, we did not con­
sider in our research and we do not 
discuss in this report the very impor­
tant financial and business aspects of 
the provision and operation of housing. 
But some of these limitations are a 
result of both the complexity of the 
questions addressed--questions that 
directly involve human behavior and 
the variety of manifestations that it 
entails—and of the scarcity and dis­
continuity of research in this area. 
Even though we feel that our research 
is of a better technical quality than 
most earlier studies, and therefore 
that a relatively high level of confi­
dence can be placed in our findings, 
nevertheless we caution the reader 
against making extensive generaliza­
tions without the benefit of further 
corroboration. For instance, in our 
study we evaluated 37 carefully se­
lected developments. This is a better 
research condition than obtained in 
some other studies in which one devel­
opment or a small number of projects 
were studied. But we have no way of 
determining to what extent the condi­
tions found in these 37 developments 
can be expected to exist in all other 
assisted housing. Moreover, our 
study was conducted at one time. We 
do not know to what extent these con­
ditions would be different at some 
other time. We sincerely hope that 
this type of research can be pursued 
more consistently and on a larger 
scale in the future so that stronger 
conclusions can be generated from 
research findings.

In the course of evaluating the 37 HUD- 
assisted developments in our sample, a 
very large amount of information was 
gathered. For instance, by using four 
different questionnaire forms we ob­
tained responses to a total of 319 
items from over 1900 residents. A 
managers' questionnaire contained 
responses to 466 items. More than 
18,000 behavioral observations were 
recorded. Social status and demo­
graphic information was obtained for 
3900 residents. To present this 
information in an exhaustive and com­
prehensive manner would add unneces­
sary bulk to this report. For this 
reason we have omitted a number of 
statistical tables and other informa­
tion not directly related to the pur­
pose of this publication.

This report is organized in three 
parts. In the first part we describe 
the purpose of the study and the re­
search process, and we discuss the 
reasons for having selected residents' 
satisfaction as a criterion for evalu­
ating success in the 37 housing de­
velopments.

In the second part we present research 
findings. We report levels of satis­
faction for the total sample of resi­
dents and for sub-samples of the popu­
lation. We present results of analyses 
which identify the "dimensions" or 
components of residents' satisfaction 
and the degree to which each of these 
components contributes to overall 
satisfaction. We present and discuss 
specific results related to three 
domains: residents, physical environ­
ment, and management.

Hi
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In the third part we discuss the impli­
cations of research findings for the 
formulation and evaluation of housing 
policy as well as for the planning, 
design and operation of assisted 
housing developments.
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On the other hand, if the above caveat 
is kept in mind we believe that this 
report can be of use to its intended 
audience. Indeed, we feel that many 
of the aspects covered here are rele­
vant not only to HUD-assisted housing, 
but also to multifamily housing in 
the private open market sector. In 
view of the recent escalation in the 
price and rents of single family homes 
it may very well be that multi family 
housing will become a more common 
housing type. If this were the case, 
then these concerns would certainly 
extend to a much larger sector of the 
population.

The reader should also be aware of 
the limitations placed on this report 
by its intended format. As mentioned 
earlier, detailed documentation of 
findings and comprehensive substantia­
tion of results by presenting all 
available data would result in a much 
longer publication. Such length 
would certainly diminish the useful­
ness of the report for its intended 
audience. However, for those who may 
be interested in pursuing in greater 
detail some of the issues discussed 
in the text,we have provided appen­
dices in which bibliographical and 
statistical information may be found. 
In addition, a number of published 
papers are available and a book-length 
research report is being prepared 
(see Bibliography in Appendix A).

Finally, it should be understood that 
it is not the purpose of this report 
to specify in detail how problems in 
assisted housing should be solved. 
Rather, the purpose of the report is 
to facilitate a sharper definition of 
the issues (particularly stressing 
the residents' viewpoint) and to dis­
cuss the implications of these issues 
for housing policy, planning and de­
sign, and management. To the extent 
that recommendations can be based on 
research findings, such recorrmenda- 
tions are found in chapters 7 and 8.
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PART I: THE STUDY

Chapter 1

Purpose and Scope of the Research

To a builder or developer, the most 
important information about a customer 
is not so much who he is, but how 
satisfied he is after he has lived 
in his new house.

(Norcross, 1973)

More specifically, the research had 
the following objectives:

1.1 Objectives

The main purpose of the study on 
which this report is based was to 
evaluate a number of publicly assisted 
housing developments in such a manner 
as to build on the findings of prior 
studies while avoiding some of the 
methodological weaknesses from which 
these studies frequently suffer.
This purpose follows from the notion 
that results from evaluative studies 
can be fed back into the process of 
providing and operating housing so as 
to result in residential environments 
more responsive to the desires and 
expectations of the occupants.

To develop reliable and valid 
measures for the assessment of 
residents' satisfaction with 
their housing.

a.

b. To identify and measure physi­
cal, managerial, social and 
psychological factors that in­
fluence the degree of residents 
satisfaction.

To make both the measurement 
procedures and the substantive 
findings available to government 
agencies, legislators, planning 
and architectural offices, 
management firms, and others 
involved in making policies and 
decisions about housing.

c.
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In practical terms, an economic cri­
terion (often expressed as "economic 
viability" or "economic soundness") 
is attractive because it reflects 
familiar market notions in which a 
commodity or service is considered 
acceptable or successful to the extent 
that people are willing or able to pay 
the price.

Because policies and programs must be 
related to available resources, eco­
nomic criteria cannot be ignored. How­
ever,- economic criteria are not, per 
se, adequate for evaluating housing 
success in social terms. Particularly 
in publicly assisted housing, it is 
not sufficient for a development to be 
economically sound in order to be con­
sidered successful. Because the low 
and moderate income residents typical­
ly served by programs of housing 
assistance do not have the degree of 
housing choice available to other sec­
tors of the population, an indicator 
that may measure success in the open 
market (e.g., full occupancy) will not 
reliably measure success in assisted 
housing.

A second set of criteria with which 
housing has been frequently evaluated 
reflects a social effects perspective. 
In this perspective, it is assumed 
that the degree to which a housing 
development is successful is a func­
tion of the desirable social effects 
it has on the occupants. Historically, 
this perspective stems from the obser­
vation that "slums," that is, collec­
tions of substandard housing brought 
about by industrialization and urban­
ization, were associated with hazards 
to the health and well-being of the 
residents.

1 *2 Residents' Satisfaction as an 
Evaluation Criterion

To evaluate is to measure performance 
with respect to a criterion. When we 
set out to evaluate the 37 HUD-assisted 
developments which serve as a basis for 
the discussion presented in this re­
port our first problem was to choose 
an evaluation criterion. Because we 
intended that our research be not only 
interesting but also useful, we needed 
a criterion that would be, as much as 
possible, relevant to the formulation 
and evaluation of policy, important 
both in social and practical terms, 
and sensitive to changing circum­
stances and expectations. The cri­
terion we chose was residents r satis­
faction.

Before discussing in greater detail 
the advantages and limitations of using 
our evaluation criterion, it is of 
interest to examine a number of other 
criteria by which housing is often 
evaluated. Note that the selection of 
any one particular evaluation criterion 
is a reflection of the perspective from 
which the evaluation is made. In turn 
this perspective is influenced by the 
goals that one has in mind for the 
specific policy, program, or situation 
that one is evaluating. Therefore 
there are no "right" or "wrong" cri­
teria. There are, however, criteria 
that are more or less appropriate to 
the task at hand, i.e., criteria that, 
when used, will be more likely to pro­
vide answers to the questions one is 
asking.

The first group of criteria often found 
in the housing literature is linked to 
an economic perspective of housing.
This is of obvious importance when one 
considers: a) the magnitude of public 
and private investments in the housing 
sector, b) the rapidly escalating costs 
of building and operating housing, and 
c) the increasing demands for fiscal 
accountability in the public sector.
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On the contrary, there are several 
studies which suggest that physical 
condition criteria do not adequately 
discriminate between satisfactory and 
unsatisfactory housing (e.g., 
Mendelsohn and Struyk, 1975; Bureau 
of the Census, 1975).

It was assumed that the replacement of 
slums with decent homes and a suitable 
living environment (i.e., "standard" 
housing) would bring about a reduction 
of problems connected with diseases 
and social maladjustment. In turn, if 
these "social effects" could be found 
to have occurred as a result of living 
in a development, then that development 
could be considered successful. The 
social effects criterion, however, 
seems to suggest that unless housing 
can be demonstrated to have desirable 
effects on health and social adjust­
ment it cannot be considered success­
ful. Thus, this criterion by-passes 
the issue of what constitutes a decent 
home and a suitable living environment 
in the first place. In practical 
terms, the measurement of social 
effects is also an extremely complex 
and time consuming activity, particu­
larly if a wide range of social bene­
fits is to be considered.

:

The difficulties with the three types 
of criteria briefly discussed above 
have been noted by numerous research­
ers. It has frequently been pointed 
out that one major weakness of these 
criteria is that they ignore the cri­
teria held by those who are, after 
all, the very target of the assistance 
programs, namely the residents them­
selves. A number of authors have 
stressed the need for investigating 
the perceptions and/or behavior of 
housing occupants. This suggested 
focus on the housing users stems in 
part from the realization that often 
there are important social, cultural 

land economic differences between those 
who make housing policy and operate 
housing assistance programs and those 
who are the target of such policies 
and programs (e.g., Michelson, 1968; 
Lansing and Marans, 1969; Duncan, 1971; 
Troy, 1971; Cooper, 1975). A study by 
the United Nations (U. N. Economic 
Commission for Europe, 1973) pointed 
out, moreover, that even such practi­
cal matters as the estimation of quan­
titative housing needs are intimately 
bound up with the determination of 
what the residents regard as accept­
able housing quality.

A third group of criteria that has been 
used in evaluating housing is tied to 
a physical conditions perspective.
The criteria that may be utilized in 
this perspective may measure such 
things as the structural integrity of 
the dwelling, the provision of sani­
tary services, the visual appearance 
of housing and neighborhood, etc.
Again, as in the case of economic cri­
teria, the attractiveness of these 
measures is in large part to be found 
in their apparent objectivity and 
relative ease of measurement. For 
these reasons, they have been used ex­
tensively in the decennial Census and, 
in part, in the Five City Survey and 
in the Annual National Housing Surveys 
conducted for HUD by the Bureau of 
the Census. However, the validity of 
these criteria (that is, the degree to 
which they actually reflect housing 
quality or success) has never been 
corroborated.
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The second advantage of the residents' 
satisfaction criterion is that it has 
been used with increasing frequency in 
a number of recent studies. Thus a 
certain amount of comparability with 
the findings of other researchers be­
comes possible. For instance,
Campbell, Converse and Rodgers (1976) 
in their extensive study on the quality 
of American life also adopted the con­
cept of satisfaction as an overall 
criterion, as well as a criterion for 
each of the life domains that they 
studied (which included the domain of 
housing). Because they investigated a 
national sample representative of all 
income ranges, we can compare the de­
gree of residential satisfaction in the 
population at large with the degree of 
satisfaction in the 37 HUD-assisted 
developments we studied. Indeed, we 
feel that the criterion of residential 
satisfaction will be consistently used 
in future research, thus permitting 
more reliable and precise comparisons 
and even the monitoring of residential 
environmental quality over time. This 
could have very real practical advan­
tages for administrators and managers 
by providing a reasonably sensitive 

| "early warning system" of impending 
problems, as well as a better sense of 
the conditions under which such 
problems may be minimized.

Finally, a third advantage of the 
residents* satisfaction criterion is 
that it permits the development of a 
conceptual framework, or model, that 
may be useful in improving our under­
standing of the many interrelated 
aspects which bear on one's living 
environment. This advantage is perhaps 
of more interest to researchers than to 
government officials, professionals 
and practitioners. However, it seems 
to us that a better theoretical under­
standing can have important practical 
consequences.

The criterion of residents' satisfac­
tion appears to respond to these con­
cerns and to have a number of advan­
tages over economic, social effects, 
or physical standards types of cri­
teria. The first advantage is related 
to the need that housing studies be 
relevant to public policy. If the 
objectives of Sederal housing policy 
are examined, it is noticeable that 
the Housing Act of 1949, in which the 
goal of a "decent home and suitable 
living environment for every American 
family" is stated, uses language that 
conveys a clear social meaning, imply­
ing a concern for the well-being of 
those intended to be the target of the 
legislation. Although many ancillary 
objectives have been ascribed to 
Federal housing policy (e.g., Downs, 
1974), the primary stated reason for 
programs of public assistance remains 
the well-being of the residents. Thus, 
the recognition by the affected popu­
lation that the outcome of these 

_programs is satisfactory to them is an 
important criterion for policy evalua­
tion. It seems reasonable to conclude 
that the greater the number of low and 
moderate income families that are sat­
isfied with their living environment, 
the more successful the policy of 
housing assistance that made that 
housing available. This is also con­
sistent with the recommendations of 
the National Commission on Urban Prob­
lems (1968) which, after careful 
study, stated that we have yet to deal 
adequately "with the whole problem of 
a satisfying living environment" (p. 1, 
emphasis added).

i
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For instance, it may be useful in terms 
of intervention strategies to find out 
which aspects not normally considered | 
to be a part of the housing environment 
itself, or not normally considered 
manipulatable (e.g., a residents' per­
ception of his or her personal achieve­
ment in life) actually play a part in 
contributing to satisfaction with one's 
housing. One social implication of a 
conceptual model based on the residen­
tial satisfaction criterion, as noted 
by Taube (1972), is that "it pre­
supposes that the tenants [in assisted 
housing] are people in a residential 
setting--not unlike their counterparts 
in the private sector--and, therefore, 
can be studied as people are in other 
residential contexts" (p. 37).

Some authors have raised objections to 
using residents' satisfaction as a 
criterion. One objection is that 
residents' perceptions are influenced 
by past experiences and expectations 
and thus do not provide for a stable 
criterion (Schorr, 1966). In our 
view, this seems to be more an advan­
tage than a disadvantage, as it tends 
to stress the importance of evaluating 
housing in the context of social ex- I 
pectations.

A second objection is that, when asked 
about their satisfaction, people will 
respond with unreasonable demands and 
unbounded expectations. There seems 
to be no evidence to support this con­
cern. On the contrary, the literature 
points to the reasonableness with which 
people will assess their needs and ex­
pectations. For example, in a study 
of residential aspirations of tenants 
of a publicly assisted development, 
Cooper (1975) concluded that "people's 
desires were modest and in many cases 
realizable, and reflected very clearly 
the drawbacks they perceived in their 
current situation" (p. 165).

A third objection to the use of resi­
dents' satisfaction as a criterion for 
housing evaluation is that the resi­
dents themselves are not a reliable 
and valid source of information about 
their housing precisely because they 
are limited to their own knowledge, 
insights, and experience. In this 
view, the judgment of experts is pre­
sumed to be superior to that of the 
lay population because of the experts' 
knowledge of a wider range of housing 
alternatives and because of their pro­
fessional objectivity. The percep­
tions and opinions of experts cer­
tainly deserve consideration. But, as 
mentioned previously, there are two 
factors that limit the usefulness of 
quality assessments made by experts: 
a) the cultural distance between ex­
perts and low income residents, and b) 
the lack of appropriate data on which 
to base those assessments. Evalua­
tions made by residents have been 
shown to differ substantially from 
those made by experts (Michelson, 1968; 
Lansing and Marans, 1969; Troy, 1971; 
Cooper, 1 975; Carp et al., 1 976).

To summarize, our perspective is that 
it is not sufficient for a development 
to be economically viable or to comply 
with physical standards in order for 
it to be considered successful. On 
the other hand, it is not necessary to 
demonstrate that living in that devel­
opment has any particular desirable 
social effects on the population. What 
is necessary is that the development 
residents be reasonably satisfied. 
Measures of residents' satisfaction 
with their living environment have the 
potential of providing a useful and 
socially acceptable criterion for 
evaluating housing and for assessing 
the importance of various character­
istics of that housing in meeting 
residents' expectations.
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There are a number of implications of 
this perspective. Because the popula­
tion is not homogeneous, the satisfac­
tion of an individual or a group may 
come at the price of dissatisfaction 
in other groups. The issue of low in­
come housing in the suburbs is an ex­
ample of this type of conflict. But 
conflicts such as this are essentially 
of a political nature. Measures of 
residents' satisfaction cannot be ex­
pected to resolve such conflicts, only 
to provide the knowledge necessary for 
well-informed political solutions.

Although the satisfaction of the resi­
dents should be a primary evaluation 
criterion for policies and programs, 
it is plain that in decision making 
trade-offs may have to be considered 
in light of what may be practically, 
politically, and economically possible. 
For instance, in formulating policy, 
cost/benefit analyses may need to be 
performed to determine what levels of 
resource allocations are tolerable by 
the economy to produce the desired 
level of residential satisfaction. 
Again, the formulation of national 
policy is a political process in which 
goals of many kinds and interests of 
competing groups must be integrated, 
and as such it is only in part in­
fluenced by data-based information.
But having a social yardstick with 
which to measure success should make 
economic and political decisions more 
rational and responsive to the needs 
of the people.

1-6
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Chapter 2

The Research Process

The relationships between these facets 
of the problem are shown in figure 
2-1: within any given housing site, 
there were several possible sources 
from which information could be ob­
tained about each of several cate­
gories of variables,and this could be 
accomplished by the use of several 
different methods of measurement.

2.1 Research Stages

From knowledge of past research, four 
facets of the problem of assessing 
residents' satisfaction were identified 
as critical: 1) types of multi family 
housing sites that should be consider­
ed, 2) potential sources of informa­
tion, 3) measurable components of hous­
ing potentially relevant to residents' 
satisfaction, and 4) different methods 
of measurement which could be adapted 
to research in the field of housing.

Multi family
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There were three criteria for selec­
tion. The first, and major criterion, 
was diversity. The dimensions along 
which diversity was sought were loca­
tion, age of occupancy, characteris­
tics of the population, overall site 
design, building types, and assistance 

The second criterion was 
one by which some sites were selected 
within a defined metropolitan area to 
allow for comparison between develop­
ments within that area. The third was 
an economic criterion by which some 
geographically clustered sites were 
selected, thus reducing travel ex­
penses. Figure 2-2 shows the approxi­
mate locations of those sites included 
in the final sample.

Sixteen of the selected sites were 
located in the central city 
major metropolitan areas.* 
sixteen housing developments were 
located in metropolitan areas outside 
the central city zone but not in the 
suburbs. These were termed urban 
areas. Of the remaining five sites, 
two were located in the suburbs of 
metropolitan areas and three were 
located in rural areas. The sites 
were located in Illinois, Indiana, 
Kentucky, Michigan, Minnesota, New 
York, Ohio, Pennsylvania, Tennessee, 
and California. The length of time 
developments had been occupied varied 
between thirty-three years and three 
months.

Once these facets were identified, the 
research proceeded in three stages.
In the first stage, choices were made, 
within each facet, from the universe 
of possibilities. Thus decisions were 
made about which sites to include in 
the sample, which sources of informa­
tion to utilize, which variables to 
measure, and which methods of measure­
ment to employ.

In the second stage of the research 
process, variables were given opera­
tional definitions, measurement in­
struments were constructed and pre­
tested, procedures were developed, and 
data were collected.

programs.

In the third stage of the research 
process, the data were subjected to 
descriptive statistical analyses and 
to multivariate analyses designed to 
1) reduce the data to more manageable 
(smaller) sets within each instrument, 
and 2) to uncover relationships be­
tween various aspects of multi family 
housing and residents' satisfaction.

2.2 Sample of Sites

zone of 
Another

Because knowledge of all low and 
moderate income multi family housing 
developments was not available and 
access to those selected could not have 
been guaranteed in advance, no formal 
method of site selection was followed 
(e.g., random sampling or stratified 
sampling). Instead, HUD regional 
offices, housing authorities, develop­
ers, and others who could assist in 
locating diverse housing developments 
were contacted and a list of potential 
sites was compiled. There were two 
ways in which this initial list was 
reduced to a final sample of thirty- 
seven sites: either a given site did 
not meet the criteria for selection or, 
the site having met the criteria, the 
management or owners would not permit 
the study to be conducted.

1 The classification used here is 
intended to give the reader a general 
idea of where the sites are located on 
an urban-rural dimension; this classi­
fication does not necessarily corre­
spond to standard political or econom­
ic dimensions.
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Figure 2-2: The sites studied were located in ten states, mostly in 
the East, Southeast and Midwest.

All projects were designed for general 
occupancy with the exception of one de­
signed for elderly occupants. Racial 
composition of the population, within 
developments, varied between totally 
white and totally black. Furthermore, 
two sites had a substantial Spanish 
speaking population and one had an 
American Indian population. Twenty- 
nine sites had low-rise (one-to-three 
stories) construction, five were high- 
rise apartment buildings (with some 
low-rise mixture), and three were re­
habilitated medium-size (three-to-five 
stories) structures. In terms of 
assistance programs, ten projects were 
Public Housing, the other twenty-seven 
were built under Titles 221(d)3,
221(d)4, and Section 236 of the 
National Housing Act.

Of the twenty-seven nonpublic housing 
developments, eleven were built 
through state housing development 
agencies, two by a municipal 
housing development corporation and 
the rest by private, limited-profit, 
or nonprofit developers. Table 2-1 
shows the diversity of the sample 
with regard to assistance program, 
location, size, types of buildings, 
and age of occupancy.

This sample cannot be described as 
representative of publicly assisted 
housing in the United States. While 
identifying a representative sample 
should be fruitful for future re­
search, the great variety exhibited 
by housing projects would undoubtedly 
require a much larger total sample 
than that which it was possible to 
assemble and examine in our study.

I
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Table 2-1
Assistance Program Type, Location, Size, Building Type, 

and Age of Occupancy of the 37 Developments
. Age of

Occupancy 
(years)p

Building■ i Development Assistance
Code No. Program Typea

Size
(No.

of D.U.)

Location
; f; Type

4low rise 
low rise 
low rise 
low rise 
low rise

16001 Rural
Urban
Urban
Urban

Central City

State HDA 
State HDA 524602

410003 FHA
524004 State HDA
519205 FHA

low rise 
low rise 
low rise 
low rise 
low rise

650Urban
Urban
Urban
Urban
Urban

07 Public Hsg. 
Public Hsg. 36808

515009 FHA
424010 FHA
4150FHA11

low rise 
low rise 
medium rise 
low rise 
low rise

5Central City 
Urban

Central City 
Central City 

Urban

12 FHA 344
725013 FHA
56414 Rehab

Public Hsg. 415 202
516 FHA 206

17 FHA Suburban
Urban
Rural
Urban
Urban

115 low rise 
low rise 
low rise 
low rise 
low rise

3
18 Scat.Site PH 

State HDA 
State HDA 
State HDA

100 16
19 150 3
20 4424
21 172 6

22 State HDA 
State HDA 
State HDA 
State HDA 
State HDA

Central City 
Central City 
Central City 

Rural 
Urban

209 mixed 
high rise 
high rise 
low rise 
high rise

3
23 214 3
24 332 3
25 317 4
26 3303
27 FHA Central City 

Urban 
Suburban 

Urban

212 low rise 
low rise 
low rise 
low rise 
medium rise

3
28 FHA 192 3
29 FHA 200 3 .

i31 Public Hsg.
Rehab/City HDA Central City

320 22
33 44 6

34 Rehab/City HDA Central City 
Public Hsg.
Public Hsg.
Pub.Hsg./Elder Central City 
Public Hsg.
Public Hsg.

28 medium rise 
low rise 
low rise 
high rise 
low rise 
low rise 
low rise

3
35 Central City 

Central City
1122 21;

36 462 2037 704 8
38 Central City 

Central City 
Central City

786 36
41 854 22
42 FHA 298 12
a"FHA" indicates financing was 221(d)3, 221(d)4, or 236. 
bAs of August 1975.

2-4



2.4 Selection of Variables2.3 Sources of Information

Previous studies in housing have often 
had a limited scope of information.
One study may have concentrated on 
management factors, another on resi­
dents' behavior in public spaces, etc. 
This piecemeal approach to housing 
research makes it impossible to con­
sider potentially important aspects 
of housing simultaneously. Taken 
together, however, these studies in­
dicate that a comprehensive research 
effort should include information 
about a number of components of 
housing. Among these, four components 
appeared to be the most important:

1. the physical characteristics 
of the housing development;

2. the residents1 perceptions, 
behaviors, and demographic 
characteristics;

3. the management's perceptions, 
characteristics, policies and 
regulations; and

4. the surrounding conmunity.

Information could have been obtained 
from numerous sources such as the 
residents, the management personnel, 
the planners and architects, the com­
munity surrounding the developments, 
and the researchers themselves.

In this study the occupants, manage­
ment, and the researchers were chosen 
as the primary sources of information. 
The architects were used only as a 
source of records (in the form of 
construction drawings). Originally, 
it seemed interesting to examine the 
extent to which the architects' per­
ceptions of satisfactory housing were 
congruent with those of the residents 
and to identify obstacles in the hous­
ing production process from the archi­
tects' point of view. For these 
reasons open-ended interviews were 
conducted with the architects of four 
developments in the study sample. The 
interviewed architects, however, seemed 
to have considerable difficulty in 
recalling the projects that were 
several years old, and tended to 
respond primarily in terms of their 
current work. For this reason the 
architects were not used as a direct 
source of information.

Once these components had been iden­
tified, a search was made for con­
cepts potentially useful in under­
standing the relationship of the 
components to satisfaction. First, 
concepts were extracted from previous 
studies. Second, residents and 
management staff of sites outside the 
study sample were encouraged to dis­
cuss what they felt were major factors 
contributing to the success or failure 
of multifamily housing. Finally, 
discussions were held among members 
of the research team and with profes­
sionals in the field of housing re­
search .

The surrounding community was also con­
sidered to be an important source of 
information. In this case, however, 
the available resources simply did not 
permit any data collection. Neverthe­
less, we feel that future studies 
should attempt to remedy this omission. 
The perceptions of persons living in 
the neighborhood about the development 
and its residents appear particularly 
relevant for a better understanding of 
residents' satisfaction, especially 
when compared with the perceptions that 
development residents have about the 
neighborhood.
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2.5 Data CollectionThe information obtained from this 
search was summarized into the 
following 18 general concepts hy­
pothesized to be related to residents 
satisfaction:

Three criteria were used to select 
data collection methods from those 
available in the social and behavioral 

First, since information 
to be collected on a large number 

of variables, it was imperative that 
the chosen methods be economical . 
Second, it was desirable that the 
instruments should not require an 
inordinate amount of special training 
in order that they could be used by 
nonresearchers. The third criterion 
was that an attempt should be made to 
measure as many variables as possible 
by more than one method of measure­
ment. As a result of these consid­
erations, the instruments represented 
three methods of measurement: direct 
observations, archival records, and 
self-reports (both questionnaires and 
interviews).

sciences.
1. density/crowding 

safety/security 
aesthetics/appearance 
site facilities 
access to friends 
site location/access to 

community 
maintenance 
economic cost 
sense of community 
management policy 
personal freedom/privacy 
residents' perception of sur­

rounding community 
perception of neighbors 
personality characteristics of 

residents
demographic characteristics of 

residents
behavior in public spaces 
comparison of the current resi­

dence to prior residence 
future aspirations of the 

residents

was
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.

7.
8.
9.

10.
11.
12.

13.
14.

15.
More specifically, the following data 
collecting instruments were used:16.

17.
Resident Application Data Survey 
(RADS). RADS was a procedure whereby 
information about selected character­
istics of the families living in the 
study sample was retrieved from ar­
chival records kept at the housing 
sites. These characteristics in­
cluded the age and sex of the house­
hold head, the race, income, occupa­
tion, and size of the family, and the 
amount of rent.

18.

The identification of these general 
concepts was useful for the develop­
ment of the measurement instruments. 
For each concept, a variety of opera­
tional definitions was created in 
order to reflect important aspects of 
that concept.

Depending on the size of the housing 
development, the sample varied be­
tween 30 percent and 100 percent of 
the households. When less than 100 
percent of the site population was 
selected, sampling was achieved by 
systematically selecting every nth 
file. At least 100 files per site 
were obtained whenever possible.
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Occupant Satisfaction and Perception 
Survey (OSAPS). This survey consisted 
of questionnaires that were mailed to 
residents. The questionnaire contained 
items intended to measure each of the 
concepts mentioned previously in dis­
cussing the selection of variables.

Because it was thought that the large 
number of potentially important vari­
ables would have resulted in an exces­
sively long questionnaire, three 
separate questionnaires were developed. 
Demographic questions, questions about 
prior housing, and questions about 
satisfaction with specific features of 
the housing environment were the same 
within all three questionnaires; other 
items differed. This arrangement pro­
duced three questionnaires of different 
length and of partly different content. 
The three questionnaires were named 
OSAPS I, II, and III and they contained 
121, 120, and 187 items respectively. 
Questionnaires were mailed to those 
residents for whom RADS data was col­
lected and others systematically 
selected. Thus, at least one-third of 
the adult population in each of the 
thirty-seven developments were select­
ed. Within this sample, each potential 
respondent was randomly assigned to 
receive either OSAPS I, II, or III.
In addition, a questionnaire containing 
all items from OSAPS I, II, and III 
was constructed and sent to a small 
sample of residents. This question­
naire was labelled OSAPS IV and was 
utilized for methodological reasons. 
Consequently, it was possible to study 
the influence of questionnaire dif­
ferences upon rate of return, willing­
ness of respondents to answer all 
questions, and inter-item consistency. 
A total of 1907 usable questionnaires 
were returned, resulting in an over­
all return rate of 32 percent.

Physical Attributes Recording System 
(PARS) and Building/Unit Maintenance 
and Resources (BUMAR). In PARS and 
BUMAR, trained observers recorded their 
direct observations of physical design 
characteristics and the maintenance of 
the public and semi-public areas of the 
housing site.

Behavioral Observations Recording 
System (BORS). In BORS, trained ob­
servers recorded information about 
behaviors occurring in the public and 
semi-public areas of each housing 
development. There were two steps 
involved in the use of BORS. In the 
first step, observations of behavior 
were obtained by the use of lapse-time 
black and white photography. In order 
to accomplish the collection of ob­
servations, the entire site was divided 
into a number of observation areas 
and behavior at each location was 
filmed at least six times during each 
of two days (one weekday and one week­
end day).

In the second step, the observations 
recorded on film were converted into 
data through the use of a coding 
manual. For each behavioral occur­
rence captured on film, judges used 
the coding manual in order to extract 
information in four general categories: 
1) observable characteristics of the 
residents, 2) behaviors of the resi­
dents in public spaces, 3) personal 
resources utilized by the residents, 
and 4) site resources utilized by the 
residents.

Landscape and Architectural Photo­
graphic Survey (LAPS). This instru­
ment consisted of photographic re­
cordings, on 35 mm color slides, of 
various features of the landscaping, 
design characteristics of buildings, 
open spaces, parking lots, recreation­
al facilities, tenants' personaliza­
tion, and the surrounding environment. 
The slides provided illustrations of 
particular design solutions and prob­
lem areas.
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The response rate of managers and 
assistant managers to this question­
naire (MOPS), even after telephone 
follow-ups, was disappointing (50 per­
cent).2 In order to remedy this situa­
tion, a shorter interview was developed 
(MMOPS) which could be administered by 
telephone. This instrument measured 
variables dealing with the manager's 
experience, staff size, location of 
management office, and age, size and 
vacancy rate of the development. 
Thirty-six interviews were completed; 
one manager refused to provide the 
desired information.

In selected sites certain other pro­
cedures were carried out for method­
ological reasons. Questionnaires were 
adapted to an interview format and 
administered by trained interviewers 
to residents who had not received an 
OSAPS and to residents who had re­
ceived an OSAPS but had not responded. 
Yet another group of residents received 
a second OSAPS questionnaire for test- 
retest purposes.

Management Operations and Perception 
Survey (MOPS and MMOPS). These 
instruments were designed to measure 
some of the variables covered by the 
instruments already described plus 
certain specific aspects related to 
management operations such as tenant 
selection practices, financial arrange­
ments, professional qualification of 
the staff, etc. Some of the variables 
found important in a series of manage­
ment studies by the Urban Institute 
were replicated (Sadacca, Isler and 
Drury, 1971; Sadacca, Drury and Isler, 
1972; Sadacca and Isler, 1972).

Prior to mailing out the MOPS question­
naire, managers of the developments 
were telephoned in order to 1) inform 
them that the questionnaire would be 
mailed to them shortly, 2) request the 
names of their staff, so that they 
could also receive MOPS and 3) insure 
them that all responses would be kept 
confidential. After the telephone 
calls were made, MOPS questionnaires 
were sent to managers and staff.

Site Information Measure (SIM).
Archival records of the architects of 
the housing developments formed the 
basis for this instrument. Trained 
personnel recorded measures taken from 
drawings made available by the archi­
tects. The measures were of such 
physical characteristics as gross site 
area, number of parking spaces, floor 
area ratio, and other measures common­
ly used by planners and architects to 
describe properties of sites.

Data Collection Procedures. The 
collection of data consisted of on-site 
field work and work conducted at the 
Housing Research and Development 
Program of the University of Illinois 
at Urbana-Champaign.

:

:

2Reasons given for not completing 
the longer MOPS form included: too 
much other paper work, fear of job 
loss if truthful, and rapid manager 
turnover. (See page 6-17 for a dis­
cussion of the relationship between 
residents' satisfaction with manage­
ment and return rates of managers' 
questionnaires.)

?
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The major part of the field work was 
completed during the summer and fall of 
1973. There were three field research 
teams, each comprised of two graduate 
students. Typically a research team 
traveled to a site on Thursday, col­
lected data on Friday and Saturday, and 
returned to Urbana-Champaign on Sunday.

Each team was equipped with the neces­
sary forms for the collection of RADS, 
PARS, and BUMAR data, 8 mm camera and 
tripod for the collection of BORS data, 
and 35 mm camera for the collection of 
LAPS data. During the site visit, one 
member of the research team did the 
filming necessary for the collection 
of BORS data while the other recorded 
RADS data, scored the public and semi- 
public spaces on PARS and BUMAR forms, 
and took the photographs prescribed by 
the LAPS procedure. Each member of the 
research team was trained in the use of 
all instruments, thus permitting them 
to switch tasks during the course of 
the site visit.

Data Reduction. The first step in the 
analytic process was one of reduction 
within data sets from each measurement 
instrument. The practical reason for 
this step is that it would have been 
difficult to create parsimonious ex­
planations of relationships between 
variables when one considers the large 
number of variables measured. In 
addition, data reduction, when accom­
plished statistically, provided a way 
to examine empirically certain a priori 
assumptions about the grouping of 
variables into a set of major concepts. 
Specifically, it was expected that many 
of the individual items in the ques­
tionnaires would be highly correlated 
with each other, forming sets of vari­
ables which would represent a number 
of different concepts related to multi- 
family housing (e.g., appearance, 
safety and security, privacy, etc.).

When statistically appropriate, the 
large number of variables was reduced 
to a smaller number of factors by 
using principal component analysis. 
Principal component analysis is a 
mathematical means of identifying 
variables that have something in 
common with each other. When they do, 
a factor (or component) is said to 
exist. The specific identification of 
what a set of variables has in common 
is a matter of interpretation. Factor 
loadings, which are indices of the 
degree of relationship between a vari­
able and a factor, aid in this inter­
pretation.

Among the major tasks accomplished in- 
house were the mailing of OSAPS ques­
tionnaires, the mailing of MOPS, tele­
phone calls for MMOPS, converting site 
plans into data for SIM, and converting 
information from the BORS films into 
data. Finally, the data from all 
measurement instruments were transferred 
to data processing cards.

2.6 Data Analysis

The data collected by means of the 
measurement instruments described above 
were subjected to statistical analyses 
directed at two objectives: 1) to re­
duce the data to smaller, more manage­
able sets within each instrument, and 
2) to uncover relationships between 
various aspects of multi family housing 
and residents' satisfaction. These 
objectives were reached in four steps.

The statistical procedure of principal 
component analysis was not appropriate 
for those data sets in which the num­
ber of observations was the total 
number of 37 sites. In these cases, 
data reduction was accomplished by 
combining variables, on the basis of 
a priori concepts, into indices.
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Comparison. The third step in the 
data analysis was concerned with un­
covering differences in levels of 
satisfaction and in factors predicting 
satisfaction between groups of resi­
dents differing in education, age, 
type of building in which they lived, 
etc. Differences in factors predict­
ing satisfaction were examined by 
comparing the results of regression 
analyses. Differences in levels of 
satisfaction between groups were ex- 
examined by analysis of variance. 
Analysis of variance compares the 
variation of scores within groups to 
the variation of scores between groups 
in order to determine if the observed 
differences between group scores could 
be due to chance.

The secondPredicting Satisfaction.
analytic step was directed at deter­
mining the degree to which factors and 
indices predicted residents' satis­
faction with their living environment. 
(Predicting, in this sense, means 
accounting for the variability in the 
criterion variable.) To this end, 
stepwise multiple regression analysis 
was used. Stepwise multiple regres­
sion is a mathematical procedure in 
which a regression equation is obtain­
ed. This equation expresses the 
linear relationship between a criteri­
on variable and those variables used 
to predict the criterion. There are 
two aspects of this relationship. The 
first concerns the degree to which the 
predictor variables, taken together, 
predict the criterion variable. This 
degree is expressed by the squared 
multiple correlation coefficient, 
symbolized by hr2". The second aspect 
concerns the relative importance of 
each of the predictor variables in 
accounting for the variation in the 
criterion. This is expressed by the 
standardized regression coefficients, 
termed "beta" weights. A beta weight 
is an estimate of how much change in 
the criterion variable is produced by 
one unit of change in a predictor 
variable. Thus, the greater the 
absolute value of the beta weights 
associated with a predictor variable, 
the better that predictor variable 
accounts for variations in the cri­
terion.

• \

Modeling. In the fourth step the 
procedure of path analysis was used to 
test several hypothetical relation­
ships among a number of variables and 
residents' satisfaction. The result 
is a set of diagrams in which the 
variables are represented by nodes 
and the relationships by links. The 
strength of each relationship can be 
estimated by the size of the "path 
coefficient" for each link. Thus, a 
representation (model) of variables 
and their interrelationships is ob­
tained.
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PART II: FINDINGS

Chapter 3

Residents' Satisfaction

3.1 Levels of Residents1 SatisfactionIn this chapter we report levels of 
overall satisfaction both for the total 
sample of our respondents and for sub­
samples of residents living in housing 
that had received assistance under a 
variety of HUD programs.

In our study of HUD-assisted housing we 
asked the residents to indicate on a 
five-point scale whether they were very 
satisfied, satisfied, neither satisfied 
nor dissatisfied, dissatisfied, or very 
dissatisfied with "living here." As 
shown in figure 3-1, 66 percent of the 
respondents indicated feelings of sat­
isfaction and only 19 percent answered 
that they were dissatisfied with where 
they livedJ As a whole, then, the 
developments studied were considered to 
be successful by a substantial major­
ity of the respondents.

We also report the results of regres­
sion analyses in which the significant 
predictors, or components, of satis­
faction, and their relative importance, 
were identified. As mentioned in 
chapter 2, a set of "predictors" is a 
set of variables which accounts for 
the variability in the criterion, that 
is, a "bundle" of variables which is 
significantly associated with overall 
satisfaction.

1 Five-point scales were generally 
used in the questionnaires. Thus, the 
reported percentages of satisfied 
respondents include both "satisfied" 
and "very satisfied." Similarly, the 
percentages of dissatisfied respondents 
include "very dissatisfied" as well as 
"dissatisfied."
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Of course, it is possible to ask 
whether these relatively high levels 
of reported satisfaction are a valid 
reflection of the satisfaction that 
people feel with their residential 
environment. Campbell et al (1976) 
have discussed this problem extensively 
and have pointed out the general 

-tendency of human subjects to use 
1 positive ratings more frequently than 
'negative ones regardless of the phenom­
enon being rated. On the other hand, 
these authors have also suggested that 
there is no clear evidence that high 
llevels of reported satisfaction cannot 
[be taken at face value. They have con­
cluded that, while satisfaction reports 
may contain an edge of positive bias, 
this edge is probably not very large.

In order to test further the overall 
reaction of residents to their housing, 
we asked three other questions that 
seemed related to a general sense of 
satisfaction. These questions were: 
"How long do you want to live in this 
development?"; "If you move again, 
would you like to live in another 
place like this?"; and "Would you 
recommend this place to one of your 
friends if they were looking for a 
place to live?" As shown in figure 
3-2,responses to these questions were 
also generally positive. Forty-five 
percent of our respondents were so 
satisfied that they wanted to live in 
their housing development for as long 
as possible, 53 percent would have 
liked to live in a similar development 
if they had to move, and fully 73 per­
cent would have recommended their 
development to a friend. These re­
sults confirm the overall positive 
assessment of HUD-assisted housing 
obtained from analyses to the direct 
question about satisfaction with 
"living here." Because these three 
items and satisfaction with "living 
here" were highly intercorrelated, an 
index criterion composed of all of 
them was used in subsequent analyses in 
lieu of the criterion; satisfaction 
with "living here."
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Figure 3-2

This rather positive assessment, how­
ever, does not mean that all is well. 
A number of individual developments, 
as reported below (page 3-4), per­
formed at significantly lower levels 
of satisfaction. Furthermore, as 
discussed in Part II (page 7-10), 
there is some evidence that, as a 
group, HUD-assisted developments are 
somewhat less satisfying than open- 
market housing.

!
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Another way of examining the responses 
to the general satisfaction question is 
to look at the mean scores obtained in 
each housing development. These scores 
are shown in figure 3-4 for each de­
velopment and assistance program. Note 
that a score of 1 indicates "very dis­
satisfied" and a score of 5 indicates 
"very satisfied."

So far, we have looked at the entire 
sample, but, as mentioned earlier, our 
investigation included housing built 
under a number of different assistance 
programs. For this reason, it is of 
interest to see if there were differ­
ences in levels of reported satisfac­
tion among the different programs. In 
figure 3-3 we show these differences, 
in terms of percentages of satisfied 
and dissatisfied residents.
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Figure 3-4: Satisfaction with "living here." 
and programs

Mean scores by sites

In comparing performance of assistance 
programs, as shown in figures 3-3 and 
3-4, it would appear that respondents 
in public housing are somewhat less 
satisfied than those in other programs. 
However, this difference in satisfac­
tion is very small. A significance 
test of the difference between the 
percentages of satisfied residents in 
public housing and private develop­
ments showed that the difference in 
satisfaction was statistically signi­
ficant.

However, when a similar analysis was 
performed on the mean satisfaction 
scores (which can be considered a more 
sensitive test since it accounts for 
the effect of response distribution 
over the entire range of possible 
answers) we found no statistically 
significant differences between the 
public housing and private subsamples. 
The only differences that were statis­
tically significant were those between 
the total sample and projects of the 
Michigan State Housing Authority 
(MSHDA) and of the Urban Development 
Corporation (UDC). Even in these 
cases, though, the differences were 
not large and thus cannot be consider­
ed meaningful.
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3.2 Components of Residents' Satisfac-Perhaps a more interesting result 
shown in figure 3-4 is that in prac­
tically every assistance program there 
were projects scattered all over a 
similar range. Even in public housing 
there were some "good performers," 
though it must be noted that the high­
est rated public housing development 
(mean score = 4.32) is a project for 
elderly occupancy and that the next 
development (mean score = 3.83) is of 
the scattered housing typeJ Thus, at 
least these two projects cannot be 
considered typical of the public hous­
ing group. At the lower end of the 
satisfaction range there were also 
"poor performers" in all programs.

In summary, from the results reported 
in this section we can conclude that:

tion

When discussing the components of hous­
ing that are associated with residents' 
satisfaction, one point to keep in mind 
is that a successful housing develop­
ment will always be the result of 
having achieved high performance levels 
on a number of aspects. In spite of 
the diversity of approaches and method­
ologies in housing research, one 
important message that comes through is 
that a blend of factors is responsible 
for creating a satisfactory living 
environment, not a single aspect, no 
matter how excellently that single as­
pect may have been treated. So, the 
most careful and sensitive attention 
to matters of planning and design, for 
instance, will have practically no 
bearing on the final success of the 
development, unless attention is also 
paid to the other important ingre­
dients, namely the characteristics of 
the residents themselves, the atti­
tudes and performance of management, 
and the attributes of the surrounding 
neighborhood or community.

The overwhelming negative image 
of assisted housing that one 
frequently encounters in impres­
sionistic and journalistic 
accounts was not deserved by 
these developments,

The type of assistance program, 
per se, was not strongly related 
to general satisfaction,

A number of HUD-assisted 
developments were excellent 
performers. This suggests 
that lessons learned from these 
projects could be applied in 
improving the performance of 
less satisfactory developments.

1,

2.

To many with experience in the housing 
field this consideration may seem such 
a self-evident proposition as to re­
quire no further comment. Vet there 
are many examples in which predominant 
attention has been given to only one 
aspect to the detriment of others, both 
at the levels of policy making and 
implementation. These examples are so 
numerous as to suggest that this point 
cannot be overemphasized.

3.

1 This project consisted of 5 
separate sites each containing from 10 
to 20 units.
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For the purposes of our study and of 
this report, we classified the vari­
ables potentially relevant to resident 
satisfaction in three main categories: 
people, objects, and organizational 
structures (institutions). Thus the 
basic ingredients that we hypothesized 
to be the components of satisfaction 
included the residents themselves, 
their neighbors (both in the develop­
ment and in the surrounding community), 
factors of planning, design, and 
construction (including the location 
of the development), and factors of 
management (both managerial organiza­
tion and actual performance).

It is not the purpose of this report 
to describe in detail the various 
statistical procedures used to trans­
form the large amount of information 
we collected into results. This has 
been done elsewhere (see bibliography 
in Appendix A). Here it is sufficient 
to examine the results of these 
analyses and particularly the results 
of stepwise multiple regression car­
ried out on a number of data sets.
These results suggest that certain 
aspects are indeed more important than 
others in "predicting" residential 
satisfaction.

h i

- •
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Figure 3-5 presents the results ob­
tained from analyzing only the data 
contained in the residents' question­
naires. There were three question­
naire forms, each containing some 
items in common with the other forms 
and some items unique to that form. 
Thus, it would not be appropriate to 
compare results across questionnaire 
forms except for items common to all 
three forms. Nevertheless, taken as 
a whole, the results in figure 3-5 
begin to show the relative degree of 
importance of the various components 
of residential satisfaction. Note 
that satisfaction with neighbors, with 
management, and with various aspects 
of the physical environment were all 
strong predictors of general satisfac­
tion (that is, they accounted for a 
high proportion of variance in the 
criterion variable).

i
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Figure 3-5: Predictors of residents7 satisfaction from responses to 
residents7 questionnaires
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results suggest that a numberTheseof aspects, cutting across the three 
domains of residents, physical en­

vironment, and management, are signi­
ficant predictors of general satis­
faction. Among the strongest predic- 

were satisfaction with management,

When we combined data from various, 
instruments (managers' and tenants 
questionnaires, observations of the 
physical environment, and architec­
tural records) into indices, and sub­
mitted these indices to regression 
analysis, we obtained the results 
shown in figure 3-6.2

tors
f with the rules, with the degree of
f protection from crime, with other 

residents in the development, with the 
appearance of the development, home 
and grounds, with privacy from neigh­
bors and family, and with freedom to 
make changes inside and outside the 
home. Aspects of the surrounding com­
munity and satisfaction with recrea­
tion, laundry and parking facilities 
were also predictors of general satis­
faction. Finally, the size of the 
development was a somewhat weaker 
predictor.

■ i!
*

results shown in figures 3-5 
and 3-6 are each obtained from analy­
sis of partial sets of variables. A 
more complete set of variables was 
used to obtain the results presented 
in figures 7-1 and 7-2.

2Thei !{

li

MANAGEMENT

APPEARANCE

PRIVACY

PERSONALIZATION

COMMUNITY

UNEXPLAINED FACILITIES

DEVELOPMENT SIZE

Figure 3-6: Predictors of residents' satisfaction from various 
instruments (MMOPS, PARS, SIM, and OSAPS)
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Note that in both figure 3-5 and 3-6 
each predictor has been identified by 
a label which attempts to summarize a 
large number of variables combined 
into that predictor. A list of these 
variables by components is provided 
in Appendix B.

In summaryregression analysis shows 
that specific aspects of the resi- 
dentSj the physical environment and 
of management all contribute to 
generate residents 1 satisfaction. 
Because of the importance of aspects 
in these three domains it is likely 
that successful developments will 
score highly on all three. Likewise3 
it is unlikely that attempts at 
improving performance in one domain 
will increase residents 9 satisfaction 
if attention is not paid to the other 
domains as well.

In the next three chapters we examine 
in greater detail specific aspects of 
each domain which appeared to be 
associated with general satisfaction.
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Chapter 4

The Residents

Characteristics, perceptions, and be­
havior of the occupants comprise an 
important domain of inquiry within the 
total housing environment. This 
chapter describes social, demographic, 
and income differences among the 
residents, and the relationships be­
tween such differences and overall 
satisfaction. Various aspects related 
to satisfaction with neighbors and 
safety from crime are also examined. 
The importance of comparisons with 
prior residence and with other housing 
available in the community is noted.

A second view recognizes the existence 
of two major lower income groups: 
those who, although poor, share middle 
class values and attitudes, and those 
who do not. In the extreme version of 
this view these two groups are label­
led as "deserving" and "undeserving" 
on the basis of a moralistic judgment 
about what is considered desirable 
social behavior. It is not our pur­
pose to discuss the question of values 
that may be tied up in these categori­
zations. Rather, we examine some of 
the residents' social characteristics 
as they objectively exist, as they 
are perceived by the residents, and 
as they are perceived by the manage­
ment staff. As an example, we can 
take the level of formal education 
achieved by the respondents in our 
sample.

In addition, in this chapter we dis­
cuss the relationship between housing 
choice and satisfaction and report the 
degree to which our respondents felt 
stigmatized for living in assisted 
housing.

4.1 Social and Demographic 
Differences

Overall, there were considerable dif­
ferences among the respondents: 12 
percent had only a grade school educa­
tion, 15 percent had some high school, 
16 percent had graduated from high 
school, 23 percent had some college 
or technical school training, 7 per­
cent were junior college graduates,
10 percent were college graduates, 
and 14 percent had post-graduate 
college education. Three percent had 
other education.

In the literature on publicly assisted 
housing, two views of the social char­
acteristics of residents can be found 
rather frequently. One view considers 
residents as a relatively homogeneous 
social group. Because these resi­
dents share the characteristic of low 
income, particularly among the public 
housing population, it is assumed that 
they also share most other social 
characteristics, interests, and life­
styles .

4-1
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When we asked the residents whether 
they thought most of their neighbors 
within the development had the same 
education as they had, more people 
(39 versus 22 percent) felt that 
their neighbors had a different educa­
tion from their own (39 percent said 
they had a different education, 22 
percent said they had a similar edu­
cation).

When we compared the public housing 
residents with those living in 221(d) 
3, 221(d)4, and 236 developments 
(figure 4-1), we found that in public 
housjua 36 percent had a grade sch6ol 
education (but only 6 percent in 
privately assisted housing had stop­
ped their education at this level);
31 percent had some high school (10 
percent in the private group); 17 per­
cent were high school graduates (16 
percent in the non-public housing 
group); and only 14 percent had gone 
beyond high school (while 65 percent 
had in private housing), 
clear that the respondents in our 
sample were a very heterogeneous 
group on the dimension of educational 
attainment. Moreover, it is clear 
that there were considerable differ­
ences between public housing resi­
dents, on the one hand, and residents 
in privately owned assisted housing, 
on the other.

ah

Both level of satisfaction and impor­
tance of certain aspects of housing 
appear to be related to demographic 
characteristics of the residents.
For instance, when we compared three 
subsamples of residents of different 
ages (under 35, 35 to 64, and over 
65 years of age) we found that aspects 
of appearance and management were more 
important for the two younger groups,

I while adequate facilities and protec­
tion from crime were more important 
for the elderly group. However, ade­
quate privacy was an important pre­
dictor of satisfaction for all age 
groups.

When the total sample was partitioned 
into subsamples by age, sex, and edu­
cation, we found that satisfaction 
levels varied among subsamples. Women 
who had a college degree and were 
between the age of 30 and 59 were the 
most satisfied group (mean score =
3.9). By contrast, men between the 
age of 30 and 59 with a high school 
degree were the least satisfied 
(mean score = 3.0).

It is
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Figure 4-1: 
ment of respondents in public 
housing and private assisted 
housing.

Educational attain-
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A similar pattern of responses develop­
ed when we asked both residents and 
managers a number of questions dealing 
with similarities in interests, house­
keeping standards, and ideas about 
rearing children. Consistently, more 
residents perceived their neighbors as 
different while more managers per­
ceived their tenants as similar to 
one another on these dimensions.

For the same subsamples a pattern of 
shared and nonshared aspects relating 
to residential satisfaction was found. 
While results are more complex, cer­
tain factors such as privacy from 
neighbors, appearance of the develop­
ment and unit, and management aspects 
were shared as predictors of overall 
satisfaction by at least half of the 
10 subsamples examined. In contrast, 
other features (such as perceptions 
about people outside the development 
and access to the conmunity) were 
predictors of residential satisfaction 
for only one of the subsamples (women 
between the age of 30 and 59 who 
had a high school education).

4.2 Income Differences

Although the population in our study 
was defined as "low and moderate in­
come families" our sample contained a 
range of income groups within this 
income definition. A very large pro­
portion of the 3743 households for 
which income data was collected (91 
percent) had a total annual income of 
less than $10,000 (1971-72).
Figure 4.2 shows the dis­
tribution of income for the entire 
sample of assisted households.

So far, we have established that resi­
dents in our sample of HUD-assisted 
developments were dissimilar on a 
number of socio-demographic dimensions 
other than income, that residents were 
aware of such dissimilarities, and 
that differences in satisfaction 
levels and in the importance ascribed 
to various housing aspects were re­
lated to these dissimilarities. Thus, 
it is of interest to examine whether 
tenants and managers agreed or not on 
their perceptions of socio-demographic 
differences.

l

A comparison of data from residents' 
and managers' questionnaires shows 
that managers perceived their tenants 
as a more homogeneous population than 
the residents did. For instance, more 
managers perceived their residents as 
having similar education (48 percent) 
than as having different education (30 
percent), while, as reported earlier, 
39 percent of the tenants felt the 
education of their neighbors was 
different from, and 22 percent felt 
it was similar to, their own.

i
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Figure 4-2: 
hold income (in 1971-72 dollars)

Total annual house-
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Are the differences in income related 
to differences in overall satisfac­
tion? When we compared total annual 
household income with responses to the 
question about satisfaction with 
"living here" we obtained only a weak 
negative correlation (-.12). This 
suggests that, as a whole, the lower 
income residents were slightly more 
satisfied with their housing.

Another way of examining the relation 
between income and satisfaction is to 
compare satisfaction levels of various 
income groups. As can be seen from 
figure 4-4, households in the lowest 
income group (below $2,000) 
were the most satisfied; those in the 
highest income group (about $14,000) 
were the least satisfied.
The differences in overall satisfac­
tion between groups 1 and 3 and 1 and 
5 were statistically significant at 
the 0.05 level (less than 5 percent 
probability of these differences 
occurring by chance).

As expected, there were considerable 
differences in income ranges between 
public housing and private assisted 
housing. These differences are shown 
in figure 4-3.

!HOUSEHOLD MMM ‘‘'COUE 
COLLARSoars

LESS THAN 2000

|
2 2000 TO 59M i

i
6000 TO 0909

I
4 >9000 TO I3999

I iS MOPE THAN 1,000

53 40 1 2

Figure 4-3: Total annual house­
hold income by assistance 
programs (1971-72 dollars).

Although the overall proportion of 
households having an income of less than 
$10,000 per year was not very 
different between the two groups (97 
percent in public housing, 89 percent in 
private developments), the distribution 
of income groups was. Almost 30 per­
cent of the public housing households 
were below the $2,000 level, while 
only 4 percent were below this level in 
private housing. Fully 86 percent of 
public housing households were below 
the $6,000 level, but only.41 per­
cent fell below the same level in pri­
vate housing. Overall, the average 
annual household income for the public 
housing families was approximately $3,600; 
the average income for families 
in private housing was approximately 
$7,100.
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Figure 4-4: 
tion with "living here" by 
household income groups.

Levels of satisfac-
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Neighbors and I have similar be­
liefs about right and wrong 

Neighbors and I have similar 
childrearing ideas 

Neighbors and I have similar 
interests

Neighbors and I have similar 
education

We can conclude from these results 
that there was a tendency for the 
lower income subgroups, and in parti­
cular for the households making less 
than $2,000, to be somewhat more 
satisfied with their housing than 
those in other income groups.

4.3 Satisfaction with Neighbors
Numerous comments from our respondents 
illustrate the degree to which socio­
demographic differences and differences 
in lifestyles and values are associated 
with dissatisfaction.

As discussed in chapter 3 (section 
3.2), satisfaction with other residents 
living in the development was a strong 
predictor of satisfaction with one's 
housing. For this reason it is of 
interest to examine those aspects that 
were shown by principal component 
analysis to be strongly associated 
with satisfaction with "other resi­
dents." Items measuring these as­
pects can be grouped into six main 
classes:

"The only thing I don't like about 
this development is that some people 
won 't make their kids mind."

"I feel that the older people living 
here should be moved to a settlement 
of their own. They are very rude and 
nasty toward all children."

"Sometimes we do get into the building 
a wild young woman who throws loud 
parties until 4 o'clock in the morn­
ing. "

"The people around me are pigs3 very 
sloppy. They throw garbage around 
our yard and step on our plants. They 
throw rocks and snowballs at our house 
and cut our screens."

Similarity with one's neighbors. 
Friendliness and trustworthi­
ness of neighbors.
Neighbors' care for upkeep and 
cleanliness.
Privacy from neighbors and 
lack of crowding.
Protection from crime and 
vandals.
Managements' rules and per­
formance .

1.
2.

3.

4.

5.

6.

The above list is arranged in order of 
importance based on factor loadings 
from principal component analysis.

"I would like to say that I think 
college people are real snobbish.
There are more college people in this 
place. They seem to think they are so 
much better than everyone else. I 
wasn't raised that way."

"I feel that single people should have 
a separate area of the development 
because often their life styles are 
different. "

"All our lives we worked with Black 
people and we were willing to live 
with them but it seems they can't live 
with us. We are being harassed by 
them. "

In order to test further the relative 
importance of aspects impinging upon 
satisfaction with "other residents?' the 
data were subjected to additional re­
gression analyses. From these proce­
dures (described more fully in chapter 
7, section 7.2), an index of items 
measuring similarity with neighbors 
was found to be the strongest predic­
tor of satisfaction with "other resi­
dents." Items in the index were:
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"Generally speaking it's the nicest 
home I have had in many yearss well 
kept and very clean."

"There are certain families that 
not desirable. They do not teach 
their children to respect people and 
other people's property."

"Good" neighbors are probably an 
important component of satisfaction 
in any residential setting. In multi­
family housing, however, to have good 
neighbors acquires a special impor­
tance because of greater proximity of 
dwellings, sharing of common spaces, 
and less individual control over one's 
environment. The respondents in our 
sample were clearly more satisfied 
both with neighbors and with place of 
residence the more they perceived 
their neighbors to be similar to 
themselves, friendly and trustworthy, 
doing their part in upkeep in clean­
ing, and generally being well-behaved.

4.4 Comparison with Prior Residence 
and Other Housing

are

\

"It is better than other projects in 
Louisville, Kentucky."

"Better schools here than where we 
were before. Not quite so much 
vandalism. "

"Much better place than where I used 
to stay. ”

"I feel rather cramped. I am used to 
living on plenty of land. Here we 
worry about backyard privacy."

When answering specific questions 
posed to them, residents mentioned 
more frequently certain items that 
they perceived to be better than at 
their previous place. These items 
included the appearance of the home, 
the grounds and the development, other 
residents in the development and a 
sense of privacy from other residents 
and from family members, better pro­
tection from crime, better parking, 
laundry and recreation facilities, 
better management and management 
rules, and a greater freedom to make 
changes inside and outside the dwell­
ing.

; 1

iv
l - .

n • As mentioned earlier, residents' 
satisfaction is not an abstract con­
cept that exists in a vacuum. It 
contains, on the contrary, an impor­
tant element of comparison between 
what one has, what one has experienced 
in the past, and what one expects to 
have in the future. Thus, it can be 
expected that the extent to which the 
present residence is perceived to be 
better or worse than the previous one 
would influence residents' overall 
satisfaction.

v
! I

In our study, we found that this 
comparison with previous residence was 
consistently among the three most 
important factors associated with 
residents' satisfaction. People fre­
quently mentioned differences they 
perceived with previous housing or 
with other housing available to them 
in the same community.
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A housing development that is per­
ceived as better than other places in 
the same neighborhood and price range 
will generally be considered success­
ful by the residents even though, in 
absolute terms, it may fall short of 
the ideal in one or more important 
categories. For instance, a number 
of residents in our study mentioned 
their initial delight in moving to a 
new, clean and reasonably well-main­
tained development in spite of their 
perception that the management was 
rather hostile and threatening. Con­
versely, in some developments in which 
the physical plant was not better than 
in similar housing in the community, 
a friendly and cooperative manage­
ment or the presence of effective 
tenant organizations were cited by 
the residents as reasons for their 
preferring that particular development 
to their previous housing.

When we combined two measures of 
safety (of respondents and of chil­
dren) from "being the victim of a 
crime such as robbery, vandalism, 
fighting, hustling, etc.," we found 
that, overall, only 39 percent of the 
respondents felt they were safe from 
crime and vandalism, 28 percent felt 
unsafe. (Mean scores by sites and 
programs are shown in Appendix B, 
figure B-l.) Only a slightly better 
result was obtained with regard to 
children's safety: 45 percent of the 
respondents felt that children were 
safe; 16 percent felt they were un­
safe.

In order to get a better sense of 
whether perceptions of a lack of safety 
were attached to living in a particu­
lar place or whether lack of safety 
was thought to be a somewhat inevit­
able condition, we asked our respon­
dents to say whether they agreed or 
disagreed with the statement: "My 
family and I are as safe and secure 
here as any place we might live." 
Twenty-seven percent disagreed and 
60 percent (a much higher percentage 
than those who felt safe) agreed.
These results suggest that a certain 
amount of crime is probably 
taken for granted and can be attributed 
to societal factors that would be 
present in most housing environments.
On the other hand, almost one third 
of the respondents associated their 
lack of safety with the place in 
which they lived.

4.5 Crime and Vandalism

In this section we look at the concept 
of safety from crime. The reason for 
including this discussion in this 
chapter is that analysis of the 
responses from tenants' questionnaires 
suggests that a sense of safety from 
crime and vandal ism is associated not 
only with feelings of being adequately 
protected, but also with a number of 
measures related to satisfaction, with 
other residents and neighbors. (The 
design implications of crime and van­
dalism are discussed in chapter 5; in 
chapter 6 we examine the residents' 
perceptions of the protection from 
crime and vandals that they receive 
from management and police.)

A sense of safety from crime, per se, 
was not a predictor of overall satis­
faction. Rather, satisfaction with 
crime protection and safety from crime 
appeared to be associated with a num­
ber of other measures in factors that 
strongly predicted satisfaction.

Our respondents offered many comments 
about crime and vandalism. Some of 
these, which seem more concerned with 
locational or design aspects,are re­
ported in chapter 5. We reproduce 
here some of the comments that are 
related primarily to other residents 
in the development or neighbors living 
in the surrounding area.
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This result may explain, at least in 
part, the finding that a number of 
sites located in areas that are noto­
rious for their crime rates, never­
theless obtained positive mean scores 
on safety from crime and vandals.
While certain design-related aspects 
or the presence of adequate security 

may have helped in obtaining 
relatively good safety scores, it is 
also probable that the residents them­
selves, in these developments, were 
not prone to engage in criminal behav­
ior and vandalism, and that management 
admission and eviction practices 
screened out those families who may 
have otherwise caused a lower sense of 
safety to prevail.

4.6 Housing Choice

"In this development I didn't find 
out until after I moved in that there 
are too many people on relief and not 
enough working people; the working 
people have to put up with people 
breaking into their apartments while 
they are at work."

"The thing I dislike about living 
here is the people living at M.
Avenue.
feel unsafe whenever I come home at 
night."

"I don't like hearing gunshots from 
neighboring apartments and being told 
of robberies in the area,, and especial­
ly having our own screen (to the front 
window) pushed in. "

"Many of the children are not disci­
plined at all and vandalism is a 
rather common occurrence. "

) measures

They are very rough3 and I

It has often been mentioned in the 
housing literature that housing choice 
is an important element in generating 
residents' satisfaction. When v/e ex­
amined the relation between the resi­
dents' perceived amount of choice 
and satisfaction on the basis of 
correlational analysis, we found only 
a weak relationship (r=.15). However, 
it must be remembered that our sample 
included a high percentage of people 
for whom such a choice would be in 
fact extremely limited. Approximately 
one third of our respondents indicated 
that they had no choice at all in 
selecting the development in which 
they lived. Another third reported 
that they had only one or two places 
to choose from, and only about one 
fourth of the residents perceived that 
many choices were available to them. 
Thus, the weak correlation between 
degree of choice and satisfaction may 
be simply a function of the low vari­
ability of the choice actually avail­
able.

\r

"There appears to be a low caliber 
of people living in the majority of 
the apartments. Parents don’t super­
vise their children well. The city 
police hesitate to stop disturbances 
such as loud parties. "

Although safety from crime and vandal­
ism was associated by our respondents 
with a number of aspects, as mentioned 
earlier, some of our data analyses 
suggest that residents perceived a 
much stronger association between 
safety and the characteristics of 
other residents than they did between 
safety and the characteristics of 
people living outside the development.^

jit.: - ;

r

i

i
1

1 The percentage of explained vari­
ance (r2) obtained from bivariate cor­
relations was 10 percent and 4 percent 
respectively.
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However, in spite of this weak rela­
tionship, there was a trend indicat­
ing that housing satisfaction in­
creased as the amount of choice 
increased. Only 56 percent of the 
respondents who had no choice were 
satisfied with the development, but 
this proportion rose to 62 percent 
for those who had even a modest 
choice (1 or 2 places), to 71 percent 
for those with a choice of 3 to 4 
places, to 74 percent for those with 
a choice of 5 to 6 places, and to 77 
percent for the people who had many 
places to choose from.

It is not appropriate to infer from 
these findings that increasing the 
choices available to people will neces­
sarily result in higher levels of 
housing satisfaction. Nevertheless, 
these results suggest that, other 
things being equal, residents who per­
ceive that they have a range of 
choices will tend to be more satisfied 
with their housing.

"It's convenient to downtown areas and 
work—this is the only reason I chose 
this place. But I hate apartments."

"T like the low rent, hut you only 
get what you -pay for. For a new 
complex the material used in the 
construction seems to he of a very 
poor quality."

"The only thing that I like about the 
development is I am an unmarried woman 
on A.D.C. and I don't have much rent 
to pay and right now I couldn't afford 
anything else."

Many residents, particularly in the 
lower income brackets usually found in 
public housing, were grateful to have 
been able to secure a roof over their 
heads and a dwelling that was warm 
during the winter, even though the 
associated conditions of crime, mis­
trust and dilapidation that they fre­
quently described were, by any stan­
dards, quite appalling.

A message that seems to flow from many 
of the open-ended comments to our 
questionnaires is that people with 
very limited choices are forced to 
adapt to conditions that others would 
not tolerate. In some of the develop­
ments we studied it is clear that 
management has indeed perceived this 
message, to the extent that it has 
been doing little or nothing to re­
lieve problems that could conceivably 
have been ameliorated. Pointing to 
long waiting lists, some housing 
authorities could convince the general 
public that they are offering an 
attractive residential alternative. 
This is not always the case. The 
management that depends on tenants 
with little housing choice to fill 
their development may very well be 
contributing to the eventual downfall 
of the place.

A number of open-ended comments sup­
plied by the residents in our study 
suggest that often only the low rent 
and the person's inability to obtain 
any other housing were the reasons for 
that person's "choice."

"I like the amount of rent I pay, hut 
I would rather live in a single house. "

"I don't like anything about this 
development and I wish I had my own 
house. "

"The rent is cheap, and the develop­
ment is close to stores and laundromat. 
I would rather live in this project 
than any other. But the waiting list 
is too long and they only gave me one 
bedroom. I have two children and it 
is really had when three people are 
trying to sleep in a small bedroom."

"I like the safety and privacy of this 
place, hut it isn't like living in 
your own house. "
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But how strongly did our residents 
feel they were "looked down upon" be­
cause of their living in a publicly 
assisted housing development? One of 
the two stigmatization items was: "I 
feel that people living outside this 
development look down on me because I 
live in this housing development." 
Overall, only 15 percent of our 
respondents agreed with this state­
ment; 73 percent disagreed. We do 
not have equivalent data from the 
population living in non-ass is ted 
housing to use as comparison. But, 
in absolute terms, it does not appear 
that the percentage of people who 
felt stigmatized is unduly high. (See 
Appendix B, figure B-2, for the mean 
scores for this item by sites and 
assistance programs.)

As a group, the public housing sites 
appeared to have a greater stigma 
attached to them than the non-public 
housing developments. While the mean 
score for the group of privately 
owned projects was well into the posi­
tive half of the scale (3.90), that 
for the public housing group was on 
the negative half, albeit by a small 
margin (2.96). This difference in 
scores was statistically significant.

Choice in housing can be considered 
to be linked to mobility, as well as 
to income and education of a house­
hold. Analyses of data from our study 
confirm the expectation that these 
aspects are related to one another. 
Moreover, a factor combining degree 
of choice, mobility and education were 
associated, though not very strongly, 
with overall residents' satisfaction.

4.7 The Stigma of Assisted Housing

It has often been postulated, parti­
cularly in journalistic accounts of 
life in publicly-assisted housing, 
that one of the components of resi­
dents' dissatisfaction with this 
type of residential environment is 
the feeling of stigmatization that 
is presumably attached to living in 
public or subsidized housing.

In our study, we asked the residents 
a number of questions related to 
feelings of stigmatization. Among 
these questions, two were shown by 
principal component analysis to be 
highly associated with items measuring 
desirable characteristics of other 
residents and neighbors, privacy from 
neighbors, safety from accidents, 
security from crime, and pleasantness 
of the surrounding neighborhood.
The factor in which these measures 
were included, in turn, was a strong 
predictor of satisfaction. Thus it 
is clear that, for our sample, a lack 
of stigmatization feelings was strongly 
associated with satisfaction with neigh­
bors both in the development and out­
side, and ultimately with overall 
satisfaction.

: -

2This difference was statistically 
significant at the .001 level, that 
is, the probability of this difference 
occurring by chance is less than 
1/10th of 1 percent.
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Satisfaction with other residents as 
neighbors, which was a strong pre­
dictor of overall satisfaction, was 
associated with similarity, friend­
liness and trustworthiness of neigh­
bors, the degree to which they cared 
for the upkeep and cleanliness of the 
development and of their dwelling, 
the degree of privacy, lack of crowd­
ing, and protection from crime and 
vandals, and the degree to which 
management rules and performance were 
perceived to have an effect on these 
other aspects.

Among such aspects, similarity (of 
beliefs, childrearing ideas, interests, 
and education) between the respondent 
and his or her neighbors was found to 
be the aspect most strongly associated 
with satisfaction "with other resi­
dents."

The other item measuring stigmatiza­
tion was the statement: "Even though 
the housing itself is quite adequate,
I do not like living here because of 
what other people think about it." 
Overall, even fewer respondents con­
curred with this statement: only 7 
percent agreed, 77 percent disagreed. 
(See Appendix B, figure B-3 for the 
mean scores on this item for the 37 
developments in our sample.) Again, 
there is a statistically significant 
difference between the public housing 
sites and the privately owned develop­
ments, although the difference is 
smaller than in the item of figure B-2.

These results suggest that a relatively 
small percentage of the residents do 
feel a certain stigma attached to 
living in assisted housing. An even 
smaller percentage feel that such 
stigma is important enough to offset 
the advantage of otherwise "adequate"^ 
housing.

The experience of our respondents with 
prior housing and the comparison be­
tween the development in which they 
lived and other housing available in 
the community were also strong pre­
dictors of overall satisfaction.

4.8 Summary

The information presented and dis­
cussed in this chapter shows that, as 
a whole, residents in our sample of 
HUD-assisted housing were a non- 
homogenous population with respect to 
a number of socio-demographic charac­
teristics, including income, educa­
tion, values, and lifestyle. Moreover, 
differences in satisfaction levels and 
in the importance of various aspects 
in predicting residents' satisfaction 
were related to these socio-demographic 
dissimilarities. These socio­
demographic differences were perceived 
more accurately by tenants than by 
management.

Comparatively few low and moderate 
income households (approximately 25 
percent of our respondents) seemed to 
have a reasonably wide range of hous­
ing choice available to them. While 
we found only a weak correlation be­
tween available choice and overall 
satisfaction, a factor containing 
measures of choice, mobility, and 
educational attainment was associated, 
though not very strongly, with general 
satisfaction.

3 Because of the slightly ambiguous 
wording of this item, it is possible 
that some respondents disagreed not 
with the feeling of stigma, but with 
the qualification of adequacy.
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A perception of being "safe from 
crime, vandalism, and hustling" was 
not, per se, a predictor of overall 
satisfaction. Rather, this percep­
tion was associated with other as­
pects which, in turn, were predictors 
of overall satisfaction. These as­
pects were mainly related to having 
similar, friendly and trustworthy 
neighbors in the development, feeling 
that management and police were 
providing effective protection, and 
feeling that management was effective 
in screening away potential trouble­
makers.

=

Only 15 percent of our respondents 
felt stigmatized because they lived 
in HUD-assisted housing. However, 
absence of stigmatization feelings was 
positively related to overall satis­
faction. In turn, stigmatization was 
likely to be avoided when residents 
were satisfied with their neighbors, 
felt they had sufficient privacy from 
them, and perceived the surrounding 
neighborhood as pleasant and safe.
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Chapter 5

The Physical Environment

This chapter deals with the physical 
aspects of housing. Specifically, we 
discuss those physical aspects that 
are associated with planning, design, 
and construction, rather than those 
(such as maintenance) that are related 
to management, considered in chapter 6. 
In other words, most of what we dis­
cuss in this chapter is directed to 
planners, architects, and landscape 
architects, and to those who interact 
with these professionals in making 
decisions that affect the physical 
environment of housing.

The importance of locational factors 
should not be construed to mean that a 
development cannot be successful if 
located in an undesirable neighborhood. 
For instance, in our sample of 37 
developments, of the 16 sites in which 
satisfaction with "living here" was 
above the mean score of the total 
sample, almost half (seven sites) were 
located in a neighborhood perceived as 
unsatisfactory by the residents.

Occupants of the five most satisfactory 
developments offered the following 
comments (among others) about unde­
sirable characteristics of the neigh­
borhood in which they development was 
located:

5.1 Location

There is an adage in the real estate 
business that there are three important 
aspects in the success of a housing 
development: location, location, and 
location. This may be overstating the 
case, but it is nevertheless a reminder 
of the fact that, in the open market, 
people who can exercise a choice tend 
to place great importance on locational 
factors, particularly in the presence 
of good schools (if they have chil­
dren), the general upkeep of the neigh­
borhood, the kind of people living in 
the immediate neighborhood, etc.

In our study, a "community" factor was 
a significant predictor of residents' 
satisfaction in multiple regression 
analyses of 16 factors and indices 
which included both perceptions and ob­
jective data (page 3-8). This "commu­
nity" factor included responses to 
questions about satisfaction with 
neighbors outside the development and 
about ease of access to the surrounding 
community.

"It is very unsafe to walk alone to 
town or grocery. Many of our elderly 
men and women have been knocked down 
and robbed in daytime while walking in 
the neighborhood. n

"The major and possibly overriding 
drawback is the area outside the 
housing development. Aside from the 
general hostility I feel when I walk a 
block away from the development, this 
is unqestionably a high-crime neigh­
borhood. ' My husband has been held up 
often — once with a gun — once with 
a knife. We have witnessed more 
purse-snatchings than I can recall and 
many of our neighbors have been 
burglarized. We do not walk anywhere 
at night but dash to our car and back. 
The last straw was my husband1 s wit­
nessing of [a] murder in front of our 
house. Since then we have begun to 
question whether all the benefits of 
living in this development are worth 
living in fear."

5-1



Because of the apparent public prefer­
ence, at least in the open market, for 
low density residential environments, 
and because of the pressures for higher 
densities due to high land costs, 
density has received considerable 
attention as an aspect potentially re­
lated to residents' satisfaction. For 
this reason we included a measure of 
density1 among sixteen potential pre­
dictors of satisfaction with "living 
here." When we performed a step-wise 
multiple regression analysis on these 
variables, we found that density was 
not a significant predictor of satis­
faction. In other words, density, as 
such, was not associated with satis­
faction with "living here." This, of 
course, does not mean that density is 
not an important parameter in the 
design of a housing development.
It is obvious that certain design 
aspects, for example, visual and 
auditory privacy, become more difficult 
to obtain as densities increase. But 
we can conclude from the results of 
our analyses that both high and low 
densities can be satisfactory when a 
development is adequately designed and 
managed.

"I don 't like the 
nearby which still haven't been rede­
veloped and which attract junkies and 
the like. "

"The police are very slow to respond 
to a call. \ihich is to be expected. 
Of course > if we lived in an 'elite' 
part of town they would respond much 
sooner."

vacant lotsmany

These comments suggest a particularly 
strong concern with security from 
crime. Yet, even in the presence of 
these perceptions about the surround­
ing community, these developments were 
the top five (in our sample of 37) in 
terms of overall satisfaction. This 
can be explained by the fact that 
compensatory aspects existed in these 
projects in the form of design features 
and management practices.

Crime is not the only locational 
problem that may be, at least in part, 
compensated for by careful design and 
sensitive management. For example, 
the lack of adequate recreational 
facilities for teenagers and adults in 
the immediate neighborhood, particular­
ly in developments in which the popu­
lation is not highly mobile, may be 
offset by providing at least some of 
these facilities within the development 
itself. 1 For our purposes, density was de­

fined as the number of dwelling units 
divided by the entire surface area of 
the development site. This area in­
cluded internal roadways, parking, 
etc. In our sample, density ranged 
from 6.3 to 163.1 dwelling units per 
acre.

5.2 Density

Some design consequences of location in­
volve decisions of a general nature, 
which tend to be made at the early 
stages of design. Among these deci­
sions, the density of the development, 
and the choice between low rise and 
high rise, have often been mentioned in 
the literature and elsewhere. Among de­
sign professionals, in particular, some 
of these issues have been dicussed with 
great passion. Incontrovertible, defin­
itive answers to these questions cannot 
be obtained from present research. How­
ever, a number of our research findings 
in these areas have strong implications 
that are worth considering.
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5.3 Size

In our study we included the size^ of 
the development among 16 potential 
predictors of satisfaction with "living 
here" in a stepwise multiple regression 
analysis. Size of the development was 
the last of the seven predictors that were 
found to be significant: the greater 
the number of dwelling units in a 
development, the lower the degree of 
satisfaction with "living here." We 
can conclude, then, that for our 
sample, small size was predictive of 
general satisfaction, though not very 
strongly.

Among the 16 developments in which 
residents reported satisfaction at a 
level higher than the mean level for 
the entire sample, 4 had 100 units or 
less, 5 had between 101 and 200 units,
4 had between 201 and 300 units, 1 had 
303 units, 1 had 424 units, and 1 had 
704 units (the latter was totally 
occupied by elderly). These data 
should remind us that, if other as­
pects are positive, it is possible to 
obtain high levels of satisfaction 
even in large projects. Conversely 
small size, per se, will not help when 
other aspects are negative: for 
instance, the development that re­
ceived the lowest score on satisfaction 
with "living here" had only 50 units.
A general conclusion in regard to 
size is that developments of a rela­
tively small size (perhaps below 200 
units) will tend to make both design 
and management easier.

* »
=• Dll SB. |

2
For the purpose of our study, size 

was the total number of dwelling units 
in a development. In our sample, 
size varied between 28 and 1122 dwell­
ing units.

Figures 5-1 and 5-2: 
est development in the study 
(top) contained 28 units, the 
largest (bottom) had 1122 dwell­
ing units.

The small-
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This development was also rated nega­
tively on privacy and on the facili­
ties provided, such as parking, recre­
ation, and laundry. The open ended 
comments provided by some respondents 
did not make any specific reference to 
the type of layout, in spite of the 
fact that it is a very unusual one. 
While certain features were positively 
commented on, particularly the views 
and the availability of decks and 
patios, there were also negative com­
ments about lack of privacy (especially 
auditory privacy), the inconvenience 
of parking arrangements, and the fact 
that dwellings were not spaced far 
enough apart from each other.

5 * 4 Types of Site Layout

Just as with density and with high rise 
construction, there seems to be a con­
viction among site planners and archi­
tects that certain types of layout are 
inherently better than others. For 
instance, Frampton (1975), writing 
about the low-rise, high-density type 
of layout (known as "carpet" housing) 
sees in this particular type certain 
intrinsic virtues of "livability."
Our study included a development with 
this type of layout (see figure 5-3).
It ranked 22nd (out of 37) in satis­
faction with "living here," which 
places it below the mean satisfac­
tion level for the whole sample.

Note: In this site plan, and 
all others in the report, 
schematic sections have been 
shown to give an idea of the 
topography, relative building 
height, etc. The location of 
the section planes is indicated 
on the plan by dotted lines.

\
\
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Figure 5-3: Schematic 
site plan of a low-rise, 
high-density project of 
the "carpet housing" type. 
This development was rank­
ed 22nd (out of 37) in 
satisfaction with "living 
here."
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When we examined the layouts of those 
developments that were ranked highest 
on satisfaction with "living here," a 
great variety of layouts became ap­
parent. The most satisfactory devel­
opment consists of two buildings lo­
cated at some distance from one 
another along an urban street (figure 
5-4): one of the buildings is a 
high-rise structure, the other con­
sists of a rather complex, imagina­
tive, and tight arrangement of low- 
rise walk-ups.

The second ranked development (figure 
5-5) has a rather straightforward, 
uninteresting arrangement in which 
parking branches off from a central 
roadway, and low-rise buildings are

laid out in "court" fashion, generally 
facing parking on the one side and the 
court on the other.I

i
The highestFigure 5-4 (left): 

rated development on satisfac­
tion with "living here." 
consists of two parts, located 
at some distance from each other 
alongside an urban street, 
first part (upper section) is a 
low-rise building, 
part (bottom section) is a high- 
rise structure.

It

The

The second

Figure 5-5 (right): 
rise project was rated second on 
satisfaction with "living here." 
It contains townhouses and 
apartments.

This low-
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i
The development that was ranked third 
on general satisfaction (figure 5-6) 
is a group of high-rises for the 
elderly arranged without regard to the 
surrounding streets, but providing a 
certain measure of enclosure for a 
relatively small landscaped open space. 
The next five developments in which 
the highest levels of overall satis­
faction were obtained also had very 
different types of site layout 
(figures 5-7 to 5-11). Indeed, one 
could hardly ask for a more varied 
group of layout types.

Figure 5-6 (left): The third 
most satisfactory development 
was a group of high-rise build­
ings occupied exclusively by 
elderly households.

Figure 5-7 (right): Another 
low-rise development which also 
contains townhouses and apart­
ments with a common space in the 
center of the complex and park­
ing on alternate sides of build­
ings . It was rated fourth on 
satisfaction with "living here."
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A tightFigure 5-8 (top left): 
arrangement of walk-up apartment 
buildings on a limited urban 
site.

\
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This project was still 
it washighly satisfactory: 

rated fifth out of 37 on satis­
faction with "living here."

r Figure 5-9 (top right): 
successful development consist­
ing of rehabilitated buildings 
on three different sites in the 
central city of a major metro­
politan area, 
satisfaction with "living here."

Figure 5-10 (bottom left): 
Another urban site, 
has three high-rise buildings of 
different heights grouped around 
a central plaza, 
seventh on satisfaction with 
"living here."

A

7
It ranked sixth on

This one

It was rated
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The development that ranked eighth on satisfaction 
with "living here" was of the scattered type. Two- 
story duplexes, triplexes, and quadruplexes are 
present on this site

The conclusion that can be drawn from 
these examples is not that site layout 
is unimportant. A particular layout 
can make specific problems such as 
parking, recreation, or privacy easier 
or more difficult to solve and it can 
reflect on the overall attractiveness 
of the development. However, no 
particular type of site layout seems 
to exist that will be intrinsically 
better and that will strongly influ­
ence residents' satisfaction. No 
matter what type of layout is chosen, 
the specific detailed way in which a 
variety of important attributes is 
handled is what makes a real differ­
ence to people. For instance, there 
may be sufficient parking space pro­
vided, but if the layout makes it 
necessary to walk long distances be­
tween parked cars and dwelling units 
and does not permit visual surveillance 
of one's car from the apartment, then 
parking arrangements will likely be 
perceived as unsatisfactory.

Figure 5-11:

5.5 High-rise versus Low-rise

There is a widespread notion that 
high-rise living is unsuitablefor most 
types of occupancy, most particularly 
for families with children. High- 
rise developments have been associated 
with high risks of failure to the ex­
tent that in certain types of assisted 
housing their construction has been 
expressly prohibited by law. Never­
theless, high-rise housing has been 
built and will continue to be built 
for a number of reasons, including 
the frequent requirement in urban areas 
for densities well in excess of the 
level of 50 units to the acre at which 
low and medium rise-construction be­
come impossible. For this reason, it 
is of interest to examine the results 
of research in regard to the high-rise 
question.

.i

!
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When we compared satisfaction levels 
between the two groups, we found no 
significant difference in satisfac­
tion with "living here." Among 
thirteen other measures of satisfac­
tion with other aspects which had 
been found to be important to resi­
dents, only three were significantly 
different between the two groups: 
satisfaction with recreation facili­
ties, with privacy from neighbors, 
and with parking arrangements.^ The 
high-rise residents were move sat­
isfied than low-rise residents with 
these three items.

In our study we compared satisfaction 
levels of respondents in high and 
low-rise developments. For this 
purpose we selected a subsample of 
135 respondents living in high-rise 
buildings and 192 living in low- 
rise housing.3 This reduction was 
necessary to avoid comparing responses 
from urban areas (where all high-rise 
buildings were located) with those 
from suburban areas and rural areas. 
The high-rise developments were 
located in the state of New York; two 
were in New York City, one in Yonkers, 
and one in Utica. The low-rise sites 
were in the following locations: 
Chicago, Illinois; Yonkers, New York; 
Ithaca, New York; Minneapolis, 
Minnesota; and Knoxville, Tennessee.
We compared the demographic character­
istics of the respondents in the two 
subgroups to ascertain whether they 
were, in fact, different types of 
populations. Residents in the high- 
rise developments were somewhat 
older, less educated, and had lived 
in the community longer than residents 
in the low-rise projects. Although 
these differences were statistically 
significant,4 they were very small. 
There were no differences in family 
size.

When we compared the two groups by 
means of multiple regression analy­
sis, we found that a management index 
and an index of comparison with prior 
residence were important predictors 
of satisfaction with "living here" 
for both groups but, in addition, 
privacy from neighbors, satisfaction 
with neighbors in the 2-3 block area 
around the project, safety, and 
security were also important predic­
tors for the high-rise residents.

In summary, these results show that, 
for our sample, high-rise housing did 
not result in lower levels of satis­
faction, that people in high-rises 
were actually more satisfied with some 
aspects of their housing and that 
certain aspects of privacy and secur­
ity were more important for respon­
dents in high-rises than they were 
for the low-rise group.

3
High-rise were defined for this 

purpose as buildings in which elevators 
were present.

^At the .01 level, i.e., the 
probability of these differences 
occurring by chance is less than 1 
percent. ^At the .05 level; i.e., the 

probability of these differences 
occurring by chance is less than 5 
percent.
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important items in an appearance fac­
tor which was a strong predictor of 
satisfaction with "living here."
Other important items in this factor 
were perceptions that the outside of 
buildings was pleasant, that the 
housing development was beautiful and 
colorful, and the buildings were 
generally attractive. Perceptions 
that the development did not look like 
military housing, that the view from 
the apartment was pleasing, that the 
landscape and the dwelling units were 
pleasant, that the development was new 
and "elegant" were also related to 
appearance. (See Appendix B, Table 
B-l, for the list of items contained 
in this factor.)

When we asked the residents in our 
sample to rate their satisfaction with 
the "appearance of this development," 
we found that a substantial majority 
of the respondents rated it on the 
positive side of the scale. Approxi­
mately 66 percent of the respondents 
were satisfied, 21 percent were dis­
satisfied, and 13 percent were neutral.

5.6 Appearance

In the housing research literature 
there is a remarkable consistency 
about the importance of the attractive­
ness of the development and dwelling 
units in promoting residents' satis­
faction. Esthetic attractiveness has 
been shown to be strongly associated 
with acceptance of a development by 
its residents. The results from 
regression analysis reported in chapter 
3, section 3.2 confirm the importance 
of a set of items measuring visual 
attractiveness and pleasantness of 
dwelling units, buildings, and grounds 
in fostering satisfaction with "living 
here." The factor containing these 
items was labelled "appearance."

Principal component analysis of re­
sponses to the tenants' questionnaires 
suggests that residents react to spe­
cific features of the architectural 
design, landscaping, and maintenance.
For instance, the color and material 
of buildings were the two most
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3.5
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2

1.5
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Figure 5-12: Satisfaction with " appearance of this development."
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This is, of course, also a function of 
the fact that most Public Housing 
construction occurred at a time when 
the concern for environmental attrac­
tiveness had not yet emerged as worthy 
of special attention. In this 
connection, it is significant that 
the second highest ranked Public 
Housing development was a site that 
had been extensively refurbished by 
using modernization funds (figure 
5-13). The only Public Housing proj­
ect that was ranked higher on appear­
ance was a development for the elderly, 
of recent construction.

When we broke down these results by 
sites and programs of assistance, we 
obtained the scores shown in figure 
5-12. Again, as in the case of other 
responses, there was a wide variety 
of scores among the 37 sites. As a 
group, the Public Housing sites scored 
significantly lower6 on the dimension 
of appearance than the private devel­
opments, a reflection of the generally 
lower esthetic concern evidenced by 
most public housing developments.

An important consideration in this 
discussion is that we are not describ­
ing esthetic standards held by 
designers, but rather the residents' 
perception of a development's attrac­
tiveness. Therefore we are interested 
in investigating what design features 
(and management practices) contribute 
to make a development attractive 
in the eyes of the residents.

6At the .02 level,* i.e., the likeli­
hood of this difference occurring by 
chance is less than 2 percent.

Figure 5-13:
Public Housing devel­
opment had undergone 
extensive moderniza­
tion .
second highest rating 
of all Public Housing 
projects on satisfac­
tion with "appearance."

This

It received the
ini

r^Miiirr" ii -j- -
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In figure 5-14 (showing the develop­
ment that was rated best on appear­
ance) it is clear that an attempt was 
made by the architect to treat each 
dwelling unit as a somewhat dif­
ferent
end different materials and textures, 
roof shapes, trim, and even size were 
used by the designer. The architec­
tural style is somewhat eclectic.
The photograph also conveys a broad 
sense of spaciousness, well-maintain­
ed lawns, and relatively well-grown 
evergreens (an important visual asset 
in wintertime: the site is in 
Michigan). Also to be noted is a 
well-constructed wood fence set in a 
bed of gravel, which perhaps lends a 
certain air of elegance to the land­
scaping. Ninety-five percent of 
respondents in this development were 
satisfied with its appearance, 
was dissatisfied and only five percent 
were neither satisfied nor dissatis­
fied.

i One way to identify design features 
that contribute to attractiveness is 
to examine a series of photographs of 
some sites which were rated by our 
respondents at a higher or lower 
level on the dimension of appearance. 
Figures 5-14 to 5-26 show some 
general views of sites from these two 
groups.

If we look first at the sites which 
received the highest scores on appear­
ance, some similarities and differences 
become apparent. Perhaps the most 
striking observation that can be made 
is the great variety of architectural 
form exhibited by these projects.
Both "traditional" and "contemporary" 
styles are present, both low-rise and 
high-rise solutions are present and a 
variety of finishing materials and 
color treatments is apparent.

looking row-house. To this!f *ii

i

if
...

5
i

No one

Unlike in numerous preference 
studies, in our investigation the 
respondents rated the development in 
which they lived rather than a set of 
pictures of unfamiliar residential 
environments.

p_—.— ~-

V “ " ' '% \
- Figure 5-14: 

of the development 
that received the 
best rating on ap­
pearance . 
well-kept landscaping.

A view
. RAK*.

zJF 5#
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Figure 5-15 shows an entirely dif­
ferent look. Unlike the previous ex­
ample, this is a rather tightly laid 
out development designed very much in 
a contemporary style with a certain 
architectural distinction. Variety 
seems to be achieved not by cosmetic 
overlays on building facades but rather 
by varying the shape, size, and place­
ment of windows and balconies and by 
breaking down the total volume of the 
buildings into smaller units. The re­
sult is a certain amount of complexity 
in the overall architectural appear­
ance, further emphasized by the slope 
of the terrain which the individual 
buildings follow rather naturally. The 
finish material is all brick of a warm 
color. The lampposts are also of con­
temporary design, while the unconcealed 
transformer boxes appear to have not 
received any particular design atten­
tion. The landscaping, though not as 
manicured as in the previous example, 
is well maintained and takes good ad­
vantage of the natural asset of the 
hillside on which the complex is built. 
In this development, 80 percent of the 
respondents were satisfied with the 
appearance of the project, four percent 
were dissatisfied, and 16 percent were 
neutral.

M§ 3D
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Figure 5-15 (top): 
of contemporary design that was 
ranked second best on appear- 

Variety is achieved by

A project

ance .
combining the same shapes in 
different ways, rather than by 
changing shapes, colors, and 
materials.

Figure 5-16 shows the development that 
was third highest on appearance. The 
architectural treatment and land­
scaping were similar to the site of 
figure 5-14 (both were owned by the 
same State Housing Development 
Authority).

Figure 5-16 (bottom): 
development was rated third on 
appearance. 
attempted to achieve variety 
by different surface treatment 
of repeated building units.

This

The designers have
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'T?r?Figure 5-17 presents a somewhat dif­
ferent approach, in which a greater 
consistency of design was obviously 
sought by the architect by using only 
one surface material for the building 
facades (cedar shingles), uniform 
slopes in roof lines, and similarity 
of forms. Variety was sought by 
combining buildings in a number of 
different ways. There were no re­
spondents reporting dissatisfaction 
with appearance in this development; 
82 percent were satisfied and 18 per­
cent were neutral.

.1

j

wt ,TirfrThe development in figure 5-18 appears 
to rely on a conventional, middle-of- 
the-road approach to design. On the 
other hand, figure 5-19 shows a par­
tial view of a development in which 
the architecture is certainly con­
spicuous and bold. The presence of 
deeply recessed balconies and the 
manner in which the large bulk of the 
building has been broken up may have 
contributed to the positive rating 
that this development received on ap­
pearance. Of the respondents in this 
project, 76 percent were satisfied 
with appearance, 12 percent were dis­
satisfied and 12 percent were neutral.

i§Pllgm@£L
f!3" ‘ill I

B3teai£2 if\

Figure 5-17 (top): The develop­
ment that was rated fourth on 
appearance had some traditional 
elements (such as roof lines, 
and a general "suburban" look) 
treated in a contemporary archi­
tectural style and unified by 
cedar shingle cladding.

Figure 5-18 (middle): A more 
conventional design that was 
quite satisfactory. It was 
rated fifth on satisfaction 
with appearance.

* ■
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Figure 5-19 (bottom): A very 
modern design which was also 
satisfying to our respondents. 
It ranked sixth on appearance.

...
rr ■ ... • . ..
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It is also interesting to examine a 
number of projects that received the 
lowest appearance ratings. Figures 
5-20 to 5-26 show some aspects of 
this group of projects. Figure 5-20 
presents a view of one of the "older" 
public housing projects (it was built 
in 1951). The "institutional look" is 
quite clearly visible in the building 
facades, fenestration, entrances, the 
absence of pitched roofs, and in the 
long rows of dwellings. Maintenance 
of paved areas and of the landscaping 
does not appear to be very good. The 
unscreened clothes drying racks con­
vey a further "housing message" that 
may have had an influence on the 
assessment of appearance. Only 33 
percent of our respondents reported 
satisfaction with the appearance of 
this project, 42 percent were dissat­
isfied, and 25 percent were neither 
satisfied nor dissatisfied.% tvv-

Figure 5-21 shows a development that 
received an even lower appearance 
rating: only 28 percent of the re­
spondents were satisfied, 61 percent 
were dissatisfied, and 11 percent 
were neutral. At first glance this 
appears to be a somewhat more attrac­
tive project than the rest of those 
which received the lower appearance 
ratings. Although there seems to be 
a certain monotony in the endless re­
petition of the same design, the 
architectural features in themselves 
do not appear sufficiently poor to 
explain this low rating. It is pos­
sible that the fact that landscaping 
had only begun at the time of the 
study influenced the residents1 re­
sponses.

■H

ft

Figure 5-20 (top): Only 33 per­
cent of our respondents were 
satisfied with the appearance of 
this development.

Figure 5-21 (bottom): 
project that received one of the 
lowest appearance ratings, 
rating might have been better 
had the landscaping been com­
pleted at the time of the survey.

A recent

Its
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The development shown in figure 5-22 
is a rehabilitated structure, and 
apparently not a particularly attrac­
tive one. In this project the respon­
dents were divided fifty-fifty between 
satisfied and unsatisfied with "ap­
pearance." However, among the dis­
satisfied residents 25 percent were 
very dissatisfied, but among those 
who were satisfied no one reported 
they were very satisfied.

The development shown in figures 5-23 
and 5-24 is one which has received 
national attention because of its re­
putation for being a "problem proj­
ect." It consists of both low-rise 
and high-rise brick faced buildings.
The level of maintenance of buildings 
and grounds is clearly very poor. The 
presence of pipe railings around grass 
areas, far from insuring a better lawn 
appearance, conveys a further institu­
tional message. Unscreened clothes 
drying racks also are visible. Of the 
respondents in this development, 54 
percent were dissatisfied with its ap­
pearance, 23 percent were satisfied 
(but no one was very satisfied) and 23 
percent were neither satisfied nor 
dissatisfied.
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Figure 5-25 shows a view of a recently 
built development which, however, was 
already in a state of partial abandon­
ment at the time of our study. Very 
poor maintenance is apparent. Fully 67 
percent of our respondents were dis­
satisfied with the appearance of this 
project, 23 percent were satisfied and 
10 percent were neutral.

Figure 5-22 (top): 
tated structure which was rated 
very poor on satisfaction with 
appearance.

A rehabili-

Figures 5-23 and 5-24 (middle):
A Public Housing development that 
was considered unattractive.

Figure 5-25 (bottom): 
velopment had been very poorly 
maintained and had the highest 
vacancy rate of our sample (40 
percent).

This de-
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The development which received the 
lowest appearance rating is shown in 
figure 5-26. The reasons seem quite 
obvious when one looks at this photo­
graph, and indeed 77 percent of the 
respondents expressed dissatisfaction 
with appearance, four percent were 
satisfied and 18 percent were neutral.

Looking at pictures of developments 
that were perceived by residents as 
attractive or unattractive is not a 
very rigorous procedure, from a sta­
tistical point of view. But it can 
help designers and planners, who tend 
to make decisions about the features 
that affect the appearance of a proj­
ect mostly on the basis of visual 
images stored in their memory. Even 
a superficial examination of the 
figures presented here (albeit without 
benefit of color, which would make 
some features even more apparent) can 
give a feeling for what people con­
sider visually attractive.

Figure 5-26:
velopment which was rated the 
worst on appearance, 
complete absence of landscaping, 
the barrack-like buildings and 
the overall monotony of the 
physical environment.

A view of the de­

note the
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The only project exhibiting what 
could be considered an "avant-garde" 
design style (see figures 5-27 and 
5-28) was rated 11th out of 37: a 
majority of respondents, 63 percent, 
were satisfied with its appearance, 
21 percent were dissatisfied, and 
15 percent were neutral.

! Architectural style, judging from the 
responses of our sample, seems quite 
irrelevant to the residents' assess­
ment of appearance. Traditional 
styles are liked at approximately the 
same level as contemporary styles.\

•M
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Figures 5-27 and 5-28: 
Two views of the only 
development in our 
sample which was de­
signed in an avant- 
garde architectural 
style. Although not 
among the very best 
in appearance ratings, 
it still was satisfac­
torily attractive for 
most respondents.

F
r -.4
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Satisfaction with appearance is clear­
ly related not only to features of the 
design and construction, but also to 
managements' rules and performance, 
particularly in regard to maintenance. 
From our analyses, we found that sat­
isfaction with appearance of grounds, 
site and unit was significantly asso­
ciated with various measures of manage­
ment performance. In turn, the factor 
containing these measures was a strong 
predictor of overall satisfaction.
There also appears to be a clear re­
lationship between satisfaction with 
appearance and satisfaction with one's 
neighbors. Numerous cormients illus­
trate how concerned the tenants were 
with the influence of their neighbors' 
housekeeping and management's main­
tenance practices on the general 
attractiveness of the development.
The following are examples of such 
comments:

As can be seen from figures 5-29,
5-30 and 5-31, there do not seem to be 
major differences among the site 
plans of these three developments. 
Figures 5-32 to 5-37 show approxi­
mately similar views of parts of the 
three developments. One would expect 
these three projects to have been 
rated fairly closely on appearance. 
This is indeed the case for the first 
two, which were rated 17th and 18th, 
but not for the third site,which was 
rated 30th of 37.

.

!

!
Several hypotheses may be proposed to 
explain these differences in scores. 
But the importance of this finding 
for designers is that a design solu­
tion may be more successful, even on 
appearance alone, in one location and 
with a certain group of residents 
than the same solution would be in a 
different place and context. In 
other words, there is a "risk" for 
the designer which probably cannot be 
totally eliminated. This risk can be 
thought of as the influence of non­
physical factors on the assessment of 
physical aspects. The risk is per­
haps greater with mediocre design 
solutions than with excellent ones, 
but we do not have evidence that this 
is indeed so.

l.
:

"This is a well-planned development. 
Apartments are built with thought 
toward privacy and beauty. The land­
scaping is well done with large areas 
for children to play in with no fear 
of cars. Trees have been kept intact 
and more trees planted. It is well 
kept up."

"The exterior of buildings as well as 
the hallways are becoming run down 
because these kids have no respect for 
other people's belongings and often 
the parents are as bad as the chil­
dren. "

:

I

In summary, attractiveness and appear­
ance were strong predictors of overall 
satisfaction. Specific aspects that 
were associated with pleasant appear­
ance include variety of shapes and 
materials, bright colors, good land­
scaping and pleasant views, a sense 
of newness and elegance, and a non- 
institutional look. Non-physical fac­
tors such as management's maintenance 
practices and the degree of neighbors' 
care for the development were also re­
lated to satisfactory appearance. 
Architectural style, as such, and the 
type of layout were not associated 
with attractiveness of a development.

i
j

i

"It is new and modern and I enjoy 
keeping the place nice and clean al­
though some of my neighbors do not. "

The relationship between physical and 
non-physical aspects of a development 
can perhaps be best illustrated by a 
comparison among three sites designed 
by the same architects, using approx­
imately the same building design and 
type of layout.

!
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Figures 5-29, 5-30 and 5-31:
Site plans of three projects de­
signed by the same architects 
using the same building type and 
building design, 
developments (top) were rated very 
closely on appearance (17th and 
18th), the third (bottom) was 
rated much lower (30th).

The first two
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Figures 5-32, 5-33, and 5-34: 
Inner courts of the three de­
velopments designed by the same 
architects.
of site and building design.

Figures 5-35, 5-36, and 5-37: 
Views of the apartment buildings 
in the same three developments. 
Again, the extreme similarity 
of design is apparent.

Note the similarity
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Comments by residents often referred 
to various aspects of spaciousness, 
including comparisons with their 
prior residence and the relationship 
between amount of space and rent.

"A lot of room for the money. "

"T like the amount of luxury accommo­
dations for the price. "

"I like the spaciousness of the rooms3 
the storage space especially> the 
high ceilings> the spaciousness of 
the grounds.. .never in my 50 years of 
apartment living have I ever had such 
a nice generous storage room in an 
average apartment. But the kitchen 
is too small or should be designed as 
an open kitchen, which would dispel 
the shut-in feeling of the working 
area."

5.7 Spaciousness

It has often been argued that crowding 
and lack of sufficient space for 
family activities are undesirable 
conditions that prevail in open market 
housing available to families of low 
and moderate income. Thus, minimum 
property standards have been enacted 
with which HUD-assisted housing must 
comply for the purpose of insuring 
that sufficient space is indeed pro­
vided. While it is debatable that 
the application of minimum standards 
is the best way to insure spacious­
ness (a case can be made for the 
contention that minimum standards in­
sure only a minimum of space), the 
purpose of this discussion is not to 
debate the adequacy of standards but 
rather to determine to what extent 
residents' perceptions of spacious­
ness are related to satisfaction with 
their residential environment. "The apartments are big3 nice looking 

and a good price. "

"Enough room in the apartment is all 
I like."

The concept of spaciousness is a rela­
tive one: we are not talking about 
the size of the space provided 
(whether in square feet or number of 
rooms) but about the size of that 
space relative to the number of people 
using it and to the activities that 
are taking place in a certain setting.

By-and-large, when negative comments 
were made about the amount of space 
provided, they seemed to relate more 
to management practices than to 
faults in the design. A common com­
plaint, more frequently made in some 
of the Public Housing developments, 
was about the use of a dwelling by 
more people than it was intended for.

"Some people rent an apartment to 
live alone and take in three or four 
peopley crammed up3 fussing and 
fightingy which disturbs us. "

"Too many people in a little space. "

"I have asked to be transferred to 
another project because I need more 
room. And I haven't gotten it yet. 
It’s one grown up and 5 children 
living in a 4-room apartment. And I 
have been asking for one for two 
years."

In our study, a factor containing 
several measures of spaciousness was 
fourth in order of importance in pre­
dicting overall satisfaction. The 
items contained in this factor also 
showed that perceptions of spacious­
ness are related not only to having 
enough room for one's family and enough 
room for children to play inside one's 
dwelling, but also to having enough 
room to "get away" from other members 
of the household when so desired, to 
having privacy from other family mem­
bers and neighbors and to general per­
ceptions about the development not 
being too crowded.

5-22
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In sum, spaciousness was important 
for our respondents, but a sense of 
spaciousness was not purely a function 
of the amount of space available. On 
the one hand,feelings of spaciousness 
were related to design features such 
as absence of a "boxed-in" look or 
the presence of well landscaped 
grounds; on the other hand,these 
feelings were related to issues of 
privacy from neighbors and from mem­
bers of one's family.

For example, in analyzing data from 
tenant questionnaires we found that 
satisfaction with privacy from neigh­
bors was associated, though somewhat 
weakly, with various aspects having 
to do mostly with management atti­
tudes and performance. The factor 
containing these items, in turn, was 
a strong predictor of overall satis­
faction. Also, two items dealing 
with privacy from neighbors and pri­
vacy from one's family were highly 
associated with a number of other 
items in which the present residence 
was perceived as better than the 
prior place. The factor containing 
all these items (clearly a "compari­
son" factor) was a strong predictor 
of satisfaction with "living here."
We already mentioned (in section 
5.6) the association between privacy 
and spaciousness.

In sum, privacy looks more like an 
important attribute having a number 
of related components than a di se­
crete dimension of housing satisfac­
tion.

I

5.8 Privacy

The concept of privacy seems to em­
brace quite a wide variety of notions, 
some of which have to do with features 
of the physical environment (e.g., 
thin party walls which allow trans­
mission of sound from one dwelling to 
the next), while others have to do 
with management (e.g., rules which may 
infringe upon what a resident considers 
his or her own private affairs). In 
this section we will deal with aspects 
of privacy that may be considered as 
affected by design and construction. 
However, it is often difficult to 
separate physical from non-physical 
factors in connection with privacy.
For instance, even thin party walls 
may not be perceived to be a problem 
if one's neighbors are considerate 
enough to avoid undue noise.

In terms of design, as Cooper (1975) 
noted, there are two categories of 
problems related to privacy: those 
dealing with aural privacy and those 
dealing with visual privacy. The ex­
tent to which intrusions into one's 
privacy can become a source of irri­
tation and dissatisfaction, as well 
as the interdependence between 
physical and non-physical factors, 
is illustrated by comments from the 
residents in our study.

In the literature, privacy has fre­
quently been treated as a discrete 
concept,* that is, as an identifiable 
and specific characteristic which 
people use in evaluating their housing. 
Results from principal component anal­
ysis of responses to our tenant ques­
tionnaires do not support this view. 
This does not mean that privacy is 
not a useful concept, but rather that 
it is perceived as an attribute bound 
up with several other factors.
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There were large differences among 
different developments in the per­
centage of respondents who felt their 
dwelling afforded a low level of noise 
transmission. In the quietest project, 
70 percent reported they could not 
easily hear noise, in the noisiest,
100 percent said they could.8

Many comments were made by residents 
about noise transmission and the 
irritation caused by noise.

"I don't like to hear the neighbors’ 
bed squeaking."

’’The privacy factor is disturbing to 
The walls are very thin...and 

there is much noise that filters in 
from neighboring apartments and the 
staircase outside. "

"Our neighbors are quiet and friendly.”

"There is too much noise coming be­
tween the walls from other apartments."■

"I especially like the...effective 
sound proofing. "

"I like the excellent sound proofing. "

"The apartments are quiet and private. "

"People going up and down stairs 
sounds like you are inside a drum.
The chandeliers shake. Living next 
door to the laundry sounds terrible.
The walls are alive with the sound of 
rushing water. A person could go nuts. 
You either get the feeling you live 
wider Niagara Falls or will get 
trampled by a herd of buffaloes. "

The above comments, primarily con­
cerned with aural privacy, are parti­
cularly interesting because they all 
come from residents in the same de­
velopment. Not only is it possible 
that different people have different 
degrees of tolerance for noise but 
also that the design and construction 
of the various buildings differ suffi­
ciently to actually generate different 
noise conditions. In this particular 
development there were two types of 
dwellings: apartment buildings and 
rowhouses. The latter may have pro­
vided somewhat better aural privacy.

Overall, perceived noise transmission 
in the developments we studied was 
high. We asked the residents in our 
sample whether noise from other dwell­
ing units or from the outside could be 
easily heard in their apartment. Of 
our respondents, 61 percent said that 
noise could easily be heard; only 25 
percent reported that it could not.

me.

"There is lack of privacy from neigh­
bors. Can hear sounds through walls 
made by neighbors - I’m sure they can 
hear us too.”

"Bouses too close together. There is 
not enough quiet and privacy. "

"Lousy neighbors that keep me up all 
night with their disgusting noise and 
sordid music even from the apartment 
above. I have no peace or rest in 
this lovely apartment I am paying 
for3 but I guess management does not 
care as long as everyone pays them 
their rent. "

• !

8These percentages, when applied to 
individual developments, must be taken 
with caution because the number of 
respondents from a particular site 
answering a specific question was, at 
times,small.
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"Sound proofing should be required; 
you hear so many things through the 
floors and walls you feel as though 
you are in the comic strip ’All 
Around the House. ' You hear people 
below, behind, and beside you."

"It is very noisy, you can hear every­
thing that goes on, on both sides of 
you.
ing upstairs. You can't sleep past 
six in the morning, because you hear 
all the noise upstairs, the children 
around here run from morning till 
night."

"Noisy children, teenagers and 
stereos at all hours during the 
summer. "

For example, figures 5-38 and 5-39 
show arrangements of dwelling units 
in one of the developments that was 
rated among the top five in overall 
satisfaction.

You can hear banging and slamm-

"I dislike overhearing domestic fights 
among neighbors."

"The walls are too thin - I can hear 
the couple next door making love."

"Upstairs tenants make love three 
times a week. Noise level got so bad 
we couldn't hold a civil conversation." ESBEnfc f

rVisual privacy, judging by the resi­
dents' comments, was not generally as 
difficult to achieve, nor as irritating 
when not present, as aural privacy.
Of course an individual resident has 
a greater degree of control over visual 
than over aural privacy: as a last 
recourse shades can, after all, be 
pulled down. However, visual privacy 
involves a reasonable amount of freedom 
from visual intrusion not only into 
one's dwelling unit, but also into out­
door areas such as balconies, patios, 
backyards, and around front doors.

r::k •■w V

Visual pri-Figure 5-38 (top): 
vacy is not possible for the 
occupants of these three town- 
houses . Entrance doors and
patio doors are all contiguous. 
Air conditioning units contri­
bute to lack of aural privacy as 
well.

Figure 5-39 (bottom): Occupants 
of the balconies around this 
court can look directly into the 
balconies of other units, par­
ticularly at the corners of the 
court.

It is surprising to note that even 
among the most successful developments 
in our study there were some in which 
issues of visual privacy appear to have 
received little or no design attention.
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Visual intrusion can be minimized by 
appropriate design. For instance, 
figures 5-40, 5-41 and 5-42 illustrate 
two ways in which this has been ac­
complished. In the first case, a 
high-rise building, balconies have 
been provided in the inside corners 
which have been obtained by breaking 
down the total building mass into 
smaller parts. In the second case, 
the sides of each balcony have been 
provided with slotted screens which, 
though not totally impenetrable, do 
offer some visual protection and a 
sense of enclosure.

The site shown on the previous page 
contains both townhouses and apart­
ments. Most townhouses are arranged 
around courts similar to those of 
figure 5-38. Notice the complete 
lack of visual privacy in the un­
fenced outdoor patios. These patios 
are so close to one another that 
visual intrusion is inevitable.
Direct views into neighbors' kit­
chens and living rooms through large 
patio doors are intensified by having 
three front doors to the townhouses 
share the same court with all other 
doors and windows. The upstairs bed­
room windows, particularly in the 
inner corner location, have the same 
disadvantage. To complicate matters 
even further, the air conditioning 
equipment for each townhouse is 
located in a totally exposed position 
next to each patio so that noise is 
added to the lack of visual privacy.
A number of tenants in this develop­
ment complained about this type of 
arrangement.

i

"We need more privacy out-of-doors 
( patios, etc.). "

"The air conditioner is outside my 
window. It is loud in summer. "

Figure 5-40: By staggering the 
dwelling units at each floor in 
a sawtooth pattern, the designer 
of this building has signifi­
cantly increased visual privacy. 
Compare this example with that 
of figure 5-39.

"Not much privacy from neighbors. "

"I dislike looking out the window in­
to another person's apartment."

"I dislike not having your own yard 
and privacy from neighbors."

The apartment buildings in this 
development, though arranged around 
a more spacious court (see figure 
5-39) were not much better off from 
the point of view of visual privacy. 
As one resident put it:

"The balcony is more or less a joke, 
because of noise from air condition­
ing pods (in summer) and because they 
look directly into the neighbors’ 
balcony. "
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The different ways in which patios 
have been handled in the developments 
we studied frequently suggest a re­
markable lack of understanding of the 
privacy needs of the residents. It 
is difficult to say whether budgetary 
problems or simply neglect are the 
cause of these widely different treat­
ments, but the fact that a reasonable 
degree of visual privacy has been 
achieved in some cases indicates that 
it is not an impossible goal. Figure 
5-43 shows what, by any standard, 
should be regarded as an unacceptable 
solution. As one resident put it:

"No ‘privacy when you're out on your 
patio. "

A better solution is shown in figure 
5-44. Though apparently not well 
designed or constructed in this par­
ticular case, this type of enclosure 
permits the individual residents to 
choose between leaving a part of the 
fence open or providing total enclo­
sure by the addition of some panels 
(visible in the second patio from the 
left).

1

Figures 5-41 and 5-42 (top): 
Balconies and patios in this 
development are effectively 
screened.

Figure 5-43 (lower middle): 
Sliding-glass patio doors have 
been provided in this project. 
However, there are no patios, 
and the only defense against 
visual intrusion is provided by 
window drapes.

jzt,

Figure 5-44 (bottom): Partially 
screened backyards were some­
times completely enclosed by the 
tenants. Note the second yard 
from the left in this illustra­
tion .
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ii In summary, aural and visual privacy, 
although mostly bound up with other 
aspects, are important in fostering 
residents' satisfaction. From a de­
sign point of view, aural privacy is 
the most difficult to obtain and the 
one aspect of privacy that causes 
most of the complaints. Visual pri­
vacy, though more easily achieved, is 
also frequently not satisfactory, 
particularly in low-rise construction. 
The addition of fences around patios 
and backyards, even when optional with 
the tenant, is generally very much 
appreciated by most residents.

An interesting contrast,which involves 
not only visual privacy but also over­
all appearance, safe areas for small 
children to play, and personal space 
for growing flowers, shrubs, and 
vegetables, is shown by the two de­
velopments in figures 5-45 and 5-46. 
Both developments are under the same 
State Housing Development Authority, 
and both consist basically of the 
same type of rowhouse solution. How­
ever, in the first case no visual 
privacy is afforded, while in the 
second a pleasant and effective fence 
is provided around each backyard. 
Obviously, the second example in­
volved a greater cost (which is also 
evidenced by the better siding, better 
windows, and addition of window 
shutters). But once the rowhouse-with- 
patio type of solution has been adopt­
ed, it would seem to make little sense 
to defeat the purpose of having a patio 
by making it virtually unusable.
There were several comments by resi­
dents of the site of figure 5-46, such 
as those quoted below, which show that 
the backyard was appreciated.

"We enjoy our backyard in the summer. "

"I like the privacy, having our own 
yard."

"J like being able to have a dog and 
easy access to a yard with relative 
privacy."

"What I like about living here is the 
cleanliness and out-in-the country 
feeling with your own yard and the 
lack of kids running all over the 
place. "

"I like having a backyard to plant 
flowers and it's nice to be able to 
have dogs."

"I like the enclosed backyard with 
decorative redwood fence."

Figures 5-45 and 5-46: 
velopments built and operated by 
the same housing agency, in 
which the backyards received 
different treatment, 
bottom figure, the private 
fenced backyards have been land­
scaped by the tenants.

Two de-

In the
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1!5.9 Recreation Facilities

The importance of adequate recreation 
facilities has often been stressed in 
the literature. Although it seems 
clear that some recreation opportuni­
ties should be provided for all age 
groups, particularly in the case of 
the lower income families, neverthe­
less the most crucial needs involve 
recreation for children and teenagers.

Our study confirmed the importance 
attached by residents to recreation 
facilities, though not to the extent 
suggested by some authors. For ex­
ample, principal component analysis 
of data from tenants' questionnaires 
showed that satisfaction with recrea­
tion facilities and a perception that 
these facilities were better than at 
the prior place of residence were 
highly associated with measures of 
overall satisfaction. However a 
"cleaner" component grouping items 
measuring only recreation facilities 
was a predictor of satisfaction at a 
modest level.

ii

:
i
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The amount and kind of recreation 
facilities are often not amenable to 
decision by the designers. It is more 
likely that the owners of a develop­
ment will specify the kinds of recrea­
tion facilities to be provided. Often 
only minimal recreation areas will be 
provided in an effort to reduce con­
struction costs. On the face of the 
results of our analyses,this strategy 
is likely to be unsatisfactory for 
the tenants.

When we examined our sample of sites 
on the basis of the mean scores on 
satisfaction with recreation facili­
ties, we found that two of the highest- 
rated developments contained a wide 
variety of wel1-maintained facilities. 
The highest-ranked development had a 
swimming pool, tennis courts, and a 
number of playgrounds (figures 5-47, 
5-48 and 5-49).

Figures 5-47, 5-48 and 5-49: 
Tennis courts, swimming pool and 
a playground of the development 
that received the highest score 
on recreation facilities, 
the visibly high level of main­
tenance .

Note
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In regard to maintenance of playground 
equipment, 47 percent of this smaller 
group of respondents said the equip­
ment was well kept, 20 percent said 
it was poorly maintained and 33 per­
cent were neutral

Tenants at this site made these com­
ments about recreational facilities.

In this development, 84 percent of 
respondents said they were satisfied 
with recreation facilities, 5 percent 
were dissatisfied and 11 percent were 
neutral. In addition, a sub-sample 
of respondents were asked a number 
of specific questions about play and 
recreation areas. In this develop­
ment^ 88 percent of the respondents 
in the sub-sample thought that the 
play areas were pleasant. When 
asked if there were “suitable 
recreation areas or recreation equip­
ment," 80 percent of these respondents 
felt there were for toddlers, 83 per­
cent for school age children and 84 
percent for adults, although all 
respondents in the sub-sample said 
there were not enough benches and 
picnic tables.

our

"I don't like the vast amount of 
vandalism done to the recreation 
facilities by unsupervised children. "

"Lots of playground equipment for kids. 
My daughter has several friends to 
play with here."

"The people abuse the pool and other 
recreation facilities. They don 't 
care because they don't clean it or 
make repairs."

"I like having a swimming pool. "

"I like the pool and play areas for 
the children."

We also asked these residents to 
list how many times a week they and 
their children (if any) used the 
recreation facilities. Five percent 
of the adults reported using the 
facilities 3 or 4 times, 32 percent 5 
or 6 times, 26 percent 7 or 8 times, 
and 37 percent 10 or more times. They 
also reported that their children 
used recreation facilities less fre­
quently than they did. Thirty per­
cent reported no use at all by their 
children (though this may have been 
caused by having no, or very young, 
children),9 30 percent reported that 
their children used the recreation 
areas once or twice a week, 5 percent 
3 or 4 times, 25 percent 5 or 6 
times, and 10 percent 10 or more times.

The next highest ranked development 
was a project entirely occupied by 
elderly residents. Eighty-five per­
cent of the respondents in this devel­
opment said they were satisfied with 
recreation facilities, but in this 
case we are dealing with a non-typical 
situation because of the recreational 
requirements of this age group.

10The answers obtained from this 
sub-sample (which received the third 
questionnaire form) should be used 
with caution,when they are examined 
for only one site because of the 
smaller set of respondents.

9There was, of course, a possible 
"no children" answer. However, the 
fact that 67 percent of the residents 
in an elderly housing complex checked 
the "not at all" box rather than the 
"no children" box suggests the possi­
bility of confusion in this item.
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The development that was rated third 
on satisfaction with recreation 
facilities contains a swimming pool, 
basketball court, and playgrounds of 
a rather conventional type. Figures 
5-50 to 5-52 show some views of the 
recreation areas in this development. 
Sixty-three percent of respondents 
in this development were satisfied 
with recreation facilities, 16 per­
cent were dissatisfied, and 21 per­
cent were neutral.

Figures 5-50, 5-51 and 
5-52 :
ities in another project 
that received high rat­
ings .
of noise-making areas 
(such as the basketball 
court) away from living 
units.

Recreation facil-

Note the location



Figures 5-53 to 5-55 show three views 
of playgrounds in the development that 
was rated fourth on satisfaction with 
recreation facilities. This is a 
Public Housing project that had under­
gone a modernization program just 
prior to our study. In this case the 
playgrounds do not appear very different 
from those that can be found in proj­
ects rated much lower on recreation 
facilities. The higher rating for this 
development might be explained by the 
effect of the modernization program. 
Sixty percent of the respondents said 
they were satisfied with recreation 
facilities, 15 percent were dissatis­
fied and 25 percent were neutral.

®fi
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:Figures 5-53, 5-54, and 
5-55:
in a modernized Public 
Housing development that 
was rated high on 
recreation facilities.

I|jm:Three playgrounds
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We can also examine some developments 
which received low ratings on satis­
faction with recreation facilities. 
Figures 5-56 to 5-62 show some views 
of these facilities. A degree of low 
maintenance and of neglect of limited 
facilities is apparent in these 
photographs, except for the develop­
ment in figure 5-56. Here a play­
ground is shown that appears to be 
very well maintained. It is, however, 
a playground that contains only static 
equipment. This feature, even though 
it may be esthetically pleasing, has 
often been mentioned in the literature 
as unsatisfactory from the children's 
point of view. In this development 
only 11 percent of the respondents 
said they were satisfied with the 
recreation facilities, while 59 percent 
were dissatisfied and 30 percent were 
neutral. Among the sub-sample of 
respondents who were asked the speci­
fic questions, 22 percent felt recrea­
tion facilities for toddlers and for 
adults were "suitable" and 78 percent 
felt they were not; 60 percent felt the 
facilities for school children were 
"suitable" and 40 percent said they 
were not. Thus it may be that the 
low overall recreation rating for this 
site reflected the lack of appropriate 
facilities for very young children and 
for adults. Open ended comments from 
this development seem to support this 
conclusion:

"There are no such recreation facili­
ties and play parks or grounds for 
kids and grown ones. "

"A community center type of recrea­
tion area is needed seriously to keep 
teens out of mischief; they have 
nothing else to occupy their time."

'
Kl

"There is no room for facilities for 
outside adult recreation."

"No big playground for baseball and 
football which most children like."

"The playgrounds are dangerous. Chil­
dren have been hurt on some of the 
totem poles that rise 7 to 9 feet in 
the air. No swings."

"No place for the children to play and 
really enjoy themselves."

Figure 5-56: A pleasant and 
well maintained playground with 
static equipment only. Only 11 
percent of our respondents, how­
ever, were satisfied with recrea­
tion facilities in this develop­
ment .
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Figures 5-60 and 5-61: 
play equipment and a generally 
low maintenance level are 
visible in these photographs of 
a project that was rated very 
low both on recreation facili­
ties and on satisfaction with 
"living here."

Broken

Continuing the examination of sites 
which received low ratings on recrea­
tion facilities, we received the 
following comments from the develop­
ment shown in figure 5-60 and 5-61:

"They have a basketball court right 
on the project. They have swings 
but not enough. Baseball should not 
be played in front of our project. "

Figures 5-57, 5-58 and 5-59: 
Paved areas and playgrounds in 
a large Public Housing develop­
ment that ranked very low on 
recreation facilities.

5-34



"In nice weather, you have to he out­
side with your children or the bigger 
and older children around that live 
here will jump on them and the manager 
is no help."

Finally, a resident from the project 
which has only one recreation facility 
(figure 5-62) made the following 
comment:

"Only one negative comment—we need 
grounds for the children to run and 
playl Playgrounds with dirt, not 
cement. "

5.10 Parking

In multi family housing it is obvious­
ly difficult, if not impossible, to 
achieve what is generally regarded as 
the ideal parking solution; i.e., a 
garage for every dwelling unit. 
Nevertheless, there appear to be a 
wide variety of solutions to this 
problem, some of which are much more 
satisfactory to residents than 
others. There was an association 
between satisfaction with parking and 
overall satisfaction: a factor deal­
ing with various measures of parking 
was a relatively strong predictor.
A number of measures loaded highly 
on this factor: satisfaction with 
parking arrangements, and perceptions 
that the parking lots were convenient 
to the apartments, pleasant and 
generally better than at the last 
place of residence.

When we examined the responses to a 
question dealing with satisfaction 
with parking we found that there was 
a wide range of responses among de­
velopments: in the project with the 
most satisfactory parking arrange­
ments, 88 percent of the respondents 
were satisfied, but only 20 percent 
were satisfied in the development that 
had the least satisfactory parking.

In summary, recreation facilities for 
all age groups were appreciated by 
our respondents. The provision of 
suitable recreation areas for children 
and teenagers was particularly impor­
tant to the residents. Satisfaction 
with recreation facilities was a pre­
dictor of overall satisfaction, though 
only at a modest level.

There was a wide variety in the type, 
attractiveness, and maintenance of 
recreation facilities provided in our 
sample of 37 developments. The most 
satisfactory projects had well main­
tained areas and equipment, which 
usually included facilities such as 
swimming pools and tennis courts, 
ordinarily not found in assisted housing.

v
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. ?i Figure 5-62: The only recrea­

tion facility in this develop­
ment was this makeshift basket­
ball court. Note the absence of 
the basketball hoop.t
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Figures 5-63 and 5-64: 
and view of parking facilities 
in the development that was 
rated highest on satisfaction 
with parking arrangements.

PlanDJ

"Excellent parking. "

"Need better lighting around parking 
lots."

Figures 5-63 and 5-64 show the site 
plan and one parking lot view of the 
development that was rated highest on 
satisfaction with parking arrangements. 
Eighty-eight percent of our respondents 
were satisfied, and 3 percent were 
dissatisfied. A sub-sample, who were 
asked specific questions about parking 
in this development, responded as 
follows: Sixty-two percent felt park­
ing lots were well maintained, and no 
one was dissatisfied with parking lot 
maintenance. Sixty-nine percent found 
the parking lots to be pleasant, 8 per­
cent found them "unpleasant." Some 
comments by residents contained 
references to parking:

"Plenty of parking space. "

"Parking is not designated for each 
apartment or townhouse. Not enough 
lights on outside parking lots and 
other areas, especially parking lots. "

"Concrete aprons could be made at 
comer of parking lot for motor bikes 
and bikes."
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Figures 5-65 and 
5-66: Another
successful parking 
arrangement.

The development rated second on sat­
isfaction with parking arrangements is 
shown in figures 5-65 and 5-66. In 
this project 88 percent of our 
respondents were satisfied, 9 percent 
were dissatisfied. Of the sub-sample, 
50 percent thought that parking lots 
were well maintained, and 17 percent 
felt they were poorly maintained. 
Fifty-eight percent felt the parking 
lots were pleasant, no one found them 
unpleasant. We received only two 
comments about parking at this site:

"Parking areas could be assigned."

"I dislike the management, parking 
lots, playgrounds, garbage areas, and 
laundry facilities.
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Figures 5-67 and 5-68: 
respondents of this project were 
also very satisfied with parking 
facilities.

TheThe next highest rated development on 
parking is shown in figures 5-67 and 
5-68. Eighty-five percent of the 
respondents in this project were 
satisfied with parking arrangements,
7 percent were dissatisfied. Forty- 
three percent of the sub-sample said 
the lots were well maintained, 28 
percent felt they were poorly main­
tained. Fifty-seven percent thought 
the parking lots were pleasant, 14 
percent thought they were unpleasant.
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rated very poorly on satisfaction with 
parking. In figures 5-69 and 5-70, the 
site plans and one view of the lowest 
ranking project are shown. This 
development is, however, a special 
case, consisting of a group of scat­
tered rehabilitated structures only 
one of which (shown in the photograph) 
has any off-street parking. Only 20 
percent of respondents in this devel­
opment were satisfied with parking 
arrangements, 60 percent were dissat­
isfied. We received a comment from 
one of the residents in regard to 
parking:

"Parking is very bad in this area. 
There is no parking area. "
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.Figures 5-69 and

Only one of 
| three rehabilitated

2 clusters in this 
l project had a parking 
T lot (bottom left in
3 figure 5-69). 

diet ably, only 2 0 
percent of our re- 
spondents were sat is- 
fie<j with parking

* arrangements in this 
development.
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Also among the most unsatisfactory 
developments from the point of view 
of parking was the site shown in 
figures 5-71 and 5-72. This is a 
public housing project that contains 
both high and low-rise buildings.
Only the residents in the low-rise 
structures were asked to participate 
in our study. Twenty-nine percent 
of the respondents were satisfied 
with parking arrangements, 57 percent 
were dissatisfied. Several problems 
were mentioned:
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"Keep teenagers off cars in parking 
lotsy make parents responsible for 
this."

"There is no protection from vandal­
ism to cars. Youths sit on other 
people rs cars and don rt care if they 
damage them and nothing is done about 
it. Some deliberate damage is done. ”

"And who likes to go look out the 
window and see cars parking and a 
big building?"

"Vandalism is done to cars in park­
ing lots. You can’t see your car 
from where you live."
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In thisFigures 5-71 and 5-72: 
project there were many com­
plaints about vandalism of cars 
that could not be watched from
dwellings. 
located at the edge of the site.

Parking lots are

!
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Figures 5-73 and 5-74 show another 
site rated among the lowest on satis­
faction with parking arrangments. 
Forty-two percent of our respondents 
were satisfied with parking, 47 per­
cent were dissatisfied. Seventy-one 
percent thought the parking areas 
were well maintained, 23 percent felt 
they were poorly maintained. Fifty 
percent found the parking lots 
pleasant and 38 percent found them 
unpleasant. The following comments 
were made by tenants:

"There are no provisions for more 
than one car per family in the park­
ing lot. Many have more than one 
car. This situation leaves those 
who have one in a had condition. 
Carrying groceries is no fun.

"Too many steps — no elevators — 
live on the third floor. From park­
ing lot to apartment: 70 steps."

"Forking is not sufficients we walk 
blocks sometimes. "

- :*:w

I

"Bad parking situation."

"There is not adequate space for 
parking and the management is very un­
concerned about the problem. No 
efforts to solve the problem have 
been made."

7
l I,: | [in; i1»11 mu mill
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Incon-Figures 5-73 and 5-74: 
venient location of parking at 
the bottom of a hill and insuf­
ficient number of spaces were 
cited by residents of this 
development as reasons for 
their dissatisfaction with

^The actual ratio of parking 
spaces per dwelling in this develop­
ment was 1.17. However, several 
units were occupied by students, thus 
resulting in a number of 2- or 3-car 
households.

parking.
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"I dislike having everyone start 
their cars in the morning and having 
no garage or outdoor storage area 
for hikes, toys, etc. "

"J think we should each have one 
parking place that is just ours. All 
winter I carried groceries from the 
far end of the court. Some people in 
this court have two or more cars and 
park them all together in front of 
their space. The time I get home from 
work I end up having to park in the 
visitor's parking lot. I am very 
dissatisfied with the parking here."

"Some inconsiderate neighbors have 
two cars and refuse to park in park­
ing overflow, thereby taking up some­
one else 's parking place. Management 
doesn't hack up promises. (Ex. 
assigning parking places and not 
standing hy us to assure us a parking 
space.)"

"Parking regulations not good. Owners 
do not have reserved parking. First 
come, first served. Those with 2 or 
3 cars hog all the parking. Manage­
ment afraid to regulate parking. "

"Management goofed on some parking, 
plus we have some who think their 
overnight boyfriends can take up 
everyone else's space."

"I just dislike the parking. "

"Not enough parking space. "

"No garages. "

"The parking situation is very poor. "

The next development in which a very 
low degree of satisfaction with park­
ing was expressed is shown in figures 
5-75 and 5-76. Curiously, this site 
had the highest ratio of parking 
spaces per dwelling unit in our en­
tire sample (3.68). Indeed, the 
site plan shows what appears to be 
a surfeit of parking. Only 37 per­
cent of the respondents in this de­
velopment were satisfied with parking 
arrangements, 53 percent were dis­
satisfied. Only 28 percent felt the 
lots were well maintained, 41 percent 
found them unpleasant, and only 33 
percent thought them pleasant. Here 
are some comments dealing with park­
ing from the residents in this proj­
ect.

"Lighting in the parking area and 
side streets leaves much to he desired."

"There is not adequate parking or any 
type of shelter for automobiles, 
bicycles, etc. I feel a strong need 
for garages, car-ports, or some type 
of shelter for the above items."

"Parking is not very convenient. "

"Poor parking layout."

"I dislike the parking in front of 
the house — always seeing cars close 
to front windows. Parking very bad.
No place alloted for each one's car.
To leave even a short while — a 
person often leaves a parking space 
near front entrance — owner of units 
never provided good parking facilities.
Doesn't do anything to alleviate the
bad parking conditions. Each owner 
should have at least one space for 
one car kept at all times for his use. 
Back of unit parking would have been 
better, too — wouldn't have to look 
out on unsightly cars all the time 
from front window."

"Parking too close to windows, hence 
noise. "
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Figures 5-75 and 5-76: 
This development had 
the highest ratio of 
parking spaces per 
dwelling unit in our 
sample, but one of the 
lowest rating on sat­
isfaction with parking. 
Unassigned spaces and 
excessive proximity of 
parking to bedroom 
windows were the main
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In summary, satisfaction with parking 
facilities was a moderate predictor 
of general satisfaction. Again, in 
some projects residents were highly 
satisfied with parking, thus suggest­
ing that it should be possible to 
improve the design and maintenance of 
parking areas so as to make them 
satisfactory in other developments as 
well. A high level of interaction 
between parking problems and manage­
ments' unwillingness or inability to 
solve them was uncovered, particular­
ly in connection with assignment of 
spaces. Finally, the mere provision 
of a high ratio of parking spaces per 
dwelling unit did not result in 
satisfaction with parking facilities: 
it was also necessary that such 
spaces be available to tenants in 
close proximity to their unit, that 
there be adequate provisions for 
visitors and that the arrangement be 
such as not to cause excessive noise 
in proximity to bedrooms.

We have quoted these comments exten­
sively to illustrate that, in this 
development, the parking arrangements 
are a clear example of interaction of 
design and management problems. In 
spite of having a high ratio of park­
ing spaces per dwelling unit, the resi­
dents perceived the parking as insuf­
ficient and unsatisfactory. Parking 
was too close to the living units 
(thus causing undesirable noise) and 
yet, because management did not assign 
spaces, residents sometimes had to walk 
long distances to their cars. It is 
possible that, by providing a lower 
ratio of parking spaces per dwelling 
unit, enough money could have been 
saved to make the provision of indivi­
dual parking facilities possible.
Though virtually nonexistent in assist­
ed multi family housing in this country, 
such facilities have been tried with 
success elsewhere. For instance, 
figure 5-77 shows an individual parking 
stall in the Lillington Street Estates 
in Westminster, London. In such an 
arrangement one can still hear cars 
being started in the morning. However, 
it is one's own car that is making the 
noise, which is probably the reason why 
this arrangement is not objectionable. 
Security from vandalism is also obvious­
ly much better than in an open parking 
lot; there is the additional advantage 
that space for bicycles, garbage cans, 
etc. can easily be provided in the same 
location.

,i

Figure 5-77: A British 
solution to the park­
ing problem which also 
provides a convenient 
space for storage of 
outdoor items.
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5.11 Garbage Facilities

The condition of garbage disposal 
facilities did not seem to predict 
overall satisfaction or to be asso­
ciated with satisfaction with appear­
ance.
maintenance of garbage areas, whether 
there was trash around the garbage 
areas, whether the garbage facilities 
were satisfactory, the garbage men 
sloppy in handling trash, the gar­
bage cans hidden from view, and 
whether trash was picked up fre­
quently enough. The factor con­
taining these items was not a signi­
ficant predictor of satisfaction 
nor did any of these items have any 
significant loading on the appear­
ance factor in our principal compo­
nent analyses. For instance, figure 
5-78 shows the conditions of one 
trash area in the development that 
received the highest appearance 
rating. Among the open ended 
comments received from this develop­
ment there was only one specific 
mention of the trash area being 
"messy and unsightly."

The fact that garbage facilities did 
not seem to influence either satis­
faction with appearance or overall 
satisfaction does not mean that they 
should be ignored by the designer, 
as appears to have been the case in 
a number of developments. For 
instance, figures 5-79 and 5-80 
show two collection-day conditions 
which may occur when individual 
cans are used.

We asked questions about the

ff -

Figure 5-78 (top): 
best projects, garbage 
were often

Even in the 
areas

messy.

Figure 5-79 (middle): In this
project no place had been de­
signed for garbage can storage.

Figure 5-80 (bottom): Collection 
day scene at a Public Housing 
proj ect.
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Attempts at screening are not always 
successful. Figure 5-81 shows one 
such attempt which would appear 
reasonably effective. Yet only 55 
percent of our respondents felt the 
garbage cans were well hidden in 
this development. A similar solution 
is shown in figure 5-82, and in this 
case 67 percent of the respondents 
said the garbage cans were well 
hidden. A token effort at conceal­
ment was made in some instances, such 
as that shown in figure 5-83. Only 
25 percent of our respondents felt 
this concealment to be effective.

i»

In a number of developments, dumpsters, 
rather than individual cans, were used. 
Because of the size of these devices 
and the increased potential for spills, 
it becomes even more important to 
screen dumpsters than individual cans. 
In several instances designers seemed 
to have made no attempt at solving 
this problem.

Figure 5-81 (top): The garbage 
can screens in this development 
were not entirely successful. 
Only 55 percent of our respon­
dents felt that the cans were 
well hidden.

Figure 5-82 (middle): An attempt 
at concealment of garbage cans, 
which was not totally effective. 
However, 67 percent of our re­
spondents said the containers 
were well hidden.

Figure 5-83 (bottom): 
effort at concealment pleased 
only 25 percent of the respon­
dents in this project.

A token

I
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1For example, figures 5-84 and 5-85 
show two cases in which dumpsters 
were simply distributed around the 
parking lots. Not only is this 
arrangement obviously unsightly, but 
also not appropriate from a hygienic 
point of view, since the tops of these 
containers are often left open. One 
hundred percent of our respondents in 
one case and 91 percent in the other 
felt the containers were not ade­
quately screened in these develop­
ments, an obvious finding when we 
consider the way in which the problem 
was ignored.

By contrast, an effectively screened 
garbage area such as that shown in 
figure 5-86 was appreciated by the 
residents: 100 percent of the 
respondents in this development said 
the garbage areas were well hidden.

The location of garbage containers 
was also criticized frequently. Most 
respondents felt that the garbage 
areas were located too far from their 
dwelling unit. For instance, in the 
case of the development shown in 
figure 5-80, 77 percent of the re­
spondents thought that the garbage 
areas were too far away, a typical 
proportion among most of the develop­
ments in our sample. Only 55 percent 
of the respondents in the sub-sample 
were satisfied with the garbage facil­
ities, 27 percent were dissatisfied, 
and 18 percent were neutral.

;

:

i
u

I
i

In summary, though satisfaction with 
garbage facilities was not a predic­
tor of overall satisfaction, garbage 
areas could be improved in most 
developments we studied. Among the 
possible improvements, screening of 
cans and dumpsters, locating garbage 
facilities closer to dwelling units, 
and providing better maintenance 
would seem to be the most viable 
alternatives.

Figures 5-84 (top) and 5-85 
(middle): Dumpsters in the park­
ing lot are easy to empty, but 
otherwise totally unsatisfactory 
both visually and hygienically.

Figure 5-86 (bottom): 
screened and maintained garbage 
area in one of the most satis­
factory projects.

A well
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Spaciousness was found to be not only 
a function of the amount of space pro­
vided, but also of the degree to 
which the design of units and grounds 
contributed to create a feeling of 
openness, of the degree of perceived 
privacy from neighbors and from mem­
bers of one’s family, and of the 
management's policies regarding match­
ing size of dwelling with household 
size.

5.12 Summary

The results discussed in this 
chapter, together with the respon­
dents' comments, indicate that 
certain aspects of the physical en­
vironment are important in predicting 
overall residents' satisfaction.

Among these aspects, appearance, 
spaciousness and privacy were the 
strongest predictors, and to some 
extent they can be thought of as 
closely linked concepts.

Satisfaction with appearance was not 
associated with any particular archi­
tectural style, but rather with the 
specific treatment of buildings, 
units, and grounds. Variety of 
shapes and materials, bright colors, 
good landscaping and pleasant views, 
a sense of newness and elegance and 
the lack of institutional look were 
strongly associated with pleasant 
appearance. Some non-physical aspects 
were also related to attractive 
appearance. These were the degree to 
which management was perceived to take 
good care of the development by means 
of consistent and effective mainte­
nance programs, and the degree to 
which other residents cared for the 
upkeep of their units and of the en­
tire project. The extent to which 
appearance assessments can be in­
fluenced by non-physical factors (or 
by physical factors outside the de­
velopment) was illustrated by compar­
ing developments which, though similar 
and designed by the same architects, 
received considerably different ratings 
on appearance.

Privacy, to the extent that it could 
be influenced by physical environment 
features, was of two kinds: aural and 
visual. Aural privacy was, by and 
large, unsatisfactory. Many com­
plaints were received about noise 
transmission from adjacent units, 
from children roaming the halls or the 
grounds, from automobiles parked too 
close
ment such as air conditioning and 
laundry. Visual privacy was also 
frequently unsatisfactory, primarily 
in low-rise developments, and was 
generally caused by poor design and 
lack of fencing or screening.

to bedrooms, and from equip-

Locational aspects were found to be 
associated with overall satisfaction. 
High incidence of crime in the neigh­
borhood was a particularly strong 
concern.
sensitive management appeared to off­
set to a considerable degree the in­
fluence of undesirable locational 
characteristics.

However, careful design and

Density, per se, was not a predictor 
of overall satisfaction, although some 
problems, particularly in connection 
with privacy, become more difficult 
to overcome at higher densities. How­
ever, the overall size of the develop­
ment was a predictor, albeit at a 
weak 1 eve!.
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The type of site layout was not 
associated with general satisfaction: 
a wide variety of site designs appear­
ed to be acceptable, as long as 
specific features such as good land­
scaping, satisfactory facilities and 
amenities, and the previously 
mentioned aspects of appearance, 
spaciousness and privacy were present.

From our analyses we can conclude 
that, contrary to commonly held views, 
high-rise housing, when appropriately 
designed and managed, was not inherent­
ly unsatisfactory. Indeed, tenants in 
our high-rise sample were slightly 
more satisfied with some aspects of 
privacy and security than the tenants 
in the low-rise sample.

Recreation, parking, and laundry 
facilities were moderate predictors of 
residents' satisfaction. A wide 
variety in the type, attractiveness, 
and maintenance of recreation areas 
and equipment was found in our sample 
of 37 developments. The most satis­
factory sites contained facilities, 
such as swimming pools and tennis 
courts, ordinarily not found in assist­
ed housing.

Parking was also much more satisfac­
torily handled in some developments 
than in others. The mere provision 
of high ratios of spaces per dwelling 
unit did not result in residents' 
satisfaction with parking facilities. 
Spaces had to be available in proximity 
to the unit (assigned spaces tended to 
be preferred), they had to be located 
in such a manner as not to generate 
excessive noise in proximity to bed­
rooms, and there had to be adequate 
provisions for visitors.

Finally, satisfaction with garbage 
facilities was not related to overall 
satisfaction. However, in most de­
velopments, garbage disposal areas were 
poorly designed, located and maintain­
ed, suggesting a need for improvement.
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Chapter 6

Management

In our study, we have found empirical 
evidence which corroborates the 
assumption that management is a very 
important component of residents' 
satisfaction. From analysis of 
responses to the first form of our 
tenants' questionnaire, we found that 
a factor containing several measures 
of management attitudes, policies,
,and performance was the most impor­
tant predictor of overall satisfac­
tion.

It is only relatively recently that 
attention has shifted from a purely 
brick-and-mortar view of housing to 
one which would include, as we have 
seen in previous chapters, the 
people involved, i.e., the tenants 
and the managers. In chapter 4 we 
examined some housing aspects related 
to the residents. In this chapter 
we discuss primarily those aspects 
associated with management.

L

Although the importance of manage­
ment factors in the success of 
housing developments was anticipated 
by earlier studies, particularly in 
Britain (e.g., Ministry of Housing 
and Local Government, 1969) it was 
not until 1970 that the Urban 
Institute conducted the first nation­
wide study of management in HUD- 
assisted housing (Sadacca, Isler, 
and Drury, 1971; Sadacca and Isler, 
1972; Isler, Sadacca, and Drury, 
1974). To our knowledge, this still 
remains the only comprehensive manage 
ment-focused research that has been 
conducted in the country. Because 
this study was directed specifically 
at explicating management aspects, 
the relative importance of management 
with respect to other factors was 
assumed, rather than demonstrated.

From analyses of responses to the 
second and third questionnaire forms, 
we also found that factors containing 
a variety of management measures were 
strong predictors of general satis­
faction. (See Table B-l in Appendix 
B for lists of specific items con­
tained in "management" factors.) To 
further test the importance of 
management aspects, we analyzed data 
collected by using other instruments 
together with data from the residents' 
questionnaires. Sixteen factors and 
indices were included in this analy­
sis. Seven of these were found to 
be significant predictors of overall 
satisfaction; a "management" factor 
was the strongest predictor. It 
seems clear then, that management 
plays a key role in the success of a 
development, at least in the eyes of 
the residents.

i
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Aaain, as in the case of satisfaction 
with "living here," in every assist- 

program we found both high and 
levels of satisfaction. The mean 

of the Public Housing sample on

lenientwithj^ana.Satisfaction

When we asked our^wUh^anagement," 
satisfied they wereQf anSWers. 
we obtained ^at was rated
In the devel°P™?aCtion with manage- 
highest on satis a jissatisfied 
ment, there we 8g percent re-respondents andfully In the
p°rted they were satisfist ^

.ms,;r5;ess; «.“»»«• „„
Figure 6-1 shows the mean scores o 
satisfaction with management for 
each site, grouped by assistance

ance6.1
low
score
satisfaction with management (3.36) 
was slightly higher than that of the 
private developments (3.22), but this 
difference was so small as to be 
statistically insignificant (i.e., it 
could be attributed to chance), r 
four cooperative-type developments 
(marked with an asterisk in figure 
6-1) were included in our sample. 
However, these developments did not 
seem to have either better or worse 
management than the rest.

\

Only

— r-

I In conclusion, no assistance program 
consistently performed more success­
fully than any other in terms of 
satisfaction with management.

programs.

§

4 .53 6_21
IHDA

02 01* 04
FHA MSHDA 

19 21 20*
RHB UDC

22 26 25 23 24
PH

12 11* 42* 17 05 2703 13 26 10 1636 35 36 08 15 07 14 33 34 09 29
--------1----------- 1--- 1-------1--------- 1-----1------- 1-------- 1----- ♦-

37 18 31 41
5\

i1'
4.5

‘

[
4

I-
3-5

3

:})

2-5

2

1.5

1

■ DEMOTES CO-OP

Mean scores on satisfaction with "management" by sites 
and programs

Figure 6-1:

6-2



6.2 Management-Tenant Relations "The manager lives almost directly 
across from us. He and his wife are 
wonderful people, and they are pri­
marily the reason for the great 
success of the complex."

"We find the management here to he 
quite pleasant and reasonable. "

"I like the interest of the manage­
ment in tenants and buildings."

Even in these developments, however, 
there were some negative comments 
about managements' style. For 
instance, a respondent in the develop­
ment from which the last three com­
ments came (and in which 76 percent 
of the respondents were satisfied 
with management) had this to say 
about the manager:

"The manager is a dirty old man that 
gets involved in everyone rs personal 
lives. 
degree.

Perhaps this is a reminder that even 
a reasonably successful manager can­
not please everyone all the time.

In the developments with the poorest 
management scores there was a high 
proportion of negative comments 
about management's style:

"Management is impersonal and hand 
to reach. "

As in most situations involving human 
behavior, the perceived attitudes of 
the manager and of the management staff 
are just as important, or even more 
important, than their actual perfor­
mance. This does not mean that poor 
performance can be hidden by dis­
playing appropriate attitudes. If 
management's attitudes are a result 
of personal conviction, organizational 
skills and a professional sense of 
commitment, then perceived attitudes 
and performance will go hand in hand 
and attitudes will not be seen merely 
as a public relation veneer. (As one 
of our respondents put it, "It's a 
Pandora's box covered with sweet talk 
by management. ")

Management that is perceived as co­
operative and friendly, available to 
talk to, and easy to get along with, 
will also be perceived as successful 
by the residents. The combination of 
management's performance and attitudes 
can be thought of as the management's 
style. Tenants in some of the de­
velopments that scored high on satis­
faction with management offered a 
number of positive comments about 
managers' style:

"It's a pleasure dealing with Miss W. 
in the management office. "

"The management is very understanding. "

"I have no trouble at all, the manage­
ment is very pleasing and always very 
satisfying to help, at all times."

"I like my manager. Very nice man, 
easy to get along with. "

"The management cares what the place 
looks like. "

He is also a bigot to a great

"I especially dislike the new 
manager - Mr. M. He is the most un­
appealing person I have ever met!! 
His personality stinks! He is only 
concerned about himself and could 
not care less about the residents. 
Ask anyone who lives here -I'm sure 
they will agree!!"
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"All in all the main complaints stem 
from management's lack of concern 
and lack of co-operation. "

"The maintenance crew here is 
terrible. They don't treat the people 
like human beings."

"The manager is the one I dislike9 
because of the way he acts with 
children. He really does not like 
kids. ftlot even his own. 
how I feel. "

"We were very satisfied with Mr. M. 
as manager. Since there has been a 
change we are very dissatisfied...
The management and his family does 
not have to comply with the rules 
that the tenants do. They have had 
sod placed around their building 
and [I]
crabgrass and dirt around mine 
The development is marvelous, 
the management and his indignant; 
self-centered^ better-than-the- 
tenants attitudes that should go. "

(There actually was a noticeable 
difference in the care of the land­
scape in the development from which 
the last comment was received.
Figure 6-2 shows the area around the 
management office, while the rest 
of the project looked more like 
figure 6-3.)

That is

•• ---------------------------- ‘

have nothing but a little

It's
A

•V“i - a.

/hi--
-• <Cw>.

Figures 6-2 and 6-3: In this 
project the area around the 
management office was well 
maintained, in contrast to 
other parts of the site.

"I dislike the management. The 
couple is new; they've been here 
perhaps 4 or 5 months. However> they 
have done a great deal in a short 
amount of time to alienate many of 
the residents...There were two or 
three adult swim parties> the last of 
which ended with the manager scream­
ing; 'Allright; everybody get the 
hell out and go home, 
adults he was talking to. There is 
now a pervasive feeling of contempt 
in the office and I've felt it in 
every dealing I've had with this 
couple since they've been here."

These were
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Not only was a friendly and coopera­
tive management important to the 
residents, but they also appreciated 
managers who were forthright and 
resented those who were indecisive 
or made promises that were not kept.

"Management has in the past given us 
false answers to our questions just 
to get us off their backs. "

"The one main problem is the run- 
around the management gave us."

"They are very ambiguous people in 
that office. "

"It took the management longer than 
a year and a half for cable tele­
vision when they promised it would 
take a month. The owner said it was 
a problem with the contractor, but 
you ask him yourself and you'll get 
so much double talk you won't believe 
it."

What Isler et al (1974) have called 
"the sovereignty of style" is ob­
viously important to most residents. 
This will not come as a surprise to 
those who are used to dealing with 
management situations in settings 
other than housing. Whereas organ­
izational abilities and business 
skills are certainly important in 
successful management, so are the 
human relations aspects that the 
above comments exemplify.

6.3 Policy and Rules

It is inevitable to have rules in a 
multi family housing development. Be­
cause rules curtail behavior, it is 
also inevitable that not everyone 
will like them. However, respon­
dent's comments indicated that rules, 
even when not approved of, were not 
necessarily resented, provided they 
were a clear consequence of policies 
that people found reasonable, and 
provided they were uncompromisingly 
stated from the outset, 
ments and the responses to the ques­
tionnaires suggest that there 
three main aspects involved in resi­
dents' satisfaction with management's 
rules: the policy aspects, the rules 
themselves, and the enforcement of 
the rules.

We expected to find some complaints 
in regard to management's policies 
about rent, particularly in connec­
tion with delinquent payments. How­
ever, there were very few complaints 
in this area, in spite of the fact 
that 13 percent of the public housing 
respondents and 11 percent of the 
private housing respondents reported 
that they were having trouble paying 
their rent. Here is one of these 
comments:

"The management is neither good nor 
bad. They seem to specialize in 
being ambiguous. "

"We were promised in writing a com­
munity room for senior citizens and 
adults but the management won't give 
it to us. "

These com­

are

"I dislike the promise of pool 
facilities to be installed within a 
year when I moved in and no ground 
has been broken yet."

These comments suggest that residents' 
satisfaction will be enhanced if 
residents perceive that the manager 
is willing to treat them with 
respect, understanding, directness, 
and to demonstrate a sincere concern 
for their well being and for the 
upkeep of the development.
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"My rent was recently raised 10% 
while this has become a much less 
desirable place to live. "

"The manager never explained the 
supposed sliding rent scale. In­
stead he told us we needed to make 
10,000 dollars to rent a one-bedroom 
apartment. We are among the stupid 
few who gave our actual income and 
are paying full rent. Many are fal­
sifying or not reporting incomes - 
they 're making a lot more than we 
and are living in a three-bedroom 
townhouse and paying the same rent as 
we are. Apparently, income reports 
are not thoroughly investigated. "

"I don't like the idea that if I make 
more money, so that I could get 
things that I need, they raise the 
rent. I have to refuse overtime be­
cause then I can't pay the extra rent 
for the whole year. You can't save 
any money this way. "

"This is supposed to be low income: 
why are some people paying less, with 
a bigger income, than I am? I had 
no choice - waited 3 months to get 
in - landlord rented my previous 
apartment so I had to vacate, so I 
told them that most definitely I could 
afford $122.00 monthly. I only live 
on a small Veterans Widows pension 
of $184.00 monthly. Never had to 
stretch a dollar in my life. But I 
am learning. Why aren't people 
treated equally - meaning income. "

Reading these complaints in the light 
of other responses to our question­
naires, it seems clear that most 
residents are not objecting to the 
amount of rent they are paying, but 
rather to the raises, differential 
changes, and generally to the way in 
which rent subsidies and increases 
are calculated and/or explained.

"In the past, any teriant who failed 
to pay his rent by the 5th of the 
month was charged a dollar for every 
day past the 5th in addition to his 
normal rent. Now, the management, in 
its efforts to better its financial 
position, has threatened all of us 
who were fortunate enough to renew 
our leases before the rent increase 
with cancellation of contract if our 
rent is not paid by the 4th of each 
month. I am quite sure that once a 
tenant fails to pay by the 4th of each 
month and is charged a higher rent 
the management would be willing to 
once again charge him one dollar for 
every late day. My wife and I are 
not in any financial trouble, but I 

tempted to test this kind of 
arbitrary act."

There were numerous complaints, how­
ever, about the systems for establish­
ing how much rent different households 
paid and the amount of rent increases. 
These complaints were not uncommon 
even in the better-managed sites.

"I dislike rent raises. Every time 
you get a little raise to buy food, 
they raise your rent. It used to be 
a $2.00 raise but now it's eight."

"When I got my last raise they raised 
my rent to $39. 00 a month for four 
months, then they cut it to $38 a 
month and this month they cut it to 
$37 a month. I am not complaining.
I am glad it was cut. But they should 
give me back what they overcharged 
me. "

am

"tfcmagement gave everyone a different 
story on minimum and maximum income 
for living here. "

"The apartment doesn’t offer enough 
for the high rent we have to payl 
Don't think they should have raised 
the rent as high as they did from 
$166.00 to $196.00 a month."
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When we asked if their residence Was 
desirable or undesirable for the 
amount of money paid, 71 percent of 
the respondents said it was desirable 
while 18 percent said it was not. 
Public housing fared slightly better 
than private assisted developments in 
this respect: 75 percent of the 
public housing respondents felt they 
were getting their money's worth, 
while in the private sites only 70 
percent said their residence was 
desirable for the money.

Rent, rent increases and related 
questions are often beyond the 
manager's responsibility and control, 
being the result of laws, regulations, 
or simply inflation. In our study, 
we had no way of knowing whether the 
numerous complaints of irregulari­
ties, unfairness, or downright cheat­
ing in regard to HUD's regulations 
about rent did in fact take place. 
Nevertheless, the impression we got 
is that, at best, there frequently 
was a lack of communication and 
explanation by management for the 
reasons behind rent calculations and 
rent increases.

ftgain, for our purpose it is not 
important to know whether these 
complaints were founded. What is 
important is that the perception of 
having been victims of misrepresenta­
tion existed in the eyes of some 
residents and may have influenced 
the degree to which they 
fied with their housing.

The management policies that seemed 
to cause the greatest dissatisfac­
tion and irritation, however, had to 
do with curtailment of residents 
freedom, privacy, and control 
their own environment, 
tenant put it:

were satis-

over
As one

"you can’t do anything. It’s like 
living in a prison.”

Conversely, our respondents commented 
positively about those developments 
where the rules did not infringe 
upon what they considered their 
rights. Among these, personalization 
of one's dwelling, both inside and 
outside, has often been cited in the 
literature as a desire that many 
people have. Becker (1975), for 
instance, in a study of developments 
of the Urban Development Corporation 
(UDC), suggested that liberal per­
sonalization policies are not only 
appreciated by the residents, but that 
they need not be a financial drain on 
the operation of a housing develop­
ment. He maintained, on the basis 
of previous studies, that only a 
small number of residents will 
actually take advantage of personali­
zation opportunities, but that most 
tenants will view that opportunity as 
an expression of management concern 
for them and for their status as 
responsible individuals. This is 
probably a correct view, although 
there will be variations in the de­
gree to which personalization, even 
simply as an opportunity, is desired 
by different groups of people.

Cooperative systems of ownership are 
not, apparently, immune from the 
problems discussed in this section.
A number of comments from residents 
of co-operatives suggested that there 
was quite a bit of confusion about 
equity build-up, selling prices, and 
other related matters in a number»of 
instances. Because co-operatives are 
not a familiar system to most people, 
perhaps an extra effort should be 
made to communicate the various impli­
cations of this form of ownership to 
the residents. In some instances, 
we received complaints about decep­
tive practices of the co-operative 
sales staff.
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A number of residents mentioned their 
desire for being reimbursed for 
painting (when painting was allowed) 
or at least for being provided with 
the paint.

In the higher income projects, the 
concerns expressed by tenants had 
more to do with gardening, providing 
fences for backyards, and adding 
decorative features to the inside and 
outside of their dwellings. However, 
there were a number of attempts at 
planting which we observed in several 
lower income projects too, such as 
that visible in figure 6-4. In this 
development, planting flowers had 
been allowed for the first time 
during the year in which our study 
was conducted.

Some of our respondents seemed to 
enjoy personalization opportunities 
when they were allowed by management 
policies, particularly in those 
developments where other residents 
were prone to have the same desire 
for personalization and thus respected 
these efforts — by keeping their 
children and dogs out of flower beds, 
for example. We received many com­
ments about planting and landscaping, 
of which this is a typical one:

•! 1

"I was allowed to plant a vegetable 
garden this spring, which I both 
enjoyed and benefited from immensely. "

Many complaints were voiced by tenants 
about rules restricting decoration, 
painting, and security improvements. 
For instance:

"I feel that I can't fix my apartment 
(that I pay rent for) the way I want 

.1 don't like feeling that ifinside...- ...
I paint this room management will
object. "

"I would like more freedom in 
decorating the apartment. "i

cannot change 
The locks now used

"I dislike the rules: 
locks on doors.

be opened with a credit card in 
Cannot put a see

can
about 10 seconds, 
through hole in the door to see who 
is outside. "

• i

I
i

As expected, residents' comments 
about changes allowed by management 
varied not only in frequency, but 
also in specific concerns, with the 
income level to which a development 
was targeted, 
projects the changes that tenants 
wanted to introduce were more often 
remedial modifications of basically 
defective construction or maintenance, 
such as caulking around windows, in­
stalling security devices, and having 
telephones installed on the second 
floor of dwellings (which for some 
reason
housing project).

: ;i I

In this publicFigure 6-4: 
housing project a small amount 
of landscaping by tenants had 
just been allowed prior to our 
study.

In the lower income

:

was prohibited in one public
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Letting the tenants have a few 
flowers, though, is not likely to 
affect their satisfaction measurably: 
this development had the lowest 
scores on both satisfaction with 
management and with "living here" of 
all the public housing projects in 
our sample. Obviously, other serious 
problems were present in this de­
velopment. Open-ended comments 
suggested that the management's 
attitudes and overall performance were 
extremely poor, and there were also 
complaints about undesirable behavior 
of other residents and their children, 
poor design, and poor construction.

Overall, 52 percent of our respon­
dents expressed satisfaction with 
"freedom to make changes to the 
inside of your home, such as painting;" 
27 percent were dissatisfied. A 
slightly better level of satisfaction 
existed with "freedom to make changes 
to the outside of your home, such as 
planting flowers": 57 percent were 
satisfied and 17 percent were dis­
satisfied. When we combined these 
two items in an index of satisfaction 
with changes allowed by management we 
found that, as in the case of general 
satisfaction and satisfaction with 
management, there was a wide variation 
among scores of different developments. 
In this case, however, the private 
projects fared somewhat better than 
the Public Housing sites. All co­
operative developments received 
relatively high scores, probably 
reflecting a greater sense of control 
by tenants over their own environment. 
(See Appendix B, figure B-4, for 
individual site scores.)

A large number of complaints were 
voiced about rules concerning pets. 
Where pets were allowed,many resi­
dents complained about soiling, 
damage, and noise. Where pets were 
not allowed, residents desired the 
freedom to have them. This seems an 
issue which is probably best solved 
by having some development (or part 
of one) entirely pet free so that 
those who do not wish to be disturbed 
can choose this option. Unusual and 
dangerous pets seem best banned al­
together. For instance, in one 
project, tenants complained that the 
manager kept two snakes as pets.

More important than rules concerning 
pets are those that attempt to curb 
or control undesirable behaviors such 
as vandalism, loitering, fighting, 
excessive noise, having overnight 
visitors, and the like. Although 
rules against overnight visitors were 
often commented upon negatively, 
presumably by the affected parties, 
most of the complaints involving 
rules against undesirable behavior 
were directed at the lack of strict­
ness of the rules themselves or of 
their enforcement by management. 
Particularly in the developments 
where the level of satisfaction with 
"living here" was low, there were 
numerous complaints about these 
problems. In many instances, these 
difficulties were recognized to be 
the fault of one's neighbors, but in 
most cases management was held 
responsible both for letting "un­
desirable" neighbors into the develop­
ment and for not having or not enforc­
ing rules about their behavior. The 
following comments are typical of 
these developments.
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"I don't like it that management 
feels free to enter your apartment 
for maintenance without first advis­
ing occupants."

"I don't like the fact that so many 
maintenance men have keys to my 
apartment and all the others. You 
never know when someone is coming in. 
I think we should he told each and 
every time someone is coming around. "

"I dislike having a representative of 
the management entering our apartment 
when we aren 't here and even when 
are here> without a few days] notice. 
We were told there would always be a 
notice before any interior work was 
done."

"Vandalism is at a peak, and the 
management don't care what the chil­
dren are doing unless it's in their 
home. "

"Our children cannot play outside 
because of rock throwing, 
dren are handicapped. 'People and 
children make fun of them also. You 
cannot talk to Mrs. S. or Mr. I. 
about this matter at all."

"The management is no good here. They 
allow children to loiter in the 
lobby. People can't get in or out 
of the building. We are getting 
harassed by them."

In the first form of our tenant ques­
tionnaire we included two items in 
which respondents were asked to rate 
their satisfaction with "the rules 
management has" and with "the rules 
about what you can do and cannot do 
in your apartment." Overall, 54 per­
cent of the respondents said they were 
satisfied with management's rules, 
while 20 percent were dissatisfied; a 
somewhat higher degree of satisfaction 
existed with "the rules about what you 
can do and cannot do in your apart­
ment": 65 percent were satisfied and 
17 percent were dissatisfied. (See 
Appendix B, figure B-5, for individual 
site scores.)

Our chil-

we

The impartial observer is often left 
with the impression that quite a 
number of rules have been decided 
upon without much consideration of 
the interrelationships with, and 
consequences for, the residents' 
overall sense of satisfaction.

Satisfaction with rules and a percep­
tion that the rules were "enforced 
fairly and equally for everybody" 
were highly associated with satisfac­
tion with management. Thus, it is 
likely that successful management 
will result both from having reason­
able rules and from a practice of 
fair and equal enforcement.

A number of questionnaires contained 
cpmplaints about what was perceived 
by tenants as differential treatment. 
For instance:

An observation that can be made about 
rules and regulations is that, even 
though on the surface certain regula­
tions may appear necessary to control 
a specific condition (e.g., no play­
ing on grass areas, to reduce mainte­
nance expenses; or unannounced inspec­
tions of dwelling units, for mainte­
nance and safety purposes), neverthe­
less they often result in irritation 
and dissatisfaction for the tenants. 
Many of our respondents, for instance, 
remarked that they felt extremely 
negative about management's prerogative 
of entering dwelling units at will.

"The management is not fair in its 
applications of the rules. It depends 
on whether a person is liked or dis­
liked how the rules are applied. If 
there is a question between whites 
and blacks3 the blacks are favored. "
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"Management policy is not efficiently 
appli&d to everyone. There seems to 
be a dual set of rules. Management 
fails to back up agreements which are 
legally binding. "

11 I'd like the managers to use the same 
rules with everyone whether married 
or single."

Overall, only 48 percent of our 
respondents agreed that the rules

"enforced fairly and equally for 
everybody;" 28 percent disagreed.
(See Appendix B, figure B-6, for 
scores on this question by develop­
ment and program.)

In conclusion, it is clear from our 
data that management's rules and 
their enforcement are a considerable 
source of dissatisfaction: only 
slightly more than half of our 
respondents were satisfied with the 
rules themselves, and less than 
half felt the rules were fairly and 
equally enforced. This would suggest 
that major improvement is possible in 
this area of management's responsi- 
bility.
6.4 Management's Responsiveness

Our respondents were most satisfied 
with management that was perceived to 
be efficient and prompt in reacting 

, to tenants' problems, was able to 
\ provide a satisfactory maintenance 

I level, and made repairs quickly.
1 Perceptions that the residents were 
safe from accidents and from crime 
were also associated with satisfaction 
with management.

As we have already mentioned, success­
ful management will result from a 
combination of attitudes, rules, and 
performances. Thus, capability for 
service delivery alone will not neces­
sarily insure residents' satisfac­
tion. However, this capability is of 
central importance in a successful 
management operation. For this 
reason, it is of interest to examine 
some measures of management perfor­
mance (i.e., those most strongly 
associated with overall satisfaction). 
We asked the residents to say whether 
"when faced with tenants' problems 
the management: a) is efficient, and 
b) reacts quickly to complaints."
There was a high correlation between 
these two measures (r = .59), indi­
cating that efficiency and quickness 
of management response tended to go 
hand in hand.

were

!

In the context of this report we refer 
to residents' perception of manage­
ment's ability to deliver services as 
"management's performance." In pre­
vious sections we called attention 
to the role played by management's 
attitudes, rules, and rule enforce­
ment in fostering residents' satis­
faction with "management," as well as 
overall satisfaction. But the delivery 
of services to tenants in a responsive, 
efficient, and effective manner also 
plays an important role. This in­
tuitively self-evident notion was 
supported by our data analysis.

Overall, management response to 
tenants' problems did not receive 
high marks. Only 52 percent of the 
respondents rated management as 
"efficient" and 48 percent as "quick." 
(See Appendix B, figure B-7, for 
individual site scores on those two 
items.) In their open-ended comments, 
residents frequently referred, both 
positively and negatively, to the 
efficiency and promptness of manage­
ment:

"Prompt answer to requests for 
service."

"Seems well organized."
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Approximately 63 percent of the 
respondents agreed that repairs were 
made "quickly enough," while 17 per­
cent disagreed. There seemed to be 
little difference between "normal" 
and "emergency" repairs in the resi­
dents' perception of how quickly 
management repaired things. (Site 
scores can be found in Appendix B, 
figure B-9.)

Roughly the same level of satisfac­
tion existed in regard to how safe 
the respondents felt children were 
from "accidents due to such things 
as broken glass, abandoned junk and 
poor maintenance." About 64 percent 
felt children were safe, and 17 per­
cent felt they were unsafe. A higher 
proportion, 74 percent, felt they 
were personally safe from these types 
of accidents, while 10 percent said 
they felt unsafe. In the case of 
children's safety from accidents, 
residents associated safety not only 
with managements' maintenance prac­
tices but also with the behavior of 
their neighbors in the development. 
(See Appendix B, figure B-10, for 
mean values of an index composed of 
these two measures.)

As expected, many comments were made 
by our respondents about maintenance, 
repairs, and the general state of 
neatness of their development. For 
instance:

nI like the effciency of the office. '

nThe maintenance even) is operated, by 
a bunch of idiots. 
was
bilities that management neglected 
(all complaints)."

nI dislike the response of manage­
ment to tenantsf complaints. "

In summary, management's performance 
in terms of efficiency and quickness 
in reacting to tenants' complaints 
was important to our respondents. 
Management performance was generally 
perceived as mediocre, suggesting 
a need for improvement in manage­
ment's responsiveness.

6.5 Maintenance

The tenant council 
formed and took on all responsi-

While the two questions discussed in 
section 6.4 above referred to manage­
ment's reactions to general problems 
and complaints, we also asked more 
specific questions about various 
aspects of management performance. 
Among these questions are several 
measures related primarily to main­
tenance, which were strongly asso­
ciated with each other and with 
satisfaction with management. Al­
though the mean scores on these 
measures were slightly higher than 
those of other management variables 
discussed so far, it seems clear that 
in this area, too, there was con­
siderable room for improvement. Of 
our respondents, 68 percent were 
satisfied with the maintenance of 
their apartment while 16 percent were 
dissatisfied. A smaller percentage 
of respondents, 62 percent, were 
satisfied with the maintenance of the 
building in which they lived, and 17 
percent were dissatisfied. Even 
fewer respondents liked the degree of 
maintenance of the site: 60 percent 
were satisfied, and 21 percent were 
dissatisfied. (See Appendix B, 
figure B-8 for site scores on these 
measures.)

"I would like to see these beautiful 
grounds taken care of; also these 
apartments. The parking lots kept 
clean. This is because the tenants 
will not keep them clean. The manage­
ment will not see to this. My wife 
and I have gone from door to door 
and asked that garbage would not be 
put out until the night before the 
pick-up the next day3 but the manage­
ment do not enforce this rule and it 
is one of the rules. n
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"I don't like how some of the out­
siders help tear down the place and 
come in all the time and hour. Some 
of our own people don't care about 
their place or how they let their 
friends tear up the place. "

"There are plumbing leaks which go 
unrepaired while the management fights 
over who is responsible."

"The play areas and gym equipment have 
been abused and left useless. "

Some maintenance problems were evi­
dent to a casual observer. For 
instance, figures 6-5 and 6-6 show 
two views
rated lowest on maintenance. In the 
playground, the benches are unusable 
because of missing seats and backs; 
only the posts of the fence enclosing 
the playground have been left, and 
the slide steps lead nowhere. A 
generally low level of landscape 
maintenance is visible in both photos. 
A partially vacant development which 
also received a very low maintenance 
rating is shown in figure 6-7. Here 
the effect of unchecked progressive 
deterioration is clearly recognizable.

II
of the site that v/as

Figures 6-5 and 6-6 (top and 
middle): 
development that received the 
lowest rating on maintenance.

Two views of the

A very highFigure 6-7 (bottom): 
vacancy rate (40 percent) was 
also reflected in the low main­
tenance level of this project.
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Figures 6-8 and 6-9 (left):On the other hand, there were some 
developments in which maintenance 
appeared to our observers to be 
reasonably good and yet was rated 
very low by our respondents, 
judging from the open-ended comments, 
is probably to be attributed to the 
maintenance of dwelling units and of 
specific features that would not 
be apparent to a visitor. Two 
examples from such developments are 
shown in figures 6-8 to 6-10.

views of a development that re­
ceived very low ratings on main­
tenance . Though the outside of 
buildings and grounds appear 
reasonably well kept, many 
complaints were voiced about 
the maintenance of the apart­
ments .

This,

Figure 6-10 (above): Another 
development in which maintenance 
of the exterior spaces was much 
better than that of individual 
dwelling units. As a whole, 
this project was rated very low 
on maintenance.
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When we asked the residents to rate 
the maintenance level of a number of 
items or areas on a five-point scale 
(from very poor to very well kept), we 
obtained lower levels than those sug­
gested by satisfaction-type questions. 
Figure 6-11 shows residents' ratings 
of maintenance of individual items 
across all sites. Even in the best 
case (that of outdoor paint) only 50 
percent of the respondents rated the 
maintenance level as "well kept" or 
"very well kept." The worst rated 
item (play equipment) was considered 
to be well maintained by only 29 per­
cent of the respondents, while fully 
23 percent rated its maintenance as 
"poor" to "very poor."

In summary, although managements' 
performance on maintenance was rated 
at a slightly higher level than 
performance on responsiveness to 
tenants' problems, it still was not 
satisfactory for a sizable minority 
of respondents. Ratings of mainte­
nance of specific iterns, ranging from 
paint to playground equipment,were 
even lower, suggesting a need for 
improving maintenance levels.
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Protection from crime and vandals is 
not the responsibility of management 
alone. Obviously, this responsibility 
is shared by the police and, as our 
respondents indicated, by the resi­
dents themselves. Nevertheless, our 
data suggest both that residents ex­
pected management to play a role in 
crime protection and that such pro­
tection was, in general, not satis­
factory. Many comments by our re­
spondents illustrate their feelings 
on this subject:

6.6 Protection from Crime and
Vandalism

-! We have already discussed, in 
chapters 4 and 5, some aspects of 
the relationship between crime and 
satisfaction in connection with 
social and design factors. Residents 
responses suggest that two of these 
aspects were also associated with 
management performance. A feeling 
of safety from "being the victim of 
a crime such as robbery, vandalism, 
fighting, hustling, etc." was asso­
ciated both with measures of manage­
ment performance and with a series 
of measures dealing with the neigh­
bors living in one's development and 
in the surrounding neighborhood.
This association also existed for 
satisfaction with "the protection 
from crime and vandals that you have 
here."

"We need better security guards. "

"The guards are no good. I am afraid 
to come in at night. The teenagers 
hang around the door and mug people. 
They have broken my door bell and 
took my lights down. "

"The security is not up to standards. 
The guards open up doors for people 
who do not live in the building3 as 
well as for people who do. "

"I dislike the way the security 
guards are. At times there is 
there for hours. Then some of the 
guards are only looking out for them­
selves as they don*t live here3 
they are only doing their job in a 
very poor manner. "

"We are getting a lot of hoodlum- 
type teenagers here. After dark I am 
afraid to take out the trash or go in 
the laundry room. We never had this 
sort of thing before all these people 
moved in. Now3 Mr. C. may have had 
his bad points but he screened the 
applicants thoroughly and did not let 
anyone in that did not meet standards. 
And evicted anyone who was3 as he put 
it3 1a bad choice.

Satisfaction with protection from 
crime was noticeably lower than 
general perceptions of safety; the 
mean score of 3.00 obtained on this 
measure is the lowest of all the 
variables importantly associated 
with management. Overall, 33 percent 
of our respondents were dissatisfied 
with protection from crime and only 
42 percent were satisfied.' (See 
Appendix B, figures B-l and B-ll 
for site scores on these two measures.)

no one

so

1 These results were obtained 
from the sample of 598 residents who 
answered this question in the third 
questionnaire form, but when we 
tabulated the responses to the same 
question for the entire sample of 
1839 respondents we obtained virtually 
the same results: the mean score was 
2.99; 36 percent were dissatisfied 
with protection from crime, while 41 
percent were satisfied.
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"The only complaint I have at this 
time is:
need of good security measures3 there 
have been too many break-ins. If 
this is not corrected I will have to 
move. "

"I think the front entrance should 
he locked at 12 a.m. every weekend 
and 11 p*m. weekdays so that if 
anyone
the building, the resident who is 
being visited will have to get up and 
open the door for them. This is the 
way it was two years ago and it 
seemed to work. "

In summary, adequate protection from 
•crime and vandalism was found to be 
an important aspect of satisfaction 
with management, with other residents 
and with neighbors in the surrounding 
communities, all of which were pre­
dictors of overall satisfaction. By 
and large, residents did not feel 
they were adequately protected, and 
their comments suggested a need for 
more effective guard and police pro­
tection, and better screening of 
applicants.

6.7 Management's Perceptions versus 
Residents' Perceptions

However, it is also possible that 
managers of the less successful de­
velopments were reluctant to answer 
our questions. Support for this pos­
sibility is shown by a comparison 
between the return rates of the 
management questionnaire for the 
sites that scored above and below the 
mean score (3.35 on a scale from 1 to 
5) on residents' satisfaction with 
management. Among the 18 developments 
that were above the mean, the manage­
ment questionnaires were returned 
from 12 sites, or 67 percent of the 
total, but among the 19 projects that 
were below the mean, the proportion 
of returns was roughly reversed: we 
received responses from only 7 sites, 
or 37 percent (see figure 6-12).2

We tenants are in dire

wants to see a resident in

2This difference is statistically 
significant at the 0.001 level. That 
is, there is only 1/10th of 1 percent 
probability of its chance occurrence.

So far in this chapter, we have looked 
at various measures of residents' per­
ceptions of management and management- 
related items. In this section, we 
examine some of the views held by 
managers and management staff and 
compare them with those of the resi­
dents. Managers' perceptions were ob­
tained from a questionnaire that was 
mailed to each management office.
Even after several telephone follow­
ups, questionnaires were returned only 
from 19 out of the 37 developments 
studied. This low rate of return may 
be attributed in part to the length 
of the questionnaire (a point which 
should be corrected in future studies).
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Questionnaires 
Not Returned

Questionnaires
Returned Total

N = 18N = 6N = 12Sites above 
Mean Score 
(x = 3.35) % =100% = 33% = 67

N = 12 N = 19N = 7Sites below 
Mean Score 
(x = 3.35) % =100% = 63% = 37

N = 37 

% =100
N = 18 

% = 49
N = 19 

% = 51
Total
Sample

Comparison between return rates of management question­
naires from sites above and below the mean score on 
satisfaction with management

Figure 6-12:

It is possible that the developments 
with the higher return rates had more 
professional and better organized 
management who could find the time to 
answer our lengthy questionnaire. It 
is also possible that at these sites 
management had fewer reasons for 
feeling threatened by some of the 
questions.

When we compared the scores of the 
same two subgroups of residents on 
sixteen common items contained in all 
questionnaire forms, we found that the 
residents in the first group were more 
satisfied with all sixteen items than 
those in the second group. For thir­
teen of the sixteen items, these dif­
ferences were statistically signifi­
cant.

We also compared the mean scores on 
satisfaction with "living here" be­
tween two subgroups of residents: 
those from developments in which the 
managers had returned the question­
naires and those in which they had 
not. Residents in the first subgroup 
were more satisfied (mean score = 3.66), 
than residents in the second subgroup 
(mean score = 3.37): a statistically 
significant difference.

In summary, residents in developments 
from which management's questionnaires 
were returned were more satisfied than 
those in developments where the 
managers did not return our question­
naire.
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Against this background, it is of 
interest to examine the managers' 
responses to a number of the same 
questions that we asked the residents, 
and to compare these responses. In 
figure 6-13 we present the distribu­
tion of positive and negative re­
sponses from both groups. It is clear 
from this comparison that the percep­
tions of managers were, in general, 
much more positive than those of the 
residents. For instance, when asked 
if "the rules are enforced equally 
and fairly for everybody," 90 percent 
of the managers agreed but only 48 
percent of the residents did.

Even taking into account that the 
residents' responses came from all 
sites, while the managers' were from 
only 19 developments, it seems ob­
vious that there existed rather large 
discrepancies between the way resi­
dents and managers rated these speci­
fic aspects of managements' responsi­
bilities. This is not a totally

After al\ we were 
asking the managers to rate their own 
performance, and we could hardly ex­
pect total objectivity in this 
respect. Even so, the magnitude of 
the disagreement in ratings suggests 
that there are real differences in 
perception that may stand in the way 

\of management's motivation to improve 
lits performance.

.unexpected result. :
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For example, the maintenance of play­
grounds was rated as good or very 
good by only 29 percent of the resi­
dents, as compared to 55 percent of 
the managers. There were also dif­
ferences between the negative ratings: 
23 percent of the residents said 
maintenance of playgrounds was poor 
to very poor, but only 6 percent of 
the managers rated it the same way.

There was better agreement between 
residents and managers in rating 
maintenance levels of specific 
items, as shown in figure 6-14. 
Here too, however, there were 
some large differences.
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Finally, we compared the degree of 
satisfaction with "the protection from 
crime and vandals" reported by resi­
dents and by managers. Figure 6-15 

the scores on this question

As mentioned earlier, for the pur­
poses of this report it is not 
essential to know in an objective 
manner whether the residents or the 
managers were more impartial in their 
assessments of these various items.
The important conclusion is that 
there existed differences in their 
perceptions and assessments, and that 
these differences are likely to affect 
in a negative way the ability of 
management to respond effectively to 
the residents' expectations. Con­
versely, these differences are also 
likely to stand in the way of a 
better understanding by tenants of 
the difficulties faced by management.

shows
(on a scale from 1 to 5 in which 1 was 

dissatisfied" and 5 "very satis-
In 12

"very
fied"), by sites and programs, 
developments, or 63 percent of the 
sites from which responses were ob­
tained, management and residents had 
a clearly different assessment of pro­
tection from crime and vandalism.
Only in 5 projects, or 37 percent, did 
the two groups of respondents show 
close agreement. However, of the 12 
sites where they disagreed, in 7 sites 
the managers rated protection from 
crime and vandals higher than the resi­
dents, while in the other 5 the resi­
dents rated protection higher than the
managers.
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HERE, BY SITES

Comparison of ratings of protection from crime by 
residents and managers

Figure 6-15:
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Again, there were no major differ- 
among the various assistanceences

programs and ownership forms in our 
sample. The mean vacancy rate in the 
public housing sites (2.60 percent) 

better than that of the other 
sites'* (4.18 percent). When one con­
siders that some of these vacant units 

reported by managers to be only

6.8 Vacancy Rates

One measure that may, in some 
instances, reflect the degree ofis the vacancy

We did not 
rates over

management performance 
rate of a development, 
conduct a study of vacancy 
time. Such a study should give a 
better idea of the significance of 
this measure for a development, 
ever, we did ask the managers about 
the number of units that were vacant 
at the time of our study. Figure 
6-16 shows the percent of vacant 
units by sites and programs.

was

were
temporarily unoccupied due to repairs 
or redecorating, the overall vacancy 
rates shown in figure 6-16 do not, 
appear unduly high. With minor ex­
ceptions, they are in the range re­
ported by the Urban Institute study of 
management performance in 60 publicly- 
assisted housing developments (Sadacca 
and Isler, 1 972).

How-

3
Site no. 12 was not included in 

this computation because of its ab­
normally high vacancy rate of 40 per­
cent.
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The Urban Institute study suggested 
that a mean vacancy of 1 percent 
could be considered an appropriate 
criterion value for a high perfor­
mance
performance development and 3 percent 
for a low performance project. By 
this criterion, the vacancy rate of 
the Public Housing group in our sample 
would be medium, while that of the 
other sites, as a whole, would be 
indicative of low performance with 
respect to vacancies.

6.9 Screening of New Tenants

6.10 Resident Managers

It has sometimes been argued that 
having the manager live among the 
tenants might give managers a better 
feeling for residents' problems and 
perhaps a greater empathy towards them. 
In the first form of the tenants ques­
tionnaire, we asked our respondents 
whether they agreed or disagreed with 
the statement: "The manager should be 
required to live in this housing devel­
opment." Fifty-one percent agreed, 32 
percent were neutral, and 17 percent 
disagreed.

We found that this particular item 
not associated with other measures of 
management's attitudes, policies, and 
performance, but rather to a set of 
items measuring the respondent's 
self-esteem (e.g., "I am a person of 
worth").
tor containing the self-esteem mea­
sures and the residents' opinions 
about the manager living on site was 
not a significant predictor of over­
all satisfaction.

Of the 36 managers that were willing 
to be interviewed, 7 (19 percent) 
lived on site, while 29 (81 percent) 
did not. No manager lived in any of 
the Public Housing sites. Of the 7 
managers who lived on site, 5 managed 
developments that scored above the 
mean on residents' satisfaction with 
management.

In conclusion it appears that, al­
though roughly half the residents 
would have preferred the manager to 
live in the development, there was no 
association between measures of this 
preference and satisfaction with 
management or overall satisfaction.

site, 2 percent for a medium

Among various questions asked of the 
managers about applicants or new 
occupants, there were two concerning 
credit and references. The first 
question was: "Is there a credit 
check run on applicants who want to 
live here?" Of the 19 managers who 
answered this question, less than 
half (47 percent) said that they always 
checked an applicant's credit. Another 
16 percent ran credit checks "often,"
21 percent "sometimes," and 16 per­
cent "never."

was

We also found that the fac-

The second question was: "Are the 
references or previous landlords of 
applicants checked?" This question 
was answered by 19 managers: only 
37 percent always checked references 
or landlords, 16 percent checked 
"often," 26 percent "sometimes," and 
21 percent "never."

From these results, we can conclude 
that procedures for screening appli­
cants, at least as they applied to 
credit and reference checks, were not 
uniformly followed in these 19 
projects.
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Policies and rules that were found to 
be a source of dissatisfaction in­
cluded the system by which rent and 
rent increases were determined, the 
rules against decoration and person­
alization of both the inside and 
outside of one's dwelling, the rules 
about pets, the lack of strictness 
and enforcement of rules designed to 
curb noise, vandalism and other un­
desirable behavior, and the manage­
ment’s prerogative of entering dwell­
ing units at will for maintenance or 
control purposes.

Management's performance in respond­
ing to tenants' complaints v/as rated 
as mediocre: only about half of the 
respondents were satisfied with 
managements' quickness and efficiency 
in reacting to tenants' complaints.

Management's performance in terms of 
overall maintenance was also not 
very satisfactory for a sizable pro­
portion of our respondents. When 
asked to rate maintenance of specific 
features, only 30 to 50 percent of the 
respondents (depending on the parti­
cular feature) considered them well 
maintained.

6.11 ^"grgner-t Saides

eskfiitifm tr tie perceptions dis­
cussed im sections of this
Verier. as led tre managers1

£bo»t ft© itsn= cement guides. 
ScecTffcafijr, we asced the following 
two caiestfCMBs: "Are you faRiliar 
uith a?w ef the HUD management 
gufees, for example ‘Management of 
HL’D— Insured Multifamily Projects 
Ur ter Section 221(d)3 and Section 
236*?*, and “How helpful is the 
information found in such management 
guides?"

Of the 18 managers who answered the 
first question, all but one were 
familiar with the guides. Of the 
16 who answered the second question 
50 percent found the guides very help­
ful, 31 percent found them not helpful 
or not very helpful, and 19 percent 
were neutral. These results suggest 
that the guides may require some 
improvement. It may be useful to 
survey managers of HUD-assisted hous­
ing to ascertain the specific reasons 
for their opinions about the guides.i

6.12 Summary

Satisfaction with management was found 
to be among the strongest predictors 
of overall satisfaction. In practical 
terms, the key role played by respons­
ive, fair, efficient and effective 
management in fostering residents' 
satisfaction cannot be overemphasized.

Among specific aspects that were 
found to be highly associated with 
satisfaction with management were 
perceptions that management was re^ 
spectful, friendly and cooperative, 
that the policies and rules were ap­
propriate and were fairly and equally 
enforced, that repairs were made 
promptly, that maintenance was ade­
quate, and that there was good pro­
tection from crime and vandalism.

Less than half of our respondents 
were satisfied with the protection 
they received from crime and vandal­
ism. Although the responsibil ity for 
this protection was perceived to be 
shared among management, residents 
and police, there were numerous 
plaints regarding the lack of effec­
tiveness of security systems (parti­
cularly guards) and the lack of 
screening of undesirable tenants by 
management.

com-
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When we compared the tenants’ and 
managers' assessments of various 
areas of management's responsibility, 
we found that there were notable 
differences in assessment: the 
managers generally were more positive 
in their ratings. Regardless of 
which of the two groups was more ob­
jective, these differences in per­
ceptions seem likely to stand in 
the way of better management 
response and better tenant-management 
relations.

Vacancy rates in the projects included 
in our study did not seem excessive, 
except in one development which was 
40 percent vacant.

From analysis of our data we found 
no relationship between having a 
resident manager and overall satis­
faction, satisfaction with management, 
or any measure of management's atti­
tudes, policy and performance.

Finally, only about half of the 
managers who answered questions about 
HUD management guides found them help­
ful, thus suggesting that such guides 
may require study leading to modifi­
cations and improvements.
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PART HI. APPLYING RESEARCH FINDINGSI

Chapter 7

Implications of Research

In this chapter we discuss some 
caveats that need to be considered 
before attempting to apply the results 
of our study. We also provide a 
comprehensive interpretation of our 
findings in the form of a model of 
residents' satisfaction and examine 
the general implications of these 
findings for the formulation and 
evaluation of housing policy and for 
the planning, design, and operation 
of HUD-assisted housing. More de­
tailed implications, in the form of 
recommendations, are found in chapter 
8. In both chapters, whenever pos­
sible, we compare our results with 
those of other researchers, in order 
to: a) strengthen our conclusions 
when the available evidence so 
warrants, or b) supplement our find­
ings with those of other studies 
when the data of our study did not 
lead to a specific conclusion.

These limitations have been alluded 
to in the introduction of this re­
port, but they need to be summarized 
here, in connection with the follow­
ing questions:

To what extent do the study vari­
ables measure all relevant aspects 
of residents ' satisfaction?

To what extent can our findings 
also be true for housing develop­
ments not in our sample?

To what extent are the findings of 
any study conducted at one time 
applicable to future housing con­
ditions?

There are no definitive answers to 
these questions. This is due in part 
to the intrinsic complexity of 
housing issues, in part to methodo­
logical problems, and in part to the 
limitation in resources available 
to carry out the study.

7.1 Limitations and Usefulness of
the Study

Inevitably, a discussion of research 
implications involves interpreting 
results of data analyses and assess­
ing the meaning of such interpreta­
tion for the solution of practical 
problems. In order to draw appro­
priate conclusions from the inter­
pretation of data analyses, it is 
important to keep in mind the limita­
tions of the study which produced 
the data, and the limitations of re­
search in general.

However, this does not mean that we 
have no answers at all. For an 
answer to the first question we can 
look at the results of regression 
analyses reported in chapter 3, page 
3-7 and at the results of path analy­
sis, described in pages 7-5 and 7-7. 
These results show that a relatively 
high proportion of the variance in 
residents' satisfaction (the cri­
terion variable) was accounted for by 
the significant predictors. Two con­
clusions can be drawn from these re- 
sul ts:
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Finally, for an answer to the third 
question, i.e., the influence of 
time, we can compare the results of 
our study with those of other work 
carried out at different times and 
hope that future research can be 
conducted in a time series or longi­
tudinal mode so as to result in a 
better understanding of the influ­
ence of the time factor. In con­
clusion:

The study variables measuring 
characteristics of the residents y 
of the designy and of the manage­
ment are sufficiently comprehen­
sive to explain a large proportion 
of the variance in residents T 
satisfaction.

Howevery in order to increase the 
comprehensiveness of the explana­
tion y it will be necessary in 
future studies to include aspects 
not stressed in our research (for 
instancey variables measuring 
aspects of the surrounding 
community).

For an answer to the second question, 
i.e., the question of generalizability 
of our findings to other housing de­
velopments, we must look at the 
manner in which the sample was select­
ed. As explained in chapter 2, 
page 2-2, it was not possible to 
select a sample of projects that 
would be representative of all HUD- 
assisted housing developments. Given 
the variety of population, design, 
and management present in HUD-assisted 
housing, this ideal research condition 
would have required a study of much 
greater scope than that allowed by 
our resources. Nevertheless, given 
that more than 1900 individuals re­
sponded, and given the diversity of 
the projects studied, we can state 
the following conclusions:

It is impossible to insure that 
the results of a one-time study 
will be equally applicable in the 
future.

Howevery when the results of our 
study support or strengthen con­
clusions from previous worky there 
can be reasonable confidence that 
such results are relatively stable 
over time. When comparisons with 
previous research are impossibley 
the need arises for future research 
conducted over long periods of 
time.

In addition to these caveats, a fur­
ther research limitation should be 
noted. It is always unwise to apply 
findings of a single study, no matter 
how comprehensive and technically 
proficient that study may be, with­
out the benefit of corroborating 
findings from other studies. Ordi­
narily, in fields with a more rigor­
ous and longer research tradition, 
confidence in the findings of one 
study will be increased not only by 
the technical proficiency of that 
study but also by the congruence with 
findings of other research, which are 
built up over a number of years in a 
body of knowledge. This route is not 
yet available in the field of hous­
ing, and particularly in regard to 
residents' satisfaction, owing to 
the scarcity of systematic research.

It is difficult to assess the 
generalizability of our findings 
to projects other than those in 
our sample without benefit of 
further research.

Howevery the number and diversity 
of projects studied and the size 
of the residentsT sample are such 
as to give reasonable confidence 
that most findings would apply 
to most HUD-assisted housing.
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The above caveats do not mean, how­
ever, that at the present stage of 
research there are no applicable
findings. If caution is exercised 
and if applications are carried out 
in an experimental mode3 we believe 
that even in its present state, 
research can profitably supplement 
the experience of those who are 
involved in the process of formulat­
ing and executing housing policy, 
designing and constructing housing, 
and operating housing developments.

By "experimental mode" we mean an 
approach in which every attempt at 
application is accompanied by an 
evaluative component aimed at test­
ing the results of that application. 
What has been variously called 
"post-construct!'on evaluation," 
"post-occupancy evaluation" or 
"user-needs research" should become 
a widespread practice.

There seem to be at least two impor­
tant requirements of the evaluation 
of appl ications:

1. It should be done in a syste­
matic, non-amateurish way and 
on a scale commensurate with 
the need for generalizing the 
information obtained, and

7.2 Complexity and Interdependence
in Housing

Many research studies in the housing 
field are guilty (for a number of 
possibly very good reasons) of over­
stressing one aspect or one issue. 
Thus, they ignore the question of 
interdependence among variables that 
may either interact with the issue 
under study or be important in their 
own right in making a development 
successful. At times this procedure 
may be inevitable; for instance, an 
issue reputed to be particularly 
critical may need to be "isolated" 
for special study. Nevertheless, 
this approach tends to be construed 
as an indication that if we could 
only solve that particular problem, 
then all would be well. Unfortunate­
ly, this is very seldom, if ever, 
the case.

\i

Examples of this type of research 
include studies of "problem tenants" 
(Scobie, 1975), building type pre­
ferences (Canter and Thorne, 1972), 
the occurrence of accidents (Neutra 
and McFarland, 1972) family "adjust­
ment" to housing (Morris and Winter, 
1975), the congruence between archi­
tects1 intentions and tenants' use 
(Zeisel and Griffin, 1975), or the 
issue of crime prevention through 
design (Newman, 1972, 1973, 1976).

:
i:

•!

the findings should be fed back 
into the process of designing, 
producing, and operating hous­
ing, including, most important­
ly, the process by which HUD 
approves submissions.

Until such evaluations are carried 
out in a coordinated manner over time, 
there will remain a degree of uncer­
tainty when dealing with recommenda­
tions for application.

2.

It is not our intention to criticize 
these studies which, as mentioned 
earlier, were specifically aimed at 
obtaining answers to one set of 
issues. The point that we want to 
stress is that the complexity of 
housing issues and the interdepen­
dence of various aspects of those 
issues must be kept firmly in mind 
when attempting to apply research 
findings, particularly those of 
studies which deal with a limited 
set of variables.

;

1

■

■!|
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We do not claim that understanding 
the complexity of housing will solve 
concrete problems. Rather, ft seems 

,a necessary precondition in order to 
go on to the next step, that is, 
determining the strategies and con­
crete actions that are most likely 
to succeed in a given situation. 
Otherwise, those strategies and ac­
tions are likely to be too narrowly 

jfocused and to miss related factors 
associated with overall residents' 
[satisfaction. Under these conditions, 
the possibility of generating un­
desirable and unforeseen side effects 
becomes real. To give but one ex­
ample of how this type of attitude 
may affect residents' satisfaction, 
one has only to think about the 
negative effects of many regulations 
imposed by management (a number of 
these effects are discussed in 
chapter 6, section 6.3).

The notion of complexity and inter­
dependence, however, does not mean 
that in housing environments "every­
thing is related to everything else" 
in a confusing and undifferentiated 
manner. From the work of other re­
searchers, as well as from our own, 
we can begin to identify aspects 
that are more important than others 
in generating residential satisfac­
tion for the general population or 
for specific groups. These aspects 
and the hypothesized relationships 
among them can be displayed in the 
form of models. We can begin to 
identify some of the most crucial 
causal relationships among important 
aspects and to examine, by means of 
statistical analyses, how well the 
data fit a model. Of course it must 
be kept in mind that more research, 
consistently carried out over time, 
will be needed before we can be con­
fident that these models are close 
approximations of reality. Never­
theless, even at this stage,these 
models can point out useful avenues 

l both for direct interventions and 
for future research.

In the real world, residential 
environments are systems involving 
not only physical objects (such as 
buildings) but also human behavior, 
with all the complexity which this 
implies. In turn, both the physical 
and the behavioral domains are com­
posed of many interacting variables 
which, to complicate matters even 
further, interact in different ways 
for different groups of people, each 
of whom may have different values, 
expectations, and perhaps even dif­
ferent needs (see chapter 4, section 
4.1).

To those housing professionals and 
government officials who have to deal 
with everyday concrete problems such 
as inadequacy of operating funds, 
high vacancy rates, and abandonment, 
the above considerations may seem 
excessively abstract and of doubtful 
impact in solving their concrete 
problems. Nevertheless, we believe 
that a reasonably clear understanding 
of the complexity of interrelation­
ships involved in a housing environ­
ment is a prerequisite for successful 
action.

A parallel for the notion of complex­
ity and interdependence that we are 
attempting to stress in this section 
can perhaps be found in medical prac­
tice, where, until relatively recent­
ly, the interdependence of physical 
and mental health had not been suf­
ficiently emphasized or understood. 
Just as a patient is a complex whole 
and must be treated as such if his or 
her health is to be restored, so a 
housing development is a complex 
whole which must be seen as such if 
success is sought.
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In chapters 4, 5, and 6 we examined in 
some detail a number of specific as­
pects of the three domains of resi­
dents, physical environment, and 
management. In this section, we are 
interested in providing an interpre­
tation (model) of the interrelation­
ships among those aspects which ap­
peared to be most strongly associated 
with residential satisfaction.

One way to provide such an interpre­
tation is to examine the data from 
our residents' questionnaires by the 
procedure of path analysis. In this 
procedure a variety of conceptual 
models are tested with the object of 
ascertaining which model best "fits" 
the data. Figure 7-1 shows the model 
that best fits the responses from our 
tenant questionnaires. As can be 
seen from the figure, this model pro­
vides empirical verification for the 
notion of complexity and interde­
pendence already discussed.

FRIENDLY
RULES 15 16 NEIGHBORS

MANAGEMENT 
14 PERFORMANCE

SATISFIED WITH 
PEOPLE OUTSIDE 
DEVELOPMENT

PRIVACY/LACK 
OF CROWDING

MANAGEMENT
IMAGE CONTROL

SIMILARITY 
WITH OTHER 
RESIDENTS

SAFETY
FROM
CRIME

AMENITIES
MAINTENANCE AND

CONVENIENCES

SATISFACTION 
WITH MANAGEMENT

SATISFACTION
WITH OTHER
RESIDENTS

^ ^PLEASANT 
2 AND ATTRACTIVE

APPEARANCE
PERCEIVED
ECONOMIC
VALUE

RESIDENT SATISFACTION

Figure 7-1: Model of residents1 satisfaction
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These three aspects are, in turn, in­
fluenced by 6ther variables. Satis­
faction with other residents is in­
fluenced by having neighbors that are 
perceived as "similar" on a number of 
socio-demographic dimensions and, to 

lesser extent, by the level of 
maintenance in the development. In 
addition, having friendly and helpful 
neighbors, the management rules, and 
a sense of having control over one's 
life also influence satisfaction with 
other residents.

Perceived economic value, on the 
other hand, is influenced by the 
appearance of the development, by 
satisfaction with management and by 
the amenities and conveniences pro­
vided on site (such as recreation, 
laundry and parking facilities).

Pleasant and attractive appearance is
influenced by maintenance, amenities
and conveniences, privacy and lack of 
crowding, and a sense of self-esteem.

The thickness of the arrows shows the 
relative importance of the effect 
likely to be produced in one aspect 
by a change in another, thus provid­
ing a sense of relative priority of 
various aspects. The direction of 
each arrow represents the direction 
in which change in one aspect affects 
change in another aspect (the direc­
tion of causality).

All aspects in this diagram belong to 
one or more of the three domains of 
residents, physical environment and 
management discussed in this report, 
except for the aspect labelled "per­
ceived economic value," which is an 
index of the extent to which a de­
velopment represented a good buy.
This is an important comparative fac­
tor that mediates residents' satis­
faction with aspects of the physical 
environment and of management. The 
presence of this factor corroborates 
the notion discussed in chapter 1 
that residents' satisfaction is a 
relative concept, tied more to what 
is available and practically obtain­
able than to concepts of the "ideal" 
home.

a

Reading the model from the bottom up, 
it is possible to go on to further 
levels and examine the various sets 
of relationships among all the six­
teen aspects associated with resi­
dents' satisfaction. For purposes 
of clarity, a simplified model show­
ing only the first four levels is 
presented in figure 7-2.

Three aspects directly influence resi­
dents’ satisfaction. In order of 
importance, these are "satisfaction 
with other residents," "pleasant 
appearance" of units, buildings and 
grounds, and of the development as a 
whole, and the "perceived economic 
value" represented by living in the 
development. These three aspects to­
gether account for a significantly 
large proportion of the variance in 
residents' satisfaction (approxi­
mately 74 percent).
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One implication of the model shown 
in figures 7-1 and 7-2 is that it 
suggests ways for improving the 
performance of housing developments. 
For instance, if the economic value 
of a project is perceived as low 
(this could be indicated by diffi­
culties in filling vacancies), then 
improvements in the three aspects 
of appearance, management, and 
amenities and conveniences, or even 
in only one of these aspects, are 
likely to increase the perceived 
economic value. Intervention 
strategies can be formulated on the 
basis of the relationships indicated 
by this model.

Models of residential satisfaction 
can also be applied in conjunction 
with results from evaluations of a 
specific development, which may point 
out what aspects are considered to be 
deficient by the residents. For ex­
ample, in figure 7-3 we have shown 
the mean scores, on several important 
indices, for a number of projects in 
our sample that scored highest and 
lowest on satisfaction with living 
here.

—
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Although it is clear that successful 
developments tend to achieve high 
scores on most or all aspects and 
successful projects tend to perform 
poorly on most items, still there 
will be instances when a site will 
have one or two aspects rated signi­
ficantly lower than the others. If 
the aspects that received a poor 
rating are known, then it is possible 
to identify, by means of the model, 
what actions are more likely to 
cause an improvement.

The model shows the complexity of the 
network and begins to identify the 
paths of cause-and-effect relation­
ships that are likely to occur when 
interventions in one or more aspects 
are carried out. This model also 
suggests that there are a few aspects 
relevant to residents' satisfaction 
that are influenced by factors not 
likely to be altered by design or 
management interventions.

7.3 Implications for Policy

un-
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Another implication of the model 
shown in figures 7-1 and 7-2 is that 
there are components of residents* 
satisfaction that lie outside of the 
domain of interventions. For example, 
if it is desired to improve safety 
from crime, it may be possible to in­
tervene in some aspects that influ­
ence perceived safety, such as lack 
of crowding, management's rules, and 
management's performance. But it is 
clear that the two other aspects 
related to safety from crime, i.e., 
a sense of self-esteem and of control 
over one's life, are more a function 
of factors that are beyond the con­
trol of designers and managers.

In the context of formulating a 
National Housing Policy, and of the 
attendant debate of the last few 
years, two central questions are 
frequently encountered:

i. :
/

1. Should there he a national 
assistance program for low and 
moderate-income households?

Should housing assistance 
programs follow the pattern 
set hy past and current pro­
grams or should they take 
different directions?

Implicit in these questions is the 
notion that past assistance programs 
have not lived up to expectations 
and that the concept of publicly 
assisted housing is inherently un­
successful .

2.

.a;
In summary, models of residents' sat­
isfaction derived from path analysis 
show the interdependence of various 
characteristics of the residents, 
their neighbors, the physical environ­
ment, and the management. Three 
major aspects directly influence resi­
dents' satisfaction. In order of 
importance, these are a sense of 
satisfaction with other residents as 
neighbors, the pleasant appearance of 
the development, buildings, units, 
and grounds, and a perception that 
living in the development represents 
a good economic value. The direct 
influences of these three aspects 
account for approximately 74 percent 
of the variance in residents' satis­
faction.
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For example, Burby and Weiss (1976) 
in their extensive study of new com­
munities, reported that 65 to 75 per­
cent of respondents living in rental 
units were satisfied with their hous­
ing.
(1976) reported that fully 76 percent 
of respondents in a national repre­
sentative sample containing people 
from all income brackets and having 
various forms of housing tenure were 
satisfied with their housing. These 
differences between open market and 
HUD-assisted housing are not only 
statistically significant (that is, 
the probability of their chance 
occurrence is less than 5 percent) but 
quite likely represent meaningful 
differences as well. Thus, the con­
clusion that can be drawn from these 
comparisons, albeit tentatively, is 
that assisted housing, though not as 
unsuccessful as often portrayed, 
nevertheless is not as satisfying to 
the residents as some other living 
environments.

Obviously, when broad issues of 
national policy are reviewed, a num­
ber of criteria (such as economic 
impact, social inequities, etc.) will 
have to be considered in attempting 
to answer the two questions above. 
However, in terms of satisfying the 
criteria and expectations of low and 
moderate-income residents, our re­
sults suggest that there is no evi­
dence for the widespread notion of 
the "failure" of publicly assisted 
housing. Since 66 percent of our 
respondents were satisfied while only 
19 percent were unsatisfied, we must 
conclude that HUD-assisted housing 
is not as unsatisfying to the resi­
dents as one would have been led to 
believe from the many negative 
accounts that have appeared, parti­
cularly in the press.

Findings from other studies support 
this conclusion. For example, Cooper 
(1975) reported that 75 percent of 
respondents interviewed at Easter 
Hill Village, a public housing de­
velopment in Richmond, California, 
generally liked their living en­
vironment. Becker (1974), in a study 
of seven developments of the Urban 
Development Corporation in the State 
of New York, found that a high pro­
portion of the residents at each 
development (from 68 to 100 percent) 
indicated that they were satisfied 
with living there.

Campbell, Converse, and Rodgers

Further examination of the results of 
our study reported in chapter 3, 
figure 3-4 shows that a number of 
HUD-assisted developments were ex­
cellent performers, as satisfying as, 
or more satisfying than, housing in 
the non-assisted or "open" market.
An important implication of this re­
sult is that a number of difficulties 
exhibited by the less successful de­
velopments could be ameliorated or 
even eliminated in both existing and 
new housing, if it were known what 

fmakes the more successful developments 
* successful. In other words, there 
appears to be no inherent reason why 
assisted housing should not be equal­
ly as satisfying to its residents as 
housing available in the open market.

This rather positive assessment, 
however, does not mean that all is 
well. It is of interest, in this 
respect, to compare the above re­
sponses with those obtained by re­
searchers who have investigated both 
assisted and non-assisted housing. 
Although these comparisons should be 
made with great caution in view of 
possible differences in sample 
selection procedures, specific ques­
tions asked, and other methodological 
differences, nevertheless it seems 
clear that, as a whole, residents in 
assisted housing are less satisfied 
that most other residents.
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Policy modifications may be necessary 
to foster the desirable goals of 
bringing all, or at least most, HUD- 
assisted housing up to the level of 
performance of the most successful 
projects in our sample. However, an 
implication of our finding that there 
are good and poor performers in all 
programs is that such a desirable 
goal is more likely to be achieved 
by acting on specific shortcomings 
in the domains of residents, physi­
cal environment, and management rather 
than by instituting new types of 
assistance programs. From the point 
of view of residents' satisfaction, 
all the programs represented in our 
sample—public housing, 221(d)3,
221(d)4, 236, rehab, and programs of 
city and state housing development 
agencies—appear to have approximately 
the same potential for success.

Housing programs that are geared 
simply to the production of shelter 
complying with minimum physical 

[standards are bound to be unsatisfac­
tory. Likewise, housing policy which 
overemphasizes economic criteria, 
technological breakthroughs, or even 
specific social goals (such as racial 
integration, or the eradication of 
poverty) over the delivery of housing 
services that are deemed important by 
the residents is also likely to be 
unsatisfactory and, in the end, dif­
ficult to defend politically.

A corollary of the above principle is 
that residents of publicly assisted 
housing need to be considered as 
consumers of a service, and attention 
must be paid to meeting their criteria 
for evaluating the quality of that 
service. This implies that residents 
[should be directly consulted when 
[evaluating project success or dis­
tress , and that a program of contin­
uous monitoring of residents' satis­
faction should be a part of the 
operation of HUD-assisted housing.

Also, we believe that the levels of 
overall satisfaction found in our 
study have some implications for the 
formulation of new housing policy.
If our data paint a less gloomy 
picture of assisted housing than that 
which we are accustomed to hear, then 
the rush to scrap programs because 
they have "been a failure" should 
perhaps give way to a more objective 
consideration of what these programs 
have in fact achieved. There is no 
question that failures exist in HUD- 
assisted developments -- and a num­
ber of well-publicized ones have been 
dismal failures indeed. But it seems 
clear not only from our data but also 
from the results of other studies, 
that in a greater number of cases 
HUD-assisted developments have ful­
filled the need for satisfying hous­
ing for those groups of the popula­
tion that could not be adequately 
served by the open market.

1
■»

;
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It was not the purpose of our study, 
nor is it the purpose of this report, 
to suggest specific steps that HUD 
can take so that the positive features 
of successful projects can be applied 
to other housing developments. The 
determination of such specific steps 
is best left to experienced HUD offi­
cials who have a much greater 
familiarity with the details of poli­
cies and programs that can be expected 
of any researcher. However, in the 
next two sections, we summarize the 
directions in which these 
steps should be taken, based on re­
search results. The basic principle 
governing the choice of specific 
steps should be that housing is a 
web of social services which go be­
yond the mere provision of shelter 
(see section 7.2).

;

\

;
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In the course of our study, we had 
informal discussions concerning dis­
tressed developments with a number of 
owners, designers, and managers.
Often these individuals would profess 
to know exactly what was wrong with 
the project in question. In one 

the problem was thought to be 
the location, in another it was a 
poor manager, in yet another a high 
incidence of vandalism. For all we 
know, these individuals may have been 
correct in their assessments. How­
ever, they had little evidence to sup­
port their conclusions and no effort 
had been made to ascertain in an ob­
jective manner what were the causes 
of the problem. Also, it appeared 
that in projects where remedial 
action was taken (more often than not 
the manager was changed), there 
was no improvement.

Of course, the judgment of people 
experienced in housing problems can 
be very helpful in identifying the 
shortcomings that may exist in a 
project, but we have seen from our 
data that managers, for instance, had 
quite different perceptions from 
tenants about a number of issues (see 
chapter 6, section 6.7). In addi­
tion, a number of other studies have 
shown that the judgments of experts 

(often differ from those of the users 
(e.g., Michel son, 1968; Lansing and 
Marans, 1969; Troy, 1971; Cooper,
1975; Carp et al., 1976). 
reasons, it is important to gather, 
as objectively as possible, reliable 
information on the problem at hand. 
Successful operation and improvement 
of existing housing developments 
be thought of as analogous to main­
taining a state of health in the 
human body. As in medicine, appro­
priate diagnosis is a prerequisite 
for a successful cure.

In summary, we can list here the 
policy implications derived from the 
three findings of: relatively high 
satisfaction levels, lack of clear 
differences in satisfaction among 
programs, and existence of highly 
successful assisted developments.

case
Assistance programs for low- 
and moderate-income households 
should he continued and 
strengthened.

2. It is unlikely that new types 
of assistance programs, per se> 
would result in more satisfac­
tory housing.

3. Housing programs should include 
requirements for consultation 
with residents and for feeding 
hack the result of such consul­
tations into the housing de­
livery and operating process.

4. Housing policies should include 
specific steps directed at 
ameliorating the shortcomings 
printed out in various parts 
of this report. These steps, 
however, should he implemented 
together with a mechanism for 
evaluating the impact they may 
have on residents' satisfaction.

7.4 Implications for Existing Housing

1.

Although, as discussed in previous 
sections, HUD-assisted housing as a 
whole appears to be reasonably suc­
cessful, there are many existing 
developments that could be improved 
considerably, given: a) knowledge of 
what is wrong, b) appropriate inter­
vention strategies, and c) resources 
commensurate with the task.

For these

can
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Moreover, as in medicine, a program 
of periodic check-ups can go a long 
way towards discovering simmering 
problems before they become crises. 
Thus, a systematic monitoring program 
in which perceptions of residents 
and management staff are periodically 
obtained offers potential benefits 
not only for the formulation of policy, 
as already pointed out, but also for 
the day-to-day operation of housing 
developments. Ideally, this should 
be a part of normal activities just 
as bookkeeping and other record­
keeping procedures currently are.

Objective and systematic monitoring 
of residents' and management's per­
ceptions need not be a complicated or 
prohibitively expensive proposition. 
There is no need for replicating, for 
instance, the comprehensiveness and 
length of the questionnaires used in 
our study. Standard data-collecting 
instruments could be developed on 
the basis of the experience of our 
study and of other research. The 
"Housing Appraisal Kit" (1973) 
developed by the Department of the 
Environment in Great Britain is an 
example of this type of approach.

Large housing authorities or manage­
ment firms could develop in-house 
capability for administering these 
surveys and analyzing the data. For 
smaller units, these services could 
be provided at the regional or 
national level by HUD or by inde­
pendent research organizations. In 
all cases, it would seem particularly 
crucial to provide technical assist­
ance at the data-analysis stage, so 
that appropriate statistical analyses 
and interpretations can be insured.

In addition to formal systematic moni­
toring, tenants' councils or other 
tenants' organizations can be a means 
of communicating information between 
tenants, managers, and owners, thus 
helping to identify problems, to set 
priorities, and to define appropriate 
intervention strategies.

In attempting to define the problems 
that may exist in a housing develop­
ment^ a key principle is to focus on

.

i

u
the potential cgusps of those prob­
lems > rather than oh the symptoms 
alone. For instance, if a lowTevel 
of maintenance and repair is evident, 
it is important to ascertain to what 
extent this is caused by some physi­
cal reason (such as poor construction 
and material), by management diffi­
culty (such as inadequate staffing or 
lack of operating funds), by a tenant- 
related situation (such as bad house­
keeping or vandalism), or by a combi­
nation of conditions. Again, this 
observation may seem obvious, but it 
has been frequently overlooked in 
practice, with the result that much 
effort and money have been expended 
without achieving the desired objec­
tives. The symptoms may have been 
treated, but because the causes of the 
problem were not removed, the "cure" 
did not last.

f ■{.

H

1!Ti1
uilhOnce the causes of distress are iden­

tified, attention must be focused on 
the possible interventions. But 
what interventions are appropriate?

: i

‘

s:On the basis of the research findings 
discussed in this report as well as 
from informal contacts we had with 
tenants, managers, and owners, it 
seems to us that there are two key 
concepts that have to be kept in mind 
when the question of appropriateness 
of interventions is considered.

'?■
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Finally, implementation of the chosen 
intervention requires resources com­
mensurate with the task at hand, 
ticularly when conditions have been 
allowed to deteriorate over a long 
period of time, these resources may be 
of large magnitude. This is even 
more obvious when one considers the 
interrelationships among housing as­
pects examined in section 7.2, which 
suggests that an appropriate inter­
vention strategy will often require 
action in more than one domain. An 
example of the scale and diversity 
of interventions that might be re­
quired is the current "Tenant Manage­
ment" experiment sponsored by HUD 
and by the Ford Foundation in six 
public housing authorities. This 
experiment involves expenditures of 
$15 million in physical improvements 
and of $5.2 million in management and 
social service interventions (Seessel 
1977).

The first concept is that there 
is no uniformly applicable set of 
strategies or rules that will insure 

\ success:
\development does not necessarily 
\succeed in another, unless the prob­
lems and the conditions are similar. 
Thus "transfer" of strategies from 
lone project to another should be 
attempted only when conditions have 

'been found to be roughly comparable.
Secondly, it is important to keep in 

|mind the implications of our finding 
that no single aspect* per se, is 
responsible for success; it is rather 
a "blend," or "bundle," of aspects 
that will make success possible, 

i Thus, simplistic approaches to inter­
ventions that promise to "turn 
I around" seriously distressed proj­
ects by focusing on one aspect only 
■are almost sure to fail, no matter 
’how well conceived the intervention 
itself.

Par-
what succeeds in one

In summary, three conditions appear 
to be necessary for successfully 
improving existing housing. First, 
the causes of distress must be as­
certained in Un objective manner that 
includes both the opinions of experts 
and the perceptions of residents and 
management staff. Second, int.prvpn- 
tion strategies must attack the 
causes o't~the distress, rather than 
the symptoms, and they must be com­
prehensive, thus avoiding simplistic 
solutions. The selection of appro­
priate intervention strategies can be 
helped by the results of studies such 
as the one reported here. Finally, 
adequate economic and manpower re­
sources must exist so as to insure 
comprehensiveness of the effort and 
evaluation of its outcome.

In addition, certain problem areas 
(for instance, tenant admission and 
eviction policies) are influenced to 
a large degree by conditions that 
are external to a particular housing 
development and may be dictated by 
legal requirements, HUD's practices, 
the overall state of the national 
economy, or other factors beyond 
the control of those who are 
interested in improving the perfor­
mance of a specific housing develop­
ment.

Examination of the findings presented 
in chapters 4, 5, and 6, together 
with the recommendations found in 
chapter 8, should be helpful in de­
fining appropriate intervention 
strategies.
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7.5 Implications for New Housing Secondly, regulatory instruments have 
a tradition of relative powerlessness 
when it comes to influencing the 
actual behavior of owners, designers, 
and managers, from which, as the re­
sults of our study suggest, such a 
great proportion of the success of a 
development depends. In other words, 
professional competence and positive 
attitudes are difficult, if not 
impossible, to regulate, 
stance, to what extent can one expect 
Management Guides to produce a co­
operative attitude or fairness in 
applying the rules on the part of 
individual managers?

For these reasons, it would seem that 
a more effective way for HUD to use 
the experience of existing housing in 
new developments would be to embark 
on a continuous program of education 
of those involved in making policy 
and decisions about housing. By 
"education" we mean an effort at 
sensitizing individuals involved in 
housing to a view of residents as 
consumers and to the desirability of 
paying increased attention to the ex­
pectations and criteria of those con­
sumers.

!One of the potential uses of research 
such as that reported here is that it 
should make it easier to provide new 
housing in which the deficiencies 
noted in existing projects have been 
removed. But, what is the best way 
for HUD to insure that such defi­
ciencies are avoided in new housing?

There seem to be three instruments 
that HUD has at its disposal for 
applying research results to this end: 
a) the process of approval of sub­
missions, b) the Minimum Property 
Standards, and c) the Management 
Guides. No doubt modifications in 
these three instruments, which would 
result in more successful housing 
are possible. Some directions in 
which these modifications could take 
place are suggested by the results of 
our study and are summarized in 
chapter 8.

However, there are two reasons why, 
in our opinion, modifications to 
these instruments are limited in their 
ability to generate success. First, 
the regulatory nature of these instru­
ments requires specificity. But 
research results of a generalizable 
nature, by reason of the very re­
quirement of generalizabil ity, are 
broad in scope and lack such a de­
tailed specificity. For example, 
while it may be possible to modify 
Minimum Property Standards on noise 
transmission between dwelling units 
and thus achieve better aural pri­
vacy, it is not clear how standards . 
could be modified to positively 
affect the residents' perceptions of 
pleasant appearance, which were 
found to be a strong predictor of 
overall satisfaction (see chapter 5, 
section 5.6).

)•!
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«iUMore specifically, HUD officials both 

at the central and field offices, 
owners (including executive and 
operative staff of housing authori­
ties), planners and architects, 
managers and management staff should 
be the target of educational programs 
geared to publicize the experience 
obtained in existing housing and to 
bring that experience to bear on the 
housing policies and decisions for 
which those individuals are respon­
sible.
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But, added Gans, "the priority of 
peer opinion over user opinion is not 
inevitable; if private and public 
agencies judged the designers they 
hired on the basis of postoccupancy 
studies among the users of their pre­
vious buildings and spaces, then user 
evaluation would become as important 
as peer evaluation, and designers 
would henceforth be impelled to pay 
more attention to their eventual 
users" (p. xii).

The designer's attitude is important. 
Many architects still regard their 
role more as providers of original 
stylistic innovations than as pro­
viders of a public service. For those 
who hold this view, Gans* (1975) 
pleas for "empathy on the part of 
designers for their users, and with 
it the ability to imagine how design 
solutions will be lived in and with" 
may be made more cogent by a program 
of education based on persuasive 
evidence, such as that gathered by 
means of research.

This, of course, is not to say that 
there are not at present those who 
have reached high levels of sensi­
tivity and understanding of the issues 
discussed in this report, 
that we have found some highly success­
ful examples of assisted housing tes­
tifies that in all these groups there 
are capable and competent profession­
als. What research indicates, how­
ever, is that such high levels of 
competence are not widespread. The 
object of the suggested educational 
program would be to bring everyone 
involved in housing up to the level 
of competence which is at present 
shared by an apparent minority.

For instance, the physical character- 
si tics of developments discussed in 
Chapter 5 suggest that frequently 
design decisions have been made, with 
the participation of HUD officials, 
lending agencies staff, owners, and 
architects, which do not in any 
significant way reflect the needs 
and desires of future occupants.

It is by now a relatively well agreed 
upon observation that designers, by- 
and-large, have had to depend mostly 
on their own esthetic objectives and 
intuitive grasp of the requirements, 
needs, and expectations of the build­
ing users rather than on reliable 
and valid information obtained by 
some appropriately rigorous means.
Gans (1975), among others, has pro­
vided a clear and succinct analysis 
of this phenomenon and has pointed out 
that peer opinion, rather than users' 
acceptance, is often the success 
criterion for the designer, simply 
because peer opinion plays a much 
greater role in the designer's status 
among other professionals and po­
tential clients than any other fac­
tor.

The fact

In turn, when designers are sensitive 
to issues of residents' concern, 
their proposals seem to have been 
frequently thwarted by insensitive or 
ill-informed owners, or excessively 
narrow regulations. Or, excellently 
designed projects have become dis­
tressed by subsequent inappropriate 
operation of the development. For 
instance, in one of the least success­
ful projects we studied, we received 
the following conment from a dis­
satisfied family:

When we came to see this apartment, 
we thought it was right out of 
’Home and Gardens’ (that’s how 
beautiful it was), 
year for the strike to be over 
[in order to move in\, and now 
cannot wait to move out. ”

We waited a
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Sensitizing people to the expecta­
tions of the residents would, in 
our opinion, promote more success­
ful housing. However, education per 
se would probably not be sufficient 
to improve the performance of new 
assisted housing. The necessary in­
centives should also be present in 
HUD programs so that individuals 
would be rewarded, rather than 
penalized, for their sensitivity to 
residents' needs and expectations.1

In conclusion, applying the know­
ledge obtained from the experience 
with existing housing, including 
the results of research in residents' 
satisfaction, should improve the 
performance of new housing. For a 
number of reasons discussed in this 
section, the potential of regulatory 
instruments, such as design and 
management standards, for fostering 
this desirable objective would appear 
to be only slight. In contrast, a 
consistent educational program stress­
ing the residents' viewpoint and 
sensitizing all concerned to view­
ing the assisted housing tenants as 
a consumer could materially and 
practically affect both the level of 
competence of those making housing 
policies and decisions as well as 
the level of satisfaction of the 
people who are the target of such 
decisions.

Undoubtedly, an educational program 
would not be a “quick and easy" way 
of obtaining results. However, par­
ticularly if coupled with continuing 
support for post-occupancy research 
and with incentives for using its 
results, this approach would probably 
be more effective, in the long run, 
than the application of regulatory 
standards alone.
7.6 Summary

i-
:
-

:

hIn this chapter, we have presented 
some caveats regarding the applica­
tion of research findings and an em­
pirical model of residents' satisfac­
tion. In addition, we have discussed 
some general implications of our re­
search findings for housing policy, 
for improving existing housing, and 
for the provision of new housing.

While definitive answers cannot be 
given to questions regarding the 
comprehensiveness of the variables in 
our study and the generalizabi1ity of 
our findings to other projects and 
over time, there are reasons that 
suggest that reasonable confidence 
can be placed in our findings. If 
the results of this and other studies 
are applied in an "experimental mode," 
that is, together with an evaluative 
component measuring the impact of 
applications, then further evidence 
will be built up over time.

1 An example of designers being 
penalized for their perceptions of 
the residents' desires is cited by 
Cooper (1975) in her study of Easter 
Hill Village, in which she related 
that "federal design reviewers 
strongly balked at the idea of private 
[backlyards" (p. 3).
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In regard to existing housing, our 
results suggest that intervention 
strategies are more likely to succeed 
if three conditions are met. First, 
the causes of distress must be as­
certained objectively. Second, the 
intervention strategy must be geared 
to taking care of the causes of dis­
tress, rather than the symptoms, and 
should avoid simplistic attempts at 
solutions. Third, adequate economic 
and manpower resources should exist 
so as to insure comprehensiveness 
of the effort and evaluation of its 
outcome.

A comprehensive interpretation of 
our results involved the empirical 
testing of a series of "models" of 
residents' satisfaction. The 
diagrammatic model which summarizes 
this overall interpretation shows 
that a high proportion of variance 
in residents' satisfaction is accounted 
for by three aspects. In order of 
importance, these are: satisfaction 
with other residents as neighbors; 
the pleasant appearance of dwelling 
units, buildings and grounds; and 
the perceived economic value repre­
sented by living in the development.
The model also shows that a high 
degree of complexity and interde­
pendence among physical and non­
physical aspects of residents' satis­
faction is evidenced by the data.
Some of these aspects, moreover, are 
beyond the control of housing poli­
cies, programs, and day-to-day opera­
tions .

Finally, in connection with new 
housing, applying the results of our 
study and those of other researchers 
should result in improved perfor­
mance of new housing in comparison 
with existing projects. Some modi­
fications in existing design and 
management standards appear possible 
and desirable. However, it is 
probable that a program of education 
stressing the residents' viewpoint, 
and sensitizing all people concerned 
to the residents' needs and expecta­
tions, would be more effective than 
regulatory standards in affecting 
the level of competence of those 
involved in housing policies and 
decisions. In particular, the po­
tential of an educational program 
would be increased if coupled with 
continuing support for post­
occupancy evaluations and with in­
centives for using results of such 
evaluations.

When the results of our research are 
examined in regard to their overall 
policy implications, a number of con­
clusions seem apparent. Because of 
the relatively high levels of satis­
faction that were encountered, we can 
conclude that assistance programs 
should be continued and strengthened. 
Because no program of assistance 
appeared to clearly outperform other 
programs, it seems unlikely that new 
types of assistance programs, per 
se, would result in more satisfactory 
housing.

Our results also suggest the need for 
consultation with the residents and 
for feeding back the results of such 
consultations into the housing 
delivery and operating process. This 
is another reason for evaluating the 
impact that specific research appli­
cations may have on residents' satis­
faction.
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Chapter 8 b\!
iSummary and Recommendations ;:
I
m!]:IThe study from which this report 

originates had three major goals.
The first was a methodological objec­
tive: the development of valid and 
reliable research measures for assess­
ing residents' satisfaction with 
their housing. The second objective 
was substantive: the evaluation of a 
number of projects for the purpose 
of identifying and measuring aspects 
of the residents and their neighbors, 
of the physical environment, and of 
management that influence residents' 
satisfaction. These first two ob­
jectives were achieved with the 
assistance of a $261,000 grant 
from the Ford Foundation.

1. Traditionally, the point of 
view of the residents has not 
been sufficiently stressed 
either in research or in the 
formulation and evaluation of 
policy, and

;:

2. A number of undesirable social 
and operational consequences of 
ignoring the residents' view­
point have become apparent.

Of course it is necessary, particu­
larly at the policy level, to take 
into account other criteria in 
addition to residents' satisfaction. 
For instance, economic soundness or 
political viability cannot be ignored. 
Nevertheless, in light of the avail­
able experience with existing housing, 
it seems clear that these and other 
desirable criteria are unlikely to be 
met when the residents are not satis­
fied with their housing.

i

The third objective was to make the 
findings of the study available to 
government agencies, legislators, 
planning and architectural firms, 
management firms, owners, and others 
involved in publicly assisted housing. 
This report, made possible by a 
contract from the U.S. Department of 
Housing and Urban Development, is 
intended to fulfill this third ob­
jective.

In chapter 1 we discuss the reasons 
for choosing residents' satisfaction 
as an evaluation criterion. These 
can be summarized as follows:

!!
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In chapter 2 we summarize the re­
search process. We describe the cri­
teria for selecting 37 HUD-assisted 
developments, of which ten were 
Public Housing and twenty-seven were 
built under Titles 221(d)3, 221(d)4, 
and Section 236 of the National 
Housing Act. The site selection 
process was based primarily on the 
need for maximizing diversity in 
terms of location, date of initial 
occupancy, characteristics of the 
population, overall site design, 
building types and assistance pro­
grams.
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Data collection was carried out by 
means of a battery of instruments 
which included: Resident Application 
Data Survey (RADS), Physical Attri­
butes Recording System (PARS), 
Building/Unit Maintenance and Re­
source (BUMAR), Behavioral Observa­
tions Recording System (BORS), Land­
scape and Architectural Photographic 
Survey (LAPS), Occupant Satisfaction 
and Perception Survey (OSAPS), and 
Management Operations and Perception 
Survey (MOPS and MMOPS).

The data collected with these instru­
ments were analyzed by means of 
analysis of variance, principal com­
ponent analysis, stepwise multiple 
regression analysis and path analy­
sis.

The residents of these 37 developments, 
the management, and teams of trained 
observers were selected as the 
sources of information. Originally, 
we also had included the architects as 
a potentially interesting information 
source, but architects frequently had 
considerable difficulty in recalling 
the projects that were several years 
old and tended to respond primarily 
in terms of their current work.
Thus, architects were not utilized as 
a source of information. The sur­
rounding community was also considered 
to be an important information source, 
but our resources simply did not per­
mit any data collection in this area. 
This omission should be remedied in 
future studies.

The variables selected for our study 
included measures of a number of con­
cepts considered by other researchers 
to be relevant to residents' evalua­
tion of their housing. In addition, 
we had informal interviews with resi­
dents and management staff in develop­
ments not included in the study 
sample. From these interviews, and 
further discussions among members of 
the research team and with other re­
searchers, we selected variables in 
the following domains:

Our findings are reported in chapters 
3, 4, 5, and 6. An empirically 
based interpretation of the inter­
relationships of relevant variables 
is provided in chapter 7.

Because our study was carefully con­
ducted in a methodologically sound 
manner, a high level of confidence 
can be placed in these findings. 
However, as in any scientific re­
search, corroboration of these re­
sults will depend, to some extent, 
on their being supported by findings 
from other studies.

1. Physical characteristics of 
the housing development.

Residents' perceptions, be­
haviors, and socio-demographic 
characteristics.

2. For this reason, our recommendations, 
particularly when they run contrary 
to established policy or commonly 
held views, should be applied in an 
"experimental mode," i.e., together 
with an evaluative research compo­
nent, thus permitting further testing 
of each recommendation.

3. Management's perceptions, 
characteristics, policies and 
rules.

4. Surrounding community.
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WwN]nst residents (66 percent 

sus 19 percent) were satisfied 
with HUD-assisted housing.

However, in a number of the 37 
assisted developments we studied, 
the residents were more satisfied 
than those living in the national 
sample, particularly when assisted 
developments were perceived to 
represent a "better buy" than open- 
market housing. The perception that 
assisted housing was a better buy 
was not only a function of the avail­
ability of subsidy, but also of 
satisfactory physical environment 
and management.

Recommendation 2:

8.1 ver-

IJSThis finding suggests that the over­
whelming negative image of assisted 
housing frequently encountered in 
impressionistic and journalistic 
accounts is not deserved by these 
developments. Evidence from other 
studies supports this conclusion 
(Becker, 1974; Cooper, 1975). Thus 
indirect housing assistance (supply 
side, as contrasted with direct, 
demand type of assistance, e.g., 
housing allowance) appears to be a 
valid concept that has made satisfy­
ing housing available to those 
groups of the population that could 
not be adequately served by the open 
market.

!:#if
H
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nSuccessful design and management 
features of existing developments 
should he applied both to present 
and future housing in order to bring 
all HUD-assisted developments to the 
levels of satisfaction now attained 
in only a limited number of projects.Recommendation 1:

Based on the experience of Public 
Housing, 221(d)3, 221(d)43 and 
Section 2Z63 supply-side programs 
should continue to be pursued as a 
viable means of providing housing 
which is satisfactory to its occupants> 
in addition to other assistance 
efforts such as housing allowance or 
other types of direct assistance.

8.2 When properly designed and
managed, HUD-assisted housing
was as satisfactory as, or more
satisfactory than, housing in
the open market.

8.3 There were no significant
differences in levels of satis­
faction that were attributable 
to differences in assistance
programs.

Even though Public Housing projects 
were somewhat less satisfying than 
privately owned assisted developments, 
the type of assistance program, per 
se, was not related to general satis­
faction. This result appears to agree 
only partially with findings reported 
by the Urban Institute in their study 
of housing management (Sadacca, Isler, 
and Drury, 1971). They found that 52 
percent of residents in Public Housing 
were satisfied, while 63 percent were 
satisfied in the privately owned proj­
ects. However, the Urban Institute 
sample included a higher proportion 
of cooperative housing than our study, 
thus notably increasing the satisfac­
tion level in private housing, which 
otherwise would have ranged between 
54 percent (for limited-dividend 
projects) and 62 percent (for non­
profit developments).

Si •

As a group, fewer residents in our 
study were satisfied with their hous­
ing than residents in a national 
sample living in all types of housing 
(mostly unassisted). While 66 percent 
were satisfied in our sample, 76 per­
cent were satisfied in the national 
sample (Campbell et al., 1976).

I
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Our data corroborated the hypothesis 
that residents' satisfaction with 
housing is influenced by both physi­
cal and non-physical aspects. A 
model containing 16 indices pertain­
ing to these aspects showed a high 
degree of complexity and interde­
pendence among characteristics of the 
residents and their neighbors, of the 
physical environment, and of manage­
ment. Within that model, the three 
major variables listed above directly 
influenced overall satisfaction.

This result supports conclusions 
reached by other researchers, parti­
cularly those of some recent studies. 
For instance, Michelson (1977), in a 
comprehensive study of residential 
satisfaction in Toronto, concluded 
that people's evaluation of their 
housing is based not only on physical 
characteristics but also on complex 
sets of criteria involving social and 
economic aspects (p. 359). Marans, 
reported in Campbell et al. (1976), 
also noted the interrelationship of 
environmental and personal character­
istics in assessments of residential 
satisfaction.

A significance test of the difference 
between the percentages of satisfied 
residents in Public Housing and pri­
vate developments showed that the 
difference in satisfaction was sta­
tistically significant in both the 
Urban Institute study and our own. 
However, when a similar analysis was 
performed on the mean satisfaction 
scores (which can be considered a 
more sensitive test since it accounts 
for the effect of response distribu­
tion over the entire range of possible 
answers), we found no statistically 
significant differences between the 
Public Housing and private subsamples. 
No mean scores were reported in the 
case of the Urban Institute samples.

Recommendation 3:

HUD should concentrate on strengthen­
ing and fine-timing easting and past 
programs rather than pursuing the 
hope that new types of assistance 
programss per se, will result in 
greater satisfaction. However, re­
sults from other studies tend to 
indicate that, under certain condi­
tions, cooperative developments may 
be somewhat more successful. Thus, 
further research involving larger 
co-op samples is needed.

Reconmendation 4:

Simplistic approaches that concen­
trate on one aspect of housing to the 
detriment of other satisfaction- 
related factors should be avoided.
The policies and strategies most 
likely to be successful are those in 
which the complexity and interdepen­
dence of residents ' characteristics, 
physical environmental attributes, 
management factors, and economic value 
are taken into account. Specifically, 
assessments of housing quality should 
include not only "objective" physical 
measures but also perceptions of both 
physical and non-physical aspects.

8.4 While many interrelated aspects 
influenced residents' satisfac­
tion, three major factors explain­
ed a high proportion (74 percent! 
of the total variance in overall
satisfaction. These were: sat­
isfaction with other residents, 
pleasant appearance, and economic
value.
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8.5 As a whole, the residents in 

our sample of HUD-assisted 
housing were a non-homogeneous
population with respect to a
number of socio-demographic 
characteristics including income,
education, values, and lifestyles.
Differences in these character­
istics were related to differ­
ences in satisfaction levels and 
in aspects predicting satisfac­
tion. Differences in socio­
demographic characteristics were 
perceived more accurately by
tenants than by management.

IIRecommendation 5:
■

Socio-demographic differences among 
households in HUD-assisted housing 
should he brought to the attention 
of designers and managers. For de­
signers, the implication of socio­
demographic differences may involve 
greater flexibility and variety of 
design solutions. For managers, it 
should result in increased readiness 
to perceive tenant heterogeneity, 
thus making it easier to tailor 
management's policies and practices 
to the various subgroups living in a 
development.

i*
I
I
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These results suggest that the hetero­
geneity of the population in publicly 
assisted housing needs to be taken 
into account by designers and managers. 
This does not necessarily mean that 
design features or management strate­
gies be specifically targeted to 
identifiable subgroups of the popula­
tion. The very fact that, over time, 
different subgroups may occupy a 
housing project would make this a 
doubtful proposition in most instances. 
Rather, these results seem to indicate 
that there is a need for “sensitizing" 
both designers and managers to the 
fact that differences in education, 
values, and lifestyles do exist.
Hence, a flexible attitude of 
responsiveness to these differences 
should help in making a development 
more successful. Specifically, if 
managers recognized that heterogeneity 
may at times cause friction among 
tenants, they could be better prepared 
to deal with a number of tenant- 
related issues.

!
8.6 The more other residents in the 

development were perceived to
be similar to oneself, the higher
the level of satisfaction with
other residents and with living
in that development.

Both our data and the comments from 
our respondents indicate that satis­
faction with one’s neighbors in the 
development was higher when other 
residents were perceived as having 
similar beliefs about right and wrong, 
similar childrearing ideas, similar 
interests, and similar education. In 
turn, satisfaction with one's neigh­
bors was a significant predictor of 
overall satisfaction.

: ■
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This result supports Cooper's (1975) 
finding that among residents of a 
low-income project in Richmond, 
California, those who perceived their 
neighbors as being in the same social 
groups as themselves were also the 
most satisfied with the project as a 
whole (p. 36).

1:i
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This finding, which is closely re­
lated to the perception of similar­
ity with one's neighbors (summarized 
in 8.6 above) supports results re­
ported by other researchers. Among 
others, Gans (1967), Keller (1968), 
Lansing and Marans (1969), Michel son 
(1970), Cooper (1975), and Carp 
(1976) found that satisfaction with 
one's residential environment was, 
above all, a function of satisfaction 
with one's close neighbors.

A distinction must be made between the 
socio-demographic differences mention­
ed above and differences in household 
income. Because, in our sample, in­
come variance by project was not high 
(few developments had a broad range 
of income levels), we could not in­
vestigate the effects of income mix 
on satisfaction. However, Ryan,
Sloan, Seferi and Werby (1974)» in a 
study of sixteen developments, found 
that income mix did not significantly 
contribute to either satisfaction or 
dissatisfaction. In our study, satisfaction with other 

residents as neighbors was closely 
related to similarity, friendliness 
and trustworthiness, the degree to 
which they cared for upkeep and 
cleanliness, the degree of privacy, 
lack of crowding, and protection 
from crime and vandals, and the 
degree to which management rules and 
performance were perceived to have an 
effect on these aspects. For obvious 
reasons, involving both the rights 
of individual households and the dif­
ficulties inherent in dealing with 
human behavior, interventions which 
directly affect the residents are 
most delicate and problematic to 
perform. However, it is clear that 
policies and practices that avoid 
discriminating between acceptable 
and unacceptable tenants' behavior 
are a major factor in causing dis­
satisfaction and project distress.
Even if a development is well 
located, designed, and managed, it 
cannot survive at a satisfactory 
level when the habits and behavior 
of its tenants fall below acceptable 
standards. On the other hand, when 
residents are responsible and co­
operative, overall satisfaction is 
higher.

Thus, research findings do not support 
the notion that socio-economic mix is 
a desirable feature of residential 
environments at the scale of a single 
development. Indeed, to the extent 
that such mix is perceived to result 
in dissimilar neighbors, it is likely 
to have a negative effect on overall 
satisfaction.

Recommendation 6:

A re-examination of policies fostering 
socio-economic mix should he under­
taken, including further research on 
this aspect. Presently available 
findings (discussed more fully in the 
report) suggest that mixing house­
holds having widely different moral 
beliefs, lifestyles, and education 
should be avoided uiitfru,n a. 
single development.

8.7 The perception that other resi­
dents were friendly and well- 
behaved was a very important
component of overall satisfac-
tion.
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In dealing with residents, it 
important to distinguish between 
different types of HUD programs, 
particularly in terms of socio-econom­
ic groups to which these programs 
are targeted. It may even be neces­
sary for HUD to address anew the 
question of whether the characteristics 
of the target population in these pro­
grams are sufficiently identified.
For instance, it is a well-known fact 
that Public Housing projects, origin­
ally designed to take care of working- 
class families on a temporary basis 
are increasingly becoming "semi­
permanent communities of the dependent 
and vulnerable poor" (Seessel, 1977, 
p. 18). Clearly, if a Public Housing 
development is seen as "housing of 
last report" for these dependent 
households, then, for example, a 
policy of careful screening of appli­
cants may not be appropriate. A 
resident-oriented strategy that 
depends on massive doses of social 
services together with firmness by 
management in enforcing behavior rules 
may be more successful.

It has often been argued that depen­
dent households, such as those found 
in increasingly large numbers in 
Public Housing, inevitably bring 
about large numbers of "problem 
tenants" and that the resulting un­
desirable behavior is extremely 
difficult, if not impossible, to 
control. Unfortunately, little 
systematic research has been done 
in connection with these conditions.
The definition of what constitutes 
a "problem tenant" is far from being 
sett! ed.

For instance, Scobie (1975), in a 
study of Public Housing in Boston, 
used as a criterion for identifying 
problem tenants the manager's judg­
ment that a tenant’s activities were 
detrimental to the welfare or peace 
of mind of neighbors or management. 
Obviously, this criterion can only 
be considered a starting point to­
ward a more rigorous and accurate 
reassessment of the problem-tenant 
syndrome. Even by this criterion, 
Scobie found that only 2.2 to 4.1 
percent of the residents of the proj­
ects in his sample were problem 
tenants.

seems
:
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Within our sample,we found different 
policies and practices concerning 
applicants. For instance, in a num­
ber of projects credit and reference 
checks on new applicants were not 
carried out. But even when some 
kind of screening of new applicants 
existed, it was not always effective 
in keeping undesirable tenants from 
being admitted.

At the level of national policy, the 
implication of conditions brought 
about by dependent households need to 
be framed in the broader context of 
the causes of dependency and of ap­
propriate social policy aimed at 
removing those causes. In this 
sense, publicly-assisted housing, no 
matter how well designed and managed, 
is in the same condition as public 
education: it is expected to be a 
way of curing social ills, the roots 
of which may be in unresolved con­
flicts and inequities.

I

$

i: :

i

!!

8-7



Attractive appearance was a strong 
predictor of overall satisfaction.
It was not associated with any par­
ticular architectural style, but 
rather with the specific treatment 
of buildings, units, and grounds. 
Variety in shapes and materials, 
bright colors, good landscaping and 
pleasant views, a sense of elegance 
and newness, and the lack of an in­
stitutional look were strongly asso­
ciated with pleasant appearance. 
Maintenance, as influenced by 
management's and residents' care, was 
also related to appearance. In the 
case of two very similar projects 
designed by the same architectural 
firm, satisfaction with appearance 
differed, suggesting the influence 
of resident and management variables 
in assessments of attractiveness.

Recommendation 7:

Admission and eviction policies and 
practices should be continuously re- 
eoxonined and re-evaluated in terms 
of their effectiveness in fostering 
acceptable residents ' behavior. In 
the case of developments targeted to 
dependent households, appropriate 
social service programs?together with 
firmness by management in enforcing 
behavior rules3 appear to be needed.

8.8 Not feeling stigmatized for 
living in assisted housing was
strongly associated with overall
satisfaction, but only 15 percent
of our respondents felt they were
so stigmatized.

This finding confirms the popular 
view that it is important for resi­
dents of publicly-assisted housing to 
be treated with the respect and con­
sideration that any consumer of a 
service would expect in the general 
economy. However, this result does 
not confirm the notion that most 
people in assisted housing feel they 
are "looked down" upon because of 
their living in such developments. 
Public Housing residents felt some­
what more stigmatized than residents 
in private assisted projects.

Recommendation 8:

These findings generally confirm re­
sults of other studies. In the hous­
ing literature there is a remarkable 
consistency concerning the importance 
of the attractiveness of the develop­
ment and dwelling units in promoting 
residents' satisfaction. For 
instance, Reynolds and Nicholson 
(1972), in a study fo 50 developments in 
England and Wales, confirmed findings 
of previous surveys (carried out at 
the U.K. Department of the Environ­
ment) that the "overall appearance of 
the estate is the aspect which has 
most influence on tenants' satisfac­
tion with the estate outside their 
dwelling" (Vol. I, p. 8). Cooper 
(1975) also called attention to 
esthetic attractiveness as one of the 
major factors influencing overall 
satisfaction.

Design features and management atti­
tudes similar to those expected by 
housing consumers in the private 
sector should be encouraged.

8.9 The appearance of the physical 
environment was an important
component of residents' satis­
faction.
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The strength of appearance and 
attractiveness in predicting overall 
satisfaction can perhaps be best 
understood in relation to Becker's 
(1977) concept of "housing messages," 
which is linked to the issue of 
stigmatization already mentioned.
In other words, the data suggest 
that appearance plays a crucial role 
because it says, both to the indi­
vidual residents and to others, 
things about oneself, one's social 
status, life-style, and values. In 
the case of HUD-assisted housing, it 
may also broadcast to the residents 
the "official" view that society, 
through its institutions, holds of 
them.

Spaciousness and lack of crowding were 
important for our respondents, but were 
not purely a function of the amount of 
space available. Design features such 
as the absence of a "boxed-in" look or 
the presence of well-1 andscaped 
grounds helped to generate feelings of 
spaciousness, but these feelings were 
also related to the availability of 
privacy from neighbors and from mem­
bers of one's family. Privacy, both 
aural and visual, was frequently not 
satisfactory. Perceived high noise 
transmission was a source of numerous 
complaints. There were also com­
plaints about management staff's in­
vasion of tenant's privacy through 
excessive or unscheduled inspections 
of dwel1ing units.

Recommendation 10:

\Ii
;!

!
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In summary, research findings indi­
cate that attractiveness of the 
physical environment should be con­
sidered as a social need and not 
just as an abstract esthetic concern.

More attention should he paid to 
matching space needs of tenants to 
the number and size of rooms. In 
terms of design, kitchens and storage 
rooms appear frequently to be too 
small. In the area of management, 
assignment of units that do not con­
tain a sufficient number. of rooms, 
particularly for families with several 
children, should be avoided. There is 
a need for improving aural and visual 
privacy. Sound transmission standards 
should be upgraded, possibly by more 
stringent performance specifications. 
Fences and screens around patios, 
backyards and balconies should be 
provided as a means of achieving 
visual privacy.

Recommendation 9:

The attitudes of designers and their 
clients should reflect a greater 
concern with those visual aspects 
that appear to be important to the 
residents themselves. These atti­
tudes are likely to be reinforced 
if the process by which submissions 
are reviewed and approved by HUD in­
cluded stronger consideration of 
these visual attributes. Post­
occupancy evaluations and in-depth 
assessments of innovative designs 
can help in uncovering such attri­
butes.

8.10 Perceptions of spaciousness 
and privacy were moderately
strong predictors of overall
satisfaction.

i
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However, the importance of locational 
factors should not be construed to 
mean that a development cannot be 
successful if located in an undesir­
able neighborhood. Success can still 
be achieved as long as the undesir­
able locational factors are offset by 
a combination of well-behaved tenants, 
good physical environment within the 
development itself, and good manage­
ment.

8.11 Location was found to be asso­
ciated with overall satisfac­
tion, but it was not a control!-
ing factor.

There were two types of locational 
aspects. The first was related to the 
desirability of the neighborhood with 
regard to the kind of people living 
in the area immediately surrounding 
the development and the absence of 
crime. These aspects were found to 
be moderately strong predictors of 
residents' satisfaction.

Recommendation 11:

Locational factors, particularly in 
regard to crime3 vandalism and other 
socially undesirable behavior in the 
neighborhood immediately surrounding 
a development? should receive more 
careful attention before a decision 
is made to build. When undesirable 
neighborhood characteristics exist, 
design and management features will 
have to compensate for such undesir­
able conditions if a satisfactory 
environment is to be obtained.

The second type of locational aspect 
involved access to the surrounding 
community and to jobs, recreation, 
services, and friends. This type 
was less significant as a predictor 
of overall satisfaction.

These findings generally agree with 
those of other researchers. For 
instance, Burby and Weiss (1976), in 
their study of American new towns, 
emphasized that "housing and the 
character of the immediate neighbor­
hood were major factors in families' 
decisions to move to both new and 
conventional communities" (p. 189), 
(emphasis added). Michelson (1977) 
reported that 14 percent of the wives 
interviewed in his study of residen­
tial environments in Toronto and 13 
percent of the husbands gave neigh­
borhood-related reasons for moving 
away from their home, while 18 percent 
of the wives and 20 percent of the 
husbands cited the same reasons for 
choosing a new residence.

Marans, in a study involving a 
national sample (reported in Campbell 
et al., 1976) noted that there are 
substantial relationships among 
measures of satisfaction of community, 
neighborhood, and housing. He 
suggested that these three concepts 
"can be thought of as nested environ­
mental realms" (p. 249).

:

8.12 Density, per se, was not a pre- 
dictor of residents' satisfac­
tion.

This finding does not agree with 
notions frequently encountered in the 
design and planning literature. For 
instance, Norcross (1973), in a well- 
known study of townhouses and condo­
miniums, claimed a direct relationship 
between density and satisfaction, al­
though he admitted that the one proj­
ect with the highest density (out of 
49 in his sample) was also among those 
which were rated highest in overall 
satisfaction. However, two considera­
tions limit the confidence that can 
be placed in his conclusion: densi­
ties in his sample were not generally 
very high (the median density ranged 
from 6.3 to 10.5 dwelling units per 
acre\ and his inferences were inappro­
priate for the level of analysis used.
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Reynolds, et al. (1972), in a study 
of 50 developments conducted by the 
U.K. Department of the Environment, 
reported that projects at lowest 
densities were the most satisfactory, 
but that schemes in the middle densi­
ties were no more satisfactory than 
those in the high densities. Un­
fortunately, these findings were 
based only on an examination of cor­
relations, an analytical method which 
does not address the question of 
whether it is density, or one of many 
other variables cov.arying with den­
sity, that accounts for the variance 
in overall satisfaction.

They identified a size of about 90 
dwellings as that above which satis­
faction tended to decrease. As pre­
viously noted, though, their analytic 
procedure does not distinguish between 
the influence of size and that of 
other aspects confounded with it.

The relative weakness of size as a 
predictor should serve as a caution 
against making undue generalizations. 
All that can be said is that for 
smaller developments certain design 
and management issues appear easier 
to deal with.

'

I
:

Recommendation 13:
Cooper (1975) hypothesized that 
density, per se, is not as important 
a predictor of satisfaction as is 
density combined with a number of 
other variables. Our findings tend 
to support her hypothesis. This does 
not mean that density is not an 
important design parameter, for it 
is obvious that certain design aspects, 
such as visual and auditory privacy, 
become more difficult to obtain as 
densities increase.

In most Instances, keeping the size 
of a development relatively small 
should make it easier to cope with 
factors associated with overall satis­
faction.,

8.14 The type of site layout was not 
related to residents' satisfac­
tion.

Although certain types of site layout 
are believed by planners and designers 
to exhibit special virtues, our find­
ings do not confirm this belief. A 
wide variety of site designs appeared 
to be acceptable as long as specific 
features such as good landscaping, 
good facilities and amenities, and the 
previously mentioned aspects of 
attractiveness, spaciousness, and 
privacy were present.

i,Recommendation 12:

Measures of density should not be 
used in assessing the potential of 
design proposals for residents 1 satis­
faction. Rather, specific solutions 
to problems of spaciousness, privacy, 
and related issues should be evaluated.

8.13 Smaller developments tended to
be only slightly more successful.

The size of a development (in number 
of dwelling units) was a weak predic­
tor of residents' satisfaction. Al­
though the research literature con­
tains little evidence on the issue of 
size, this finding confirms results 
reported by Reynolds et al. (1972).

Recommendation 14:

In assessing the site plan of a pro­
posed development> the type of site 
layout should be considered in connec­
tion with the manner in which it may 
solve specific problems offered by a 
particular site3 rather than in regard 
to a preconceived notion of its in­
trinsic advantages.

8-11

i



8.15 There was no significant dif­
ference in general satisfaction 
between subsamples of residents
living in high-rise and low-
rise developments.

Recommendation 15:

Wien high-rise housing is contemplated 
as a result of economic or planning 
conditions, it should not be rejected 
off-hand as inherently unsatisfactory. 
Rather, it should be assessed in regard 
to specific satisfaction-related as­
pects that are important for the resi­
dents.

This finding contradicts widely held 
notions to the effect that high-rise 
projects are inherently less satis­
factory for family living.

8.16 The type and quality of the 
facilities and amenities pro­
vided were moderately strong 
predictors of residents' satis-

However, our results agree with those 
of two recently reported studies. 
Michelson (1977), in a study of hous­
ing moves and choices in the Toronto 
metropolitan area, found generally 
high levels of satisfaction in high- 
rise housing. Klobus-Edwards, Edwards, 
and Booth (1978), in a study of the 
relationship between housing type and 
quality of life, also found no evi­
dence that high-rise living was 
especially debilitating to the 
quality of life experienced by the 
residents.

faction.

There was a definite association be­
tween recreation, parking, and 
laundry facilities and assessments of 
pleasant appearance, good economic 
value and overall satisfaction with 
living in a development. Recreation 
facilities with wel1-equipped play­
grounds and playfields, a swimming 
pool if at all economically feasible, 
gooa-size trees and extensive land­
scaping, well-located parking with 
enough space for residents and visi­
tors, and well-equipped and well- 
maintained laundry rooms were all very 
much appreciated by the residents.

At the present stage of research, we 
must conclude that welT-designed and 
well-managed high-rise housing can be 
as satisfactory as any other well- 
designed and well-managed building 
type. Indeed, in our sample the high- 
rise residents were more satisfied 
than low-rise residents with privacy 
from neighbors, recreation facili­
ties and parking arrangements. We 
also found that aspects of privacy 
from neighbors, having desirable 
neighbors in the 2-3 block area 
around the development, and being 
secure from crime and vandalism were 
more important for residents of high- 
rises than for those living in low- 
rise developments.

These findings confirm results of 
other researchers such as those of 
Becker (1974) and Cooper (1975), among 
others. These research results suggest 
that facilities and amenities are not 
perceived as frills, but rather as 
important ingredients of the quality 
of the residential environment.
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:Recommendation 16: Recommendation 17:
Alt efforts should he made to provide 
more than minimal facilities and 
amenities. Landscaping and recrea­
tion areas should he treated as an 
integral part of the necessities of 
a satisfying residential environment. 
Whenever possible, private or semi­
private parking and laundry facilities 
should he provided. HUD policies and 
practices should support reasonably 
high levels of facilities and ameni­
ties.

Housing authorities and other owners 
of assisted housing developments 
should place greater emphasis on 
tenant-oriented management practices. 
Management professionalization 
efforts, including management train­
ing and certification, should he 
stepped up.

8.18 A number of management policies 
and rules were perceived as un­
satisfactory by the residents.

:
f:

r!
-

8.17 Management aspects were strong 
predictors of residents1 satis-

Policies and rules that were the 
source of tenants' complaints included 
the rules against decoration and per­
sonalization of both the inside and 
outside of one's dwelling, the rules 
about pets, the lack of strictness 
and enforcement of rules designed to 
curb noise, vandalism and other un­
desirable behavior, and the manage­
ment ' s prerogative of entering dwelling 
units at will for maintenance or in­
spection purposes.

r
faction.

As stressed in this report, success is 
not a function of any one single fac­
tor. I
management plays a key role in foster­
ing overall satisfaction. Among 
specific aspects highly associated 
with satisfaction with management 
were perceptions that management was 
respectful, friendly and cooperative, 
that the policies and rules were 
appropriate and were being fairly 
and equally enforced, that repairs 
were made promptly, that maintenance 
was adequate, and that there was 
good protection from crime and vandal­
ism.

Nevertheless, our data suggest that

Recommendation 18: •j!

■Rules should he aimed at insuring 
orderly and peaceful coeoristence and 
reasonable upkeep, not at making 
management1s job easier. Rules should 
respect tenants1 privacy and permit 
reasonable decoration and personaliza­
tion by tenants. Enforcement of rules 
should be fair and equal.

!• !

f:
These results generally support find­
ings from the Urban Institute studies 
of housing management, (Sadacca et 
al., 1971; Isler et al., 1 974).
There were a number of indications in 
our study that professional qualities, 
provided they occurred together with 
empathy for the residents, were 
present in successful management 
operations. These qualities included 
not only the obvious organizational, 
communication, and leadership skills, 
but also the ability to assess develop­
ment conditions realistically. We 
found that there were often wide dis­
crepancies between assessments by 
residents and managers.
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8.19 Management's performance in
providing adequate maintenance
and in responding quickly and
effectively to tenants' com­
plaints was generally not

Recommendation 20:

Security measures, including both phy­
sical environmental security and pro­
tection by guards and police, need to 
be applied in a more rigorous and wide­
spread manner.

satisfactory.

Only about half of our respondents 
were satisfied with management's 
response to complaints, and only 30 
to 50 percent of respondents felt 
that a number of specific items in 
the development were well maintained. 
When one considers that management's 
response and maintenance performance 
were closely associated with satis­
faction with management and that good 
maintenance was also related to satis­
faction with the appearance of the 
development, improving management's 
performance would seem to be an 
effective way to increase overall 
residents' satisfaction.

8.21 On-site resident managers were 
not perceived as performing
better than managers living off
s i te.

Residents frequently expressed a de­
sire to have the manager live on site. 
However, our data analysis showed no 
relationship between having a resident 
manager and satisfaction with manage­
ment or with living in the development.

Recommendation 21:

Having the manager live in the develop­
ment should not, by itself, be con­
sidered an effective way to increase 
residents ' satisfaction.

8.22 HUD management guides received 
mixed evaluation.

Recommendation 19:
The delivery of management services 
should be improved to insure more 
prompt and effective response to 
tenants' complaints and higher main­
tenance levels. Although about half of the managers 

who answered questions about HUD 
management guides found them very help­
ful , approximately 31 percent found 
them not helpful or not very helpful. 
These results suggest that the guides 
may require some improvement.

Recommendation 22:

8.20 Protection from crime and van­
dalism was inadequate.

Less than half of our respondents 
were satisfied with the protection 
they received from crime and vandal­
ism. Although the responsibility for 
this protection was perceived to be 
shared among management, residents 
and police, there were numerous com­
plaints regarding the lack of effec­
tiveness of security systems and 
security guards, and the lack of 
screening of undesirable tenants by 
management.

A survey of housing managers should be 
conducted to ascertain specific im­
provements that they may suggest in 
HUD management guides.
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8.23 Rent policies were a frequent 
cause of compi a jnts. In addition to the findings and recom­

mendations summarized above, our re­
search suggests the continuing need 
for consulting the residents and for 
feeding back the results of these 
consultations into the housing deli­
very and operating process. As pre­
viously mentioned, specific steps 
taken to ameliorate the shortcomings 
indicated by research should be imple­
mented, together with a mechanism for 
evaluating the impact they may have on 
residents' satisfaction.

Our study was not aimed directly at 
testing the influence of rent policies 
on residents' satisfaction. However, 
we found many complaints about the 
sliding rule system of establishing 
rent rates, income ceilings, income 
declarations, etc. This is admitted­
ly a complex area in which there have 
been conflicting positions. In addi­
tion, this situation is affected by 
the regulations of other social and 
financial assistance programs. But 
there are indications that the system 
could be made more efficient and 
fairer by streamlining the requirements, 
and more conducive to residents' sat­
isfaction by not forcing the residents 
that become more independent from sub­
sidies out of HUD-assisted housing.

Often tenants appeared ill-informed 
about reasons for rent increases and 
other rent-related matters. This 
tended to produce resentment among 
the residents.

As more fully discussed in chapter 7, 
a program of education stressing the 
residents' viewpoint and sensitizing 
all people concerned to the residents 
needs and expectations would, in our 
opinion, have great potential in in­
suring more satisfactory housing for 
low and moderate-income households.

Recommendation 23:

At the policy lev el, a re-examination 
of the rent system seems necessary. 
Such examination should attempt to 
simplify the system and to prevent 
the eviction of tenants that become 
more independent from subsidies. At 
the project level, communication about 
rents and rent policies between 
management and tenants should be 
improved.
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APPENDIX B: STATISTICAL TABLES
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MEAN SCORES ON “EVEN THOUGH THE HOUSING ITSELF IS QUITE ADEQUATE, 
I DO NOT LIKE LIVING HERE BECAUSE OF WHAT OTHER PEOPLE THINK ABOUT
IT"
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COMPARISON OF MEAN SCORES ON SATISFACTION WITH MANAGEMENT RULES
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MEAN SCORES ON “THE RULES ARE ENFORCED FAIRLY AND EQUALLY 
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COMPARISON OF MEAN SCORES ON MANAGEMENT RESPONSE
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INDEX OF "NORMAL AND EMERGENCY REPAIRS ARE MADE QUICKLY ENOUGH”

6PM RHB U DCFHA I M 0 A MSMOA

5
I

4,5

!4

3.5

3

2.5

2

1.5

1

• DENOTES CO-OP

Figure B-9

INDEX OF SAFETY FROM ACCIDENTS DUE TO POOR MAINTENANCE

6_± 532_1
MSHDA 
19 20* 21

UDC
28 25 22 21 24 
-i—!—I—I---- 1

IHDA
t7 12 27 02 01* 04

H----- 1----- 1------------!----- 1-----t-

FH ARH8
37 35 41 31 18 38 08 36 07 IS 14 34 33 42*28 29

—1----- 1------1----- 1----- I----- 1----- 1----- 1----- 1----- 1------------1----- 1 1------------ 1----- 1----- I—

PH
03 11* 05 0910 13 18

5

4.5

4

3.5

t

3:

2.5

2

1,5

1
• DENOTES CO-OP

Figure B-10i

i

i
B-5

i
j
j.:
i
i



MEAN SCORES ON SATISFACTION WITH “THE PROTECTION FROM CRIME 
AND VANDALS THAT YOU HAVE HERE”
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Table B-l
Composition of Factors9 that Predict Satisfaction 

with "Living Here"

FORM I
Management

Satisfied with management
Management cooperative and friendly with tenants' problems
Management reacts to complaints quickly
Management efficient with tenants' problems
Management available to talk to
Rules enforced fairly and equally for everybody
Satisfied with rules about what you can do in apartment
Satisfied with crime protection
Satisfied with community access
Satisfied with laundry facilities
Satisfied with appearance of grounds
For the money, this place is desirable
Satisfied with appearance of site
Satisfied with appearance of house
Satisfied with neighbors (other residents)
Management better than at last place 
Management lets me fix up apartment 
Satisfied with changes allowed inside 
Satisfied with privacy from neighbors 
Rules too strict
Satisfied with parking arrangements 
Satisfied with recreation facilities 
Satisfied with changes allowed outside 
For the money, this place is not cramped

Comparison
Appearance of grounds better than at last place 
Appearance of site better than at last place 
Appearance of home better than at last place 
Living here better than at last place 
Other residents better than at last place 
Privacy from neighbors better than at last place 
Recreation facilities better than at last place 
Protection from crim^. better than at last place

aListed in order of predicting strength. Within factors, items listed 
in order of loading coefficients.
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(FORM I, cont'd.)

Comparison (cont’d.)

Parking better than at last place
Rules better than at last place
Changes allowed outside better than at last place
Privacy from family better than at last place
Satisfied with appearance of grounds
Laundry facilities better than at last place
People outside development better than at last place
Satisfied with appearance of site
Satisfied with appearance of home
Management better than before
Changes allowed inside better than at last place
For money, more here
Satisfied with other residents
Management better than at last place
Prefer neighbors to non-neighbors
Neighbors not often rude
Satisfied with privacy from neighbors
Satisfied with recreational facilities
Satisfied with protection from crime
Satisfied with parking arrangements
Satisfied with rules
Satisfied with rules about what you can do in apartment

Life Status

Daily tasks not a painful experience
Am not usually very bored
Am not out of control of own life
Would not let others take care of my business
Success depends on ability
I have much to be proud of
Don't prefer that someone else decides for me
Prefer neighbors to non-neighbors
Life seems exciting
Haven't achieved as much as possible
Don't have trouble paying rent
Neighbors not often rude
Don't feel I am a failure
Prefer casual to close friends
For the money, this place not cramped

Expectations

Will have more satisfying job someday 
Will have better neighbor relations someday 
Will have more education someday 
Will have higher income someday 
Satisfied with appearance of site 
Satisfied with appearance of home 
Satisfied with appearance of grounds 
Will have better housing someday
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(FORM I, cont'd.)

Demographic

Years lived in town 
Respondents' age 
Respondents' education
Haven't achieved as much in life as possible
Months lived in this development
Will live in better housing someday
Frequency of parking lot usage
Choice in selecting this development
Length of residence, last place
Will have higher income someday
This place not as expensive as last
Choice in selecting dwelling unit
Prefer income mix here

:
i

FORM II

Neighbors

Am satisfied with most of my neighbors 
Satisfied with other residents 
People here are friendly 
Can trust people here
Neighbors and I have similar beliefs about right and wrong 
People would offer help if needed 
Neighbors and I have similar housekeeping standards 
Proud to call this home
Neighbors and I have similar childrearing ideas
People care about grounds/building maintenance
Satisfied with privacy from neighbors
Neighbors and I have similar interests
Satisfied with appearance of grounds
Residents better here than last place
Organization membership brings tenants together
Satisfied with appearance of development
Neighbors and I have similar education
Would trust neighbors with young child in emergency
Satisfied with outside home appearance
Development not crowded
Satisfied with management rules
Satisfied with protection from crime
Satisfied with people outside development
Satisfied with management

i
c

i

Comparison

Living here better than last place 
Site appearance better than last place 
Outside home appearance better than last place 
Grounds appearance better than last place

B-9



(FORM II, cont'd.)

Comparison (cont'd.)
Privacy from neighbors better than last place
Residents better here than last place
Management better than last place
Management rules better than last place
Privacy from family better than last place
Parking arrangements better than last place
Crime protection better than last place
Less crowded here than last place
Changes allowed inside home better than last place
Changes allowed outside home better than last place
Laundry facilities better than last place
People outside development better than last place
Access to comnunity better than last place

Physical Environment
Satisfied with recreation facilities
Satisfied with laundry facilities
Satisfied with appearance of the grounds
Satisfied with protection from crime
Satisfied with appearance of the development
Satisfied with management
Satisfied with appearance of outside of home
Recreation facilities better than last place
Satisfied with parking arrangements
Satisfied with community access
Satisfied with management rules
Number of open ended-negative comments
Crime protection better than last place
Satisfied with changes allowed inside apartment
Laundry facilities better than last place

Lack of Crowding
Apartment not too small for my family
Enough play space in apartment for kids
Enough room in apartment to "get away" from others
Satisfied with privacy from family
Less crowded here than last place
Privacy from family better than last place
This development not crowded
Development not too small for number living here

Demographic

Years lived in this town
Many friends living out of town
Visit friends out of town frequently
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(FORM II, cont'd.)

Demographic (cont’d.)

Respondent's education level 
Sex of respondent 
Size of childhood town

Participation in Organizations

I participate in tenant union 
I participate in social club 
I participate in day care 
I participate in car pool 
I participate in babysitting pool

FORM III

Neighbors

People outside development don't "look down" on me because of living here
People outside development don't "look down" on it
Satisfied with privacy from neighbors
Housing development is serene
Neighborhood around development is pleasant
Satisfied with residents
Am safe from crime in this development
Others regard residents as hardworking people
Satisfied with crime protection
Housing development not too big
Children are safe from crime
Family as safe here as anyplace we might live
Noise from other units/outside building not easily heard
Housing development is spacious
I think hardworking people live in this development 
Satisfied with people outside the development 
Others think this development for rich people 
Satisfied with privacy from family 
Residents here better than last place 
Housing development is safe
Children safe from accidents due to junk, poor construction

Maintenance
Satisfied with building maintenance 
Satisfied with unit maintenance 
Satisfied with window maintenance 
Emergency repairs are made quickly 
Satisfied with site maintenance 
Normal repairs are made quickly 
Outdoor paint maintenance 
Indoor paint maintenance 
Sidewalk maintenance 
Satisfied with management 
Parking lot maintenance
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(FORM III, cont'd.)

Maintenance (cont'd.)

Am safe from poor construction 
Grass, shrub, tree maintenance 
Am safe from accidents due to poor maintenance 
Carpet maintenance
Children safe from accidents due to poor maintenance
Playground equipment maintenance
Housing development safe
Housing development sturdy
Satisfied with appearance of grounds
Storage maintenance
No problem with bugs
Satisfied with rules
Am safe from crime
Laundry maintenance
Housing development elegant
Garbage maintenance
Satisfied with crime protection
Family safe here as anywhere
Management better here than last place
Safe from poor construction
Pleasant outside building

Appearance

Attractive building color
Attractive building material
Pleasant outside building
Housing development colorful
Housing development beautiful
Attractive building generally
Satisfied with appearance of site
Satisfied with appearance of outside of home
Doesn't look like military housing
Pleasant landscaping
View from unit pleasing
My apartment is pleasant
Housing development is new
Buildings here do not all look alike
Housing development is elegant
Satisfied with appearance of grounds
Site appearance better than last place

Comparison
Grounds appearance better than last place 
Living here is better than last place 
Outside home appearance is better than last place 
Site appearance better than last place 
Privacy from neighbors better than last place 
Privacy from family better than last place
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(FORM III, cont'd.)

Comparison (cont'd.)

Changes allowed outside home better than last place
Changes allowed inside home better than last place
Residents better than last place
Crime protection better than last place
Parking arrangements better than last place
Management rules better than last place
Laundry facilities better than last place
Recreation facilities better than last place
Management better than last place
People outside development better than last place

!
i

■

Parking

Satisfied with parking
Parking lots are pleasant
Parking better here than last place
People outside development better than last place
Parking lots well maintained

Recreation

Suitable recreation for toddlers 
Suitable recreation for children 
Suitable recreation for adults 
Satisfied with recreation facilities 
Pleasant play areas
Enough benches and picnic tables around 
Recreation facilities better here than last place 
Satisfied with changes allowed

Laundry
Laundry areas well maintained
Laundry areas comfortable
Laundry facilities satisfactory
Satisfied with laundry facilities
Laundry maintenance, well kept
Laundry facilities better here than last place

Time on Site

Hours/day spent inside home 
Hours/day spent on site 
Swinming pool well maintained
Frequency of property destruction by juvenile gangs
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(FORM III, cont'cl.)

Demographic

Years lived in this town 
Respondent's education level 
Months lived in this development 
Respondent's age 
Choice in selecting development 
Housing development is new 
Lived in last home "long time" 
Times/week drive out of parking lot 
Apartment wall colors are attractive 
Minutes travel time to doctor 
Minutes travel time to church 
Management charges for repair
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