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Abstract 

Satisfaction studies at the neighbourhood level of the Middle Income Group (MIG) people 

with respect to the amenities available within the premises and in the neighbourhood vis a vis 

the cost that they pay for buying the dwelling unit, recurring expenses that they incur on 

regular travel to workplace, education, regular shopping and other utilities, maintenance of 

house, EMI paid is very crucial.  In this line a critical review of the different attributes that 

affect the level of satisfaction has been conducted from which the gaps have been identified. 

Addressing the gaps, i.e. the role of cost related attributes in affecting satisfaction level along 

with the inclusion of some of the important utilities at the neighbourhood level and within 

premises that have not been emphasised, are highlighted in the study. Further studies 

considering all the identified attributes would lead to planned urban growth by providing 

adequate amount of physical and social infrastructural facilities in areas of increased growth 

in the cities. 

 
  

1. Introduction and motivation 

The economic development of the India has lead to the creation of cities as avenues for better 

living, education and employment causing the rural as well as suburban residents to move 

from these locations into urban areas. These conditions favour the expansion of the middle 

income group (MIG) which according to recent estimates as highlighted by McKinsey Global 

Institute Report, 2007 comprises of 13 million households (50 million people).  Kannan et.al, 

(2011), Jodhka et al., (2011) had however estimated the MIG population to be around 19 per 

cent of the total Indian population. The MIG segment of population is considered to be the 

most important segment as it is the fastest growing section of the population (Saxena, 2010). 

The core areas of the cities are completely filled up and hence the concentration of the MIG 

people is dominated mostly in the peripheral areas which lead to an expansion of the urban 

peripheral areas which have dearth of housing and physical, social infrastructure.  Housing 

scarcity and hike in the price of housing favoured the increased importance of group housing 

schemes among the MIG as it enables them to overcome the burden of building homes 
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individually, and it also allows building structure as well as providing amenities within the 

same parcel of land (Ashish et al., 1989).  

In this context an understanding of the different attributes that affect the level of satisfaction 

at the neighbourhood level of the MIG people with respect to the amenities that are available 

within the premises as well as in the neighbourhood (in terms of the benefits) vis a vis the 

cost that they have paid for buying the dwelling unit, recurring expenses that they incur on 

regular travel to workplace, education, regular shopping and other utilities, maintenance of 

house, EMI paid becomes crucial. Hence the present study aims at identification of the 

different attributes that affect the level of satisfaction. Through this the research gap in terms 

of the attributes that have been dealt with and the ones which have not been considered was 

also identified. 

 

2. Definition and changing concepts of neighbourhood 

Defining neighbourhood traditionally as well as in the modern context becomes crucial. 

According to Galster, 2001 neighbourhood can be defined as a “the bundle of spatially based 

attributes associated with clusters of residences, sometimes in conjunction with other land 

uses”. Traditionally it is a well known fact that the definition of neighbourhood was put forth 

by Clarence Perry. There were few others such as N.L. Engelhardt, Jr., Wright and Stein, who 

proposed the Radburn model and Clarence Stein, had also forwarded the concept of 

neighbourhood.  

However the concepts of neighbourhood have been changing over time and Fang et al., 2014, 

have referred to “Neighbourhood change as the socioeconomic transition of a neighbourhood 

from one cluster to another between census years. Upward movement, or upgrading, is 

defined as a lower-class neighbourhood moving upward into an upper-class neighbourhood in 

terms of median household income, and downward movement, or downgrading, is when an 

upper-class neighbourhood moves downward into a lower-class neighbourhood”. 

In the modern context the concept of neighbourhood is denoted by fortified neighbourhoods 

and gated communities (hereafter GCs). “GCs appear as segregated spaces with a social 

ecology that is planted into the fabric of the city; where the wall starts a new social area 

begins, whether one lives inside or out” (Atkinson et al., 2004). 

 

3. Neighbourhood Satisfaction Level (NSL) 

 

NSL is a unifying concept as it incorporates the concepts of overall life satisfaction and well 

being involving different priorities of different people (Atkinson et. al, 2002).  

 

 

4. Attributes for Assessment of NSL  

 

Different attributes have been identified by various researchers for the assessment of NSL. 

The attributes that have been considered by the researchers have been grouped under the 

heads of physical, household, social, socio economic and cost parameters as per the best 

understanding of the author. 
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From the set of attributes identified by the different researchers, they have been grouped 

under the following heads and the details under each category has been analysed. 

 

4.1 Physical Attributes  
Attributes considered by the researchers that can be grouped under the category of physical 

attributes, are highlighted as follows. 

Savasdisara, (1988) in a study conducted in Tokyo emphasised on presence of various kinds 

of attributes such as presence of shops, markets, access to work, drainage, sewerage system, 

amount present and maintenance of open spaces, roadways, car bicycle parking, community 

facilities the community hall, hospital, museum, library, arts centre, etc., fire hazard, crime 

etc to affect the overall level of satisfaction which can be grouped under the head of physical 

attributes.  Dubin and Sung (1990) had also identified similar set of attributes that have been 

stated earlier but emphasis was laid down upon accessibility variables and proximity to 

externalities (such as distances to various nonconforming land uses that may produce 

externalities and area levels of air and noise pollution), class of land use variables (such as 

zoning), etc. In the same year, Li and Brown had also identified that proximity to 

neighbourhood utilities was an important component affecting NSL. Ukoha et al., Turkgulo 

1997 in a study conducted in Abuja, Nigeria and a study conducted in the different 

neighbourhoods of Istanbul respectively emphasised on attributes related to accessibility. 

Basu et al., 1998 had also emphasised on similar set of attributes as stated before. Bonaiuto et 

al., in 1999, however had also identified similar set of attributes but they stressed on 

architectural and town-planning space, and maintenance care of the neighbourhood which 

had not been considered earlier.  

In the years following 1990‟s, some of the following researchers had also identified the 

similar set of attributes as stated before among which the prominent ones are: 

 

Djebarni et al., 2000 in a study conducted in Yemen had stated that it is only “when people 

are satisfied with the available physical attributes of neighbourhood and community services 

such as roads, neighbourhood's facilities location, privacy, distance to work, location of 

schools, and provision of amenities that leads to overall satisfaction with the 

neighbourhood” which is similar to the attributes that have been highlighted in the earlier 

studies.  Sirgy et al., 2002, had stressed upon the maintenance and care of neighbourhood. 

Bonaiuto et al., 2003 in a study conducted in the city of Rome had detailed out the attributes 

which includes architectural/town-planning spaces which had been analysed using the 

building heights, building aesthetics, building volume and density. He had also taken into 

consideration the internal practicability and external connections analysis stressing upon the 

availability of green areas. Shield, 2003 in a study conducted in Australia also paid heed to 

attributes such as loud traffic noise, noises from airplanes, trains, location of homes and 

gardens, collection of rubbish and litter which are also important physical attributes. In 2006, 

in the study conducted in the American Housing Survey, by Chapman and Lombard, similar 

attributes related to accessibility and neighbourhood‟s socio cultural setting were identified 

(Connerly et al., 1988). Clark et al., 2006 also emphasised on attributes related to the 

accessibility. Jian et al., 2006 in a study conducted in Japan had however laid stress on four 

major themes of convenience, comfort, health, safety and community. Each of the above 

stated themes have been further subdivided into convenient living facilities, convenient 

access to work and school, convenient access to nearby cities, comfortable natural 
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environment, comfortable landscape, sanitary healthy,  healthy with no pollution,  residential 

safety, residential community. Accessibility to and presence of neighbourhood utilities has 

also been the major concern among researchers such as Zehner, 2007, Salleh, 2008, Toscano 

et al., 2008 in a study conducted in Spain, Mohit et al., 2010 in the study conducted in Kuala 

Lumpur with only exception in the study of Kuala Lumpur the distance of the house from the 

public library, religious building, LRT, bus and taxi stations had also been stressed upon 

which had not been emphasised in the some of the other studies. Permentier et al., 2011 

emphasised on some of the attributes such as general appearance of neighbourhoods (Parkes 

et al., 2002); perceived safety (Basolo and Strong, 2002; Harris, 2001; Mohan and Twigg, 

2007; Parkes et al., 2002); and satisfaction with fellow-residents (Galster and Hesser, 1981; 

Mohan and Twigg, 2007) which had not been included in the earlier studies. In the Indian 

context in a study conducted by Karuppannan et al., 2011 in Delhi the nature of physical 

attributes discussed is similar to those stated earlier. In the study conducted in Iran low and 

high income households by Zadkarim in 2011, Hong 2011 in the Malaysian context, similar 

nature of attributes as emphasised earlier has been dealt with.  Garip et.al in Istanbul, 2012 

had categorised the attributes into setting scale incorporating the presence of some of the 

important physical attributes such as schools, cafes, play areas, social areas etc., at the 

building scale including the different aspects related to the building structure such as 

appearance of building, colour of building, orientation of building etc., another scale for the 

assessment of the physical attributes include the apartment unit scale which includes the 

characteristics related to the unit itself such as the balcony, no. of rooms, garden etc. Buys et 

al., 2012 in a study conducted in Australia and Sam et al., 2012 laid emphasis on similar 

nature of physical attributes as highlighted by the earlier researchers. Yousouffi et al., 2013 in 

a study conducted France emphasised on landscape of neighbourhood, accessibility to shops 

and services, perception of aesthetics and density, conditions of transport and daily mobility. 

In some of the recent studies also such as Ibem, 2013 in a study of Nigeria Public Core, 

Waziri et al., 2014 in a study of Nigeria, Grief 2015, in a study of Los Angeles similar nature 

of physical attributes affecting the level of satisfaction have been identified as the earlier 

researchers. 

It can be summarised that among the major physical determinants affecting NSL the 

important ones are related to the accessibility in the neighbourhood, availability of public 

services, availability of services such distance from the CBD, closeness to work, shopping 

centres, entertainment, country, outdoor, recreation, local facilities, nearby schools etc.  

4.2 Social Attributes 

Social interaction among the residents of the neighbourhood, crime rates, accidents rates in 

the neighbourhood are important social aspects that have been stressed upon by the 

researchers to affect the satisfaction level. Chronologically starting with Rigo et al., 1990 in a 

study conducted in Madrid Council Housing emphasis had been laid upon social factors such 

as satisfaction level with the neighbours, neighbourhood, and house as affecting the NSL. 

The study had also considered some of the socio demographic attributes such as level of 

education, time spent in the house and neighbourhood, degree of attachment in the 

neighbourhood life cycle status as to affect the level of satisfaction. Turkgulo, 1997 

conducted a study in the different neighbourhoods of Istanbul and emphasis was laid upon 

interaction with the neighbours, friendliness with neighbours etc. In the studies following 

1990‟s,  Djebarni et al., 2000 in a study conducted in Yemen stated that satisfaction with the 

social environment is an important factor that affects the level of satisfaction. Similarly in 

2002, Sigry et al., had stressed upon the fact that social satisfaction with the neighbourhood is 
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affected by the amount of social interaction that takes place with the neighbours, people of 

the neighbourhood, crime rate in the community, sense of privacy.  Shield, 2003 in a study 

conducted in Australia and Clark et al., 2006 also stressed upon the set of attributes 

highlighted earlier as important social determinants of satisfaction. 

Toscano et al., 2008, Mohit et al., 2010 in a study conducted in Kuala Lumpur, Karuppannan 

et al., 2011 in a study conducted in Delhi emphasised on social interaction and social 

cohesion within the community are important attributes affecting overall NSL. “Community 

interaction can be measured by elements such as frequency of meeting their neighbours, 

knowing their neighbours, making new friends, feeling strongly attached to a residence and 

feeling at home or stopping to chat with neighbour and say hello”(Harnik 2003). 

Furthermore, “participation in social and community activities, safety and security, trust, 

belongingness, collective norms and values, opportunities for informal and formal social 

gathering, social order also contribute to the quality of community life” (Suminski et al., 

2006). 

Provision and location of social infrastructure as well as the sense of safety in the 

neighbourhood are important social determinants of neighbourhood satisfaction. Satisfaction 

with neighbourhood population, contact with neighbours, social safety, availability of 

shopping facilities, social networks (most friends live in neighbourhood, family lives in 

neighbourhood, crime rates (per 1000 residents and jobs),  number of government institutions 

are yet however important attributes that have been identified by Permentier et al., 2011 

which can be grouped under the category of social attributes. In the study conducted by Garip 

et.al in Istanbul, 2012, Buys et al., 2012 in a study conducted in Australia and Sam et al., 

2012 similar set of attributes have been considered as stated before.  

Thereby to sum up, the major attributes that can be grouped under the category of social 

attributes are to know one‟s neighbours, social interaction, social environment, social 

cohesion, provision and location of social infrastructure and safety from crime rates. 

4.3 Socio Economic Attributes 

Out of the different attributes that have been highlighted by the different researchers the 

important ones that can be categorised under socio economic head are discussed below. 

Savasdisara, 1988 stressed upon socio economic factors such as number of household 

members, length of residency, type of home ownership, type of tenement, aspiration of 

neighbourhoods. Dubin et al., 1990 had stated that the level of education, family income, and 

occupational structure also affects NSL which are grouped under the socio economic head. 

Sirgy et al., 2002 had emphasised on the fact that satisfaction with the socio economic status 

of the neighbourhood is also important in affecting the level of satisfaction. Shield, 2003 in a 

study conducted in Australia emphasised on some of the socio economic and socio 

demographic attributes including unemployment rate, households with the existence of lone 

parents, employed population aged 15 years or over, population above 65 years of age, 

population having high qualification etc are important determinants affecting satisfaction in a 

location. Hui et al., 2003 stressed upon the average household income as an important socio 

economic determinant. Kearney, 2005, Toscano et al., 2008, Permentier et al., 2011, Hong in 

the Malaysian identified similar set of attributes as stated earlier. Zehner, 2007 had however 

given other set of attributes like median values of length of residence, median home value 
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(homeowners), proportion of married couples where both husband and wife have a B.A., 

median age of head of household (years) as important socio economic considerations which 

had not been considered by some of the other researchers. Li and Brown however emphasised 

on the fact that median family income is the most important socio economic variable. In 

recent years, researchers such as Waziri et al., 2014 in a study of Nigeria identified similar 

nature of socio economic attributes as the earlier researchers. 

The major socio economic attributes hence can be categorised as age, gender composition, 

level of education, length of residence, tenure status, and family income which according to 

the different researchers these have an important impact on affecting the overall level of 

satisfaction. 

4.4 Household Level Attributes  

The characteristic of the dwelling unit where a person stays also has an important bearing on 

the level of satisfaction. The role of household characteristics in affecting the level of 

satisfaction has been considered by some of the researchers which are highlighted as follows.  

Dubin et al., 1990 had emphasised on the characteristic features of the unit itself which 

include the building characteristics such as the size, shape, topography, site improvements, 

frontage as well as structural characteristics including square feet of living area, dwelling unit 

age, number of stories, types of equipment and fuels used to provide space heat and air 

conditioning, presence of an attached garage, a swimming pool, a fireplace, and so on as 

important attributes that affect the level of household satisfaction leading to overall level of 

satisfaction. Li and Brown, in a study conducted in Boston had also emphasised on similar lot 

characteristics. Coulson had also rightly stated that household attributes such as number of 

bathrooms, number of rooms, and exterior square feet, square foot of living area, increases in 

interior area will continue to add to the price of the house and satisfaction level. Turkgulo 

1997, conducted a study in the different neighbourhoods of Istanbul and had emphasised on 

household characteristics such as size and physical condition of the dwelling (room size, 

bathroom size, kitchen size, total usable area of the dwelling, dwelling plan, overall comfort, 

quality of construction), climatic control of the neighbourhood characteristics such as 

availability of day light, ventilation, planned areas as important attributes affecting 

satisfaction.  

Similarly Djebarni et al., 2000, in a study conducted in Yemen and Parkes et al., 2002 

identified similar attributes. Kearney, 2005 had identified another important factor of density 

which is operationalized as lot square footage for single-family homes and as unit square 

footage for condominiums as well as the amount of private space owned by the resident. 

Salleh, 2008, Toscano et al., 2008 in a study conducted in Spain, Mohit et al., 2010 in a study 

of Kuala Lumpur had stressed upon similar household attributes as stated by the earlier 

researchers. 

Permentier et al., 2011 had stated that quality of the housing stock in a neighbourhood, 

satisfaction with the dwelling unit and the tenure status are also important household level 

characteristics for the assessment of satisfaction level. Hong 2011 have identified attributes 

such as landed property, gated-guarded property, freehold property, number of EPF 

withdrawal for house purchase and monthly housing expenditure as attributes affecting 

housing satisfaction in turn the overall level of satisfaction. Buys et al., 2012 in a study 

conducted in Australia have also considered similar nature of household attributes as earlier 

researchers. Sam et al., 2012 had laid much more emphasis on the household characteristics 
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and related ones such as housing conditions, structure type, housing and estate management, 

facilities in inhabited environment, environmental features of housing. Ibem 2013 in a study 

of Nigeria Public Core housing and Waziri et al., 2014 in a study of Nigeria identified similar 

nature of household attributes as the earlier researchers. 

Summarising the different attributes that have been identified the major household level 

characteristics that affect the satisfaction level are related to the external and internal 

household characteristics and median home value (homeowners). 

4.5 Cost related attributes 

From the literature review that has been carried out, it is seen that the role of cost related 

attributes in assessing the level of satisfaction has not been dealt with in details by most of 

the researchers. Few of the researchers have however considered few attributes which 

includes the property's market value (such as sales price), neighbourhood variables (such as 

percent of improved land area in the neighbourhood allocated to owner-occupied homes, 

percentage of non residential property, percentage of undeveloped property, employment 

density) as emphasised by Dubin and Sung, 1990.  Basu et al., 1998 had however emphasised 

on the market value of the property. Sigry et al., 2002 had identified that satisfaction with 

home value in the neighbourhood, satisfaction with cost of living in the community; 

satisfaction with neighbourhood improvement as important determinants of satisfaction 

which can all be grouped under cost related head. Hui et al., 2003 had also taken into 

consideration the agreement for sale and purchase (ASP) of the property unlike the earlier 

researchers. Zhu, 2004 considered tax treatments an important cost consideration. Besides 

this the average level of interest rates (possibly related to the long-run behaviour of inflation), 

the availability and cost of land, the cost of construction and investments in the improvement 

of the quality of the existing housing stock which are longer-term determinants of housing 

supply are also considered as important cost related attributes. 

The liquidity of the housing market in terms of the specific transaction cost framework such 

as the level of VAT, stamp and registration duties and inheritance taxes, the details of 

mortgage accounting practices can influence creditors‟ appetite for exposure to the market 

and thus the potential feedback from house prices to the availability of finance. Important 

attributes in this respect are the existence and level of prudential ceilings on the loan-to-value 

(LTV) ratios that determine the ability of banks to lend against real estate collateral, and the 

valuation methods of property used in conjunction with these ceilings. Kearney, 2005 had 

stated that on an average the number of miles driven per week which is also an important cost 

consideration. Toscano et al., 2008 had also emphasised on the property‟s market value. Li 

and Brown, in the study conducted in Boston considered the property tax payment factor 

which is also as an important cost related consideration.  

Out of the attributes that have been grouped under the cost related category the important 

ones include market value of the property, tax treatment, availability and cost of land, interest 

rates, loan to value ratio as the most important ones. 
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Figure 1 Summary of attributes considered by various researchers 

 

Source: Literature Review 

From the literature review it is clear that researchers have considered the above stated cost 

related attributes. But some of the important recurring costs that one incurs by residing at a 

particular location and that affect the level of satisfaction but have not been considered by the 

different researchers are shown in the following table, which the present research intends to 

takes into account.  

Figure 2 Summary of cost related attributes not considered by researchers in their 

study 

 
Source: Literature Review 
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5. Conclusion  

Among the different attributes considered for the assessment of satisfaction level, few of the 

researchers have emphasised upon the cost related attributes. But however the level of 

satisfaction with the amount of money invested, regular expenses that one incurs by residing 

at a particular location may affect the satisfaction level. This is the gap that has been 

identified in this study. Moreover the other identified gap is related to the additional 

neighbourhood level amenities.  Presence of sanitation, security and community services are 

not individually considered in earlier studies. 

Hence, addressing the research gaps so identified i.e., considering the role of recurring cost, 

investment made vis a vis the benefits available at the neighbourhood level in satisfaction 

studies would lead to planned urban growth in the near future. 
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