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-i.l‘ﬂAn Introductioh to the Nature of Houeing Concepts .. , ~=

CHAPTER 1L 1 .=

-. INTRODUCTION =

n

The primary aimLof tﬁis.theSis is co ﬁSe Kelly's . Fc:‘
personal construct theory (Kelly,.1955) and multldlmens;onal
scalzng technlques (MDS)/to elicit .the nature of the: subjectrve
concegts people use t valuate, and hence choose between.'
alfernatiweuurbao dwellings. 'As such, the‘study?is a'

. o Y . ) . .
contributgon to the ef o;é currently being given in geography

‘and the social sciences t¢ understanding housing choice

[

behaviour, as a means/ult tely, of describing and‘explainihg

urban,population‘and residential patterns and processes.

b

Dating fr the public tion of Rossi's pioneering

study in 1955, res

L]

rch on housi g choice at the level of

the individual de ision-maker haf been dominated by a single

.approach; emplrlc 1l research based on’ the use of structqred

questionnaires wHich are designed to test the relatxve
importance in chaice of pre-selected attributes of the
resmdentlal enviro ents and characteristics of movers.
As wil be seen in Chapter II, 1t is becomlng
increasxngly evxdent that contrnued relzance on thls one .

approach no- matter how comprehensxve ihe surveys, w111 not'

-3
1S

‘. i .'\‘ - l M : N . T
/ o - ‘



R lead to major new 1ns;ghts xnto cholce behavrour, srmply

e

o . . - L. <o 2. - ) - . .
- 7-':.- . P ST "._,"' .-__,,.

*'because there is strll rnsufflc1ent understandlng of the ;1 .:_:_'f.

: nature or deflnltlon of the concepts people use to thlnk

f -'l L .ru .-

.about hous;ng /,Thrs lack of understandlng is demonstrated

in. the ln.terature by the’ amb:.gnlta.es of terms such as " @

'nelghbourhood, apd the confusron over. what is a physzcal

'.attrlbute of housrng and what is a subjectlve or cognrtlve .S

reference. The former descrlbes the objectlve nature of
housing and the latter, the terms in whrch housrng is thought
about. The contlnued use of structured questronnarres whrch
assume afknowledge‘of'the subjectlve concepts used by the
respondents on the basis of the researchers own ;_p;;g;;

L]

defrnrtron, or on the basfs of physrcal referents. srmply

. perpef’ates the confusron.

A brlef flurry of excltement was caused in the
1960'5 and early 19?0'5 by the development of a conceptual
approach offered by Wolpert (1965, 1966) , Brown and Noore (1970)
and Demko and , Brlggs (1970). Thls,however, rs not an .
alternatlve to empirical research and has since faltered as.
researchers face ignorance ‘of the nature of ‘most housing
concep}s and are unable to Operatlonalrze and further develop

1

their models.
i
' . In recent years there has been growrng recognrtlon
\

of the need for a retreat to indhct;ve exploratory research

as a means of 1dentifying the nature of'houslng concepts more

| rellably, a movement most obv;ously inltlated by the publlcatzon



' Of Peterson 'S (1967) study-of preferences in res;dentzal

'r."
\ . -

[env;ronments. Nonetheless, studles of ‘the exploratory type

'.'!“- ) whlch have been puhlxshed to date, as yet offer only a

-

piecemeal vlew of :the whole plcture,-31nce ‘they temnd to
- coﬁcehtrafe on a pa:ticeiaf espect-of-ﬁhe;enﬁifbnmeht,»
'-eﬁploy'ah unusual’sample, or-alheak oesign.‘ The Study by
Sanoff (1973) is a case in point, being based on a sample
. .7 of school-chlldren‘and‘the use of display photographs which
| prohibih-exahinacion of anything but the dweliiné structure.-
The need for a more camprehensive inductive and |
egplorecory study into the/nature of housing concepts used

— N xnd1v1dual choice behaviour 1nsp1red this thes:.s.2 In it,

-_,.\

“various ‘psychological procedures are utilized in a survey

design to obtain and analyze data on the definition of the

subjective attributes or concepts which people use in
mparing and evaluating alternative residences. The
questio ires provide a simultaneous opportunity to gain

insight into the relati rtance of these concepts and

.

group dlfferences in their use.

infﬁhe form of weil—grounded'hypotheses on the nature;
importence-agd use of housing concepts. ‘
The major objective of the thesis is to clarify
the nature, of .concepts used to think about;housing. As
already mentioned, subjecfive_concepts are only one of two

v/. ’

1l

._‘_‘\ .



T

_ of subjective concepts have been identified.

Y LV
It

r

ways to descrlbe residentlal attrlhutes,‘the other way

- belng in physxcal or objectlve terms , The empha51s g;ven
to subjectlve concepts 1n the the51s reflects the cho;ce of

ra behav10urallst1c or cognlt;ve approach to behav;our over a

behavzourlstzc framework.3 R . s ' :/_

Under the determlnrstlc framework of a behav1ourlst1c

model, cho;ce is a direét functlon of the phy51cal env;ronment,
and hence hou51ng is descrlbed in terms of phys;cal referents
which can be objectlvely deflned.; This is the approach taken in
the normative models relatlng £o housing ch01ce whlch are”
reviewed brlefly'ln Chapter I1I. Conversely, in the cognltlve
model used 'in the thesis, choice is a probablistic function of
the phys;cal env1ronment since, mental statgs such as bellefs

and attitudes, and’ processes like cognition and evaluatlon

_are presumed to mediate between the environment and behaVLour.

Choice is then a function first, of housing attributes which’
are‘suhjeqmlvely defined by the dec151on-maker according to
hls/her personal knowledge and lnterpretatlon of housing. It 3
is believed that the identity and role of objective referxents

in choice will be comprehensible only after the major types

Given the ease with which data based on subjective
lnformatlon, can degenerate lnto amblguous results, it is-
essentlal lf the objectlve of concept clarzflcatlon is to be

achleved, to deflne exp11c1tly what is, understood by the nature



thesisieach'COncept js defined

by, and measured in terms of' Sl 3 ‘._'."’ S ,r{ :

.

of hou51ng concepts.‘ In thls

'l) the qerbal labels used gp descrlbe the concept ;
. and the meanlngs commonly understood by these |
'words (with care to recognlze the problems L
of value transference thls may rnvolve). | A
2).'together wrth any addltlonal connotatlons
‘denoted by 2 demonstrated relatlonshlp
between the concept and other concepts.
;This is lmportant since the extent to which a given
label; such as lot s;ze 1mp11es somethlng ‘about. other
housing attrrputes has lmplications for determining the

exact meaning é% concepts, for aggregatlng them in lists of

greater or lesser specxfxc;ty, and for describing alternat;ve

housrng_cho;ce sets. At least ;our factors suggest such

.cognitive associations exist. These are the large and complex

set of housing attributes whlch can be 1dent1f1ed lntultlvely,-

the recognized correlation of manymVarlables in the housing
market, the inability of people to comprehend more than a
1imited number of varlables at one tlme (Miller, 1956), and

the recognition of cognitive assocratlon in the psychologlcal

literature.

A rider is added to this definition of concepts in
the thesis to make analysis easrer. It is assumed throughout
.the thesis that, although concepts are strictly psychologclal

var;ables unlque to 1nd1v1duals, it 15 posslble to ‘jdentify

T R A%

A

i
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‘only used by many people. The ‘T,f

. 'generallza‘lons alloéed by thzs assumptlpn are\potentlally

- '_usefui 1n“d entify ng concepts used by groupg/of people, and"e'
‘Vfor deflnlng og ing ch01ce sets.j 0bv1ously, however, the. . |
eadoptlon of su an assumptlon 51desteps -the 'ruc1a1 problems-A

' of aggregat;op w Lch have never. been adequ'tely resolved 1n
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1.2 ;f . p Arms and,Emphases of the Thes;s\\,F //f
] | , - . . b - . . . .) ) ;‘;
o : - " The stndy is focussed on three of the fundamental RIS
. . : ~— X

elements of housang cho;ce behavaour, all of whach must be

- -

clarlfled before the process‘can “Be understoda the conceptual
models of behavioural geographers operatlonallzed,.or a . Y
a4 strong behav;oural t%eory developed., .The three areas
r earcned are:l ’
| .l). the nature of concepts used in the cognition

N and evaluation of housing; i

2) their relative importance; and

- Ra - 3) grghp and individual differences in cognition
-"*\ :
and evaluation.. ", -
_) The major emphas,:?s in the thesa.s is éwen to the

‘flrst problem, the deflnltlon of the nature of hou51ng concepts.
These are the criteria by whlch a choace of dwelling is

made and, as such, a valid and reliable definition of tne
concepts i ssential for the operatlonallzatlo? of the //
conceptuals;Zdels of ch01ce which are reviewed in’ Chapter II.
MoreoveEJ such a deflnltlon of concepts would provide a

strong basis for future empirical work‘ained at refining the
definitions, assessing the'reiative-importance of individual

concepts in cho;ce, or 1n asse551ng their relXationship w1th

objectlve descriptions of housrng. The confused plcture

\resently exists in all these areas is aggravated by

* the w1despread use of structured questlonnalres which presume



.of thls ‘situation 1n the followlng Chapterj

—'-i-a rlgorous def;nltlon of houSLng coﬁéipts: IMore is. sa;d

—
-~
-

.Research on._ the nature of hou51ng concepts prov1des

.a‘convenlent\eppoftunlty for examlning the relatzve 1mportance
"of - concepts in determlnlng how Spelelc vacanc1es are flrst .

-understood (cognltlon) and then evaIueted, and finally for

1dent1fy1ng populatlon subgroupéahomogeneous with respect to

housing choice processes. These then, are secondary concerns.

In all Chapters, additional attentlon,ls paid to

problematlc are\ in past research Wthh ‘are 1dent1f1ed in
the reﬁiew in the followxng Chapter. Special consideratdion
is given. to the natur%TQf locatlon, to the importance of.
acce551b111ty to work, and to ‘the influence of 11fec;%le

stage, so —-economic status andema;effemale_dlfferences. -

\

~
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- As the revzew in Chapter II demonstrates, our

present knowledge of housmng ch01ce is only weakly developed

andfdeductlve approaches have not been fru1tful for behav;oural

-

research in this area as yet. A major contentlon of this

-

‘thesis, is that this situation is due, in part, to a lack of

‘the type of exploratory inductive research needed to provide

sufficient 1n51ght for the development of well-grounded -
hypotheses and deductive reasoning. slmllar arguments are
made for behavioural geography as a whole by Harrlson and
Sarre (1971) and for other social disciplines by Bass {1974)
and Glaser and Strauss (1967) . g

In‘this thesis, an inductivé,'ékploratory design
is utilized with the intent, not of testing, but of generating,
well—grounded hy;§theses,

Information on the nature and importance of housing
concepts is sought from the responses of two groups of forty
persons who answered either of two main questionnaire formats.
The results, as hypotheses, are llsted at the//oncluSLOn of .
Chapters VI, VII, and VIII and are summarized in the final
chapter. |

- By taking an inductive approach, the thesis, like
many behavioural studles, runs counter to the more popular
phllosphles and methodologies. of geography.- This is evxdent

for example,.in the fact that in an inductive deslgn, the
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'fserehdipicousfrééulti&afnas much'credence-as'the ekpected-'

tb

somethlng whlch Merton (1948) $aw-as essentlal to the develop- o
P - .

ment of SC1ence, but which is not obv;ously accepted in much

recent geography. A second example of rhe dlfference lles“;l.;

1n the llberal use of psycholog;cal concepts and technlques,-

wh1Ch in this thesis lnclude Kelly s (1955) personal construct .

_theofy and three multzdrmensmonal scallng models. :
\ ' The_adoptlon of an inductive approach, however,

should not be taken to mean that this is considered tc be

more Qalid; iq“any sense, than a deductive study. Following

Fe;erbrahd*IIQSB) it is seen only as an alternative and

equally valid means of obtaining insight into a problem area

and cone which has been neglected in residential choice

€

studies in the past.

Noxr does the use of an inductive methodology

: preclude the use™of theory. Kelly's personal construct
theory and the MDS models contain explicit and implicit
conceptualizations of behaviour.' In Chapter III these

are combined within a single conceptualization of housing e

choice behaviour. The adoption of an explicit conceptualization
~ is considered crucxal to behavioural research since its omission

risks the t§;e of methodologlcal anarchy discussed by

Burnett f1975), Downs fl&ngi and Harman and Betak (1975)

which has plagued behavioural geography\iéxphe past and has
. R The——

S

led to difficulties in interpreting measurements and comparihg

results.



1.4 o 'd3Chapter'0utline

Backgroun& materlal for the study lS presented d
in-the followlng three Chapters. These dlscuss, in turn,‘“'
evidence for the need for 1nduct1ve researeh on - the nature
 of Jhousing concepts in a review of the literature (Chapter II);
the conceptualization (Chapter III),'and the déﬁiph itself. -
(Chapter Iv). | |

- The first of the chapters reporting results,

f -

.4

Chapters Vv and VI, ‘are wholly concerned with the .nature
of housing concepts. A classification of coﬁcept types
is developed in Chapter V on the ‘basis of commonly used
verbal 1§bels. The concept groups are tested for wﬁtﬂln -
sample reliability in Chapter VI by means of observed
regularities in concept, associations. The same data )
provide information oﬁithe exactness of concept definitions
~and cOncept relations. The results are summarired as a sefies
of hypotheSes on the nature of concepts used in housing
choice at the end of Chapter VI.

Chapters VII and‘;III respectively, are devoted
to the two secondary concerns; the importance of individual
concepts in choice, and the nature of individual and group
dlfferences in resrdentlal cognition and evaluatlon,
Consistent with the intention of looking closely at problem
areas, the lmportance of acce351b111ty is stressed in Chapter VII,

while life cycle Stage, socio-economic status and sex dlfferences :

are dlscussed in Chapter VIII.
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whmch llStS the major flndlngs and attempts to discuss

D

thelr lmpllcatlons in terms of past emp1r1ca1 reQEarch,

and-theoretlcal concepts. . . o ST
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Throughout the thesrs the. terms- .zoﬁcepts . .
) 'subjectlve or. cogn;tlve attributes"™ are used.rnterchangeably
- = to refer to, the ways in which 1nd1v1duals mentally organize
. information about housing. ‘Concept:'is the ‘term frequently
.uséd for this purpose in.coding theory- in* psychology.
Chapter- II with the introduction of personal construcjr
the term "personal sdnstruct™ becomes a fourth altern

theory,-
tive. _
' These terms distinguish attributes which-are-subjectively T
'~ defined . from housing attributes deflned by thélr object;ve S
“or phy31cal referehts. IR
e "+ -Since many of the terms used in ‘this thesis are e
' derlxed from psychclogy and are not commonly known to.
qeographers, a glossary has been appenpded. . Terms defined
‘in the glossary'’ are.underllned the - farst time} they appear
in the text. , . _ - :lﬁr

: 2‘I‘he need for research.on concepts lS’ﬁOt pecullar
“to- tbe problem of housing choice. 'The need in .consumer
behaviour research. for example, is discussed by Downs (1969}
-+ and Hudson (1974) _ \

3The two approaches are the behaV1oural,m
%ognltrve‘or -organismic (0). and the behaviouristic or stlmulus-
response*epproach (SR). In psychology see for example, '
.Chaplin and Krawieg (1968) and in geography, the.discussion

. by Downs (1970) ~in behavioural geography the cognitive
‘approach has been widely adopted. It clearly underlies
the conceptualizations of Downs (1970), Golledge (1970),-

and others. Psychological sources quoted in geographic _
literature, and derived concepts are frequently more cognltlve N
than behaviocuristic; for example, the "life space™ notions N
of Lewin (1936), influenced Wolpert (1965)-. Hudson (1970),
reviews cognitive influences.in learning in geography.

. Kelly's (l?SS), Perfonal Construct Theory is diffusing
through the field{Hudson, 1970; Downs and Horsfall, 1971;
Demko, 1971; Sllzer, 1972; Lundeen, 1972) .. The prollferation
of terms like "cognitive maps” and "awareness space"” is
symptomatic of the same trend. So is the use and definition
of the term .perceptlon to cover cognitive elements as
defined for instance by Gibson: (1950) and Arnheim (1969). B
The cognitive stance in geography is expllcxtly recognrsed
by Gale (1372p)and. ‘by those who use the term cogn1t1Ve
behavioural geography (Harvey, 1969). _ . : ¥

ey . . ._" v .
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' CHAPTER II

i}; " LITERATURE REVIEW

 This Chapter p#ovidee the.mejer justificationv

for the research undertaken in this thesis”by reviewing.wha;

iittle-is-keown on-the'nature of housing concepts”ahéefseir

relatlve lmportance in cholce. The'discussion is oréanized

around five major approaches ldentlfled as relatlng -£0 the.

ana1y515 ‘of 'residential sxte select;on.l- These are:

1. the conceptuallzatlons of béﬁav1oura1

-geographers like Brown and Moore (1970}, °

Demko and Briggs (1970) and Gale (1972a,1973);

2. survey-stndies of people-&nvolved'in housing
choicé such as those of Butler gg_g;. (1969),
Hempel (1970) and Rossi (1955),

3. the moxe recent studies of behaviour in

‘_res;dential env;ronments characterized par-

y .ticulafly‘by the work~of Peterson (see for

example, Peterson, 1967);
~ry

4. the models of urban ecologlsts and social
area analysts, reviewved by.Bexry {1971),
Murdie (1969), Senior (1973), and Shevky and
Bell (1955); and | 7

/\.



.53 the norgatlve models of land rent and
populat;on dlsﬁrzbutzon of whlck Alonso 8 . ; -
(1965) is a protetype L o

- : ‘In terms of thelr smgnlfzcance for understandlng -

.the’ﬁehavloural‘bases of houszng-cho:ce, stud;es-ln the fetrthf

and fifth categories, need be dlscussed only brlefly.

' The urban ecolog;sts made. a major contrlbutlon

. culmanatlng in the work of the factorial ecologlsts, by [

'demonagfatlng the regularlty with wh;ch households with f

'81m;1ar socio-economic status, life cycle stage and ethn;c;ty

locate ln the city. However, the studies have had 11m1ted

- _Buccess in getting beybnd deScriptions at.an aggregate level.

Slgnlfxcant advances have also ‘been made in the
development of the normative popula.tlon density, rent and
planning models. Examples are models such as, Alonso s (196£’H\
wh;ch stipulates resrdentlal location to be a tradeoff

between price, sgace and accessibility eonsiderations, and

"models like those of Kain (1962) and Herbert and Stevens (1960)

which disaggregate the population in terms.of life cycle

stage and/ox éocio—economie status. The main impact of the

normative models on tHe research into hotsing behaviour‘ﬁas

been their influence on the thlnkxng of geographers, notably

in regard to the_amportance of_access;bilzty to work. The

postulated importance of accese_to‘work.atrthe level of

in&ividual behaviour in residéntial‘choice howeVer,‘has been

strongly,challenged'Sy.Sutler et al. (1969), CaﬁtaAESe (1971),

«
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Lansing (1966) \Ro/ssa. (1955), ‘and Stegman (1959). A
| " In terms of provrding inSight.into indiVidual -

b houSing choice processes, the ecological and normative .
approaches are both limited by theif definition of houSing'

'uttributes as objective not cognitive referents, and by the
use of aggregate ‘Dot lnlelduallSt1quata. Harvey (19€8)

‘and de Long (1973) and Robinson (1950), all: argue that pro-
cesses operative at aggregate and indiVidual levels are not
necessarily comparable. Moreg#e;: as shown in the example of
acoessibility,'there are indications that the postulates of
the normative models may contain a confusing mixture of
fact and fiction in regard to individual choice behaviour‘

‘which must be unravelled if the relationship between research

atdiffeﬁpnt levels is t0 be clarified.

The first three approaches‘to housing choice ,
which are discussed in the following sections, are generally
more sensitive to the indiviéualistic nature of residential

* decision-making. .

-

y :
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‘1I.Z . The Nature: Importance of .. . et

Concepts ineﬂou51 g Choice:~ A Review
The theoret;cal notloné lntroduced 1n.behav1oural

conceptuallzatlons are dlscussed flrst, where it is shown

that even in conceptual terms, the deflnltlon of housing

concepts has not been well estabiished:_ Empiricel evidence

onlthe ﬁatﬁre-and importance'df concepts is consideted in

two subsec ions; one outllnlng the rather confused picture

which haé emerged from questlongalre surveys, while the second

is a brief review of the results from recent studies. of

preferences and behaviour in residential environments.

I1.2.1 Behaviocural Conceptualizations

The paradlgms of héusing choice recently authored
by a2 number of behavioural geographers are the most prec1se
attempts at a theoretical level to-deflne the nature and
rolé of concepts in housing choice. -

Choice as seen to be madexsb the basis of a o
relative subjective evaluation of. each/alternatlve dwelllng‘
Wolpert (1965) uses the term “place utlllty to express this
notion. The place utility of each alternative 1s determined
by the combination of its *scores"™ on each housing concept
useﬁ in evaluation.  In the Brown and Moore model (1970),

the nature and importance of the concepts is represented by

a complex notion - - the “aspiration.region' - - although in



-t "'

4‘1'.,,_"

N

a subsequent revxew, Moore (1972) prefers not to use the

asplratlon regxon, but szmply to call the concepts
In fhe Demko and Brlggs model {1970)

evaluatlon crlterla .
the concepts and the dwelllng s score on each concept defznes

-

the "Vector of attribute values whlch 15 the bas;s for a

subsequent choxce.. E
In all these models, theusubjectlve attrlbutes

or concepts are apparently seen as being explmc*tly deflned
‘A recent paper by Flowerdew (1973),

and mutually independent.
tentatively explores some of the implications for a behavioural

model of attribute interdependence, an aspect which is explored
The models of Brown and Moore

in Chapter VI of this study
(1970), and Demko and Briggs (1970}, also imply that housing

concepts bear a one to one relationship with physical counter-

The validity of this position is questioned ih an

parts. The
argument by Gale (1§72b) who postulates that many of the
concepts relevant to behaviour represent overlapping, ambiguous
which may be neither discretelp nor.expltcitly

or "fuzzy sets”
It is only one step from this to the conclusion

defined.
that a single,apparently simple physical attribute of housing,

r
suclr as lot size, may be mentally represented by a complex,
even imprecise concept, or conversely,

multi-dimensional,
that what appear to be separate physical attributes may be

combined in a single concept.

-



Gale S . own model of housmng cho;ce is outllned inr

the-K model of res;dentlal moblllty,- (01$son and Gale,_ 968}.
rhe\\kgg} is, 1n effect, a multl—way contlngency table

which matches a number of populatlon subgroups Wlth urban
hogsxng submarkets or chplce.sets. The successful 1mplementatlon
of"Galé;s model and thoSejp:éviously'ogtl}ned, and their _ )
abiiit} to' provige insight into the behaviocural bases OF
relocation, depends on some means of'classifyipg‘populaﬁion

subgroups and housing choice .sets along lines'which-are

meaningful in choice problems.3

@

I1.2.2 _ Empirical Research

Extensive qﬁestionnaire sﬁrveys.investigating
housing preferences and/ér satisfaction have been conducted
by Butler et al. (1969), Hempel (1970), Lansing et al. (1964,
1966) and Rossi (1955), among others. ﬁhi each of these
studies has made important contributions t:jthe.definition
of residential attributes, it has proved very difficulg to
derive from them'a_single verified and well'aefined description
of the nature and meaning of housing. The difficulties are
especially evident in revﬁews by Simmons (1968), and Schorrxr
(1966). A major reason for the general paucity of céncebts
.lies in the incomparability of most studies. This, in turn,
jg related to-the fact that the surveys are not explicitly
- concerned with exploring cognitive meaniﬁg and, in fact, use
‘techniques whicﬁ militate against-thiél |
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In 1955, R0551 concluded that przce and 1nterna1
. space requlrements, notably the number of bedrooms, are of -
paramount concern to most house seekers. Studles 51nce

vy S

have generally concurred. The des;gg to own rather than
o

rent,;s/rmﬁortant when tenure is not controlled in. the study.
‘-;ore precise definitions of these attrlbuteS/ln terms-o
~either subjective or objectlve meaﬁings is not yet wefg;‘ﬂﬁ\‘
established. Does price for ‘example mean an absolute value,
downpayment or monthly rates? 1In terms of less important
attrlbutes of the lot and dwelling there is much less agree—
ment on the nature or meortance of. concepts; Rossi (1955)
cites dwelling design, various types of privacy are emphasized
byAa number of studies:ﬁ Leslie ahd Richardson (1961} list
prestige and status factors, while lot and/for outdoor space
considerations are recognized particularly by architects
\//{gie-for example, Safdie, 1961 and 1966).

As a group, location attributes are particularly
important since location is geherally.seen'as a major
explanatory variable in site selection. Moreover it would
greatly_iimplify'attempts to predict housing ¢hoice if the
decision coulo be reduced primarily to a location choice.
Three attributes are often clted; urhan or suburban character,
the neighbourhood and accessibility. Simmons (1968)., reviews
evidence that teople distinguish between urbah and-suburban

locations, concluding that there is a strong preference for



e

the 1atter, wh;ch is ften-aSSOEiated‘;ith'ﬁ'éésire_for"-

quzet, for spaclousn ss and for a certaln suburban 1mage .5

This 15 one of the few ;nstancesrzn whzch the. components

of meanlng asSoczated wzth a resxdentlal attrlbute are

1dent1f1ed from the major surveys. " - | g
Both the deflnltlon and relative xmportance of

neighbourhood cqncerns ‘axe controversxal, having been- the

' subject of many studies (for example; -Keller, 1968;

Lee, 1968;  Peterson, 1967; and Tuite, 1973). - social,
physical and fuﬁctibnal QQﬁinitions have been proposed,
sometimes in coﬁbination.‘ ISéecific concepté are considered
in.a latex section and in Chapter V). Also widely discussed,
as for examﬁle by Schorr (1966), is the probability that the
defiQ}tion'of neighboﬁihood varies between groups. Working .
class or 16wer income groups are known to perceive smaller,
~-more regularly shaped neighbourhoods based on limited
information fields (Tuite, 1973),‘and considerable soci;l
‘interaction in the local enviro;s with "people like us,”
(Fried and Gleicher,rlssl). Invtermg of importance, Rossi's
data indicate that the s;Eial character of the location is
important after cost, space, ahd dwelling design crite&ia have
been considered. In contrast, the tradeoff exercises completed
in the Butler survey indicate that the desire for bettex

'neighbourhood quality -dominates the desire for a desirable

housing unit. Also relevant is the finding that social access,
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{to frlends and relatzves), a concept often assoc1ated thh
nelghbourhood preference, 15 more important than access to .
| work, (Moxiarty, 1970) ”'-ﬂ.‘ R L

Accessibility, 2 thlrd aspect of locatlon, has no

'single'accepted definition in residential stu@;es;even as an
objectlve referent. ' ’ S -

-; i All definitions specify 2 distance relationship
between orlglns and destinations, as points, in an urban area.
However, the number and .nature of the points may vary. Ingram
(1971) distinguishes between relative acce551b111ty between
'two points and total ‘or integral aCCESSlblllty between a
point and all others in a finite area. 1In residential
accessibility one of the points is the residence. Others
may be downtonn, place of employmernt, highways, pnblic
transport, locirion of shopping andlservice facilitges,.
recreation and friende and relatives. The measurement '
of distance varies; it may be in terms of distance (objective

_g;.or subjective), time, cost, comrort or convenience.

In many of the normative models and in the
etructured questionnaires used in many surveys, accessibility
is frequently defined by access to the place of employment,
generelly the male'ss The Butler et al. (1969) gquestionnaire
is a case in peint,. while an ongoing stndy by Michelson
(pers. comm.) who is looking at the relative importance of 1’

her place of work on housing choice, provides a topical

*E‘EICEptiQn_Eg_this tendency.
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The predomlgegrfuse‘ofjccruc;ﬁred:queetionoaireé ;ﬂ‘
in the major surveys is one—reason why the resuirs they )
produce are of 11ttle use in ldentlfylng concepts.5 'Since
&pe respondent ‘is forced to raLe the rmportance of a set of
housing attributes pre-selected and predefined by the author'
of the questionnaire, jt is not clear what is being measured;
physical attributes of houéing conceprs used by house
searchers, or concepts meaningful to the researcher? The
latter is most probable and may result in a study blEﬁ/
_derived from valae'transference or the imposition of the

researcher—s_xa;ges on respondents. Studies by Lansing

————

————

and Marans (1969), and Leff and beutscth—(1973), demonstrate
that this bias may not be insignificant.since the reactions

of lay and professional people to the residential environment
differ sigpiﬁicantly.‘/Toe form the bias maQ take in the
questioﬁnaire magxrénge from the use of ambigucus or meaningless

pd
descriptioq;féf housing, the repetition of attributes and the

exclg;ioﬁ of important ones. Stegmaﬁ_I1969) for example

-
/,iﬁcidentally discovered that the definition of accessibility

assumed by researchers in the Butler et al. (1969) survey did
not correspond to the interpretation put on it by respondents.

Free response qﬁestions, popularly used to supplement

-—the’ﬁéin'forﬁEt in many questionnaires have done little to

el
remedy this situation. The recall task involved in free response

. is notoriously jnefficient. Rossi (1955) admits he could‘

elicit a mode of only two attrrbutes by thls method. A thirxd

problem ondermlnlng the value of much research has been the
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tendency to lnterVLew people after .they have moved to thelr

new res;deoce. “ Abu Lughod and Foley (1960) and Golant (1972),

. § _
argue that this practice 1ntroduces a bias associated with.

post-decision rationalization, memory loss and confusion.

Some contfary evidence is given by Butler et al. (1969).

The limitations of much past research for identﬁfying

the nature of housing. concepts aléo applié% when fgdkihg at
. « . ' .

' . . 7 . .. . R
the relative importance of concepts in choice, or at group

differences. Most studies rely on a ranking of attributes

in terms of importance;yet the task is unrealistic. it 'is

El

likelyfthat when making an actual choice,people tradeoff

_._--‘-" A

between 1nd1v1dual attributes or bundles of attributes. -

e

Moreover some attributes act as constraints on choice - -
\ -
called "“limiting factors" by Michelson (pers. comm.) - -
. s
while others are objectives, preferences, "attitudinal® or

"determining" factors. The salience of the two types may

not be directly comparable.

oL

In terms of group differences in choice, the
7~
results of urban ecological studies suggest that socio-econonic

and life cycle stage variables are significant and some of

the normative models assume this to be so. Empirical research
Y
on individual choice behaviour has not been able to demonstrate

the importance of elther varlable conv1nc1ngly, although
}/1

ossi's (1955) resulth in particular, suggest life cycle

s age does-underlie differences in the reasons for making



the move. Differences‘in'housing preferehces and coﬂstraints‘

: appear to be more related to, the spec1f1c components of

4

-socio- economlc status than to the index ltself, although
even here, the results are contradictory., Butler et al.
(1:969), identify,ikcome as a primary differentiating variable,

~and other studies cite education or occupation;6 Yet
‘ s i . .
eranSing' Cclifton. and Morgan (1969) demonstrate that the same

L
house may be chosen by househdlds with quite different

incomes, education and occupational status. Bell (1958),

suggests life style is a main pr lictor and is supported hy

Sabaéh_gt_al. (1969) and Michelson (1970}, and yet results
of the Butler survey show life style to be a .poor prediotor
particularly by comparison with incqme and race.

Some researchers claim there are differences in the
needs and preferences of the sexes; ofiten basing their
explanations on a traditional view of er roles. *Beshers
(1967), for example, postulatesla hoosiA? deéision based on
the male's cous;deratlon of price and access variables, and
the female s evaluatgon of dwelling and ielghbourhood
Klemesrud (1971) reports a.study which postulates the
first move tt/be a patrlarchalr dec1510nj and all moves there-
after, to be matrlarchal There is llttle or no recognltlon
of changes which may have been affecte% by the increasing numbers

of women, especially married women, inthe labour force, and

j
. by a trend towards more equalitarian famlly decision-making,

\

al ough a study by Blood and Wolfe (1960) finds house buying

to be\a shared decision. | 7 P
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_II;Q,SA. ; Recent Studies of.Housing Choice'_;g:, e T

In recent years there has been a notlceable shrft

-1n the type of empzrlcal research be;ng conducted on housrng

’

chorce,,cornczdent w1th the develo of behav;oural

geography anQ-other dlSClpllneS 1nvolv d in env1ronmental

P -

-behavrour. These studles have two prrncrple characterlstlcs,

unlike earller emp;rlcal studles they are expressly concerned
!
wuth perceptual and cognltlve processes, seeking to deflne

the concepts used in the perceptlon, cognltlon and/or SRR

evaluatlon of resrdentlal environments, their interdependence

-

and relatrve 1mportance. Secondly, in place-of large surveys
and structured questionnaires these studles generally involve
small sample, experlmental, Lnductlve research designs based
on psychologlcal concepts ‘and measurement, procedures.‘ The
use of photographs ls partlcularly popular; as for example,

in the survey de51gns of Peterson (1967) , Sanoff (1973) and

Flachsbart and Peterson (1973).

L4

Studles of the- new genre have consrdered the concepts
reievant to res;dentlal choice from a variety of perspectlves

and scales. Honikman L&g?Z) has. explored the cognitive meaning

-

of a singlé room in the house, the 11v1ng room; Flachsbart and

Peterson (1973) and Sanofﬁ (1973) have looked at the dimensions

- . 5

involved in- the cognltlon a evaluation of housing structures;

\

wh;le preferences in terms of nlegHbourhoods and accessibilities\

respectively, have "been researched by Tulte (1973), Peterson (IBGTIJ



-.l

e R s

‘Redding’ (1970), Peterson, Worrall and Redding (1969), and -

' Péﬁérson;and worrall (1970). At a city-wide sézle are

studies by Lamanna (1964) of thg_dimenéions of an "ideal

town"™ and the measurement of preferences for alternative

inter-city migrant destinations by :-Demko aﬁd’Brigg§ (1970) and

' Gould and White (»968)

The majqr concepts found to operate at ﬁhe level of

neighﬁburhood cognition are summarized bv Tuite (1973) and those of

neighbourhood evaluation, by Peterson (1967). Peterson

derived -nine variables from a review of the literature:

. greenery, open space, age, expensiveness, safety, privacy,
. . -

beauty, closeness to nature and guality 6f the photograph.
Although Peterson is expressly concerngd with éreferences
ip terms of the visual agpearance of residential neighbour-
hoods, it is not immediaﬁely clear from his discussion the ,
extent to which each of these céncepts pertains to housing,
lots, or ééneral ﬁeighbourhood environs. A factor anélysis
collapsed the nine variabies into four orthogonal factors
explaining 99 per cent of the h§ighbourhoodupreferenées“of
Peterson's respohdents. These Are described as:

1. harmony with nature (high loadings for greeheryh

: - open space aﬁd ériﬁacy):
2. age; . |
3. qualiéf of the photography: and

4. "noise". .
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" In this the31s, concepts and concept associations

are found and described in Chapters v and VI.which appear

to be remarkably sinulsr to the factors of age and harmony

 with nature found by Peterson. - ) f '

In a later study w1th Flachsbart (1973), which is
concerned with hous;ng as well as neighbourhood preferences{... .
Peterson published a modified version of the 1967 list of
concepts, including:’ vegetation (c £. greenery), spaCiousness

(c.f. open space), newness (q.f. age) natuFalness {g;f; closeness

to nature) together with cleanliness, physrcal stabili

—.sﬂ‘u*rwg :
Visual variety, uniqueness and scale, where the latter is - 3\\
defined as the size or number of storeys in the dwellifig |

structure. . The last five‘concepts.replaoe expensiveness,
k 3

safety, privacy and beauty from the 1967 list. No

s

explanatron is giVen. Again, neither the exact meaning of

‘each concept nor its major reference (house, lot, location,

or some combination of these) is well. défined.

-

Sanoff (1973) has conducted 2 similar study to

-ﬁ.

those of Peterson, based on the responses of 150 school—

.

children to a standard set of dwellings in a photographic
display. Sanoff found *affective' components such as
perceiued sociv~economic status to be important in explaining
preferences, thus suppdrting previous.studies. however,-

the seven major categories of concepts involved in the

judgements of his respondsnts unlike those in the Peterson

\\\ - ’
- : ‘



si;i;d':'.;es, show almost no- concern w1th 1ot or locatlon. the

‘arei house form, detazl, quallty,_context, sf&le, size- and
socio-economic status. The absence of lot or locatlon

concepts may-be explalned by Sanoff's survey des;gn whlch o
allowed respondents no - lnformatlon except that prov1ded_

in photographs, each domlnated by a dwelllng, and by using \;\;;;'

' respondents who, as children, have little or no experience

of house evaluation with an intent to purchase.

overall, the behavioural studies of residential
preferences have so far, produced lisns of concepts which_
are vague, amblguous, rarelv comparable and incomplete..
Locetion within the city as a whole, particularly urban-
suburban and accessibility concepts are not explicitly -
represented, if at all. Suburbig'con51deratlons may be
manifest in the_concern for open space and naturalness
concepts, but this is puxe speculation at this stage.
The most significant findings on the cognitive meaning of
accessibility have come from the studies specifically aimed e
at this concern which suggest that access is not a simple
1inear function of distance but is U-shaped since respondents

show an aversion to proximity as well as to Qistance,

(Redding, 1970).

In terms of the importance of conceprs, the new

approac¢h is most obviocusly represented in the trade—off‘

studies by Butler et al. (1969) and by Knight and Menchik (1975).



Results of the former work contradlct earller assumptlons
that access 1is more lmportant than nezghbourhood concerns.
A.Knlght and Menchlk found that lot space ‘may. be traded in
modest amounts for an lmproved view. _;

In work on group d;fferences, the new apprﬁach
is maﬁifest in a suggestion by Briggs (1969}, who argues that
groups be identified on thg'baéis of similar behaviour, as an
alternative to the usual procedure of testing for differences
betwéen pre-defined groups. In this respect, the malti-
. dimensional scaling models used in this thesis, are seen

as especially promising.
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- -Five-major ipp?oacheé;relating~toir§sidential
choicelare:identified} Two of tﬁese,hthe work of\niban~-
‘ecologists and‘socié aréa‘ahalyéts,'and‘the‘landrent and pop-
ulation density modei , have both influenced Furrent.
thinking in well defined ﬁg?s, but the value of thesé appfoaches
for providing insight at the ibvel of individual choice
behaviaur is suspect. The reméiniﬁg three approaches have
produced a prolific number of studies, but a rather confused
picture of the nature of housing concepts and their importance
in the process of choice. Many of the problems can be
traced to ambiguous and incomparable methodologies, some ]
of which the recent behavicural sfudies are attempting to -
overcome.

This thesis is in the tryditioﬁ of theseirecent
experimental, iInductive, behavicural studies. Chapters III
and IV which follow, .cutline the conceptual framework ahd /’_

the research design which are used in the thesis to explore

the nature of housing concepts.

o . T 7 A ] ~~
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FOOTNOTES " -

-3
Y

. loyther classifications are available. Moriarty T
(1970), for example,'recdgnizes,only‘two main- approaches; '
the "structuralistic"corresponding fo the normative and -
factorial approaches here, and the "socio-psychological®
corresponding to the’ survey and behavioural dies.

2much of the criticism of accessibility is based
on a contradiction between the importance it is ascribed in
the normative models and findings from survey research.
This contradiction has been rationalized by Moore (1972),
Rossi (1955). and Whitelaw (1872) .

3The problem of operationalizing many of the con-
cepts discussed in the mobility and housing choice literatuxe
has been commented on frequently. For just two of these, see
Adams (1969), and Brown and Moore (1969) .

4See Fried and Gliecher (1961), Harman and Betak
(1974) . Hedley. (1966), and Schorr (1966).

5simmons (1568) , summarizes the current situation
very well when he says; ‘relatively little is known about the
complex selection process, Ssome data are available, but the
survey methods - the form of the questionnaire, the location
of the sample, the timing = vary. so much that the data are
almost useless'. -

SThe existing evidénce comes largely from. aggregate
studies. See for example Duncan and Duncan (1957), and
wheeler (1968).



CHAPTER III

THE CONCEPTUAL FRAMEWORKS

Two conceptualiiations are adopted in the study and
, :
provide a rationale for the concepts and the methodology, used:
a philosophy of the mind and behaéiour in general and a con-

ceptualization of housing choice in particular.

III.1. - A Philosophy of the Mind

A cognitive approach te behaviour is assumed, meaning
that psychological variables such as percepts, concepts, attitudes
and values are seen as major determinants of behaviour and are
worth measuring as a means of explaining behaviour.1 0f the
many psychological variables which can be defined, concepts are
particularly important since they are the main vehicle for the
coding} storage and processing of ;nformatlon in the mind. |

Informatlon may be represented initially in the form
of percepts and subsequently as concepts, corresponding to the
outcome of the processes of perception and cognition recognized
by behavioural geographers. This study is primarily concerned
with cognition not percepeion, and in particular with the natuxe
of the concepts used in the processes of cognition and evaluation

of housing which precede tbe choice of a home.



. Recoll tﬁat,thc_patute of a concept ic-considercd
to be defined by the verbal labélo-uéed to desc;ibe the "concept,
and the meahings'commonly uoderstood by these words. Also |
relevant are any additioﬁcl‘cbnnotatious-denoted-by a demonstrated
relationship between the concept and . other concepts.' A one to
one reiationship between a concept and a phySical attribute of
hou51ng is not assumed or expected. The prec151on, bounding or f//"
exactness of the concept definition ig important. So too is the
specification of cognitive structures comprised of related
c0ncepts.' It is further assumed that at any ohe.time an individual
uses only a finite set of concepts. Finally, although concepts
are strictly unique to lnleldualS, it is assumed possible to
identify concept types commonly used by many people, and hence
to produce conclusions potentially uséful in theory construction.

¢ while this definition of the natu_re of housing

concepts differs somewhat from that implicit in the work of Demko
and Briggs (1970), it is sympathetic to many other statements
reviewed in Chépter ITI. Simmons (1968), for example, discusses
the ihterfelated connotations of a supurban location, lot size
and quietness. Gale's (1972b) notioo of "fuzzy sets"” recognizeo//’/)
the possible.imprecision of concepts, and in an attempt to \
operatio;alize their model, Demko and Briggs (1970) adopt an

assumption that respondents use the same basic and finite set

of‘concepts.
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. However, fhe'definition of housing conceptS'ueed
in th esis is primarily derived from psychology, specifically.
froch ing theory, which hae developed largely since 1963
(Melton and Martin, 1972), and from the older less known theory
of personal constructs published in 1955 by George Kelly.

.Both these theories accept that mentally coded
information may occur in-a variety of forms, but give greatest
atteneion to semantic, verbal, or lexical codee.2 ~Both also
postulate that althoughjtﬂere is an infinite number of ways in
which events might be coded, it is likely that a selective |
process limits the codes used by an individual. An infinite
codlngecapac1ty 1s 1mp11ed in the multi- -attribute memory models
of Bower (1967) aﬁ&‘wlckens (1970) for example, but 1is challenged
by Poe/pr and Warren (1972), by KRelly (1955) and by the flndlngs
of Miller (1956) on the grounds that the mind is finite and
the coding of new iﬁformation is channelled by existing codes.

The results of work on associative response provide'

evidence that codes are iqterrelated, in the sense that the use

of one unconsciously activates others.3 This has led coding

theorists to the conclusion that concepts are organized into
mental structures which must be identified if we are to pnder-'
stand the implications, connotatione_or meaning of 'a given
cogcept.';ggamples of structures are lists, scheﬁa, hierafchies,

and speces.4 °

PR,
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As yet measurement procedures for researching all
or any of the differeht aspeéts of information codiné.have not

been wéll,developed as part of the current work on coding theory.

”

- PO

_Those which do-:fifffggye_}arge%yﬂbeen_;ggggd for the <oding of -
relativelg/;imp e stimuli in a laboratory coutext.?"To overcome

these problems in thls study, it has been necessary to adopt the

older theory, Kelly's (}955) personal construct theory6 whlch:///,////
although increasingly poPular in environmeétal and geog;apﬁigal ’
research,7 %s not widely used in psychology except/I;{clinical

studies.
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ITI.2. . Betsonal Constructwﬁheory :
- Kélly/ﬁggzd his theory on the belief that people act in

.a manng;/ﬁg/ unlike a scientis; undertaking research. "Man-the-

ientist" is constantly and'purposely giving méntal.organization

to his/her expgriéhce of the world in the form of personal con-
’////, st¥uc£s. In this study, these'afe‘assumég to be analagous to

the concepts d;scussed.in coding theory. 2as Keliy describes

them, constructs are bipolar mental referents not uﬁlike one

dimensional scales, which represent the information an individual

has abstracted about some aspect of the eﬁvironment; The theory is

formally presented as a Fundamental Postulate and eleven eléb— {:1

orative corollaries. The following discussion is limited to

those relating to the organization of the personal construct

system. . The dynamics of the system are not relevant to this
\ s T . . ,

study. - ! . o

o ' &

The Fundamental)Postulate states that a person's processes

/are psycholog: anmaled by the ways in which he/she

anticipates

-

\ - et
\. Corollary, 1

struing their‘replications.™ This involves the use of the bipolar
constructs on the basis oflwhicﬁ at least two elementsB are

seen as similar and another as different. The poles of a con-

- R

struct provide opposite descriptions of Some feature of ‘experience °

and are termed the "emergent” or "replicative" pole and the "contrast”

or "nonreplicative" pole. Elements_ére judged in reference to
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‘the poles. It is important to note first, that constructs are
. not nécéséarily-ve:baliied.-'Kelly bostulates ;pat»peoplg”may

use prevérbal‘onstructs which,, élthbﬁgh not consciously form-

’—‘/
ulated nevertheless play a part in‘thé_interpretation pre-.
diction of events. Second, thf;zgfgg,peopIe use to describe ’

const:qugwaxeﬂnot~thE’ESEEE;;cts themselves, but' are simply
verbal labels or symBols for the constructs.

' The Range Corollary states that‘a construct is applicable
to- a finite range ©f elements only. The set for which it is

especially suitable is the "focus of convenience". The wider

set over which it is relevant is jt+g "range of convenience" or

domain; All other elements fall outside the range. In this

stuéy, it is assumed that 'all forms of housing fall within one
domain. According to the Ofganization éorollary individuals
arrange the constructs in a given domain into suhbsystems embraéing
ordinal relétions among the cons;rﬁcts. This can be c0nceptualizedl

as an hierarchy of constructs whereby superordinate constructs

have, as components of their meaning, any number of suhordinate

constructs.9 Other types of relationships among the constructs

are possible. A constellafory construct for example, implies
other constructs with which it is linked. Different types of
linkages have been identified by Hinkle (1965). | | R
The Individuality Coroliarg'states that people develop
unigque construct systéms.. However, in the Commonality Corollary,.
Kelly recognizes that.there may bg'some similarity between the

construct systems of different people. Bannister (1962),
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Lntergwets thls to mean that it is posszble to look for, and

flnd, 51mxldt1ty in the psychologlcal processes between people

with;s;mxlar censtruct ystems even if they are experiencing
different events. 'Tﬁis cérollafﬁ_is i@portant since jit imtlies
that the theory and procedure fqi personalieonstruct feseareh
need not be limited to idiographic work as is common in‘
cliﬁice} psychology. It is possible tq'look for communalities
in’ the construtt systems of different individuals. . These may
have developed out of similar experienées as Sechrest (1963),
argues and may result in similar behavioural responses,
(Bannister, 1962). For the purposes of this study it is

accepted that Kelly's theory and the assqciated measurement

- . . 10
procedures can be employed 1in nomothetic research. a

[ 24
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.Ii;;é. | 11“ . Hou31ng Chozce

- The conceptual;zatzon of houelng choice adopted here
- is bas;cally that descrlbed for sequentlal spat1a1 decxszon-maklng .
in dlrferent contexts by Brown and Moore (1970), Demko and ‘Briggs
'(1970), Demko '(1974) and Hudson (1970), and is dep:cted 1n Flgure 1.
Two major dlfferences are that in thls study, the nature of ‘the.
subjectlve attrlbutes or concepts 15 outllned-more fully according
to the definition in the prevzous sectrons, and the correspondence
between the conceptuallzatlon and personal construct theory is
outllned. )

Kelly (1955) views perceptions of srmllarrty and dlfferences
ac being -the basic‘codes, concepts or constrpcts of cognitive
information. ﬁis theory suggests that if we discover the nature
of,the dimensions used to'compare and contrast stimnli, we will

'have the concepts used to derive preferences. Exactly the same
notion underlies the conceptualization-of housing choice used
here; and the moderg_inplicit in the multidimensional scaling
(MDS) procedures used in cnapters VII and VIII.

It_ls postulated that dec1szons relating to housxng are

made by the household dec;sron—makxng unit. Thls may be ‘a single
"individual or. sevefal persons ﬁho‘communxcate and compfoQise

between their separate aspiratlons and judgments of the current -
.residence and alternatives to it. It is also assumed that the :
decision to seek a new residence has already been made and a

search is underway; i.e., we are dealing with Phase II, the

relocation decision, of thefBrown andxgoore conceptualizatlon, (1970).
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Informatlon about housing Ln general ‘and vacanc;es E

'partlcular is collected dur;ng search to supplement "that whlch coe

_the decms;on—maker already” possesses. Sanoff (1973) haa shown'
resldentlal perceptlons and preferences are a- functzon at least

in part, of past hous;ng experlences. Agdltionsl 1nformation is
sought from such sources as vacancies or dwellings v1ewed, real
estate agents, the media, friends_and_relatives. The type of
information .obtained is biased by those housing concepts already
used by the decision-maker. The info;mation is organized as a
subsjstem of personal constru.cts11 within which specific constructs
may be iﬂierrelated in structures. |

Prospective dwellings are compared with the current

residence and with each other. Judéments of the overall

similarity or dissimilarity of residences, often termed comparstive

or cognitive jsdéments, are made on the basis of sOme union of
their "scores" on constructs in the domain. The scores may not
be weighted.equally but will manifest variations in the
importance the individual ascribes to the different constructs
when comparing residences.

When choosihg between residences, the decision-maker
evaluates each on the basis of some or all of the_constructs1
used in comparative judgments. In preference judgments, the

-

constructs may be weighted differently than in cognition, since

in this case they are weighted according to their value or

relative desirsbility.12

Preferences are assumed to be realistic;

. . .
L et et ———ire—n-aT B T T
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" that is realzzable for the household at that point in time.

.The evaluatmon of residences ultzmately leads to the derzvatzon'

of a sub;ectlve preference scale or ordering £f re idences in
term of preference. The process of evaluatzon,is contlpuous
with search, but the decision to act on a preferred alternatzve
depends on the degree to which it matches expectatlons, and any
time constraxnt on the search. ‘It is generallyfsssumed a smaller
time budget forces the lowering of expectatxons.

The chosen alternatlve is assumed to be that whlch is
first oh the preference scale. However, in practice the house-
hold may not be able to purchase this residence primarily due to
competition froo other searchers, a probability which increases
in a tight housing market. Housing choice is, therefore, distinct
from riskless choice as in classical utility maximizat;oo theory.

As indicated in Figure 1, the decision-maker has three
courses of action open throughout the search: to choose a |
vacancy and realize the purchase of a home, to drop out of the
market by opting to remain in the present dwelling either after
an unsuccessful attempt to buy, or because the situation and/or
expectations of the household have chanéed, or thirdly, to
continue searching in the market. )

A corollary of this conceptualizatiop is that
information gethered during sgerch may cause changes both in the
personal construct system andsthe evaluation of given residences.

Constructs may be added, deleted, or modified and their

» . N
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relationshxps changed. The relative saliences of indivzdual
constructs in both cogn;tzve and evaluative 3udgments may shxft;,
The efgectAof a txme constralnt -on the search may also be
;e;tinen;. The nature and_degree to’ whxch asp;ratzons change
Qver‘the‘sgarch period is largely unknown. In this study a
cross~sectional épproaéh is taken and hence it.must be assuméd
that either the changes in‘constrﬁcts are minimal or that their
effect is cancelled-out by aggregating aérdsﬁ individuals at
different stages in the search process.'

?he'conceptualizations described'in-Chapter ITI
serve to fraﬁe the questions posed in Chapter I; i.e., what is
the nature of thé concepté'used in the cognition and evaluation
of housing, what is the relative importance of each in the

choice, and what group and individual differences exist? The

-
-

following Chapter details the methodplogy used to research

these questions.




FOOTNOTES - .
;;This assumption contrasts with the thesis of the
‘"category mistake". By this notion it is argued that psychological
variables are an artifact erected by researchers; thath the only ’
 real and measurable variables are the overt actions which
mental "activity initiates.. See Ryle (1949) and Burnett (1975).

‘%%%everbal, visua nd nonvisual codes are considered
by Arnheim {1969} and Neissgr (1966). '

3posner and Warren, \(1972) are very careful to dis-
tinguish between conscious ang unconsc¢ious activation, and
arque that the structural reladjpns important in coding theory
are those activated unconsciousl?. :

[

fA list is a set of codes where the inclusion of a code,

or the segquence of codes, is not arbitrary but learnt as in the
numbering system ox a list of cities. A schema is a set of

codes representing the communality the individual recognizes

in a set of specific events. The schema is in some sense their
average. An hierarchy contains codes organized into.superordinate
and subordinate positions depending, for example on their levels
of specificity or generality. Spatially organized codes imply
some meaning to distances between them in an imaginary space.
Other structural forms are probable as are combinations of any

of those just described. i

5See for example the procedure for identifying codes

underlying word meaning developed by Wickens, (1970). Word
association and sorting tasks have frequeptly been used for
identifying structural relations. ‘ :

6Kelly (1955). The theory was developed by Kelly and
elaborated on by Hinkle (1965). The main ideas have been
summarized and explicated by Bonarius (1965), Bannister and
“air (1968), Bannister (1962) and Slater (1969). Bonarius (1965)
algo reviews research .which attempts to validate specific
points of the theory. “He concludes that hypotheses derived
from it are supported more often than not.

. \
7see tor example, Honikman (1972, 1973), Leff and
Deutsch-(lq73) and Tuite (1973). ' .

-
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In this thesis the terms

) BThe'term"eleme * is used to be consistent with
Kelly's terminolegy. It r fers to the objects being construed.
ement and stimuli are used inter- '
e housing vacancies judged by the
tionnaires used. =~ . A

changeably to refer to
respondents in the g
A _
,fmgIt‘ ems ‘likely that all the structural relatiomns
listed on page~46, footnote 4, can be ‘accommodated by ..
personal construct theory. Kelly's organization corrollary
however, clearly envisages a combination of the hierarchical

and spatial forms.

- o ? _—

10'I'he argument. for nomothetic research-ﬁsgt be
_accepted to rationalize the aggregation of constructs across
individuals in Chapter V of this thesis. It is a position
which is not_universally-accepted. The controversy on the

use of personal construct theory for nomothctic research is ,
discussed by P. Slater, (1969) and by Bannister and Mair (1968}.
The former argues against it while the latter argue for it.

A nomothetic approach is becoming increasingly common in &
environmental psychology. See for example Honikman (1972, 1973),
Tuite (1973), and Harman and Betak (1974). Arthough a nomothetic
approach is rare in clinical psychology, there are exceptions
such as the study by Caine and Smaile (18689).

— —

1l serict terms, not only the concepts used to give
meaning to residences but the respondents views of the homes ~
themselves are personal constructs, i.e., in Kelly's terminology
elements are also constructs. In this study the main concern
is with constructs representing cognitive -attributes of the
housing and the term construct is reserved for these.

. 12Greene and Carmone (1969) have demonstrated ﬁhe
difference. in weighting associated with cognitive and
evaluative judgments. '

).J*’
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V.1 " ‘An Introduction to theﬂMeth4éiigg§//

paéa on the'concepts-use§ in judgments involxing the
cognition énd evaluation of housin§ were obtained from a gsample
of searchers in the local market. Respondents completed either
of two mqin guestionnaire formats which'were designed with three
objectives in mind: (1) to elicit rather than structure the
re%é?nses of interviewees consistent with an indﬁctive éppkoach;
(2) to provide data which are relevant to the thes%s and con-
ceptualizations given in Chapter II; and, (3} to produce.reliable
data on thé psychologica; variables, these being notoriousﬁy
difficult phenomena to measure.

Elicitation of information is achieved b§ using Kelly's
personal construct p;ocedure and by interpreting multidimensional

scaling analyses of dissimilarity and preference judgments

made by respondents on a standard display of nine housing

- vacancies. The constructs provide detailed information ¢n the

concepts which respondents are aware of and can describe verbally.
These measures are cross checked by the scaling analyses which

do not rely on concept verbalization.



Both personal construct and scaling data provide

informatioﬁ on the'nature‘and the importance of hbuéing concepts,'
while the scallng procedures are'also particularly useful for
exploring group and individual differences in choice behavxour.
Construct elicitation is consistent wirh the.ccnqeptualization

in Chapter III, while the correspondence between the conceptuali;étionr
and M?i/has been outlined by Demko and Briggs (1970). Further |

reference to this is made in Chapter VIII where the scaling
techniques‘aré introduced more fully.

To ensure reliable measurement of the concepts,.a multi-
operatioﬁal or mﬁlti—trait multi-method xesearch design is
aéopted. That is, several procedures are used to measure one
variable in the hope that these will converge on an unbiased
result.l The measurement offpsycholog£Cal variables is subject
to bias since such vaerSIés occur within the mind and arxe not
directly observable. Fregquently, we obtain only a rese;rcher's
record of the respondents' interpretations of Fheir exéeriences.
Verbal attempts to express the latter are biased by our variable
ability tb articulate thoughts or to express unconscious or
preverball motivations. In its purest form a'multi-operational
design calls for the use of several data bages, while a less

desirable form uses several techniques to analyse a given data

set. Both approaches are employed here.
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Instrumentatlon - ) . .

Data wereﬁobtained_from a'sét of respondents who were
then iﬁ the market fof éknew residence. .They were interéiewed_at
hdmé by one of-five trained interviewéré.l Thefrespoﬂdents com-
pleted a variety of exercises primarily designed ro simulate ‘the
two main components of their choice pfécess, i.e., comparison énd
evaluation of residences. The exercises invilueé use of a
standaré dispiay of photographs of nine dwellings selected t6
depict a range of vacancies. | ) 3

The decision to simulate a bangé of housing rather-than".{//
to design the study around the vacancieé‘;he.respondengi_actually /
viewed during ggarchz was made to faqilitéte comp;?isoﬂ;of the
responses of different individuals.’ Meaningful aggregation of
the results is made possible by this means. fhene are two main
variants in ‘a choice situation; the elemehtsfgeing?;valuated and
the concepts on which the evaluation is made. 'If both are allowed

to vary across individuals, as in actual searcﬁ experiences where
different individual%‘lbok at different vacancies, the problems of
aggregation are considerablé. Standardization of the ¢oncepts for
example by use of a semantic differgntial, enéouqters the prdblem
of value transference discusseq previously and defeats the purpose
of eliciting cognitive meaning. Standardization of the display,

as adopted here, allows for variation in concept definition

- - + L] r\ -
and use, while providing a basis_ for comparison.



‘j(

-

The usé.of'a“Simuiated.display introduces the risk of
inStré;ent bias However,_(Craik 1968, Webb et. al., 1966f.
Two actions are taken to offset this. First, the sample is - .
drawn from hoﬁseholds-actively in the housing market. It is
felt that this group would be the most likely to conétrue the
exercises using the diép;ay as an actual choice situation, which
should ensure that fesponses are as consistent as possible
with actual choice behaviour. Seccnd, each aspéct of the display

used to simulate a range of housing is carefully pretested.

-

)
]
.



- Iv.2.1 ’ - 'Eh§ironmeaial Display

?headispiay consists of nine 5" by.3" .coloured
photographs located on a 33" by 46" map of the built-up area
encompass;ng Hamilton, Burllngton, Ancaster and the immediate
envm;ons. Each photograph ls“clearly labelled A,B,C, D E,F,G,
B, and I.H Standard real estate lnformatlon on price, number of .
rooms and bedrooms, and lot size are typed below the photographs
on cardboard, which also serves to back the illus atlggf‘ The
photographs are locateafon the'hap according to their actual site

-

in the Hamilton area. The map used is a popular.sereet map on
which various residential areas and landmarks such as the Niagara
Escarpment are colour coded. The hap is extxemely legible and one
of the fee available which depicts all the‘bailt—up area at one scale.
‘ The decision to use nine dwellings is based on a compromise
-between the need for varlety in the display and the 1nab111ty of
people to comprehend more than five to nine complex stimuli at
. one time, (Miller, 1956). The actual awellings used were
selected from among recent vacancies for which ‘standard and up-to-
date data were available from the Multiple Lis;ing Service. The
variation acrgss such attributes are building type, age, size,
price, location ana general upkeep 1is eyident in Table 1.
The photographs of_the dwellings follow a standaq@ format
to minimize bias. hegy were taken on the same f£ilm, on one day,

under similar weather conditions. .All sgow a frontal view of the

house and part of the lot. People and vehicles are deliberately
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“is replaced by c lour."

> Two different pretests were used to examzne the useful-

-l

ness—of photograﬁhﬂhfor this study. /In the f;fst, ten subjecxs

werxe asked to 1 k at a number of photographs and describe on ‘

tape what the vzsualize about the house interior, occupants,

and immediate neighbours and neighbourhood. The-second, which.

' was in fact a pretest for one of the two questionnaires, involved

describing observed similarities and dlfferences betreen the
dwelllngs. The. results conflrm that people can and do" lnfer
many aspects of a dwelling not visually obvious in a photograph
of itf Hence 1t appears that photographs can be a uaeful way

. to siﬁulate vacancies. It was apparent in’ thESe.pretests, however,

/i ~

that the respondents would ‘have preferred concrete information .

/

on price, dwelling and lot size rather than have to infer these.
Since such details are commonly avallable to searchers on the

reverse of the photographs used by Real Estate Agents, it was

¢

decided that their inclusion would not bias the results onduly

and they are inoluded'with‘eacﬁ of the final display copies.

4 'r",'. '
" .
A )
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. Iv.z;z _ - The Qneetionneires‘_'
Te wes originally intended thet informetion would be .

o collected using one questionnaire. One was designed ‘and under-

_went seven revisions over a period of four months. Due to its

length end the. tediousness of some of the exercises it was

ultimately diVided into two complementary formats, (A and B)

. The two formets were enswered by different samples. Although

it was intended that these be matching samples, they were dre:n

from slightly different‘populetions for reasons to be discussed

later. Sample A is comprised of respondents wholwere still in

the process of search at the time of the interview."Sample B

is comprised of households who had chosen a new home but not yet

moved in. This difference in the samples is reflected in some
. '5‘

of the questions in each format. Vi

' The manner in which the dete’collection is divided

between the formats is summarized in Table 2. The various

aspects of the data collection are discussed in turn following

thia table. For eech item listed there is a discussion of the

. deta. the retionele for their inclueion, method of collection

end associated benefits and drawbacks. The questionnaires
themselves are included as Anpendix A, along with further
explenetory notes on their application. RN

- Both tormete collect data used for semple description

-and control. Details on length of seerch to date, and numbeg

of vacancies viswed, provide a guide to what extent the semple

- - ~
- AT

il
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Summary of Questionnaire Formats A and B

Format A B

. Format B

N - .
Details of search . _
-description of housing |
needs and preferences
-price range

-
Elicitafton of porsonal
construsts .
-scoring.0f nine houses on
Rep. Grid :
-listing of other factors
rank order constructs and

other factors in importance

Proference ordering of nine
houses

" Socio-economic and demographic

variables

_' 1-

2.
* 3.

4.

5.

Datails of search
~description of housing
needs and preferences
-price range

Dissimilarity matrix for
seven of nine, houses -
Preference ordering of
nine houses

Ordering of nine houses
in terms of accessibility
to specified dastinations

Data on pra and post move
accessibility to work

6.— Data on transport modes

ng of spocified .
tho house-
space

* g, Socio-economic and dom-
- " ographic variabl ‘
¥ 9. Tradeoff matrices for
four factors
- -

—

- -

* Data collected in both formats.

4 Data collected from the second half of sample B only,
i.e., twenty respondents.

,

. Ag;
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represents dlfferent phd!es of the search and learnxng process. l
A brief descrlptlon of what the respondent is looking for in a
home and the desired price range is useful as an easy means of
qguxdlng the-respondent xnto thlnkzng about housing.. In addzt&on
it provides a source of recall data on housing concepts whlch
~can be c0mpared wzth the construct data which are also obtained
and enables the interviewer to obse;ve and €heck any tendency

i o
for ‘the respondent to treat the eﬁercises as a game. Socio-

economic, housing and demoqraphic variables collected at the end
of the interview are. also used in sample description and control.

Format A only, collects data on the basis of a modifled

version of Kelly's procedure for personal construct elic1tatlon
Personal constructs are elicited from respondents by having

them compare successive triads of the standard die?loy of nine
vacancies together with the house the respondent ihtends leaving.
On the presentation of each triad the respondent is requested to
decide if thére is anything on which two dwellings are alike

and the third different. The similarity is recorded as the
emergent pole. 1In past studies, the contrast has been con-~
sidered to be either the way in which the third element differs,
{the Difference Method), or the opposite of the emergent pole,
(the Opposite Method). In test-retest situations the latter

has been found to be the most consistent and is adopted in this

study, {Epting,-lQ?l). Following a procedure used by Hinkle (1965)

each triagd includes the present dwelling in the belief that this



eyillAstimhlq;?’;ﬁspondénts to quce'factors which are iﬁp&rian;‘
aﬁd-nd;‘siﬁply sgperficial points of similafit&_in the photof,”
gr&phs.3 There ié evidence tﬁat ﬁhe'things peéplé-look for in
'hqgsing'are a function in part of what they were disgatisfiedf
with in the previous residence. Once a construct is descﬁibed,;
the respondent is asked toigpeciﬁy which pole ‘of the cdn;truct
is preferred. Occasionally neither gole.is'seen_as desirable
as ;n a construct describing housiﬁé with two poles such as
"clo%e to the city centre - too far away”. In this case an
intermediary section perhaps labelled "in the suburbs” will be
identified as the preferred section.

Hin&le coined the term nladdering" to describe a pro-
cedure for elaborating on 2 construct to identify related sub-
ordinate and/or superordinate constructs. In this study addit-
ional" insight into the nature of location factors only is
sought by laddering constructs including references to distance,
place names,. OT discussion qf neighbourhood attributes. It was
recognized ffom the outset that not all location factors would
be laddered by this means because they could got be defined
rigourously prior to the study. |

Each of the nine disblay homes and the respondent's

own dwelling is scored in the Repertory Grid, -a matrix of scores
for each element on each construct. A variety of scoring pro;
cedures can be used including binary choice, rahking or rating

scales. A seven point scale -is used here. Note that in this

| -
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study Reoertofi'écid scotesA;re-besed on the respondent's
evaluation of - dwellings A.to I and the current home in terms
. of each construct elicited. Whereas Relly 8 original idea
Vwas that the grids should measure va;iation in ¢ ggnition. The
cemphasis is given to eva uation in this thesis since this is
more directly related to choice than 1;‘2333121onct Moreover,
the factors used in CQSEEEESE and the relationship between
cognition and eveluaticn can\geﬁzd“Qu&telx_treated using the’
dissimilarity data collected under ‘the second questionnaire.
In Kelly's grids, extreme scores are allocated to the two opposing
poles of‘a construct. In comparisxon the repertory grids
collected in this stndy have scores which range between the
preferred and nonpreferred sections of the construct. A
pri?ary flaw in the.scoring is that-there is no provision for
scoring vacancies outside the tanoe of convenience as defined by
Kelly's Range corollaty.. Such vacancies are probably allocated
a score of four at the midpoint of the scale, and hence are
confused with vacancies which are gives the same score, because
they are seen as actually scoring midway on the scale. (See page 255) .
On completion of the construct elicitation task,
' respondents answering Format A were required to review their

constructs and add any "other factors" that they considered



- . . .-

important in their housing_evaluations, This provides a chech .
on the comprehensiveness of the elicitation procedure.’ﬂ espondents
then ranked theé constructs and the other factors together in order |
of perceived importance. This- is a relatively crude measure of-

importance which has been used, for example by Hudson (1974) The

problem it involves have already been discussed in chapter II.
Ehoth guestionnaire formats A and B require respondents‘
to preferentially rank each of the nine'display houses (A to I)
'using any and all attributes they consider iﬁportant in housing.
The preference ranks sere scaled using the MDS algorithm, TORSCA 9,

The dimensions of the configuration are interpreted as concepts

\
R kY S RPN T I RS U JF P ST Y I ILY

used in evaluation. By this method the nature and importance
of concepts identified through verbal description in the con-

structs are checked against concepts inferred from preference - -3

orderings. A problem with this exercise lies in the tendency
. for the respondents to disrégard factérs such as finance which ;
constrain their choices in the real world, and to order the nine ;
alternatives purely on the basis of what they would like to
have if they could. To prevent this as far as possible,

interviewers instructed subjects to take into account all factors

including price, and choose well.@ut of their price range

only when the remaining choices were so undesirable that they
rather go into "debt" than choose any of them first. It is
'possible.to determine which respondents have possibly_violated'
chis stipulation by comparing their choices against their stated

t
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price range. The obvioﬁs disadvahtagé'of_thé sﬁipulgﬁion is~ 
that'it may sef%pusly bias thé'regu}ts by ovéf-emphasiéing-
the- importance of price.‘-Convérsély,-withouz it, the effect
of pric; would almost certainly berﬁndefestimated; The analyses
of preference ordefs via TdRSCA 8 is also used to identify groups
with common viewpoints. |

The dissimilarity maErices coliected under Format B
only are an addit}onal check on the nature and import&nce‘of

)
concepis, arid the examination of group and individual differences.

’

¢

In this case however, the concepts are inferred frqg'pognitive;
not -evaluative judgments, aﬂd are scaled using INDSQAL. To
complete the aata matrix, respondents judge the relative sim-
-ilarity of each pair of houses on a scﬁle of zero to one hundred.
zero indicates the two houses are seen as identical and one
hundred means they are extremely different. Again, respondents
are instructed éo use all concepts important to them in judging
.similarity.

There are several drawbacks with this method of data
collection. The task is long and'tedious And requires thé subject
to ée;fbrm what may be a psychologically difficult exercise.
There is some doubt that people can provide reliable discrim-
inagions on an interval scale. The particular vacancies judged
in this study alsé'seem to have created difficulties. Since
virtually all wefe seen as very-different,respondents continually

used high scores and had to be reminded not to use the same



-velde twice: . (INDSCAL caﬁnot ﬁandle'ties ie the deta'matrix}

To judge all nlne alternatzves, thirty 91x separate judgments

.are required.. The costs of this in tlme and effort seem exorbltant.
Hence the number of judgments was reduced in the flnal_survey_to_

- twenty-one by'arbitrarily eliminating two of the houses, (A and E),
from this part df,the work -only. While this facilitated the data-
collection it complicated the analysis. Dimensions of scaling
configdrations are more reliably interpreted with more points.

f The remaining data gdllected under Format B relate to
exploring the importance of aéeegsibility where this is defined
first objectlvely Ln terms of the relatloﬁ%hlp between residence
and varlous destlnatlons, and then subjectively based on a
preiimlnar§ eraly51s of results of the construct elicitation

from Sample A. The final twenty respondents of sample B

completed six tradeoff matrices representing their preferences

for tradecffs between residential access, price, dwelling and \og

lot size. It will be remembered that price, space and access
are the prlmary variables in the urban macro- spatlal models
of. population density, distribution and land use, while price

and space are also cited as important in most empirical research.

v
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Iﬁ.3 ) . The Samples _
v.3.1 Crlterla for Identlflcatlon ‘of Samples

Given the exploratory nature of the research,the sample
is not lntended to satxsfy the-systematlc prrncmples of pop— "’
ulatlon.sampllng which aré necessary for making inferences
beyond the sample. With the exception'of studies such as that
bf'Harrison and Serre (1971), there are very few guidelines
for sample design ih exploratory research of this type. None-
theless; the semple is not unplanned. A number of sometimes
contradictotry criteria are held to be important. Th %z ple
procedure evolved-out of tﬁe:aztempr to satisfy as many of these
as possible. The criteria relete to the timiné of the interview,
representation of the househeld, sample variation and sample .
size,

The major stlpulatlon is that all respondents be drawn
from households actively,involved in housing sed&ch at the time
of the‘interview. This avoids the problems of information
ret;ieval and bias which characterize studies seeking the
motivations for respondents' choices well afte the choices
have been made. To satisfy this criterion, house seerchers
were contacted throﬁgh cooperative Real Estate agents who
passed on the names of clients looking in the local market.4
This approach limited the samgle from the outset to prospectire
owners not renters. This is not a disadvantage. It is likely
that owners and renters follow different geéréh and ehoice

'\
- \

’
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pfdcésses and ' ould be'researched separately. The need td depend
on agents for potential respoqdents is a dlstlnct dxsadTJ?ﬁage.
Contrary to the experiences of Michelson (pers. comm,)and Hempel
(1970) in Toronto and Conniecticut, neither Agency managers nor

\
individual agents in Hamllton)we;e enthuﬁté;tlc about supplylng

names. Many feared péﬁercussions in the form of loss of clients
Therefore commissions. Sample A was identified in this way.
ﬁowever, the effort involved ultimately resulted in a slight chénge
of procedufe‘for the pursuit of sample B." In this case, recent )
buyers were used. Agents seem less cﬁary of supplying.names of
buyers since their commissions are already guaranteed. &nterviews
wére only conducted with households who had not moved into the new
home at the time of tHe interview. Hence the first criterion is
not seriously violatedhby this change. ’

The second criterion in the sample design is that wherever

possible both adult members of households based on couples should

¥,

x
be interviewed since the decision on a new home is theoretically

a compromise between the two of £hem. There is little evidence
available on whafﬁbiases the use of only one respondent’ introduces
into studies of housing choice. For sample A, an effort'was made
to see both members of the household and intefviewers'worked in
pairs to accomplish this. This was discontinued for sa&ple B. "
The problems in pe:sggdlng both members to be 1nterv1ewed and
finding a suitable time while’ the household is still working

with Real Estate agents are consxderable. Moreover, pé\ilmlnary

-
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- allow testing for differences in the cognition and evaluatlon

"related to socio-economic status and life cycle stage would be to

66

_— analysis of the results of data collected under Format A seemed

tg,lndlcate that there is not a SLgnlflcant dlfference 1n the
responses from males and females. Sample B is comprlsed solely of
female respondents since, at least in terms of construct elicitation,

women seem to provide slightly more information. Alsof_ggzeﬂcf’Eﬁéﬁ

B e

are available for daytime interviews.
Two contradictory notioAs are associated with the problem
of determining a useful degree of variation in the sample across
such variables as sociéieconomic status and life cycle stage. On
the one hand, the one guideline stipulated for sample design in
inductive exploratory feséarch calls for a small, homogeneous
sample (Harrison and Sarré,7197l). This provides a control Fed
means.of obtaining a basic set of knowledge for the derivation

of hypotheses. Follow.up work tests these with reference to a

wider and more heterogeneous population.

On the other hand, the sample should contain variation to

of housing. The most: efficient means of testing for differences

have two subsamples representing extremes On these variables at

the outset. An attempt was made to dé this by evenly filling the

cells of a four way design differentiating households with and -
without schoolage children5 and those searching'for ﬁomes over $35,000
and undexr $25,000 respectively.6 This information can be obtained
from agents snd serves as an initial measure of the extremes

R 9 . . <
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sought. However, a number of events mitigated against the success
.of this procedure. " The difficulty in obtaining names aﬁa setting

up intefviews made it unwlse £d exclude anzﬂhouseholds srmply

because thev did not fit into the desxgn necessary to test

efficiently for group verlatlon, Tﬁ}slls not the major concern

of the work. Second, it betame apparent very early. that the sub-

samples were -not all in the market in reasenabl ; ers. The

lower incbﬁe households, especially those wi 'choolage children,

were squeered out by escalating prices.7 Access to potential

respondents from the higher inqome extreme was dehied by aéents

‘reluctant to risk these higher commissions by passing on per-

tinent names. The sample ultimatelyrggllected more closely

: P )
j satisfies the description of homeéeneoﬁs than heterogeneous.

*(\ The fourth and final problem is that of" sample size.

- -Since there is no intention of ‘making inferences to a wrder
repulatiOn it is not critical that the sample be large or
representative. The size was undefined as long as the four way
design remained operational and there was optimism about the
cooperation of agents. Once the #esign wes dropped it was arb-
itrarily decifikd to obtain respondents from at least thirty house-
holds for samples A and B respectively.8 The relatively small
size facilitates the indepth analysis necessary to identify

regularltles in the data - using Lnductive procedures and techniques

whlch are not yet rigorously tested in environmental contexts.

.
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‘Interv1ews were conducted over a flve month period from *

May\to September, 1973. In thlS time just over two hundred names
were supplied by agents dlstrlbuted throughbut the- market. These
households were: subsequently contacted by telephone to ar;ange
_interview times. \Enterv1ews Were not !bnducted lflrepeated -
attempts failed to locate the househol&’ the household had dropped
out of the housiﬁghnarket, had already‘poved into a house, or

if neither spouse/was w1111ng to‘be 1nterv1ewed. Of 220 names
L3R

.
\_.v' T

supplled members of eighty one houshholds were available and
willing to be interviewed. Elghty ) the responses are usable

and are equally divided between the two‘guestionnaires; forty being

responses to format A and forty to format B.

——

~



-included in the main sample of fd?ty is femele. Hence, thirty

AR T

w.3.2 o  Description of. sampleg- f-': i - 3\\L

-

j- . Profile Statistics for both Samples are listed in Teble 3.. .
o

) sixty “two respendents completed usable questionnaires !or format

A, representing forty households. The total includes twenty two-?

couples. Whenever possible the representative for the household

eight femsles and two nales comprise the group for A._ The forty -
respondents and representatives forx B are all female. .
The_premove locetions of-respondents are all well dis-
tributed tnroughout SZmilton, Burlington and environs. In the
eggregete;.bothvssnples, given the number of yocars they have lived
in Hamjlton, are likely to be femflisr“with the‘city;' They live
in single femily dwellings, are married with children, and are
basicelly middleclass. ‘As noted eerlier the samples rete woll
ebove ghb Ontario everage of 39.61 in terms of the Blishdn index
of socio- economic stetus. . Samplbk B differs from A, in being slightly
younger, with fewer children and with more members renting, living '

in high rise accomodstion and expecting to spend less on housing.,

» Consideretion is given to'the‘effects of these differencesvwhere

LN ’ -
“

necessary in the ‘folloying chapters. "
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.. * TABLE 3
N A J
Description of the Samplaes,
SAMPLE A SAMPLE D
. -
. - Femalc respondents _ 38 40"
. Male respondents - . . 24 -
TOTAL - 40
Numbor of indepondent nounqﬁ‘IaA 40 40 .
- and numbor of rospondents in st 1{2 males. ’ '
the main npologeing included) i -
‘ lLength of residence in uamilton ‘over 10 \, over 10
- median qroup ‘ yaars years
++ £ 24 T 15
Rent : 15 23
Qccupancy - modo 25 of 40 15 of 40
- ® : in single in single
o . || family family
- 12 of 40
in high riece
Occupancy standard = median 3 3
: . — : j.o. good
Median age group J0=39 voars 45=35 yecarg
Number marzicd Ld49 L]
._AFW 1 2.
. with schoclaga children 22 14
Mean pumber of children 2,05 1.97.
Median oducation group 2 .4 3 \
L0, s i.o. |
‘profcassional {3-5 yecars
- 7 - or technlcal Jsecondary
boyond .
pecondary
- Median incomo group fox : 9 ]
» . combinad husband/wife incomes i.o. . -
. : ‘ ' 317, 000~ f
— J 15,9049 ;
. * Moan occupation code using \ 52.68 ) / %3.98
@ : gdo_in housechold. -
' ~ Maximum housing prica rospondant “43,750 36,075
propared to pay -~ mean
. - - —_'-— n
‘44 The ontries do not-total 40 or 100%; thora are missing values,
P . * Bascd on Blishen, B.R. "A Socio-economic Indox for Occupations
& ' : in Canada" in Gapadian Socicty: Sociolagical Porspeatiuves,
. . B.R., Blishen, F.C. Jones, K.0. Naegelae, J, POrter . {odl.) Torontos -
. ' sMacmillan, 1968, 241-253. :
L]
. ' '
4 e \"._ LI




Iv.4 ’ _-*' : Summary of Mathodology

Two complomantary‘Eiastionnairel wore employed to
colloct data on psychologicallaspoctl of housing cpoice fromta
total 0fgl02 ;espondents. Peruonai-oonatruot elicipation pro-

_ coduros and judgments to ba used in MDS algorithms provide tho
.'oulk_of_the_datat Incorporated in 2 multioperational !ramawork;
‘these produce data which satiofy throc important roquirementi.f
Rosponséa are elicited from relpondents rather than prestructured
by tha rosearchfr; .they provide information on the nature and
rolative!?portance_of housing Concepts‘consiltont with the thesis
" objectives and conceptualizations; and, insofar as it can he
mahaged; the measures are Golid and reliable. The conclusions,

and henco'oypothose- derived frofy their ﬁa:lysis, are reported

in the subsegquent chappers.h .
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'1broduced By Rossi (1955) .

1

e

. - - FOOTNOTES e ’
Igee the discussions in Webb 6t al. (1966) , Campbell
end Fiake (1959) and Garner et al. {15535 . : ’ )
2

This has been attenmpted in a number of reeent studies

of housing choice; for example by Roger Stough in Boston, (pers.
comm.), Vicki Silzer .in York, (pere comm. ) R

3

4

5

\

Sanoff (1973) quoting Olver end Hornsby, postuiates
that there are five processes involved in judgments of photographs:

1

Percoptible: The individual describes the items equiv-
alent on the basis of immediate phenomena such as.
size, shape or location,
Functiocnal: The. individual may base equivalence on the
use or function’ of items,
Affective: Items may be described as equiva{ent on ,
the basis of the emotion they arouse,
Nominal: Items may be grouped by a name that e;;its
for them in the language,.
Fiat: 1Items may be grouped without providing any
Further information. The objective here is to have
respondents pair houses as alike on the basis of 2
< and 3 above and not on the basis of superficial points
¥of similarity as in'l, or reletively meaningless
bases as in 4 end 5.

The market is loosely defined as Hamilton city, Burlington,
Ancaster, Stoney Creek and their immediate built-up environs.

The use of schoolage children as the critical variable

in the life cycle stage fs it affects housing choice is supported
by the review by Abu-Lughod and Foley (1960), and the evidence

LY

4

~

These price threshholds were{ielected to serve as initlal
Indicators of socio-economic status &

fferences on the advice of

agents familiar® with the market at the time.

7Tﬁe escalating cost of hou:ing over the period is documented

in real estateireports and news paper articles at that time. See

for example, The Spectator, ' July 4, 1973, p.7, while evidence that

N

low income buyers are not included in the sample appears in Table 3.
The median household income for the samples -is in the range of

$13,000 ~ $15,999 and the minimum is in the range $6,000 -~ $7, 999.

By 1971 census records the average male income in Hamilton was

$6896.

Similarly on the Blishen socio-economic index which has a




range between a low of about 25 to a high o! about 80, the Ontaric
average is 39.61 whereas the mean for the nample is 52 68 for
A and 53.98 for B. . )

? -

This sample size compareu favourably with other atudies
using peraonal construct theory for environmental research. Stough
‘{pers. comm.) in Baltimare is uaing thirty respondents, and ,
Tuite {1973) used ninety. .

e

PN \-—-

»
N &




i THE DEVELOPMENT OF A TYPOLOGY OF CONSTRUCT TYPES
It will be remembered that the primary aim of the thesis

is to develop hypotheses relating to the nature of ‘the concepts
which are‘used in the comparison and evaluation of &igferent
relidences.réThe'neture of houling concepte‘ie sought by ekamioing
the verbel labels used by reepondente to describe the conceptl
and Ly exemining the reletionehipe between concepts as in cognitive
'aeeoolatione or structurel. Chapters V and VI are given over to J@
dﬁfferent eepecte of this objective. Chapter V is a gqualitative
analysis primarily concerned with theé labelling of concepts ih the
free response and construct descriptions elicited from sample A.
Chapter V1 is a quantitative anelyeie of the repertory grids where
the emphasis is on the associations between conetrvcte and the
possibility of describinglhouting in terms of broad areas of

.concern defined by clusters of = related constructs.

“"

The two ohaptere are united by the overriding intention
of deriving ﬁypotheeel ‘on the nature ot houlinq conoepts. This
is initiated in Chapter v, where the qualitetive anelylie leads
to the development of a typology of oonstruot types. Each class
in the typology reprelenbe a eet o£ oonltruote which describe

one, ‘or eeverel :eleted eepects o£ housing. The clalsel lay

. . 3 R N -
—_, . . . -
- P > . o .
. . B -
P -
, .

W oam L maa el



the groundworkafo: the hypotheses ultimately derivedr/’ﬂowever,
it can be argued that the definitions of the classes in
Chapter V are biaeed by value trensfe;ence or by prior beliefs '
held by the_autho;. The tranaferred beliefe may reflect existing
theoreticel'hotiene in geogrephy such as those on the nature and

importance of accessibility in housing.choice which heve been .
1egitimized by 1ong usage. - Hence, subsequent testing of the
classes is undertaken to establish as far as poesible whether
each classg does in fact form‘a "netural grouping” of constructs
and whether each class seems well defined and bounded. This
3esessment_is begqun in Chapter V but -the quantitative enalyeie -
in Chapter VI affords a better opportunity for it. o

The derivation of hypothesee bn the nature of housing
concepts at the conclusion of Chapter VI is made only after a
qualitative analysis of concepts and labels in.Chapter V, a <
quantitative analysip of céncept associations in Chapter VI and
the development, testing and evaluation of & typelogy of tpnstruct
types in both chaptets. .
Ohe cautionary note is necesearx. In both of these

chapters, respondents are treated as a homeéeheous group'to permit
aggregation of concepts over all individuall. In fact, di{ferences

between groups and {individuals are identified in Chepter VIII.

J H »-"!' )

—

;
3
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25 h'; i_ Data‘and Analysit
Thera‘}re four data sources containing information
the meaning and labolling of concepts; £reo reaponse data in

which respondenta\deacribod what they wore looking for in ho

Kelly's procodura, a aupplemental liat of "other fao/gra and

-

the dimenaions of MDS soIutions for both dissimil ity and

preference judgmonta. Tho MDS analyses prov' information'on

all aspects of houaing choico under conaid ation in the thesia,
‘ the‘nuxure and importance . of concepta an group differences in . o
choice processes. To avoid fragmenting the description of the
1+ MDS analyaoa into threa or four diffe &At chaptera, it is left
in total for chapter VIII. This dooa not detract greatly from

the following exploration of the nature of the concepts, -since

the MPS solutions for the most part oniy.provido a check on

i

the results obtained~from the free response and personal construct
data. Procedures for analysing the latter are outlined before

reporting the classification of constructs.

(RPN GRSt P LT S

V.1.1 Free Response and the Master Code
Respondents for.botn formats A and B answered tne question;
"Tell me briefly tno things you hope to find
and the things you do not want in the home you . .
are loo'king for?" - -9 | | '

- . The responses are calleq for convenience "the free response

PP Ly P LN N o SR N BN T SO W TR Y

data”, ‘and aro'aalumad‘to describe housing oonoapt-'wnich the

=y
-
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respondents can both recall and verbalize. . B ,f«#*””"ﬂ

. —
-

The frece response data are coqtent-analyzed using a’
detailed codinq system described in Appendix B.  In keeping
‘with the inductive nature of'this study{nthe code is based , \g
~on the data and is a result in itself. Thie first run -
analysis‘and the evolution of the coda is described_in Appendix. B.
The ultimate form of the code ie a six‘digit“classification where
each successive digit specifiee the nature of the housing attribute
or attributes in more specific terms. éeaponsee are analyzed using
.the original six digit form but are tabulated in Tables 4, 5, and .
7 in a more general, mainly ‘three digit form. Twenty-four
respondents for‘example. mention size of the lot (310). Even
aggregated to this extent, it is evident that the code is capable
of extremely detailed.anaiysie. The aim of the master code

is to keep researcher subjectivity in the grouping and classifying
of constructs in data analysis to a minimum. It is important‘

to note that the master code does not identify specific concepts;
only the housing attributes Feferred to in concepts. It is
possible that a single concept or personal construct may be

A,

- described using several labels.each with its own|code This is,

in !act, what happens in.many cases. Hence, the original
concept is effectively divided by the master code into a number
of different categoriea when presented as frequencies of use of

given master codes. .
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.V.1.2. Personal Construct Data and the
Classxﬁlcdtlon of Construct Types

- Respondents for format A completed the construct evaluat;on

task. This is intended to be a more detailed descrlptlon of the
housing congepts than is available in a free response. It
simultaneously provides a means of ldentxfylng and analyzlng

concepts 'in an undivided form.

Ly t

The responses take the form of a description of each

construct, which is assumed to be a single concept, by its
g

emerxgent and contrast pole and in -some instances, by an inter-

~

mediary section. The poles are further characterized by a
statement as to whether the respondent views them as desirable,
undesirable or indifferent. featiures of housing. Constructs

-

classified as indifferent gomprise a very small number of

" elicited constructs {(i.e.,23 of a total of 364). They evidently

play a role in differentiating housing but not in evaluating
them. Hence, they are excluded from all‘further analysis.

The remaining total of 341 elicited constructs are supplemented
by a total of 97 "other factors”. The other factors are concepts
which respondents claimed to consider when evaluating vacancies
but which for some .reason were not elicited usidg the triad
procedure. Together, the elictted‘constructe and other factors
are considered the main constructs, concepts.or cognitive
attributes respondents use in housing choice. A.mean of 8-5
elic1ted constructs and 2.4 other factors, totalllng 10. 9 in

all, were supplled by "A“ respondents, (Table 6). Given the.



8l
large number of constructs used by many - respondents, in making ¥ -
a housing choxce, the declsion is already depicted as extremely

complex. oot

TABLE 6
Number of Constructs Elicited Per/Respondent N
‘ Sample A (N = 40) Y

Mean (X) Range | Standard
~ Deviation
Elicited Constructs | 8.5 . 4 - 15 2.2 3
Other Factors 2.4 0 - .6 1.5
LY
Total All constructs~.} . 10.9 - 7 - 15 2.2
B AN ) .

The construct descriptions are analyzed to explore theit
meaning in the first instance, by using the system of master codes.
Table 7 lists the frequency of use %f codes in a content ;nalysis
of the preferred poles or sections of constructs__.'2 This analysis
ie the basis of the development of a twenty-five class typology
of construct types (see Table 8 and Appendix C). For most of ther
classes in the typoiggy, those that are not groupings of residual
or miscellaneous constructs such as Types 13 and 25 in Table 8,
the class is defined by a single master code -or by a gzoup of

master codes which appear to have similar or related meanings.

-k



!
Content Anolysis of Preoforred Pole of Conatructs

TADLE 7

and Other ractorms

Sample X (N =40} - ﬁr\\\ .. .
v ~
House Interior Housa Typs and -Location {n Hamilton
' Extarior
Master ' ' Mastor Master
Codo £.C.* O.F.%%  Ttee Code e o.Fr. T Code E.C. 0.r. T,
. . 7
4 : . &
110 1 ° - 14 210 10 1 11 £10 2 - 2
121~-) 17 - 17 221 11 - 11 440 . 7 4 o1
121-2 2 - 2 2221 13. k) 16 460 . i
121-) [) 5 ] 2222 g} 3 14 450 .- - L%
121-4 Y2 - 2 223 ) 2 s { ¥ 470 16 1 17
121-3% 1 2 3 )1 224 19 - 19 480 7 - »
121-6¢ ] [ | 12 223 1 4 A50 5 - -]
121-7- 26 2 23 226 17 1 18
J2i-3 1 2 3 237 12 3 13
121-9 1 1 2 210 2 - 2 E -t
122-1 5 2 7 41 - 1 1 Locatiogi Genoral
122=-2 1l - 1
122-) 1 - 1
122-7 b - 3 510 1 6 23 -
122-9 - # 1 M 570 :
124 2 4 Lot 580 e
12% 2 1 J 520 6 1 7
126 - 2 2 530 5 1 6
L 310, 12 1 3 s40 10 4 14
M - 4 ' 10 S - 1. 360 5 1 ¢
N2 14 1 - 1% 10 18 1 19 620 2 1 k}
11) 2 - 2 J41 26 4 Jo ’
134 - 2 2 42) 27 [ 33
1)s 1 4 - MY B
136 * 1 2 3 344 l 1 4 Accossibilitics
348 - 1 1
350 9 - 9
360 14y 2 16 551 2 - 2
rinancial 370 2 2 4 552 [ ] H
: Js0 N - 3 5531 5 1 [
B 5532 [ & 12
710 - 4 [+ 26 55231 -] 1 6
120 - 2 2 5534 ‘, p 6
730 2 2 4 5538 1+ 1 b4
1%0 : 1 2 3 5536 k] - 3
N 459 1 1 2
L3
Miscellanoous
<
- 1 1 : .

800

L,

E£.C,~-Flicited Conmtrlctas

0.r.-0ther Factors R
ses 7. -Total slicited construct

-

Y

& and other factors




The‘ﬁﬁéIZiondng¥hat.axé rgla;ed h$stbr'¢6déé'i§ made

primarily on ‘the basis of what codes regularly occur:together -

in-the description of the preferred“ ction of a single éonstruct.3

Some of these are fairly obvidus; for egaqp¥é; he occurrence
together of codes for house size (110) aﬁafgﬁipéf:of bedrooms
(121-7) in constructs Elassed Typg 1 kseé Taﬁle 8). 'Others are
more unexpected; for example, the grouﬁiné of codes for age of .
the dwelling (224), soundness of strucéugg (285), building
mnFn;inle {(226). and maintenance concéfns,(227), ar Type 12,

It ix at this point that the danger of hias causga hy
sybj~ctivity and value transference is most acute, and the
need for detailed macter onden, and subheequant nclage pecogomant
meat o hhyvisang,

Rarh nf Yhe conerruct clrgger jr described in tuarn

beleow an 'he hagis of vhat heousing attribhutes define the clarsa.

Tfopnetract Tynpa 14, fer ~v-mple, is defined primari]y by rade 316 -

reforences to lot rine. Or~aminnally codas for other mecondary
attributer aproar. Hence in a foaw Type 14 conghrurta, the - Ao 334"
for tveer and landrcaping alen appeare. Secondary rageg are~ '-'-o

tn he the firet indication of porsible anaociarinng bPetween
different chnstruct fypes, since the mecondary codes in one

type are primary codes in some other type. Code 340 which is a
secondary code in~Type 14 constructs in the primary code defining
. Type 16 constructs. A lack of consistency in the prﬁhary and

(3

. sacondary codes which appear in the constructs of any one

&



FREQUENCY OF

I .

- .~ oApLET® -
. _—

USE .OF CONSTRUCT TYPES . .

v Lo
SAMPLE A- (N = 40

te

!

" PYPE DESCRIPTION

NO.

.NO. OF RESPONDENTS
“USING THYS TYPE

'NO.  OF USES

a3

No.

tof 46
Respondents

LR 2
v

T.

dwelling size,
internal space,
no. of bedrooms

37

92.5

Sl

concerns about
a bascment

10

25.0

"a dining room

concerns about

n

concerns about,
other rooms

maintenance

concerns about
room shape,
location,
vergatility,
redecoration and

concerns, about

. wind .
win ”wz— 1

and upkecp

concofns about
fireplace (s)

other aspects nf
dwelling inte:
rior

- —

genaral appear
ance of house.
cleanliness,

occupancy nf
dwelling,
{single or
multiple,
attached or
detached)

.

g

11

1

a1 g

o —

.lq

i

. Elicited Constructé

** Other factors

a*® Total elicited constructs and other

fhctora
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]

rnsousucv OF USE OF consrnurr TYPES (( ‘" SAMPLE A (N = 40) ‘85
!

“opypE| DESCRIPTION  [NO. OF RESPONDENTS. | NO. OF USES 4

NQ. " |USING THIS TYPE. ¥
£ ~—
: No. % of 40 . ) ned
. : Respondents E.C. | * O.F. T.
11 |no. of floors 12 .30.0 | 10 2 .12
12 age of dwelling 28 70.0 36 4 40
building mate- - \
rial structure _ /
and maintenance .
concerns
13 other aspects 7 . 8 1 9
of house design
14 size & shape of 27 67.5 29 2 - 31
lot
15 privacy of lot 23 57.0 26 1 27

& dwelling,
spacing {rom
neighbours |

16 trces, land- 24 0.0 75 2 27
scaping and
topography
. - [ S [P PR SR SN —
17 parking, garage 25 6§2.5 26 6 iz
and drive way
U I PV RS  ENT ST AR MY P —
18 other features 4 3 2 5
of the lot "
o ¢ C S, S VRN DU RUNPRN I
1o neighbourhood 19 47.5 ) 12 34
considerations .
20 accessibilities 18 45.0 21 11 32
21 urban downtown s s - 5

"in Hamilton"
22 suburban, rural 16 40.0 18 - ia
"put of Hamilton"

= —

23 Place namaes: 12 30.0 9 3 12

24 financial 25 . 62.5 9 21 30
considorations ¥

25 uncoded 2 ' 1 - 4. k|

TOTALS = 341 97 438




class is taken as - evidence that the cla s may be poorly defined

In many inseances conclusions’ about the ability of each class:'

and associations between construct types whch are tentatlvely

arrived at in this way in Chapter V are confixmed in Chapter VI .

by further analysis.
s

V.2 Construct Types

L I
The, 25 construct types are discussed in the order

they are listed in Tahle 8. Thus, eferences to the atgributes

of the dwelling precéde discussions of the lot, of locatipn and
of financial concepts. The order in which the types are d scribed

dobs not reflect differences in importance, although differehgces
\
in the frequency of the use of concepts are readily apparent. '
N
There is a marked variation also in ‘the “attention given to the \

various types as a result of differences in their apparent cognltl\k\

AN
romplexity, and implications in terms of past research findings. A

AN
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v.2,1 - Type l&: welling Size, Internal
: . - Space and Number of Bedrooms

These constructs are identlfled by the master‘éodes; :
size of ‘the house (llO), number and size of rooms in general "
(121«1, 122-1), and the number and size of bedrooms in partlcular
(L21- 7 12247) An example of a Type 1 construct 1s terms’ of v
its emergent and contrast pole is:

;"two bedrocdms, too few ~———=——-= more bedrooms, four

preferred."4 ‘ |

This group of constructs stands out as that cited by
most respondents. Thirt}—seven of the forty A respondents, over
90 per cent, used at leest one Tyge 1 oonstruct“(Table B)} The
dominant concern is for a preferred number of bedrooms (121-7),

™,
as opposed to other concerns such as the size and shape of rooms,

other types of room, arrangement of space or overall floor space.
The concern for the number of bedrooms is clearly defined and-
respondents are very conscious of it. Notice that with a total
of 31 mentions, code 121-7 is the highest of all codes in the
free response data (Table 4) and is also important in the
analysis of the constructs themselves where it appears 28 times
(Table 7). Very few respondents describe their concern for house
size in general terms, i.e., "a large house - a small house".
Moreover, only two of the over fifty constructs contain secondary

references to other housing attributes.



o=

IAlthough not nearly ae slgnlficant as the number of

bedrooms, the number of rooms (121 1) may also ‘be a major com=

ponent in the.meanlng of Type 1° constructs,ﬂappearlng 17 tlmes

Y

_in Table 7.

It is not unexpected that a set of constructs of the
nature gf Type 1 should be ldentlfled. Qulte éhe contrary
The 1mportance of. 1nternal size and Bnmbek of bedrooms has been
a major finding in most empirical studies particularly thet of
Rossi (1955). Since the'concern.is very exp}icit both to'researchers
and respondents the.strucﬁured format of conventional question-.
naires would not 1nh1b1t thls finding. ' What is more surprising
is that the elicitation procedure dld not lead to respondents
describing many references other than to the number of bedrcoms.
This result sugéests that some of the more compiicated measures

of house size and crowding currently being explored5 may not be

as useful as a simple ratio of the number of household members

. .3

to bedrooms. P

et
3

It may aiso indicate that the acéuisition of a given
number of nedrooms }s seen, at least by middle-class Canadians
as ensuring that ﬂéere is sufficient spacerarranged in such a
way as to 8llow for privacy between household members. The need
for internal privacy and its relationship to. crowding and stress,

particularly for lower class households is well recognized;

.(The main findings are reviewed for example, by Schorr, 1966).
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Internal prlvacy Was:not mentlbned once by reepondents in this

stuay, and may only be articulated by pe0ple reaqtlng to,lack R

of pravacy 1n'a prev10us re31dence. lf_ o j'-;",_,m,hflffl"

‘r

Mﬁny of the other factors related to 1nternal spaCe

found 1mportant in prev10us studles are llkely to be-satlsfled

* by a suffzczent number of bedraoms, for example, space per pérsonv

Al

 (Reimer, 1945 Cottam, 1351), the number of persons per family
(MOgey and Mortis, 1960) and the avallablllty of space for

separate uees. The latter need, however, may also be reflected
=N
in the need of some resp®fdents in this study for flexlblllty

in the use of rooms (Type 5).

V.2.2. Type 2: Concerns About a Basement

One quarter of the respondents. are concerned about
having a basement, finished or.unfinisheé recreation room in
their new home \ype 2, Table 8). One code (121-6) defines thé
class. It appears ‘3 14 times in the free response data and 12
times in the constructs_and is not assoc1ated with -any secondary

codes. In pther words, it is another set of well defined needs

of which respondents are well aware.

The awareness of a need for a basement may, of course, .

y

~-pe a regional concern and less important in -areas and countries
|

» .
where cliyétic conditions allow less stress on recreational

functions in the homei (See also Wheeler, 1968)




v.2.3. - Type 3: Con erns About a Dxnlng Room

-Definea by th% cobde (121 3) these constructs are general}y

N

. expressed in terms of the absence.or presence.of a dining area
. or separate dining room. Type 3 .constructs are minor, being °
voiced by only six.of forty respondents-and then mainly as

afterthoughts among other factors .(Tahle 8).

v.2.4. Type 4: Concexrns About 6ther Rooms
This is.; miscellaneous category containing”only 3 of
the total 438 constructs. . : ¢
V.2.5. Type 5: Concerns About Room shape, ‘Location,
Versatility, Redecoration, and Maintenance
Té define Type 5 constructs, the codes 123, 124, and
ligléré“grouped together largely because they all seem to
imply a concern that the new residence be adaptable to the
respondents’ needs and preferences in the use and appearance
of the house interior. The group is of minor significance

-

overall occuring only seven times (Table 8).

vV.2.6. Concerns About Windows

~ A single code (132) is used to define this class of

constructs. References to windows barely occur in the free response

data, but were elicited from over 30 per cent of respondents by
the trlad procedure. This may indicate. that respondents are not

immediately conscious of acconcern for the nature of w1ndows but

will express one when prompted by the photographs.

Rl
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AAtype G'Cdnétfuct tYpically'contfaets-derk wiﬂzoweiwito;
those that are 1arge or provmde ‘a lot of light. ‘Thete are two .
references to ‘a de51re for windows which' are. "not. modern |
Thekconstructs are not Eomplloated by secondary cbdes. These /
Idesoriptions exptess very diffetent concerns than thot discussed
by Kuper‘(195§) who saw windows in terme of the pfivecy they
did or .did not permit froﬁ neigﬁbours; however, in Chapter VI_conJ
structs relating to Wwindows (Type 6) and to external privacy

LI

(Type 15) are | found to be associated.

I
v.2.7. Type)?. Concerns About Flreplaces

The code 135 is the only one used to def1ne "Ehis class,
and refers to the presence or absence of one orrpore fireplaces
in_the dwelling.‘ The fireplace is mentioned wit; similarly low
freouencies of 4 and 5 times in the free response and construct
data respectiﬁely (Tables'4 and 7). Type 7 is therefore con-

sidered minor.

“

V.E&B. Othér Aspects of the Dwelling Interior
}/ Another miscellaneous category, thiSyiocludes constructs
relating to space for storage QlBl);hreferenée to . doors (138),

: - - /
systems such as air gonditioning, wiring and plrumbing (134) and
§

any additional uncoded featuxes- (136) It is some indication
B 2
that the construct typology is’ cémprehen81ve when only 7 constructs

are classified in this miscellaneous category.
. S e
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V.2.9. Type 9: General Appearance of the Houseu Cleanllness
- ang, Upkeep :

Two codes deflne this grouping, ‘that for the external:
appearance of the resxdence {210) and cleanllness and upkeep
(223). The two codes qulte frequently occur together to descrlbe
a conctruct. However, references to appearance_domlnate In
over half the c0nstructe 210 is the only code used. A typical .
wexample of the emergent anc contrast poie is:

"A residence which has cha;acter; is interesting —

unattractive”

Type 9 constructs arelenother instance in which .the triad
procedure was instrumental in eliciting’ concepts of some importance
which respondents did not seem to be aware of in their free
responses. In the free response data, Table 4, codes 210 and
223 each appear only once, whereas they appear 11 and 5 times
respectively in the construct data, Table 7.

This set of constrhcts may reflect some of the attributes
listed in other studies of housing preferences, notably "beauty"
(Peterson, -1967) anc “clcanlinees“, visual variety" and
"unigqueness® (Flachsbart and Petersbn, 1973). However, the
results of this study may indicate that it is misleading to separate
ogt these‘yaricus postulatéd components as separate concepts,
particularly at the level of concept aggregation used 'by Peterson
and Flachsbapt and when such concepts do '‘not appear to be

widely used.

e v
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v;2.10 iTypejibf.'Oécupancy‘oflthéDweiling'(singieor
o : Multiple, Attached or Detached)

v Cénstructsréf this ﬁype I}naily contrasf a single fémily
dwelling as the preferred pole with a residéncé which.is at ached;
an apartment, condominium or otherwise shared structure. The
prima:y code is degree of separation of the units-(221). Cpnstructs
of this gype do not occur as freqﬁ;ntly as might bﬁfexpecte
(rable 8) and in fact, éheir nuniber is inflated by the inclusion
of four nonstructs which refer to the dégree.to which the lot
and amenities are owned’outright or aré shared as in condominiuﬁs
(380). It is possible that in a large sémple these four constructs,
which refer to the degree to which the lot and amenities are owned
outright 0OHr are‘shared as in condominiums {380), would emerge
as a separate group.

. {
V.2.11 Type 1l: Number of Floors

The code (2221) defines this class. The twelve construnts
of this type largely contrast the single storey dwelling with a
split level or multiple storey residence and show a marked
preference for the latter. 1In the study by Flachsbart and Peterson
(1973) an apparently similar concept is termed "scale".
v.2.12 Age of the Dwelling, Building Materials

Structure and Maintenance Concerns
Four codes are grouped to identify Type 12 constructs;

age of the dwelling (224), soundhess of structure (225) building



1 .

- .
.
4
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materials (226) .angd - the possibility or nece581ty for ) ‘

maintenance and redegoratlon (227). These codes appear in

.
-

various cdmbina;;ons in many constructs, Table 9.
-The age-of the dwelling (224) is thé dominant component

in the méanlng of Type 12 constructs. It is dominant in the
recall data (Table 4) and is frequently the only description

used to- describe the cgﬁstruct as 1nd1cated by the hlgh frequency
for thia code in the dlagonal entry in Table 9. Respondents

often eXpress their concern not in tﬂyégcef_what dwelling ag~ ¢
they wanﬁ but rather what they do not want; thus the;e is 8
relatively high frequency for use of 224 in Table 5 which is

the anal&sisﬁof references to undesirable featuras of houring

in the free response data.

The few secdndary codes assaciated with these construecte
relate the age - maintenance concern with Type 5 ronstructs; thar -
monaarna for ~lean)iness and uvpkeoep (2231 And evtrmrial appnas e
(210}Y .

Tt is important to establish how reasonable it is ¢
group the ronstructs which comprise this ~lacee ag a gsingle
group. As it stands this type has the Reignd highegt ¥€raquenry
or use of all nonstruct types; second only to the concern for
house size (Type 1). It cguid be argued that the various ideas
referenced by each of the four codes coyld be treated as separate

constructs. Yet, as Table 9 indicates for many respondents these

ideas are either very higkly related or describe different aspects

"

—
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: Combinations of Codes in Type 12 Constructs
q Al
‘ i > ‘

"
. 224 225 ., 226 227 »
e ke e e
224 | IS . \
225 - A ,
226 2 2 7
227 2 1 7 *
* An entry in the Ajagonal reenrds the frequency with whierh
[ Y qr‘n—-ifihﬂ PR EY: o] okl b oy b Ry fF Fhe rvremainina thiy as
’
*
Lo
‘ 7.
. ,
. -,
) . , .
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of the sahe constéué;; _The nArroﬁ margin between whap‘is a k ,
single construct with several iabels and what are scparate but
relatéd construcés is difficult if n&g impossiﬁle to define.
At best, one ~an simply attempt to assesé whether Type 12 con-
gtructe do in fart hehave ar nne graup. Thié,is vndertaken in
Chagpeter T

Ferevi ne ~tndies maggeat An age conrept is important.
Pative 1w () RTY Foar ax~mple, fArnd age to b oa major at'ritute:
e of faur ot heg onnd vnrinbhle- o“plaini“ﬂ 99 per 2ant ~f th
F’v‘rn(irnnﬂnn nf o hia vrapandaente. Eomewha' surprisingly. ther
f"\f'."it\fii ntitran ~f the e'atne rannekatinne nfE o oasgumed to be

relnted to Ausalli g ¥y neightAanrhoed agqe and ppe-~ranre, =

aaeumnald irpar ka0 in '"oaming prc‘Fﬂ"‘H"'nﬂz fm o Ty Jrmbape-
Tahneto 17T 1) The yelntinn-hip nheary-1 in thde ~rnd
ot e nye Al ni bAnimnees oy ecrnnrtantant O hhpe st hesmn
gidely A rnane Yoy opy i ot A o, iFh b he yr-f-r\!’\"'\ R |
pepart by 8 Ebpe (1771 Y hint oan “f the Awelli. « ¢

t o, Voot e Vg e e R TR I TR 2 TR THRERL PRV I B B

= Type 173 “rher Raepartg ~f Nnanae Daesign

Thig ia A amall miesrellananus catagory. The main vraferen o
is to a concern to find a house with an "aqceptahle" design (2222).
The respondents appeared to have little desire, or perhaps
ability, to express either” their aesthetic or functional needs,
manifest for example in Type 9 constructs, into design principles.
This makes‘the current aims of environmental designers as expressed
in recent 'EDRA conferences, potentially very important since this

18 exactly what they seek to do.

e
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_y 2.14. Type ‘14: .Size and Shape of the Lot | o
- This class is comprlsed of constructs relatlng to concerns

about lot size L310)(\‘\f)shape (320), ‘spage (350}‘333 to the
»
cituation of the house on the lot (3530}. A typica} example is
"a small front lawn - a big front lawn, a lot 120 x 150"
or |
"gpa~e ar-und the houre - arowded”

This is a major aroup haing veeAd hy nvar half nf respondents.

The Aaminant idea ie= the ¢ neern for 1t eize (310} which reaapnpndent .

fFrajuen'ly refervyed ' n in their fr~a reapnnees, fahle~ 4. fat shap-
Aand the aituatinn of the honee nrye minny ﬂgpoﬁke and Faw earnndac
~rdes omplicnate tho moaaningt ~f thea~ ecangbrnets, Thoaga Fhst (O
revenr, dinetnding reaferancas 0 brace and lavndg~aping "147),
anpnrat tan nf honging vnite (221) any! aitn YN'lnii{"w* fryay v e

'y yel '~ cwenaninga, (Eniqhy anAd Meneh ik, 1978)

Th vim A1 frr epacinnennaas ing hnoe Al rvaend o g e i
rtuAdir~ 2 {1 ecwanple hy Simmeann (10RRAY, whre ryelato e A T
anbuirh 0w 'aeabrinn, and by Fetayann {17A7) whn liste i' na n
f-eter in prefarencoe fAar yYeeijdontinl neighhaunrhnad: Thern

A ey bain amhignity in theoge Ajrconaesinne qnqgnqking that the
repnrern foy epace may he oither oY hnth in tarme nf tho 1Ak and
of the general neighbmurhood environs. Tn this study, space

expressed as lot size is the overriding concern.
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V.2.15. Type 15: Privacy of the Lot and Dwelling, Spacing
-~ ..  From Neighbours '

o

A type lS'Ciassification is made 6n fhe'basis of the uke
of codei for privacy of lot (360) isolation (5141}, spacing
from neighbours (330, 530), the'ﬂecessity of shared faéilities
(380) and locations allowing the pursuit.of a given life style
outdoors. Despite their apparent variétioh, these codes fre-
auently'appear together. The two major components in the meaninq”

of Type 15 ronstructs are privacy (360) and separatinn from

nedghbeears (33I0) 1 a typical example is:
i
"eloce to neighbours - more space and privacy”

Iike Type 12 and unlike Types 1 and 14, it is not immediately
appAarant fﬂﬂ* these ronstructs fofm a single natural grouping.
T+ is guita pageihle that they could be divided into twn related
cenearnr; none for privacy and the other for separaticn from
neighbrurs, Fight aof the tweanty -weven constructe i;\ the ~lneea
An netr ~ontain an explicit referdnce to privacy.

Althongh privacy rarely appears in the respondents’ free
raepongea, it Aoas comprisre a major sat of constructs, and some
nf the meaning of these ig made ~lear in their content analysis.
In all instances, respondents are concerned about external privaéy
and space relations, not internal ‘privacy. At least four elements
of the pﬁysical environment are related to privacy.6 These are:
a)-‘private‘Outdoér space. Nine of twenty—seveﬁ Type 15 constructs

include secondary master codes referencirg lot size, location

or general reference to private outdoor space. Moat are
{ Y



b)

c}

A)
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1
-

references to "a large lot” rather than "a small one".’

Proximity to néighbour§4 This is explicitly related to
privacy in nine constructs.
Building type. This is explicitly related to privacy in

eight constructs and is generally expressed as either a

-preference for a éingle,family dwelling, to avoid an attached

dweliing Br shared facilities. This result supports a finding
of Kuper (1953) who points out that a lack of audi tory

privacy is promoted in 5emi~détached dwellings.

A fourth co&relaée may be the rural or suburban character

of the location. Phis is not obvious in Type 15 constructs
hut appears when the meaning'of location construéts, Type 22
are explored by "laddering", Hinkle's procedure for identifyénq
other jmplied constructs. FElabaration of ten of the eiqh*nmﬁ
Type 22 constyructs leads to comments on privacy. For some
raspondents, a tripartite rela£ionﬁhip seems to hold hetween
external privacy, lot size and the degree of urbanism of
differené locations in the dity. The references to privary

in tHe location constructs led the author to instigate
laddering of constructs which refer to privacy, partway
through thk survey. The laddering indicates that the
perceived advantage ©f privacy is to avoid intrusion from
neighbougﬁ; intrusion ‘notably in the form of surveillance,
complaint;)about noisé, and interference in property control.

¥

This substantiates findings of Kuper (1953) and of Lansing, °



Fraa

Marans’an&ﬁﬁehner 11970) The lack of prlvacy is con31dened by

respondents to 1nhib1t thelr activities, our freedom to do as

we please". This applles partlcularly in regard to choice of
outdoor act1v1t1es, and apparel The ablllty of the family to
enjoy each others company, or for the 1nd1v1dual members to have
solitude for relaxation and apprec1at10n of their natural environ-
ment. It appears that priﬁecy contributes to freedom in practising
a way of life and as such some notion of freedom of choice maf-'
act.as a superordinate construct for privacy in housing. This is
consistent with Proshransky's (1970) definition of the need for
privacy - "the need to maximize freedom of choice, to remove

L

constraints and limitations on behaviour"; and with the findings" of

Michelson (1970, p.147) who found that private open space is associated

with active family pursuifs.
. ) &,
It will be recalled that all personal constructs have a

bipolaxr composition. Give 4-there exists a continuum in

\
humMan relations

nning from~proximity to too few people to
prox{mity ‘oo many people, the coetrast to privacy might be
either Crowding as suggested by Proshansky, et al. (1570); or
isolation (Hedley, 1966). In this sample, the-contrast is gjearly
with crowding. ~ .

As with Type 12, an assessment of the validity of this
grouping is critical...It involves eeveral-seCOndafy codes
indicating that the group may not be as clearly bounded as other
types. Moreover[ alfhough it is frequently used by respogaents
in this study (Table B8), it has not been wiaely repOrteﬂ'fq

other studies. External privacy is ignored as a factor in some

.
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. major works (Brown and Moore, 1969 Moore, 1969 Moore, 1972,
Butler, EE_EE-' 1968), and only tentatlvely recognlzed in-

. - others, (for example, Rossi, 1955). Three notable exceptions to
this tendency ase provided by ﬁedléy (1966) who‘published a small
bibliography relating to priﬁacy in Canadian housing, Kuper (1953),'
and Michelson (1970, p.l48, The latter discusses the affects
of buildiné type on privany, and tentative conclusions, some
of which attest ty the importance different people place on
privacy from neighbours. Hedley's work is unfortunately not well
known, Kuper's findings only poinf to the imponlance of external
privacy, and Michelsdn's conclug}ons afé téntativeland not backed
by sufficient hard data.

Privacy has been treated‘a little better by designers.
Architects like Chermayeff and Alexander (1963) and Moshe Safdie
(1961 and 1966) are among the most prominent advocates of the -
need for privacy at all levels in community living. Their
attempts to translate these ideas into design are nonetheless
handiéapped.‘ First, by the lack of real evidencg on what lay
'peéple, (and not architécts), believe privacy to be, ‘and how it
can be achleved in housing. Second, by the tendency to. stress
design fgr internal privacy oher privacy at other levels. (See
for exam le Kira 19%6, Cherm%yeff and Alexander 1963, and the

(hwritlngs of Sommer 1969). The stress laid on external privacy
by the espondents in the sjudy reported in this thesis, suggest

this emphasis may be inappr?priaté, at least for those families



who c;;'affo:d t6 buy-iﬁiﬁbffﬁﬁkmeéican'citiés. ‘This'is” : ”'"A3 
certaihly cpnsistent‘wifﬁlKuperfél(1953) f;nding'in the
English context. e o . -

&

V.i.lG. | Type }6: Trees, Landscaping and Topography.

Another set, Type 16 céhstructs are invariably coded 341
for references to trees and 1§ndscaping on the lots whe;e it
appears to have aesthetic connotations more often than functional,
as for example where it provides shadé‘or'privacy. An example‘is;

"new shrubs, effort in landscaping - no landécaping“.

No secondary codes ;ndicating'a,relationship with other
constructs such as the loté'érivacy, or location éppeaf, although
Peterson (1961F'found‘sdch:éﬁAgssocigtion in his factor anaiysis,
and some relatidﬁship between these concepts i;'idengified from
the ‘analysis of the repertory grids in Chapter VI. The concern
for vegetation and landscaping is'§nother which respondents did
not often recall when asked to describe what they would like,
but did recognize as -a need when faced with the photograpﬁs; again

indicative of their aesthetic rather than functional guality.

e

V.2.17. Type 17: Parking, Garage and Driveway

The codes for garage (342) and drivéway (343) are used

in "this classification and represent anothey’ common concern,

(rable 8). eferences to the presence, alsence or hature of the

garage domingte ang virtuakly no seconda codes occur.

-7

e



‘Exaﬁﬁiéé Fré;
"Have dri&éw&y - né driveway"
"Double garége - no ga;age“
hAsrwill be seen in Chépter VI,this set of concepts

holds a ﬁnique ﬁosition_in the cognitive organization of the .

respondents - being partly associated with constructs relating

to the dwelling and partly with lot and location concerns.

.,

V.2.18. Type 18: Other Features of the Lot
This is a small miscellaneous group containing five
constructs which refer to such features as hydro poles in the

lot and sidewalks.

v.2.189. Type 19: ﬁeighbourhood Constructs

This class is identified by a variety of codes. 510 to
580 refer to specific aspects of the local environment ranging
ffem-the~typé'Bf‘Egggféwgﬁaqhousingvjto safety‘and cleanliness
considerations. 620 refers to ehvironments,and their associated
1life styles which are considered undesirable. For most respondents
these are characteristical}y'"urban". For a few, they are sub-
urban. As a class, this is by far the least satisfactory og those
identified. No single description (label 6} code) emerges as
the dominant meaning. Respondents frequently described an area
using a whole set of 1abels. While this supports the argument
in most neighbourhood st&dies that the concept is‘h&::ive ahd

multidimensional, it created real problems in*data collection

and analysis. It was not always obvious whether the labels are

[ ‘ : ) ‘ . . . Q



simply those for a 51ng1e construct or represent a whole set

‘of separate,'lf related, constructa. ThlS caused problems for
complét;ng the repertory grid.’It was eventually dec1ded that if
the respondent preferred to,score.the ideas together, they were
treated as one construct. ILf, however, she found it easier

to score them separately, they were taken to be dlfferent
constrnets. Despite these precautions, many still had to be
coded usi several different codes.

The problems with identifying a common meaning or
meanings {n these conq‘ructs are compounded by lnadequaCLes in
the mast code itself in this area. A number of the codes
are repetitive or teo general. The codes 510 aﬁd‘§70 which
refer to "general" and “"other qualltles of the area" need
combining and breaklng into a new set of specific categories.

Among the thirty-four neighbourhood constructs there

seem to be at least seven broad, but not mutually exclusive

meanings (Table 10):

L)
b

1) constructs which refer predominately to the social
character of the. area. For example: |
"people like us - people poor, rough"
The perceived quality and'type of neighbours is a widely recognized
aspect of housing satisfaction end preference, (Rossi, 1955;
Fried and Glelgher, 1961), alth%mgh it is apparent that socio- \\
econén:;\h#ﬁ ethnlc differences underlle the exact meaning and

signiﬁicance given to the social composition of the nelgthurhood.

Y
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" Illuminating in this respect, are the dopéépts'of ?placé“ and

Fnon-piace* urban realms discussed by Webber'f1964§. This
coﬁponent in the'meaniné of neighbourhood.is-returbed to in
Chapter YII'in'a'donsiderafion‘of iﬁportance“bf a&ﬁgsi to friends
and rélatives. 3 .
2) references‘to roads, sidewalks, énd iraffic} These
are.ﬁrequently coupled with concern-for the safety
of children and for quiet, e.g.:
"quiet streets - toe much traffic, near main road"

3) housing and the built environment; e.g.,

"new, well kept houses - building old"

.:x_

4) services sypplied; e.g.,
"no sewerage - sewerage system”
5) local amenities such as the quality of schools,
parks and by-laws. A small number refer to the
need to avoid disamenities such as a steel mill,
dump or sw&mp in the locality,
6) trees and vegetation in the vicinity, e.g.:
"lots of trees, grass inxthe area - no green anywhere"
7) gqualitative judgments about the area. These range
from general statements such as a "nice" or."good“
areaf to preferences for a "c%ean, unpolluted
environment”, or an area which is hsafe", "quiet" or
has a "favourable atmésphere“, e.g.:

"area not safe for children - good area"

b
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In a qualitative sense, these conqtructs.show some

similarity to those i\aent"ifiéd- by Tuite (1973) for-a Hamilton

\.

neighbourhood. In partlcuiar, -the mixture of social and physical
connotations and the hlgher~fxequency of references to roads,
traffic and sidewalks 1n Table-lO does support his -findings.

In terms of the descrlptlon of neighbourhood constructs
thére is no evidence to support Peterson's resu}ts. Peterson
(1967) found "age of the area" and "closeness to nature" to be
prominent dimensions in neighbourhood preferences. These
variables %ere not elicited frém respondents but supplied by
Peterson On‘the basis of a review of past.studies. They were //
not confirmed in the Tuite study of neighbourhoods and although
there may be some confirmation in this study from other constructs
there is none from the neighbourhood constrﬁ6£§ themselves.

(The relationship between the findings of this study and those
of Peterson is discussed at the conclusion of Chapter VI.)

The range of concepts invol#&d.in Type 19 constructs
makes the validity of the class suspect. Nothing ties them
together except that they are all gttrigutes of the local area
and English conveniently supplies the term "neighbourhocod" which

can be attached to all of them.



TABLE 10

N\ _ - _
Neighbourhood Constructs =
’ L"\
!
| T
Ll .
in combination
with references .
to other
. . aspects of the
References to: alone neighbourhood . total
1. Social character (530, 513) 5 2 7
2. Roads, sidewalks, traffic (540) 8 . s 12
3. Housing and Built envircnment 3 3 6
(520
4., Service supplied (560) 1 2 3
5. Amenities (580) , _ 3 0 3
6. Vegetation (570) 1 1 é

7. Qualitative (510, 570, £20) A 2 f
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v.2.20. ' Type 26: “Acceseiﬁiliﬁies:

Thelpertinenﬁ code in this case, is that for accessibili—
ties (550) Used by 45 per cent of the sample, accesslblllty
constructs do not assume the frequencies of use assoc1ated Wlth
constructs relating to dwelling or lot size (Types l’and‘l4)
but nonetheless are relatiﬁely important. Respondents voiced
thelr concern both - ln the free response and construct data.

Some of the problems associated with 1dent1fy1nq a
n
single relevant definition of residential accessibility are
discussed in Chapter II. Evidence of one of the causes of this
appears in the sufvey data. As individual constructs? ;C"e5$“
ibilfty congtructs are well defined in that few seaondary cndes
t

are needed ee describe them. These secnndary codes that dn
appear are predictably refer@nces te urban, suburban or raral
locations. Within the clnes havevar, there is ornéiderable
variation in the specifir- ' ~des used to de=criha arcessihility
and indivigual rveepmndente nre yery likely to he ecancarned ahnnt
aevrral types of acress in their consideration nf a residance.

Arcegg within the neighbourhood or local area is mentioned
most often: nntably access to schools (5532) and pubhlic krans-
portation (552). Access to shopping and general servicas (5533)

- and open space and re‘creationkl areas (5534) also figure in the
\

evaluation of residences. Lamanna (1964) also found access to
schools and shopping facilities to be of concern although ranked
only 8th and llth of his thir;een variables. Accessibilit} to
destinations outside the neighbﬁqrﬁeQE% largely to work (5531) and

- ; -~ ' . )

N5
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the centre’off;own (5536)‘is,mentioned much less frequently.'

'
il

It appears that access concerns break into matters rel}tiné to
children, the spouse at home, usually the wife,:and finally
those at work outside the home. fhis is no;-sprprising given
éhe lifgﬂcycle characteristicslof this sample.

9

The poss{Fie afqhétomy between local and nonlocal access

should he noted. Tt can be argued that these are two different

3
»

tyraw AF accessibility concerns whi~h exert Aiffrrent influenecsa
an the housing choice l:)?'lf-c-:!::s:;,7 and henece chmu!ld he btreabk-3 =
separate conatrack bypeo Thig poaeilhility - IETRTTE I A EER A B
fhapbrary VT,

F'nri-hnr insight in;:‘n rhe meaning Af resid-ntial
acracgihility ig ~rAapnbained in the r'{r-_!s:f-rip'-i""'c: CF Tvpe 0 -~
structs and their p]‘aborarihn by 1adderin~g, ™ th- i';ikinl
decsaription, acreagihility is nnt Aafined in tarme AT Fime,
rret Ar cemfort. Tha meaning is unererifjed in e~me races, and
rennrhad in Farme of distance hy most raagpondents, Howaver , thedd
the conctructs are laddered, it is apparent that distance i=
rimply A surrogate for a variety nf conpnotatione (:\gain Anmpeanding
the complexity of the meaning of regiqahhial aoéesgibilify).

Five respondents explicitly refer to inéfeased leisure as an
advantage of acqessibility, five mention the need to avoid owning
two cars, (which has implications in terms of higher cost and

a shift in life style), four mention avoiding the effort and

inconvenience of travel, and two are concerned with cost con-

siderations. hese regults indicate that while a single measure

) ~ ..
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bf access in terms of distance may be reascnable, the actual
meaning of distance will vary considerably between individuals.

-

Specific advantages are associated with local access.

-

Proximity to schools is seen as relievind anxiety about the
safety of children. Access to ;pen sﬁéce and recreation

promotes a desirable way of life especially for children,

Acaoess to hiqhwa&s and public transport is seen as a necessary
adjunct of a rural or suburban location. Tt allows the house-
gbld t~ avoid the streeses of an™urban logation withaut sace
rifiring ite amenitias and without inecurring a senre of isnlatinn

;

he ReAdding )197“) found, ncecassibility preferences have a modal
yere Jioratinmne whioh nrn treny nenay o0 oy l-r’w frny @A~

char~cter w

Yarh uynAde~ivrahina '

.’
v Tyre 21: Mrhnn, Downtown, “"Tn Hamilton”

Five cangbkructe are < laaeified Type 21 on the hagie that
tha <nde 480 appearae for the preferred pnle ~f these conagbtrurte
Type ?) consbruct- ara appnrantly iden'ical te Type 22, whi~h

: \
groups conebructk~ ralabting to rural ar enhurhan lnecations. Types
-*

21 anA 22 Aiffer ~nly in that their respective raspondents preforred

different pnles. They arfe treated as meparate classas to aveoid

problems in the grid analysis in Chapter VI.

V.2.22. Type 22: Suburban, Rural, "Out of Hamilton"
-This involves codes for rural {470) and suburban

locations (490). In terms of frequency of use, the type is

- .
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quite significant being éited id times in Table 8./,Liké'othef
1ocati5n constrﬁcts,'there is no straighp forQard‘meaning, label
or code wﬁich is ﬁiven to constructs of either Typg$/21-or 22.
They all have complex meanings. In the ngighbourhqbd location
consﬁructs (Type 19), the complexity is a functioﬁfdf‘the v;riety
of references and as a class Tyﬁe 19 is suspecs/f This is not
the case with the acceseibility constructs whéie there 1is
considerabls variety in the labelling but they are all a general
cnﬂcern for accassibility, alboi;, in referendg to local and
n~atlers] access. The complexity which emerges in the analysis
o4 1 gyhan-suburhan construats is of another frorm again.

There are clear indjcatinng evan at this stage that =

large part of the meaning nf three conetructs lies in their

aarmrintione with otheyr aepnctae of ) cation, of the 1ot and
af *he Awael lin g,

Tn the intial Aamccriptions ¢ f the crnetrurts there
mare ~-ocapndary nnépq thon ie ~Ammon in many nther congtruact
types. Taaa escrandary andae ary from raferance v epecifis
auburke, tn 1ot rize  eervices and acressihilitiss, The =ame

gAMbt ApprAare in *he Jaddaring nf the ~monetructs but hoaro some
pattern emarges. Tan of the esighteen euburban-rural construets
lead to references to privacy suggesting the relationship between
Type 22 and 15 already mentioned. Systematic references although
much fewer in number are also made to preferences for clean ai;,

trees and local accessibilities.
> py
-
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The results confirm Simmon's (1968) conclusion that!
a suburban location implies other concepts such as guietness
and a natural location. It is tempting also to suggest that

concepts such as "naturalness" are a part of this subset.

& .
V.2.23 Type 23: Place Names (Specific Geographical Area w”
" in or Near Hamilton)

The relevant codes in this class are 410 to 460. From
the codes used it is evident the city is perceived in the first
instance as having a strong east-west contgrast. Western localities,
notably RBurlington to the north-west, Ancasﬁer to the south-west,
and Dundas and Westdale are listed as preferred locations. (The
pre-move locations of the sample are slightly but not markedly
skewed to fhe west). There isksome differentiation bhetween
mountain and non-mountain locations although this distinction is
largely made by respondente who are epecifically 1noking for » hewme
~n the mountain.

The laddering of these constructs reveals that not
unexpectedly, place‘names are convenient surrogates for a wide
variety of location attributes, i.e., neighbourhood chéracter,
accesgibilities and occasionally privacy and opportunities
for outdoor activities. 1In Kelly]s terminology, Type 23 con-
gtructs are likely to be superordinate to types 15, 19, and 20

at least.
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V.2.24. Type 24: Finanqial.Conéidérationsé
| Pinaﬁcial considerations arg;covefed ;y cdde§ iﬁ éhe T00's.
The data on the naéure of financial concerns in house evaluation
are suspéct. The tfiad procedure did not lead to the elicitatioﬁ
Of'many constructs of this type (Table Bi; This may have been
caused by the inclusion in each triad of.the respondent's current
dwelling. Respondents seeméd to have difficulty .in thinking
of their own home in terms of what it would cost them compared
to the price of the display vacancies. This was gjbecially
true for those renting at the time of the interview. Hence in =«
the majority of cases, financial concerns appear gs other factors
and as result they are not described with contraning poles, but
j
frequently are listed simply as price. Where mdée information
is given the dominant connotation is the notion of being able
to afford the dwelling. Virtually no respondent considered the
siz?‘of'the downpayment or mortgage rafes, altbough real estate
aqents.élaim these are major criteria. Again, these considerations
may have been suppressed by the nature of the display and triad
procedure, although at leaét cne writér, (Foote, 1960) believes
the importance of price may be exaggerated, particulafly by
real estate agents.
V.2.25.§_ Type 25: Uncoded
' The three constructs in ths group could not 5é‘coded

« due to insufficient &nformation.

b «
s ) /
)
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J V.3 Summary and Dlscu551on of Construct Types T -

A number of 1mportan¢ points emerge frOm this flrst
analysie; Hous;ng is not evaluated on the basis of a few well
defined concepts. -A large'numbet of comblex notions are involved.
A mean of over ten construCts are elicited from’ 1nd1v1dual |

o

respondents -~ all of which are claimed to be used in house
evaluation. The range of hou51ng attrlbu:es mentloned by the
-sample is extremely wide necessitating the use of a master code

of over 200 detailed codes initially (Appendix Bl). However, the
concepts do fall into twenty-five broad categories.‘ It should

be remembered that this typolegy is only the means to the ultimate
conclusions anﬁ the derivation of hypotheses at the end of

dhapter VI. The classes are tentative and not all inclusive.

A likely category which does not appear is the distinction between
owned and rented properties. This distinction was rarely made

in this sample, probably because the respondents were deliberately
drawn from the buyers' market and none of the houses they saw

or described was a rental property.

7\ Of the twenty-five classes identified, some are postulated
to be "natural groupings". That is, the constructs'in the class
have the same basic meening. Types 1, 6, 14 and 22 ere of this
nature. Other classe; are simply convenient groupings of residual
constructs_es in Types 13 and 18. In subsequent discussion and
analysis the latter are largely ignored.

Among the main classes, there is a clear distinction‘

between those which seem uncomplicated and well defined in the
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minds of both respondents and researcher. ?ﬁé réféfeﬁces td.
. . S 1'
housg size.(Type 1) are an. example. Others, such as the ageA

and nalntenance concerns (Type 12) and prlvacy {Type 15) 7re

more complex. As presently deflned, these are 1mportant,groups

having a higﬁ.frequency of use in this study, although they have
«not been well identified in past woérk. Hence it is crucial
that the definition of tyﬁes 12 and' 15 be examined carefully

in the following chapter ;

Location construcﬂs (Types 19, 26, 21, 22 and 23) as

a group are probably the most dlfflcult of the construct

categories to dln down to a specific meaning. It is obvious
that re;idential\location'is not a single well-defined concept.
In the fiﬂét place, four separate.constructs é;e identified
(when we combine Types 21 and 22). Each of these types is, in
itself, multifacétedl Part §f the meaning of types 2l.and 22
seemes to be in their association with lot size (Type 14) and
privacy (Type 15). The complexity of the neighbourhood cqnstructs
is discouraging. Secondiy, respondents rarely use only. one
location construct or even one type. A meah of 2.00 location
constructs and 1.87 types were elicited- from each respondent.
Finally, location is unusual in that the respondents often
found it easier to descrlbe what they did not want rather than
what they were looking for in positive terms. The evidence for
€

this appear® in a comparison of the use of the different codes

in Tables 4 and 5. ~ : {351



The complexity of re81dent1a1 1ocatlon — the number of-
nnotatlons involved in 1ts meanlng and the dlfflcultles

-respondents have in descrlblng what is a desmrable locatlon - -

-

may explain why Some respondents 31mp1y resort to u51ng the

place name of a local area or suburb.. Presumably, thls 1s a

convenient superordinate cqnstruct which they can judge as

desirable -without having to be fully aware of the reasons

underlying the judgment.

in Chapter VI, the meanings of the main concepts'are'“;
further explored by examining the cognitive relations between
constructs. This simultaneously provides a means-of assessing
the class definitions postulated in this chapter and leads
ultimately to the derivation of hypotheses on the nature of

housing concepts.




.  FOOTNOTES .- . . -~ .3

lA Similar system is used by Michéls@n, (pers. comm.)

'2It is worth noting that comparison of the frequencies
of code use in the analysis of free response data Table 4, and
‘constructs, Table 7, confirms thecbelief that the triad procedure
is more efficient than the free response or recall task in
eliciting the concepts used in house evaluation. ‘

3Constrqcts are classified on the basis of the codes
in the preferred pole only. The negative pole is considered
only if there is some deubt as to the most appropriate class-
ification. ' "

“In this example, the preference is explicit in the
contrast pole. In many cases however, respondents prefer a
number of rooms which |lies between "too few" and "too many";
and hence lies between the poles. In such cases, the construct
is described and classlified in terms of this preferred section
and the two polar extremes become aspects of the non-preferred
pole.

1

SThe American Bublic Health Association measures space
requirements by number |of square feet, while the Economic Council
of Canada uses an index of c¢rowding of':one person per room per
dwelling. Neither indegx takes into account the effect of the
arrangement of space which is'important in establishing privacy
and territorial rights, (Sommer, 1969). The use of an index
relating to bedrooms does allow for this.

6'I'he following discussion suggests a relationship
between constructs of Type 15 and Types 10, 14 and 22. The

ana1¥sis in Chapter VI [provides a much better opportunity for
testing for these assocdiations.

|

'see for example Roseman (1971). The same argument is
implicit in models such as- that of Lowry (1964) which postulate
a different functional relationship between work and residence
and shopping centres and residence.




\ CHAPTER VI X '/
o - 77 '
EVALUATION OF THE CONSTRUCT CLASSES AND CONSTRUCT ASSOCIATIONS

VIi.1 Aims, Analyses and Assumptioné in Chapter VI -
. ,/' .

There are two objectives in this chapter which are
sought simulténeoﬁsly. >These are the further evaluation of
each of the.construct clgsses déscribed in Chapter Vv and the
systematic attempt to identify cognitive associations between
conceﬁts,& It will be remembered that both thésé objectivés have
implications first, for pinpointiné the meaning of specific types
of housing concepts and second, fbr indicating how the concepts
can be reasonably grouped together. Ultimately, this type of
information should.;llow us to describe' housing in different
ways ranging from the very detailed to the highly general,
where the fype and amount of information sacrificed at each
higher level can be'spebified as envisaged b; de Long (1973).
The culmination of Chapter VI ié the generation of a set of
“hypotheses relaﬁing to the nature of houSing concepts; their
labelling, associaqions, and possibilities for combination into
categories dperativé’at different descriptive levels.

\
The repertory grid data suppfied.by sample A are the only

data used in this chapter. Each grid is an r x 10 matrix

containing scores on a 1 to 7 scale for the 9 display houses



“together with: the respondent s current’residence; en each of . °
r cbnstructs. The constructs are c1a551f1ed 1nt0°the 25 types
already described in Chapter V. - The grlds are subjected to-
several different analyses aimed at identifying patterns of
rélatiOnships ahong constrects and therefore among construct
types. It is these patterns whlch allow us to evaluate the
strength of the 25 construct classes and to identify construct
‘associations.

As is usual in personal construct studies, a non- |
parametric principal components analysis is performed on each ~
grid, 'in this case using Slater's algorithm, INGRID, (Slater, 1972).
The failure of this. analysis to find order in any of the grids
leads to three subsequent approaches; a consideration of both the
average angular relationship and the rank order correlation
petween pairs of constructs of spec1f1ed types, and the grouping
procedure (Ward, 1968). The analyses using angular relations
and correlatlons both involve considering pairs of constructs
of two given construct types for all grlds in which both types
appear. Not all respondents necessarily used one of the types,
let alone both. Others used several instances of one or both
of the.giéen typee. The use of these several different analyses
is consistent with a multi-operational approach. The final
conclusions are drawn on the basis of their convergence.

Eech of the"analyses undertaken contributes .to the two

objectives of Chapter VI; (1) testing of the viability of
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;construct classes and, - (2) - examlnatlon of construct aSSOClatlonS.

We consxder the testlng of classes/first. " tAn assegsment of the

*

Vlablllty of each.of the ‘main cYasses involteé testing whether .
the constructslwhich are inclyded form a natural grouping or
class and the group seems wegll-bounded and labelled. The labelling
is achieved through the cghtent analysis and cannot be further
tested here. However,f,he v1ab111ty of grouplng the constructs
as one class can be tésted | T .

The dlf;érent‘analyses, {(principal components, Ward's
grouping, angula% relations and correlations) all depict |
relationshiPS'getween constructé, albeit. in different ways.
It is postulated here that a viable construct class will contain
constructs which relate highly to one another in some or all
of the analyses in grids in which at least two instances of
the given construct type appear; Moreover, constructs of this
class will show a systematlc pattern in their relationships
and grouplngs with constructs of other types across the grids
of different individuals. Conversely, if constructs of a given
clq‘!rdo not relate highly to one another within grlds, and
display wide varlatlons in their relationships with constructs
of other types across grids, then this may indicate that the class
has not beén well defined.

To consider the second objective in Chapter VI, the
idént;fication of cognitive associations between constructs,

a major assumption is adopted. It is assumed that two constructs

which are. shown to be related .in a grid are ceognitively related,
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and that the exlstence of a sYstematlc pattern in the relatlon-
Shlp between these ‘two types across all grlds is ‘an 1nd1catlon of
a communallty in the construct systems of the, respondents.

t‘
Sifce a large part of Chapter VI rests on thls assumptlon

it seems prudent to discuss a number of p01nts relatlng to 1t.
Discussions in the literature of an assumptlon that construct
relatlonshlps implicit in a grld are indicative o{ cognltlve
assocliations or cognitive structure are extremelyrllmlted. They
are largely restricted .to conSLderatlon of whether the prrncrpal
components or factors of a grid analy81s represent superordlnate
constructs (see for example, Honikman, 1972). A.case for the
assumption is made in some detail here. For contenience, the
discussion which follows is llmlted to the use of the cprrelatlon j
coeff1c1ent as a measure of the relatlonshlp between tJ% constructs
in a grid. | |
It can be argued that while not all high correlations

between constructs may be evidence of cognitive associations,
most if not all constructs which are relate@‘ ill produce& y
.correlated scores. Constructs measuring on§;:§33 poles of the
same higher level construct w1ll produce SLgnlflcant negatlve
correlations. Given the way the scores were bbtalned in the

grids used in the stfdy, a high negative correlation would require

the respondent to have expressed preferences for the two opposing
v poles. This is unllkely and in fact very few srémlflcant negative

o
relationships are found. Constructs contributing different

]



parts of the meaning of the gggg‘pole of a suberdfdinate construct
, gill have positively cor;elated scores fér a ;et of elements. |
However,,not all correlations represent cognltlve
asdociations. Tﬁbre appear to be five p0551ble sources of.
signiﬂiéant correiatlons between any two constructs, and the
peréistent correlations of two Eypes across the grids of dif@e
ent respondénts. _Of the five sources idéﬁfified, the first’
three do not ind;caﬁe cpgnitive associaﬁioh§ while the latter
two do. In assuming that. the correlations in the grids of
samplé A‘show cognitive associations it is postulated that
the final two sources are the only, or at least the main onee,
underlying the pétterns of high correlations which are found
The first source of % high correlation bhetween twn

\ - 3 +
constructs is the unigue occurrence related to coinciden~e or

.

measurement error. This is discounted here since unigre
cases do not influence the conclusions which are Avawn fram

. the analysas.
v The second source is discussed by Slater (1972) whn

‘points out that there has to be a statistical relatidonship
Jbetween constructs where the number of constructs is less than
\ :

the number of qumentsr’ag it is in many of the grids used here. /'
Howgver} this is not neceésarily a high correlation and is unlikely{

: " : s
to relate constructs of the same type across a majority of grids.

P .
THe third source is the correlation between constructs

which result because specific objective attributes of housing
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are correlated-.in the housing market or in-this.case,'the -~

display of nine vacancies (A to'I), while'being quite unrelated

in the minds of the respondents. Clearly this can occd}, although

many of the well known ;Elaﬂ%dhships such as price, space and

+ . .
the location are likely to-bé\;ecogn}Zed by respondents and hence
part of,their mentai schema. A great deal of care was taken
in collectirn of the nine display vacancies with the intentjon
of avoidinag correlati~ns of this type especially thrse involving
lor~atian, The Aagree to whirh this i% achiecved can he assessed
from Tahle 1. T additicon, some eenstructs.nntahly arcessibility
of the Awellings, ~annot relate tn the same raference pnints f
all respondents, but vary across individnals relntive btn thei:
unique activity spaces. DNespite thesa comm-nte, there is nf

conrase,nn final assurance that ~arrvalations predunced hy thisg

process are not inclided in the data. This ic nnnnjdnhle wher:
Fhe rasearech Adaign enlls foar a otandard Aiarlay, Tha recultea,
a2 hypotheseas, ~an he nltimately toetad ~nly whera reapmndents

craore difﬁerent rp?jﬂqnﬂaq A §Fanqarg cot ~Ff ﬁpnﬂbrnﬁkﬂ,
Assnciatinne hotwean ~anstrncte which parcict vnder thean oo,
Aitirne would then be more atrongly suppnrted,

The fourth and fifth soureces of correlations hetwean

constructs both represent cognitive associations. It is

assumed that most ‘correlations appearing in the analysis are’
either of these two types. ‘Constructs representing attribdtes
of housing which are perceived to be physically correlated in

the housing market and where this is reflected’in the mental

'
< \
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schema‘of respondents, will, produce.correlated gcoresjin the
fepertory grids. A'pdssible_example is thé-pe{giséent\cofrelation
e found between lot-size constructs (Types 14¥“;;E a rural -~ suburban
location (Type 22). The- fourth and final instance, is the cor-
r.relation between constfudts whiéﬁ are cognitively related for
reasons other than the nature'dﬁ the housing market: Exambles

may be the relationship based on a tendmncy to organize concepts

are~srding ' vhethey they raefer Jararty *m the Awelling nr n

+ *  The Frilure ~f Principal Comprnantas mealiaie e FinA
Hydar in Fhe Papnaribnry Arifde

Manparametrie principal r~mporents or factor apaly-es
)

are the most popular and frequently the nnly procedures ueel ’
analyze repertnry grids. The alg rithm need here is that
deviserd hy ;akrick Slater (19772). THARTIN is barically A non
parametric principal ~omprnents ang]yuiq hut i+t alaen preovid: -
considerahle analy=es nnot ~vailable from standard ~emp Anaft
a]an;thmﬂ. Theae include tha campubatinn of angalay valatione
weed in n later sgectiern.

Like factor analytic proredures, principal compnnentr
analysis is basad on the postftate that geveral components
underlie the variation implicit in a matrix containing data
for n variables on m cases.

G
The analysis is essentially an orthogonal transformation

i

of the set of n constructs as the variables;-(xl,'xz,......xn)

\

at
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‘into a new set'(Fl, Fz;.... F f The first component accounts

for the maxlmum p0551b1e proportion of the total variance, and
there are as many components as orlglnal varlables.'j&he mpdel

can oc written; ki = aiFl #* a; 2* e aiFn (i= 1, 2...n?

Slater's programme differs from many component analyses
in a number of ways. 1 The most important of the differences is
. - - \ - ' .
that the computations are based not on the correlation matrix-

aﬁ is usual, but on a matrix D which is obtained by differences

nf the form;

d;. = x,. - X, where x, is the mean of the
ij ij i i
rcores for construct i in the repertory grid and Xs . is the score

for conetruct i for vacancy j.

The aim in employing pEincipal components analysis in
the study is to identify relat;onships between constructs and
construct types as these aré evidenc in thelpattern of loadings
on the main components. Specifically, constructs of the same
type in'a given grid should load together on the same component,
and associations or groupiogs'ofﬁconstructs of different types
should be demonstrated by their loading highly on the same
components. Such findings would support the viability of the

&

construct typology and indicate construct associations,

The results of the component analysis of the grids for
Pid
the forty A respondents are summarized in Tables 11, 12 and 13.

Table 12 lists for each respondent, the constructs by type which



TABLE 11

Principai Components Sample A (N=40) .

No. of ) ‘ I ,
Sample No. of Significant t of variance_accoqé}ed'fdr by. -
No. Consﬁfucts Componerts * 1 o2 3
1 8 40.67 29.61 13.81
2 8 45.30 21.51 | 13.90
3 11 34.30.] 26.52 18,860
4 8 44.521 26%21 | 13,26
5 7 37.74 21.34 | '19.91 .
6 9 53.10 16.861 14.02
7 10 ) 52.74 26.53 8.92
8 5 2 71.14 ] 20.17 | - 5.84
9 7 2 52.33 20.73 17.78
10 9 2 ¥ 53.40 28.07 7.84
11 7 55.48 18.62 11.41
12 7 44.57 22.01 16.32
13 6 3 56.58 29.67 |.a11.07
14 g 34.17 29.22 |%16.63
15 6 44.92 27.61 (| 11.07
16 4 3 58.60 32.26 8.80
17 B 70.86 12.39 10.99
18 ° 8 39.30 19.96 19.17
19 . B 40.70 23.38 16.53
20 10 : J 37.94° .20.30 15.46
21 11 4 36.84 34.37 15.74
22 8 51.99 19.03 13.03
23 8 46.34 |- 17.66 13.57
24 7 2 60.67 22.90 10.63
25 10 2 . 44.44 | -32.36 9.36
26 7 47.85 25.62 12.42
27 12 2 37.77 | 24.34 12,06
28 12 4 38.44 27.92 15.64
29. 10 5 47.38 17.30 |. 14.48
30 7 39.55 313.51 13.38
3l 4 3 53.97 33.55 12.13
32 12 37.14 22.1 26
a3 B8 44 .27 fQG.l 15
34 8 59.82 | .22.10° 7.
35 9 37.20 |- 24.09 12.58
36 9 48.87 18.53 13.73
37 12 6 31.96 |- 17.90 | 16.98%
38 9 . 42.87 |- 23.85 14,78
39 8 60.63 18.33 12.36
40 15 - 4 54.79 | 20.94 10.48
A"

*INGRID does not test for the significance of one component.
It is assumed that the first is significant. o



Components 1, 2 and_3€'_hbédihgs'5y-

TABLE 12 .

Sample No. Component 1.

Com%oqent 2.

‘onstruct Type*: -

fcdmponent.Jl

-

1 9 - 6 16 20/ 21 15 1 16"

2 22 14 20 10, 1 18

3. 15 157, 6 12/ 1 - 16 20 20
4 12 23 14 : : 16/ 10 13 1

5 14 (15 19 20) \ 13 -1 6

6 18 17719 (12 11) 1 19

7 s g 1 (15 12 14) |16 i2 14 14

B "17 23(16 16 1) |16 16 1

9 22 19 14 1 1 12

10 14 2 1 1 20 20 17 21
11 11 22 9 5 6 1 16
12 15 22 (2 14 B , 16
13 12 25 12 -l 15 17 1

14 1 16 17 23 pz 12 15 ° 14

15 17 1 (17 14) 19 11 14

16 11 123 -
17 22 16 22 19 14 ‘10 12 :
18 11 15(12 15  2) 120 16 10 15 15
19 9 18 12 19 17

20 11 22 18 1 18 16 17
21 1 212 12 22 15 20 22 |15

22 17 22 14 20 12 12 24 .
23 22 15 10 12 15 23 1 12
24 24 15 22 14 1 12 ;
2% 12 22 14 15 15 19 9 24 1 |24

26 17 (6 17) 101 14
27 12 19 15 1 19 16

28 © 1 19 3 12 20 20 12 14 16|17
29 . 1s 17 2 1 12 14 17 |21

30 24 19 (14) 20 1 1 14 :
31 23 14 1 12 12

32 2 17 13 12 13 6 1 16
33 1 17 12 1 13 16 16

14 12 11 23 17 1 14 16 14

35. 1 1.(24 9) | 14 23 10

36 16 22 14 6 7 1 15 14
37 17 - 22 19 14 8

38 12 (1 Y7 8) 15 22 16 6

39 19 20 20 20 19 1 21 12 © .

40 15 13 (12 20 24 .19 24 19

* The choice of how many hi?
*breaks" in the loading va

constructs with values above the break are included.

than one break occurs, the large number of constructs is included

and the second break is indicated by brackets.

o adopting an.arbitrary value to decide on what are
In almost all instances, the loadinqa on component

is preferred t
high loadings.

127

h constructs to list.is made by identif{inq
ues for each component in each grid. All

Where more

This procedure

one for constructs listed here, are over .7,'and BO% are over .8.
They are listed in order of size of loading. '
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The Distribution of the Main Loadings for Constructs
By Type Between Components 1, 2 and 3*

Construct Type

-

~

TABLE 13

'Freéuence of hig

"% .
h loadings on
2

128

- Component 1 3
No. of % of

elicited elicited
conatructs No. constructs|No. % No. LI
1 size of dwelling | 48 377 77.09 |20 | 41.67 | 10 .[2z20.83
6 windows ' "_ 14 10 71,43 21.43 \4 | 28.57
10 occupancy 10 6 60.00 70.00 2 | 20.00
1l no. of floors 10 7 70.00 30.00 2.1 20.00
12 age & maintenance 36 29 80.55 |13 | 36.21 | & | 16.66
14 lot size 29 23 79.311 8 | 27.58 { 7 | 24.13
15 privacy 26 22 . 84,62 | 11 42.31 6 23.08
16 trees & landscapind - 25 16 | e4.00{10 | 40.00 | 7 | 25.93
17 parking 26 21 80.76 5 19.23 5 15,23
19 neighbourhood 22 14 63.63 | 5 | 22.72 5 | 22.7:
20 accessibilities 2 10 47,62 111 | 52.38 | 1 | 4.76
22 rural-suburban 18 14 93f33 .6 33.33 0 0.00
24 fipancial 9 7 77.77 2 22.22. 3 33,33
* The construct typ&s included are restricted to those with a frequency

of > 10 as elicited constructs, (Table 8) plus Type 24, _

** All loadings > .5 are included. Hence a construct; which loads
. sufficiently heavily on two components will be-included twice, and

-the percentages may total more than 100, across the rows.

i




load most heav11y on each of the flrSt three components. The
'ana1y51s does noﬁ produce the antic1pated results. omponents
are lnterpretable for the data of only a very few respondents.-

A component 1s con51dered 1nterpretab1e 1f the constructs 1oad1ng_
hlghly on it can ge shown té have related méanings. Sample No. 21
for ekample; has a first component with high loadings from.'
dLelling constructs (Types 2, 12, 12), a second component relating

to location (Types 20, 22, 22), and the thitd to privacy of

theilotlﬂﬂype\{él. ‘However, in most instances, components are

i

not as reasonable as this. Moreover, there is no convincing

regularity in thHe“way in which construct types are grouped on
the components of different respondents. Hence, it is not possible
" to identify possible associations of constructs. At most there
is limited evide&hce that constructs of tne same type do tend
to load as hoped for on the same component. This gives some
support to the Qiability of construct classes 1, 12, 15 and 20
in particular. it’will be recalled that the viability of types
12 and 15 was in some doubt in Chapter V. |

It might be tempting to conclnde at this stage that the.
evaluation of housing by.individuals is simply too complex to
. produce substantive results in research of ‘the type undertaken
in this spudy. However, rather than draw that conclusion at
this stage, other methods of analysis are used since it is

suspected that the problem lies not in-the data, but in the use

of principal components analysis..



'fﬁtj;,lspﬁf"i‘;;lﬁ_Liyﬁlowffpyﬁl':uﬂjli“lfxif:.;;ft??le}iqujVTef
' The major suspiclon, later confirmed, 1s that the constructs.

lused in evaluatlng resmdences are highly 1nterrelated., Prlncipal
components analy51s is characterzzed by an orthogonal trans-
formatlon of the varlables and the flrst component is 1ocated
such that it explalns the major proportion of the varlance.
When the constructs in a grid are hlghly interrelated as constructs
on housing appear to-be, they all load highly or relatively‘
hlghly\on this first conponent. Some may_be split between,the
first and the subeequent ones. |

. There is circumstantial evidence in the‘component.
‘analysis thet something like this is happening.. In 26 of the 40
.grids only one component is_considered‘significant (Table 11),
andpin.most grids a much larger number of constructs load heevily
on tﬁis first componepnt than on the second or third component
tTable 12) Moreover, the majority of constructs of virtually
1311 the main constructs types load heavily ¢n the flrst component
(Table 13). Constructe relating to accessibilities (Type' 20)
represent the only major type which is not largely explained by

the first component in the grids.zl Summing the percentage-

across the rows in the same table shows that several construct
types sum to-well over one hundred per cent since they load

heavily on more than one component. This is an indication‘of'
which.constructltypes are susceptible to splitting betﬁeen the.

'firet component and subsequent ones, an example being constructe

'referring to privacy of the lot (Type 15) of these, 84 per cent



o

‘have a loadlng of at. least .5. on the first component, 42 per cent:h"

on the second and 23 per cent on the third.

.;n effect,ﬁwhat these results Lndicate 13 that
pr1nc1pal components ana1y31s ‘is- not an approprlate prdcedure for
analy21ng these grlds.- Whataue requlred are technlques capable

of dlstlngulshlng more closely between the degrees of construct

relationships implicit in the-grlds. In the follow;ng section,

' three approaches are used;'anﬁExaminetion of thé“éqerage anguler

- relationship and the rank order correlation between constructs of

specified types, and the grouping of constructs 'in each grid -

using Ward's‘hierarchical grouping procedure (Ward, 1963).

A

y‘ . -
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vI.a uean.Anculat Relatlons Betueen Consttucts !
B -and" the Beglnnlngs of Order. in the Data

Angular relations between the constructs in each of
the 40 grids are glven as part of the output from INGRID The .
angles are’ analogous to correletlons coefficients but heve an
" added advantage’ in that the. mean of;a set of angies can be ‘
meaningfully computed. This feature has been used to construct
Tables 14 and 15. The cells in the upper right of the matrix in
Table 15 record the number of cases in wnich constructs of the
two specified‘types appear in a g{}d. Theefrequencies are
epproximatelj equal to the number of grids conteining both types.
HerverL since some grids contain more than one of either or
both the two types, some frequenciee-may be inflated by these
extra pairs. For each pair of the oesignatedlconstruct types in-
a gri&, an angular felationship is computed. For all such pairs
the mean and standatd deviation is cglculated (Tebles 14 and 15
respectively).

The cells of the upper right of Table 14 recoxrd the
mean angle between constructs of selected types and the most-
important relationships are éunmafized in the lower left of the
same table. Mean angles of.less:than 65°, are taken as evidence
that, at'least in aggregate, the two'designateo construct types
are positively related (P in Table 14). Conversely, angles near
90° indicate independencelor'e~slight negative }elationship

between'the two types‘(I in Table 14). None.of the average

_angles indicate strong negative relationships between the construct°



10
11
12
14
15
16
17
19

20

22

"

‘Sample A (N = 40) . o ) . C L

TABLE 14
3véfage'Angular Distance* Between
Selected Construct Types

1 6 10 11 12 14 15 -1 17 .19 20 . 22
44,36 ‘ ' . '
- | 75.64]83.48} 74.63{63.34|82.29 |82.00(81.82|66.27|76.80 91.00 [73.29
p : - :
50.33| ‘ :
 |88.83101.47(75.42(81.13(61.80{87.67}67.24|89.430105.38 |74.59
P AR ' ' :
109.75|85.10]67.78 (73,68 |86.48|64.67(90.79] 77.00 (67.03
63.51{82.15(94,80{73.44(77.37|68.09] 89.24| -~
1° 1° ) ) .
49.82 ,
" [80.32(77.33|70.07(65.75|69.7 88.80]75.27
P P P N : .
69.96 - ¢/ -
49.36 |60.02|57.63(74.52 83.78]50.62
- 42.83 Q
68.71(48.11{75.99] 98.31|55.28
P 1 P p .
I 46.20 N
, , o 73.13|66.45 74.46(59.03
I P it P .
56.11
. 72.78 87.97|65.37
p° P P p° . ‘
73.75 +| -
© o 70.61}64.35
' + 53.53
o 86.93
1 1 I I I X P
‘ _ 42.93
P P P P I P
- :
positive relationship o I independence on a negative
mean angularity < 65.00 © mean angularity % 85,00

-Angularities as computed'by INGRID

Based on less than five cases

The average angularity between construct types 19 and 20 is biased by
two respondents wha use several constructs of both types. If these
two are excluded the number 8f cases drops to 11, and the average

angularity of these is 87.39°, with a standard deviation of 19.

34.
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| zﬂ—:r:_l.z
Number of Cases aad Standard Devmatlons in Computation of
Average Angularities bhetween Construct Types
1 6 10. 11 12 14 15 16 17 19 20 22,
1 12 35 | 12 |10 |36 | 35 | 3¢ | 27 | 30 |22 |23 13
21.12 |, ' '

. T ‘

6 |]16.71 2 4 11 11 11 11 B S . 5 8
10 |17.80 18.74 - 2. 4 5 6 5 3 2 4 3
11 |27.17 | 22.14 4.13 |_ 7 7 6 6 7 4 3 -
12 [26.77 [21.52(16.54 28.34 ? 27 26 23 23 21 20 | 16

- . 126.49 |
- 1 2 '
A4 119.62 22,60 [14.24 7.27;19.39 19 17 18 15 17 13

._.-—""' { 19.04 }

; P T
15 |22.40 ]28,03}22.41 24.15i16.50 18.38! 15 12 14 17 le
: i , 31.18
16 |19.20 [15.87115.02 21.80;1?.63 22.89:18.21 2 16 16 14 11
’ ; 14.85
17 114.77 [15.21]17.10 ] 27,61 18.74] 20.56,,21.40} 23.24 4 19 9 8
14.17%
. 9 +
19 |18.64 |23.90{24.12 | 22.01 24.74| 28.82| 24.14| 23.63|22.83 21 10
“|23.12
o 4
20 122.75 |19.06|16.02 | 22.43{ 20.4]1 29.33| 22.10f 17.01127.4325. 84=31.75
8
2
22 |13.78 |18.24} 7.04 - 25,54 19.99 24.6¢ 21.82| 16.1 33.91|46.06
o " 25.09
* standard Deviation
* Mean Standard Deviation: 21.06

4+ See footnote for Table 14.
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types. The standard devxatlon (Table 15) provxdes some evidence

. of the congensus of the sample on the’ degree of association

-between\construct types represented by the mean angle.

| ‘ Tables 14 and 15 provide evidence for both issues belng
consldered in Chapter VI Information on the viablllty of
construct classes appears on the dlagonal fhe smaller the‘angle
between constructs of one type, the stronger is the assertlon
that they represent similar concepts. Informatlon on assoc1atlons
between different construct types is in the off-diagonal cells.
With the exception of the class of constructs lapelled neighbour-
hood@ concerns (Type 19}, those main construct classes for which
data are avariable are viable. This conclusion is besed on
relatively low mean angles between constructs of each of the given
types. The majority of the classes have mean angles well below
65 degrees, including the two dubious cases, age and maintenance
(Type 12), and privacy (Type 15). Note that the viability of the
class relating to accessibilities (Type 20) is among those upheld
and as scch there is no support for the tentative sﬁgcestion made
in Chapter v, that there may in fact be a distinction between
-constructs relating to local and non-local access respectively.
Constructs belonging to the class for lot size -(Type 14) have

a meen angle of approximately 70° which is not convincing but

is based on only two cases. The angle of 74° for pe 19 {é
based on 9'cases and is a further indication of the weakness

of this class.: ’ ) L ' '

Py
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Looklng for low average angles between dlffe&ent
construct types .in the main body 6f ‘Tables 14, we find 1nd1q\tlons

of several clusters of a55001ated constructs. These are

-~

!
an association

diagrammatically represented in Figure 2. There i

%

between three dominant concerns relating to the dvelling itself:;

" that is, the concern for its size (Type 1), age 3nd maintenance

(Type 12), and the number of floors. (Type,ll). ther concerns’

relating to the housé are not apparently drawn jinto this cluster.

P %'

In fact, concerns about windows (Type 6), and ¢ccupancy (Type 10)

{
i

have more affinity with characteristics of the lot.

A second major cluster felates'to aspects of the lot
and‘location. This is a far more complex grouping than that
for the dwelling being comprised of more construct types with
2 rietwork of relatively strong linkages. Lot size (Type 14).
and tﬁe desire for rural;suburban location (Type 22), play
pivotal roles in this cluster, being positively related to
one another (50.620) while both are also related to privacy
~(2ype‘15) and vegetation (Type 16). Note the similarity of
thie grouping and the one found by Peterson (1967) between
open space, privacy and greenery, of which more will be said
in the conclusiqgn to this chapter. Neighbourhood concerns
whio? show sions of being.related to both Types 16 and 22
may be on an outer extreme - of the'cluster. Parking concerns

"iﬁype 17) lie at another edge linked to lot size. Since

Type 17 constructs also show an association with age and
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138
maintenaﬁce of the dweilihg (T&pe'lg), the two main construct
clusters are very effectively linked. The'agﬂPciatibn with
the lot~may“be-explained ei'ther by the presgncé of a drive-
way, or Sy the use of the lot for parking. That between pafking
and dwelling éonstructs may'ba-explaiﬁed either as an association
of house and géiage as built structures, or by the spatial

correlation between Bwelling and age and availability of

———

parking; older homes are often in crowded areas 6ﬁ the city
where residential:.parking is at a premium, while ngwer
Awallings have parking facilities.

The grouping of neighbaurhood concerns'with vegetation
ehould be treated skeptically. vVery little indication of
this appears in the content analysis of either type, and as a
clasg, Type 19 is suspect. On the/nther hand, Peterson (1%67)
did idq;?;;; aveeﬁ;rv a; ;'m&ﬁﬁz varjahle in ~ne ~f hie primary
Farmbtnrea,

The only nne of the main congﬁrUﬂt types to rhow A
etrong tendenny for independence 18 Type 20, accassibilities.
Fvidence ~f this appeared earlier in the principal componenks
analysis. Tt suggests that the concern for accessibility
operates as a dimension of house evaluation in its own right.
This makes it a very significant construct.regardless of how
important respondents rate it relative to other considerations“
since it is a unique dimension serving to differentiate housing.

Hence the consideration given to access in the horm@Five models




is.sﬁéported eltheugh'the.restriction of ite.definitigz t&
work locatlons alone, is not supported ‘ |

’ This analy915 of the maln angular relations between
constructs by type, succeeds in providing a test.of.the

viability of some consttndt classes and identifies the nature

and strength of lmportant construct relations. In'particular,
the complexlty 1nvolved in 341 elicited constructs supplled by

40 respondents is reduced to'at‘least three majoxr dimensions;-
some aspects of the dwelling, of the lot and location, and
accessibilities. However, these results are based on data
aggregated over the sample and they do not necessarily hold true
in tﬁe cognitive proeesses of Andividuals (Robinsen, 1950).
Hence, foxy the resulte to be very meaningful, the extent to

which they Htold in the cognitive schema of individuals must

be establlsh d. Thls is attempted using two further treatments
of the 40 repertory grids, one involving the significance of rank

order correlations a tn¥ other, a grouping algorithm.

tion gf Constructs by Type in Ind1v1dual Grids

The rank order correlations3 between constructs of
selected types are organized in Tables 16 to 21 on the basis
of whether or not they are significadnt at the 0.05level.

According to Labovitz (1970), it is reasonable to use a larger

significance level where the objective is hypotheses genefﬁtion,

not'hypotheees testing. The correlations given are selected v
to demonstrate whether the primary conclusions reached from the
a1

~

. \ . .
e - . -

L3



_TABLY 16"

Evaluation of Seié ted Construct Classes:*
Correlations Between Constructs of the Same Type

- No.
Significant - Not :
) Type ‘ - at .05 % Significant % Total
1 Dwelling Size 9 75.0 3 25.0 12
12 »hage/Maintenance 7 77.8 2 22,21 9
15 Privacy/Separation 5 83.3 1 16.7 6
19 Neighbourhood 3 33.3 6 66.6 9
20 Accessibilities 7 100.0 - - - 7

* Only those types for which at least five correlations are
available are included. (See the frequencies in the diagonal

of Table 15).

TABLE 17

Independence of Accessibility Constructs (Type 20):
Correlations between Type 20 and Other Constructs

No.
Type significant =~ % Not
at .05 Significant % Total
20 Accessibilities,
with
1l Dwelling Size 5 21.7 18 78.3 23
6 . Windows 1 20.0 4 80.0 5
10 Occupancy 1 25.0 3 75.0 4
11 No. of Floors 0 0.0 3 100.0 3
12 RAge, maintenance 4 20.0 16 80.0 20
14 Lot Size 6 24.0 11 76.0 17
15 Privacy, Separation 3 17.6 14 B2.4 17
16 Trees, Landscaping 4 28.6 10 71.4 14
17 Parking '3 33.3. 6 66.6 9
. 19 Neighbourhoed 8 38.1 13 61.9 21
22 Rural-Suburban 4 50.0 4 50.0 8
24 Financial 4 50.0 4 50.0 8
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'I'ABLE 18

. Association Lf Dwelling Constructs o
Correlations Betweer Dwelling Size ({Type 1)

and. Age, intenance (Type 12)
. . |
- Novs-. : : ) -
81gnificant . Not :
. . at 0. 05 - % Significant, & Total
Type 1 with - . {
Type 12 22 . 6.1 .14 - 38.9 36
TABLE 19 ;
Association of Lot-Location Constructs
Correlation by Type -
Types* No.
i Significant ‘ Not
at .05 3 Significant % Total
Type 14, Lot size

with 1
-Type 22, Rural, .

Suburban 9 69.2 4 30.8) 13
~Type 17, Parking 12 66.6 6 33.3 18
-Type 15, Privacy 11 57.9 8 42.1 19
~Type 16, Trees 7 41.2 10 58.8 17
Type 22, Rural '

Suburban
with
~Type 17, Parking T 4 50.0 4 50.0 B
-Type 15, Privacy 8 - 50.0 8 .50.0 le
-Type 16, Trees 6 54.5 5 45.5 11
Type 19, Neighbour-
hood. with -
-Type 16 7 43.8 9 66.2 16
-Type 22, Rural-
Suburban ; 6 60.0 4 40.0| 10
. |

* The reasons for'seiecting this set of correlations and the
order they are givén in, fg&lows the pattern associations
illustrated in Pig e l, # = .

by

. ;.‘

iz
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'TABLE 20

The Lack of Association Between Primary Constructs

in the Two Clusters: Correlations Batwéen Type 1 . _
14 - and 15, {Lot-Location_Clustexs) .. .. ... ._. ..

T.(Dwelling Cluster) and Types
No. Not ‘
Significant x Significant | ¥ Total
Types at 0.05 . .
Type 1, Dwelling . . . .
size with [
-=Type 14, lot size |. 7 20.0 28 80.0 35
-Type 15, Privacy .- 3 - 10.0 27 90:0 ;U

TABLE 21
The Link Hetween the Dwelling and Lot-location /

Constructs Through Parking (Type 17):
Correlationa with Selectkd Construct Types

& . {

Nol
Types significant ‘ Not
«  at 0.05 % ' .Significant |4%/ Total

Type 17 with _ - /

Dwelling

Cluster . i P
-Type 1 . 15 50.0 15 S6.0 | :30¢
-Type 12 11 4§7.8 12 52.2 23
Type 17 with . : .
lot-location L 1
-Type 14 ' 12 66.0 6 0} 18
-Type 15 7 58.3 | 5 4.7 | 12

i o~
I e




"prev1ous analyses hold 1n 1nd1v1dua1 grmds. -_;?'t<{t?”
| hlgh percenﬁage of 51gn1f1cant correlatlons for‘

'four of the construct classes ‘in Table 16 supﬁorts the assertlon;:
that at. least these classes (Types 1 12, 15 and 20) group f
s:LmJ.lar constructs for most-respondents. As expected the‘ same
.cannot be. sald for the nelghbourhood constructs (Type 19)

Moreover, the assocmatf&n of prlvacy constructs w1th lot szze
(Table 19) but not lnte;nal space (Table 20) supports the.
assertion io Chapter V that privacy for this sample is a

matter of external not internal space relations. Of thirty
correlations, between privacy and dwelling size, only thtee arge
statistically significaht at the .05 level. By contrast, over

half of the nineteen correlations between privacy and lot size
constructs ate significant, most at the .0l level. ‘This difference
is obvious in Figures 3a and 3b. In both instances the abscissa
represents privacy constructs. In Figore 3a, the angles indicate
the relations between privacy zid dwellisg size in the grids of
different resp0ndentsl These are grouped around a median of 92.82
degrees. Figure 3b, the median angle betweens«privacy and lot size
constructs is 43.14 degrees, and the relationship is'consistentlx
closer. ’

In most cases in Table 17 a very low pr0portion of

respondents record 51gn1ficant correlatlons between accessibility
constructs (Type 20) and constructs of anot%ﬁt type. This upholds

the conclusion that accessibility is an independent concern in

house evaluations for most respondents. The association of the

t
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ANGULAR RELATIONS EETWEEN PRIVACY CONSTRUCTS,

DWELLING SIZE AND LOT SIZE

3a Dwelllng Slze and Prlvacy

(r=0 0)
..rgoo

180° Privacy | 0°
(r=-1.0) ‘ (r=+1.0)

S

3b: Lot Size and Privacy
(r=0.0)

°

. 180° - Privacy . 0° jk

{(r=-1.0) (r=+1.0)

I_,'

"a?filiﬁf:ﬂ:f?ﬁ




-ﬁmain constructs in the dwelling cluster and lot - location ; i
;cluster are considered in Tables 18 snd 19 respectively._tl
Although for all but one construct type, the majorxty of
respondents do produce slgnificant correlations between the
spec1f1ed pairs of construct types, this majorlty is often small
There is however,Ia strong consensus that the msln constructs
of each of the twu clusters belong to quite different dimenslons
(Table 20), slthough they may be related through a .common
association with‘psrking concerns (Table 21).

In.summary} the pattern of construct associations
oreviously identified from the nean‘angular'relations is
uoheld in an‘examination of'the percentage of individual cases
with significant rsnk correlations between épecified construct
types. In the final analysis, Ward's algorithm is used to
move even closer to the grouping of constructs that appear in

each individual grid in an effort to see whether the basic

pattern persists at this close range.

s e
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: Ward s algorithm 13. selected as a: means of grouplng :
“Ithe constructs on the basis of their interrelatlonships

" within each of the;repertory grids. Ward's procedure is a
means of hierarchically grouping casee'into.mutually exclueive
subeete, where the members of.the_groupe are‘maximallyf |
gimilar witt respect to.a:number of variables. To group m
"cases, in this case m constructs, on n variables; there are

m groups in the first instance and m-1l groups at the second

»

phase, after two constructs are combined as one group. Success-

ive g:oupings are made until only:ohe,group containiug ail

' m constructs is obtained. At each-staée,-the grouping is

accompliehed‘so as to minimize the loss of information as
measured by an objective function, the ESS or error sum of
squares. The error associated with each grouping is calculated,
as is the increase in exrror with each succeseive.groupinga

Each of the 46‘grids supplied by A respondents is
transformed into an m x m correlation matrik; wgere m is
the number of constructs scored in the grid. ‘raking this as
input, Ward's algorithm 'is used to éroup the constructs
in each gridi The m conatructa represent both the cases to
“be grouped and the variables on which the variation is measured.
- Hence, constructs are grouped on the basis of similarities of
. their'’ association with each other and. all other constructs in

the grid. It is ;mportan¢7to,note that:the signs on the

-
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'correlatlon coefflclent can be treated 1n dlfferent ways.

‘If the slgns are excluded (or all are made p031t1ve), those

constructs which effectlvely measure the o EEDSlte poles of

"the same. superordlnabe construct w1ll be grouped together

early 1n the procedure with a relatlvely small lncrease in

error. On the other hand, such constructs are in fact l!kely
toube_negativeiy associated with each other and’will-have inverse
patterns of aseociation‘with other constructs. When their negative
relationship is recogndzed by the algorithm they are likely to be
treated‘as‘separate groups rather than part of the same ‘'group

until later in the grouping procedure} when the amalgamation leads

to a relatively large increase in error. In the grids in this

study, there are in fact very few significant negative correlations,

.the reason for which is discussed.earlierJ and it seems unlikely

that there will be a noticeable difference between the two

treatments. The constructs are grouped in both ways and the

results summarized in Appendix D. This confirms that the pattern

of construct grouping remains basically the same whether or °

not the negative sign on correlations are recognized. Unless

otherwise stated, the following discussion of the results of

the grouping analysis pertains to that in which negative signs

- are included in the input matrices.

The hierarchical grouping of the constructs for each
grid is examined to identify an "optimal groupipg". In most
C Ry
instances, this is defined as the grouping which precedes the

first noticeably large increase in error as measured by



-the'objective‘function._'In those cases where two such
increases occur at successxve stages, the more. 1nterpretable
grouping.ls used. As before, groupinés are considered. .
-lnterpretable if the constructs allocated to each group can
be shown to have related meanings. Results for the grouping
analysis whlch appear in Tables 22 to 25 all relate to the

optimal grouping in each of the 40 grids.

VI.6 oOrder in the Data
The groupinglanalysis’provides the final evidence'
that there are a few basic dimensions underlying the large.
variety of concepts used by individuals in house evaluation.
The 341 elicited constructs supplied by the 40 "a"
respondents are reduced to a total, of 166 groups by Ward's
procedure. This representS?a range of 2 to 8 groups of
constructsnfor each respondent; or a mean of 4,15 groups
‘tTable 22). Effectively, grouping has cut the mean number
of elicited constructs (S.SIin Table 6) to a mean of just
over 4 groups of constructs. Some indication of the .possible
meaning of the underlying dimensions represented by these
groups has already been found in examination of the viability
of construct classes and of the associations of constructs
by type, using other approaches to the grid data. It remains
to be seen whether the results obtained in these previous
analyses can heig_explain‘the groupings ofmccnstructs now.
identified in each of the 40 grids and thereby confirm that

the conclusions they lead to are useful 'in explaining the



. S TABLE 22 ,
PR R AL
Number of: Gropps in the O timal
Groupings of Constructs
. F

Total No. of Constructs in the Analysis:. 341
., Total No. of groups over all optimal ‘ .
groupings for 40A respondents: 166
“No. of groups in each optimal grouping.
"Range: : 2-8
Mean: - 4,15
TN
TABLE 23
Grouping of Constructs of the Same Type
in the Same Group
R
Numper of cases in which
two constructs of this
type are allocated: Number of
grids containing - |
TYype a) to differ- b) the same | two constructs !
ent groups group of this type
o3
1 Dwelling Size 3 9 12
6 Windows ‘ - 1 1
12 Age/Maintenance 5 4 9
I4 Lot size 1 1 2
15 Privacy 3 ke 6
16 Trees 2 - 2
17 Pparking 2 2 4
19 Neighbourhood 9 - g
20 Accessibilities 2 5 7
22 Rural-Suburban 1 1 2

._.-‘ k . | . . 149 ..— |



' TABLE 24

The Independence of Constructs by Type

or

The’ Frequency with which. Constructs are
"Grouped Alone or Only. with Constructs -
of the Same.Type in the Cptimal

-Groupings
) .
. As ¥ of the total
Number of number of elicited
Constructs constructs of this type “ .
Grouped total
Type Alone L] elicited
1l Dwelling Size 17 35.4 af 48 .
2 Basement 1 16.6 6
3 Dining Room - .0 1
4. Other Rooms = 0.0 0
5 Room Shape etc. - c.0 2
6 Windows 6 42.8 14
7 Fireplace ({s) - 0.0 1l
8 Other Interior 1 33.3 3
_ 9 Appearance 1 12.5 8
10 Occupancy 4 40.0 10
11 No. of Storeys - 3 30.0 10
12 Age/Maintenance 8 22.2 36
13-0other Dwelling 3 37.5 8 .
14 Lot Size 4 13.8 29 %
15 Privacgy q 15,3 26 +
16 Trees 8 32.0 25
17 Parking 2 7.7 26 +
18 Other Lot 1 T 0.0 3
19 Reighbourhocod 5 22.7 22
20 Accessibilities 12 57.1 21 *
21 Urban, "In Hamilton" - 0.0 5
22 Rural, Suburban - 0.0 18 +
23 Place Names 1 y 11,1 9
24 Financial 6 " 66.66 9 *
25 Uncoded - .0 1

+ Important Construct types frequently associated with other

construct types.

(8]

* Important Construct types which frequently Operate
in%ependently of other types.



TABLE 25 . ’ e 151 -
The Nature of the Construct Groups by cOnstruct Type

"L

Construct Types =~ |No. of % of |No. of 5 of
in each Group Groups _Total | Groups Total
A. Constructsof Dwelling Cluster .,r'zflﬁ:

1. of Dwelling cluster only
-~ (1, 11, 12, 17) 32 19.28
2. of Dwelling Cluster plus
6ther dwelling types '
(2-11, 13) " 12 7.22 68 40.95

3. other dwelling types only .
(2-11, 13) 21 12.65
4. largely dwelling constructs 3 1.80

—— R L LI IT A " . PR S

B. Constructs of Lot-Location

Cluster

5. Lot only™

{14, 15, 16, 17, 18*) 24 14.46
6. Location only

(19, 21, 22, 23**} ' 7 | 4.21 f4 18.55
7. Lot and Location

(14-19, 21-23) 19 11.45
8. Largely lot-location 14 B8.43

C. Accessibility Cohstructs
9. Accessibilitiles only

(20) 10 6.03 17 | 10.9258
10. Accessibilities plus others ' 7 4.22

D. Financial Constructs

11. Financial only

(24) 5 3.02 8 4.18
12. In combination with
other types 3 1.81
J’ '
E. Miscellaneous
13. All other groupings: 9 .5.42 9 5.42 [
TOTALS 166 |100.00 166 [100.00

-]

* 'Pype 18 included because it is both reasonable & convenient ‘
‘ e e A

** Types 21 & 23 included. Their relationship to Type 22 espeé& lly
is discussedgin_Chapter- V.
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residential decision making-’behaviouf of indiQidgalé.r !
\ As a precautisﬁ,‘thé fifst stép in examining thé groups
simply involwved tes£ing ;héy\broadly‘éuppo:t the previous
findings. Table 23 recézgzt;hether constructs of the same
type are allocated to the same group, hence tésting the P

viability of the main construct classes. ‘As usual, neigh-

e

™,

bourhood concerns (Type 19) are the only constructs which

do not show a consistent tendency to be grouped together.

Table 24 confirms the independence of accessibility constructs
{Type 20), and provides somé new evidence that finanial
concerns (Tvﬁe 24) may also op@fate as a relatively %ndependent
dimansion. By contrast, and as e?peeted, constructs S: the
lot - location rluster, (Types 14, 15, i? and.22 fespgglivély).
are shown to be more frequently grouped than operating alone.
The frequencies with which constructs of all types are grouped
tcdgether are toForﬂpd in Appendix D. They are not included

in the text sinke the frequencies are not strictly comparahla
due to the fact that the number of constructs in each case

ir not controlled. Moreover, the table provides no additiona)l
data to those in Table 14, é@qﬁééégﬁhngular Distance”.

The most %ignificant results aof the grouping analysis
appear in\Table 25. This summarizes the resuliafo an' attempt
to classify .each of the 166‘groués found in the EB&E{EQSV
according to the clusters of constructS'identified,by the™ .

f. . . 5
previous analyses. In other words, the clusters are used o

hypothesize the nature of the newly identified groups of &onstructs.




-‘Slgnlflifntly, only 5. 4 per cent or 9 of the 166fgroups cannot |
-~ be” cfﬁés;tled by this means.:,Of the remalnder,’flnancial ’
tand acce551b111ty concerns account for-5 and 10 per cent -

| respectively, while the great;najority,‘elmost 80 pe?‘cent
of the groups are split about evenly netaeen groups of con-
structe relatfngﬁto'%he dwelling and. those relating to aspects
of the lot and/on location. L

Almost half of the g:oups“containing_constructs
relating to the dwelling are cbmbrised of only those conetructs
types seen as the core of the dwelliné cluster (Types 1, 11,
12 and 17), thus confifming the existence of this set of
construct associationé‘in‘tbe cognitive processes of theee
respondents. However, almost one third of the groups refer-
encing the dwelling contain constrncts relating to aspects of
the dwelling other than those of the core cluster. 1In a
larger sample, it may be possi?le either to identify a second
dwelling cluster, or to elaborate on the meaning of that already
tentatively established,-by aéding new linkages. The fourth
of the clusters relating to the dwelling is a very small
number of groups (3‘of 166) which ccntain a mixture of con-
structs not relating to thé dwelling with a majotity that do..
This suggests that overall the clusters of constructs relatlng.

to the dwelling have, like the constructs which comprlse them,

a meaning which is relatively well defined and bounded.
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The‘same is not qulte 'so true. of the 64 1ot - loéatlon
groups, of which 14 mix other construct’ types with those
listed as 1ot ; iogatzon. This is not unexpected s;nce ;eb
hete'aiready'recognized that many of theee constructs, and
probably the elustefs;they'form, are not as well bouﬁded'as
those far the dwelllng. On the ;ther hand, giﬁen the common
belief that part of the meaning of location lies in its »
supposed correlation especially with specific attributes of
housmng and financing, 14 of 166 groups is a very small number
in this category.

It is clearly evident that Charaeteristics of the lot
contribute .a major part of the meaning of the lot-location
groups. Alone, lot constructs (Types 14 to 18) account for
24 of the §4 groups, and in combination with references to
the locatioh, they account for 43 of the 64, or more than é?
per cent. By contrast, location constructs on, their own
(Types 19, 21, 22 and 23) make up a mere.7 of the 64 groups.
Even the inclusion of the groups relating to accessibilities
does not a}low the frequency-of location groupings to match
those relating to the lot.

In summary, the analysis of grids using Ward's
hierarchical greuping procedure demonetrates conclugively that
the major conclusions relating tc the nature and associations

of constructs reached from the earlier analysis using aégregate

data, hold for individuals.



VIL7 Summary and Hypokheses on the Nature of
: Concepts Used |in Res;dentlal Cholce

It will be recalled that the main aim of Chapters v

and VI is to 1dent1fy the concepts used in the cognltlon,
evaluatlon and ultlmately choice of hou51ng where the concepts
are’ to relate to both detalled and more general’ 1evels if
possible. The 40 respondents in sample A used(a total of 438
constructs in evaluating the display.vacancies, including 341
which were elicited and scored in the 40 repertory grids. This
is a mean of over 10 for each respondent of which 8.5 appear
in the grids. In terms of the aspects of housing which they
refer to, the constructslare sufficiently varied to require
coding by a master code containing over 200 different
descriptions. This is the most specific set of dimeﬁeions
identified in the analysis. E N

| The first attempt to discover more general dimensions
led to the classification of all constructs. into the tﬁenty-five
basic types of the typology outlined in Chapter V. The analyses
in Chapter VI are intended both to validate the usefulness of-
the classes and to continue'the search for more géeneral
dimensions underlying the constructs. These tasks are treated
first by using principal components analysis. This .is
found to be inadequate since, in most cases, it collapses into

one main component which is difficult to interpret, This

could mean that house evdluation is such a complex and



individualistic process;'it.is imposéibiqhto identilfy méré_ffl

-general factors Wh1Ch are mea?ingful. Hiwevef, it may also -

indicate that hou51ng constructs -are hig 1y lnterr lated and
principal components analysis is simply i adequate/for the
task of separating out the var;ousrarégs £ mgan14g- 333uming'
the latter to be true, techniqugs'capable of‘fineé aiscriminatioﬂ
are employed to analyze the gfid;: specifically mean angular
relation;, correlations and Ward's hiera;chical rouping
procedure. The latter two approaches §imuitane usly establish
that the yesults, althougﬁ first obtained frdm\ ggregate data,
do hold in the cognitive processes of\indivi@u " respondents.
As befits a multi-operational "approach/ these main
results are summa:izéd in terms éf the conveg ence Qf all
contributing analyses (Table 26). From Table 26 it iy possible
to establish which construct classes seem well defined\iﬁd

which do not, and the main associations between éonstruc§§ of

different types. The results provide the basig for the ge
ation of hypotheses relat%hg to the nature of concepts used
housing choice, - the first of three objectives outlined in Chapter
Before listing the hypotheses, it is important to note
that they can only represent a parﬁial list of hous;ng conqépts.
For a number of reasons, notably sﬁall sample size and sﬁort-
coﬁings in. the methods of da;a collection and analysis, it is .
evident that important considerations are poorly covered, if

at all. The. distinction between owned and rented dﬁeilings

....‘.__’

‘__J;
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: : : . TABLE 26 .,

Convergence of bﬂa Analyses of COnstruct Associations

Content Principal Average . Corre- Ward's
Analysis ‘Components Angularity .lations = Grouping }

. . Chapter V. Table 12 Table 14 Table 16 Table 25 §
Viablility of ‘ - _ '
Main Classes - ' : .

Type 1l: Dwelling Size & & ' & & &
§: Windows, & * 3 * &,
l0: Occupancy- - N.T. N.T. * N.T. N.T.
1l: No. of Floors \ N,T. N.T. N.T. N.T.

12: Age/Maintenance - & & & &

14: Lot Size & . * * & .

15: Privacy- - [ & & &

16: Trees & & & * *

17: parking & & & " &

19: Nelghbourhood - - - - -

20: Accessibilities - & . & & &

22: Suburban - ‘ g - :
Rural & & " &

243 Financiﬂl Nqu N.T- NoT. NuTc &

Main Construct , - . V
Asgsociations Chapter V fTable 12 Table 14 _Tables Table 25

18 & 19 AppendixC j

.

Types: 1
1

& 12 - - & & [
& 17 ) - - ' & N.T. &
11 & 12 : - - & N.T. ¢
12 & 17 - - & N.T. &
14 & 17 - - & k, &
14 & 15 & - & & &
14 & 16 - - & * &
14 & 22 - - & &/ &
15 & 10 & - - N.To -
15 & .16 - - & -N.T. -
15 & 17 - - & NIT. &
15 ¢ 22 . . - [ . &
16 & 22 - - : & & &
16 &« 19 - - & - &
19 & 22 - - & & -
Indepu..-nce _ .
of Types . . Chapter IV Table 13 Table 14 Table 17 Table 24
201 Aicanaibilities - & & e &

*Not' lupported, but there are mitignting circumstances i.a. data are
insufficicent or.suspect. ]
N.T. Not Tested or could not be tested. - T _ :
& Result Supported.- . : o _ o '




"does not appear although it is clearly crucial to searchers 5‘”

-'in both markets.; For some reason, the triad procedure did

not elicit this concern perhaps because all vacancies which
the respondents considered both in their actual’ searches and
in the display‘simulationy were seen,as nonrental properties.‘
Rental dweliings‘simply lay.outside the ranée under consideration.
'The tria procednre'also appears to have been the oause‘of a
gross uizer-representation of constructs relating to finahciai
considerations. This makes it impo‘sible-to establish the
cognitive associations that such co structs are likely to
haﬁe with other types. It seems possible, for example, that
searchers wili recoénize in their nental schema, relationships
between price, and house size {(Type 1) and-iot size (Type 14)
respectively which reflect the correlation of these factors in
the housing market. Peterson {1967) found an association
betWeen area age and expensiveness.

The results relating to two other concept types,
‘nelghbourhood and accessibilities, should be treated very
cautiously. All the analyses point out that the neighbourhcod
constructs_(Tyée 19) do.not represent a common group (Tabie 26) .
A variety of master codes arxe needed to describe the constructs
in this set, but due to inadequacies in the code, the small
,sample size, and omplexity‘in the‘oonstruots themselves, it

s diffiocult to istill a gennral.set of meanings. Hence,_

.although neighbourhood concepts appear in the summary hypotheses

‘they shou%d be oo'sidered carefully.



The problem with the accessibility constructs is

lalmost the reverse.r Virtuelly all the analyses uphold these
as a, single grouping._ On the basis of their content analysis

*however, and intuitively, it seems more reasonable to consider ‘
that there is, or should be,itwo different concerns here, cne
for_local or neighbourhood access, and the other for nonlocal,
especially employment destinations. Access to work which is

poorly_represented in 'the construct data is\given much greeter
consideration in respect to its importance.in housing choice |

in Chapter VII which follows.

VI.7.1. Hypotheses _ | ‘ L #‘
| The results are summarized‘as four mejor hypotheses,
although each could be catalogued in terms of the innumersble
lesser hypotheses on which it is built.
.It is hypothesized that:-

1. Housing concepts can be described on at least two levels;

i) elicited concepts; which are defined ‘as those which
house seerchers are aware of and can articulate; and

ii) dimensional concepts; each of which is comprised of one

relatively independent elicited concept, or several
'elicited concepts which have related ox overlapping

c?gnitive meanings. Dimensional concepts are often

- more’ general or summary descriptions of several elicited

»
-

‘concepts.

It is probable that for a given individunl, a dimensional concept .

\
“,,t/is:anslegous to the-superordinste‘construct of Kelly's Eersonsl
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“l‘ConetructhneOry, while;ite ooméonentoeiicited concepte,fatefi

ubordinate construots.'

...‘,

2.7 Elicited concepts include conoepte of all 25 typee as

defined in Chapter Vv, the most frequently used being-7'

i) dwelling size, eepecxally the number of bedrooms,
ii) dwelling age, maintenance and related concerns; -
iii) lot size: _
iv) external priuacy and‘separation.ﬁnom neighbours;
v) trees and landecaping of the lot;
. vi) ﬁarking and garage facilities;
vii) acceeeitilities; ‘ &
viii} degfee_oi perceived urbanism ("urban", suburban, or
_ "rural" locatigns): |
ix) ‘local suburbs, satellite towns or areas déesignated
by place'names:
x) financial concexns.

Tbis liet is neither exhaustive, nor are the concepte
equally well defined in Chapter Vw There remains some ambiguity
on the definition(s) of acceesibilities, and financial concerns
are hardly defined at all. Major considerations may be excluded
(for exaople, to own or rent), while others are excluded owing to
insufficient or confused data. The concepts labelled "neighbour- .
hood concerns" in the study are a case in point. Many of the

less frequently mentioned concerne desoribed in Chapter V,

'notably a variety of references to other ‘agpects of the dwelling

suoh as. ooncerns about the baeement, dining room, windows,



4, .

-

- occupancy ‘and. number of floors. although not lieted abqve,

are housing concepts which may be used in residential choice. .
K -

3. DimenSLQnal concepts in house evaluation include concepts

or concept clusters relating to-

i) the dwelling, gspecifically dwelling size, age,

maintenance and parking.

ii) lot and location, specifically parking, lot size,
privacy and separation,from neighbours, degree of
perceived urbanism, treef, landecaping and neighbour-
hood concerns.

1ii) accessibilities .

Major concerns not represented include tenure and
financial considerations. It has been imposeible‘toﬂestablieh
whether the latter comprises an additional separate dimension or
is strongly related to an existing cluster.

A number of points about the lot - location cluster are
important. 'Thelterm "lot" appears to have its own relatiVely
well dejined connotations quite apart from its association with
location; The evidence of this is in Table 25, where it is

"recorded that a large number of the groups of constructs are
comprised of references to the lot only, to lot aize, privacy,
treee and landscaping, perking and a few additional
miecelleneoua features. |

In merked contrast, the- term residential location

has no- euch\obvious coherent meaning, and use of this expreasion

. in either etructured questionnaires or incipient theory may be
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both simplistic and confusing. In the first place,'requfﬁe L

-

location or acceéss may be quite a &istinct'cOncefnlfrém all
other édnéiderations about 1oqati6n. Secondly, refe;encés o 3
to the nature of the location especialiy in terms of its .
perceived degree of urbanism,; seém to be closely and possibly
inseparably tied_in meaﬁing to the lot. Thirdly, éh'addiﬁiénal
connotation or set of connotations of location is here labelled
“neighbourhood”. In faét, these comprise an extremely complex
set of concerns which cannot be.convinci?gly defined either
individually or as a group. Finally; place names used to refer
to prospective residential locations act as superordinate
constructs for any or all of the three p:eviogs aspects of
location, (of which more kﬁlsaid latgr). Hence, unless
S

elaborated their specific meanings are ambiguous ..

Finally, in reference to the lotﬂlocatiOn cluster, the
findings are significant.

/
This study supports his results in one major respect; the

relationship with Petersbn's (1967)

association of concepts  relating to greenery, open space and
privacy; However Peterson called these major variables in the

explanation 6f preferences for residential neighbourhoods.

‘The connotations given to the word neighbourhood (Type 19) <‘
in this study, do ﬁgg support thislassertiqn. Hence, it_woula \
seemifhat Peterson was not measuring preferences for neighbour-
.hoods as the word is used by respondents in this study, but was
probabiy measuring preferences for housing énd housing environ-

ments. This study also contradicts Peterson's assertion that

-
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'preferences ¢an be explained in terms of a few orthogonal

varlables. The lack of orthogonallty in the data used here
' requlred use of alternate procedures to prlnclpal components

and in fact, is well deplcted in Figure 2, by the association.

between many major constructs.

4., Individuals use a mean of approximately 10 elicited concepts

in house evaluation which collapse into at least three

dimensional concepts.

The ability of individuals to handle seemingly large
numbers of complex concepts in house evaluation may, therefore,
be explained by concept combination in mental processes into
cognitively and functionally related sets. | TR

A major caveat is impcrtant at this point. While
the preceding discussion stresses a two-level description of
housing in terms of elic;ted and dimeneional concepts, it is
likely that more levels will eventually be identified, possibly
to the extent of an elaborate heirarchical system. One major
indication of this which could not be adequately tested in
this study is represented by concepts involving place names
(Type 23). These appeaf to form the apex of a tri-level
arrangement having as components of theirlmeaning, two
cimensional concepts; accessibilities and lot-location (see
V.2.23), where the latter is in-turn compcsed of several elicited
' concepts. Another indication of other levels is thaf several
of the elicited concepts, such as age-maintenance (Type 12),

privacy (Type 15) and accesaibilitiesw(Type 20), appear to have



‘distinct and Separate connotations within them which may ' . \\
: emerge: as separate subordinate tYpes in a study using a 1argef

- : -

sample.

- -
Py

If supported, the ﬁqin hypotheses described above,.and

the many lesser notions implicit in them have important implicatibns

for future empirical research in housing choice and for the

-

AN

development of behavioural theory in this area. f;Ilhe\_de_f'ipj.tion
and discrete

of housing is not a simple lis?ing of iﬁdepen eﬁ
concepts but is a complex of highly interrelated notions
pertaining té-the dwelling, - lot, and to a lesser extent, location,’
which can only be subdivided with a significant loss ~f information
The grouping of attributes by logical associations, such as the
use by Lansing ahd Marans (1969) of "physical™, "sorial" and
"symbolic" attributes, may be a helpful intellectual exercise
but may not be meaningful to respondents. The physical
category, for ecample, includes housing site and condition
(Type 12), landscaping (Type 16) and available facilities
(part of Type 19). These are not strongly associated concepts.

One cautionary note should be added. The results of
this study are very likely biased t;;ards the attitudes and
values of middle-class Canadiané. Note for example, the emphasis
in the elicited concepts on physical éftributes of housing and
the few references to social needs, such as those found important
to the'working class in studies Sy‘Fried and Gleicher (1961)

and Hartman (1963}: Nor is there an obvious concern for® a

d
!
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"secure' home as des;ribédyby Rainwater (1966) for the working

class, although there is some need expresséd for safet?Jin'ﬁhe
}neighbourhood-streeps'which Rainwater associated with mgfe_"
prosperous groups.. |
Together, the hypotheses of Chapter VI represent
the complgtion of the first of the three aims in Chapter 1.

. ] .
Psychological measurement procedures are used to generate

well grrnunded hypotheses nn Fhe nntnre ~f f'r\nceptgy/

hrateing chnieo %P /
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'FOOTNOTES-

lror a summary of other differencés see Tuite (1973).

2 . ‘ . <
This point should be kept in mind. It is' the first '
indication of the relative independence of accessibility
- constructs, 3peth1ng which becomes much more evident in the
later analyse This is a major finding™gince it implies that
accessibilitigs comprise in themselves, one ‘of the dimensions
¢ of re51dent1a§ evaluation. As such, it also suggests that it
may be unreasonable to group accessibilities with other ' concerns;
that accessibility must be explictly recognized in general as
well as detailed lists of the dimensions of. housing if these
are to be meaningful to the choice behaviour of individuals.
3 -~
Kendall's tau is used since this is reputed to be
a more reliable statistic than Spearman's r where the data
contain ties as they do in the grids where 10 residences
are scored for each cons'ruct on a 1-7 scale. See Nie et al.
{1970, p. 153}.
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CHAPTER VII

' . + E' ) -

- The Relative Importance of Housing Concepts
Especially Accessibilities ih Choice

VvII.)l Introduction

Chapter VII considers ﬁhe relative importance of
different attributes of housing in the evaluation, and hénce,

in the choice of a dwelling. Recall that tﬂé development of
hypotheses on the relative importance of concepts is the second
ohjective outlined in section 1:2. Also recall that in developing
the research design, this objective is subordinate to the
firet, the examination of the nature of housing concepts.

In the fnllowing section, three sets of data relating
to the importance of specific concepts are briefly outlined,
prior t~ a discussion of the m?in findings from each amd their
implications. The results of the scaliﬁg analyses are a fourth (ﬁﬁ
data set directly relevant to this section but are left for ,/
consideration in Chapter VIII. Consistent Qith the stress -
given to problem areas in research on residential decision-
making, particular emphasis is given in this chapter to the  " .

relative importance of accessibilities to all destinations,’

but most notably from the residence to work.

L



The f;rst ‘data set used is, the respondent s rankings
of constructs in order of their relatlve 1mportance “and produces
flndlngs of three types: \\\

1) it supports previous COHClUSlonS on the paramount

rnportance of price, dwelling space and occupancy
in choice; | ' —_— a

2) it provides new irtsight into the_meaning and
relative importance:of residential location: all
aspects of location when summ&rlzed as a place

+ . name rank in importance only behlnd prlce, and are

as important as space and occupancy conslderatlons,
tne individual aspects of location such as N
accessibilities and the lot-location cluster are
less impor.tant;

3) the relationship between dimensional or aggregated
concepts and ‘their elicited components is further
clarified; the former being apparently more important
than the latter ‘when both aré ranked. |

Two further data. sets are used to explore more closely
the relative nature and 1mportance of accessibility, notablyl
access to work, since tnis has been at thé centre of a controversy
for a number of years. Access to work has been centxal to

,

regsearch using normative and aggregated frameworks, (for™ example,
’ a

the work of Alonso, 1965) while belng simultaﬂ%ously declared

unimportant by empirical researchers using survey procedures



(Stegman, 1969) pata cn the 11ke11hood of rq'pondents chqnglng
thelr church, shopp1ng=place, school and work place to achieve f

- the planned re51dential move, lndicate- '

R 1) that respondents are general;y w1111ng to change
shopping and school locations, and as’ such the
concern expressed in accessibility concepts
(Type 20)'is for access to any shopping area of
school wh%ch represents a'rcasonable.alternatiVe
to the ones then being used; '

2) c0nvcrsely, respondents are unwilling.to_change.
thcir_wor* location and,ﬁherefore,the concérq\for‘
-access toiwcrk in Type 2U~concepcs'relates to the
present wcrk placé;

3) however, fespondents still sacrifice some access
to wcik tc achiéye the move.

Data derived from an'analysisﬂbfla tradeoff.exercise

.support and claborate on chese cohclusicns withlseveral additional

findings:

g
1) too much proximity to work defined as 5 minutes distance
as well as too little access, defined at 0 minutes travel time,

are both undésirahle, while the most rééirred distance is

apprcximatéiy 15 ﬁinutes; |

2) while és'expected, some levels of access and price

may_act as constraintq.oh cho@cé, 8o too do some. levels of

- dwelling size, thus s f‘csting that a ncgatiyq determinants
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approacﬁ to housing'choice:mdy:be‘more'appfpﬁrigte_thahifhe-
prefg}ence approach éqmmonly §r0p65ed for régidehtial choice

S

(see for examﬁlé, Démko_and'Briggs, 1270)f

VII.2 The Ranking of‘Constfuét,Types in
' Terms of their Relative Importance

The 40 rqspondents who answered quéstionnaire,format A,
not only supplied a list of elicited constructs and other factors;
they ranked these in drder of the;}‘relative importance in
ébéluating dwellings. These cbnst;ucts and factorg were sub- rs
sequently classified into 25 types (Chapter V). The median aﬂg
modal Eiﬁké in terms of impoftapce'for eachpf the major tYPQSLf
‘are'recdgaed %n.Table 27. " The values and rank order of A
) ?rxtcongtrdbts on the right hand side §f the table are based on all

constructs. Howéver, since this éives respondents who use several
uinstances of any one type an~addéd influence on the measures, |

the left hand column of Table 27 shows the adjustment to the
median and modal values when only‘pne coﬁstruct o; a giﬁen type
is included for each fegpo;dent. In this case, the highest
ranked construct is‘takeﬁ'to.repfesént all others of the same

type used by.the respondent.



TABLE 27

'l

ST

Ot B

' The Relative Importance of Constructs by Type

b

T

~.thnked‘by Median over

all Constructs.

'Reﬁked'bYTMediani3one-
constrXuct per respondent

¢ per type f
Median ‘Aedian
2 Financial 2 Financial : ' :
3 '|Place names,; occupancy 3 Dwelling Size, Occupancy,
: c i ‘ Place names
4 Dwelling Size 4 Neighbourhood,
: ' ‘ .Accessibilities
S |Privacy . : 5 Age-Maintenance, Privacy
6 Lot Size, Urban Rural, - 6 Lot size, Urban-Rural
Accessibilities - . .
7 Age-Maintenance, Trees, 7 Trees, Windows
. Neighbourhood : o
8 Windows, Number of Floors, 8 Number of Floors,
Parking. ' - Parking. . : N

‘Ranked -by Mode* pver.

all Cpnstructs

Ranked by Mode*; one conatruct ‘
per respondent per type’

Mode
l

o~ d i

finanCial Place Names
. Occupancy, Neighbourhood
Dwelling Size

Accessibilities
Privacy

Windows,

Lot Size, Trees
"Number of Floors,
Age-Maintenance.

Hode
1

SRV iwN

b

Finaricial, Place Names
Occupancy, Neighbourhood

Dwelling Size
Accegsibilities
Privacy, Parking
Windows, Rural-Urban
Lot size, Trees
Number of Floors,
Age-Maintenance.

]

Where several modee occur that cloeest to the median

is used.

\

" # Where a respondent used more than—BEE\Example of a given
construct type,- that with the highest rank is used.




Of all tte major construct typee, financial concerne'P
:‘are consistently Ianked as most important, or among the most .
'1important concepti (Table 27) This is oonsistent with the
findinge of other reeearohers suoh as Ro;si (1955) and Butler

et al., (1970) Pnly slightly less important overall, are

the preferences fOr a single family dwelling (ocoupancy constructs),

number of bedroome (dwelling ‘size conetructs) and the location

as reflected in a local place name

Of the remaining concepte,.those relating to the
dwelling- are particularly ineignificant, thus confirming the
~ averriding importance of the preferences ﬁor a single family.
oetached nnit (occupancy'tonstructs) and number of bedrooms.
‘The only other dwelling-related concept t? show any major
aignificance, is the age-maintenance'concern (Type 12). This
has a median rank of fifth when the rank for one construct per:
type per respondent is used as the‘basie of the analysis.
Otherwiee, .constructs such as dwelling age and maintenance, )
windows, number of floors and parking are the least important
of the main construct typee.

Acceseibilitiee (Type 20) head the remaining concepts,_
having median and modal values around four to six regardleee
of whether they are taken together or divided into nocal,
‘particularly neighbourhood accessibilities and: nonflocal
'particularly journey to work acceseibilities. Hencé, as in the

previoue ohapter, the intuitive division of acceseibilities into

arasar
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t:these two typeeaie not upheld by the data.. Nonethelees, the f

relatively high\ranking given to acceseibilitiee confirms the

- significance of this group of conetructs, already established byQ:

the unique role.tHEy play in differentiating between dweliinge,'.

as indicated in Chapter VI. The implications of this: finding,

‘as it relates to the current controversy' on the importance of -~

access to work is discueeed later, in conjunction with other
results reported in sections.VII.3: and VII.4.

The various concepte belonging to the lot-location
cluster comes behind access. Privacy constructs (Type 15)
appear'to_be,almoet, if not ae important as accessibilities,
having‘a median rank of five. Ranked slightly below privacy
but always close to it, are the lot size and rural-urban conetrect

types which are closely associated with privacy. Their lesser

ranking in thie case, suggests they are eubordinate conetructe

-compared to privacy in the lot-location cluster. With the

exception of the neighbourhood concepts (Type 19), the other

. concepts in this cluster such as Ttoncerns about trees and land-

scaping and parking are judged to be relatively unimportant in

‘house evaluation.

o ‘The median and'modal ranke for neighbourhood concerns
(Type 19) are erratic. Type 19 constructs appear to divide into
two groups, one mith a verp high ranking (around one, or moet
important) and the other a much lower rank order, around aeventh

in importance (Table 27)., Although a olqper examination of the



{"verba1 lsbels uaed to describe the constructs in eech group
”‘could identify no obvious differences between them, the confusion
‘sin the deta again suggests that more than one eet of concepts'_
is involved in the description of neighbourhood as discuesed o
. at the end of the previous chapter. .-
| In summary the price of a home, éhe number of bedrooms - S\
it hee, the occupancy of the dwelling and its location as
repreeented by a plaoe name . are the most crucial concebte in,
choice. . The concepts whioh represent various connotations of
the meaning of a place name are onlyﬂelightly lese important,
with accessibilities ranked higher than the lot ~-location cluster. |
Various ‘minor aspecte of the dwelling are relatively insignificant )
in determining choice. '
The tendencj for,individuel location concepts to be
ranked less then the set of place names suggests that aggregated
.or dimeneional,concepts are more impdrtant than their individual
components. (This could not be. further tested einoe it would '
‘require a eimultaneoue ranking of dimensional and elicited
concepts). The order of importance of the dimensional concepts
"identified in.Chepter VI appears to be first, prioe, followed by
‘ dwelling size and occupancy, accessibilitii:, and lot~location.
In the absence of other indicators of the importance
. of the different attributes of housing, rankings euch as those
used above are useful. Nevertheless, they suffer from a

:numberlof limitetione'eome of which have already been reviewed

v
. t
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"in Chapter II. They require, for example, anJLseumption that

*respondenta statementa on the importance of attributee are

. reliable' indicatore of their actual.importance in determining

u-. !

“1.
chOice. An indirect means of estimatinq importance may be more .

accurate. A poeeibility euggeeted by Hudson, quoted in 5
Stringer (1974), is use of regression analysis to predict weights for

!each attribute or construct type, uaing preferencea on each of
the display houses as the dependent variable. Secondly, the
use of ranhingS'makee it impoasible‘to ascertain how the different
attributes.influence the respondents decieion'procees Which
concepts, for example,.are cofistraints on choice and which
operate to determi; preferences? Economic theory poetulatee
that financial concerns are important as a function of their
oyerriding ability to constrain housing choice. Geographerxs and
regional planners add distance, especially access to work, as &
second constraint. Results reported in section VII.4 suggest
that other main concepta such as dwelling size may also act as
conatraints on choice.

Third, and most important, ranking the attributes of
housing in terme of their relative importance is not a
realietic approximation of the choice process. It is not the
attributee themeelvee which we' are concerned about when evaluating
reaidences,tbut the levels of each attribute. This is the
argument implicit in Lancaeter 8 (1966) analyais of .consumex’

ehaviour where he suggests that a conaumer 8- preference ordering _‘



of a set of alternatives is base& on bundles of characteristics

. of goods, not bundles of goods. The same rationale underlies
the .use of Con301nt Scallng and its offshoot Tradeoff Analysis,
to estimate preferences for different levels of attributes. . This
technique is used later 'in this'chaptgr; to apalyzé a limited L
=sét of data relating to four houéing gttributes, access to wqék,
price, dwelling'and lot size. For all other attributes, the |
limitations discusséd'abové should be.keét in mind. They explain
the difficulty most respondents‘had in completing the tanking
task. At worst, they have been.called meéhingless (Knight and
Menchik, 1975, p.26): At best, they can be considered aﬁ:
approximation of the importance of the various concepts to be

supplemented‘gy additional analyses. -



VII.3 A‘..‘hccess to Q;fferent Destinations
Inforpatioh.on the ‘relative importance of access to

various destinations was obtained from the forty respondents
who answered format B. They stated whether or not they would
be likely to change their current church, shopping place, school

9

and work place to achieve the planned move, and provided

information on expected changes in access to various destinations,.

v

The data indicate that a residential move has an

-

apprqx&m/te 50 per cent chance of leadlng to a change of sh0pp1ng.

locatlon (21 of 40 respondents were ‘willing to change)t %nd a.
change of school (8 of 10 respondents with school-age chlldren).
Respondents werelless willing to change their church and access.
to church does not appear to be significahtly affected by the
move. All but 2 of 40 respondents were ggwilling to change their
work lacation. The concern for access to shopping and schoole
in the accessibility constructs (Type 20), therefore, is a
concern for access to reasonablé alternatives to the places
respondents were uéﬁng at the time of the interview. Conversely,
access to work is to the Eresent'workplace.

While place of work does not appear likely to be
influenced by a residential move, it is not a sufficient
constraint on the choice to prevent losses in accessibility.

More respondents expected an increase in the travel times of
both spouses with the move, than those exﬁgcting a decrease.

The expected increase is greater for workiﬁg females than

maies, moving from a pre-move mean time for the 20 working

~
L]
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females, of 16 38 minutes to a post-ﬁove mean of. 24.75 minutes.
The average travel time fox the 36 working males changed |

@arginally from 21.08 minutes to 26.53 minutes.

VII.4 Pradeoff Analysis and the
Importance of Access to Work

/

This section examines the felatiyélimporgance of access
to work more closely, Some of the datat/ame from all 40!3&
r;spondents. Additional information was obtained F;om the
last twenfy respondents who answered gquestionnaire format B,
gtating their preferred and maximum travel times to work, and
conpleting a tradeoff task (Appendix A 3). The latter exercise
demonstrates the respondents' preferences far Four epecific
travel timés, price levels, 1t and dwelling ei7es respectively

(Table 28). These particular variables include some of thoce

jdentified as important concept=s in Chapter VI and in =action VIT.

Access, price and spAace consideratinns are als” major variahles
in the population density and landrent models. The selactinn
of ther four levels listed for each variable in Table 28 was
based, as far as possible, on the construct data reported in

Chapters V' and VI. s

1



. TABLE 28

Attributes Used in the Tradeoff Analysis

/
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Distance to Work - 5 minutes
15 minutes
30 minutes
60 minutes

Number of Redrocms-

Size of Lot

Small lot, (30 x 100); no trees, close to neighbours

Average lot (60 x 100); some trees and landscaping

Large lot (125 x 200): trees and landscarirg, apneed
- from neighbours

Very large lét (3 acres) well lanime-p 1

Price - The price respondent r=i-
$1000 more than paid

$3000 more than paid
$5000 more than paiAd
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In the tredeoff exereise. respondents were.asked to
~i;essume that they were evaluating residences represented by the
»individual cells of six metrices. Thetdwellinqs were to be:.“
'seen as comparable to tﬁp dwelling the respondent ectually
‘ chose on all but the four variables and their leVels listed
.in Teble 28. By renking the choices represented in.the 16
cells of each metrlx from' the most preferred elternntive (1)
to the least preferred (16). the raspondent effectiVely demonstrated

the relatxve importence of the four varihbles end their respective

l .-

levels in house evaluation.’ A measure of this xmportence. -7; .
h o

described as a utility, is estimated for each level and variable
and for each individuei; using a conjoint‘eieling procedure
known as Tradeoff Analysis. This i;ﬂd:;erined in Appendix‘E

and is a variant of'multidimensionél scaling described in
chapter VIII.2.l. o '

Further evidence of the greeter 1mportance of flnancxel
and dwelllng size concexrns compered to access, appears in Tables
29 and~30. These record how many of tpé?%intikairresponden§s
'~ ascribe highest utiiity and lowest uti;;{y value espectively, ' &:.
to any level of tne four variables. cess to work is not
judged most important by:eny-respondent, while a price level k?
most important to the‘majority (11 of Zorreapondents)‘ Consistent
with this findjng, the preferentjal orxdering of the nine display
vacancies by all 40B respondents, doee not hiave a significant

positive correlation with the order of vacancies in terms of

N
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‘ TABLE 29 <
e

The Frequency with which ' Rt

httributes Received the Higheat Utiligy at Some Levgl

- ﬁ’ i

B
: : : e
coo o

v -
-5,

| Attribute No.

-

Access ~ 0 0

Dwelling Size 4 - 20

pride N P E U | 55

Lot Size s, .25

\ [+ rorar .20 : 100

TABLE- 30

The Frequency with which

Attributes Receivecithe Lowest Utility at Some Level

Attribute No. ' L}

Accass 4 ' 20

~e T a

Dwelliﬁg Size : - 8 B (]
JLot Size 3 - 7 14

¥

d}‘

Price 5 25

TOTAL ' 20 * - 100

.‘;c:
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{‘_their access to the place of uork of either spouse,'with the 8
'exception cf 3 of 58 releVant cases.,, -.~. . " . |
| The slight tendency for some level o£ accesé to be

:judged most undesirable in Table 30 as compared o - none judged
'emost desirable in Table 29, suggests that access te work acts,
more Q%Pa constraint on choice than a determlnant of preferenée‘
This may explain, at least in part, the unlque role accessib;lity
constructs play in house evaluation (Chapter VI).. Note‘however,
that price and more particularly, dwelling size, also hav%;l
levels which are highly undesirable and therefore probably act
as constraints on choice. This is. .important and is aiscussed
in the coeclusion of this section.

Evidence on exactly how much access to work is
desirable was derived from the Tradeoff Analysis ahd-frcm
rescondencs' statements of their preferredrtrevel times. 1In
Table 31 the utility values given to eech of the four access
levels, 5, 15, 30 and 60 minutes, are ranked  from one to four
and summed over the twenty respondents. On anlassumption that
more access is more desirable, the expected sum for 5 minutes -
is 20, and for 60 minutes is 80, A ratio of the actual to-
expected sum of rank sdongs"produces a simple meesure of ‘the
relative preference for each level (Table 31). A ratio of
. less than one, as for 15 minutes indicates that the given level
is ranked more desirable than expected; a ratio of more than

one, as for 5 minutes, indicatea the access level is less

desirable than expected.



'I‘ABLE 31

Preferential Ordermgs of the Four
Levels of Access

)

]

Levels of Sum ofrﬁanks' Expected Rﬁtio of Actual
. Access (1-4}) over 20 Sum Over Expected.
respondents
o ’

5 minutes 39 20 1.95
15 minutes: 32 \ 40 0.80
30 'minutes 52 60 0.87
60 minutes 77 80

0.96
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Tablé‘32 lists measures of the respondents stated

.
:
|
i

7¥fpreferred and maximum travel times to work. Together with ;Qi,ﬁﬁ

;j'Table 31, these data suggest the preferred travel time is around

L4

',15 minutes, ‘(the mean preferred time is 14. 38 minutes) Too
_much proximity, ppeCifically 5 minutes, or too much distance

 are both undesirable states. TheSe,results confirm those of

Redding (1965). - ‘ ' .

TABLE 32

-

Prererred and Maximum Travel Times to Work

\ - T
Preferred Time in Minutes. Stated Maximum Time in Minutes
Range ' 5 - 30 - 20 - 60 ‘
Mean | 14.38 : ~37.50 |
Median 15 -/ L 30
i T Ay AR

The final tablgs (Tables 33 to 38) in this section
provide further confirmation of all these conclusions. Tables
» 34, and 35 are predittions of the numbetr of respondents
illing to trade off acceseibility to work to obtain their‘most

preferred levels of each of the other three attributes in turn.

&



~

willingness to Trade

Willtnqness to travel 30 minuteg to- obtain the preferred
. dwelling size;7(Choice B) _

f Lccess to Obtain u FH: ;_f_,;_i; -
Desirable Dwt llinq Size,:_ﬁa_-l L

. Choice A ' .| MNumber % | -choice B Number |- ¥
o L Chooszng - ' o : :Choosing
A 1 B
"4 bedrooms*| 13 - 65% " Most Desir- | . 7 358’
5 or 15 . able Dwelling‘ :
min&gps{*. Size 30 mins,
Willingness to travel ‘60 minutes: (Choice.C) .
Choice A. Number ) Choice C Numbex .
s Choosing Choosing |
. A C
4 bedrooms 19 95% Most Desir- 1 5%
5 or 15 min, able Dwelllng
Size 60 min.

* Whichever time has the hlghest utlllty value, 5 or 15 minutes,
is. used
** The option fdnndwelllng size, lot size, ‘and price 1evel which
is neither the most preferred nor the most disliked over the
_ sample is selected as the most neutral. level.

. .
.
, .
. ) o

Ceyt
.



Willi g ess to Trade Off Access to Ohtaln ﬁ“'-
. ' ‘a Desirable Lot Size ‘:L; _

Willlngness t_ travel 30 minutes to obtaln the preferred

Lot Size'

o

(Choice B)

.Qhoiée7h“

Choice B -

B

‘Number
[Choosing

. .Average Lot |/

5 or'l5
minutes to-]
work ~r

able Lot Sizd
30 min. to
Work

Most Desir- .|

30%

Willingness to travel 60>m£'ﬁhepe

SN

(Choice C)

" Choice A

1. Number

Choosing
A .

Choice C

Number
Choosing
C

Average Lot

5 or 15
minutes to
. work

18

90%

Most Desir-
able ‘Lot Size
60 minutes
to Work

-10%
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‘wlllingness to Tradecss Access to f]g 

Obtain a Desxrable PrlcezLevéi
. ..-‘. . . ' ..“.‘ - ' - vf i . .
. Wllllngness to travel 30 mlnutes ﬁo'obtaln
" the preferred- prlce leveL (Choice B)

__i‘
L

’I‘ABLE 35

No. ! ‘ T No'.

CHOICE A Choosing] & | CHOICE B Choosing '
. . . s . A " ‘-' ) B .
$1000 more | - 7 45%1 ‘Most desir- i3 65%
than, paid ‘ ' able price o g
5 or 15 . . 30 min. to
min. to work K
work
Willingness to travel 60 minutes: (Choice C)
/ B
No. . No.
CHOICE A Choosing % CHOICE C , Choosing %
A ' C
$1000 more 11 -] -55% Most desir- 9 45%
than paid able price
S or 15 g - 60 minutes
minutes to work
to work:
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F,; The predlctlons are based~on the estlmated utlllty values obtained

from the Tradeoff Analy51s and an addztlve preference model. -
The cho;ces are between.‘ Cholce.A, a residence whlch 1s' G

acce331ble (1 e., is S or 15 mlnutes from work), but doeS'not

have the most de51rab1e dwelllng 51ze, 1ot 51ze or prlce,and Ch01oe -

B, which is a r631dence which is not acce581ble .

~ being 30 mlnutes from work, but- whlch does ‘have the most
de51rable dwelllng size;. lot srze or prlce. Choice A is also -
compared to Ch01ce c, which is similar torB with the exception
that 60 minutes travel time is involved, not 30 mlnutes. .

The rqﬁults 1nd1cate that at least 30 per cent of the
respondents ‘will travel 30 minutes to obtaln the more deSLrable
dwelllng size (Table 33) or lot 51ze (Table 34). Thls percentage'
Aincreases to 65 per cent when the extra travelllng ‘involves
galnlng a reductlon in prlce (Table 35). All the percentages
fall off drastlcally when the travel time is jncreased to 60
mlnutes in the chorce between A and C, although 45 per cent of
respondeénts still are prepared to go this dlstance to get the
better price (Table 35). Hence, 60 minutes appears to act as
a constralnt on choice more frequently than 30 minutes.

Tables 36, 37 and 38 turn the rationale around in a
prediction of the willingness of respondehts to trade off access

to av01d undesirable levels of each of the three other attrlbutes.

In this case, access is .much more readily sacriificed. At least

90 per Eent of the sample are predicted to be willing to travel
the\ext

a-distance so as to avoid living in'\ home which is -

PR TR



TABLE 36

R Willingness to Trade Off nccess to Avoid An Undesirable
- o Dwelling Slz B |

Willlngness to travel 30 mlnutes to avoid the
most undesxrable dwelllng size: (Choice B)

»
LTy 7 .

- .. NO. No. |

CHOICE A Choosing % CHOICE B - | Choosing | -%
< : : A B .
" Most undesir-

able Dwelling
Size . ‘ ' '
(2 Bedrooms) | 2  |10% |4 Bedrooms 18 0%

\ .
5 or 15 mins. - 30 mins. -
to work from work

. wt
Willingness to travel 60 minutes: (Choice C)
. No. | ‘No. .
CHOICE A " | Choosing % |CHOICE C Choosing )

' A C
‘Most undesir-
able dwelling
gize ‘
2 bedrooms 8 40% | 4 bedrooms 12 60%
5 or 15 mins. 60 mins.
: : + { from work.
k- - -
R
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{ TABLE 37
Wilf;ngness to Trade off Access to AVOld
. An Undesirable Lot Size ' _
. 4
' >~ ,
Willingness to travel 30 minutes to av01d
the most unde51rable s$ize: (Choice B)
No. No. ¢
CHOICE A Choosing % | CHOICE B | Choosing $
a A _ B
\JLost undes- . o
irable lot 1 5% Average 19 95%
size lot
/ e
5 or 15 30 minutes .
‘minutes from work
L.
to work .
(
Willingness to travel 60 minutes: (Chdice C)
. No. No.
CHOICE A Choosing % | CHOICE C |Choosing 3
: " A B
- -
Most undes- -
irable lot 7 35% Average 13 65%
size Lot .
[

5 or 15
minutes
to work

+ 60 minutes

from work




y "

, Willingness to travel
most undesirable:price

]
-

el

' TABLE 38

[

Wlllingness to Trade Off Access to Avomd
An Undesirable Prlce Level . S

nutes to avoid the

(Choice: B)

- * ‘f " f'
- N * ; _.NO. . . . ! No..
CHOICE A’ | Choosing -E// CHOICE B Choosing %
) . I B
Mostzﬁndes—: ]6 E
1rable price thago aide
($5000 more 2 1o% P 18 , 908
than paid).
5-15 minutes ’ 30 minutes
to work to work
Willingness to travel 60 minutes (Choice C)
No. No.
CHOICE A Choosing % " CHOICE C * Choosing %
" A C
i
Most undes- &
irable price
($5000 more 6 | 30% $1000..more 14 70%

than paid

60 minutes
to work.
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"considered undesxrable in terms of dwelllng or lot size; or is
priced too hlgh. The proportion\falls off when the dlstance is
1ncreased from 30 to 60 minutes  but is st111 well over half.the
respondents for all three attrlbutes. :
;hese results suggest one further conclusmon, that c

-housing chqic?sis made on the basis of-an;attempt to avoid

undesirable levels of several of the main attributes, not only

accessibility to work.® tg)this.is the case,.it.mey be far more;
useffl to attempt to model hoﬁsing'choice as an elimination

of alternetives;.fhan as the Selection of a resience approximating
some hypotheticaliideal. « The same conclusion is reached by -
Stephens (1975) whé is working on a simulation Soéel of behaviour
based on sets of objecfive~and sﬁbjective constraints in the

belief that a negative determinants approach to behavioural

research is more fruitful than one based puraly on preferences.



CVII.S “""Summary'&hd Hypotheégé onlthe‘
ot Relative Importance of Concepts.

o

" Nine hypothese{>are derived relating to the relative
iﬁportance of concepts, particularly aécessibility, in house

- - . .
evaluation and choice. . . /

1. Dimensdional concepts, such as-locatioq'represented as a

place name, are more important determinants than the

individual elicited concepts which contribute to>their

v . Sr——

meaning.

This conclusion suggests that dimensional concepts can be

used as generalized descriptions of housing, and th@t the

inclusion of both a dimensional concept &nd any of its

e%icitéd’components in questionnaire designs or models may
' LY

result in double counting.

2. In house evaluation and choice,‘beople seek more actively

to avoid the most undesirable levels of the main attfibutes

than to obtain the most preferred level.

This hypothesis is based on the lesser number of respondents
willing to trade off access to work to obtain preferred
levels of other main concepts (Table 33‘t0 35) compared to
the greater numbers prepared to trade access to avoid
undesirable levels (Tables 36 %o 38). Related to this, may
be the observed tendency for  respondents to articulate their
dislikes more easily than their preferences, particular&y

in reference to location (Chapter V}. . Similar ideas have been

-
»



expreSSed by Stephens (1975) in reference to the development

.“‘

of a negatrve determlnants approacﬁzto chorce._

J

- Financial concerns are the most important of all the elicrted

concepts._ Con51stent wlth past studies {(for example. by .
e R - ,
Rossi, 1955; andeEETSQ, et al.,J1970},n£1nanciel concerns
are ranked most important by respondents, and access to work

is consrstently most readily sacrificed if a reduction of

. prlce is 1nvolved.

The most important of the elicited attributes relating to

the owelling are size (Type 1) and occupancy (Type 10}

This represents the commonl§ known preference for a single
family dwelling with sufficient bedrooms to accommodate the
household. The egual lmportance of occupancy with dwelling
size suggests ‘occupancy may operate as a separate dimension

inhouse evaluation; something which could not be ascertained

* in Chapter VI owing to the small number of constructs of this

type elicited in this study. 'All other dwelling-related
concepts, with the possible exception of ege-maintenence
concerns, are relatively in51gn1fioant being rated less
important than accessibilities and the various lot-location®
concepts.

This result explains the inability of past studies to identify
any major dwelling-related attribute outaide"size, ogcupancy
and tenure; it confirms the relatively simple nature of the

dwelling cluster described in Chapter VI and validates the

e
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use. of a’ 1imited number of descriptions of the dwelling in
questionnaires and theoretical frameworks.

o

Location is amongst the most important of all concepts '

ranking con51stently 1ower than price only, and being egually

as important as dwelling size and occupancy.A

pocatien is this important.however, only when all its
marious connotations are combined and snmmarized by the use
of a plaoe name. The individual components of location are
ranked as less important. |

Accessibilities are the most important of the individual

connotations of location, followed by the lot-location

cluster which is in turn, *headed by privacy.

" Accessibilities havk a median ranking of around fourth,
making them-apparently more important than eirher Stegman
(1970) or Lamanna (1964), found in their studies. The"
discrepancy may be explained by the fact that Type 20
constructs in this study, include various kinds of
accessibilities, while Stegman was concerned specifically
with the journey to work, and Lamanna, with access to schools
and shopping oentres. Individual accessibilities possibly
rank lower than a number of them in combination. This would
also explain why lot size, which has a lower ranking relative N

to accessibilities in some cases in Table 27, dominates

preferences for access to work in Tables 33 to 38. One . -

implication of this is that the importance ascribed to access

-
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in the landrent and population denSity models, is most

easily justified when access is defined relative to a

‘multiple of destinations, dnd when the unique role played‘

by ane551bilities ag a dimensional concept in the cognitive

- differentiatioh of dwelling is understood

The importance of privacy supports findings in the architectural
and Eneironmental design literature and poiﬁts to a need for

& greater inqiqsion of this attribute i%'gebgrapﬂical

research. |

The confusion ip the data relating both to the nature and

the importance of neiéhbourhood concepts, makes it difficult

to comment on this group with confidence.

Access to the pfbsent.work location and possibly also, to

R

‘churchf are more important than access to the.present location

for shopping and schools. The latter may be changed along

with the change of residence. . Nonetheless, access ta other
available shopping centres ,and schools is important in
evaluating altereative residences and comprises a significant
part of the meaning of accessibility Eonstructs (Tybe 20).

Access to work‘acts a constraint on choice rather. than as a

*

determinant of preference; the intent is to avoid too little

-

access, commonly defined as 60 minutes or more, and to a lesser
extent, to avoid too much proximity, defined as within 5

S.
minutes travelft ime.

Koo



"This hypotheSis is efgg;atent Wlth the findings of Redding
A'(1970) although the exact travel times specified in this
chapter may be applicable only within Cities of the same
' approximate size and cultural context as Hamiltoni

9. Access to work is not, hHowever, a sufficient constraint to

prevent some ;osses of aCCeSSlbillty with a chpice of

residence, particularly if this-involves perceived improve-

ment in price, dwelling.size or lot size.

This finding'accords with the postulate that many residential
moves,'particulariy those to suburban locations, are in
response to family life c¢ycle changes and the need for more
.room with increases in‘family'éize.
) Th;oughout'Chapters Vv, VI, and VII, the respondents are
txeateﬁ as one group. In the following chapter, the nature and
extent of group and individual differences in the cognition and

evaluation of housing are explored, primarily using two multi-

dimensional scaling algorithms, TORSCA 9 and INDSCAL.

B R L1 A
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o “The exact figures are: 16 of 36 respondents with
working males in the household ex

pected an increase in his
travel time and 7 of 36 expected a decrease; 11 of 20 with

female workers predicted an inérease in their travel time
and only 3 of 20 expected a decrease.




CHAPTER VIII

Group and Individual Differences in the
Cognition and Evaluation of Housing

VIII.1 . The Two Problem Areas

Chapter VIII relaxes the assumption of sample
homogeneity held in all previous chgpters in an explo;gtion
of two substantive questions relating t6 éroup and. individual

+

differences in the éognition aqd!evaluation of housing. The
analyses prodhce conclusions, and hence, hypotheses which refer
first, tg the variables whiﬁﬁ“define groups with different

choice behaviours, and secondly, to the manner in which groups

“ "

actualiy display differences in choice processes.

The first problem is one which has been popular in
past research and three variables are considered in this thesis:
dif ferences based on sex, such as those proposed by Beshers
{1967) and reported By Klemesrud- (1971) and Hempel (1970);
and differences related to life cycle stage and.socio“eéonomic
status which have been demonstrﬁted as important at an
aggregate level in the studies of urban ecology. The resu;ts.
suggest that of the threk variables, only 1i§e cycle stage
appears to be related to/giqpificant differences in the coggiti&n,
evaluation and therefore, choice of housing. Any difference'
in choice behaviour which is associated with socio-economic

]

status is an efféct-of the congtraining influence of different

-
-
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5indoﬁes, s;nce dlfferent socro—economnc groups do not dlsplay
;'dlfferent housxng preferences, and whlle m;nor dlfferences
occur between male and female partners 1n thelr use’ of hou51ng
concepts, these are 1nsuff1c1ent to lead to major dlfferences
in hou31ng preferences. ' ' ' . . i ‘i;
| - The menner in which group differences are manifest

in the processes-precedrpg'ch01ce has been v1rtually untouched

< .
in past research. 1In section VIII.3.3. the variation dispIayed

by se al groups is examined,‘leading to valuable hypotheses

;-relati- in particular, to dif ferences in the definition of
housing pmarkets. Multidimensional scaling is a major
tool used in chapter, and an 1ntroduct10n to MDS

and the two/ algorithms used, is included as section VIII.3.1.

—



VIII.2  '_"'Séx-relétéd-Differences:of
- ~ Couples in Housing Choice

Twentyntwo couples supplled usable réspons s to quéstlon-
naire format A, thus prov1d1ng data for thlS section on personal
constructs and_preference orderings on the nine standard canc;es.
Each'spdhse answeréd the questionnéire‘simultaneously, but out of
hedring of the other, thus ensuring the independence of £heirr
responses. '

On average, the females provided siightly more - o \
information-th ﬁ the mgléo, oroducing a mean of 11.2 constructs ?
as against -9.7/. In terms of the type of concepts elicited, 'f
‘  the'rééults sﬁ sf&ght but not convincing support for Besher s
notions (1967) and sex-related dlfferences reported- by Hempel
(1970).¢ Females, for example, have a greater tendency to refer
to the dwelling itself (cons;ruct Types 1 to 13, Table 39},

‘and to tfees apd landsoaping on the lot(Type 16). At the same
time, nonetheless, both sexes mention the postulated male concerns
" of finance and accessibility about equally, although women rank
them very slightly lower in importanoe. In this respect, also

it shoold be noted that access, as it is defined by the respondents
and reported in Chapter V, refers not only to work, but also to
schools, shopping centres and open space. The latter are often
seen as female concerns. However, the concepts used by male

and female respondents are very similar. When the data on ‘\\\w;,

constructs used by males and females, in the first two columns oq .

|
/.



'TABLE 3§ e T
- MﬁLE-f:?éﬁALE_birptRfNCES.IN THE USE-OF HOUSING CONSTRUCTS- .- -
CONSTRUCTS ‘|NO. OF RESPONDENTS - MEDIAN RANK
o WHO USE THIS TYPE o
TYPE DEéCRIP"I“ION MALE(22) - | FEMALE (22) MALE | FEMALE |
1. dwelling size, 18 . 20 Sos 4.5
internal space
2." " basement 1 '8 5, 6
3. dining ‘room 1 1 3 6.
4. other réoms 2 0o 6 0
5. .room shape, 2 4 4.5 4.5
location, versa-
tility, ete. - -
6. windows 2 7 11.5 9
7. fireplace(s) 1 1 10 13
. other aspects 5 5 9 10
. house cleanliness, 7 7 9
upkeep o
lo. occupancy 8 7 2
11. no., of floors 6 6 5.5 6
12, age, building, .
materials, strutur 11 15 5.5 7
13. other aspects of 2 5 14 8.5
design :
14. lot size and shage 18 15 5.5
15. lot privacy 11 13 5 5
16. trees, landscaping, 6 15 7.5
etc. ,
.17, parking, garage, 10 12 7 6.5
driveway
18. other features of 3 1 5.5 9
lot
19, neighborhood 15 113 4 8
20. accessibilities 11 12 .6
21, urban, downtown, b | 12 7
etc. .
22, éuburban, rural, 8 8 ‘ 4.5 6
etc. e
23, specific geograph- 8 6 4.5 3
ical area
- 24 ., tfinancial 1o 17 2 3.5
: . . )
\:\ " ~



Tabiéﬁég, agé-ﬁregtédraS'ord;nai, they have a .rank éofﬁeiatighi
of .7 (significapt'at .001). Héreovér; when;askéd;to preferehtiai1y.
‘p;der the set of nine éacancies; sixtéen of £he twenty~two s
couples independeﬁﬁly ranked them éufficiently aiike to produce
rank correlations significapt at the .05 level.¥?¥?his suggesfs
that minor differences in the criteria ﬁhey/gaé%fdd not lead to
important differences"in the housing preferéncestgf husband and
wife.- If, as is-possible, the existing minor differences are
due to residual cultural role sterebtypés which are now diminishing
in Western sopieties,_the differences may ultimateiy disappear
conpletely. | r

. The results of this section also suggest that in the
case of couples the housing c@oiée proéess is relatively
equalitarian, being based on a copsgﬁsus on the nature and
relative importance of concepts Eaéﬁe considered, rather than \\\\\.
domination by either sex as reporﬁed by Klemesrud (1971}, or a
division of the decision as hypothesized by ﬁeshers (1967).
This consensus on housing‘needs and preferences may be the product
" of the couple’'s mutual needs as’'a household unit, and‘may change
radically for either or both partqprs,in the~evént of their
separation. It may also result from a cdnvergence of their
individual preferences brought about during search by the inherent
similarities of two people who live together, and by information

sharing and mutual persuasion. . .-

\
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VIII.3 Group and Ind1v1dua1 leferences
in Cognltlon and Evaluatlon
Two MDS'algofithms; Individual Differences Scaling
(INDSCAL) and TORSCA.9are employed  to explore group and 1nd1v1dual
dlfferences in cognltlon and evaluation respectively.. The nature

and limitations of these algorithms are described in the following

section prior to a discussion of results.
VIII.3.1 . Multidimensional Scalling

‘The basic objective of psychological scaling is to ~
assign scores to.a set of objectsi which in tﬁis césg are the
nine vacancies, such that differences between scores on the scale
represent the differenées that respondents see between the
vacancies In the more complexfmultldimen51onal scales, vacan01es
are located as 901nts 1n ar dlmenSLOnal space where r is spec1f1a}
. by the researcher, and any glv;n vacancy is assigned a score
on each of the r dimensions. In this study, the analyses are
not taken beyond threeldimensions due to difficulties with
interpreting tﬁe results of higher dimensionalities.

Data suitable for scaling contain so;é.measure of the
"distance” between pai?s of points. Two basic data sets are

scaled in this thesis. Matrices- conitaining judgments of the

perceived similarity of seven of the nine vatancies which were -

provided by the 40 female respondents who answered format B are’
analysed using INDSCAL as a model of ‘cognition. (Table 40 is an.

example of an input matrix for one respondent).

- '(-‘
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VACANCY

"

-
4 S ?E
el
- | malx.z:.w.
‘-Exqmple of ;n Igégt‘Matrix for IEDSCA£
Respondent Bl
B** - c D F - G H I
b0+ 95 10 23 55 97 70
.95 0 90 65 60 30 43
10 90 0 24 73 96 87
23 65 24 0 35 80 50
55 60 73 35 E 85 45
97 30 96 80 85 0 25
70 43 87 50 45 25 0

Vacancies A and E were excluded to simplify the
See the discussion in Chapter IV.

exercise.

Scores represent judged dissimilarity of the two
" vacancies on a scale where O represents identical

vacancies and 100 completely dissimilar vacancies.
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Preference orderings of all nine vacancies providédqby the

80 respondents anéw ring either format A'or B, are scaled using
TORSCA Qvas a modef of evalﬁagion.

A The techhique employed in MDS ;lgérithms to locate the
stimuli (vacancies) as points in a spaceqof gpéqified dimensionalit&
and metric, involves an iterative procedure whiéh'seeks point
10cati$ﬁs such that the order of interpoint distances\in a space
qf r dimensionality i$ monbtonically.felated to the order of
distances in the input data. ' _ ‘ -

Originally the Eechnique was considefed'to be simpiy a

method of data reduction. Later a conceptual interpretation was

. put on the output whereby the dimensions of the space are

interpreted as the subjective attributes which differentiate the
scaled stimuli (vacancies). The positions of the points representing
vacancies are seen as determined by the union of their attributes

in cognition (in the case of disgimilarity judgements), or

evaluation (in the case of prefererice statements). Interpreting
» ‘ __“/ -
the nature of the dimensions remains a major problem in MDS(
) \
application.2 : ' - J
P

In this thesis, the dimensions are seen as analgous to
one or more housing concepts or pefsonal constructs. The analogy
is most reasonabie when the constructs are described by the types
cutlined in Chﬁpter V' since these,like the scale dimensions,
are obtained by aggrggating over the individual reséonses of the

>

sample.

.
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The usefulness, assumptlons, and- spec1

" the output from INDSCAL and TORSCA 9 dlffer substantxally

-,.-. "

INDSCAL-is most useful for testlnq-for dlfferences in the
Egrtance ascrlbed to concepts used. in housxng cognition and is
malnly used for that purpose here. It is assumed in the medel

that although respondents may welght concepts dlfferently, they

all use the same basic set, which is restrlcted here to those

represented by, at most, three dlmen51ons. Moreover, the model

cannot easily handle correlated dimensions, although as already
demonstrated in Chapter VI, many housing concepts do show strong
intercorrelatiens. Despiee this, two of the three dimensions in
the_IQEfCAL solutions reported in subsequent sections are
intefpretable.. >

There are three forms to the output of this algorithm.
The stimulus or grfup space represents the vacancies as points
scaléd on one, two, or three dimensions, and is the sample's
average perception of the"comparebility of the houses. (See for
example, Figur¥ 6).. The value of this output for identifying
housing concepts and choice sets is,‘as already mentioned: limited
in this study by the complexity o;,housing concepts.

~

. . I3 L] -
More useful is the socurce space., In this configuration,
1 o

each fespohdeht, represented as a:ﬁqint, id‘gcaled according to
. ° X
the salience she gives to the cohcepts manifest in each of the
dimensions; points are located ;Ié;er to more salient dimensions,
(see, for example, Figures 4,5 and 8). The source space is used
i o
/\
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‘in this chapter to. identify groups ‘of - individuals who display

‘ba51cally the same cognitive view of the vacancies. The third

. output is derived from a combination of the stimulus angd source

spaces and is a personal .space which can be-obteined for each
respondent; -Effectively, this illustrates the stimulus_ space
with dimensions “shrunk" or "stretched” eccording to their
relative salience for that individual.

The output from TORSCA 9, which is used to scale the

preferences or evaluative~judgments .of respondents, is restricted

to one configuration only at each dimensionality. Both the

- vacancies and an estimation of'each‘respondent's “idJ{i“ vacehcy,

.

.

are simultaneously located on the scale depicted by the con—(l ”E
figuration.3 More preferred vacancies are mapped closer to an
indiVidual s ideal point than those that are dess preferred.
Theoretically it,snould be pcssibie to use the TORSCA 9
scales to supplement the results from INDSCAL on‘cognition by
identifying groups of individuals with a similar evaluation of
housing, and to interpret the nature and importance of concepts
used in evaluation as these are represented by the axes. In
practice, this proved almost impossible, since the attempt to
scale phe preferences orders to the nine vacancies for even twenty
of the eighty respondents at one time produces degenerate or
near degenerate solutions. As before, the complexity of housing
'Foncepts, particularly wnere these are complicated by the effects

of value judgments, and the simultaneous scaling of vacancies .and

ideal points in one configuration, is beyond the capability of

Fs
-
\.
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these'models;. The results of the. scaling of preference i
. judgments are reported where they seem useful. |
v11i.3.2 The Effect of Life byclé St;sg‘e,_-and
Socio-economic Status on the
Cognition and Evaluation of Housing

Two‘contrasting groups of equal size are derived for
life cycle stage and status @%riables respectively. Fourteen
individuals under 39 years of age and having no children’
comprise the first life cycle stage group and fourteen with
school-age children provide the contrast. Ten individuals comprise
.eaoh of the upper and lower socio-economic status extremes 4
(Table 41). g |

Differences.are sought both on the basis of
cognition (dissimilarity judgments of the display vacancies) and
preferences (rank orderings of the vacancies). The preference
data show no obvious group variation. It is impossible, however,
to assess whether this is due to an actual lack of difference or
.to the weaker nature of the methods used for collecting and
analyzing preference data. Forcing respondents to rank order
alternatives can be unrealistic and as already mentioned TORSCA 9
could not handle the data easily. The dissimilarity judgments
on the other hand, do display interpretable differences between
the life.cycle_stage groups, but not the socio-economic groups,
(Figures 4 and S).

Figure 4 is the two dimensional source space-deriued
by scaling the dissimilarity;judéments‘oﬁhthe two life cycle

stage groups simultaneously. Figure 5 is"the equivalent
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“:.% . INDSCAL Source Space for Groups Based on . ..
’ Ljfe'CYcle;Stagé;;TWQ‘Dimensional‘SQIutionl. L )

| DIMENSION 27

~~
O -]
0
.
O
0
© o
* * . .
CS) [ ]
@]
]
Q Q .
[N
B S
[
00
[ ]
¢ DIMENSION 17
KEY Average Scale Values
®. Regspondents who are (Weights)
under 39 years, no Dimension 1* Dimension 2**
children 73.1 30.0
@\ Respondents with :
school aged children 65.4 . 40.0

* Difference significant
.05 level (signs test)

** Difference not significant

¥ The dimensions are interpreted in section VIII.3.3.



. FIGURE 5

INDSCAL Source Space ‘for Groups based on’
Socio-economic Status: Two Dimensional Solution

DIMENSION 27
: ' [ )
-~ o O /’
: e . . {
°
O .
O
o T,
L .
L |
o ] .cl *e
L
r O -o
DIMENSION 1 e
KEY e Average Scale Values
" (Weights)

O Lower Socioeconomic .
Status group (N=10) Dimension 1* Dimension 2+
Blishen Index < 4000

e Upper Socioeconomic
. Status group (N=2)
Blishen Index > 7000 66.7 39.8

* Differences not
- significant

67.0 41.5

~

. ' . . -6 . . '
7 The dimensions are interpreted in section VIII.3.3.



: fconfiguration~for the two soclc—economlc gfoups. If these

varlables underlle 1mportant dlfferences in cognltlon the

-l

' two groups 1n each case, would appear as separate clusters in the '

conflguratlons, and the mean scale values glven to each dlmen510n~~-

by the‘groups would’ be SLgnlflcantly dlfferent

Flgure 4 reveals that the twp life cycle stage groups
show a small byt lnterpretable difference in cognltlon. The
younger, chlldless respondents put sllghtly more welght on the
first dimension which will be shown later to be a price factor:
The group with school- aged children sacriflces some of the
importance given to price to stress the second dlmen51on, -which -
is either or both internal Space, and age and maintenance

concerns. The need for space at the child rearing stage is a

recurring thewe ih the llterature, (see fot example, Glick,
1949, 1855, 195? and R0351, 1955) The différence in the
welghtlng given to dimension 1 by two life cycle stage
groups is significant at the .05 level of significance (signs
test). Unlike the life-cycle stage groups, those based on
"Socio~economic dlfferences do not display dlfferences in cognition;
-rather the scale values the two groups allocate to the main
dimensions are v1rtually identical (Figure 5).

Overall, the weight of the evidence from both preference
and dlSSlmllarlty judgments suggests that the dlfferences

between socio-economic and llfe—cycle stage groups which are

apparent at an aggregate level ih the studies of urban ecology,

L2130 .
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"do not hold true at the level of Lnd;v1dua1 behav1our.‘ ifﬁt ';' o
'there 1s any dlfference at. thlS level it is much less predlctable.
More 1mportantly, there are dlfferent causes for the varlatlonh

l'hs Mlchelson (19723 suggests, and as shown here, there is some
htendency for groups at dlfferent stages in the life cycle stage

to weight dlfferent aspects of the hou51ng env1ronment, such as

price and. space, differently.._On the'other-hahd,'while income
differentialS'constrain the housing choices of socio—-economic

groups to different degrees. there is little direct. evidence

here, or in past studles, that their preferences &1ffer. ‘The

only evidence reported in the llterature of differences between socio-
economic groups is that which is inferred from housing satisfaction
studies for groups socially much more disparate than those

examined here, (see for example, Fried and Gleicher, 1961;‘

Rainwater, 1966.)

AT
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VIII.3.3 The Nature of Group leferences in.
T Cognltlon and Evaluatlon R

The analy51s of groop dlfézrences in, the prev1ous sectlons
" allow for dlfferences related to sex, socio-economic status and
life cycle stage, and provide tantalizing glimpses into some
'manifestetion of these differences; as for éxample in the

differential stress given to major'housiog'concepts by the groups.

In this section, an alternative, inductive approach is

.utlllzed to 1dent1fy other group differences but most partlculdrly,

to explore the ways in which these differences are manifest.

Group differences are sought in both the main phases preceding

. a choice, cognition and evaluation, using an-INpSCAﬁ analgeis o
ﬁissimilar;ty judgments and a joint space (TORSCA 9) analysis

of preference judgmengs;‘respectively. The results simultaneousily
lead to the interpretatioo of the dimensions of MDS configurations
mentioned earlier, and also provide additional support for the
nature and importance of mei9r housing concepts discussed in
Chapters VI and VII.

The results of the INDSCAL analysis of cognitive
judgments made by all 40B respondents are summarized in Table;éz
and Fiqures 6 and 7. The three dimensional.solution accounts
for 76 pec cent of the variation in the data-_but the axes Er.e
not equally iﬁportant (fable 42). The first dimension ic‘oﬁramount,
explaining 55 per cent of the total 76 per cent of expléﬂ&ed .

variance; the second contributes a further 16 per cent, while the

>

R
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" - _PIGURE. 7"
' INDSCAL Source Space for 40 Respondents
. , ) “-
Two, dimensional solution
DIMENSION 2
) Group A . - .
o :
N o 7 ' . . v
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" DIMENSION 1’

Selected Measures of Fit:

Average Respondent correlation between
data and estimated similarities -

2 dimensional solution

Correlation for Respondent

16
33

.84
.68°
.67

.57
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" third axis is relativeli insignificent'with only 5 per cent-of‘the
variance. | |
The distribution of respondents relative to tﬁe two
main dimensions in‘the source space (Figﬁre 5) reveals four
indibiquals and three groups of respondents with distinct points
'of view. The" four individuals represent .unique cases.in this
sample which are poorly explained by the general solutlon and
are not considered further. The three groups differ in terms of
the salience they give to the>major dimensions; Group C stressing
. the first H;mension very strongly, Group B putting some weight
on both and éroup“b, emphasizing the second (Figure 7 and Table 42) .
The distribution of vacancies relative to the two main
axes in the stimuli space (Figure 6) d;vrdes the seven- house

-~

market" available to the sample 1nto four apparent choice sets

'
(Vacancies'c-and I, Fand G, B and D, and H). The solutlon
51multaneous1y prov1des an opportunlty to 1nterpret the two
dimensions which deflne these submarkets in terms of the concepts

\\used in choice and identified in earller chapters. The inter-

pretation is achleved by comparing the rank order ‘of“the vacancies

on the two dimens1ons in turn, with the order of vacancies as they
are scored on each of the main types in the repertory grids supplied

L

by sample A (Figure 8). i _ . E;7



-~ FIGORE 8, - .,
- i ' . .
) | k | L o -
~ MEDIAN AND MODAL SCORES FOR VACANCIES BY '
- CONSTRUCT TYPE

-

4 u

A score 'of 1 indicates that the vacancy is seen to have attributes
‘relating to the construct type, which are‘highlx_preferrgd.

Y] . .
A acore of 7 indicates th t#the vacancy is seen as having Lo
attributes which are most hdesiqable. ‘ .
' _ F T~ TSC0RE
CONSTRUCT {(M an above the 1Lne;-qual score bhelow the liﬁe)
TYPE , 2 ! |4 5 6 7
Sl AN “ |
. -] » .
Median CIE G FH | ABD
'Mode CIGFH E ' ) ABD
12:AGE- i ‘
MAINTENANCE |} s .
Median |E C1G -*FH A BD
Mode “Ecchu A BD
14:LOT SIZE i. _ )
Median f I A H CF E ' BDG
Mode IAH - ' CFE BDG
15:PRIVACY '
Median t- a1 ‘| FcE H D BG
Mode AIH F CE D BG
16:TREES & :
LANDSCAPING - -
Median . AH C H G FE I BDO
Mode .|| A H O G F c EIBD
17:PARKING . .
KND GARAGE : .
Median || CI E : H' A BDFG
Mode €1E ' i HABDFG
22:RURAL -
SUBURBAN
Median [|-AI CE F | HG BD
Mode ° ATl ) ‘ CE "I FH | GBD
24" PRICE* . -
in thous-
;nds of 72 - 69 54 42 36 27 - 24 21 14
dollars) ‘A H c I E F G B D

*This ordering is based on actudl prices since there were too few
constructs of this type scored in the Repertory Grids to allow
meaningful use of measures of central tendency., '

ﬁote: Construct Type 19 (neighbourhood} is excluded due to

inconsistent data, and Type 20 (accessibilities) does not
produce meaningful scores for each vacanacy since respondents

are concerned about access to different destinations. .

=
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but most obviously by 4€he elghteen respondents in Group C
(Flgure 7}, is a prlce axis. The order of vacanC1es B C,D F,
G,HJ-a;d“I, when projected‘onto dlmenSLOnTl,ln Figure 6,

-

corresponds exactly to their order on concept type 24 (pricej
in Figure B, and beare llttle or ho relatlonship.to the orderlng
on any other main concept type. Moreover, when the dlSSlmllarlty
judgments'df the three groups of respondents are scaled ,;;F
separately in one diménsion, the solution for Group.C, which
.stresses_the price factor,“is the only one-to exactl& reproéuce
the order of vacancies on construct type 24, even to extent
of denoting a perceptual gap between the relatively cheap
vacancies priced below $30,000 (F,G,B anc D) and those of
above average price over $40,000 (I, C, and H). (See Figure 9).
'The second dimension is rélatively less important
overall, a;though paramount to the five individuals who comprise
Group A (Figure 7){ It appears to be defined by either or
both internal space, and age and maintenance differences between
the vacancies, Construct Types 1l and 12. The order of the
~vacanciesron these two main types in Figure 8 is identical;
(this, of course is to be éxpected, since the same data ehow
Types'l and 12 to be related construct types in Chapter VI,

Figure 2).

_-:'! The major drmegi}oﬁ whidh is: used by\all three groups, |



- FIGURE 9 |

'INDSCAL STIMULUS SPACE‘IN ONE DIMENSION

- Seven Vacancies

H

Sa: Stimulus Spéce for Group A (N = 5)

CI G 'F - H BD
3 * H— aa— X HH—

Sa: Stimulus Space for Group B (N=13)
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ALY ] hY] f 3 LY hTAT)
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9c: Stimulus Space-for G%oup C (N = 18)
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Several conclusaons are 90351ble at thls p01nt whlch

i -

hold at least for coqnltlve judgments.

)

'1)

2)

3)

-

major factors used in house discrlmination are,
as_earlier'concluded; price, and a qluster of
dweliin -related concepts dominated by given .

requirements for igtefnai space, but incliding
, .

also, referentes to age and maintenance concerns;

The ﬁain concepts gfoup available vacancies in
the housing market into sub-markets such as those
depicted for the display vacancies in Figure 6;
People differ’ in the extent tg{which'they attach

importance to the main concepts and may therefore,

; perceive different submarkets. The tdonsiderable

stress glven by Group C to the price factor in

Figure 6 and 7 indicates for example, that thls

- group has ef eEEEV@Iy7*not~four, but only two

submarkets defined at the extremes of the price

axis in Figure 9c.

These conclusions,however, are based on an analysis

of dissimilarity judgments or housing cognition. .- Their useful-

ness in explaining choice behaviour therefore, depends on

understanding their relationship to the subsequeht evalgative

phase in the decision process. .
(;uation

An examination of group differences in ev

is sought using a joint space (TORSCA 9) analysis of the



V.preferences of respondents for the nine display vacanczest
(Figure 10). Three critical differences are immediately
:apparent between housing cognition and evaluation. o
First, the price dimensxon remains, but - the second-
dimension has changed. The only vacancies in the display set
which are nct single family dwellings are the condominium G and
House H which could be subdivided. Both are now well separated
in the MDS space from the remaining vacancies. No other

construct t&pe unéquivocally separates these“two dwellings from
the others. This suggests that occupancy (construct type 13)
has a greater salience in the evaluation of housinc than in the
comparison of dwellings; a.finding which.is consistent with the
high ranking given to 0ccupency constructs in Chapter VII;
This.change is also consistent with the findings of
. Steinheiser (1970) who concludes that cognitive and evaluative
judgments diff;r on the basis of changes in the relative
weighting of their dimensions. In this study, occupancy is
relatively more important in evaluation than ccgnition; while
age-maintenance is more salient in.cognition than in evaluation.
Secondly, although the changes of relative locetion of vacancy
points between Figure 6 (INDSCAL solution) and Figure 10
{TORSCA 9 solution)are small in absolute terms, they lead to
a new interpretation of the nature of ths housing submarkets
which are defined by the dimensions. The cluster of vacancies
C,I,E and F nearest the centre of tZ:aspace-in-Figure 10 are a
i

close approximation of the convent 1, popular_ﬂcusing choice; -



. FIGURE l0.
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JOINT SPACE ANALYSIS. OF PREFERENCES FOR NINE VACANCIES

. L (2-d£mensionaiisolutioh)

v

s
X
n S B
D
A ’ '
C F
. E
- #
X : ll!iil
Group 3 ‘ Group 2 Group 1
/. x Xk
—_
H G
]
Key: A tol are the nine vacancies; see Table 1.

X: Individual respondents (only 20 A respondents
are used in this solwtion)



O all are relatively new and well-kept homes, with average tc karge
, dwelling and lot sizes and in the average to abOVe-average price fl"*
range (Table 1) .’ All are, inc1dentally, suburban, although no'..
flocation dimenSion is interpreted. “In each of the four quadrants
of Figure 10, less pcpular, less available and more extreme
submarkets are represented. Vacancies B and D are cheap, small,.
old, ill-kept,'inner—city and 1ndustr1al 51ngle family dwellings.
House G'iSarelatively inexpensive, new wellekept condominium.
At the other extreme of the price dimension, vacancy H is an
" expensive, old, very large, inner-citf dwelling which could be

a duplex, whil

use A is a very small home, made expensive by
an extremely large ot on the urban fringe.
TN
Finally, the analy51s of preferences reveals an additional
.difference between population subgroups in hou51ng choice

‘behaviour. Groups may not only weight dimensions differently,

y also prefer different scale.Valuee or positions on a
dimensgio In Figure 10, for example, the majority of respondents
| ive the highest ranks to those vacancies which have

average to high prices (C,I,E,F, then A and H). Conversely the

five individyals in Group 1 have a very clear preference for

the lowest pyiced dwellings, ranhing B,D, and 6 highly.

L " Th ypothesesdeyived from this analysis of group
? differences are discussed ih the concluding section.



o ovIIT.4 Spﬁmerﬁ‘ehd’ngothegesldf‘Groupﬁpiffereoces L
tdzéf‘. ' The,aﬂeIYees in- thlS chapter produce conclus;ons and .
refore}'hypotheeesT which refer first,‘to the variables .

‘dhderlying differences injiod1v1dual choice behoviour,‘and :
eecondly'to the ‘manner in which groups actually displey '
differences in the_Variousﬁphases of‘decisionemaking{

The first -problem is tackleo:by seeking significant
differences in some aspect of the choice behaviour of groups such
as those defined by sex, life cycle stage and soc1o-economic‘
status; groups which are postulated to demonstrate.differences‘
in some part of the literature-on residential site seIECtion;
Small differences in the use of concepts by males and females
may explain the stress given in the past to se; differences.
Similarly, the effect of income constraints on housing choice,'

. together with the demonstrated‘importence of oocio—economic
atatue‘at en aggregate'level in the urban ecological studies,

may explain the tendency in the past to emphasize socio-economic
status. In .this study, however, neither sex nor socioc-economic
status appears o be a major source of differences at the level
of the individu[l decisionmaker. |

Two hypotheses arefsuggested:

1. the housing preferences of male and female

spouses are: basically alike despite small

~

differences in the number, nature and

£ importance of the concepts they use in B
SN house evaluation, R




R * T

2. socxo-economlc status is not a major explanatorx

‘variable at the. level of the 1ndLV1dual déc151on—

maker 1n resxdentlal choxce,.thls is not to say,

however, that 1ncome does not constrain. the
selections of eome gfoups; in this study forlexample,
relatively young respondents,_without children
reveal a particular concern_fof price;
However, for groups at different stages of the life
cycle, there is some- evidence in this study and in other studies
| reviewed by Michelson (1972) for a predictable variation. The
related hypothesis‘is:

1

" 3., Alife cycle stage .influences the housing choice of

individual decision-makers in that different aspects

of housing are more significant at differenf stages;

[y

the amount of internal s?ace for example is -
especialiy significant for those in the child-
rearing stage. o
‘ In a sdbsequent analysis of group differences in
cognition end evaluation, several groups with dis;inct_points of
view are identified. The nature of the groups is not established.
Nonetheless, the manner in which they manifest differences in
choice behav1our is analyzed, 1eading to the following hypotheses:

1. .People weight the main houslng concepts differently

both when comparing and when evaluating alternative

vaCanciesi-and-Eherefore;_‘

~. . -



2. people percelve dlfferent ch01ce sets when’

con51der1ng the same - housxng market.

It is 1mportant to recall however, that the sallence
of individual concepts and the definition of choice sets, differs )
when the purpose is simply comparison of Védancies;from when the

intent is to evaluate and select from among the alternatives.

Since evaluation is the phase on which the choice is most G immediately

{%ased, this should be paid the most attention. In terms of

evaluation, a third basis for group differences exists:

{

3. People prefer diffefent poles or sections of the
. ;
same concept while giving the concept equal

weight in the evaluation of housing. The

dichotomy between’groups choosing on the basis
of the price dimension is a goﬁa example.
Together, ﬁhe conclusions drawn in ghis chapter; on the

one hand, negate_ or refine existing notions relating to the
bases bf group differences such as sex, socio-economic status
and life cycle stage. On the other hand, the analysis provides
insight into a previously unexﬁlained, but important aspect of
this topic; the ways in which group differences éfe manifést
prior to an actual choice. All these variéus aspects have
implications for the further development of the behavioural

theories of housing choice introduced in Chapter II.




. 'FOOTNOTES .

=S TOTES .
- lrhe préfereﬂcé orders were also scaled using
TORSCA 9% but provided no additional insight inté sex related
differences in housing*choice. : , . o

o

. 2There are a number of other problems associagéd with
the use of MDS algorithms.  The most important of these are first,
that the ways in.which stimuli are judged must be assumed to
conform to the requirements of a geometric model, i.e., the
axioms of a metric Space must be, assumed to hold. The reason-
ableness of this assumption has been questioned by Stefflre (1972).

. Second,. there is a little evidence on what is a suitable metric.
This is an important question since the metric determines the

way in which the dimensions are combined. Third, interpretation

of the dimensions must be made on the basis of exogenous inform-
ation and, as such, -is frequently subjective. Finally, there is

ne objective way of aggregating individuals. INDSCAL provides ) .
the most information in this respect but the distinction between :
groups may still be ambiquous.

3rhe scaling of preference orders relative to an ;

ideal point is a speeial form sometimes termed "unfolding" . - d
or joint space analysis and is derived from notions originally
developed by Coombs (1964). , .
L Y 4

4Recall that these are not true 50cio-economic _ §

extremes since the sample is basically hiddle-class {Chapter 1IV).

J
5Recall that seven of the nine vacancies only are

scaled using INDSCAL as a result of an attempt to reduce the
questionnaire length. The two vacancies which are excluded
from the INDSCAL solutions but which appear in the repertory-

grids and TORSCA 9 solutions are A and E.

~

6Figure 10 and the results in this section are largely
based on the analysis of a random selection of 20 of the 80
respondents who provided preference data. The difficulties in
obtaining non-degenerate solutions using TORSCA ¢ for larger
groups is discussed in*VIII.2.1. Results from other runs of -

20 respondents are basically similar.
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CHAPTER IX

CONCEPTS USED IN HOUSING CHOICE:
SUMMARY AND IMPLICATIONS FOR FUTURE RESEARCH

IX.1 Introduction

Considerable effort has been expended in
geography and other social sciences in the last tWwo decades

in the area of housing choice. behaviour. The most popular

“approach, dating from Rosgsi's (1955} study Why Families Move,

has been a survey of recent movers using a structured
questionnaire. In recent years,howevef, there have been signs
of difficuliy associated with the use of this one direction.
The hajor problem now recognized, is that we are at an impasse
caused by an insufficient,understénéing of the definition of
the subjective conceﬁfs which people use to think about housing -
an impasse which ghe structured questionnairés cannot break. -

. The lack of a well—definéd and verified list of
hqusing concepts is manifest in many ways; in the ambiguities
of terms 1ike‘9eighbourhood: in the confusion between what

are'physicalior objective descriptors of housing and what are

G

the’ terms in which dwellings are actually thought about- and

.finally in the difflcultles faced in attempts to operationalize

the conceptual models-of_housing.cho;ce-behav1our.proposed by
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- Wolpert (1965 1965), Brown and Moore (1970), Demko ana

Brlggs (1970) and Gale (1972 1973) It is now evident that

continued_rel;ance-on the structured questionnaire which

nregumes a prior knowledge of the nature of housing concepts,

cannot resolve this ?ifficulty,-and may in fact, perpetuate it.
A very recent innovation has emeréed,however, in

the form of a retreat to 1nduct1ve exploratory emplrlcal

research whlch foers hope of new information on the nature of

the concepts. Stud;es of this new genre have appeared mostly

-

1

in the lQ?b's, although a well known precursor is Peterson's
(1967) study of preferences in residential environments.

This thesis belongs in this category although it differs from
other studies yet published in that it is more comprehensine,
eeeking to identify in a reliable way, all main housing )
attributes\rather‘rnan be limited to particular subsets of
attributes. The study has one majer objective; to use an
experlmental survey de51gn to clarify the nature of housing
concepts. It has two secondary concerns; to assess the )
relative importance of these concepts and to examine group
"differences in their use. Given the expleratory, inductive
approach which is taken, the results are in the form of
well-grounded nypotheees. Unlike mueh current geographical
research;‘the intent is not to test existing beliefs’or' -

.postulates, with one exception. Where the data facilitate

L ]
it, controverszal notions in our present thinking, such as

o



' ‘ L]
the importance ofﬁ;ccess to work in chozce, and the effects of
soc10-econbm1c status and life cycle stage, are tested. To
ensure that 1nduct1vely deered hypotheslé_whlch form the main
conclus;ons.of each chapter are well grounded, a mult1-operat10na1
design is employed to converge on major results. Psychological
procedures, notably Kelly s Personal Construct Theory and’
Multidimensional Scaling models are the main technlques used )
to cobtain and analyée the data obtained from two samples, each
- of 40 respondents. a

Given the exploratory approach taken, there are, in
fact, two forms. of results; fifst, coéclu51ons relatlng to the
vq}ue of the overall methodology and specific technlques
employed and secondly, substantive results in the form of
hypotheses on the nature-and importance of concepts, and groap
.differences in housing ahoiceJ The foilowing sectiona discass
these two types of results. Both have implicaﬁions for future

research on the behavioural bases of housing-dhoice which are

3iscussed in a final concluding section to the thesis.

"



L IX.2 - 'Metho:dol'ogical Results -

.\. . . . !‘ . ]
s : o

ThS\data on whlch the thesis 15 based were obtalned

jLalnly from two samples of home searchers, each comprlsed of 40
= respcndents, yirtually all of whom were female. Both samples
-answered.questionneires requiring eomparative and evaluative
judgmehts on. a set of nine staridard display vacancies presented .
as photograpﬁs located on a_mapjof the Hamilton metropolitan ]

.8 -,
area. The first sample (A) supplied a list of elicited

constructs and a repertory grid in which each

rated on each construct. The ées%gn is derived from Kelly
(195§) personal'constrdct-the?ry. Sample A supplied a.
preferential ‘ordering of the vacancies used in'an MDS analye;s.
The second sample (B) also provided the preference ordering, Plys
4 comparison of the vacancies,providihg data for an INDSCAL
analysis of cognitive differences. °
The.design of both the survey questionnaires and
subsequent deta analyses are according to a principle of
multi-operationalism as an aid in avoiding the ambiguities and A
doubts often associated with the measurement of subjective dege:
Overall, Ehis strategy has been well endorsed by the study for
two main reasons; firét, the cepacity with which a series of
disparate teehniques‘can converge on a single conclusion
'relating to the subjective meaning of housing; has been amply

dﬁmonstrated. Second}y, the multi- operatlonal design prevented °

‘potentially’ disastrous effects on the study, from the _poor
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performanEE§‘bf some lndLV1dua1 analyt1cal tools,lexamples oJ
whlch are the prlnCIPal components analy51s of repertory grid
data in. Chapter VI, and some of the TORSCA 9 multldimenSIOnal
scallng an?&yseSjln Chapter VIII.

‘The performance .of the 1nd1v1dual procedures varies

widely. The elicitation of ncepts using pe sohal construct
Y f

- techniques (Chapter V), ‘produced a mean of' 8.5 constructs,

thus demonstratlng much greater effectlveness than the two
concepts elicited by the free response approach tried by

3

Rossi f1955). Clearly,howevert the method must be supplemented
by other means since'important criteria may still be missed. \
In this case, the most important concept, price, ofqen appears
in the list of other factors which were obtainea_as a follow-up
check to constructs-elicited by the triad procedure.' A further
recommendation for studies using personallconstruct methods, is
to score such additional conetructs in the repertory grid; -
something mhich was not done in this study, and handicapped
analysisigé concept interrelationships, as a result.

%_ The complexity of concept associations determines the
type‘of prpcedure most applicable for tne analysis of the

repertory grid. In terms of housing, it appears that

i) L} . . . . t‘
considerable overlap occurs in the cognitive meaning of many -2

-concepts. As a consequence, an analysis based on the restrictive

agsumptions of a principal components model is most umsuitable,

while simpler methods, gddh as concept groupings or the basds
b !

of concepts correlatioms are much more sensitive to the nature

\-.

\ * ) .
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of the cognitiVe str%g:ures relating to the meaning of houszng

i . _ This coméle ity in the meaning of houSing also

.limits the ability of the various MDS models, partréhlarly

TORSCA 9, to depict the scaling of vacancies or of respondents,
in terms ,of . more than a few main concepts. Consequently,‘the

use of MDS in 1nductive research on the nature and importance

aof concepts would seem limited, although it has clear potential
for testing the postulated importance of concepts, in a

deductive research deSign A The major wse of MDS 1n this study

is in‘the insight it provides on the’manner in which groups _
differ in their predecision thought processes,of choice set
definition, housing cognition and housing evaluatior. In this
situation, MDS hae a valuable and still unexploreé role, although
somewhat limited by the assumptions of the model which

predeterm ne the number and type of ways in which group

diffeéerences can be depicted.

our summary recommendations seem worthwhile for
behavioural xesearch methodologies:
1) e a mu i-operational design;

2%- use 5;4%0 al oonstruct procedures but supplement

//,thg,elic'tation techniqoes with other methods;

’53 ;avoid limiting the analysie of data matrices
which depict concept assaociations, to heavily
structured models, such as principal components
analysis, particulatly in complex domains like

housing; "
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'4)' use multldlmen51ona1 scallng algorlthms pnlmarlly.

in a deductlve approach for the purpose of

hypothe51s te: t1n§ : 'f




..Ix.3.;Hybotheses;on'thefNatnre}';mportancewanﬁhqse:otConcepts--v'
h total of nineteen SpelelC hypotheses are listed
at the concluszon of Chapter VI on the nature of houSing concepts,-
Chapter, VII, on their. relative importance- and chapter VIII on
group differences in concept use ‘and in choice processes.
The reader is referred to these sections for a listing of the
hypotheses. The following description simply refers to them
by chapter within a general summary and asgessment of their
implications. _ i ' b
The subjective concepts used to describe and evaluate *
_ housing are sought in chapters V‘and VI where it is found possible
" to define housing at various levels of generality. At the most
detailed level, the 40 respondents who supplied personal
. construct data used over 200 different words or phrases to
" describe their housing concepts. This description is summarized
as the master code given in Appendix B. The master code,
however, does not maintain the internal coherence of each
concept used to think about housing, but fragments concepts by
the verbal labels'used to express them. Thereforet while the
master code is a very detailed.description of housing, it should
be limited to use as gh" analytic tool only, and not as a listing
of housing concepts. In this thesis, for example, it is
invaluable for the analysis and classification of personal
constructs, angd- may prove useful in relating concepts to their

rd
physical or objective counterparts in residential environments.



Each respondent used a mean of over 10 hou31ng
' concepts to. express what he/she used to’ c0mpare and evaluate ‘»

the nine dlsplay vacancxes. These are termed eliclted concepts -

and are. those wh;ch home searchers are aware of and can artlculate,
{(Chapter VI, hypotheses 1 and 2). These concepts group 1nto 25
clasSes or types on the basms of sxmllarlties or dxfferences in
meaning which are sndlcated by a content analys;s based on’
the master code..
"The concept types vary in the extent to which they
are apparently 'well deflned, unambiguous notions, aad™the
reader is referred to Chapter V for detailed descriptions of
the connotations of each. In a very summary forn, the most
frequently used of the concept classes are:
1; dwelling size with particular emphasis on the
number of bedrooms;
_2. dweliing age, maintenance and related concerns;
3. lot size, related to extermnal privacy, in
- particular;
e&ternal privacy and separation'from neighbours:
5. trees and landscaping of the lot;
6. parking and garage facilities:
7. accessibilities, both to‘ﬁork and to schools,
shopping facilities and oowntown: |
8. the.degree of perceived urbanism expressed by'
such terms as *urban', "suburban” or rural

- 1ocations=



9;-'pIéceinamesused:tc;referito-1ccai£4uburbs,-:‘
_ satellite towns or residential areas,kfgf:
10._ financial concerns." | o
Neither the list of ten concepts above nor the -
twenty-five from which they are drawn, are exhaustive or equally Xy
.well defined Tenure.is excluded possibly because the sample
is comprised of prospec%fve home oﬂners.‘ There remain ambiguities u

in the definition of acce351b111ties, notably the separation

of local and non-local. concerns, and the finanCial concepts are

-

hardly deflned at all. Neighbourhood considerations are excluded
from the above summary 51nce the data are extremely confusxng
an bgth the nature and importance of this class.

Research on the association between the 25 concept
classes in Chapter VI, is primarily based on the, correlation of
ratings given to the nine display vacancies on any pair of
concepts in the repertory grids supplied by sample A. - By this

means, the 25 classes are further generalized into three clusters

of concepts termed‘aimensionai concepts, (Chapter VI, hypotheses
1 end 3). These are depicted in Figure 2 and include:
1. the dwelling cluster which is an association
.(/gf concepts relating to the dwelling‘size, age
and maintenance concerns,and parking; -,
2. " lot and location which is a‘complex of concerns
about parking, lot.size,-privacy and separation
from neighbcurs, degree of perceived u;banism;

’

trees, landscapingiand neighbourhood concerns;
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e 3. accessibilities. %ﬁ‘ .
| As with the elicitedgconcepts, 1mportant conSiderations E
are obv1ous1y excluded. Financial concerns are: not listed Since
theéy were not included in most repertory grids and hence ‘their
‘associatlon with other concepts- could not be established
In contrast to Peterson s (1967) results, in this study the
dimensional concepts are‘not orthogonai, 1ndependent criteria.
Accessibilities appear to be relatively indepenﬁfnt, but the
dwelling and lot-location concepts.are related through their
_common asSOCiation with parking ‘and garage concerns.

These results on the nature of houSing have several

important implications. In the first place, they suggest that

—

.the vision of an heirarchical description of the environment

envisaged both by . de Long (1973) and Kelly (1955) does exist,

at least er_thgégg;‘“?he di?tinction hetggen levels, or of

e g P

concepts atﬂone,;evei’”ﬁoweter "is not easy to find. Concepts

are not all precisely defined and many are interrelated to a e
. ) . / ’ .
greater or lesser degree in that the use of one implies use of
-+ \ ]
another. Hence, Gale's (1972b) notion of inexactneqs and fuziy

sets in environmental cognition: is obviously also pertinent.

identification of several levels indicates

difficulties for reliable questionnaire construction and further

empirical research on the one hand, and*for'the definition of

sing attributes and choice sets in model,huilding and Sésting,

on the other hand. The structured questionnaires of~the past

' probably are basedgen a confusion of verbal 1?bels (i. e.,master ;Fj
oy }? R IR }‘U; u‘:



T-7codes), and concepts-from one or mmre levels.j The related
‘ -problems of omission and/or double counting are discussed in‘
Chapter II.‘ Future research should, and could be based on a
con81stent set of concept definitions, such as. those listed 1n
.ﬂ Chapter VI. _ ' _ L

The definition of specific elicited and dimensional
c0ncepts:reveal' distortions in our existing, someﬁhat
stereotypic thinking.about housing In some cases the results -
confirm past findings. The importance asoribed to. the number
of bedroons in describing dwelling siZe-has, for example, been
long recognized,'(see Rossi, 1955). The lot also, appears to
have its own relatively well defined connotations basged on size,
which are well known. Other important assoc1ations found in
this study, however, between the lot and external privacy, treesl
and landscaping,: parking faCllltles and general location have
not been well treated. For the most part, they are not explicitly |
understood but are glossed over as the difference between lots
in urban and suburban locationsg, thus discouraging the precise

definition required for further empirical research, theory
building or residential planning.

The notion of residential location and its various
components have been the most poorly understood concepts.
While the term residential location” is ‘widely used and
intuitively ‘understood, it would appear from this study to "have no

'obvious coherent meaning, hencg use of this expression in

’



'Ji*r.“
S -either'structured questlonnaires or 1nclpient theory ‘may be _hn N

-
-

 both slmpllstlc and confusrng. In the flrst place, relatlve ‘
'location or access appears to be. qulte a dlStlnCt concern from all
other-considerations about locatlon. Secondly, references to
the nature of the location especially in terms of its perceived
degree of urbanism, seem to. be closely and possibly 1nsepanab1y

tied in meaning to the" lot. Thlrdly, an addltlonal connotataon

or set of connotatléns ‘of Yocation is here labelled . ) A
"neighbourh od” In factk;these conprlse an extremely complex
set of concerns whichlcannot be convincinglg defined either
indiuidually or as a group. Finally, place names used to refer
to prospective residentgal locations act as more important,
superordinate'conetructs for any or all of the three previous
aspects of location together with aspects of the lot. Hence,
unless elaborated their specific meanings are ambiguous.

The concept of accessibility is a further example of
.stereotypic thinking validated by long usage. Residential access
has most often been thought of‘as a series of concepts of which
the most popularly cited.is‘access to work. 1In this study, the
concept appears to incorporate access to a variety of local "and
non-local destinations which could‘hot be-separated'out~as
jdifferent‘concerns by any of the analyses. When defined as
access to a multiple of.destinations, acceseihility is the

most important of the location concepta, (Chapter ViI, hypothesis 6).



E There is no eVidence, however, that it would be- quite as 1mportant

if defined only as access to work, or only as access-to schools

and shopping centres. Stegmen (1969) and Lamanna (1964)
respebtively, find access in these’ SpElelc terms to Pe relatively
unimportant and in this study, access to work 1s traded off for
improved dwelling and lot srze or price level up to a travelling |
time of 60 minutes. These results suggest that while the definition
of eccess relative to work or city centre in the urban land rent.
and population models may be operationally convenient, it is not

as meaningful or important in behavioural terms as a definition

relative to several destinations.

i’

Hypotheses relating to the relative importance of
the remaininc mainlelicited housing concepts are given in’
Chapter VII, hypotheses 1 to-9. Financiél concerns are the
most important.of the elicited concepts, consistent with past
studies as for' example, those of Rossi (1955) and Butler gg:gl;, ,
(1970). Also among the top four are two duelling concepts; size
and occupancy, whiqh form part of ‘the cluster of concepts defining
the dwelling dimensional concept. Age-maintenance concerns
which are also a part of this cluster are not éonsistently
ranked very highly by respondents, but are found together with
dwelling size, to interpret the second most important exis in
the MDS configurations of .housing cognition and evaluation in

Chapter VIII. Place names are among the most important concepts

fallowed by the various other elicited concepts which contribute

o5
P
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' to their meanlng, whlch in order of 1mportanoe-are, acoe331b111t1es,
privacy, nerghbourhood, lot BlZE, trees and landscaping. Overall.'
therefore, it appears that dlmen91onal or other more general
concepts such as place names, are rated more highly than the
.individual elicited concepts which contrlbute to their meanlng
This suggests other, as yet uoexplored aspects of housing
choice with implications for research ;nd modelling the relative
importance of concepts. 1Is it meaningfui'for erample, to rate
concepts at differentoleoels in terms of their relative'importanoe,_
such as price and access to work? Are tradeoffs made only between
concepts at the same level? And is there a reqular order to this
process? ’
The research on importance in Chapter VII also led to
the postulate (hypothesis 2) that-on each of the maln concepts,
people seek more actively to avoid that which they do not want
than to obtain their various prefereoces. This has been a well
known aspect of accessibility and price considerations but has only
beeQ implied as applicable to other concepts by use of labels
such‘as "constraints" andl"limiting'factors'. It has not
usually been seen as the initiai manner in which home searchers
react to house size or other lot and location needs. It suggests
-that housing beﬁaviour may be best modelled using a negative
determinants approach as suggested by Stephens (1975) and

discussed again in a later section of;this.chapter‘(Ix.ﬁf.



_ The hypoth@ses in Chapter VIII refer to group and

————
’

‘individual dlfferences in choice processes. There is ‘evidence o
here, as in the chapters which precede it, that our existlng |
understandlng of housing choice behav1our has only a partial
‘basis in truth. Male and female spouses, and groups defined by
sqcio-economic'status for'eXample, do not appear to display the
.digferences in housing preferences which have sometimes been
ascribed to them; whereas, groups defined by life cycle stage

e
demonstrate dlfferences related to the fact that dlfferent housing

attributes (concepts) are given more or less sallence at dlfferent
stages in ‘the life cycle.

The more innovative section of this chapter leads to
hypotheses on the manner in which groups display dlfferenbes in
housing cognitlon and evaluatlon prior to ch01ce, - an understanding
of which is necessary to an- understanding of group differences
in housing choice. Respondents are found:

1. +to weight the main housing concepts (scch as price,
and dwellinc size and age characteristics),
differently, both when comparing and evaluating
residen;ee,?and therefore;

2. to perceivel different choice sets when viewing

the saﬁe_housing market; and
3. to prefer different poles or secticns of the same

concept. o
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It 1s therefore not sufficient tp 1dent1fy the nature.
of groups with dlfferent housing preferences or constralnts,
nor to 1dent1fy the subjective attrlbutese they use in house
evaluation. Also required, is an understanding of how the
grqués use the concepts to define their own‘chdice sets from
the same housing market and to order these. Moreover, -models
of hoﬁsing choice in terms of choice sets, such as that of.
Gale (1973), must be made sufficiently flexible that ehe'
housing market can be classified and reclessified.according to’

the perceptions of sqccessive groups,

ETE

e



IX.4 | ' . Futufe:Reseéfch

There are two general directioho in which future
:esearch building onlthe results of this stud;, can mo;£ obviously
lead.. The first is the plethora of specific questlons which .
appear in the form of 1nd1v1dual hypotheses or thelr implications.
The second, more ambltlous dlrectlon,ls that leading to the
development of a comprehensive, general theory on housing
choice behoviour.

Of the many possible specific questions, three are
particularly crooiai. PiFst whlle Chapters Vand VI offer a"
wealth of new 1n51ght into the meanlng and definition of housing
in the terms which people think about it, there is considerable
room r improvement. Major concepts are .not elicited from the
samples used in this study; tenure béing one example. ‘Others,
notably the complex of ideas we group under the term neighbourhood,
are Stlll in need of clarification and refinement,despite this
and many previous attempts to define the concept (s). The few
general or dimensional concepts defined ioJChapter VI must be
tested further using othef data soorces‘and procedures. Without
such testing, they wfll remain an interesting academlc result and’
their potential for the development of a.series of hlerarchical
descrlptlens‘of housing and housing choioo sets at different

levels ofi generality will go unrealized.
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".A second very pertingnt;problem‘is5the'nged to idéh#ify |

the physical or objective attribhtes of hoﬁs}ng rela;ed-to each

subjective concept.. This is essential both' for theoretical | -

"and design purposes, for example, for the id%ntification-df

housing choﬁte‘sets aﬂd'fof the designuéffmg}e liveable residential
environments. R N

Knowledge of the translation of phygical referents througH
the mind into their mental counterparts will also help
researchers to ansﬁgr a third critical questién; the ability
with which we can predict housing choice on the basis of a
knowledge of population and vacancies characteristics, and the
mental processes leading up to 2hoice.
The last questiop is fundamental to the éuccessful

5

development of the conceptual frameworks into a general theory of

choice behaviour.. Of the many results which have implicatins

for the development of such a theory in this thesis, thatfwi%h

. potentially the most immediate payoff, is the suggestion to |

model choice behaviogr using a negative determinants approach,
combined with a behavioqfé}ly meaningful definition of housing
concepts and choice&sets.'”

‘ ‘Essentially, suchtaﬁ approach would break from the
present tendency to think ih.terms of utili£y opﬁzaisation or
maximization, at.least in the iQEj;Er“phases of choice. The

objective in the house search would be seen as a need to identify

ics which fall within

Ty
)

the vacancy or vacancies with characteri

-
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upper and/or lowo’¢constra1nts or’ threéhold values, on all
- major concep%;#’ Brown and. Moore (1970) lntroduced the notion

of thresholds in thelr oonceptualizatlon. However, thMr
approgch,is‘ﬁot a negativeudeterminants mode;\slnce they

retain Wolpért'£ notion of place utility and the stress it
places oh'preferenceé; a notion which is extended into an
explicitly optimizing or maximizing approach by Demko‘ond
Briggs (1970). 1In a negative determinants approach, the
basis for choice ﬁrdm the set of vacancies falling within
all specified constraints ﬁight théﬁjbe made in terms of
relative "place utility", to use Wolpert's (1966) concept.
In which case, preferences may become quite siqnificant in
determining the final choice. It is more likefy however,
that the choice is made on the basis of timing, i.e., an
offer is made on the first known vacancy which satisfies the
major constraints and‘some form of queuing model‘may be appro-
priate within these constraints. ‘in such an approach the
relative importance of concepts is defined& by the extent to
which either or both thresholds must be met. Where no suit-
able vocancies are being found, or time is running out,
thresholds may be changed on individual concepts, presumably
onlthe least iﬁportant concepts first.f

Regardless, however, whether a negativehdetérminants
or a utility approach is taken, the'definiﬁion of housing con-

cepts in meaningful terms is crucial. All the major behavioural .
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choice conceptuallsatlons of the early 1970'5 have been
handicapped by the’'lack of a V&lld and rellable descrlptlon
of housing attrlbutes and of hou51ng choice sets.‘ This
thesis provides the basis for the derivation of a list of
meanlngful concepts-at either a detalled ©or more general-
ized level. It alsc gives 1n51ght into the relative impor-
tance of the various conéepts, and of the.manner in which
they affect the choices of different population groups. A
meaningful descrlptxon of housing, p0351b1y in comblnatlon
with a reallgnment of thinking towards a’ negative determ;nem\B
framework, offers hope of breaking the.lmpasse which pre-

sently holds up research on residential choice behaviour.



Behavidﬁrélistici

Behaviouristic:

Cognition:

GLOSSARY o .. -
. : - Lo :-.\'.

Phllosophles of behaV1our predlcated on the

- belief that cognitive processes.are a major

determinant of behaviour. Behaviour is,
therefore, a probabilistic rather than
deterministlc response to. env1ronmenta1
condltlons.

Pr

The converse approach to behavxourallsm, often
described as the stimulus-response (SR) model
See also Footnote 5, Chapter 1.

In behav1oural geography, cognltlon has been
used in' at least two ways. In some instances
it refers to the psychological process involved
in the utilization of coded information or

concepts to discriminate and compare alternafive;

choices, generally in the absence of some or

all of the alternatives. This is a more limited
version than the definition offered by Neisser
{(1967) , who argues that the perception of
stimuli present to the observer also involves
cognition and in fact, is continuous with
cognitive processes. In other instances,
cognition is used in geography to refer to .
research problems involved with the selection,

coding, storage, retrieval and use of information

in thought. This use is onsistentwwith the
definition provided by Zajonc in the
Encyclopaedia of Social Sciences who claims
that cognition should be used to refer "not
to an identifiable psychological process t
to a problem area with specifiable research
focuses™. He continues: "The cognitive
theorist méy ‘be concerned with the acquiring
and processing of information with further
cognitive consequences of this process, or with
utilization of information®". This involves
the coding and use of information. - "In these
processes the individual utilizes information
acquired in the past, codes, rules of message
sequencing (e.g., syntax), and inferential

‘heuristics. The totality of this apparatus

has become known as the individual's cognitive
organization”.

In Zajonc's terms this the31s is a study in
cognition and cognitive organizatlon. Where
the term cognition appears in the text however,
it is used in the first sense in geography, -

©
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i.e., as a pSyChdlogiéalrptéceSSTafstihcf

> from both perception and evaluation. -
el ‘.,_\;H;__,_'~'; R . - '_‘, ; -
Cognitive judgments: As used in-the thesis,. cognitive judgments are
e L - comparative, similarity or"dissimilarity_judg-. '
ments of two stimuli. 'Obviously, however, - o
the term could have .a much broader meaning,
covering all mental judgments." :

@

Concepts: Following the psychological literature, . -
concepts are defined in this thesis as the basgic {-
unit of information coding in long-term

. memory. For the purposes of the study,’ an

' individual's concepts are defined by and
measured in terms of ‘the verbal labels he/she
uses to describe them, together with any.

" additional connotations denoted by a demonstrated
relationship between the concept and other concepts.

Contrast Pole: . Also termed the non-replicative pole, this
describes the polar or extreme ‘description of
a personal construct (Kelly, 1955) which is
not elicited by the elicitation procedure,
but is Qescribed as the contrast to the pole,
which is verbalized initially.

Dissimilarity judgments:

These are also termed cognitive or comparative
judgments. Dissimilarity judgments in MDS
procedures are'a guantitative expression of

the difference between stimuli, where higher
values represent reatexrdifferences, ang
therefore, distances in the MDS configuration.
Similarity judgments are the converse, form,
where higher values represent greater similarity
and smaller distances in the MDS space. *

Domain: ‘This is the temm Kelly (1955) reserved to
. refer to the range of .elements (stimuli)
which any given construct can be used to
describe. Application of a construct to -
elements outside jpg domain are meaningless.
A simple example of the latter might be the

[' . _ ‘description of an apple as intelligent.



Element: =~ -~ - ' 'The term used by Kelly (1955) for the object - -
. ' : . . of thoﬁght.‘ﬁInfhis‘theorywthesegmignt be. . - .
constructs as well as. stimuli, such-as res- S
- idential dwellings. In the' thesis, the term
- . stimulus is generally used where Kelly would
use -element. S e

Emergent Poler Also termed the replicative pole this is that
ST extreme of a personal construct, . (Kelly, 1955)
-which is elicited by the elicitation procedure.

Evaluation: - Evaluation is used to refer to the processes

: whereby cognitive judgments, as in comparisons
of. alternatives, -are weighted by the individual's
personal values, as in preference orderings of
alternatives. '

Focus of Convenience: The set of elements or}xtimuli; (in this case,
dwellings) for which a personal construct is
most meaningful. -

Laddering: The elicitation procedure devised by Hinkle
: (1965) to explore the subordinate and/or
superordinate constructs related to a given
construct which is described in the initial
elicitation process.

Perception: Perception is used in the thesis to denote

' the act of perceiving and the mental manifest-
ation of this act as percepts, Perception
involves a response to an immediate stimulus.
Information about the stimulus is received
through the senses and is stored in short-term
memory. This definition is consistent with ,
that used by the encoding theorists and /
cognitive psychologists such as Ulric Neisser.
Neisser (1967, 1970, 1972) argues ®hat per-
ception involves active constructive processes
of "cognitive synthesis". Sensory stimulation
is not the passive intake of information, but
instead becomes the"raw material® for the
active construction of perceptual images. 1In
Neisser's terms perception, cognition, thinking, and
imagining are all continuous related processes.,
Perception differs from the latter processes

. primarily in the degree to which it involves -
sensory input as an immediate basis for cognitive

' synthesis., - e :
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‘The- basic unit of information coding in short- -
term memory. Percepts are intermediate between, .
. -and related to, sensations on the one hand, and
concepts in long-term memory on the other. . .

-

~ Percepts:

~

Bérsonal'cohstrﬁctéi The‘terms'devisgd by Kelly (1955) to describe - |
‘ . the codes, concepts or information used by an .
individual to organize his/her experience of

o , ' the world, in the mind. . Personal constructs

are bipolar referents with contrasting descrip-
tions of the same abstracted idea at each pole.
In this study, constructs are assumed to be
analagous to concepts, although it is not
necessarily accepted that all concepts fit

g . the bipolar definition of constructs.

Preference judgments: Such jﬁ;;;EHEB“invqlve an-ordering of two or more
‘ stimuli (in this case, dwellings) according to
how each is evaluated by the respondent. The
+ - evaluation depends upon the how much of each
attribute (concept) -recognized by the individual,
each dwelling has, the value ascribed to the
attributes, and the way they are combined into
an overall score. : .

'Range of Convenience: The set of elements or stimuli (in this case,
dwellings) for whiéh a personal construct has
' any meaning. : '

o

Repertory Grid: This is an essential aspect of the measurement

' procedure designed by Kelly (1955) to measure
construct relations and to provide some insight

- into the possible nature of superordinate
constructs. ' The repertoxy grid consists of
binary judgments, ratings, or rankings of a
limited number of stimuli on each of a sat of
elicited constructs. Kelly used the grid as
the matrix input to a factor analysis.

‘Example Using 7 Point Rating. Scale:

A B C DE F G H I Houses

Construct 1 | 1 [2 [3 |3 [a |2 1. 7 (7 |

a e I O R X S T L
| 3STTTE R -

32T 5
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Similarity judgments: " iAs in dissimilarity judgments except that the' °
o ‘focus is on;'sameness“jrgtherfthanj“différgnée"‘
7 iIn the MDS literature, simjlarity judgments
- iindicate that the.larger numerical values-
given in the comparison of two stimuli.
';epresent;simila;ity) while -smaller values ‘
indicate difference. Hence, in the - . .
derivation of the configuration, the input -
- Values are first subtracted from one .
before their estimation as distances in.a
multidimensional space is attempted.. '

O VLV VI R

. ! b L
Source space: Ege term used to describe one of the three
o nfigurations produced by INDSCAL. The
. dource space represents differences between
the judgments in each input matrix, in : 1
terms of theé weighting given to each [
dimension and the fit of the solution :
to the data in the individual matrices.
- The points in the space are generally
) ‘ located in the upper right quadrant and
- often represent individual respondents.

Stimulus, stimuli: These are the phenomena in the environ- 4
' o ment which are the object of thinking
. or, behaving; also called elements b
* Kelly (1955)-. 1In this case they are T
residential dwellings, specifically the o
nine homes in the display photographs,
together with the residences about to be
¥ ' - vacated by the respondents. g

'Stimulus Space: The term used to describe a configuration
: produced by a multidimensional scaling
.~ algorithm which locates .stimuli (in this.
case, vacancies) as points iIn a space of
. given dimensionality.
Subordinate Constructs: Introduced as a part of Kelly's Theory
these are constructs which form parts of
the meaning of higher level, none generalized
. or abstracted constructs in an individual's
o "  mental organization. 1In practice, they
are often those described in the-initial
elicitation of constructs. However,
the laddering of some constructs seems
to produce others which are still more
subordinate. Hence the term is a
relative measure of the location of a
construct in the mental schema but is
not at all exact,.. .~ = T

-
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This is the method aeviSed by Kelly
(1955) to elicit personal constructs

.in a given domain, - It involves judging
- which two of three stimulj are ‘alike

and which are different, and explaining

the reasonsg for the judgments,

d
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' APPENDIX A

Intervaw Scﬁe&ules | 7
Thetg are two main quesfionnaires labéllgd Format A:
Pérsonai Constfuét Data and Format B: Similarities and Pre-
ference Judgments. Format A was completed by 62 respondents
represeﬁting 40 houaehblas %n the process of gearch at the
time of the'interview. Format B waslcompleted by 40 respondents
who had recently decided on a new home but not yet moved in.
Both schedules require use of a map of ;he.Hamiltpn.Metro-
politan area oﬁ which coloured photographs of nine different
residenceé are located. ' The probedurgs for éliciting constructs
in Format A and for makingAsimilariﬁies judgments in Format B.
are not immediately evident in the schedules, Explanatory

comments on these and other aspects of the'questionnaire
appear below. )
Eli¢iting Personal Constructs: Format A, (pages A3,A4,A5,A6).
1. The respondent is made familiar with the map and accompanying

photographs. Care is taﬁen to ensuré_that he/she recognizeg

the east-west'orientationi important landmarks such as the

CBD and escarpment, and idgntifying'létters on the nine

dwellings. ' v ‘
2. Successive triads of dwellings are introduced to the re-
spondent. One of the three rgsidences is always the place

the respondent inténds to move out of. It was hoped this:
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S

.
i

yould lead respondents to produce ‘constructs important in

their evaluation of housing since most voluntary moves

are motivated by a.dissatisfaction with the current dwelling.

The use of this in the triads is not unlike Hlnkle s (1965)

" use of the respondent in all triads when trying to elicit

personality traits thé respondent viewed as desirable.
The respondent is instructed: ﬁCompére each of tﬁese
three dwellings.. Think what they are, or would be ;ike
far you to live in. IFor eiample, imagine what they are

like inside, the type of neighbourhcods they are in and

‘their locations. Now, can you put two of these together

.~

as being similar in some way, and one which is different."
The interviewer records the triad, and circles the twd

Al

homes considered similar. %

v

The respondent is asked why thé;two are sim%lar. This is
listed as the construct or emé;gent.pole. Following Epting
et al. (1971), the Rgosite of the construct is listed as
the contrast, not the reason why the third residence is
different.

The interviewer identifies the respondent's preference on
this construct, describing the greferénce furthzr under

the column for comments if it does not coincide with either
pole. . i

All constructs for which the respondent expressés a pre-

ference are numbered successivel} from 1. Constructs to
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which the respondent is indifferent are not numbered.
The respondent rates the nine reSLdences on the map, plus

his/her own on each numbered. c0nstruct as it 1s elicted

on a scale of 1 tggin.‘Thezvalue 1 means + the residence

is considered to have whatever attfibute-is.listed<as

1 hd '
preferred, and the value 7, what is not wanted. It is
{ - .
important-to note that by aligning the scale values with

preference judgments, the repertory grid measures variation

t

- in evaluation not simply cognition. In Kelly's original

procedure, the value 1 is given on the basis of which of
the two poles of the construct the element is judged to
be at or near. In the presenﬂ!application, the value

1 may be given to neither pole since both may be seen as
undesirable;‘while a midpoint on.the construct dimension

is valuable. This occurs in constructs, like number of

~—rooms and relative location, where a lot or a little may be

both unsatisfactory states, but an intermediary point is

. highly acceptable.

The procedure is repeeted until either the respondent cannot
supply further constructs or until tw&nty constructs are
elicited or until 1 hour has been spent on this\;ection of
the questionnaire (No respondent could supply twenty,

and very few spent an hour attempting to.)

All constructs the interviewer judges to relate to. location

are asterisked for later elahoration or. “laddering” Integyf/

viewers are instructed to look for key words, (e.g. df a,ance,

wo
/ T A
. v

;
, :

R

r—— 2t L,



-

f{‘iplace nam’é or d scussions of neiqhb urhood attributes) [

| In the actual su{vey, this procedure was in fact approximate**da
”since the author wae unsure what' would be- elicited prio

_to the interviews, ahd the conceptualization of what ar

llocation factors broadened as the results emerged. ﬁ

10. If no location construct is elicited after the third,‘Eonstruct, th
: respondent is reminded that he/she can use all the inform—

‘ation available in the nap and’photoqfaphs'including'docation.
Thie risks inflating the number of location constructs

eIightly, but is necessary to avoid some respondents'

- N . Fi ,
limiting their attention to the photographs only. If no '

location construct is‘stiil elicited, the point is not
pressedL ' |

11. The;preferred pole or section is 1addered by investigating
its perceived advantages and the advantage of the advantades.

" This follows Hinkle (1965), and i% designed to elicit . \

superordinate constructs, as distinct from other grocedures
used, for example by Hontiman (1972), to identify sub-
ordinate constructs. '

12. The ordering of constructs and other fadtors in terms of
importance is sihply accomplished by use of 4" square
cards. ‘Each.construct is written on ene of these;caids

by the interviewer. The respondent then ahuffies the cards
until he/she is satisfied with the order. AN



Ll

";i7j Similarity Judgments"_Formnt B (pege 33) 7 .

E i;i As for Format A, the respondent is~made femiliar with the'}“ |
”=map\and reaidences and inatructed to imagine what—it would
be like to liVe in each. .'Eﬁ . ,T‘ PR

2. _The ‘respondent is asked to consider auccessive paira of

-+

residencee and to make a judgment on their relative similarity

1

¢ R

or difference on any, or as ny factors as he/she considers.
important in a house. py/pn

' * n
b -

3. The judgment of similarity or differenée is expressed as a
value between. 0 and 100 where 0 means the two dwellings
'ere seen as elike, and 100 as quite unalike. Tne same
number is not allowed twice to facilitete analysis by
INDSCAL. The programme does not handle tied data. .,

| Preference Ordérs for Display Dwellings (A to I)
These are collected in both formats (pages A6 and B3).

The exercise wae again facilitated by aliowing‘tn9~reapondent

to manipulate ni cards labelled successiyeiy A to I. Cerer

is taken to impress on the respondent that their preferencea

must be realistic, i.e., take into account their findncial

.constraints Data on the location of specific destinations

noted on page B5. ar; collected by writing with a felt tipped

pen on. the display map. These were erased after each interview,
onde the locations had been transposed to’one of seVeral maps

- »

which act as permapent files.

/ . N &
S
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FORMAT At

nsnn'mwr oF Gaocaum

NCHASTER UNIVERSITY

.PERSONAL INTERVIEN

PERSONAL CONSTRUCTS. - * A

LY

.

- SAMPLE NO,

| CONFIDENTIAL

IN SAME HOUSE

OTHER SAMPLES

T o« s o ki i et it

.

e o il

REAL ESTATE CONTACT: A - -
. 3
1. ¥ame of agent: _ ) . '
2. Name of agency: ’ \
. P ’ . AN . P
RESPONDENT "S” NAME: Mx. ‘
' K.- -
. Miss o
Nrs. ) /
STREET ADDRESS: -
INTERVIEW APPOINTMENT : : APPOINTMENT CHANGES :
1. Time
2. Date
3. Name of interviewer 7. ¢
\
INTERVIEW OUTCOME: e ¢
l. Successful [ ] * '
2. Refused fE:] -
. Not at home - first appointhent D AR

second a_ppoint:_unt E

e

ey

S e i




R

‘ -‘n tar u ycm cu'i molbdr. whcn did you dec.i.dt it wai t.lm to mw? 'nm:
-,._-“'lu uhcn did somecne in the houuhald aetivolx hcgin to ~nlrch. (ln;\urinq

:‘.':'--‘!'irit. 1 uould nkc to uk you lou gomral quut.ions abchxt'your nnch !or
- "--'"_l ncw hc:u Teal . S L

' adwrdunmu, oz- uninq an: agnnt !or oxnph)? Haw mny wukn, monthn,

- or yoarc aqo?

R I

{a) What is the
s

imum amount you think you can afford at this time?

’

(b) Wounld you pay noro if you were offered a house with what you comidared

to be a very rcuonable deposit and rates?

e -l No D Y E
2. Yus D

If yes, hoﬁ much more? §

s

(c) What is the minimum a;}aount you are nkely to pay to get what you want

as you see it now?

. ! i
s . . . Sl . )
——
: . ' PR

\if-

L wmmks L Hou'ms o .vﬂ'it"s -
Haw.._mny_ Nouses Have you .v;lltqd w0 far? -
Tell me bn.ny_ th. thingl you hope to. find and the th.tngs you do not \unt. in '
the “home _you are now 1ook1nq for? .
WANT DON T WANT
' -
.
L4
7
a ?
4 -
. o 4 ‘
N - - O 'l(
What price range\are you considering? ° ) -

-/
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T ;onnz'r'e"bé -hq’z!okfm‘ca':bél CONSTRUCTS : %"

e R T VT e T

Now consider each of t.he ideas about hcnes that you hava given me. 'Irhere a.f:e
of themv Can you tell e uhich one is most: :i.mportant to: you ‘'when.

choosing a new place to live?  Can' you- order ‘them’ all, Exom the one. which 15 o Vo

- most: important to the one which is least important? S s

, RANK ommh e .
' . ..1.. [ P X
1 3 T3 T&a 5. T "7 .. "8 ...9
10 11 12 13 14 18 Tz 17 18
3 - ' ;
15 30 -

Are there any cther factors you would consider that we have not talked about
when you are. looking for your new house? . (Interviewer to. label with letters,
A, B, C, ete.) :

iy

[y

How important is each ef ‘these? That is, where do they fit into the order of
‘factors you gave me before? (Interviewer to insert in appropriate place using
A)., B

PREFERENCW RANKING

Now - considex hﬁm much you like each of the residences. The' letter for each
one is written on one sidé of the cards. Arrange the cards in order from the

one you Erefér most to the one you prefer least.

” .
. f B
. . .

MOST PREFERRED ' LEAST PREFERRED .

a

e

o B 15 A AU BN e S ki s e 4 LA TR M NT AL aAnEe - LA AN T b i

P



+

\f' .
Marital status:

PROFILE

In terms of the categories on this card, tell me how long you hara lived 1n'”“
Hamilton? f:g¢j~ﬁ _m*.“ e e e e .
10 Most of. 1i£e LT e L e
© 2. over 10-years - .. . R e
‘3. .5 -'10.years . &L \\' A,
4. .4 ~ ‘5.years . . . S Sk v . T
. 5. 3:_!‘,4 Ye&fﬁ,W S ) : e : ' '_u“ :
6. 2 - 3 years -
7. 1 -2 years

8. Less than one yeax

-Do you:dwn or rent your present dgélling? {1) Own’ (2) Rent
If other please give details. :
(.

In terms of the categories on this card, which of the following age groups do
you fit into?

1. 0-19 - : 5.  50-59
2. 20-29 6. 60-69-

- 3. 30-38 7. Over 70
- 4. 40-49 '

LS

Téll me the number on this card beside the category which describes the highest
level of school or university you attsnded.

1. 1-83 years elementary ; ’ )
2. 1-4 years vocational or secondary, but no, diploma
3. 4-5 years seccndaxy diploma

4. Prqgfessional or technical training beyond secondary
5. Some university but no degree

6. University degree or beyond

-7. Other - please specify
'8. never attended

1. Single
2. Married
3. Widowed

4. Separated ,
5. Divorced

Do you have any children? (1) No (2) Yes
If yes, what are the ages of your children? . w-;

. ) .
' ’ ' ' ’ ’ v

Do any of these not go to school or university? Intaerviewer to circle ages of
thoae who do not attend achool or wniversity. '



T ;._:-.- 7 l : ! v FE '288 . Lk
B e . ‘ : B :
- ’(ﬂ') hre you, presently mbloyed? W Mo [ @) ves [ ‘s
(b) Gha is your occupa.tim? L '
S - i e Coe - - . ] ' .. ) | ‘

Interviewer tv ‘pz.'él_)'e for a ‘jépecifia ré_spbnse‘to thié'.qﬁeétion.

o e

in“terms f “the categories on this card, what is your main{own) source of

- income? '‘Pell me the approPrlate number.

1
\

d 1. Inheritance
. .2. Profits.or fees’///
3. ‘Commission v . ) '

DL 4 Salary (monthly/vearly)
. 5. . Wages (hourly)
. 6. Unemployed, family/welfare benefits
7. Family or relatives
8. ‘Other (please specify)

On the basis of your last gross annual earnings please state in which gross

income ,category you fit, as listed on this card. First your OWn perso

income if you have cne. Now, the combined income of the household if you

nal

know it.
PERSONAL COMBINED

1. less than $2000 1. 1.
_ 2. $2000 - $2999 - 2. ‘ 2.
~3. $3000 - $3999 3. L3

4. $4000 - $4999 4. 4.

5. $5000 - $5999 . 5. 5.

6. “$6000 - $7999 . ' 6. ' 6.

7. $8000 - $9999 . 1. : 7.

8. $10,000 - $12,999 R : 8.

9. $13,000 - $15,999 9. -9,
10. $16,000 - $19,999 10. ' 10.
11. $20,000 - $24,999 11... 11.
12. Over $25,000 ' 12, 12,

l'i

4 "

Have you bought a house yet, or placed a bid you hope will be successf

(1). No {2) Yes

N\

1f yes, how many days ago was this? days . ‘ weeks.

How many homes have you owned in'the past? s,

a4



. . .

’ Il'n

II.

III.

V.

mo nt CDHPLETED ArTEn Inrznwlzw h

. T .
IR o S e

: 'rotd lengt.h of interview L  - ‘ linn.

In general what wu the ro-pond-nt. 8 mitude tqwar& the interv:.ew"

-

!‘riandiy and eager

" Cooperative but not particularly eager. S .
M Indifferent and bored - . . - !
Hoct‘.i.l;n '

Type of housing unit. Circle the appropriate grade of housing.
- o,

1. Excellent Housing Unit: '
Includes inly single family dwellinqa in excellent repair, in_
which both the houss and the’ lot are of a large-size, and the
houss is uniquely styled, Altoxnativaly, refe*s 'to penthouses
of modern high risa apartmerit hn:tldings. .

2. Very Good Housing Unit:

- Includes again single family units with mderate lot size,
lpproximtely 3 bedrooms,. post-1950 construction, and some
distinctive styling. Alternatively refers to large apartment
units with 3 bedrooms (i.e., . a good deal fof internal space)
and also extra amenities within the building itself (e.g.,
"poshd, lcbby, swimming pool, atc.) )

3. Good Housing Unit: . :
Generally identified by a stan suburban style of detached
house with a more conventional dnd less pretentious appearance
on a smaller lot than (2) above; also may include new (post-
1960) town and row-houses. For apartments, this grade is

identified by ‘smaller units (2 bedrooms) in post-1960 high ri:sa :

buildings with a less pretentious external and internal
pearance.
4. 5 rage HouaiiUnitz i :
dard 2 bedroom house on a small lot, usually without a )
; d ched garage, in generally gooQd repair. alsoh_leus stylistig,
older {pre-1960), town and row houses.  Finally, smaller apart-
“  ment buildings of ‘post-1950 origin.

7

i
Sex of- respondant- Hale ) !’en\uln (1) : \ 7 r-’. ~w' < : .‘
. Was anyone elae pmlent duri.ng any part of. ‘the :Lntervieu? Yes (G) No (1)
1t YES, glive details " _' . L - . i
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s

B R ARy

VI Occupan

Py ' 1"‘, e : r -
- ©oa sy !‘air Housing Uniz oo | - ' ' .
: Older detached housing (pre—lBSO) genax:ally 6f \wod-rr or 2.

" .stycco constrxuction in generally good répair. Includ older -

' duplexﬂand triplex apartment buildings without -alevators and
gther q:dem amenities. N

6.  Poor Housing Unit: o v '

Evidence of deterioration in terms of foundation {cracking}, :
roof (sagging), chimney (cracking), and paint (pealing and
wearing uway) identifies this grade for both houses” and
apartm.nts. ) P

7. Very Poor Housing Unit: :
Housing units in this class are beyond repair (roof unsveng

foundation crumbling, walls out of plumb) and are considered
unhehlthy and unsafe.

o~

‘Circla %ﬂppropriata sub-category of housing unit,

a. Single-family single-detached house

b.. Multiple-occupancy single-detached house
¢. Single-family row house

d. Multiple-occupancy row house

e. Low-rise apartment building

f. High-rise.apartment building L

oT/rt
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SAMPLE NO.

REFER TO MAP TRANSFER #

REAL ESTATE CONTACT:

FORMAT B: SIMILARITIES AND PREFERENCE JUDGEMENTS.

OTHER SAMPLES IN SAME HOUSE

'.' . ’ ) - \

1. Name of -agent:

2. Name of agency:

RESPONDENT'S NAME: Mr.
ml
Mins

Mrs.

-STREET ADDRESS:

INTERVIEW APPOINTMENT:

1. Tige
2, Date

3. Name of interviewer

APPOIN&HENT CHANGES :

INTERVIEW OUTCOME: e

1. Successful O 3

2. Refu.se& D

3. Not at home - first appointment’ ]
second appointment [ ]

DL Wale B e e s s



Q'First. 1 would likt to ask you aome generql queations vabout your seatch for
CLA new, home S : . S :

A8 far as you can remembar. whan did you decida it wu time to move? ‘rhat R
is, when did someone in. the household actively begin to ‘search, (answer.ing AR
adwrtiaements, or seaing an agent for example)? How many weeks. mnms, - L ’
or years ago?. - - ' _ Ce N TR

WgEKS, | - noums L " ©  YEARS . -

. A . S R .
How many hduses have you visited so far? ’

. . -

Tell me brieflx the things you hope to find and t:he things yqu do not want in
the home you are now looking for?

WANT - DON'T WANT n
\ ‘
)
L
What price range are you considering?
{(a) What is th% maximum amount you think you can. afford at this time? y
/ S . S/ . - . 1‘«-
(b) {Would you pay more if you were offered a house with what you considered
to be a very reasonable deposit and rates?
1. No - ‘ - } :\\ . j
2. Yes [] 1If yes, how much more? $ : \~.~ L

(c) what is the minimum amount you are likely to pay to get what you want :
as you see it now? -

rS



T Pt R o
. ‘#} . 3 ;
i < f
‘éiMILARITIES'" SR
- (N. B.: This exercise excludes houses A and E to avoid -
makigg this section toco t;me—consuming Qr arduous -
for e respondent)
{ B o n'- i - -7 )
- C . L
D
IF A
G - .
H . {
. I I
" B C D F G H N
‘ .
Y . . ‘b
h
PREFERENCE RANKINGS ' S S ‘
(a) Nochonsider how much'you like each o ¢ residences. The
letfer for each one is written on on . these cards.

arrange the cards in order from the one you prefer most
fo the dne you prefer least. ,

MOST PREFERRED _ LEAST PREFERRED




_"(t;) m you anp\\loyed? (1) No (2) Yn

It yu, conaider each of the homu in relat:ion to whm you work. . Arranga
thc cards in order from the ¢ne which is most: accouible to yom." place ot
-work to. the .one which is leut acceasible.A .

Y

MOST ACCESSIBLE TOWORK ' EREES R | 1EasT Qct:n’*ssram-_'-

(c) i. Do you have any <childreh? (1) o (2) Yes
1i.” If yes, what are the ages of your children?

. . . ~ . .
L r L L 4 ’ r » » U ’
A " . 3

1. Do any of these not go to scheol or uni‘trarnity? .
- Interviewer to cirole ages of those who do not go to. aahool af
um-varstty

4+

iv. Now ordar the cards from the one which is on the whole most:
accessible to your’ children's schools to the ‘one which :I.s lsast

ncceuiblc.
MOST ACCESSIBLE TO SCHOOLS ' | LEAST ACCESSIBLE
1 2 3 2 5 3 7 8 )

(d) Does your husband woxk? (1) No (2) Yes

If yes: arrange the cards in order from the one most“gocesdible to his
place oz:ork to the one which is lgast docesstbla.

MOST ACCESSIELE TO WORK ' ' LEAST ACCESSIBLE

1 T2 7 a s 6 7 8 9

A
PERN,

'rﬁkspom' TIME (where appncabﬁ}

How long does it taka to travel to work from the houle you are moving
out-of? To yOur place of work? . )
To your husband's? ‘ I ' .

. 295

(Contirmed by himr — ) _ ~.

How long do you nxpcct it to takc from the new house? .
- To your place of work? *

To your husband's? I - . .
. (Confirmed .by him? . R : s

.
.
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"3'1Acrxvrrrzs

".'ro undmtand -cme of the !a.ctors that my intluance wha:r:c you decida to 1iva
_-'.1n thc Hunilton ma, _we mod to lmcv nmﬂul.ng about your activities. BRI

. M e .
‘\ 2 L .

.“‘

_ "Pint, I would like you to lccata thc £ollowi:ng- placas on the map of Hmilton .‘ .
- vith this. . . o v Black. pen - .. B v

t_nad
Green

Blue ‘ . 7 .

DDBD

N.A. Not Located

(a) Your placde(s) of work, (indicate with AW on.map) .

Your husgand's place ct work, (indica.ta with AH)

I..ccata the homes of three friends or relatim you
visit most often (B).

(b)

A

0 000

The locations of three social ,organizations or
clubs you belong to and visit most frequently, (C) .
Please name thege organizat.tonn

{c)

(&) The shopping mc or place you do your weekly
shopping at (D).

The churc.h you attand if you attend church on a
reqular basis (E).

(e)

(£) The alemntary high schools and universities

attended by any of your children (F).
(9)
(h)
1) -

m,? location of this house (G).

‘

. The/location of the new house (). * °

ugdog 0 o o

in, in or near Hamilton (only the last two) (I).

CHANGES (where applicable)

¥hean you move into, the new house, are you likely to change

- where you go to church? (1) No (2) - Yes
~ where you do your. -woakly shcpping? (1) No {2) Yes
~ where any of your children go to school? (1) No ___ (2) Yes

= whera eit.hu' o! you - vozh? (1} No (2) Yes

The location of any other residences you have lived -

PR U VLT gL



In tarms of tha catagorieb on this caxd. tell ne how long you have 1ived in S

' Hnmiltoa? R e ‘
-.1. fHost of life o ; . - .
‘2,  Over 10 .years. ' . = . - e e s - S
Sr3, 5.~ 10'years . . - o B R
“4. 4 < 5 years O SR
< 5. 3~ 4years : R L e
. 6. 2 - 3years . . - . . LT
. 7. 1-2years . T T s

8. ‘Le-q than one year

Do you own or rent your present dwelling? (I) own - - (2) Rent-
If other plaase giva details, ' : .

. In terms of the categories on this card ~which of the following age groups do

you fit into? ) _ . . -
1. 10-19 a .5, $S0-59 :
2. 20-29 - . , 6. 60-69 -
3. 3¢-39 ‘ 7. Over 70
4. 40-49 .

t

Tell me the number on this card beside the category which describes the highest
level of school or university you attended.

. 1. 1-8 years elementary
2. 1-4 years vocational or secondary, but no diplema
3. 4-5 years secondary diploma
4. Prgfessional or technical training beyond secondary
5. Some university but no degree .
6. University degree or beyond
7. Other - please specify
B. never attended

Marital status:

1. Sihgld -~ , : ) ' .
2.. Married ' . ‘
3. Widowed N ) '
4. Separated )
5. - Divorced . . . N
. . ;
L] .
-
| . o ;
- . e W
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AT (Where applicable) . -

L ~(a) what-'is your occupation?” @ -l " (b) Your husband's?: .. e
Cegs o Gl S e e B
o ;‘n#erijiweﬁ"'t:b'pxﬁbéﬁfdi‘a_‘-épéd'i:fi'q response to this question. -
. . T _.‘ . } _ ”|‘:'“ . ! '1 . . . - | . .:” K
In terms of Ehe;categéri;s.oﬁ,this'cardilyhat is your main (own) source of
incéme? Tell me the appropriate nunber. . : ' .
C1. ‘Inhexitahqd ;
. 2. Profits or fees
3. Commission -
4. Salary (monthly/yearly) -
S. Wages (hourly) , b
6. Unemployed, family/welfare benefits
7. Pamlly or relatives
8. OthPr (please specify)

On the basif of your last gross annual earnings please state in which gross

income category youljfit, as listed on this card,

income if y
know it.

1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.

7.
8.

9.

10.
11,
12,

leas than $2000
$2000 - $2999
$3000 - 53999
$4000 $4999
$5000 - $5999
$6000 $7999
$8000 $9999
$10,000 - $12,999
$13,000 - 515,999
$16,000 -~ $19,999
$20,000 - $24,999
Over 525,000-

Pirst your own personal -

+have one. Now, the combined income of the household if you

PERSONAL COMBINED

1, 1.

- 2. 2.
3. 3.
) 4. 4. “

5, 5.

. 6. 6.

- 7. 7.

s ~ 8. 8.

9. 9.

10. 10.

11, 11.

- 12. 12,

How many days ago did you put the bid in for your new house?

How many homes have you owned in the past?

e ————————

days

'\v
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-,_ni.

_Total 1ength of interview "' T mina |

" sex: of respondent-- Hale (O) ﬁemale (1)

EIZ_\ Was anyone else present during any paxt of the int3§view? Yes (0)

o

v, -

I

If YES, give deteils

2980

.No {1 .
:2. o v

In general what was the respondent 8 attitude toward the interview?

Priendly and eager
Cooperative but not particularly eager
Indifferent and bored
Hostile

———e
-

-

Type of housing unit. Circle the appropriate grads of housing.

1.

Average Housing Unit:

Excellent Housing Unit

Includes inly single family dwellings in excellent repairx, in
which both the house and the lot are of a large size, and the
house is uniquely styled. Alternatively, refers to penthouses
of modern high rise apartment buildings.

Very Good Housing Unit: )

Includes again single family units with moderate lot size,’
approximately 3 bedrooms, post-1950 construction, and some
distinctive styling. Alternatively refers to large apartment
units with 3 bedrooms (i.e., a good deal of internal.space) o
and also extra amenities within the building itgelf (e.g.,
"posh” 1lobby, swimming pool, etc.)

Good Hminﬂﬂt i :
Generally identified by a standard suburban style of detached :
house with a more conventional and less pretentious appearance
on a smaller lot than (2) above; also may include new (post-
1960) town and row-houses. For apartments, this grade is
identified by smaller units (2 hedrooms) in post-1960 high rise
buildings with a less pretentious external and internal
appearance. .

f

d

Standard 2 bedroom house on a small lot, usually without a

detached garage, in generally good repair. Also less stylistic,
older (pre-1960), town and row-houses. Finally, smaller apart-
ment buildingi of poet-l950 origin, < : .

3
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CT/rt

5. Fair Hous;ng Unxt-“ : e ' N
- ~Older:.-detached housing (pre—1950) generally of wood-frame or g
" stucco construction in generally good repair.. ‘Includes” older.
-dupilex and triplex: apartment buildings without elevatnrs and
~ other modexm amenities. g ‘ .

6.» Poor Housing Unlt-" :
Evidence. of deterlbratlon in terms of foundaticn (cracklng),
roof (sagging), chimney (cracking), and paint (peeling and
-wearing away) identifies this grade for both houses and
apartments.” .

PEAL IV

7. Very Poor Housxng Unit:

" "Housing units in this class are beyond repair (roof uneven,
foundation crumbling, walls out of plunb) and are considered
unhealthy and unsafe. ) . .

h ]

Occupancy: . .
Circle the appropriate sub-category of housing junit.

a. Single-family single-detached house

b:; Multiple-occupancy single~détached house
c. Single-family row house

d. Multiple-occupancy row house

e. Low-rise apartment building

f. High-rise apartment building

-
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”--sﬂbﬁz,‘i.ocpinc)u,f AND PRICE TRABE-OFFS . .. -7 . o & o
.rThe exercise I would like you to do ncw will.tell me - how important .
aspects 1ike prxce, location and space are to you. .First. I need to-{
kno# - : : :
- what is the maximum time _you would be prepared to spend travelling
to work from home?
- How rer do you prefer to be?
-=''Could you be too close? How close is this? N
- How many bedrodoms do you -prefer to have? (or need) '\\ j
- How large a lot do you like? ‘ o :
NUMBER OF BEDROOMS AND DISTANCE FROM WORK
The 16 cells of the square below represent 16 choices of homes each
with a different number of bedrooms, and at different distances from
wdrk.} The houses are otherwise identical to your own., Please order
the 16 choices from the one you like the best, (mark as 1) to the .
one you like the least (mark as 16).
5 15 30 60 - minutes from work
2
1
9 4
q
S -

SIZE OF LOT AND DISTANCE FROM WORK

-~
Again the 16 cells represent 16 choices of homes. In this case, they
vary in distance from work and the size of the lot preferred. Order
the choices from the most preferred to the least preferred.

Y
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‘60" ~ minutes fréﬁ_wotk:,

|small 1ot (30 x 200) . - U I R R
. no trees, close to Coa . e ' '
nelghbor} - ‘ : : :

|average lot (60 x 100)
some trees and landscaping )

CqLarge lot (125 x 200) l S A ﬁi}ﬁ%’_
trees and landscaping, ' 3 o,
spaced from neighbors S B R B I

Size of Lot

very large lot (3 acres)
well landscaped

ri

PRICE AND DISTANCE FROM WORK

. ’ ~ ¢
- 5 15 .30 60 -minutes frem work

The price you paid

. A .
$1000 more than you paid

$3000 more than,you paid

$5000 more than you paid .

PRICE AND NUMBER OF BEDROOMS

( , 2 3 4 - 5 - bedrooms

The price\{gg}paid

$1000 more than you paid

(
$3000 more than you paid ‘

L

$5000 more than you paid




<.

‘PRICE AND SIZE OF Lo¥ ° OO T
N e e . Sale . - $1000 - $3000°0 = - $5000
Lt ' - Price .More More ____Moxe
Small lot (30 x 100) N - . - |
o trees, clese to o -

eighbors

Average lot.(60 x- 100)

Lgome trees and land-
scaping : . ' 1

‘-

Large lot (125 x 200)
‘{trees and landscaping
[spaced from neighbors

Very large lot (3 acres)
— [well landscaped
~ ‘ P

NUMBER OF BEDROOMS AND SIZE OF LOT ;

I

Small lot (30 x 100)
no trees, close to .
neighbo:

. . number of
2 3 4 5 - bedrooms

Y

verage lot (60 x 100)
Eome trees and land-
caping

Large lot (125 x 200)
trees and landscaping

[spaced from neighbors

et
-

Very large lot (3 acresf
ell landscaped //

/

TN
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Master Code, Orientation Code and Source Master Code

e



ﬁaster‘COAe, Orienfatygh C@dé aﬁ&jsﬁﬁ#cé ix;\
Méstef‘tbde: o . "
5 | | o _ | o .

The mas;ér code listed in Table Bl is a ‘six digit
numeric classification system designed to cﬁde all verbal
.Btatements relating to housing recorded in the questionnaires .
used in this survey. The cdde‘hﬁs been tested with the survey
data only and is therefore.provisional. Tables 4, 5 & 7 specify
as far as the 3rd digit only. The code proved capable of '
coding most, if not all data provided by the samplé reépondents
in their free descriptions of housing prefEf%nces, ‘elicited
constructs and constructs listed és other factors. The maéter
codes can be systematically grouped éo providé deséripﬁions ?
of the housing ﬁrefefencesqof'an individual respondent or the
sample at ‘any level from a specific description tc a generalized
view. _ |

Procedure for Development 6f the Hhster Code '

The code is based on a similar system to that used by
Michelson, (pers. comm.) in a‘survey of the houginé preferences
in Toronto. It has been found imposéible to apply Michelson's
code directlyﬂto the Hamilton dﬁta without considerable
ie-interpretaéiop of_the;expreasibns'uséd by the respondehts.

This may be related to différences‘in the interview formats

and the nature and size of samples used.in:the two‘surveys: As



S e e
Vg T
. N 1} . T .' " B
. : N e u

'.a=consequence,'1t ie believed that the imposition of Michelson sf

~ and-berhaos-of any externally derived code on the Hamilton data

-

would risk the difficulties of value transference and may negate

the whole purpose of eliciting personal constructs. This ianot

A

" to say that once the cognitive nature of housing dimensions

is better established, standardised—codes cannot be developed. In

fact, they sheould be developed.

2,

"format A into a set of distinct ideas;

! -

The présent Master Code was tomnstructed by: ' ol
separating all verbal descriptions contairied in questionnaire
. y
recording each idea as a potential code description on a

2" x 4" index code to facilitate their continual re-examination

and sorting. A count is kept of how many times each idea

" is specified throughout the sample on the same card; - .

the ideas-Fre re-sorted to minimise the humber of codes used

- very infrequently, especially where obviously similar ideas

are already recorded;

a six digit'numﬁering system is ueed to identify each idea.

The first digjit indicates which major group of housing

attributes the ldea relates to,i.e.,dwelling interior

(1) other features of the dwelling, (2) the lot, (3) locaticn
#M,5 or 6), financial concerns, (7) and other miscellaneous ldeas
(8). Each successive digit identifies the attribute ln greater:
detail. - g |

. ’
. L '
. ’
Ll .

Tu e e 307
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.;{;fn';j::;; i s'pi:f,i? ;::LtrkigfAvitjpﬁr?:trzis;s;i;flfEﬁfrzq}fqéifgfrsqaffj;e{
Iim important to note that t.he :.deas designated by master
'-rcodes are not personal constructs.‘ They are separate and
l;meaningful concepts used by respondents to describe their

4

personal construets.i In Kelly .8 termznology they are

'Construct labels S A 51ngle construct may be described

-
. o=

'at-either pole or_at_any preferred section along the dlmenslon;
by several different_ideasaall specified°by their .own master

codes.

Orientatdon Code o T >
Each master code is preceded by, one of the orientation
code numbers listed in Table B2. This code denotes the
attitude of the respondent to the coded idea. That is,
whether it is considered a.desirabie,‘undesirable or

indifferent feature of housing.
.

Source
All master codes are further designated by source
i.e,) seé¢tion of the questionnaire, construct number and

sample number. - | — L4 .
N . . | -
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-_Tasrefnlf}:;;&.;;f7$’g?3flﬁg'uf1~L«~

Master Code _A;‘gf: -'".r}ri

ﬁeroo:‘nwsrrxnc INTERIOR

1110‘general descrlption- small, too small, no space /.
.satisfactory/large, has’ space. ) .

121 number of rooms: few, too few/ enough/ many, too
: many,/ separate/ full (as in basement)/ specific
number (SPECLfied in Sth digit of the code)

. 122 Size of rooms:. small, limited, ‘no space/ average ‘
satisfactory, large enough/ very large, tod large.

* 123 shape of rooms-‘ usuai’unusual.

* ° 124 location.of rooms: usual/ unusual/ convenient/
inconvenient. - e

* 125"Gersatility of rooms and use: versatile/ not
versatile. - '

* 126 possibilities or nece531ties for improvement, .

: - redecoration, conversion, maintenance: possible,
could convert: etc./ 1mpossible, could not have
to maintain. -

i . -

* 127 xoom desrgi - ER

* The final dlgit specified the type of room(s) under
discussion i.e.: .
l) rooms in general
2) kitchen '
3) dining room .
4) 1living room
5) family room
6) Dbasement
7) bedroomns
8) bathrooms .
. 9) others. _ s



' /131 storage: small, nofspace, ot enough/lots of -
T space, satisfactory. . | .. o Golon

132 windows: -small; dark/ large, light/modern/storms.

B  13§!&06:§: *§0;16/;sbfééné@ i L e el

3

1347systeﬁ§;-'&ir‘één&itiqningﬂpréSeht of hbsént/ wifing_ § 
- . . good oOr bad/type‘qfjheating--electricity,fgas, oil,
other/state of plumbin good or bad. .=~ .. . - °

135 fiféplaces;f number preseﬁt'brfabsent,

4

136 additional miséellaneouSrfeaturé‘gf the house interior. .

200 DWELLING TYPE, EXTERIOR AND OTHER éHAchERISTIds

210 external appearance: unattractive, unacceptable,

ugly/attractive has, character, interesting.

221 degree of separation of units: ‘single family/
‘ multiple 1y, con niums/row/highrise.

lit'ieﬁgl, two. .

2221 number of_floofbf-;one,

2222 house design or plan: favd
not acceptable/

'ed, acceptable/

. ' <«
223 cleanliness and upkeep, (internal and/or external):
in good shape, clean/not in good shape, dirty

»

224 age: new, newer, modern/old, older.

-

) 225 soundness of structure: souhdAstructure} foundations
“ solid/not sound construction, foundations. o

226_building materials; brick/ aluminum/wood frame/
sticco/o0 er--=-insul brick, angel stone, slate.

227 possibility or necessity for maintenance, redecoiation:
" possible or necessary/not possible or necessarv.
230 lot-dwelling relationship: style suits lot/does not
suit lot/ weEI situated on lot/ not well situated

on lot.

.

~
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li;g~f_2451f66f:; qJélif %ﬁaord.léékinéfgdbai;gtﬁfﬁj}éﬂblé@f&dftdéé’;
oL Syle, four-sided/othier,’ LTt T TTOTTTERAEEETESE

fL-25bfbwnership='fdyn/ieﬁFry R

300 LOT - e O T
.+ 310 lot size: - sgpecified size/small, too small/average,. °~ =~
‘adequate/ large, too large/ frontage large~small.

320 lot 'shapes usual/unusual.q

330 site relations: corner housé/not;gdrnerfc;ose _
proximity to neighbours, adjacent houses/nbt too
close, .distant . ' '

341 trees and landsca ing: garden possible or present/
not _possible or present/ trees and landscaping _
. developed, mature/not developed, mature.

342 garage: oﬁn/ share/ absent/ two or/ one car.

343 driveway: private/shared.

" 344 miscellaneous featurés.

" 345 pool: absent, not possible/ preseant, possible.

' 346_topography of lot: ravine/not ravine.

. : "
350 space on or around lot: < spaciots, sense of. space/
not spacious/ backyard allowance/ no backyard.

<
- 360 privacy of lot: private/hqt_p;évate.
370 serviceé:: sewexage/hy@roggwater/ septic tanks /wells.

380, ¥wnershi2= private, own h0u§éland lot/public, shared

ot and amenities as in condominiums and apartments,

391 possibility of expanding tnildingé: possible/ not
possibie, -

392 pPossibility of landscaping: ‘possible/ not poéaiblé:



400 LOCATION N HAMILTON N S |
'[410 south, south-west, south-east, Mount Hope.’j
5.420 north, north end, northveast, north—west

.:g1430 east end, Stoney Creek, Grlmsby. :

440 west, west end, Westdale, Dundas, Ancaster,

[450 Hountaln, above, below, east of mountaln, west of .
mountain. .

. ) "\{ .
460 Burllngton, Waterdown, Carlisle. R B T

f

470 rural in the country, not too city.

. _‘t‘r'”

480 urban, in the city, downtown, urban-industrial,
ur an—re51dent1al . v

490 suburban, résxdentlal "in-between" , Suburban in
Hamilton/ suburban, out of Hamilton.

500 GENERAL LOCATION
510 general: good, favourable/ bad, poor, unfavourable

location/ sense of lsolatlon/ no sense of isolation/
sense of community/ survey type area. . _ -

520 housing in the area: old, poorly kept/ new, well
maintained, clean, neat/styles unattractive, no
character, ugly/ attractive/ interesting, pleasing/
prices ---cheap, low/ reasonable /high,

530 people in the area, class, lifestyle, standards of
Iiving --- same as.us/different from us (lower
or higher)/ variety of/ toaq many children/ too few
childregp/ no children/ people close/ people distant,
. not too close/ can associate with, get to know/
unlikely to associate with, tend to avoid

' 540 streets in the area: busy, main thoroughfare/ not busy,
"quiet, residential/ paved/ unpaved/ with sidewalks/ without
sldewalks/ parking available.

o ?



iz

—550 access-if"

*ﬁth dzglt speC1f1es whether ‘access is de31red 1n A
terms of (1) unspecified, (2)’ distance;  (3) tlme for
-leisure and relaxation,. (4) cost, (5) comfort
{(6) pleasure. . :

551¥aqcess to-highways‘

552-to public-transbort - _ : S

553-to destinations i

5531 to work

5532 to schools:

5533 to shopping and general services

5534 to outdoor recreational opportunities,
open space, nature, parks :

5535 to friends and relatrves

5536 to downtown :

5537 to cultural centres

559~do not want access to eny of the above destinations,
560 services in the area: sewerage, water, hydro, street

cleaning and malintenance, emergency services (police
police, fire, ambulance)

-

570 other gualities.of the area: area clean/dirty,
sordid/air clean/ polluted/quiet/noisy/safe for.
children/not safe/parklike atmosphere, trees, open
space/no trees etc./ miscellaneous.

580 amenities of the area: recreation available/not available/
quality of schools, good acceptable/bad, unacceptable/ -
by-laws good/ bad. .

600 GENERAL LOCATION®*

*largely obtained by laddering location constructs and expressed
as a complex set of things, not as a single phrase.

610 location allowing for pursuit of-a giveh life~style and
activities outdoors: e. g. relaxation, gardenlng, raising
animals, sunbathing, picnics, walking, running,

' ¢limbing =---~for health, pleasure, r relaxation, teaching
. children appreciation of nature, responsiblllty,
-independence.



620 1ocat10n Wthh ayoids undesxrabie aspects of environments

Tl e.gy stresses- of " urban env1ronment, pollution, noise,.
-heat;, .crowding), ,WOrry about children, : 1desirable people
and.children or<undesirable aspects of\suburban. environment
.eig. dlstance'ffom.work and ‘the pressuye to keep up.' ' :

N . Lo ¢

700 FISCAL CONSIDERATIONS
71 price: low value for money/reasonable/can affora/
too expensive, not worth it, can't afford/high, can
' afford. - B . '

‘72 rates: manageable rates and means of payment/
'unmanageable :

73 taxes: ' low, manageable/high, unmanageabie.

74 cost of maintenance of house and lot: manageable/
unmanageable.

™ 79 other: e.g. resale Vvalue, cost of metered water

800 MISCELLANEOUS

e.g. approval of parents,'date of occupancy.
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:Orientation Code

"PABLE B2
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DESCRIPTION : | o

g 3
1.0 Desirable - express in free ,
- _response action of questlonnalre
J‘AandB 1 s, PR -
2. ' Desirable - expressed as preferred
) pole of sectlon bf a construct.

3. ‘- ‘Undeslrable - expressed in free

respOnse : .
4. Undesirable - expressed a% non-

preferred pole or section {of a.

. ‘ cénstruct !
" - e

5. Indlfferent or no preference N
6. ~0rlg1nall§’de51red but no Ibnger

, wanted. o

. ) ~(
- : :
[N PRV
- . T ——
- “ .“ .
(§\ -~ ‘
< .
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Y- ., ' APPENDIX C S
I R - ' . -
f'ﬁfassificatioﬁ of Construct Types ,

Procedure fo% nveloping the Taxonomy
All constructs arq classified into the types speéified.
in Table Cl. This is a general classification of the constructs

(s .
comprised of 25 klasses. The classes are defined subjectively

by grouping maste*-codes into sets reférercing housing attribut%s
with similar or related meanings. The decision on what are
related master codes is made first on the basis of the asspciation
of codes occuring within individual constructs, and second by

the author's judgment, to minimize the number of classes in the
taxonomy. An exam?le of the first instance is the allocation

of all reférences to the age of the dwelling, building materials,
structure and maipténance concerns into a single type (12):

An example of the second is the specification of all neighbourhood

place names in the Hamilton area to Type 23.

Procédure for Qléssifying Constructs

. For'tﬁé'purposeé of the classification by type, there
are'“simﬁle“ and "complex".construcés. Siﬁple constructs are
coded with a single master code, or with several master codes
all allocated to the same construct tyée. Complex constructs
are those invoiving several master codeé, where the codes are .
considgfed to belong.to different type gréﬁpings. In such-
casés; an attempt is made to identify the dominant:meaning

intended by the respondent and to classify the comstruct acgcordingly.

L]
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Inexactness of the c1asse5'fh

- Con51gtent w1th most typologies in’ behav1oura1 research
(Gale, 1972n the construct types are not exactly deflned, weli
bounded or even mutually eXclu51ve. They are general labels .

¥

for apparently sxm;lar parts of the systems of 1nterrelated
concepts elicited from the personaf construet systems of differ-
ent respondents. An example of this inexactﬁess are’ the
references to p;?ximity of neighhoufing houses, (master code 332j.
These_ border between the notion of external privacy (Type 15),

and references to density of housing, listed under neighbourhood

concerns (Type 19).

-

Use of the Typology

s+ The eltimate exploration of any iﬂdividual's construct -
system in theHousing demaip shouid show all constructs linked
together hy direct and indireet implications. It follows that
it may also be possible to identify types of constreets common
to the construct system of different individuals in a given
domain end the common associations between them. The Typology
is the.fir;t attempt to identify common constructs from Sample
A and is htilizea in Chapter V a§_the stafting point for identifying
common associations hetween constreets.

T



" UPABLE €1

.;Classifiéétigh of-Cbnétfucf,Types:H'QetailedﬁnesqriptionS' '
CONSTRUCT TYPE - - - ASSOCJATED
_ L S - MASTEK CODES
Reference : 5 : _ . o - :
Number " Description ; , : .
1. Dwelling Size and Internal Space _ 111, 112, 113,
Number of rooms and bedrooms - 121, 122. ending in
Dimensions of roems and bedrooms 1l oxr 7 ’
2. Basement . 121 ending in 6
“\ Either having one or having a
full one
3. Dining room 121 ending in 3
) Having one or a separate one
4. Other rooms "121 ending in 5, B,
Large Kitchen, famlly room, : 9
More than one bathroom 122 ending in 2 -
. O .
5. Room shape, location, versatility 123, 124, 125, 126
redecoration and maintenance ‘
6. Windows = - 132
7 Fireplace (s) : 135
8. Other aspects of dwelling interior 131, 133, 134, 136
* space for storage, systems, doors,
. miscellaneous ,
9. General appearance of dwelling, 21, 223
cleanliness and upkeep
10 _Occupancy of dwelling 221, 251
Single or multiple family, 38 in some cases
attached or detached. Owned
or rented . &
11. Number ‘of floors T 2221
12. Age of dwelling and related concerns 224, 225, 226, 227

¢ PBuilding materials, maintenance

concerns. Soundness of structure )
. . [




'A fI3¥f7.if:j'0ther aspect;'of house design. N 245222§jf}_;
| 14.., - Lot size and’ shape o ' “"“ {if23 SR
e Situatlon of the house on the lot_-;~31 32, 350_,1
5. Privacy of lot and dwelling o .. 33,36
o . Site relations with respect to .5141 61 533
neighbours and others in vicinity. .
. Space and privacy to ‘conduct a 38 in some cases
" desired way of life free/from L ‘ '
- ‘intgusion. Preference for non- -
shared external fac111 ies. .
16. Trees: landscaping, topography o 341, 346
17. Parking, garage, driveway . . 342, 343
18. Other features of the lot . 3411, 344, 345, 37
19. Neighbourhood considerations 51 ;
' Presence of children, quiétness 52, 5311, 532, 534
safety, cleanliness, pollution
levels, .streets, recreation and 533
parks, landscaping, quality of D
» schools, opportunities for social
contact, "people same as us”,
o sense of community. General

appearance and quality.

20. Accessibilities. i 55, 620 in some cases
21. Urban ) 48
Downtown, "in Hamilton" (\\
22, Rural 470, 490
. Suburban, "out of Hamilton"
23. Specific places in Hamilton area; - 41, 42, 43, 44, 45,
Neighbourhoods, townships, in or 46

near Hamiltoh - south, north, east
west parts of Hamllton, Westdale,
Ancaster, Mt. Hope, Stoney Creek,
Dundas, Burlington, Mountain.

24. Financial Consideratipns 71, 72, 73, 79
price, monthly payments, taxes. '

25. Uncoded. ‘ 3
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APPENDIX D

Frequency of
The Grouping of Constructs by Type in the
Optimal Groupings - Ward's Hierarchical
J Groupings Analysis
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Trade—Off Analysis o -ﬂ
) For the &nalys;s of the data obtained from the _ffﬁ
exercise described in Appendix A3 ‘a Simple preference | “
model is adoPted for which it is necessary to estimate _':ft '.'5/

sixteen parameters for the four attributes and their re-
spective levels. All other attributes are held constant for“
each respondent. The follow1ng description of the model |
and tradeoff algorithm is primarily based on the description
by Knight and Menchik (1975)
The model assumes a utility or preference function
of the form: |
v U= Uy, 9y e ) (1)
| where U is the ordinal utility level for a -
.residence and q, to q; are,?ariabies indicating the level
- ~ on each of the.four variables. fotai.utility can tnen
be written as the product of four part-utility functions
Ui' each defined on one attribute i. This can be-done if,
first, we assume that thertotal utility'function_is"muiti—“
plicative—separable" in form'such_that it can be written,

i ' A CE I @

V i =] A£
and second, that the part-utility of one attribute is
independent of the levels of all other attributes. In other

words, this requires that the tradeoff made between any two g



'1”attr1butes 15 1ndependent of any other attflbutes andtls called j;
' the assumptlon of “want-lndependence" -f :,_J‘éih |
| It 1s llkely that thls assumptlon is’ serlously

vrolated in both thls study and others u51ng Tradeoff B “
E Analy515 (e.g., those by Fledler 1972,and by Knlght and '
yenchlk,.197$) In partrcular, the prlce varlable 1ntervenesl
between the'tradeoff of other variables. " In this study,
respondents found 1t unreasonable to assnme that prlce will -
remain constant whlle the size of the lot or dwelllng increases
srgnlflcantly.‘ |

Slnce the ut111ty funotlon is ordlnal, it is
unchanged by taklng monotonlc transformatlons of . (2),(such
as taklng lpgarithms) and hence can be converted to an
equivalent adéitive - separable'form In addltlon, since

Y

"attribute levels are dlscrete, the functlon Us (g) can be

A
bR

(set equal to the constant P, ij when attribute i assumes
;1evel_J, {3 = 1 to 4).. If we interpret Pi5 as the preference
for level j of attribute i, the preference for a given
residence is specified- by the functions;:
=-4fpij or u-&pij_ﬂ (3)
i=1 .oi=1
In thls study, there are. 16 parameters to thlS_

'model which can be estlmated us;ng the conjoint scaling

procedure known as Tradeoff Analysls;( ohnson, 1972 ).

RS he



Input data for the algorlthm in’ the study are Vfa;ﬁ'
the ranklngs from 1 to 16 for the cells of each of six ftl,t':uxx
‘*Atradeoff matrlces whlch appear in Appendlx A3. o |
| | The algorlthm takes the 1nput data and computes‘ﬁ
uarameters P. ij for each level of- each attrlbute. 'The
' procedure ‘is b381cally that employed in the monotonlc
jmultl—dlmen51onal scallng technlques. At the first 1teratioh;
provisional P. j values are estlmated and multlplled togethern
for each level on each palr of attrlbutes.‘ The ranklngs of
‘the predlcted values are ccmpared w1th the actual rankings
u51hg a ;easure of fit [ (phl) A gradlent search procedure'
produces 1qproved estlmates of P, i at each successive
1terat10n until a pre~spec1f1ed maxlmum number- of lteratlons:
or measure. of fit is reached. The correspondence between
input ranklngs and final utlllty values for each level is
demonstrated not only by ph1 but by tau, Kendall's rank
order;correlatlon coeff1c1ent. d

The goodness of fit between thelactual and pre-

dicted rankings'using tau for each respondent is listed

in Table El.



TABLE El

Correlatlon between Actual and Predlcted
Ranklngs 1n the Tradeoff Analys;sff.

“Pau. -

Respondent
: © .69
2 5
: .85
; .64
. .75
: .83
. .91
o .90
o .86
1 .92
13 .58
3 .92
KV .75
1 .88
1t .88
Tt .86
18 .89
1S “76
19 "5t
20 .88




