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"Indicators of Environmental Quality and Life-Satisfaction. a Subjective Approach™
John Hall and James Ring, Survey Unit, Sepisl Science Fesearch Counecil, London, UK.

ABSTRACT

The S5RC Survey Unit has an internal programme of survey research to develop

a set of mubjective indicators of social well=being for use in conjunction

with "hard" measures to monitor socisl change mnd evaluate social performance.
It ie eovieaged that, when finalized, these indicetors will form & series

over time, We do not propose to repeat or discuss hare the reasoning and proce-
dures which led to the content and format of our curreat work. These are more
than adequately described elsewhere.

Thie paper summarizes the work to date on defining "gquality of life" and operaticn-
alizing and meamiring some of the bamic indicators, and presents preliminary
resulte from surveys carried ocut in Autumn and Winter 1973/4, Twe baeslc measires
of well-being were used; first, a ladder-ccale ranging from "completely satimsfied"
to “eompletely dismatisfied" with various aspects of life and with life as a whole:
second, A seRantic differentinl mcale mssessing "my present 1ife" on a nusmber of
more affective dimensions. The general conceptusl approach has been to examine
life-domadae', but with an emphasis in the present surveys on public policy at the
expense of the more personal and aepthetic domaine. Within certain key domaine m
rnusber of sub=domains have been ldentified. Satisfaction ratings were obtained for
both domains snd sub-domaine, and importance ratings were obtained at both levels.
Where possible, objective information om relevant "hard" indicators was slso
collected.

The main aim of this paper im to examine two domaine directly relevant to
Environment"” (ie. "The house you live in" and “This local district as a place to
live"/with a view to determining what contribution each makes to A sense of well-
being. At the same time comparison is made of the relative comtribution to well=
being and to satisfaction with house and district of both mubjective mnd objective
messuress Of particular interest ie the mnelysis of survey data oo Bunderland
collected under contract to the Dept. of the Epvironment using the same question=
naire ag in & national study. Both surveys were cooducted over the same time period.
In addition to survey data, the analysis includes statistice for political wards
provided to us by the &mdurlia:gﬁnmﬂing Dept., pome of which are derived from the
1971 Census. The official statistice used ss indicators are those available at the
time of writing and are not necessarily the best for a "gquality of life" approach.
a variety of multivarinte otatistical nnalyses are employed to test the pruperties

"

i the ceasures used and the velidity of some simple models of lile=gotisfaction.



Prolgque @
Each year, on their birthdaye,untold hundreds of British citizens receive from
"Marie Simone" a printed circular wishing them "Many Happy Returns of the Day" _
and offering to send, for £1; "..your pesrsonal three-year star-plan: 10,000

words of deily predictions and your very own Lucky Yukon Gold-Miner's Spade."
Problema covered are proclaimed in large blook capital letters: "INSECURITY! LUCK!
HAFFINESS] LOVE! MONEY! WEALTH! MARRIAGE! HEALTHI™

Tom Harrieson, founder of Mass Ubservatiom, once wrote, "fou cammot, yet,
take a census of love in Liverpool, or random sample tha effect that fear of the
future has on the total pattern of contemporary life in Leeds." For meveral years
now a number of researchers on both mides of the Atlantic have been trying to do
precisely that. Bradburn in Chicago, Campbell and Converse in Michigan, Allardt
in Helsinkd and Abrame and Hall in London have severally and jointly been working
towards the definition and memsurement of “quality of life" as experienced by
individual boman beinge rather than as indexed by some camh values such as G.N.P.
The work has had a distinctly psychologieal flavour, at times openly Maslovian,
venturing into such reslms as music, love, fresh air and sanehine, being with or
near nature. The londom work has tended more towards socisl policy areas, since,
although we are aware that the non-policy arems are the better determinants of
a pense of well-being, it im the policy areas which allow of intervemtion to
correct glaring inequalities and injustices.

We picked a fascinating time to do a "gquality of life" survey. The Arab-
Ioraslli war had already broken cut before fieldwork atarted; then England ware
knocked out of the World Cup, Princemss Anne was married, the miners went on amtrike,
the oil-crisis worsensd, bringing about the thres-day week, the whole followed by
a Gemsral Elesction. Also during fieldwork, Bunderland, the glant-killers &f the
Second Division, who had won the 197%/4 F.A. Cup knocking out the mighty First
Division Leeds United, were knocked out of the 1974/S competition. Tragically,
two young schoolgirls had been found surdered in one of the Bunderland wards.

If it is true that external events influence affect and wall-being, and if we
have even remotely valid and reliable measures, then surely even ths crudest of
them should prove penmitive to much traumatic experisncea?

Fisldwork had already been booked for the national study smd the question-
nairs was being finalised for the printers, when the Burvey Unit was msked by the
Dapt. of the Environment to copduct surveys in two towns as part of a four-area ex-
periment in recreatlon co-ordination. To cater for this, we aimply inserted two
extra pages on leisure behaviour amd replicated the entire survey in Susderland
and Stoke=on-Trent simultsnecusly with the aational survey..Most of the fialdwork
for the national survey was completed by mid-December 1973, but interviewing in
Btoke and Sunderland contimued well inte Fabruary 1974 (and into the crisias
period]) but not, unfortunately, through the eledtion..We had wery much hoped to
double up on the netional sample and continue interviewing as the crisis grew mnd

the elesction approsmched, a unique epportunity to test the sensitivity of our
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measures to chenges in national ecomomic and political circumstances, but ironically
tho crisis iteelf caused a reduction in available funding and in the event we had
to drop the idea.

lEdﬂiE MM to present study

In his review of Campbell and Converse (1970) which, together with Bradburn
(1969) was heavily drawn on in Usit's initial deaign work, McKennell(1971) hypo-
themized three mimple models to explain 1life-satisfaction™ assuming that it was
possible to obtain a valid and reliable measure of such a notion. The eimplest
(Model (a)) states that overall life-satisfaction is a weighted sum of satisfactions
with different aspects of life, which we term "domains', and that, in turn, these
domain-satiafactions are weighted mums of specific satinfiesra and dis=satisfiors.
The second model introduces the concepts of negative and positive affect as ident-
ified by Bradburn, stating that some domaines will contribute to life-satisfaction
more through pomitive than through negetive affect, or vice versa. The sams
will apply to the comtritution to domain satisfactions of their component mub=
domaing. . The third model (Model (e)) allows for the possibility thet all eelf-
reported satisfactions, whether at global, domain or sub-domain level, are
determined by some underlying soclal psychological myndrome or short tere mood
state. All three models should be seen in the context of background or strati-
fiention variables. More complex models would introduce Maslovian hierarchiea of
both mubjective and objective measures, but we ghall not be able to examine these
ie time for the I.J.A. conference. Since the present study is concerned primarily
with sociel policy domaina, we did not met out specifically to measure affect or
pereonality, and so our measures of these are, to say the loast, indirect. We shall
therefore confine ourselves in this paper to examination of the statistical
properties of our key measures of well-being, and to testsing Model (a) above.

At the global level, we nhall use two different dependent variables: the
gingle overall rating of satifaction with "your life as a whole these days" and
the unweighted mum of the fifteen-item self-completed semantic differential seale
assessing 'My present life". At the domain level, and since this paper'e sole
raison d'etre ie this session of the Social Ecology group, we shall use as de-
pendent varisbles the satisfaction ratings with "your (bouse/flat)" and with
"this local district as a place to live". At both levele the independent variables
will include "herd" and "soft" measures. The methods used are mimple and multiple
regression and an extended verslon of MCA specially adapted by James Rlng to take
account of order restrictions. (See Appendix D ) The models are tested on data from
the whole sample, using domain-satisfactions to prediet overall life-satisfaction,
and sub-domain satisfactions to predict domain satisfactionsm. The residusls are
then mnalveed using AID on "hard" messures in a search for meaningful population
mb-groups, and the models are then reeapplied to the emergent sub-groups.

(* see £ig 1)
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Instruments

The bamic tool used for obtaining satisfaction ratings was & vertieal numberan
scale adapted from the work of Cantril. For the twe pilet surveys it was in

the form of an open-ended ladder with the worde "COMPLETELY BATISFIEN" above

and "COMPLETELY DISBATISFIED" below. The first pilot used eleven rointe numbered
0=10 and the mecond pilot seven points numbered 1-7. This latter was to spable
comparison with a survey in the USA by ISE.many questions in which were comman
with the UK conurbation study. For the main study the scale was changed back

to eleven points numbered 0-10, but the format choeen, after consultation with
Dr. Belson of LEE, was that of boxed nusbers linked by & single line like
rectangular beads on a thread. In the later survey the same scalea, with
suitable wording chanpes, wers used to obtain different kinda of ratings in
anewer to the questions "How much is there...? "To what extent ....?" and
"Whereabouts would you say .... is now?" or ".... deserves to be?" (See fig 2 )
However, the only variables to be used in this paper will be satiafaction ratings.

On inspection it is immediately apparent that most of the satisfaction ratinge
are heavily skewed towards the upper pole denoting high satisfaction. The
exceptione are in thoss domains which are more remote from the individual
respondent, or in which respondents have 1ittle direet control and, therefors,
responsibility. This is not necessarily an artefact of the scales used, since
the skews are reversed, but not so heavily, when the lower part of the scale
denoten a desirable condition (eg. "In general, how much would you say you worry
these days?") All the eatisfaction scales also dieplay m pronounced trough at
point 9, and, peaks at 5,5 and 10 and, occasionmlly, when the distribution shifts
towards Yissatisfied', at 2. (See fig, 3 )

hpart from the four pairs of items tapping a dimension of "constraint" the
eleven affactive pairs of items in the memantic differential escale ars algs
heavily skewed towards the positive poles, but the crude smum of items, denoted
as "SDBCORE', is almost normally distributed.

Even though there ia no social or psychological theory which regquires that 1ife-
eatisfaction should be normally distributed, other researchers are attespting
with some success to spread out the hump of high satisfaction ratings by the

use of a greater number of compound or superlative verbel deseriptions at the
positive pole. We ourselves have transformed the raw life-satisfaction ratings
to approximate a normal dintrihutinnrmd applied the mame tranmformation to the
domain satisfaction ratings. The gain in explanatory power is negligible.

(" See fig "'I)
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Lifa=domaina

The research programme started with a review of available empirical
literatire, notably Campbell and Converse {1970), Bradburn (1969), Robinmon
{1970).and McKennell (1970). This reading was supplemented by a number of free-
ranging interviewa with membera of the public, and a handful of sociologist-
colleagues, all of which were tape-recorded. A number of teamage=pupila in a
London secondary-schocl were asked to write essays on the subject of "Happiness"
Content mnalysis of the interview transcripts (expletives deleted) and of the
easays produced a huge pool of possible "Quality of Life' dimensions to be
measured. Thess were reduced to a usable list of "Life-domaina' which would be
comeon to most pecple and for which they could reasonably be asked to give
satisfaction ratings. We are not convinced that any of the ligts we have produced,
whether used in the field or not, is exhauative of the underlying dimensions of
peychological wall-being or is ideally suited to the survey research approach.

Domnins crucial to m peychological or mociologieal approach, {Family
life, Friendships, Religion) were used in the pilot surveys, but were dropped
from the main study; domeins we are aware of, but have yet to tmee in the U.K.,
(Role-performance, Appreciation of Beauty, Communion with Nature, Sex-life) have
been covered by research elaewhere (Ann Arbor, Heloinki): domains which have yet
to be operationalized, but evident from the content analysis of all the earlier
work, (Need for life to appear integrated rather than fragmented, need for novelty,
variety and freedom from constraints of closkwatching, social mores mnd ocbligations
to othera} will provide work for the future. Other kindes of variables are alss
relevant (Perscnality syndromes, Peychiatric salfunctione, Btereotypes, Stress)
but again indicators either exist already or are being developed elsewhere (Ann
Arbor, NORC, Edinburgh) Hopefully, when we have isolated and refined a reliable
and valid measure of individual subjective well-being - a very promising poasibility
is the semantic differential scale assessing "=y present 1ife" - we will attain
convergence of measures of all the above dimensions in the same study.

Anether problem spart from that of which domains to include, has been that
of psychologicel measurement. Debate centred on distinguishing between cognition
and affedct in seasures of well-being, and conséquently on the vocabulary to be umed
in questione. Should we msk whether people are happy, or contented, or satisfied?
Andrews and Withey (197L ) got round the problem by including 'happy' and "satisfied!
on the same verbal rating scale and got results very similar to our own. MecKennell
(1973) reports an exhaustive and detuiled examination of the questions common to
the ISR survey in the UBA and our own second pilot survey.
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He concludes that the globsl measures using "satisfied' are a mixture of cognitive
and affective components, but that vhen "satisfying' is ineluded in the semaniuc
differential it is almoat entirely affective. In the 1973 mirveys we used
"eatisfied-dissatisfied"' as the dimension for global domain ratings, but for
overall 1ife ratinge, in addition to "satisfied-dissatisfied" and the Bemantic
differential, we have used quentiocns on progreas tavlrdl“gitting what you want

out of lifu“. on the amount ut‘ahniﬂ and control over the way 1ife has turned out
for rnu.: the extent of wishes to change one's present and past life, and finally
on how happy people feel. The wording we finally selscted for the obtaining of
overall satisfaction ratings on the 0-10 scale in the domains was "All things
conaidered, how satisfied or dimsatisfied are you overall with (Demain)" The domains
for which this wording was used, in the order they appeared in the guestionnaire,
was as follows:

+ %4
+"B
c
=0
+5E
+*F
'
+ H
+*1
=J

Your (house/flat)

This loecal district as & place to live

(MAME OF TOWN) ns o place to live

The level of freedom and democracy in Britain today
Your job

The way you epend your leigure time

Your standard of living

Your general financial situation

Your present state of health

The education you (had/are having)

(S2e tableg 3-5for results. Items marked + were used in the first pilot survey :
those marked * were used in the second pilot)

Each of these overall satisfaction questions wae preceded by a request for relevant
clasgification material, and for ratings of satisfaction or evaluation of particular
aspacts or components of the domain. At the end of the interview, after the overall
life-satisfaction and other global ratings hsd been obtained, respondents were

ghown & list of domains covered mnd asked to indicate firet, which three were the
moet important to thes personelly in determining how eatiefied or dissatiefied they
were with their lives, and second, which three were the least important. (This
liat did not inecluda (TOWN) and ineluded "Your income” in place of Tinancial

mituntion.)

They ware almso asked to indicate the single sost, and aingle leaat,

important domainms. Thia allows the domain satiafaction ratinge to be weighted by
the importance ratings if desired, although Campbell (1973) claimed that the
effect of this on the analysis of the USA data was negligible.

ilghal messuTen

L =7 A1

HERFUI'TE Ui

e

f well=beinp, wo=en concistently rerort thanselves nz

Lappler, doisp better, more satisiied with life, less prane Lo worry, less

willing to chanpge thedr present lives, than do men, Oldsr vpec=te have

hizher retinge on some =ecsures nnd lewer patinpe on ollioro. nilat tlie
higher gocinl clagses appear to bYe more succesalful at aveoldin- tlhe werst
¢ff end of our scales, they are nhs necessarily nmere nucercus =t ths

bectear off
aue 4han all ethep

end! in fact, people livinz on Stete 2eneflis sre more cucer-

groupa at both ends of the 1ife satisfaction seclas,
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However, socio-economic grade does have a copsistent relationghip with three (S
of the mMeasures, in that middle class poople are much more likely to appear
w_an the 'gpood" categories, and leas likely to appear in the "bod' catogoriom,
than are working-class people. (3ee table 1)
Semantic differential
The ISR mstudy of "Quality of Lifa™ in the Unitod States included an eight-itemm
semantio differentinl acale aspsessing the respondent's present lifs. We inol-
uded these eight items together with two additional itens iqﬁur gecond pilot
survey. The unweighted sum of scores on these items was used as a dependent
variable and sesmad mo promising that we repeated the seale with modificnticonas
in our main study. O'Muircheartaigh and Whelan (1972) had shown that thore
was a single general factor mccounting for a wery large proportion of the var=-
iance in the scale, and a smaller factor loading on items "Tied down = Free"
and "Easy - Hard". Since this second dimensien of "constraint" or "atruggle"
is of equal interaat to "affect" in policy ressarch, we included ndditional
items aimed at tapping it, The main problem was that there are plenty of
strong and evocative words and phrageg to express distressful and rotten
conditions of 1life, but that their epposites are not in common use outgide
the elergy apd drug-freaks, We msarched long and hard for oppoaites of
"Trapped” and "In a rut”, and eventuall}y decided on 15 items am follows!:

*Boring = Interesting

*E=joyable = Miserable

*Tiad down = Frea

*Hewarding = Digpappointing

Rough - Smooth {* ingluded in
*Full - Eopty Sttomd anr)
*Discouraging - Hopaful

*Enny - Hard

Friftrating = Fulfilling

Full of fun - Mo fun at all

Controlled by others - Under =y control

Full of possibilitiesn - In a rut

Unsuccessful - Successful

*Brings out the bewt in me - Doesn't give me much chance
*Unhappy - Happy

The same general facter was extracted with heavy loadings on the 11 affective
itemg, The other four items load on a second facter, but extraction of more
factors will probably split both sets of items. (See fig. & for the factor plot)
We have used the unweighted sum of s2ll 15 items in our analygis for this pspe r,
but we include for information a summary of the sub-scale scores in table Pa.
The differonce in scores is ofésn 10 or more points between mocinl groups, but
can reach 30 or more when people are grouped by their answers to the happiness
questions. The two sub-gcale scores appear to run in opposiie directlons for
age group. Ihis phenomencn warrants further ipvegtigation. ( See table 2!&) -
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Environmentsl sstisfaction
In addition to the global measures of satisfaction with bouse and district,

and immediately preceding each, we obitained satisfsction ratinge with a number

of aspects of each, some particular, some more generalized. The mspects chosen
for study were mostly derived from the open ended responses to questione in the
pilot studies, but we alsc deliberately chose items to represent the various need-
levels outlined by Maslow, even if these may not have been present in earlier
regponses. Eespondents were thus encouraged to think of their housing and their
imsediate local environment in wider terms than might have been the case.

Housing
The itema eventually used in the list for houming satisfaction were am followa:

A The kitchen

The number of rooms you have

Eeeping it warm in winter

Keeping it clean & tidy

Facilities for baths or showers

Freedom from noise

Freedom from damp & condensation

The view from your windows

Privacy from neighbours

The cost of (rent/mortage) rates, repairs, etc.

N - H QMDD O W

{GBee table ﬁ for results)

The list was rotated in its presentation, half of the respondents starting with
the last item and working upwards. Half the questionnaires were printed on white,
end half on coloured paper. If the rtapundant’u polling number on the electoral
regiater wam even the white questionnaire was used, if odd, then a coloured
questionnaire. FRelevant show cards were also printed on coloured paper in the
reverse order to that on the printed questionnaire, btut in the same order as
presented to each respondent.

Respondents were then shown m list of the items for which they had given satisface
tion ratings and amsked to indicate which three were the most impertant to them
personally in determining how satinfied or dissatisfied they were with thelr
housing.

The average house-satisfaction rating for the whole sasmple was 7.8 with 28% indica=
ting cosplete satisfaction. There was no difference betwesn the eexss, but satis-
faction increased with age and almo with soclo-economic grade of he f“n‘fl‘gauuhnld,

(See Tables § and 5 ) with the exception of grade E who are mostly,cld-ago-

PENBLONET .



Turning to specific aspecte of the dwelling, the highest satisfaction ratings

wers given to number of rooms (8.3) and to facilities for baths (8.1) and eame of
keeping clean and tidy (8.1); the lowest ratings were given to costlineas (6.6)
kitchen (6.7) and view from windows (6.6). The iteme seem to cluster into memningful
groups including internal amenities, comfort, external amenities, but costliness
appears to be tapping a separate dl:unuinn. £=? major factors were extracted
accounting for 9% and 10% of the variun uh:nd it vould appear tlut I:I:m n“rlll
house satimfaction rating is closely related to the first factor {Eia Thhlu b ) The
twe items loading heavily on the second factor, view and privacy, are nf interest,
since, ae we ghall ses, they are both related to district satisfaction. In the
miltivariate analveis "wiew from your windowd" displaces some of the iteme in the
district 1ist, (See tables 12 and 15)

Some internal evidence of velidity is given by the enormous differences in satisfac-
tion with particular aspects of their housing of those for whom the relevant objective
eondition differs. In houses where there is no fixed bath or shower, satiafaction
with facilities for baths or chowers falls to 1.5 for the UK and 1.3 for Sunderland
as againet 8.5 and 8.8 in houses with baths, whether shared or not. In houses

without inside flush w.c.'s the figures are 3.3, 2.9 as against 8.5 and B.8

(See Table T ).

In addition to the subjective satisfaction ratings for the various aspectas of
housing, we have hard-data relating to the dwelling itself. These data together
with sultivariate analysis offer some validation of the subjective measures and alsoc
of the final global raticg ss an overall measure of housing satisfaction. The hard
mearurss show expected sssociation with both the overall matisfaction with dwelling
and aleo, where obtained, eatisfaetion with the relevant aspect. Those who do not
have, or have tc share, a bath, toilet or kitchen, are much less satisfied with
their dwelling than those who have exclumive use. Sharing a tollet or kitchem, or
not having a peparate kitchen, is mssocimted with particularly low levela of
dwelling satisfaction. Those who have a garden, garage or centrel heating are

more satisfied than those who have not. The more (bed)rooms people have, the

more satisfied they are. Owner-cccuplers are more satisfied than eouncil tenants
whe in turn are more satiafied than private tenants. In the UK sasple cocupantm of
detached houses score higher than those in semi-detached, who in turn score higher
than those in terraced houses, and these latter are more satisfied than pecple who
live in flats or maisonettes. (See Table 1; ). However in the Sunderland sample
it doss not appear to make much difference whether people live in detached, semi-
detached or terraced houses, but all of these are more satiafied than people who

live in flats or meisonettes.
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Local district

The list of items relating to local district was chosen in same way as the
list for housing satisfaction. An sdvantage is that some of these items were
used in the second pilot study and in the main survey and Bo we have soma confir-
mation of structure of the domain satisfaction involwed, For Pilot II the 1ist
of itemam wam not rotated, and was preceded by a question on strength of attach-
ment (on & 1-7 scale) to the local district as a place to live. For the main
study the list was rotated on the same primciples as that for housing. Whilst
much has been made in some studies, umially with reference to housing estates,
of the importance of general appearance in determining satisfaction with environ-
ment, we were aware from previous work that the largest componeant in this would
probably be social rather than aesthetic, and consequently included items To tam
this dimension. Even key landmarks are probably more likely to ba perceived,
referenced and evaluated in terms of social rather than physical experienca.
The items included in the 1973 surveys were as follows:

A  The state of the rosds sad footpaths

*B  Bua and train services

*C  Shopa

*I' Freedom from noise

E Places of entertainment - cinemas, publ and clubs

¥  Freedom from crime

*G Schools

*H Parke and mimilar open spaceas

*I Traffic in the streete

*J The general appearance of the district

E Perscnal safety on the streets at night

*L  Being near your family and relatives

K Being near your friends

*N Clesn mir, free of fumes and dirt

*0  The sort of people who live round here

(Items marked * were used in the second pilot survey in 1971)
(Bee table § for results)

Multivariate anslysis of the second pilot data revealed a clustering into prima-
facie Maslow-type groups. O'Muircheartaigh and Whelan (1972) report that, in spite
of being entered inte the analysis with a large number of other variables, the itemns
in the district list cluster with each other without exception. Within the larger
district cluster, three separate clusters appear which can be tentatively labelled
as I: Generalized social II: Public Amenity & Services III: Pollution, We have not
yet repeated the cluatering mnalyeie on the 1977 data, but examination af the Zaro-
order correlations indicates much the same basic structure. fSIr. fij i}
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When the whole list of sub-domain satiefactions together with overall district
gatisfaction wan factored, three major factors emerged accounting for 37%, 108
and 8% of the common variance before rotation. After rotation overall satisfac-
tion with distriet loeded heavily on the first factor (0.72) as did general
appearance (0.77) and personal safety (0.71). Four other items loaded 0.6 or
higher (See table § ) The three items with heaviest loadings on the second
factor were shops (0.65) entertainments (0.54) and buses and trains (0.54)
clogely followed by parks (0.47) snd schools (0.44) The third factor has only
two items with subatantial loadings, proximity to friends (0.72) and to family
(0.59). (See fis. 7)

The highest correlations between district satisfaction and item-satisfaction were
for "sort of people' (0.68) and "genersl appesrance” (0.67); the lowest were
"being near your family' and “shops' (0.29) and "buses and trains" (0.23). The
highest satisfaction ratings were for "sort of people" (7.6) and "scheols" (7.5)
and the lowest for entertainments (5.8) and traffic (5.5). Again there was no
difference in mean satisfection between men and women, but there were differences
between age and pocial class groups. However more women than men say they are
completely satisfied with their local districte at all age and clase levels.

(See table 5 ).



Pe tions and realities of envirormental quality

All the world over, buried in battered boxen, conaigned to cluttered
cupboards, or deep in darkensd drawers, lia half-forgotten files atored for
superannuation by once bright-eyed youth, each grand title proclaiming some
cherished research idea, fancy and fact in various mixture, condemned to Simyphean
ahuttle between repository and 'pending" tray: dried seeds await the gerainating
rain and ripening sun: the latent made manifest.

Such a dream, sparing of effort, bountiful in harvest, im to ensure that
all survey interviews are coded by emall -geographical location so that pEychological
and subjective measures can be mapped in epace and treated just like other data.
Perhaps in some future Utopia we may standardize to 100-metre grid locations, but
more practicable goale can be set by using the voting wards of local authorities.

An advantage of this is that in thoss areas where government and local
authorities collect and publish statistics at ward level, every survey is immediately
open to enrichment by the additien of known data about the locality in which it
tock place. Moreover, it also enriches the stock of data on wards themmpelves which
can then become units of analysis. Isplications for social pelicy formulation and
menitoring are enormous. Localized social indicators have already been submitted
to regression analysis to determine the rate-equalization for the Greater Londen
Boroughs. We therefore seizmed with alncrity the opportunity of desimming into the
Sunderland survey, with the enthusiastic cooperation of the Ehnderliﬁi*?ﬂ?ng
Department, the collection of ceneus =nd other statistics available st ward-leval.
For the 1973 national study we have no hard data as ¥et on the districts in which
the interviews tock place. The enly possible exception im the total length of
residence by respondents in the dietricts they now live in, and this shows the
expested (strong) positive relationship with overall digtrict eatisfaction. It i=
only when we turn to the Sunderland study that we snter the Aladdin's cave of hard
local district data againet which to check the mirvey data. Whilat there is a
problem that wards tend to be quite large in area and that we have no smaller
sub-divisions for which data are available, it is encouraging that, even at this
crude level of precimion, the relationships which emerge between hard meamires and
subjective survey responses, though unsurprising, are quite atriking. {EH table lﬂ)

Hard messures which are consistently correlated with eatiafaction ratingnm
are: proportion of housshslds in owner-cccupation, propoertion of households with
access to a car, ¥ of population mged 0-14, % population aged &0 or over. One
mubjective meamire in the dimtriot domain, satiafaction with "parks and similar open
spaces", seems to be ecorrelated with practically all the hard measures. At the time
of writing, the 1571 Census data on social clmes is not available, nor do we have dats
on asreage of green space, mature trees, residential densities, age of dwellinga,
rateable value of dwellings, levels of noise and air-pollution, or traffic-flows. If
and when such data become available, we doubt if any relationships will emerge which
will necessitate rewriting our party political manifestoes.
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Sunderland

The eity of Sunderland, with a population in 1971 of around 220,000 liem on

the north-eant coast of Eaglend. An ancient port, ite major growth occurred

in the secopnd half of the 19th century and was associated overwhelmingly with
shipbuilding in vards along the Hiver Wear sand coal-mining on the East Durham
Coalfield. Thesa two industries still form the backbone of the city's employment
although great efforts have been made over the last half century to diversify
inte other industries aes the 'classical' coal-stesl-ghips economy of the morth
east went into decline.

In mettlemant terma, Sunderland has historieally econsisted of an old urban core
on the south bank of the Wear, added to by peripheral growth and the incorpora=
tion into the municipality of outlying villapges, suburbs and rural areas. This
process reached ite elimax in 1974, when further boundary extension ocourred to
bring the population up to 300,000 when the whole city becams o Metropolitan
Borough of the new Tynme-Wear County.

Sunderland is characterised by large areas of poor-quality housing and by deficient
infragtructure. It is however, famous for ite depth of fierce local feeling,
pagsionate attachment to the locel professional soccer teazs and enthusiaem for
drinking, playing in brase bands, growing vegetables and bresding racing pigeons.
The working-class culture of shipyard and coslmines is still very pervagive.

The total liet of indicators supplied to ue by the Sunderland Programse Planning
Dept. im given in Appendix € . Table {0 shows the mesn satisfaction scores with
'local district' and "town' of those living in warde characterised by high and

low levels of selected indicatore. The groupinge were chosen to yield approximately
equal numbers in categories except where there wae a very long gap in the intervals
in which case the gap was chomsen as a break point.

The lawgest differences in district-satisfaction means are between wards where the
population aged O=k is lesa than &% (7.0) and thome where it im A% or more (£.5)

and between wards where the proportion of houmseholds with access to a car is 3% or
less (7.1) and thoee where it is 41% or higher (B.5). The smallest differences are
registered between wards with differing preportions of single person households and
differing average housshold gizes. We must beware of reading too much inta these
figures gince the geographical area included in the wards will coineide only
crudely with the areas perceived as being "this loeal district".



Evaluation of models

The first model tested on the national dats was a stepwise multiple
regression model using the unrecoded data. This model explained just under
half of the variante for the overall sample. However, en examination of the
domain and overall satisfaction frequency distributions shows that they are
all highly ckewed (pee table 3 ).

Since regressicn models perform best when the varisbles are normal, a
second model wao tried in which all the pcalea were transformed so that the
averall life-matisfaction scale remembled a grouped normal distribution. A
standardized normal distribution was taken and partitioned into eleven ranges
according to the overall life satisfaction frequencies. The mean of each
partition was then taken as the recoded score, and the tranaformstions applied
to all satisfaction mcorem. (See fig. 9)

Although the regression coefficient was only marginally improved, the
correlations were all alec slightly higher and the firat variables to enter the
equation explained the variance more than for model (a). The order in whkich the
variables entered the equation was alse different. Although moat variablea
entered in the same order, some were transposed (finance with health, leisure
with education), but the partiale at equivalent levels were close enough to
reject any assumpiion of qualitative differences between the modelns.

Cverall life-satiefaction

We compared the simplest model (model a) with a muiltiple regression
model using oversll life satisfaction as the dependent variable and two indepen=-
dent sets of predictors - the ten domain satiefaction items and the fifteen
semantic differentinl items:. Four variations of the model wers applied, Owing
to the inclusion of job-satisfaction in the predictors, two of the models are
based on fewer cases. However the results are not significantly affected when
Job-eatinfaction is excluded. A substantial amount of explained variance had
glearly been losat from both sets of predictors.

In spite of the loss in explained variance due to using semantic differen-
tial score as the praﬂictniiiu 6til]l small encugh to justify using it a5 & compo-
aent in a more general model of life satisfaction. This would eliminate the
necensity of including all fifteen semantic differentianl items in sueh a model.
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Explained Number of Number of Loss of
variance CRnen predictors  explained

variance
(%) (%)

1 Multiple regression of overall

1ife satisfaction with the domain

antiafaction itema. LE.3 501 10 =
ia As 1, but excluding job-satis=-

faction §5.3% gr2 g -
2 Simple regression of overall life

satisfaction with the sum of Lo,z 201 10 16

domain satisfactions
=l As 2, but excluding job satie-

faction 8.3 872 9 16
3 Multiple regreasion of overall

life satisfection with the Lé.3 933 15 &

sappntic differential items.
i Simple regression of overall

life satisfaction with the sum 41.9 933 15 9

of pemantic differentinl itema.

Closer examination of the stepwise ocutput of the multiple regression medels
ahowe first, that the aingle item Pgeneral financial situation) is a better
predictor than the simplest model which includes ten items, and second, the three
items, finance, leisure and standard of living, account for 92% of the explained
variance, Similerly, the first three semantic differential items, enjoyable,
miserable, unsuccensful - succeasful, unhappy, happy, account for 02% of the
explained variance.

To summarise, the proportion of variance common to all, or most, of each
set of predictors is large enough to warrant using only the sum of the first three
items as a model, instead of the sum of all items. It i interesting to note that,
on comparisen of the two multiple regresmion models (1 and 3), the memantic
differential items explain as much variation in overall life satiafaction as do
the domain satisfaction items.

Environmental determinants af life-satiefaction

Having examined the regression models using the domain satisfactions ms pre=-
dictors, we then defined three envirenmental demains (houge, district, town)

and compared the models including all domains with medels ucing only the enve
ironpental domains and models using all domains except the environmental ones.
I'nege models wers run on dets frem bath the natiennl and the Surnderlond BUrvOYE
on gasples ipcluding and excluding job satisfastion as o predicicr. Ir all,
twolve multiple repression snal mes were carried out and these aro Fummarised

in table 11,



The proportion of variancﬂjin overall 1ife gztisfaction expladined by sach [EEE}
mwodel (i.e. the multinle & ) is never more than 5O%. The ratios Botween <

three model typea remain conmistent for eamch of the four namples, although Tle
sunderland sample including job satisfaction has noticeable redustions in
explained variances ( for all domains this is 327 compared to 455 and 49%)

In 0ll four samples the beta-wedirhts for the three environiental items are
subatantially reduced when the other domaine are included as predictors, hut
the beta=weights for the non-environmental domains are only marginelly re-
duced when ithe environmental domains are included. This tends :o support the

hypothesds that the non-ernvironmental domaing explein nost of the vori-tian i
i L ATE

everall life sntisfaction by themselves, whereans the environmental items only
sh the intervention of othe

oxplain thies wariation threu + The multi=

ple regrescion co-efficients pive further support te thie, since im nll tle
sanpleas the verisnce explained by the other domains is only marginelly less
than that for all domains, but the variance explained by the enviremmental
dosains alone is only one third of thism.

Ve also caleculated the propertion of variasnce in overall life satisfactiaen
explained by environment domzains sfter controllins for the effect of the
other domains, snd vice-versa. These figures (cce zable 11) clearly demon-

strate the almost nepglirible direct effect of environ-ant op life patisfaction.

Horeover, we see that the proportion of variance explained by the other do-

mains independently of environmental domains varies from 745 to 83%, apain

demopstrating that eneironmental dnmninffii&#%ﬁﬁgigﬂgllx aipnifieant predict-

org fer everall life satisfocticon.

This independence of the enviponmental domains is shown graphicelly in the
plot of the two main factors after rotation for maximum variance (see fig &)
satisfaction with house, leocal district and town lead heavily on the gecond
factor ard are cleoarly separate from the other domaing: gatisfsction with
1ifo az a wheole ia moat heavily loaded on the firat factor and is located

furtheat away from the three environnental domaing.

Models of enviromnmental satisfaction

KMarans and Rodgers (1972) report smalysis of the USA data in which they tested
MCA on three types of predictor of meighhborhood satisfaction. They ahow that
it is the subjective assesszents of neighborhood which are the best predictors
and that person varisbles and locality variables do not have much effect when
theay are included. ¥e thnrurnrqatt out to repeat their aralysis on our data
from Sunderland using the Census data for the local wards and with the advan~
tage that all the data was from a single eity, Ve first reduced an initizl
list of ower 30 predictors by preliminary analyaia to select the beest ones
naing MCA and regreasion. GEince some of tho prodicteora are ordinal and sinee
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FCA nssumes nominal categories, James Jing wrote an extended version (SHIA)
to take ncecoubt of ordered predictors {(see Appendix M and this wes used to

wtelact the diatrict iteam for the model, There im little difference in Lhe
beto-yeichts or in the proporiion of explained variance between the multiple
regresgion and the extended hCA, and the addition ol the two house items
doeg not make any difference to the regressilon,. {(Jee table 12) MHCA was used
on a saslection of permon variableos and thome with beta=welghtn of .10 or
preater were included in the MCA model ol the Iull set of predictors. Census
varisbles were chosen on the basis ol prima-facie relation to district satis-
foctien, The full model included eipght satisafaction ratinges, seven Uensus
variablea and five person varisbles, with distriat satiafaction as the
dependent variable, The IHCA model wns run seven times in all go that the
three se¢ts of predictors could be used geparately and ln all three pdrings
and fimally all three together. The full resulfs are given in table 13,

Apain, as with the larans and ledgers findings, Lthe subjective apsesomentp
of dietrict account for wvastly more variation _%n dictrict matiafoction than
do Qensus or person variasbles., The multiple B- for the district items is

« 0 on their own, and rising insignificantly to .61 with the addition of
either Conaus or person items, and to .02 with all three together. Cenauc

and person diteme on their own each have .12 and tegether they havo .20 .

Che highest beta-weights are for "sort of people" and for “gensral sppearance”
(38 and 30) fellowed by "wiew frem your windows" (.18) o of households with
accogs to a car {.16) and "freedom firom crime" (,15). \e appreciate that

the more generally worded phrages aro the best predictors, bul it doos lock

as theugh policy mekera will have to take account of subjective assessments

of environment as perceived by thoge who live din it, sinee it iz likely that

even the "besgt" envircncents they devisge nmay pot oeet with the approval of
e ar——

the people, espocinlly if they perceive the other inhabitants ns unsutisfactory.

Lrilorus

It will be evident to the reader that this paper has been assembled in sone=
““in~ of a hurry.(1lt hes even been typed on itwo dilferent type=writers by

two different people) This is an ogcupational hemzard in survey research; wheb
napars are often promised before the data is ewn in from the Tield, usually
by acrecne other than the eventual authers. Ve could have siven o :melu LEn=
eriptive acaount of the work bedng done ot the Survey Unit on pubjective
sociol indicators, but we tried to stick to the "Environment” specified in the
senndon title and to gomething like a decent accounting for varistion in our
dovendent variables. HWe would be grateful for sny feedback on the 4nviren=-

Fentnl ar indqﬁﬂ;ny other aspect af the work.



Table 1 Suspapy of lebal mcapurep of wellebedns
(o) () [(e) (a)Ce) (£ |(g) (n) (L)
rd I- - - - :ll' - l-\_I' -
A 7 T9|T527T |77 13 | T 18| %6
iy
Ven 15 16|12 18] 18 2]l 0 18] 5
Womnen 1 22| 1% 23] 1% M|l 1M 21] 6
hpn f
17-20 1% 15117 22| 12 12| & 18| =
3 0 wlidy 15 15015 12| 19 12113 20| &
55-59 7 191 19 17 13|10 16| &
£0 or over 15 27|13 29| 21 29|11 18| &
clape af [1H or CE
Al 1M 221 0 2% 36 5] 3 34| tr
1 M 13| 9 20| =21 191 B 18| %
o2 16 23|10 221 15 14| 7 6| &
] 29 15|19 17| 8 6|15 13| &
P 30 32|32 24| 10 19|31 12| 15
JEnuTe &
Cnene 1% 25 7 27 2% i 22
lortgagped o 18} & 22|21 12 22
Council vent (25 1|22 17| 10 16 1%
ther 17 13|12 38| 16 14 16
Dwallins types
Detacasd a 25 e 25| 30 4 27
Seai~detral-f[16 21|12 22| 16 1E 20
Jerraced 19 15|16 17} 15 16 12
Flat/Higette (22 1 9 221 13 M 16

o goluspgd

L B e B T W W A B B i o B o, I B !
o N, e I oS B O3
B B o B B P B B R B B P B R R R R
-
L=

al

(UK tUrban:1975)
Cad6k) (1) (e)
k21 "9 25 1%
7l B 20 14
471 9 30 12
k21 10 22 g
by &6 20 9
¥1] 9 23 13
411 10 3 20
60| 10 27 15
ho| 5 23 10
4gl 12 2 13
23| 7 23 13
33| 9 25 18
LE [ 11 32 16
e | 7 2 12
3| 9 24 10
3|11 2
5 |10 2 15
45 | 9 26 13
w | 8 23 12
% | 8 2 1

o not satisfied with 1ife now {(0=5)
ogodpleately satisfied with 1ife now [(10)

« sgoring low on semantic differential (15-59)

o ggopring high on gemantie differentisl (D5=105)
. seoring low on anocy ccale (6=14)

.+ seording high on ancmy scale (21-30)
i« mot dodng too well
f dolng very well

~ feeling not too happy
w fealinp very happy
= with s wvery great deal of chodoe and eontrel over life (10)
« npot wishing to change present life at all (0}
w not at all worried

G466

Lha
sl

2l
230
231
263

205

[y
b
(RN ]

[KB: For clarity and elmplicity, in thin I.nd all mubpequent tables; all
coefficients have been given to 2 msignificant figures and decimal

pointe omitted]
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Lulé %a  sewantie differontiml: Mesn pube=ncale ge )

mitm mpm ol oleven affective items: range 7=77

Comstraint = sum af other four items: range 7=28
SUNDERLAND UK
iffect Constraint T Affect Constraint N
A11 56 19 770 57 19 066
ipe croup:
17-25 56 18 154 58 1 259
Z0=4d 58 19 188 57 14 230
45-59 25 19 210 56 19 251
0 or over 55 21 217 56 22 26%
Se¥d
Kale 57 18 %38 57 19 Liz
Jemale g b 19 452 57 19 52k
Social clsge of EH or CWE
AS 63 21 50 61 20 146
= 59 19 126 58 19 205
ca 56 19 220 58 19 29
h) 55 19 19% b 19 232
z 51 18 97 La 20 83
Tenmipre &
Owned outright 57 21 100 59 22 202
Mortgaged &0 20 142 60 18 287
Hented from councll Gle 19 437 =4 18 325
Other 56 19 91 56 1% 152
Glebal Deasuras:
Jery happy 62 21 317 63 21 Loy
Fairly happy 53 18 413 4 18 504
Yot too happy 39 145 4] 36 1k LO
Doing very well £4 21 17 Gl 22 173
Doing fairly well 57 20 522 57 19 690
lot deing too well Ly 16 131 42 15 103
Comnletely satisfied (10) &4 22 157 &6 a2 181
(9 63 21 79 63 21 128
(8) 58 20 187 29 20 235
(7} 55 19 131 55 18 159
(&) 51 17 Th 50 17 Th
Expctly halfway (5) 47 16 99 &5 16 121

Dinmatiafied {o=b) 38 15 43 33 11 35



Tnlile % Sunimary of domain staisfaction ratinges (UK 1 Urbans1973)

trlliutiorns;

Scale point o 1 2 3 & 5 6 7 & 9 W !
lompin e T B & W =N r] v fa i
ROUSE 2 tr 1 2 2 1 5 10 25 15 2B %51
DISTHICT 3 1 2 2 3 @ 7 12320 1% 28 560
TOWH 1 1 2 2 3 9 & 1w 2 11 32 956
DEMOBRACY 1 ¢ 1 2 & 2% 12 1% 25 8 9 50
JO3 tr tr tr 1 tr 7 & 13 22 20 32 550
LE I8 UNE 1 tr 1 2 3 1% 9 14 22 12 22 912
5T.of LIVING 1 t¢ 1 2 3 12 9 16 26 12 19 956
FINALOIAL 51T, 2 1 3 bk 5 17 13 15 17 11 12 96
STATE OF HEALTH 2 1 2 2 3 13 & 9 19 15 N 950
EDUCALION 2 1 % 2 5 19 12 M 20 { % hib
UGVERALL LIFE NOW tr tr 1 2 1 13 8 17 &5 W 1 953
Liher sustmary inth raction:

(a) (&) (c) (a) (o) (£} (g) (h) (1) (1) (k) (1) (m)
LCUSE 7 28 7.8 2.2 35 29 =19 28 50 0504 3 O
JLSTRICT 11 28 7.5 2.5 27 24 =22 12 81 06 O3 i 2%
MO L 3 32 78 245 31 25 =46 22 57 08 =01 not maked
D HOSRAGY 9 96,7 2,0 22 18 =27 23 23 07 O 3 14
JOB 2 32 8.31.8 46 33 -13 49 22 186 20 13 6
LEIsURE 7 22 7.5 2.1 41 L4z =22 50 27 05 18 2 21
57, OF LIVL:G 7 19 7. 2.0 56 45 =28 67 3 32 16 12 tr
FIUALSLLL SIT, 15 12 6.6 244 51 4 28 62 24 15 1% 10 2
STATE OF EEALTH 10 %1 T.7 24 35 36 =12 39 05 16 15 48 1
EDUCATION 17 W 6.7 2.3 34 29 -21 1 1% 0B 07 1 26

CVERALL LIFE NOW b 10 Tebh 149 == 05 =29 75 22 == == == ==

ey to .coluzns: )} % disgatisfied (0=4;

) % Corplately auliafisl (10)

) Hean gatisfaction rating

) Gtandard deviation of (g)

) Correlation with overall life satisfaction

) Corrolation with senantic differentinl score

) Correlation with snony score

) Rotated factor loading: factor 1 {(Varinsx)

) Rotated factor loadings factor 2 (Varimax)

) Leta=welirhts regreseing life spainst doaains (listwine deletion)
) Beta=welshts regressing SDSCOAE apaingt domaing,
) % giving as most Auportant for life=satipfaction
) % givins os least ivportant for life-satisfaction

tr = trace (ie. 0.05 or leas)
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(a) (1) (e} (a) (ed|(£) () (n) (4]

siiehen 20 27 6.7 3.0 b7 59 19 14
0. of roons 0 52 0.3 2,481 40 25 18
heep warm 12 32 7.1°2.9 45 61 25 08
keep clean G b1 Ba 2.2 %2 b 25 09 ]
dathe/showers 11 51 8.1 2.9 47 5. 20 15 8
free froo nodse 19 32 7.05.17 38 26 LB o8 &
Froe frow damp 12 33 7.3 2.9 49 53 35 16 5
View fro- windows 19 28 6,7 3.1 86 29 58 15 &4
Frivacy 10 ko 7.92.6 1 18 68 o7 B8
Comt 19 25 6.6 5.0 34 24 29 14
OVZiU.LL HOUSE 7 28 7.0 2.2 == 03 18 ==

8y o eoluans:
(8} & Qlcpatinfied (O<h)
(b} & coznplecoly satislied (10)
le) iean satisfaction ratinca
(d) Standard deviction of (eg)
(e) Correlation with overall house autisfaction
(f) wotated focter loadinge: factor 1 (Varimax)

(s) Rototed factor leadinss: faster

(i) Jeta-wedglhts repressing heuse on house itams,
(&) & giving ma most important for houss satisfzction,

faalc ¥ satigfagtion with smenity by availability

setdsfaction with: availabiliiy il splang
x
Litehen dharead 4.8
dot mhiarsd B8
ke of roons 1 Sodroom 7
2 be'lrooms Tl
% bedroous Be7
Y or mors 9.1
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in winter o central heatins e
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Table 8

JFH 12.7.74

Mean overall satisfaction with house by houplng conditions.

Baaic amenity

Bath or shower

Iﬂ !idﬂ H l{: -

Separate kitchen

Garden

Garage

Humber of bedrooma

Central heating

Tenura

Dwelling type

None or shared
Exelumiva

Hene or aharsd
Excelumive

Noae or shared
Exclusive

Ho
Yes

No
Yen

Cne

Two
Thres

Four or more

Yen
Nao

Owmed=cutright
Mortgaged
Counaoil rent
Othar

Detached
Seml-detached
Terrmosd
Flat/Maisonette

Sunderland

Mean L

5.5 58
7.8 673
6.2 6
7.8 68k
b2 14
Ta7 Pk
7.0 154
7«9 S66
?.h‘ EEE
8.2 198
7.0 70
7ol 284
7.9 356
B.2 50
8.1 3
7.3 L&D
8.8 a9
8.2 1449
7ol L33
B.5 88
77 1
7.9 355
7.8 287
G.b 108

UK

Mean

6.3
6.0

6.6
7.9

7.8

6.8
B.0

B0

B.0

7.8
7.9

Buh
Tl

8.7
8.2
Te2
7.1

8.7
8.1
7ol
7.0

93
867

113
Bls

917

148
811

2he

538
103

397

201
286

323
151

e LT

162






