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CHAPTER SEVEN

THE FIELD STUDY RESULTS: THE SOCIAL AND PHYSICAL ASPECTS

OF THE EXTERNAL ENVIRONMENT AND USERS' SATISFACTION

7.1 INTRODUCTION

This study concerns users' responses to the
residential enviromment in general, and toward the external
environment outside the dwellings in particular. Responses
for these purposes include both social psychological
material -what people tell us about their attitudes towards
the places where they live, and behavioural responses -what
people tell us about what they do. The study also concerns
the physical design of the residential environmment: that
is, the layout and spatial characteristics of the open
spaces. The major objective of the research, after

identifying users' characteristics, was to 1identify and

measure the physical, social and residential
characteristics which contribute to users' satisfaction
with a multi-family housing environment. In the attitude
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survey, the rate of response achieved was 100%. Evaluating
the survey as a whole, it does explain what it sets out to
explain, having covered all the themes it needed to. The
other objective is to explore the relevant importance of
these different themes (which are more important than

others).

In this chapter the statistical analysis of the data
from the survey is discussed. 1In this study, the various
aspects of the external environment identified 1in the
studies elsewhere in the world as affecting wuser's
satisfaction are 1investigated, and their relevance to
users' satisfaction in 1Iragq 1is assessed. A variety of
methods for ascertaining the relative importance of
different elements and the 1internal consistency of the

results yielded by these methods is described.

The evaluation of the interrelationships between each
of the identified social and physical elements of the
external environment and 1its effect on users' overall

satisfaction is discussed in detail in the next chapter.

USERS' OVERALL SATISFACTION WITH THEIR HOUSING ENVIRONMENT

The data from the survey showed that the users of the

three projects under study were dgenerally satisfied with

o\°

their housing environment. In total, 65 of the



respondents in the sample were found to be either "very
satisfied" or "satisfied", as against 16.9% (about one in
six) who were either "dissatisfied" or "very dissatisfied",
with a 1little less than one fifth (18%) showing they were
indifferent to their environment by their responses. If we
simply take those respondents who answered either very
positively or very negatively, 1t was found that one
quarter were very satisfied and only 3.8% were very

dissatisfied (Table 7.1).

The data also showed that among the three projects the
Saydia 6 project was the one with the highest percentage of
residents who considered living there to Dbe very
satisfactory, as one in three of the respondents were found
to be very satisfied. 1In Saydia 7 one in four, and in the
Zayoona project one in five of the respondents were found
to be very satisfied (Table 7.1). In Saydia 6 no one was
found to be very dissatisfied, and only one in twenty five
was dissatisfied. 1In the Saydia 7 and Zayoona projects
although there where few who were very dissatisfied, one in
four respondents were dissatisfied in the former project

and about one in six in the latter.

Residents were asked during the interviews to assess
their feelings about living in their housing settings, by
considering thelir reactions when they had a visitor. The

responses showed that the majority of the respondents in
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the sample were "very proud" or "proud" of their housing
setting (Table 7.2). In the Saydia 6 project, 91.3% of
the respondents were found to be "very proud" or "proud" of
living there, and in Saydia 7, 81.8% of them fell into
these categories, whilst in the Zayoona project only 67.1%
were "very proud" or "proud" of where they 1lived (Table
7.3). A significant correlation was found between users'
satisfaction and how they felt about their housing when
they had visitors, since all those who were very satisfied
were found to be "very proud" or "proud" of their 1living
there, and about half of those who were "very dissatisfied"
were found to consider themselves "humiliated" and "very

humiliated" when they had visitors (Table 7.2).

Residents in the sample were also asked whether they
would 1like to live in their current housing permanently or
to move out when they had the chance to do so. 1In general,
the proportion of respondents in the sample who opted to
stay was about double those who wanted to move out (Table
7.4). In relation to this question, the respondents were
very positive about their reaction; no one chose the option
of "do not know" (Table 7.5). However, this proportion
varied individually among the projects. In the Saydia 6
project more than three quarters of the respondents
preferred to stay in their current housing, whilst in the
other two projects only about half opted for this choice.

Of those who opted to move out one quarter gave no reason
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but the others stated they wanted to leave mainly because
of problems with neighbours and because of the 1lack of

privacy (Table 7.6).

A significant correlation was found between users'
satisfaction and their degree of preference for remaining
on the estate or leaving; as all of those who were '"very
satisfied" preferred to stay in their current housing
situation and all those who were "dissatisfied" would

prefer to move out.

These correlations between users' satisfaction and the

aforementioned responses testify that residents were
generally satisfied with their housing environment. The
relationship between these two responses (being proud of

where one 1lives and not intending to move) and users'
satisfaction could also be seen as an effect of that level
of satisfaction; they were satisfied in where they were
living, therefore they were proud of it and did not want to
move out. However, the differences 1in the level of
satisfaction between the projects 1s interesting and
according to research carried out elsewhere and discussed
in Chapter Four of this study is likely to be explained by
the impact of the physical and social factors acting on the
inhabitants. Thus, the Saydia 6 project had the highest
percentage of satisfied residents among the three projects

studied.
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Table 7.1- RESIDENTS' OVERALL SATISFACTION WITH THEIR

HOUSING PROJECTS

! ! ! ! ! !
! PROJ=ZCT ISAYDIA 7!SAYDIX 6!ZAYOONA ! TOTAL :
! ! ! ! 1! !
! ! ; ! ' !
! Number in tne sample ! 55 ! 46 ! 82 1! 183 !
e e e [P S lemm e o Plmmmme e !
! ! ! ! ! ! ! b ! !
! OVZIRALL SATISFACTION !Yo.! % !No.! % INo.! % !! No.! % !
! ! ! ! ! ! ! L ! !
! : ! ! ! ! L ! !
!-Very satisfied. 114 125,5116 134.8!16 !119.5!! 46 125.1!
! ! | ! 1 | ! [ ! !
!-Satisfied. 121 138.2120 143.5132 139.0!! 73 139.9!
! ! ! ! | ] ! 1! ! !
!-Neither satisfied nor ! ! ! ! ! ! 'l ! !
! cdissatisfied ' 6 :10.9: 8 !17.4!'19 :23.2!!' 33 '!18.0!
! ! ! ! ! ! ! Ly ! !
!-Dissatisfied. 21 t20.0! 2 ¢ 4.3111 113,411 24 113.1!
! ! ! ! ! ! ! 3 ! :
' -Very dissatisfiec. ! 2 5.2 - -4 4,90 T 1 3.8
| ! ! 1 ! | ! [ ! !
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Table 7.3- RESIDENTS'

!
!
!
!
!
!
!
!
!
!
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!
!
!
!
!
!
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PROJECTS

|
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!
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o\°

o0

oo

-Very proud
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!
!
!
!
!
!
!
!
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!
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Table 7.4-

|
!

!
!
!
!
!
!
!
!
!
!
!
!
!
!
!
!
!

CROSS-TABULATION OF

"DO YOU LIKE TO LIVE HERE

PERMANENTLY"™ BY "GENERAL SATISFACTION"
COUNT ! !
ROW PCT ! GENERAL SATISFACTION !
COL PCT ! !
TOT PCT ! ! ! ! ! !
!V.Sat- ! Satis-!Indiff-!Dissat-!V.Dissa! ROW
! ! ! ! ! ! !
ILIKE TO STAY !isfied ! fied ! erent !isfied !tisfied! TOTAL
! 11 12 13 14 15 !
10R MOVE... ! ! ! ! ! !
! ! ! ! ! !
! ! ! ! ! ! !
!1.Like to stay! 46 ! 56 ! 11 ! 1 ! 1114
! ! ! ! ! !
1 40.4 ! 49,1 9.6 ! .9 ! 1 62.3
! ! ! ! ! !
! 100.0 ' 76.7 ! 33.3 1 4.2 1 '
! ! ! ! ! !
1 25.1 ! 30.6 ! 6.0 ! .5 ! !
! ! ! ! ! !
! ! ! ! ! !
! ! ! ! ! !
2.Prefer to ! ! 17 ! 22 1 23 1 7 1 69
! ! ! ! ! !
move ! 1 24.6 ! 31.9 ! 33.3 t 10.1 ! 37.7
! ! ! ! ! '
! 1 23,3 ! 66.7 ! 95.8 ! 100.0 !
! ! ! ! ! !
! ! 9.3 t 12.0 ! 12.6 ! 3.8 !
! ! ! ! ! !
! ! ! ! ! !
COLUMN 46 73 33 24 7 183
TOTAL 25.1 39.9 18.0 13.1 3.8 100.0

371



Table 7.5- OPINION OF RESIDENTS ON WHETHER THEY PREFER TO LIVE _
IN THE PRESENT ESTATE PERMANENTLY OR PREFER TO MOVE OUT.

! ! ! ! 11

! PROJECT ISAYDIA 7!SAYDIA 6!ZAYOONA !! TOTAL

! ! ! ! 1

! ! ! ! ! ! ! 11 1

! Answers INo. ! % INo.! % INo.! % !!'No. ! %

! ! ! ! ! ! ! 11 !

! ! ! ! ! ! ! 1l !

!1- Prefer to remain. 131 156.4!35 176.1148 158.,5!11114 ! 62.3
! ! ! ! ! ! ! 1l !

!~ Prefer to move out.!24 1!143.6!11 123.9134 141.5!! 69 ! 37.7
! ! ! ! ! ! ! 11 !

!- Don't know. L RS L L e L
! ! ! ! ! ! ! 1t !

Table 7.6- REASONS GIVEN FOR PREFERRING MOVING OUT.*

(The percentages are from those who preferred to move out).
! ! ! ! 1l
! PROJECT ISAYDIA 7!SAYDIA 6!ZAYOONA !! TOTAL
! ! ! ! 1
! ! ! ! ! ! ! ' !
! REASONS INo.! % !No.! % INo.! % !!No. ! %
! ! ! ! ! ! ! 1 !
! ! ! ! ! ! ! [ !
!l1.Unsuitable location! 5 !20.8! 4 136.4! 2 ! 5,911 11 ! 15.9
! ! ! ! ! ! ! I !
!2.Lack of schools... ! 2 ! 8.,3¢ 3 127.31 1 1 2,911 6 1t 8.7
1 ! ! 1 1 1 1 11 1
13.Lack of shops..... Po- ! -t 1 1t 9.1 2 1 5,911 31 4.3
! ! ! ! ! ! ! 1! !
'4.Lack of privacy... ! 7 129.2! 4 136.41!13 138.2!! 24 ! 34.8
! ! ! ! ! ! ! 1 !
15.5Small size of flat ! 1 ' 4.,2! 3 127,31 3 1 8.,8tt 7 1t 10.1
! ! ! ! ! ! ! L3 !
'!6.Neighbours'problems! 6 !25.0! - t -~ ! 8 123.6!! 14 ! 20.3
! ! ! ! ! ! ! L !
!7.Missing garden.... ! 2 ! 8.3! - ! -- 1 5 114,71t 7 1t 10.1
! ! ! ! ! ! ! P !
!18.Children's play ! ! ! ! ! ! 1! !
! disturbance....... ! = L —— 1 1 9,1 1 1 2,911 21t 2.9
! ! ! ! ! ! ! 1y !
19.Much litter....... 12 1 8.3 - 1 —— 1 - 1 - 11 21 2.9
1 ! ! ! ! ! ! I !
110.No reason given.. ! 7 129.,2!' 2 118.2! 7 120.6!! 16 ! 23,2
! ! ! ! ! ! ! ! !

Sem b= g = G pm Gw Bw S=e == = fm P Gams == s == fme = Gt S fm Pow P G S G G

*The percentages can add to more than 100
could give more than one reason.

because respondents

G 4== ¢ Sem (= fen gem em S (e == b fea
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7.3

SOCIAL AND PHYSICAL FACTORS AFFECTING USERS' SATISFACTION

WITH THEIR HOUSING ENVIRONMENT

Two statistical techniques were used on the findings
from the social study in Baghdad concerning the users'
overall satisfaction with thehéétate and various aspects of
the external enviromment of their housing setting, in order
to evaluate the reasons for user satisfaction 1n a more
objective and precise way. The first 1s statistical
correlation analysis. A statistical <correlation is a
measure of association between two characteristics or
things. Where there is no relation or association, the
correlation (or r wvalue) is =zero (0.00). On the other
hand, where there 1is a dgreat association and perfect
relationship then the correlation will be one (1.00). This
implies that the higher the correlation (i.e the nearer to
1.00), the closer the association or relationship between
the two variables under consideration. The association
between the two variables could either be a positive one
(i.e when an increase in one variable will be associated
with a rise in the other) or negative (i.e an 1increase in
one variable will be associated with a decrease in the
other) . By using this technique it is possible to find
out what proportion of the variation in a trait or response

to a question can probably be linked to differences in
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another  trait or responses to another question.
Considering the levels of user satisfaction as the
dependent variable, one can expect to find out, using this
technique, the degree of association or the correlation it
has with the independent variables i.e the various aspects
of the external residential environment studied and that
are believed to be 1likely to influence the levels of
satisfaction. On applying correlation analysis to the
relationship between wuser satisfaction and forty-one
aspects of the external residential environment studied, it
was found that certain of these aspects had an association
with the users' overall satisfaction and others did not.
The result of this analysis is presented in Table 7.7,
where the correlation coefficients (r wvalues) of the
relationships of these aspects with users satisfaction are
indicated. Those aspects which were not, or were only
slightly, related were <clearly not reasons for estate
satisfaction, whilst those that were closely related were
assumed to be significant reasons for satisfaction. These
aspects, however, can only be assumed to be the reasons
because correlations only 1indicate association but not
causation between variables. Table 7.7 shows that there
are six variables which are closely related to housewives'
satisfaction and that a further seven variables are related
in a less degree. In addition, eight further variables are
slightly related to satisfaction levels. This Table also

shows a number of variables which are not related to
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satisfaction at all.

It was interesting to note that the wvariable "liking
the estate" was found closely related to the levels of
user satisfaction. This was not surprising to the present
researcher, because when people in Iraqg are asked whether
they like their estate, their responses will, due to
cultural factors, be associated with the social rather than
the physical setting of their environment. This was quite
clear in Saydia 6, which despite the drabness 1in the
physical characteristics of 1its external environment,
scored the highest among the housing projects studied.
Unlike the findings of the Western studies, the up-keep of
the estate and residents' satisfaction with their housing
environment were found 1in this study to be only slightly
related. Although the reason for this could not be
detected, however, the responses could have been influenced
by the unfinished site works of the estates, and that
residents were optimistic about future improvement in the
up-keep and maintenance of the estate. These responses
could have also been affected by the lack of proper
mai&enance policy for the open spaces 1in the current
conduct of up-keep elsewhere in Baghdad (Fig. 7.1 to 7.4).
Therefore, people did not expect much from the authority

about the up-keep of their estates.
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In social research, variables are very of ten
interrelated or overlap: for instance, this applies to
views from 1living rooms and spaciousness, or estate
appearance and maintenance. Therefore, a second
statistical technique -multiple regression analysis, 1is
necessary to discover the additional independent
contribution of each variable to the total wvariation 1in
levels of satisfaction. 1If the independent variables are
related to each others, stepwise multiple regression
analysis selects the one which accounts for the largest
proportion of the variation in the dependent variable and
suppresses the others. Multiple regression analysis also
shows the proportion of the variation in the dependent
variable which all the independent variables added together
account for. If this proportion is very large it indicates
that the variables in the analysis have explained most of
the variation and can be taken as giving a good indication
of the reasons for the variation in the results. But if
the proportion is low 1t indicates that the wvariables
considered were not the important ones and that the

explanation of the variations lies elsewhere.
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l.

Table 7.7 - THE SIGNIFICANCE AND THE CORRELATION OF THE
INDEPENDENT VARIABLES WITH THE DEPENDENT (overall
satisfaction)

Independent Variable

Like to stay permanently
Like the estate
Proud of the estate
Noise not a problem
Like the flat
No problem with children
Appearance
Standard of prev. dwlg.
Not having problem with
neighbours
Vandalism not a problem
Density (not feel crowded)
Privacy inside the dwlg.
Views from living rooms
Standard of prev. estate
Education level of h.o.h.
Children safety from
traffic around the estate
Cleanliness and tidyness
of the estate
Whether housewife works
Blc. & gdn. orientation
Important to have garden
Standard of maintenance
Children safety from
traffic on the estate
Shared tenure in previous
housing
Important to have a park
Car park satisfactory
Balcony liked
Blc. & gdn. size
Safety
Occupation type of h.o.h.
Activity restricted
Having prev. friends on
the estate

0.
0.
0.
0.
0.
0.
0.
0.

0.
0.
0.
0.
0.
0.
0.

0.

0.
0.
0.
0.
0.

O.

0.
0.
0.
O'.
0.
0.
0.
0.

0.

P.

000
000
000
000
000
000
000
000

000
000
000
000
000
000
000

001

002
002
002
002
003

004

005
006
008
017
018
018
035
039

055

r.

.692
.645
.642
.616
.593
.525
.474
.470

.466
.435
.407
.343
.333
.288
.246

.241

.216
.214
.214
.213
.207

.193

.190
-.186
.178
.156
.155
.154
.134
.131

.119

P: the
0.00-0.
r: the

The variable

or over
The var

The variable

0.2-0.3
The var

(5).

significance of a variable is considered to be

05
coefficient of correlation

iable considered related if
considered slightly related if the (r) 1is

(r)

is

iable considered unrelated if the

considered closely related if the (r) is 0.5

0.3 to 0.5.

(r)is less than 1in
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Table 7.7d- THE UNSIGNIFICANT AND UNRELATED INDEPENDENT
VARIABLES WITH THE DEPENDENT (overall satisfaction)

Independent Variable P. r.
- Having close relatives 0.073 .108
- Possession of car 0.087 .101
- Social interaction (p.n.n) 0.092 .099
- Type of household(adult) 0.164 .073
(family) 0.261 .048

- Neighbour not complaining of
children playing inside 0.181 .068
- Refuse disposal problem 0.195 .064
- Income level 0.243 .052
- Length of residency 0.299 .039
~ Social interaction (e.v.) 0.75 .107
- Commencing alteration 0.368 .025
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~-Proud when having
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FIG. 7.5
Predictors of Satis faction With The Estate
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Stepwise multiple regression analysis was therefore
applied to the variables identified in Table 7.7 as having
a considerable correlation with wusers satisfaction. The
result of the analysis is shown in Figure 7.5. It shows
that, although in the present study "no problem with
children's play" was closely related to users' satisfaction
(Table 7.7), it did not emerge from the multiple regression
analysis as accounting for a large proportion of the
variations 1in users' satisfaction. Instead, users'
satisfaction was closely related to the noise level on the
estate and hence indirectly <children's play 1is also
associated. The analysis also shows that "prefer to live
permanently on the estate", feeling proud of where they
live, having no problems with neighbours and liking the
flat, are the variables which together account for the
greatest proportion of the wvariation in levels of user
satisfaction. Other factors which contributed a little to
the explanation of variation were the privacy level inside
the dwelling, the appearance of the -estate, 1liking the
estate and finding the current housing experience as an
improvement on any previous one. These variables added
together account for 88% of the variation 1in user

satisfaction. This result indicates that the wvariables

considered have explained most of the variation and
therefore, could be considered as reasons for users
satisfaction. It also implies that the study succeeded in
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achieving its aims.

The regression analysis showed that 1liking to stay
permanently on the estate and being proud of it, as well as
"noise 1level not being a problem" and not having problems
with neighbours were the variables that best explained the

reason for estate satisfaction and could best predict it.

It seems, then, that the questions asked in the survey
covered most of the important factors 1influencing
housewives' reactions and went a long way towards
explaining why they were satisfied or dissatisfied with
their housing environment. Having validated the survey as
a whole and shows that it provided good coverage of the
important aspects affecting residens' satisfaction with
their housing, the next stage 1s to go on to describe and
discuss the relationship between each of these aspects with

the user satisfaction. This is covered in Chapter Eight.
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CHAPTER EIGHT

THE EVALUATION OF USERES' SATISFACTION WITH THE SOCIAL AND

PHYSICAL ASPECTS OF THEIR EXTERNAL HOUSING ENVIRONMENT

8.1 SOCIAL INTERACTION

The work on social interaction in residential areas
reported in Chapter 4 of this thesis showed a substantial

level of agreement has been achieved on several basic

generalizations. For example, the research suggests that
there is a strong relationship between patterns of
friendship and the distances functionally separating
dwellings. In other words "proximity" or "propinquity",

due to the physical features of the environment, provides

the visual and auditory contact which leads to an awareness

of others which is 1likely to be transformed into
interaction between neighbours. The form of 1interaction
may be positive, moderate or even negative. It has also

been suggested that the transformation of this relationship
into positive terms is dependant on the homogeneity of the
residents. It has also been suggested that the pattern and
the importance of the social interaction in a residential

environment might vary in sub-cultures as well as Dbetween
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different cultures. Requirements for 1informal social
networks are different in different social <classes. For
instance, 1lower-class groups tend to interact with their
immediate neighbours more than middle and upper-class

groups.

8.1.1 RESIDENTS' ATTITUDES TOWARD NEIGHBOURLINESS AND

FRIENDSHIP FORMATION

In the present study, the relevance of those
aforementioned views to the Iraqi situation was
investigated. This included exploring the extent and the

intensity of the friendship relationships among neighbours
and the influence of proximity, as well as the influence of
general aspects of homogeneity. The influence of social
interaction on the residential environment was also
investigated in relation to residents' overall satisfaction

with their housing environments.

The importance of neighbourly relationships to the
groups of residents 1in the sample was investigated.
Resident priorities were questioned through asking whether
a good flat* was more 1important than living 1in an
* No explanation was offered to the respondents of the
meaning of good flat; they were only told it was whatever

they would perceive as a "good" flat.
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unfriendly neighbourhood. About three quarters of them
(71%) put the friendly neighbourhood as their first
priority. Only 16% of the respondents gave the flat itself
priority over the friendly neighbourhood, whilst the rest
of the respondents (13%) were found to be neutral in their
attitudes, claiming both to be of equal importance to them

(Table 8.1.1).

Residents were also asked if they had any problems
with their neighbours. Different percentages of
respondents who had problems with their neighbours emerged
for each of the projects, with the 1lowest percentage
recorded in the Saydia 6 project (13%), followed by that in
the Saydia 7 (25.5%)and the Zayoona projects (32.9%) (Table
8.1.2). Cleaning of shared access areas within the housing
blocks emerged as the prime problem, with children's play
another major concern. Two other problems frequently
mentioned were misuse of the shared areas and noise

disturbance (Table 8.1.3).

To 1investigate the extent and the intensity of
neighbour relations the three indices used by Kuper (1953)
were employed to measure the correlation between spatial
and personal characteristics. The measures used were: (a)
the ability to name neighbours, (b) the extent of sociable

activity among neighbours, and (c) the choice of most
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preferred neighbours.

(a) The data analysis showed that respondents from the
Saydia 7 project knew on average of 8.3 families by name;
those in the s@dia 6 project knew 8; and those 1in the
Zayoona  project 9.9 families. These average figures
suggest that residents in Zayoona had the highest
percentage of acquaintanceships, followed by the residents

of Saydia 7, with the lowest percentage for the residents

of the Saydia 6 project.

(b) The 1intensity of social relations between the
residents, demonstrated in exchanging visits with others on
the estate, was found to be almost.the same throughout the
three projects. The data analysis showed that each family
had exchanged visits 1in their housing setting with on
average 2.5, 2.2 and 2.2 families in the Saydia 7, Saydia 6

and the Zayoona projects respectively.

(c) The respondents were asked to identify whereabouts
their three closest friends lived. The data from their
replies showed a different pattern prevailing 1in the
zayoona project, with 78.2% of the Saydia 7 respondents and
84.8% of the Saydia 6 respondents having some of their
closest friends 1in their current housing estate but only
56.1% in the Zayoona. In other words, the  highest

percentages of people having their friends in the locality
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were attained in the Saydia 6 and the Saydia 7 projects,
and the lowest was attained in the Zayoona. More than two
fifths of the residents of the Zayoona project (43.9%) had
their three best friends living outside their residential

setting (Table 8.1.7).

In the present study, certain social characteristics
of the residents which appeared (from the research
described in Chapter 4) to be relevant 1in relation to
attitudes towards neighbours and friendship formation on
the estate, were investigated. A number of questions were
asked in order to identify the characteristics of residents
in relation to the stage in life-cycle and to
socio-economic status. These characferistics of residents
have been discussed, separately for each case study, in
Chapter 6 under the section "The Users". The residents 1in
the sample proved to be homogeneous in some respects and
heterogeneous in others (see Tables Apx.3.l1 to Apx.3.6 in

Appendix 3).
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Table 8.1.1- RESIDENTS' PRIORITY OF DWELLING AND NEIGHBOURS.

(Residents' responses to the question, "If you have
given the choice between a good flat in an unfriendly
neighbourhood and less good flat* 1in friendly

neighbourhood, which one do you prefer?)

| | | ! |

PROJECTS 1SAYDIA 7!SAYDIA 6!ZAYOONA !TOTAL!
! 1 ! 1 1

o\°
o\
o\
o\©

THE CHOICES

|
!
! ! !
! ! ! !
! ! ! !
! ! ! !
! ! ! !
!-Good flat, unfriendly ! ! !
1 ! !
! ! !
! ! !
! !
! !
! !
! !
! !
! !

Some == bmw G Jaw e G=e Fom Gt S fs fmw mn =

!
!
!
!
!
!
!
!
!
!
!
!
!
!

! neighbourhood. 16.4 15.2 15.9 16.0
!

!-Less good flat, friend-

! 1y neighbourhood. 74.5 65.2 71.9 71.0!
! !
! !
!-Equally important. 9.1 19.6 12.2 13.0!
|

!

* The residents were not given a definition to "good flat'.
They were told to consider it as what they perceive as
good flat.
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Table 8.1.2- PROBLEMS WITH NEIGHBOURS.

(a) Do you have problems with your neighbours?

! ! ! ! 11 !
! PROJECT ISAYDIA 7!SAYDIA 6!ZAYOONA !! TOTAL !
! ! ! ! 1l !
! ! ! ! ! ! ! ! ! !
! Answers !No.! % INo.! % I!No.! %2 !'INo ! % !
! ! ! ! ! ! ! P ! !
! ! ! ! ! ! ! I ! !
l-Yes 114 125.51 6 113.01!27 132,91t 47 1t 25,7 1
! ! ! ! ! ! ! 1 ! !
1-No 141 174.5140 !87.0!55 167.1!'1136 ' 74.3 !
! ! ! ! ! ! ! 1l ! !
Table 8.1.3- PROBLEMS WITH NEIGHBOURS.
(b) If "Yes", what sort of problems?
! ! ! ! ! !
! PROJECT 1SAYDIA 7!SAYDIA 6!ZAYOONA 1!! TOTAL !
! ! ! ! i !
! ! ! ! ! ! ! v ! !
! Causes of problems INo.! %* INo.! %* INo.! %* !! No.! %* !
! ! ! ! ! ! ! 1! ! !
! ! ! ! ! ! 1l ! !
|-Cleaning common areas ! 7 150.0! 4 166.6!17 163.0!! 28 159.6!
! ! ! ! ! ! ! 1l ! !
!-Children's play 1 7 150.0!' 2 133.3110 !37.0!! 19 140.5!
! ! ! ! ! ! ! | ! !
l-Misuse common areas 1 5 135.7! 3 150.0! 7 125,91t 15 131.9!
! ! ! ! ! ! ! 11 ! !
!-Noise 1 7 150.0! 3 150.0! 4 114.8!! 14 !29.8!
! ! ! ! ! ! ! 11 ! !
!-Social differences 11 1 7.1t 2 133.3! 9 133.311 12 125.5!
! ! ! ! ! ! ! ! ! !
!-Litter from upper ! ! ! ! ! ! 'l ! !
! floors 1 4 128.6! 1 116,71 2 t 7.4t 7 114.9!
! ! ! ! ! ! ! 1 ! !
!~-Others 1 3 121.4! 3 150,0! 2 t 7.4ttt 8 117.0!
1 ! ! !

*These percentages are from those who have problems with neighbour:
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Table 8.1.4- NUMBER OF NEIGHBOURS WHICH THE RESPONDENTS

KNEW BY NAME.

1 1 1

PROJECTS ISAYDIA 7!SAYDIA 6!ZAYOONA
! ! !

TOTAL

NUMBER OF NEIGHBOURS

o\
o\v
o\
o\

None. 3.6 ——_———
- 1 to 5 families. 30.9 32.6 39.0 35.0
- 6 to 11 families. 36.4 50.0 11.0 28.4
- Over 11 families. 29.1 17.4 48.8 35.0

Gt Smw feme fem G G G Jomt G Gmn fem o Gt S G

! !
! !
! !
! !
! !
! !
! !
! !
! !
! !
! !
! !

Table 8.1.5- NUMBER OF NEIGHBOURS WHICH THE RESPONDENTS

EXCHANGED VISITS WITH.

| | !

! ! ! ! !
! PROJECTS I1SAYDIA 7!SAYDIA 6!ZAYOONA | TOTAL !
! ! ! ! ! !
! ! ! ! ! !
! NUMBER OF NEIGHBOURS ! ES ! % ! K ! % !
! ! ! ! ! !
! ! ! ! ! !
! - None. ! 18.2 !t 13.0 ' 20.7 v 18.0 !
! ! ! ! ! !
! -~ 1 & 2 families. ' 47.3 t+ 58.7 v 37.8 't 45,9 !
! ! ! ! ! !
! - 3 to 6 families. ! 23.6 ! 28.3 ' 37.8 ! 31.2
! ! ! ! ! !
! - Over 6 families. ! 10.9 ' ——-- ! 3.7 ! 4.9
! ! ! ! ! !
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"PROBLEMS WITH NEIGHBOURS"

CROSS-TABULATION OF

Table 8.1.6-

BY "GENERAL SATISFACTION"

Z
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—
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&
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2

3

2

£a)

@)
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(ORORS)
TR Tt
Z
DEAH
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OmOHBR

Satis-!Indiff-!Dissat-!V.Dissa!

ROW

!

I1V.Sat-

ltisfied!

lisfied

lisfied

! PROBLEMS WITH

TOTAL

fied ! erent

NEIGHBOURS

47

12 16

12

Yes

11,

! 25.5 1 25,5t 34.0 ! 10.6 ! 25.7

4.3

le.4 ! 36.4 ! 66.7 ! 71.4

3

4.

136

21

61

44

No

12,

1 74.3

5.9 1.5

! 44.9 1 15.4

32.4

! 33.3 ! 28.6

83.6 63.6

95.7

33.3 11.5 4.

24.0

183

73 33 24

46

COLUMN

100.0

39. 18.0 13.1 3.8

25.1

TOTAL
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Table 8.1.7- WHERE ABOUT DO YOUR BEST FRIENDS LIVE?

IN OR OUTSIDE THE PROJECT?

! ! 1t !

! ! ! ! !
! PROJECTS 1SAYDIA 7 !SAYDIA 6 ! ZAYOONA !!TOTAL!
! ! ! ! Ll !
! ! ! ! ! ! ! 1! !
! Where Friends Live ! No.! 8 ! No.! % ! No.! & !'! & !
! ! ! ! ! ! ! !l !
! ! ! ! ! ! ! 1l !
! ! ! ! ! ! ! 1! !
!-None in this project.! 12 121.8! 7 115,2! 36 !143.9!! 30.1!
! ! ! ! ! ! ! 11l !
!-Some in this project.! 43 1!78.2! 39 184.8! 46 !56.1!! 69.9!
! ! ! ! ! ! ! L !
! ! ! ! ! ! ! 11 !
! ! ! ! ! ! ! 1! !
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Table 8.1.8- WHERE ABOUT IN THE PROJECT DO YOUR BEST THREE
FRIENDS LIVE?

! ! ! ! 11 !
! PROJECTS !SAYDIA 7 !SAYDIA 6 ! ZAYOONA !!TOTAL!
! ! ! ! 1! !
! ! ! ! ! ! ! 1! !
! NUMBER OF FRIENDS ! No.! % ! No.! % ! No.! % 1! 3 !
! ! ! ! ! ! ! [ !
! SAME FLOOR ! ! ! ! ! ! 1! !
] mrmmmmen - ! ! ! ! ! ! tl !
!- None. ! 43 178.2! 35 176.1! 65 179.31! 78.1!
!- One 112 121.8! 11 123.9! 16 !19.5!! 21.4!
!- Two. e b ==t - 1 -t 1 t 1.21! .5!
e bttt T e I e B e B A I B !
!-Total having friends ! 12 !21.8! 11 123.9! 17 120.7!! 21.9!
! ! ! ! ! ! ! 1! !
! SAME BUILDING ! ! ! ! ! ! ! !
| il R ! ! ! ! ! ! 11 !
!~ None. 1 38 169.1! 19 141.3! 62 !75.6!! 65.0!
!- One. ! 16 !129.1! 24 152.2! 15 118.3!1! 30.1!
!~ Two. t 1 :11.8r 3 !t 6.5! 5 1 6.1ttt 4.9!
e R N e e e el Rabata B S !
!-Total having friends ! 17 !30.9! 27 158.7! 20 !124.4!! 35.0!
! ' ! ! ! ! ! ! 1 !
! NEXT BUILDING ! ! ! ! ! ! 11 !
e ! ! ! ! ! ! L !
!~ None. 1 39 170.9! 28 160.8! 71 186.6!! 75.4!
!~ One 1 16 129.1! 17 !37.0! 11 113.4!! 24.0!
- Two. I == ! =t 1 1 2.,2! -= 1 = 11 .6!
e e e = = R [ B e el Rt B S !
!-Total having friends ! 16 129.1! 18 139.2! 11 !13.41!! 24.6!
! ! ! ! ! ! ! 1l !
! OPPOSITE BUILDING ! ! ! ) ! ! 1l !
| o e ! ! ! ! ! ! 1! !
! - None. 142 176,41 42 191.3! 76 192.71! 87.4!
!- One ! 12 121.8r 4 v 8.7! 6 ! 7.3!1! 12.0!
!- Two t 1! 1.8! -— ! —-= ! - 1 - 1 .6!
Ot PR RUUESUUR DIDUPHI DRGNP PUpIpUpI S i BRESS !
I-Total having friends ! 13 !23.6! 4 ! 8.7! 6 ! 7.311 12.6!
' ! 1 ! ! ! ! 1 !
! OTHER BUILDINGS ! ! ! ! ! ! 1l !
e it ! ! ! ! ! ! 1! !
!~ None. 1 45 181.8! 39 184.8! 65 179.3!! 81.4!
!- One. 1 9 116.4! 6 !13.0! 8 ! 9.8!! 12.6!
- Two. ! -~ 1 —-— ! 1 1 2,2! 5 1! 6.1t 3.3!
!- Three 11 1t 1.8! —— ! -= L 4 1 4,911 2.7
R P B B S B s !
|-Total having friends ! 10 !18.2! 7 !15.2! 17 120.8!! 18.6!
1
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Table 8.1.9-

B fo> G o G=m Gt Pw S Gms e fmm G P P s G §—=

PERCENTAGES OF RESPONDENTS WHO HAVE ANY OF

THEIR BEST FRIENDS LIVING ON THE ESTATE.

!

|
PROJECTS iSAYDIA 7 ESAYDIA 6 i ZAYOONA
| 1
WRERE ABOUT R B
i : i
! ! !
- Same floor. ! 21.8 ! 23.9 ! 20.7
_ Same block. L 3009 1 58.7 % 24.4
- Next block. i 29.1 i 39.2 1 13.4
| | |
_ Opposite block. I 23.6 % 8.7 % 7.3
- Other locations. i 18.2 { 15.2 % 20.8
! - -

Gemt S Qe == s G Fom s fmm S s S G b=m G G—a
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8.1.2 USERS' SATISFACTION AND DISSATISFACTION IN RELATION

TO SOCIAL INTERACTION

The statistical analysis for the data from the present
study found no significant correlation between the pattern
of social interaction, its extent and 1intensity, and
residents' overall satisfaction. In other words, neither
the number of people known by names to the residents, nor
the number of people with whom the residents exchanged
visits had a significant correlation with their overall
satisfaction with their housing environment. Nevertheless,
a significant correlation was found between residents
having problems with neighbours and being dissatisfied with
their housing (Table 8.1.6). The data analysis showed
that 95.7% of those respondents who were very satisfied
with their housing, and 83.6% of those who were satisfied
had no problem with their neighbours. On the other hand
71.4% of those respondents who were very dissatisfied with
their housing, and 66.7% of those who were dissatisfied had
problems with their neighbours. A number of Western
studies on housing environments have also underlined the
influence of positive social interactions on residents'
satisfaction (Lansing et al, 1970; Cooper 1975, Mulvihill

1977; Ellis 1977; D.O.E, H.D.D, 1981).
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When the residents were asked, in general, to mention
things they most 1liked about living 1in these housing
projects, 1liking the neighbours was one of the most
frequently mentioned reasons, after 1liking the dwelling
(Table 8.2.6). When the residents were asked whether they
would prefer to stay in their current housing or move out
if they had the chance to do so, the majority wanted to
stay, and only about one third of the respondents would
have liked to move out. However, the second most common
reason cited by this group for wanting to move out was
problems with the neighbours. About one fifth of them
wanted to move out for this reason (Table 7.6). These
examples point to the importance of having good relations
with neighbours, they emphasize the importance of
"neighbourliness" to the group of people under study, and

coincide with the social attitudes towards neighbour in

Irag, as described in Section 6.2.1.

Further evidence about the importance of
neighbourliness to the residents under study was shown in
their responses when their priorities were questioned.
When they were asked to identify whether they would prefer
a good flat in an unfriendly neighbourhood, or a less good
flat in a friendly neighbourhood, about three quarters of
them (71%) put the friendly neighbourhood as their first

priority. This finding confirms the 1importance of
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neighbourliness to the Iraqis, as most of the respondents
quoted the 1Iragi saying "Al jahr kabule al dar", which
literally means that neighbours precede the dwelling, as

was discussed earlier in Section 6.2.1.

The importance of neighbourly relations to the
residents wunder study, and the influence of negative
relationships with neighbours on their overall satisfaction
with their housing environment, seems contradicted by the
lack of significant correlation between residents' overall
satisfaction and the extent and intensity of their social
interactions, (identified by the number of families they
know by name, and the number they exchange visits with) .
However, this apparent contradiction can be interpreted as
due to cultural factors influencing attitudes toward
neighbourliness. In Iraqg social interaction is taken for
granted at the neighbourhood level, with every resident
expected to know his neighbours by name, exchange visits
with them frequently and be ready to help when help is
needed. 1In other words, a resident's relationship with
neighbours 1in Iraq has to be on a positive level for
cultural reasons (Section 6.2.1). Therefore, only when
residents in the sample could not keep their relationships
on a positive level -that is, when they developed problems

with their neighbours- did their satisfaction begin to

decline.
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HOMOGENEITY AND USERS' SATISFACTION

Among the three «case studies differences in users'
general satisfaction were found, as well as differences 1in
the percentages of residents having problems with their
neighbours. Survey data indicates that the Saydia 6 and 7
projects, both had a higher percentage of satisfied
residents than the Zayoona project. This finding could be
ascribed to the greater homogeneity among the residents of

the former projects, as empirical studies have suggested

that social compatibility is crucial for promoting
residents' satisfaction with the housing environment
(Cooper 1975, Mulvihill 1977). Homogeneity among the

residents of a housing community was seen, by the studies,
as crucial 1in developing the passive interaction between
the residents into a positive one (Gans 1967, Rosow 1961).
The findings from these studies suggest that there is a
relationship between residents' satisfaction with their
housing environment, and whether they perceive others,
living in the setting, as friendly or as similar to them.
Lansing and his colleagues suggested that social
compatibility among residents of a neighbourhood 1is the
second best predictor of their overall satisfaction, the

first being a good level of up-keep of the neighbourhood

(Lansing et.al. 1970, p.130).
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The data from the three projects studied and presented
in Chapter Six and Appendix 3, revealed that residents of
the Saydia 6 and Saydia 7 projects were fairly homogeneous
in their income, type of occupations, level of education
and stage in life cycle. Both groups could be broadly
termed low-income groups. The data also showed that
residents of the Zayoona project were relatively
heterogeneous in their income, type of occupation and level
of education, as well as in their stage in the life cycle.
They could be described as low-income and middle-income
groups. These findings suggest that, 1in Iragi housing
environments, the compatibility of the residents in terms
of social class, stage in life cycle and education could be
a crucial factor in promoting residents' satisfaction. As
shown in Chapter Four, similar conclusions were reached 1in
American studies: Dby Gans 1in his study of Levittown, by
Lansing and his colleagues 1in their study of six
residential environments in Boston, and by Clare Cooper 1n
her study of Easter Hill Village (Gans 1967; Lansing et
al., 1970; Cooper 1975). Other British and Irish studies
have elicited similar conclusions (Ellis 1977, Mulvihill

1977), as has a study in Singapore (Yeh 1974).

It has been suggested that the homogeneity of a
neighbourhood is a perceptual phenomenon; that is, it must

be perceived to exist by the inhabitants themselves. It

refers to residents' perceptions of each other in terms of
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attitudes, opinions and social characteristics (Porteous
1977) and is well expressed in the phrase: "we are all
alike in this neighbourhood". In the present study during
the survey, a relative heterogeneity in the stage in the
life cycle was noted on the level of the individual housing
unit, where an unplanned mix of adult household and family
households were grouped together. The §S.0.H. policy of
handing the flats over to their owners by lottery resulted
in an accidental amalgamation of family households with
adult-only households in the same blocks of flats.
Moreover, 1in many instances the family households had their
flats on the upper floors rather than the ground floors
where the children could have had easy access to the
outside. Complaints among the residents and even conflict
between neighbours was noted in such situations. The lack
of adequate sound 1insulation between the floors has
exacerbated the 1influence of child disturbances. It was
also noted that homogeneity in the stage of life cycle was
likely to mitigate the effects of this situation. Thus,
when two family households, living in the same wunit block
on top of each other, were asked whether they had problems
with their neighbours, they would often say that "Well,
they are noisy, but we are alike and we also have children
and are used to their noises". Another comment was "Don't
we all here have children? We have to bear with each other
in order to live peacefully". It seems that the people

interviewed tolerate the situation when they feel alike.
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This indicates that on the level of the individual housing
block in multi-family housing, homogeneity among the
households who share the block, particularly as regards
stage 1in life cycle, is an important influential factor on
social interaction and neighbourly relationships. The
aforementioned evidence emerged accidentally from
residents' replies to a question asking whether they had
problems with neighbours. As characteristics of households
in this study were investigated on the level of the estate
in general, and not on the level of the individual Dblock,
further research should be done on the level of the unit
block itself, in order to investigate further the influence
of homogeneity in the stage of life cyclé on the residents'
overall satisfaction with their housing environment. It
has been suggested in the studies carried out in the West
that social class -identified by income and education- and
stage in 1life-cycle -identified by age of adults, marital
status and age of children- are likely to be the important
indices in judging compatibility (Gans 1968, Athanasiou and
Yoghioka 1973, Porteous 1977). Education has been
suggested as perhaps the most important characteristic in
relation to residents' compatibility, as 1t affects
occupational choice, child-rearing patterns and

leisure-time preferences (Gans 1968).

402



l‘,

t ‘
ol B

f.

2wt u"' ' \

X .
"-,’! Dt e AR
iy 2 A0 G

Byt =

]
Nt wir ¥
L

>
13
« L)
%
t
N
&
“la
_%\q. '
i R ‘_'4“
e 1 ‘ ": i
B T
i %
Y
[
|\
I
Voo

3 FIG 81 The social difference in

N S
Sy

) 3

-

Lo

s

oo

the Zayoona project.

TR "zw"““‘”“;‘“‘“ G TR T OERS
) |' . .

<
i ) ‘ l “ "."::@’ : ! .‘.

FIG.8.2 The relative homogeneity of residents’ social status in the Saydia 7
and the Saydia 6 projects.



It has been suggested that positive social
relationship 1is not only influenced by residents'
perception of others in the neighbourhood as similar to
them, but is also influenced by homogeneity in mutual needs
and common motivations (Rosow 1961). At the time of the
survey, 1n the Saydia 6 project there were no shops,
daycare centres, schools or any sort of public or social
facilities on the estate, and people were therefore more
likely to need other people's help in matters relating, for
instance, to borrowing kitchen utensils, getting children
to school, getting to the shops or obtaining health care,
as well as in caring for <children or the infirm. This
homogeneity in needs and motivations among the residents in
the Saydia 6 project is likely to have contributed to the
notable lowest percentage among the three projects of
people having problems with neighbours. It has been
suggested in another study that when people move into a new
housing project and are brought together for the first
time, considerable social solidarity springs up as they
are faced with a variety of common jobs such as furniture
fixing, lawn making..etc., which may need the help of
others (Rosow 1961). However, in the case of the Saydia 6
project 1t seems that this situation continued after the
settling-in period passed, and even when the first group of
residents had been living in their flats for more than two

and a half years.
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The survey showed that there was a sense of sharing on
the level of the 1individual block of flats, which was
demonstrated in the participation of the housewives in the
block in cleaning the lobby, the staircase, the landings
and the (flat) roof. The sharing of these spaces, however,
was not always desired by the residents. As the survey
revealed, the prime reason for having problems with
neighbours was disagreement among residents on the cleaning
of the shared areas within the unit block. Here again 1in
multi-family housing, residents' homogeneity in their
perception of the value of sharing responsibility with
others, as well as in their attitudes toward cleanliness
and hygiene, seems to be an important factor in promoting
positive relationships between those who shared a block of

flats.

Previous empirical studies had suggested that in
particular housing environments, where the social life was
perceived by the residents as satisfactory, the residents'
content with their social interaction within their housing
area was sufficient to make up for the inconveniences
produced by deficiencies 1in the physical environment.
Festinger, in the Westgate housing project, concluded that:
"The adequate and satisfying social life was sufficient to
override many inconveniences. The result was a rather
happy social and psychological existence" (Festinger et al.

1950). Another study of users' reaction which was carried
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out in Singapore, a developing country where the community
suffers from shortages in housing, sub-standard housing
conditions and crowding, had emphasized even more the
attribute of social relations with neighbours as a measure
of residents' satisfaction. It suggested that
"satisfaction with housing is mainly conditioned by the
social relations with neighbours and that the view of the
immediate social situation as satisfactory in a sense makes
up for the unsatisfactory physical features of housing"
(Yeh 1974, p.41). The present sudy showed that this
suggestion seems to be aplicable in the Iragi situation, as
among the three projects, residents of the Saydia 6 project
were the most satisfied and having the least problems with
neighbours despite that their estate lacked the local

amenlities.

"PROPINQUITY" OR "PROXIMITY" AND USERS' SATISFACTION

The present study investigated social interaction on
the level of the estate 1n general, and a particular
pattern of social interaction was noticed when residents
were asked whereabouts in the project their three closest
friends lived. Their responses indicated that a great deal
of social interaction was happening among residents living
in the same block of flats rather than elsewhere on the
estate. The data from the survey showed that the highest

degree of interaction was recorded for those respondents



who had one or more of their three best friends living in
the same housing block, followed by the percentage for
those whose friends were living on the next block, opposite
block and in other locations on the estate, respectively.
This finding pointed to the influence of propinquity on

social interaction within the estates.

However, propinquity per se cannot be the determinant
of social interaction ©because if this were so, it would
have led to a higher degree of social interaction among
residents 1living on the same floor and opposite to each
other, rather than with others living in the same block but
not on the same floor. The data showed that in the three
projects only one fifth of the respondents had one of their
nearest friends 1living on the same floor, which was less
than expected 1f one considers the Iragis' attitudes
towards neighbours in addition to the physical proximity of
opposite flats 1n the walk-up blocks (Table 7.1.9). This
relatively low percentage suggests that propinquity 1is
influential in making people aware of others living nearby,
and this awareness 1is likely to flourish into friendship
when residents' compatibility prevails. In addition to
this, in 1Iraq, friendship formation among neighbours is
much influenced by culture and traditions. On the other
hand such propinquity may be disliked by residents as too
much contact is likely to have an adverse effect on people

and may produce a withdrawal reaction, so as to maintain
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privacy. The high percentage of ground floor residents
(about 80%) who had opened a door from their balcony to the
outside, and abandoned the entrance door from within the
block, seems to support this statement. Therefore, to
avoid conflict, it might be better to provide for easy

visual contact rather than too much physical closeness.

Many studies have underlined the influence of site
planning of residential environments on social interaction.
For 1instance, it has been suggested that where residences
have been laid out around courtyards; the residents are
likely to make friends with persons in the same court, and
within the court with those living physically closest to
themselves (Festinger 1950). To examine this notion a
comparison was made between the extent of social
interaction on the Saydia 7 and Zayoona projects where the
blocks were mainly laid out around courtyards, and that on
the Saydia 6 project where the blocks were laid out on
linear arrangement. It was found that on average
respondents from the Saydia 7 and the Zayoona projects knew
more families by name than did those from the Saydia 6
project. The relatively high number of acquaintanceships
enjoyed by respondents from the Saydia 7 and Zayoona
projects could be explained by the influence of the site
planning, with the blocks of flats arranged around
courtyards which permit more visual exposure, and with

residents able to see more of the others living in these
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blocks. This finding confirms Festinger's suggestion that
people 1living 1in housing which is arranged around courts
get to know other people from around the court more than

others 1living elsewhere in the housing setting (Festinger

1950).

However, when the 1intensity of social interaction
-that 1is, how many people a respondent exchanged visits
with- was compared on the three projects only 1little
varliation emerged. This suggests that the intensity of
social relationship has been influenced by other matters in
addition to the proximity and visual contacts. The courts
were not designed ©properly to cater for the needs of
different age groups of children, nor for the needs of
adults or the elderly and were, in effect, left-over spaces
between buildings. This had led to conflict between the
parties who use the courts. For instance, the noise of
children's play in the courts had caused disturbance to the
residents 1in their flats due to the lack of adequate sound
insulation in the buildings. Conflicts between children
were noticed to be transferred to conflicts between the
families. The situation was exacerbated when density of

children in the courts increased.

In relation to site planning influence, 1t has been
suggested that designs which provide a sense of sharing a

place, and facilitate passive social contacts, are likely
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to reduce anonimity and would appear to be desirable to the
residents (Mulvihill 1977). This implied that where the
dwellings are laid out around courtyards, the group of
residents who share the use of these courtyards will get to
know each other better, and the sense of sharing will
provide for more desirable social relationships among them.
However, in this study, this was not apparent in the Saydia
7 project, as the percentage of people having problems with
their neighbours was higher than in the Saydia 6 project.
The courtyards described in Section 6.3.1 were just empty
spaces of relatively large size, and the absence of any
individual detailed design made them seem lacking in
character and identity. It is unlikely that the residents
who lived around a courtyard 1in this condition would
identify with 1t and develop a feeling of sharing it with

their neighbours.

A number of Western studies have found that some
groups of people in housing developments are more likely
than others to choose their friends, on the Dbasis of
propinquity, from the immediate area of their dwellings.
For instance, low-income groups were found to be seriously
dependent on their local area as regards social interaction
(Rosow 1961, Yancy 1982). Lower-class residents were also
found to be less choosy than the middle-class when looking
for friendship, and to tend to make friends with neighbours

nearest to them (Rosow 1961, Yancy 1982). The findings
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from this study, shown in Table 8.1.7, supported these
conclusions. It was found that in the Saydia 7 and Saydia
6 projects, where the people were broadly described as
low-income groups with low percentages of car ownership,
the percentage of those who had their nearest friends 1in
their immediate locality was much higher than those having
their friends from outside the project. In the Zayoona
project, where residents were a mix of low and
middle-income groups with a higher level of car ownership,
it was found that a 1little 1less than half of the
respondents (43.9%) had none of their three best friends
from the locality. This was double the percentage in the
Saydia 7 project (21.8%) and about triple that of the

Saydia 6 project (15.2%).

These findings confirm the suggestion that low-income
groups tend to choose their friends on the basis of
propinquity, and that this factor applies in the Iraqi

context as well as in Western situations.

For the Iraqgis the relationship with one's neighbours
is quite an important feature of social life.
Neighbourliness in Iraq is a type of social interaction
which has different characteristics from friendship and
needs to be kept on a relatively positive level. Though 1t
has been suggested in other studies, of Western culture,

that as time passes and newcomers to a neighbourhood settle
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in, the effect of physical proximity will fade away and
they will look for friendship from farther away according

to homogeneity in particular factors (Gans 1967).

The data from these three projects revealed that
residents of the Saydia 6 and Saydia 7 projects, who
evinced the highest level of satisfaction with the housing
environment and had the least number of problems with their
neighbours, were more homogeneous in their socio-economic
status 1in terms of income, occupations, level of education
and stage 1in the 1life «cycle. Despite the relative
homogeneity 1in these respects between residents of the
Saydia 7 and Saydia 6 projects, a higher percentage of
residents having problems with their neighbours, as well as
a lower percentage of satisfaction, were found in the
Saydia 7 than in the Saydia 6 project. The average size of
household varied considerably between the two projects,
implying a higher child density which 1s likely to be
responsible for the higher percentage of residents having
problems with their neighbours in the Saydia 7 project when
compared with the Saydia 6 project (25.5% versus 13%).
When those respondents who had problems with their
neighbours were asked to identify them the percentage of
those who gave children's play as a reason for the problem

in Saydia 7 was one and a half times that in the Saydia 6

project.
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8.2

THE DWELLING

Findings from many studies have suggested that for
most people the dwelling is the most 1important aspect of
their immediate physical environment, as discussed 1in
Chapter Four. 1t has also been suggested that the level of
residents' satisfaction with their dwellings 1is affected
mainly by the size of the dwelling and the way it is
planned. Satisfaction was also found to be affected by the
open spaces immediately outside the dwelling. However, 1in
addition to these factors the level of satisfaction with
the current dwelling 1is affected by the 1level of the
previous dwelling experience, and how much the current one
is perceived by the residents as an improvement on the

previous.

8.2.1 RESIDENTS' ATTITUDES TOWARD THE DWELLING

To examine these suggestions and the discussion in
Section 6.2.3 about the meaning of the dwelling to the
individual head of household in Iraqg, the residents in the
sample were asked to assess their satisfaction with their
flats. A five point scale was offered for this assessment,
ranging from "liked 1t very much" to "disliked it very
much". The majority (81.4%) of the respondents had a

positive response towards their flats, where they either
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"liked it very much" or "liked it". A 1little over one
third of all the respondents (37.7%) stated that they
"liked it very much". Only a minority of respondents
(1.6%) were found to "disliked" their flats and none of the
respondents stated that they "very much disliked" them
(Table 8.2.2). It was noticed, however, that the
percentages of the level of satisfaction slightly varied
among the projects. The highest percentage of residents
who had a positive response towards their flats was
recorded in the Saydia 6 project (89.2%), higher than that
in the Saydia 7 (80%) and the Zayoona project (78.1%)

(Table 8.2.2).

Respondents were also asked to assess their
satisfaction with their current dwelling in comparison with
the previous one. They were offered three choices which
were: prefer the current dwelling, prefer the previous
dwelling, or Dboth are similar. The data showed that the
majority preferred the current dwelling (76%), whilst only
19.1% of the respondents preferred the previous dwelling,

and 4.9% of them were found to be indifferent (Table

8.2.3).

When the residents were asked, in general, to mention
the things they most liked about living in these projects,
different factors were mentioned in the answers. However,

the recorded factors mainly fell into three groups. These
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groups consisted of factors which related to (a)the
dwelling, (b)the neighbours and (c)the estate. The most
often mentioned factors were those related to the dwelling,
followed by those related to neighbours. Factors relating
to the estate came last. Those relating to the dwelling
included the ownership of the flat, and the flat design, of
which room layout 1is one aspect. Flat design covered
issues such as the easiness of cleaning and maintaining the
flats, the appreciated standards of the construction and
finishing materials wused 1in the building, and domestic
facilities such as the hot and cold water and the air
cooling system, as well as the level of privacy inside the
flat (Table 8.2.6). These responses indicated, in general,
that the emotional factors related to the dwelling came

first and practical aspects followed.

When the residents in the sample were asked what they
disliked most about living in these housing environments
the first five of the most often mentioned factors related
to the estate. In the sixth category, and of equal weight,
were unfriendly neighbours and the inadequate size of the
flat (Table 8.2.7). The latter was the main criticism in
relation to the dwelling; followed by the the room sizes,
which were perceived by the residents as 1inadequate.
Bedrooms were most often criticised in this regard. It 1s
also worth mentioning that other complaints about the

housing blocks were also recorded, as residents 1living 1in
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the five storey blocks complained about the services inside
the blocks: such as the lifts, and those who were living in
the walk-up blocks complained about the location of the

air-cooling devices on the floors above them.

In order to check these responses, residents were
asked to 1imagine that the architect would start to design
the whole residential environment again. In that
situation, they were invited to say what they most wanted
changed, and what they most wanted to be provided in their
housing environment. The majority of the suggestions
concerned the physical design of the dwelling 1itself and
the areas immediately outside it. The most often expressed
requirement wanted by almost all the respondents, was a
proper storage area to be provided in the flats, as the
flats lacked such space. The second demand was for larger
bedroom areas, particularly for those living in two bedroom
flats. A number of respondents stated that they wanted

their kitchens to be larger (Table 8.2.5).

The balcony, as the only form of private open area
provided to the residents immediately outside the dwelling,
caused many complaints and suggestions for alterations.
Complaints related to its detailed design and its location
will be further discussed in Section 8.7. The data
analysis showed that this area was often a target for

resident complaints. The respondents who had developed
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private gardens also had considerable complaints about
them, which will be discussed 1in Section 8.7 under the
heading of "The private open spaces". However, the data
analysis showed that the complaints associated with these

areas were not related to residents' satisfaction with

their dwellings.
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Table 8.2.2- RESIDENTS'

ASSESSMENT FOR THEIR CURRENT

DWELLINGS AND ESTATES.

PROJECTS

! | 1

ISAYDIA 7!SAYDIA 6!ZAYOONA
! ! !

ATTITUDE

!~ The Dwelling

1
!
!
!
1
!
!
!
!
1

!
1

1
!
-
!
1
1
|

!
1

!
]

! ! !
! ! !
! ! !
! ! !
! ! !
! ! ! !
!(l)Like it very much. ! 34,5 ' 45,7 1 35.4
! ! ]
1(2)Like it. 1 45,5 ' 43.5 ! 42.7
! ! ! !
!1(3)Neither like nor dislike it! 16.4 ' 10.8 ! 20.7
! ! !
! (4)Dislike it. ! 3.6 ! e ) 1.2
! ! ! !
1(5)Dislike it very much. e e S
! ! !
! ! !
The Estate ! ! !
—————————— ! ! !
1 (1) Like it very much. ! 36.4 ! 30.4 1 17.1
| 1 |
' (2) Like it. ! 40.0 v 43.5 ! 40.2
| 1 !
1 (3) Neither like nor dislike it! 3.6 ! 21.7 v 28.0
! ! 1 |
1(4)Dislike it. ! 18.2 ! 4.3 ' 14.7
! ! !
! (5)Dislike it very much. ! 1.8 ! - [
! ! !
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Table 8.2.3- RESIDENTS' ATTITUDE TOWARDS SATISFACTION IN

THE PREVIOUS AND CURRENT DWELLINGS AND ESTATES

! ! ! ! ! !
! PROJECTS ! SAYDIA!SAYDIA!ZAYOO-! TOTAL!
! 't 7 ! 6 ! NA ! !
! ! ! ! ! !
! ! ! ! ! !
! SATISFACTION ! g ! 5 ! S ! g !
! ! ! ! ! !
! ! ! ! ! !
!-Which dwelling is more ! ! ! ! !
! satisfying. ! ! ! ! !
g ! ! ! ! !
! ! ! ! ! !
1(l) The current dwelling. ! 74.5 ! 84,8 t 71.9 ! 76.0 !
! ! ! ! ! !
! (2) The previous dwelling. ! 25.5 ! 15.2 ! 17.1 ! 19.1 !
! ! ! ! ! !
!(3) Both are similar. ! e b e 1 11,0 1 4.9 !
! ! ! ! ! !
! ! ! ! ! !
!-Which estate is more ! ! ! ! !
! satisfying. ! ! ! ! !
R ! ! ! ! !
! ! ! ! ! !
1(l) The current estate. 1 36.4 ! 45,7 ! 30.5 ! 36.1 !
! ! ! ! ! !
'1(2) The previous estate. ! 36.4 ! 32.6 ! 50.0 ! 41.5 !
! ! ! ! ! !
!(3) Both are similar. 1 27.2 v 21.7 1 19.5 1 22.4 !
! ! ! ! !
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TYPE OF OCCUPANCY OF THE PREVIOUS DWELLING.

Table 8.2.4-

!SAYDIA 6

!SAYDIA 7

TOTAL !

!
!
!
1

ZAYOONA !

!
.

PROJECTS

No. !

!PREVIOUS DWELLING!

50.8!

!

553.6!!

150.01

93

44

147.31 23

26

!

!~Non shared.

35.51

141.31 135,411

130.91

Shared with kin.!

65

29

19

17

l3.7i

111.01!

8.7!

121.8!

Shared with

25

9

4

12

others.

|
1
|
1
I
!
|
I
|
|
|
!
!
|
!
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Table 8.2.5- DESIGN IMPROVEMENTS ON THE ESTATES AS

SUGGESTED BY THE RESIDENTS.

!
!
!
1
!
1
!
!
!

176.81
131,71
134,11
113.41

3.71
111.01

2.4

1
!
]
1

ZAYOONA
]
1
1
!

1
!
1
! .
% ! No.!
1
| !
178.31 63
126.11 26
113.01 28
119.61 11
110.91 3
2.21 9
8.71 2

|
!
|
|
!
|

No. !
36

6

9

5

1

4

!SAYDIA 6
12

161.81
120.01
125.51
9.11
3.61
7.31
116.41

|
1
!
!
!
!
!
!
1

No. !
34
11
5
2
4
9

!SAYDIA 7
14

!
1
!
!
!
!
!
1
!
!
!
1
!
1
!
!

PROJECTS
IMPROVEMENTS

spaces.

The flat.
Building layout
and services.
Site planning &
open spaces.

lities.

l-Private open
!~Supporting faci-!
!-Do not know.

! -None.

!
1
1
1
!
1
!
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
!
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
!
1
1
1

422



Table 8.2.6- ASPECTS RESIDENTS MOST LIKED ABOUT LIVING HERE.

!

l II

! PROJECT !SAYDIA 7!SAYDIA 6'ZAYOONA 11 TOTAL

! ! 1 ! [

! ! ! ! ! ! ! 1! !

! Answers !No.! % !No.! % !No.! % !! No.! 3
! ! ! ! ! ! ! I !

! ! ! ! ! ! ! 1! !
!-Ownership of the flat,! ! ! ! ! ! 1! !

! stability, security. 137 !67.3125 154,3135 142,711 97 153.0
! 1 ! 1 ! ! ! 1 !
!-Good neighbourhood, ! ! ! ! ! ! L !

! nice, friendly. 116 129.1110 121.7115 118.31! 41 122.4
! ! ! ! ! ! ! P !
!-Quietness, peacefull. ! 1 ! 1.8!18 !39.1!10 112,2!'! 29 ! .8
! ] 1 ! ! I ! 1 !
!-Planning of the flat, ! ! ! ! ! ! | !

! layout. '11 120.0:!21 '45.61!38 !'46.3!! 70 1!38.2
I 1 I | ! ! | ll !
!-Easy to clean the ! ! ! ! ! ! 11 !

! flat, tidy up. ' 7 112,70 5 110.9119 123,211 31 ! .9
| | l 1 l 1 1 ll !
!-Adequate size of flat.! 9 !16.4!-- !-~---115 118.3!! 24 113.1
! ! ! ! ! ! ! 'l !
!-Good finishing ! ! ! ! ! ! 11 !

! materials. ' 9 116.4! 5 110.9!110 !12.211 24 .1
! ! ! ! ! ! ! Ly !
!-The flat 1is cold 1in ! ! ! ! ! ! I !

! summer,warm in winter.! 3 ! 5.5! 7 115.,2! 5 ! 6.1!! 15 1 .2
! ! ! ! 1 ! 1 11 1
!-Good domestic services!l0 !18.2! 7 115,21 4 1 4,9!'1 21 1 .5
| ! ! ! 1 ! 1 1 !
!-Privacy. !5 1 9.1 9 119.6! 4 ! 4,911 18 ! 9.8
1 ! 1 ! ! ! ! 1 !
!~-Location of estate. !1 ! 1.8y 1 v 2,2114 117.1!'! 16 ! .7
! ! ! ! ! ! ! P !
!-Saftey of property & ! ! ! ! ! ! i !

1 self. 1 ¢t 1.8t 2t 4,31 5 1 6.1t 8 1 .4
! ! ! ! ! ! ! 1 !
|-Better class estate. ! - - - -7 8,51t 70 .8
1 ! 1 ! ! ! ! 11 1
!-Nothing. Y400 7.3 2 00 4,30 - -2 1160 .3
! ! ! ! ! ! ! 'l !

* The percentages can add to more than 100 because respondents
could give more than one answer.
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Table 8.2.7-

1
!
1
1
!
!
!
!
| -
!
!
!
!
!
!
!
.
!
!
| .
!
| -
!
! -
!
!
!
!
-
!
!
!
!
1
-
!
!
1
!
!
!
!
.
!
.
!

* The percentages can add to more than

ASPECTS RESIDENTS MOST DISLIKED ABOUT

LIVING HERE. *

PROJECT 1SAYDIA 7!SAYDIA 6!ZAYOONA !! TOTAL !

! ! ! 1! !

Answers INo.! % INo.! % !No.! % !! No.! % !

! ! ! ! ! ! 1! ! !

! ! ! ! ! ! 1! ! !

-Lack of shops and ! ! ! ! ! ! ! ! !
amenities. ! 6 110.9!33 171.7119 123,211 58 131.7!
! ! ! ! ! ! 1! ! !

Too much dust in summ-! ! ! ! ! ! 1! ! !
er & mud in winter. ! 2 1 3.6123 150.0!24 129,31t 49 126.8!
! ! ! ! ! ! 1y ! !

-Lack of schools. 1 6 110.9125 154.3117 120.7!! 48 126.2!
! ! ! ! ! ! i ! !

-Lack of services in ! ! ! ! ! ! 1 ! !
the blocks & flats. 12 ! 3.6! 2 !t 4,3132 139.0!! 36 !19.7!
! ! ! ! ! ! 11 ! !

Lack of greenery and ! ! ! ! ! ! 1 ! !
plantation. 1 2 ! 3,6! 5 110.9122 126.8!1! 29 115.8!
! | 1 ! t ! 1! ! !

Children play problems! 9 !16.4! 4 ! 8.7!11 113.41!! 24 113.1!
l ! 1 1 1 | 11 1 !

Social problems. 14 1 7,31 2 14,3112 114.61! 18 t 9.8!
! ! ! ! ! ! 1! ! !

Inadequate flat area. ! 4 ! 7.3! 4 ! 8.7!10 !12.21!! 18 ! 9.8!
! ! ! ! ! ! | ! !

-Far from public tran- ! ! ! ! ! ! 1! ! !
sport routes. ¢t 5 1 9,1 5 110.9! 7 !t 8.5!11 17 ! 9.3!
! ! ! ! ! ! I ! !

Too much litter,uneff-! ! ! ! ! ! 1! ! !
icient garbage system.! 6 110.9! 6 !13.0! 3 ! 3.7!! 15 ! 8.2!
! ! ! ! ! ! H ! !

-Access problems within! ! ! ! ! ! ' ! !
the block of flats. 1 8 114.5!1 - ! -= ! 5 1 6,111 13 ! 7.1!
! ! ! ! ! ! I ! !

Lack of privacy in ! ! ! ! ! ! ! ! !
private open spaces. 1 51 9.1 - ! -—— 1 5 1 6,111 10 ! 5.5!
! ! ! ! ! ! 11l ! !

Too much insects,flies! 1 ! 1.8! 8 t17.4! - ! -- 1! 9 ! 4.9!
! ! ! ! ! ! ! ! !

~-Lack of privacy in ! ! ! ! ! ! 1! ! !
flats. r 1 ! 1.8! - ! —— t 7 1 8,51t 8 ! 4.4!
! ! ! ! ! ! ! ! !

Noise. t 3 1 5.5t - I - ¢t 5 1 6,11t 8 ! 4.4!
! ! ! ! ! ! 1! ! !

Nothing. 122 140.0! 2 ! 4.3!12 114.6!! 36 !19.7!
! ! ! ! ! ! 'l ! !

could give more than one answer.

100 because respondents
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8.2.2

USERS' SATISFACTION AND DISSATISFACTION WITH THE DWELLING

It was apparent from the data of the survey that the
majority of the respondents were satisfied with their
flats. A cross-tabulation between data of residents'
attitudes toward their dwellings and their overall
satisfaction with +their housing enviromment showed a
significant correlation between the two (Table 8.2.1). A
majority of more than three quarters of those residents who
were "very satisfied" with their overall housing
enviromment also "very much liked" their flats. On the
other hand, two in every seven of those residents who were
"very dissatisfied" with their housing environment also
"disliked" their flats. This suggests that the dwelling
has a significant influence on residents' satisfaction with
their housing environment. This finding confirms those of
many other studies carried out in America, the U.K. and
Ireland (D.O.E., Db. 25, 1972, Cooper 1975, Mulvihill 1977,

Ellis 1977, Coulson 1980, D.O.E., H.D.D. 1981).

The data from the survey revealed, 1in residents’
responses to a general question about what they most liked
about 1living in the current housing environment, that in
relation to the flats they liked the layout of the flat,
the perceived easiness of cleaning the flat and maintaining

it, the good standards of construction and finishing
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materials of the flat, as well as the domestic facilities
provided in the flats such as the hot and cold water and
the built-in air-cooling system. These factors are
mentioned, here, according to their number or recurrence in
the responses. The influence of these factors on
residents' satisfaction with their dwellings has been
suggested 1in another study, where Peter Ellis (1977)
noticed that residents' satisfaction with their dwellings
was affected by the details of the design, such as the
arrangement of rooms in the dwelling and the finishing
materials -the latter being perceived by the residents as

influencing the cleaning and maintaining chores.

However, the data showed that the residents had a
number of complaints in relation to their dwellings. The
commonest complaint was about the size of the flat. This
complaint seems to be influenced by the lack of a store in
all the types of flats within the three projects, because
when the respondents were asked what they would like
provided for them if the architect started designing the
whole project again, there was a consensus of opinion among
residents of all the projects regarding certain
requirements, in addition to requirements which were
specific to the individual project. The primary demand, in
relation to the flats, was for a proper storage area in
them, as the current flats lacked such an area. It was

noted during the survey that many of the private balconies
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had been closed off to be used as a store, while the rest

were also used for storage but without alteration.

The second most frequently reported complaint about
the flats concerned the size of the rooms, and particularly
the bedrooms. The survey showed that many of the two
bedroom flats were over-populated. The two bedroom flats,
being cheaper, had been sought after by lower income people
who were often, unfortunately, ones with large families.
It was notable that the number of these families was higher
in the Saydia 7 project than in the others. Therefore, a
considerable number of the respondents found the size of
bedrooms inadequate to accommodate extra beds beyond the
number designated by the designer. The average number of
persons in a two bedroom flat in the Saydia 7, the Saydia 6
and the Zayoona projects were 7.12, 5.60 and 5.04

respectively.

In the walk-up flats only a few households in the
sample were noted, during the interviews, to have dining
furniture in their living rooms; for instance, there were 2
examples in the Saydia 7 and 2 in the Saydia 6 projects, as
well as 4 1in the Zayoona project. The majority of
households 1in the five storey blocks were noted to have
dining furniture. Nevertheless, no complaints about the
size of the 1living room were recorded. However, some of

the residents wanted their kitchen to be bigger, though the
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reason for this was not clear. It may reflect the absence
©of a store in the flat and a consequent need to keep food
substances in a dry place, or it may be because the living
room is too small to accommodate dining furniture and the

kitchen must be used instead.

Other 1less frequent complaints related to services
within the housing blocks which affected the residents of
individual flats, as, for example, the location of the
air-cooling devices in the walk-up blocks, and the problems

related to lift maintenance in the five storey blocks.

In relation to the private outdoor spaces, many of the
recorded complaints concerned the balconies. Some of the
residents in the walk-up flats suggested an increase in the
area of the Dbalcony. The reason for this was not clear,
but may have been because residents were compelled to used
the balcony for storing their household extras, or because
of the things they would like to do in them. Complaints in
relation to private gardens were also mentioned by those
who had made one; these complaints will be discussed under
the section about Private Open Spaces (8.7). However, the
number of those in the sample who had a garden was so small

that it cannot be considered a relevant factor.

Nevertheless, despite these residents' complaints, and

despite the differences in the physical characteristics of
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the flats and the relatively different social
Characteristics of the residents, a high percentage of
respondents in the three projects had a positive attitude
towards their flats with only slight variations between the
projects. This suggests that factors other than the
physical characteristics of the flats were contributing to
this result. For 1instance, the residents' perception of
the actual improvement in the current housing experience
compared with the previous one might have contributed to
the high percentages of residents' satisfaction with their
flats. By cross-checking the general characteristics of
the residents' previous housing, it was found that about
half of the residents were living in accommodation shared
either with kin or with others (Table 8.2.4). Those
respondents who previously shared their accommodation with
others generally had occupied one or two rooms in a house,
and apparently had experienced acute problems with shortage
of 1living and storage space. This situation also implied
that the household shared with the other occupants all
other spaces such as the kitchen, bathroom and toilet.
Moreover, a considerable number of the residents were
reported as having lived in sub-standard housing.
Therefore, the residents were likely to be happier 1living
autonomously 1in a dwelling, and were more likely to be
satisfied with the better standard of the current flats, in
relation to number of rooms, and the domestic facilities

such as cold and hot water and the air-cooling system
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provided for them. Many of the respondents mentioned
during the interview that: "we are better off here, having
more furniture than before, particularly the 1living room
furniture and the kitchen cupboards and equipment, because
we did not have room for them in the previous dwelling".
This finding suggests that experience of previous dwelling
is likely to influence residents' satisfaction with the
current one; when they perceive their new environment as an
improvement on the earlier one it is more likely to promote
their satisfaction with the current dwelling. A study on
residents' satisfaction done in Singapore has pointed to
similar findings, as has an American study which suggested
that when people perceive their new environment as an
improvement, it may reconcile them to deficiencies in other
aspects of the physical environment (Yeh 1974, Francescato

et al., 1975).

The ownership of the flats might be another factor
which contributed to residents' satisfaction with their
dwellings, and might have compensated for deficiencies in
the physical design of the flats. Having one's own home
implies "settling in", the association with a definite
place of one's own, as well as the security and stability
that it provides for the family. With regard to the
discussion in Section 6.2.3 about the meaning of a dwelling
for the individual head of household in Iraqgi society, and

its psychological value as a symbol of family, security and
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stability, the ownership factor is 1likely to be very
influential in promoting residents' satisfaction with their
dwellings. Another emotional factor in addition to the
perceived satisfaction of ownership is the newness of the
dwelling: being the first occupiers adds to residents'
enjoyment. Moving to a new home 1is a major event 1in
people's 1lives, and people can recall the experience a few

months or years later.

In addition to the significant influence of the
ownership of the flat on residents' satisfaction, there was
another, hidden, factor at work. This was the great
investment involved in buying the flats. At the time the
survey was carried out, three and a half years after the
first owner moved in, the price of the individual flat had
tripled. It was revealed in one of the studies that the
least satisfied residents were those who felt that their

home was a relatively bad investment (Lansing et al. 1970,

p.128).

Another factor might be the good neighbourly
relationships among the residents, as findings from other
studies suggest that residents' perception of the immediate
social situation as being satisfactory, can make up for
unsatisfactory physical features of the housing (Yeh 1974,
Gans 1967). This factor seems applicable in this study as

the majority of residents enjoyed positive social
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relationships within their estates.

Another factor which 1s 1likely to compensate for
deficiencies in the physical environment may be the level
of privacy in the dwelling, as visual privacy was found to
be important to the sample under study, as discussed 1in
Section 8.4. It might be that the "right" level of privacy
which the new dwelling provided had contributed to

residents' satisfaction.

The findings from the present study showed that
spaciousness inside the dwelling 1is favoured by the
majority of households regardless of their status.
Unfortunately, more space means more money, which the poor
cannot afford. They should at least, therefore, have space
where 1t is most wanted, which for the residents in the
sample under study was in the bedrooms. The findings also
emphasize the importance of residents' satisfaction with
the dwelling in relation to their overall satisfaction with
their housing environment, and that their satisfaction with
the dwelling 1is 1influenced by their previous housing
experience. When residents perceived the change in their
environment as an improvement, it tended to reconcile them
to the deficiencies of the physical environment in other
aspects. In other words, the findings from this study
indicate that the physical characteristics of the dwelling

design only influence residents' overall satisfaction with
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their housing environment to a degree; people will be
satisfied if the housing environment offers them other
benefits which are likely to compensate for any deficiency

in the design.

In summary, it seems from this study that other
aspects of the environment have made up for deficiencies 1in
the physical design of the flats as, for example, the
perception of the current dwelling as an improvement on the
previous one; the ownership of the dwelling; 1its value as
an investment; satisfactory social relationships; and the

degree of privacy in the dwelling.
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8.3

NOISE

It has been found in many studies that 1in the
residential envirormment noise is a major source of
complaints as described 1in Chapter 4. It has also been
underlined in the studies that the noises engendered by
children's play, and noises from neighbours in other flats,
are the major causes of complaint about noise 1in

multi-family housing.

8.3.1 RESIDENTS' ATTITUDES TOWARD NOISE

The residents in the sample were asked to assess the
noise level within their dwelling area. A scale of four
points was used for the assessment, so noise could be
described as being a '"great problem", "slight problem",
"normal" or "no problem". The majority (56.8%) 1in the
sample found noise either "normal" or "no problem". Only
15.8% of the respondents considered noise a "great
problem", with 39.9% not considering noise a problem at all
(Table 8.3.1). However, the percentages of residents'
responses varied among the projects. In the Zayoona and
the Saydia 7 projects the percentages of residents who
considered noise a "great problem" were higher than in the
Saydia 6 project; the percentage of residents who did not

consider noise a problem was also highest in the Saydia 6

project (Table 8.3.2).
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Respondents were also asked to identify the sources of
noise they were bothered by. The primary sources of noise,
as reported Dby the respondents, were children playing and
the voices of neighbours in other flats. Oof  those
residents who considered noise a problem, the levels of
complaint about the noises from other flats were almost
equal in the Saydia 7 and Saydia 6 projects (82.1% and
80.0%), and themselves were about double the level of
complaints in the Zayoona project (44.4%). 1In the Zayoona
project, it was also found that more people were bothered
with children's ©play noise than with the noise from other

flats.

In general, only a few in the sample mentioned noise
from traffic among the sources of noise which bothered them
(16.5%). Complaints about traffic noise were higher in the
Zayoona project than 1in the Saydia 7 project, and no
complaint about it was reported in the Saydia 6 project

(Table 8.3.3).
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8.3.2

USERS' SATISFACTION AND DISSATISFACTION WITH THE

LEVEL OF NOISE

The statistical analysis of the data from the present
study showed a significant correlation between residents'
general satisfaction and the level of noise (Table 7.7). A
cross-tabulation between residents' attitudes toward noise
and their overall satisfaction showed that 89.1% of people
who were "very satisfied" with their housing environment
had considered noise "not a problem" (Table 8.3.1). On the
other hand, about three quarters of those who were '"very
dissatisfied" had considered noise a '"great problem"

(71.4%) .

The data showed that the major sources of noise as
perceived by the respondents were the noises engendered by
children's play and noises from neighbours in other flats.
These factors were also found as sources of complaints in
many relevant studies elsewhere. Many of these studies, in
the U.K. (MOHLG Db.17, 1969; D.O.E., Db.21, 1970; Db.25,
1972; Db.27, 1973; Research Report 6, 1977; H.D.D., 1981;
Noble & Adams, 1968; Shankland Cox & Associates 1969 &
1977; Coulson 1980) and in America (Lansing et al. 1970;
Cooper 1975 & 1982), as well as in Ireland (Mulvihill (a) &
(b) 1977; Mulvihill & McHugh 1977), wunderlined these

sources as major causes of complaints about noise on
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housing estates, particula?ly in medium and high-density
developments. Few residents, in this study; had complaints
about other sources of noise such as the noise from
traffic. The noise of construction machines on the site
was another source of disturbance, which was mentioned by a
few respondents. However, it seems that this did not
affect their satisfaction -perhaps because they recégnised
the situation was only temporary and would cease with the

end of construction work.

Although the majority of the respondents in the sample
were satisfied with the level of noise on their estate, the
percentage of respondents who considered noise as a '"great
problem" varied among the projects, and the number of
reported complaints about different sources of noise also
differed, as mentioned in Section 8.3.1. Perhaps more
than one reason could be the cause of such variations, as
it has been suggested that the level and type of noise in
housing environments 1s 1influenced by household types,
location, and the physical characteristics of the layout
design, as well as the child density on the estate (D.O.E,
Db.22, 1971; D.O.E., Db.25, 1972; Shankland Cox &
Associates 1969 & 1977; Cooper, 1975; Coulson 1980).  The
influence of these factors will be discussed here, with the
exception of households types, as the majority in the
sample were family households, and the small number of

adult households were not sufficient to elicite a firm base

439



(a)

for discussion. Thus, the level of noise and the major
sources for it will be considered here in relation to the
area location, the layout and the child density on the

three estates.

The Location

The findings from the data analysis seem to suggest
that the location of the sites has influenced the level of
noise on the estates in two ways: that is, in relation to
noises from traffic and noises from children's play. For
instance, the Saydia 6 project is located on the outskirts
of the city and is surrounded by vacant land. It is about
400m away from the nearest major road. This location away
from major roads, together with the low percentage of car
ownership on the estate, made 1t unlikely anyone on the
estate would complain about traffic noise. The Saydia 7
project is also located on the city outskirts and has a low
percentage of car ownership on it, but on the other hand is
close to a major road. This major road abuts one side of
the site, and affects only a few of those living in its
proximity. Therefore, of the respondents who considered
noise a problem, only one 1in ten had a complaint about
noise from traffic. The Zayoona project is bounded by two
major roads. One is directly adjacent to the site, while
the other is separated from it by fifty five metres of

green-belt. The percentage of people in this project who
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complained about traffic noise was more than double that in

the Saydia 7 project.

The location of the Saydia 7 project 1is close to a
high-density low rise housing area, unlike the Saydia 6
project which is not near to any housing area. This made
the Saydia 7 area an attractive target for local children
to come and play in its spacious courtyards. Moreover, the
absence of primary and secondary schools 1in the project
compelled children from the project to attend schools in
the adjacent housing area; consequently the children made
friends with <children from that area, and tended to bring
their school friends to play on the estate. This situation
increased the child density in some of the courtyards in
the project and, therefore, increased the potential and
actual disturbance from play noise. Another impact of the
location might be noted in the Zayoona project, where the
five storey blocks are located near to the walk-up blocks
of flats on the site. The five storey blocks are accessed
by lifts, and, as lifts are not widely used in Baghdad in
public buildings which are commonly visited by children,
and are certainly not found 1in contemporary housing,
children who 1live 1in the five storey blocks envisage the
lifts as play equipment. The lifts also are a source of
tremendous attraction to children from the walk-up blocks,
who come and play with them. This situation occasionally

increases the child density in the areas around the lifts.
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(b) The Layout

The layout is discussed here on two levels: one is the
layout of the typical floor in the block of flats; that is,
the way the flats are arranged on each floor. The other is
the layout of the site, including the way the blocks of
flats are arranged on the site, the 1locations where

children play, and the detailed design of the external area

The data from the survey showed that the percentage of
complaints about noise from other flats was less in the
Zayoona than in the other two projects. In the discussion
about privacy in the dwelling in the next Section 8.4, it
was suggested that the layout of the flats on a typical
floor 1in the walk-up blocks in the Saydia 7 and the Saydia
6 projects has adversely affected aural privacy inside the
opposite flats on the floor, and that the layout of the
flats on a typical floor in the five storey blocks has had
a positive effect on aural privacy inside the opposite
flats. Thus the way the flats are arranged on a typical
floor 1in both of the housing blocks has influenced the
level of noise inside them and, therefore, the layout 1is
likely to have contributed to the higher percentages of
respondents complaining about noise from other flats in the
Saydia 7 and the Saydia 6 projects than 1in the Zayoona
project. Thus, in multi-family housing, the way the flats

are arranged within the block is likely to 1influence the
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level of noise in the flats, as well as to influence the

residents' complaints about noise.

Studies have shown that complaints related to noise
are commonest among ground floor residents (Shankland Cox &
Associates, 1967). In this study many of the ground floor
dwellers in the sample, in both types of housing blocks,
had complaints about noises from upper floors and from
children's play on access areas and on the areas
immediately outside the flats, but their number in the
sample was not sufficient to elicit solid confirmation.
It has been suggested in other studies that site planning
has an influence on residents' complaints about noise on
their estate, and in particular, the noise from children's
play outside the dwellings (Gutman 1966). The amount of
external area provided for children's play, and whether it
is proportional to the number of children in the area, as
well as the location of these play areas in relation to the
dwellings, are mainly blamed for residents' complaints
about noise from children's play (Holme & Massie 1970;
D.0.E., Db.27, 1973; Cooper & Sarkissian 1986). 1In the
Saydia 6 project the blocks of flats are 1laid out in a
linear arrangement. The designer 1intended the areas
between the blocks, among other purposes, to be used for
children's play, but without providing a detailed design
for them. He identified them merely as green areas on the

site plan, spotted with sporadic trees or shrubs and with a
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number of walkways running through them -as if grass and
scattered trees are the only answer to <children's play
needs. At the time of the survey these spaces were barren
-just voids among the masses of the housing blocks as the
site work had not yet been done- which effectively made the
whole area a children's playground. It was not in the
scope of this study to calculate the average number of
children wusing these spaces, as neither the time nor the
resources avallable to the researcher were able to cater
for 1it. VNevertheless, for the sake of the argument, if we
theoretically assume that all the children will wuse these
areas for play as the designer had assumed, then there will

be, on average, l5sqg.m for each child.

In the Saydia 7 project the blocks were mainly laid
out around courtyards, which the designer intended, among
other purposes, to be used for children's play. At the
time of the survey, the condition of these courtyards was
similar to the condition of the external areas in the
Saydia 6 project, except that the walkways through them
were paved and tarmaced. In this project courtyard
dimensions vary, as described in Chapter Six. However, two
major types can be idéntified; with 18.5sq.m for each child

in one, and 15.5 sq.m for each child in the other.

In the Zayoona project where the housing blocks are

mainly laid out around courtyards, the courts are generally
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smaller <than in the Saydia 7 project. In the areas
surrounding the five storey blocks there 1is, on average,
9.7 sq.m for each child; and in the courts amidst the
walk-up blocks there is about 13.5 sg.m for each child.
Wnere the housing blocks were arranged on the site in a
linear arrangement, the space for children's play between
two opposite Dblocks is, on average, 11.5 sg.m or less for
each child. Thus the area for each child in this project
is far 1less than in the former two projects. However,
these assumptions and calculations by no means are meant to
suggest that the more open space provided per child, the
more residents will Dbe satisfied. On the contrary, they
are intended to indicate that the designated areas of
outdoor space for <children's play are not alone a proper
predictor of residents' satisfaction, thus for each child
in the Saydia 7 project the assumed amount of external play
area was higher than 1in the Saydia 6 project -yet the
highest percentage of residents having problems with noise
from children's play, and the lowest number of residents
who were satisfied, was recorded in the former project. 1In
the three projects generally, a relatively large proportion
of the external play area outside the dwellings was
available for each child -more than the minimum area
recommended in the planning guides in other countries. For
instance, the minimum recommended area in the U.K. 1is 3
each child bedspace in housing areas where there

sq.m for

are ten or more child bedspaces (D.O.E. Circular 79/72;
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Scottish Housing Handbook 3, 1977). It seems that generous
provision of play is inadequate if the areas have nothing
in them to tempt the children to play away from the
dwellings. Thus children tended to congregate around the

base of the housing blocks.

Findings from the present study suggest that it is the
lack of proper design for the external areas around the
housing blocks, and the 1location of the play areas
immediately outside the blocks without any barrier or
buffer =zone, rather than the size of the area designated
for play, that is likely to be the reason for residents'
complaints about noise from <children's play. The study
also points to the importance of a proper detailed design
for the external areas, and particularly those contiguous
to the housing blocks. The designer should be cognizant of
its influence on residents' complaints 1including, among
other things, complaints about noise, as well as its
influence on their overall satisfaction. A German study
(cited 1in Doxiadis 1974) has found that "children gauge
their freedom not by the extent of open areas around then,
but by the liberty they have to be among things and people
that excite them and fire their imagination. Another
British study has found that when courtyards are
excessively large in size, children tend to congregate 1in
other, more intimate places such as doorways, garages,

driveways and so forth (Milton Keynes 1975).
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FIG.8.5 A design decision which caused a lot of complaints was
the lack of separation between private and public
spaces. :
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space (dwellings and private open spaces) (Newman,

1972).
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(c) Children's Density

The data from the survey showed that the child density
was relatively high on the three projects, being highest in
the Saydia 7 project and lowest in the Saydia 6 project.
The child density was 160 children/hectare (64 child/acre)
in the Saydia 7 project, 112 children/hectare (45
child/acre) in the Zayoona, and 89 children/hectare (36
child/acre) in the Saydia 6 projects. The highest child
density occured in the Saydia 7 project, which also had the
highest percentage of residents who considered the level of
noise a '"great problem". As the lowest child density was
found in the Saydia 6 project, which had the highest
percentage of residents who considered the noise level as
"no problem", the study suggests there 1s a correlation
between child density and residents' satisfaction with the
level of noise on the estate. Many recent British studies
have also suggested that child density 1n the housing
environment influences the level of residents' complaints
in relation to noise, privacy and disputes between
neighbours, as well as the level of vandalism on the estate

(Shankland Cox & Associates 1977, Willson 1977, Westminster

City Council 1980).

The number of children in housing blocks was relatively

high. The average number of children in a housing block in
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the Saydia 7 project was 43 (3.6 per household), and in the
Saydia 6 project it was 34 (2.9 per household). The number
of children in the Zayoona project ranged from 28 in the
walk-up blocks to 36 in the five storey blocks (2.4 per
household). It has been found in the studies that in
general children will always play near home, unless they
are attracted to play somewhere else (Holme and Massie,
1970; D.O.E., Db.27, 1973; Cooper & Sarkissian 1986).
Therefore the high child density within the block means a
higher percentage of children playing on the ground floors
of the blocks and on areas immediately outside them -which
is 1likely to increase the residents' complaints about the
noise level in the 1local area immediately outside the
block. Hence, the highest average number of children per
block of flats in the Saydia 7 project is likely to be the
reason for the highest percentage among the projects of
respondents considering noise as a '"great problem". This
suggests that the high child density within the block is an
important factor in relation to the noise level not only
within the individual block, but also 1in the 1local area
immediately outside it. Thus in multi-family housing the
child density per block 1s a relevant measure for

prediction of residents' satisfaction with the level of

noise in their housing environment.

It is noteworthy that the actual <child density per

block in the Zayoona project was near to that in the Saydia
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6 project, but the percentage of residents who considered
the level of noise as a "great problem" was much higher 1in
the former than in the latter project. This finding might
appear to contradict the previous statement, but an actual
observation survey may prove otherwise. It was noted
during site visits to the five storey blocks to interview
residents, and by accidental observation during the visits,
that children congregated around the 1lift areas. In
addition, the high number of complaints about abuse of
lifts and vandalism in the five storey blocks seems to
support the contention that the number of children in these
blocks is rather more than the actual number elicited from
the data of the survey. The occasional invasion of the five
storey blocks by children from the walk-up blocks wanting
to play with the lifts increases the child density within
the blocks from time to time, which 1in turn raises

residents' complaints about the level of noise.

In summary, the level of noise in this study was found
to be 1influenced by the location of the housing
development, the layout of flats within the housing blocks,
and by the child density on the estate. The influence of
site planning and the child density, as the data analysis
has shown, suggests that the way the blocks are arranged
on the site affects the local child density and thus
residents' attitudes towards the 1level of nolse on the

estate. Hence, the high child density within the block has
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an important influence on the noise level within the
individual block and in the local area immediately outside

it.

The study indicates that the layout of the estate in
relation to the provision and location of children's play
areas, as well as the landscape details and screening, is a
significant factor in residents' overall satisfaction with
the 1level of noise on their estates. It is apparent that
no particular attention had been paid to the 1issues of
child density and child play behaviour. This was due to
the designers' lack of knowledge of the characteristics of
the residents for whom they were designing, their ignorance
of the importance of the areas around the dwellings in the
residents' lives, and their lack of awareness of the
importance of children's play as a constructive factor in
their development. It might also have been due to the
designers being unaware of the link between child density
and conflicts between adults and children. In addition to
this, the cutting of the budget by the financing Authority,
and 1its concentration on spending on buildings so as to
create more dwelling units, meant that 1little money was

available for treating the spaces around the buildings.
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PRIVACY

Privacy 1in the housing setting has been defined, in
general, as freedom from social contact and observation
when these are not desired (Halmos 1952), or it is freedom
from intrusion which may be visual, aural or social. The
findings from other research, as discussed in Chapter Four,
suggested that the need for privacy varies according to
culture (Hall 1966, Altman 1975, 1Ittelson et al. 1974).
Thg meaning of privacy is also suggested to be variously
perceiyed and valued by residents according to status and
stage 1n life cycle (Willis 1963, Francescato et al. 1975,
Ittelson et al. 1974). The findings of the studies also
suggested that residents need privacy in the private areas
immediately outside the dwellings as well as inside them

(Cooper 1975, Coulson 1980).

8.4.1 RESIDENTS' ATTITUDES TOWARD PRIVACY

In this study residents' responses to privacy in the
dwelling, as well as 1in the private areas 1mmediately
outside it, were 1investigated 1in general. A general
definition for privacy was given to the respondents instead
of the word "privacy", because there is no equivalent word
in the Arabic language, (as discussed in Section 6.2.2).
The definition was given, in broad terms, as "The freedom

of personal behaviour for the household in the dwelling and
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in the private areas immediately outside it". Similar
definitions to this such as "no inhibitions on activities"
and "freedom to live one's own life" have been found in a
number of British studies, which were seeking to get a
definition for privacy from the respondents, mainly from

low-income groups, themselves (Willis 1963, Kuper 1953,

Byrom 1979).

The respondents were asked to assess the level of
privacy inside their dwellings on a three points scale.
"Too 1little"™, "about right" and "too much" are the levels
offered in the scale, plus the "do not know" option for
those who were confused and uncertain about their attitude.
The data analysis showed that the majority of the residents
in the sample were satisfied with the level of privacy
inside their flats, as 78.1% of them perceived the level of
privacy as "about right". There was, however, a
considerable percentage of residents who considered privacy
level as "too little" (17.5%) as well as a minority of only

3.8% who considered it as "too much" (Table 8.4.1).

Despite the majority of residents in the sample being
satisfied with the level of privacy inside their flats,
considerable differences were recorded among the three
projects. The highest percentage of residents' assessment
of privacy as "about right" was found in the Saydia 6

project (95.7%), followed by the Saydia 7 project (80%) and
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the Zayoona project (71.9%). The percentage of respondents
in the Zayoona project who considered the level of privacy
as "too little" was 23.2% -higher than that in the Saydia 7
(18.2%) and Saydia 6 projects (only 4.3%). The assessment
of the level of privacy inside the flats as "Too much" was
only recorded in the Zayoona project, though the percentage

was only 4.9% (Table 8.4.2).

In relation to privacy in the balconies and private
gardens, a similar scale was offered to the residents for
the assessment of the 1level of privacy in the areas
immediately outside their dwellings. The analysis of the
survey data showed that the majority of the residents in
the sample (78.7%) considered the level of privacy in these
areas as "about right", while nearly one quarter of the
respondents 1in the Saydia 7 and Zayoona projects (23.7% &
23.2%) considered the level of privacy as "too 1little";
none of the respondents had considered it as "too much"

(Table 8.4.3). However, the factors contributing to the

residents' perception of the level of privacy 1in the
private areas outside their dwellings as being "about
right", were suspicious. It seems that people had formed

such an attitude although the foundations of such a
position were not clear. 1In some cases 1t appeared to be
an expression of apathy and in others an expression of

conviction. This, will be discussed 1in the following

Section.
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Table 8.4.2- RESIDENTS'

THEIR DWELLINGS.
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CROSS-TABULATION OF "PRIVACY IN THE PRIVATE
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B.4.2 USERS' SATISFACTION AND DISSATISFACTION WITH THE LEVEL OF

PRIVACY IN THEIR HOUSING ENVIRONMENT

The statistical analysis of the data from the present
study showed a significant correlation between privacy
level and wusers' overall satisfaction: 97.8% of the
respondents who were very satisfied with their housing
environment considered the level of privacy in their flats
as "about right" (Table 8.4.1). On the other hand, 100% of
the respondents who were very dissatisfied considered the
privacy level in their flats as "too little". This finding

underlines the importance of privacy to the residents 1in

the sample. A number of studies in Western cultures on
aspects of housing environments have suggested that
privacy, in general, significantly affects residents'

satisfaction with their housing environment, and that the,
lack of privacy or the excess of it 1is one of the
underlying aspects of residents' dissatisfaction, as

described in Chapter Four.

only a few respondents -that is, 3.8% of the whole
sample- considered the privacy level "too much".
Nevertheless, they were found to be not too bothered with
it and were even generally satisfied. This could be
attributed to the individual personalities of these few

respondents as 1t has been suggested that privacy needs
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vary according to personality -i.e. introverts seem to need

it more than extroverts (Willis.<c., 1963).

The findings here, however, emphasised the importance
of privacy inside the dwelling for the residents under
study, and its influence on residents' overall satisfaction
with their housing environment. Other evidence from this
study which testified to the importance of privacy for the
residents 1s that the lack of privacy was the reason most
often quoted by those people who wished to move out of the
projects under study (Table 7.6). This finding also
coincided with the discussion in Section 6.2.2 about the

importance of privacy in dwellings in the Iragi culture.

To investigate the variations recorded among the three
projects 1in residents' assessment of the level of privacy
inside their flats, the influence of the physical design of
the three projects has to be questioned. As described 1in
Chapter Six, the investigation of the physical
characteristics of the designs of the projects revealed
certain differences among them. The influence of the
physical characteristics of the design on the privacy level
inside the flat, as perceived by the residents positively

or negatively, will be discussed in the following Section.

The data analysis has revealed a significant
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correlation between privacy 1n the areas immediately
outside the dwelling -that is, the private balconies and
gardens- and the level of residents' satisfaction (Table
8.4.4). It has been shown in the data that 95.7% of the
respondents who were very satisfied with theilir housing

environment considered the privacy level in these areas as

"about right", and 85.7% of those who were very
dissatisfied had considered the privacy 1level as "too
little". However, 1t has to be recognised here that the

respondents answered this question about the level of
privacy in their private open space regardless of its form,
whether they had a balcony, a garden or both. It was also
not clear how they made their assessments: 1if it was
according to the activities they performed 1in their
balconies, to which of those activities did their judgement
refer? Only a few used the balcony for sitting out, others
used it for drying the washing or for children's play, and
some used 1t for storage. Moreover, the physical
characteristics of the design of these areas varied with
the housing Dblocks; for instance, the characteristics of
the balcony of a typical flat in the walk-up blocks -such
as its size, shape, location and the detail design of the
railing- were different from those in the five storey
blocks. Therefore, these findings about the privacy level
in private open space need to be taken cautiously as the

responses were not sufficiently specific.
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FIG.8.9 The five storey blocks: Curtains had to be drawn most

of the time to retain privacy inside the dwelling.
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FIG.810  The walk-up blocks: The higher window sills and
the use of fly mesh screen on the whole window
promotes privacy inside the dwelling.
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PRIVACY INSIDE THE DWELLING

(a)

The influence of the physical characteristics of the
design on the privacy level inside the flat, as perceived
by the residents of each project positively or negatively,
will be discussed here in relation to: (a) the design of
the flat and 1its detail design, (b) the design of the
housing block and its detail design, and (c) the way the

housing blocks were laid out.

The Flat Design:

Comparing the designs of a typical flat in the two
types of blocks, considerable differences in the detail
design were found. For instance, 1n the walk-up blocks of
flats, the sill height of the major room windows 1in the
flats was 1.30m above the floor level, and the ground floor
level itself was 0.40m above the walkway level, which made
the sill height well above the eye sight of passers-by and
enhanced the level of privacy inside the flat. 1In the five
storey blocks, where the window sills of the ground floor
flats were only 1.0m above ground level, and the ground
floor level itself was 0.40m above the street level, the

inside of the flat was within eye sight of most passers-by.
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(b)

Another difference between the two flats was detected
in the detail of the windows. The windows of the major
rooms in the walk-up blocks had a metal fly-mesh on the
outside which had a similar effect in relation to visual
clarity as net curtains: in other words it was possible to
see out but not in. In the five storey blocks the metal
fly-mesh did not, as in the former type, cover the whole
area of the windows but only the openable parts, and
therefore was ineffectual in protecting the inside of flats
from overlooking. It has been revealed in a number of
studies that ground floor dwellers often have complaints
about privacy when neighbours and passers-by can easily
look inside their dwellings (Cooper 1975 & 1986, Mulvihill
1977, Coulson 1980). It seems that these particular
details of the flat design had promoted a greater level of
visual privacy inside flats in the walk-up blocks than 1in
the five storey blocks; this was particularly so 1in

relation to the ground floor flats.

The Design of The Housing Block:

The detailed design of the two different blocks of
flats was also investigated in relation to its influence on
the level of privacy inside the individual flats. Nolise 1s
often the principle evidence of the life of neighbours,
particularly during the early stages of residence. Gutman

(1966) has suggested that noise from other flats such as
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noises from loud entertainment equipment or inarticulate
voices, when not accompanied by more civilised forms of
communication and contact, accounts for much of the
nuisance and dissatisfaction reported by the occupants of
multi-family housing. Physical proximity with a lack of
adequate sound 1insulation are the design factors to which
complaints about sound transmission between flats in
multi-family and terrace housing are ascribed. In a
typical floor in the walk-up blocks there are two flats
only. The entrance doors of these flats are directly
opposite to each other with a landing 2.75m. wide
separating them. This physical proximity 1is likely to
affect the level of aural privacy inside the flats,
particularly as their entrance doors lacked sound
insulation. Though the noise level inside these flats was
not measured, the researcher while interviewing the
residents of such flats noticed that noise from loud
conversation or music could easily be heard from the
opposite flat. Moreover, once the main doors are open the
whole 1interior of the flats is exposed and could be easily
overlooked by residents 1in the opposite flat. During
interviews with respondents who live in the five storey
blocks where the distance between the opposite flats on a
floor 1is 5.75m -about double the distance in the walk-up
blocks- the researcher noted that noises from the opposite
flat could hardly be heard. The investigation about the

pattern of social interaction within the projects under
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study, as discussed in Section 8.1.2, had revealed that
some respondents had their nearest friends living in the
same block of flats, but not much of the social interaction
turned out to be between those who lived on the same floor
and were physically nearest to each other. As discussed
earlier, the physical proximity of the opposite flats, due
to the design of the walk-up blocks (the most commonly used
type of housing block in these projects), might be the
cause of this pattern of social interaction. The large
number of residents of ground floor flats in the walk-up
blocks (80%) who opened a door from their balconies to the
outside, and used this door as a substitute for the main
entrance door from within the block, 1is 1likely to be a
reaction against such proximity between the opposite flats
and might be taken as further evidence that such proximity
is undesirable -particularly as in the five storey blocks
none in the sample were found to have made a doorway from
their Dbalcony. This pattern seems to indicate that too
much contact and too much exposure of information about the
self to others are likely to result in self-withdrawal, 1if
not conflicts with neighbours. In other words such
proximity is likely to negatively affect social privacy.
Therefore, this finding indicates that designers need to be

cognizant in their designs of the undesirablity of too much

contact.

The site visits and the survey data showed that in the
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walk-up blocks a considerable number of residents 1in the
ground floor flats had opened a door from their balcony to
the outside. This was used as a direct exit to the outside
as well as to the private back gardens when the residents
had made these. Residents were often found to use these
doors as the main entrance to their flats, and the balcony
as an entrance porch, abandoning the original main entrance
from within the block. The residents might have made this
alteration for privacy reason, as the lack of space between
the entrance door and the beginning of the staircase
abutting 1t 1in the lobby was adversely affecting privacy
level in the flats. Household's need for autonomy; that 1is
to be more private by not sharing an entrance hall with
other residents of the block, could also be met by using
the balcony as an entrance porch. The many complaints
recorded during the survey about the cleaning of the shared
access areas and the abuse of it by young children who play

there, indicate that this is an unpopular area within the

housing blocks.

Another feature to be investigated in the design of

the multi-family housing blocks was the party wall between

adjacent flats, as it has been suggested that the lack of

adequate sound insulation in the party walls in
multi-family housing negatively affects privacy 1in adjacent
flats (Gutman 1966) . In the walk-up blocks, when two unit

blocks were joined together on the site, adequate sound
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insulation was used in the party wall between the adjacent
flats. 1In the five storey blocks there was no party wall
between the flats on the same floor, as the floor has a "T
Shape" form with each flat on a different side; 1in
addition, the wunit blocks were used individually on the
site and not combined with others. Therefore, the
situation in relation to noise from adjacent flats was
similar in both types of blocks, with no noise from the
adjacent flat detected by the researcher during the

interviews which took place in them.

Investigating physical differences 1in the detail
designs of the two types of blocks, no difference was found
between the detail of the floors in them, as both lacked

any sound insulation in them.

Findings from studies made in Western cultures showed
that in multi-family housing noise from other flats and
from children's play is a major reason for residents'
complaints (D.O.E., Db.25, 1972; Cooper 1975; Mulvihill
1977) . In this study, though aural privacy was not
specifically investigated, complaints about noise from the
respondents in the sample were recorded which were
associated with noise from children's play and the noise
from other flats. As discussed in Section 7.3, the
percentages of these complaints about noise from other

flats were found in the Saydia 7 and the Saydia 6 projects
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to be higher than that found in the Zayoona project. These
findings suggest that the physical design of the five

storey blocks promoted a higher level of aural privacy 1in

the flats than that of the walk-up blocks.

It Sseems here that the aforementioned physical
characteristics of the flat design had participated in
promoting a high level of visual privacy inside the flats
of the walk-up blocks compared with those 1in the five
storey blocks. On the other hand, the physical
characteristics of the block design of the five storey
blocks had positively influenced the level of aural privacy
in the flats, wunlike the design of the walk-up blocks.
Thus these findings underline the influence of the physical
characteristics of the flat design, as well as the design
of the individual block, on the residents' perception of
the level of privacy; and that is their detailed design in
particular which 1is likely to affect the level of privacy

inside the flats.

These complaints about noises from other flats, though
existing in the current study, seem not to have
significantly affected the residents' satisfaction with the
privacy level 1in their housing environment, as where the
majority of residents of the three projects were found to
be generally satisfied with the level of privacy inside

their flats. Residents might have been influenced in this
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F|G.8.12 Passage area between opposite
flats.
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FIG.8.13 The walk-up blocks.
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(c)

by their previous housing experience, as most of them had
shared their dwelling with others and many of them had
lived in overcrowded housing where noise and child
disturbance were normal occurrence. Francescato and his
colleagues suggested that privacy needs are determined by
eXpectations, by comparing the existing situation with

previous experiences (Francescato et al., 1975).

The Layout Design:

The physical characteristics of the layout design in
relation to privacy inside the flats were investigated 1in
the three projects 1in terms of the arrangement of the
blocks of flats on the site and the distances between the
blocks. The investigation has revealed differences between
the projects 1in these physical characteristics 1in the
spatial arrangement and the way the housing blocks were
arranged on the sites (Fig 6.2 & 6.16 & 6.30). The housing
blocks in the Saydia 7 and the Zayoona projects were
arranged around courtyards, whilst they were arranged in a
linear manner on the site of the Saydia 6 project. The
inter-block distance, which helped to enhance the level of
privacy between the opposite blocks, was 26m (86 feet), on
average, in the Saydia 6 project, and the shortest distance
between opposite blocks was 22m (73 feet) in the Saydia 7

project. In the Zayoona project the inter-block distances
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varied, from 32m (106 feet) on average amidst the five
storey blocks, whilst amidst the walk-up blocks it was 13,
15, 19 and 22m. (43, 50, 63, 73 feet). The courtyards 1in
the Saydia 7 project tended to be large. 1In general, the
average size of a courtyard in the Zayoona project was
smaller than that in the Saydia 7 project. It seems from
this study that it is not only the way the housing blocks
are arranged that matters in relation to residents'
privacy, but the inter-block distances, as the percentage
of people who considered privacy level as "about right" in
the Saydia 6 project was higher than those in the Saydia 7
and the Zayoona projects. However, comparing the two
latter projects, about one quarter of the respondents in
the Zayoona project considered their privacy 1level
inadequate, which was more than that 1in the Saydia 7
project where the percentage was about one fifth. This
result indicates that the inter-block distances and the
courtyard sizes, which were larger in the Saydia 7 than in
the Zayoona project, are 1likely to have influenced the
degree of residents' satisfaction with the privacy level.
The influence of the size of the courtyards on privacy has
been indicated 1in other studies in America, the U.K and
Ireland (Cooper 1975, Milton Keynes 1975, Mulvihill 1977).

Clare Cooper in her study of Easter Hill Village 1in

California, found that people facing onto a street were

likely to be more satisfied with their housing environment

than those facing directly onto a small courtyard, Dbecause
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the layout affected the privacy of those who lived around
the court and 1led to irritation and conflicts amongst
residents. Another study of Milton Keynes New Town has
also indicated that dwellings around a courtyard have less
privacy than dwellings on a street. It also indicated that
when the size of the courtyard was 1400-2970sg.m, about 803
of the residents were satisfied, whilst when the courtyards
size was reduced to 1300 sg.m the residents' satisfaction
dropped to 55%. On the other hand, it has also been found
in Milton Keynes, that an excessively large size courtyard
was not appreciated by the residents (Cooper & Sarkissian

1986, p.1l21).

The findings from this study indicated that
satisfaction with privacy among those residents who live in
housing blocks arranged on the site in a linear form 1s
likely to be higher than among those which their housing
blocks arranged around courtyards. The size of the
courtyards also had some effect on residents' satisfaction
as it affected the privacy level of the housing blocks
around them. Thus, these findings emphasize the importance
and the influence of both site planning and the detailed

design of the physical elements of the built environment on

peoples' lives.

To summarize the findings from this study in relation

to privacy, 1t seems that the significant correlation
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between residents' satisfaction and their perception of the
level of privacy inside their flats as "about right" 1is
likely to be due to the high value placed on visual privacy
in the dwellings. Aural and social forms of privacy did
not seem to have a crucial influence on residents' overall
satisfaction, despite there being indications of residents'
having complaints about them, as discussed earlier. It
also seems that the "right" level of visual privacy, as
perceived by the residents, has compensated for the lack in
aural privacy both in terms of residents' satisfaction with
privacy inside the flat, and of their overall satisfaction

with their housing environment.

The findings underline the influence of the physical
characteristics of the design of the flat itself, the
individual housing block, and the layout of the Dblocks on
the site, on the residents' perception of the level of
privacy in their housing environment. The findings also
indicated that when the housing blocks were arranged around
courtyards, the size of the courtyards was a factor in

residents' general satisfaction with the level of visual

privacy.
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PRIVACY IN THE PRIVATE OPEN SPACES IMMEDIATELY OUTSIDE

THE DWELLING

(a) The Balcony

The designers had opted to provide balconies as a
private open space for all the flats in both types of
housing block, including the ground floor flats. 1In the
five storey blocks the designer provided additional
semi-open space in the flats, which has been termed
"outdoor living" space and "kitchen yard". It was notable,
at the time of the survey, that a considerable number of
alterations had been made to the Dbalconies and the
semi-open spaces, as has been discussed in Chapter 6. The
data from the survey revealed different usage patterns for
these areas than those intended for them by the designers,

which will be further discussed in Section 8.7.

The data analysis showed that the majority of the
residents @ considered the 1level of privacy in their
balconies as "about right". However, this finding has to
be regarded cautiously as residents gave their assessment
about the 1level of privacy on their balcony even 1f they
had closed 1t off. Moreover, they also gave their
assessment regardless of what they were using their balcony

for: for 1instance those who were using it for sitting out
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might need a different level of privacy than those who used
it for storing extra household goods. It has been
suggested, 1in relation to privacy in private open spaces,
that the variations in demand for privacy are very much
related to the type of activities to be performed within
them (Cook 1969). 1In addition to these factors, there were
considerable differences between the physical
characteristics of the design of the balconies after the
alterations took place, as well as the differences already
existing between balconies in the walk-up blocks and the
five storey blocks. Moreover, some of the ground floor
dwellers who had a private garden outside their balcony had
better privacy protection for their balconies than those
who did not. Further research 1is therefore needed to
sample out the types of Dbalconies according to their
physical differences, and according to a list of uses based
on the findings of this study. This will allow the
activities being performed to be correlated with the
residents' assessment of the privacy 1level 1in their
balconies. A sample including ground floor flats only

should also be investigated to find out residents' reaction

towards privacy in their balconies.

Another alteration in the balconies of ground floor
flats of the walk-up blocks was particularly noted in the
Saydia 6 project, where all the balconies were changed

during the implementation process by the Housing Authority.
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(b)

Steel-bar screens were installed to close them off for
reason of safety and privacy, as has been described in
Chapter Six. This action of the Housing Authority
explicitly demonstrated that the designer's intention did

not coincide with the residents' needs.

The Private Garden

During site visits at the time of survey, it was
interesting to note a number of private gardens -despite
the fact that private gardens had not been intended by the
designers of the projects. They had developed as
post-occupancy alterations 1initiated by the residents
themselves, as described in Chapter Six. For various
reasons some of the ground floor dwellers felt the need to
do something about the arid public land immediately outside
their flats. Therefore, they fenced off a part of the land
immediately abutting their flats at the back and/or the
front. These "gardens" areas varied in their condition:
different types of fencing had been used, and some had been
planted and some had not, but in general they were in a
poor state. wWwhen those residents in the sample who had
made a garden were asked what they used their garden for,
slightly less than half of them said that they did not use
it for any activity, and that they only made it to provide
a barrier to keep people at distant (Section 8.7).

Therefore, it seems that many of the ground floor dwellers,
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despite the prohibition of making private gardens by the
Housing Authority, felt the need and urgency to demarcate
these areas abutting their flats so as to protect their
privacy 1inside their flats, and to express their need for
dominating and defending their territory inside and
immediately outside their dwellings by differentiating
between what is private and what is public. Gardens were
noted at the front as well as at the back of the flats,
though back gardens, adjacent to the private balcony, were
far more common than front gardens. 1In fact, none of the
residents had a front garden only, although some only had
back gardens. This situation suggests that the barrier at
the back seems to be more important for the people under
study. It was a barrier between private open space (the
balcony) and public spaces, whether road,  walkway or

courtyard.

Those ground floor dwellers who had a garden were
asked to assess the privacy level in it. Only one in the
sample of the Saydia 6 project, and one in the Zayoona
project, said they were satisfied, whilst all the remainder
of the sample said they were dissatisfied (Section 8.7).
Moreover, when those residents who had a garden were asked
to state any problem they had with their gardens, all of
them without exception said that they wanted it to be
fenced off. This kind of response was not unexpected

because in general private gardens elsewhere in Baghdad
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have a high wall around them. Nevertheless, it has been
suggested elsewhere that fencing of private open spaces 1is
crucial, particularly if the area abuts a public space.
Clare Cooper and Sarkissian (1986) suggested that screening
should be provided where private activities are likely to
occur, and to delimit private from communal open space; in
their argument they quoted Zeisel and Griffin who also
suggest that "delimitation 1is specially necessary where
private open spaces abut onto communal landscaped areas"

(Zeisel & Griffin 1975).

The findings of this study in relation to privacy in
the private areas outside the dwellings need to be taken
cautiously as the responses were not sufficiently specific.
It was not always possible to distinguilsh the foundation
for their assessment. Many of the balconies were altered
by the residents 1in order to cater for their needs, and
they were found to have a different usage pattern for their
palconies, therefore, it was not clear to which activity
they were referring in their responses to the privacy level
in their private open spaces, and what was the physical
characteristics in the design that might be responsible for
that assessment. Therefore, further investigation is
necessary in another study. This should sample out the
types of private open space according to their physical
differences, and establish types of activity based on a

1ist of those which were found from this study to be
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8.5 THE APPEARANCE OF THE HOUSING ESTATE

The findings from many surveys carried out in the
Western countries have tended to show that the "appearance"
of the housing area is a major factor influencing users'
overall satisfaction with their housing environment
(Chapter Four). These studies suggest that people feel

mors satisfied if they perceive their estate as attractive.

8.5.1 RESIDENTS' ATTITUDE TOWARDS THE APPEARANCE OF THEIR

HOUSING ESTATE

The residents in the sample under study were asked to
assess the quality of the appearance of their estate. A

five points scale was used for the assessment, ranging from

"very attractive" to "very unattractive". The majority in
the three projects found the ‘'"appearance" either very
attractive or attractive. These represent 72.8% in the

Saydia 7, 91.3% in the Saydia 6 and 76.9% 1in the Zayoona
project (Table 8.5.2). The percentage of those who
considered their estate appearance as unattractive was
relatively 1low, with the highest percentage recorded in
the Saydia 7 project (14.5%). "Very unattractive" was only

recorded in the Zayoona project (7.2%).

Residents were also asked their opinions on the
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appearance of the housing blocks on their estates. A
question was offered with one of three options for an
answer: did they prefer the buildings to look alike, or to
look different, or were they indifferent to the appearance.
The percentage of those who preferred the housing blocks to
look alike was double the figure of those who preferred
them to look different (64.5% versus 31.1%). The remaining
4.4% were passive 1in their responses, saying they felt

indifferent about it or did not know (Table 8.5.3).

The respondents in the sample were asked 1in another
question 1f they considered some parts of their estates to
be better than others. The data from the survey showed
that similar percentages of the respondents in the Saydia 7
and Saydia 6 projects (40.0 and 37.0% respectively) said
"yes", while the percentage of respondents in the Zayoona
project who gave this answer was 78.1%, which is about

double those at the former projects, as shown 1in Table

8.5.4.

The respondents who considered some parts of their
estates as better than others were then asked to mention
where these parts were, and what advantageous
characteristics they had. The answers presented in Table
8.5.5 showed that a considerable percentage of respondents
in the three projects considered a location near to the

schools, public transport or other services as an
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advantage. Spaciousness and quietness were also mentioned
by a large number of respondents. Better appearance and
design of some parts of the estates were the major factors
mentioned by the respondents in the Zayoona project as the
reason for considering these parts better than the others.
65.6% of the respondents in Zayoona mentioned this, while
very few respondents in the Saydia 7 and 6 projects

mentioned the appearance or the design of the buildings.
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Table 8.5.1- CROSS-TABULATION OF "DO YOU LIKE THE APPEARANCE

OF THE ESTATE"

BY "GENERAL SATISFACTION"

!

!
!
!
!
!
!
!
!
!
!
!
!
!
!
!
!
!
!
!
!
!
!
!
!
!
!

COUNT !

ROW PCT ! APPEARANCE

COL PCT !

TOT PCT ! ! ! 1 1

!V.att- !Attrac-!Neither!Unatt- !V.unatt!
! !ractive! tive ! lractivelractive!
ISATISFAC. 1 12 13 14 !5
! ! ! ! ! !
1l1.V.satisfied ! 28 ! 17 1! !
! ! 60.9 ! 37.0 ! 2.2 ! !
! ! 50.0 ! 19.1 1! 4,3 ! !
! 1 15.3 ! 9.3 ! .5 ! !
! ! ! ! ! !
12.S5atisfied ! 21 ! 37 ! 11 ! 4 1
! ! 28.8 ¢ 50.7 ! 15.1 ! 5.5 !
! ' 37.5 t 41.6 ! 47.8 ' 28.6 !
! ' 11.5 ¢t 20.2 ! 6.0 ! 2.2 !
! ! ! ! ! !
!3.Indifferent ! 6 ! 21 ! 5 ! 1!
! 1 18.2 ! 63.6 ' 15.2 ! 3.0 !
! r 10.7 ! 23.6 ' 21.7 ! 7.1 !
! ! 3.3 ¢t 11.5 ! 2.7 ! .5 !
! ! ! ! ! !
!4 .Dissatisfied! ! 12 ! 4 1 8 !
! ! ! 50.0 ! 16.7 ! 33.3 !
! ! 1 13.5 ¢ 17.4 ' 57.1 !
! ! ! 6.6 ! 2.2 ! 4.4 !
! ! ! ! ! !
15.Very ! 1! 2 ! 2 ! 1! 1
! dissatisfied ! 14.3 ! 28.6 ! 28.6 ! 14.3 ! 14.3
! ! 1.8 ! 2.2 ! 8.7 ! 7.1 ! 100.0
! ! .5 ! 1.1 ! 1.1 ! .5 ! .5
! ! ! ! ! !
COLUMN 56 89 23 14 1
TOTAL 30.6 48.6 12.6 7.7 .5

ROW
TOTAL

46
25.1

73
39.9

33
18.0

24
13.1

183
100.0
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Table 8.5.2- RESIDENTS' ATTITUDE TOWARDS THE APPEARANCE

OF THE ESTATE.

! ! ! !

PROJECTS !SAYDIA 7!SAYDIA 6!ZAYOONA !

! ! ! !

! ! ! !

ATTITUDE ! % ! < ! % !

! ! ! !

! ! ! !

-Very attractive !27.3 Y 26.1 1 35.4 !
! ! ! !

-Attractive ! 45,5 ! 65.2 ' 41.5 !
! ! ! !

-Neither attractive nor ! ! ! !
unattractive 1 12,7 ! 2.2 ! 13.5 !
! ! ! !

-Unattractive ! 14.5 ! 6.5 ! 2.4 !
! ! ! !

-Very unattractive I ~—= ! 7.2 1!
! ! ! !

Table 8.5.3-~ RESIDENTS'

ATTITUDE TOWARDS THE APPEARANCE

OF THE HOUSING BILOCKS.

(Do you prefer all the blocks to look the same or different?)

!TOTAL!

! !
PROJECTS I1SAYDIA 7 !SAYDIA 6 ! ZAYOONA !
! ! ! 1l
! ! ! ! ! ! 1
ATTITUDE ! No.! % 1 No.! % ! No.! $ ' %
! ! ! ! ! ! 1
! ! ! ! ! ! [
- The same. 1 38 169.1! 36 !78.3! 44 !53.6!164.5
! ! ! ! ! ! 11
- Different. 1 14 122.5! 10 !121.7! 33 '40.3!131.1
! ! ! ! ! ! 1
- Indifferent. ! 2 ! 3.6! -~ 1 -t 4 ' 4,911 3.3
! ! ! ! ! ! '
- Don't know. ! 11 1.8 —— ! -— ! 1 ! 1.2!!t 1.1
! ! ! ! ! ! P

!
!
!
!
!
!
!
!
!
!
!
!
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Table 8.5.4- DO YOU CONSIDER SOME PARTS OF THE ESTATE BETTER
THAN OTHERS?

! 1 1 1 ]
i PROJECTS ! SAYDIA 7 ! SAYDIA 6 ! ZAYOONA !
! ! ! ! !
! ! ! ! ! ! ! !
! ANSWERS ! No. ! & ! No. ! % ! No. ! % !
! ! ! ! ! ! ! !
! ! ! ! ! ! ! !
!- Yes ! 22 1 40.0! 17 ! 37.0! 64 ! 78.1!
! ! ! ! ! ! ! !
!- No ! 28 ! 50.9! 28 ! 60.9! 17 ! 20.7!
! ! ! ! ! ! ! !
!- Don't know !5 !t 9,1t 1 ¢t 2,1t 1 ¢t 1.,2!
! ! ! ! !

! ! !

Table 8.5.5- IF YOUR ANSWER TO THE ABOVE QUESTION WAS "YES",
WHICH PARTS ARE BETTER AND WHY?*

! | 1 1 !
! PROJECTS ! SAYDIA 7 ! SAYDIA 6 ! ZAYOONA !
1 1 ! | 1
! ! ! ! !
! Number in sample ! 22 ! 17 ! 64 !
e [P e e mmm e bmmm e !
! ! ! ! ! ! ! !
! ANSWERS ! No. ! 3 ! No. ! 3 ! No. ! % !
! ! ! ! ! ! ! !
! ! ! ! ! ! ! !
| -Near schools,services.! 4 ! 18.2! 5 I 29.,4!' 22 | 34.4!
! ! ! ! ! ! ! !
!-Near public transport.! 3 ! 13.6! 7 ! 41.1! 20 ! 31.2!
! ! ! ! ! ! ! !
!-More spacious. 1 8 ! 36.4! 10 ! 58.8! 16 ! 25.0!
! ! ! ! ! ! ! !
!-Quiteness & privacy. ! 9 ! 40.9¢t 2 ! 11.8!Y 5 ! 7.8!
! ! ! ! ! ! ! !
!-Better design and ! ! ! ! ! ! !
! appearance. 1 3 ! 13.6! 2 ! 11.8! 42 ! 65.6!
! ! ! ! ! ! ! !
| -Better class neighbors! 3 ! 13.6! - ! --- 1! 3 1 4,71
! ! ! ! ! ! ! !
! -Fewer children. | L 5 ll.8% - : - !
] ! ! ! ! ! !
!-Safer for children. 111 4.5 - b - b b

| |

1 | ! ! | !

;The percentages can add to more than 100 because respondents
could give more than one answer.
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8.5.2

USERS' SATISFACTION AND DISSATISFACTION WITH THE

APPEARANCE OF THEIR HOUSING ESTATE

The analysis of the data from the survey showed that
satisfaction with the appearance of their housing estate 1is
significant to residents. Residents' opinions on the
appearance of the estate were found to have a fairly close
correlation with their overall satisfaction with the
housing environment (Table 7.7). It was also found that
97.9% of those residents who were very satisfied or
satisfied with their housing environment have assessed the
appearance of their estate as very attractive or
attractive, and 28.6% of the very dissatisfied respondents
have considered their estate as very unattractive or
unattractive (Table 8.5.1). This finding about the
significance of the "appearance" to residents, coincides
with the findings from other studies undertaken in Western
cultures: in America, Britain and Ireland (Cooper 1975 &

1982, D.O.E., Db.25 1972, Coulson 1980, Mulvihill 1977).

In judging the appearance of their housing
environment, people wusually describe it positively as
attractive and desirable, or negatively as "slum". There
are no tangible characteristics in a housing environment
which would promote residents' satisfaction with 1its

appearance. However, the findings from a number of studies
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have suggested that the "spaciousness" or "openness" of an
estate, the ©pleasantness of the environment it provides
(including adequate level of up-keep), and whether it is
"interesting", are factors often associated positively with
residents' perception of the "appearance" as attractive

(D.O.E., Db.25, 1972, Cooper 1975 & 1982, Coulson 1980,

Lansing et al. 1970).

"Spaciousness" in the housing areas, defined as the
lack of spatial enclosure in front of the group of housing
in the neighbourhood (Lansing & Marans 1969), was also
found in this study to be a major factor in promoting a
high 1level of satisfaction with the appearance. This
applied both when residents viewed the housing blocks from
the outside, and when they viewed the estate and housing
blocks from their own windows. The majority of people in
the sample liked the open and long views (see Section 8.8).

As a sense of "spaciousness" is linked to the proportional
relationship between the height of the housing blocks and
the shortest horizontal distance between them, 1t can be
influenced by the relationship of building height to street
width and set backs, and by the number and size of trees,
fences and screens on the street or in the open space
abutting the building. At the time the survey was carried
out, the external spaces in the projects were barren, with
no planting and no fences or screens, except in those

relatively few 1instances where private gardens had been
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Created by the residents. Thus the most effective element
in creating enclosure and influencing the feeling of
"spaciousness" was the ratio between the blocks' heights
and the width between them. This ratio was analysed for
the different projects under study. With the Dblocks
arranged around courtyards, the ratio ranged from 1:2 to
1:4 in the Saydia 7 project, whilst in the Zayoona project
it was mainly 1:2. In the Saydia 6 project, with a linear
arrangement of blocks, the ratio ranged from 1:2.5 to 1:3.
In all cases it could not be considered as engendering a
feeling of being cramped or imprisoned; on the contrary, it
promoted a feeling of comfort within the enclosures. It is
known from empirical studies on the size and proportion of
"comfortable" external spaces that the external enclosure
is most comfortable when the height of its walls 1is one
half or one third of the width of the space enclosed; if
this ratio falls below one fourth, the space 1is hardly
perceived as enclosed. If the height of walls is greater
than the width, then the space comes to resemble a trench
or pit and people feel limited and cramped within that area

(Lynch 1971, p.194 ).

"Pleasantness", and whether the surroundings are
interesting or dull, are other aspects which have been
suggested as promoting satisfaction with the appearance of
a housing environment. Pleasantness has been defined as

the level of satisfaction the environment represents to the
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viewer (Lansing & Marans 1969). Pleasantness concerns: (a)
the architectural characteristics which embrace the
"richness" or dullness of dwelling appearance, the
appearance of the approach to the dwelling, and the spatial
character created by the buildings; as well as (b) the
spatial characteristics which contribute to spatial
enclosure and are therefore influenced both by planting
quality and variation in topography; and (c) the 1level of
maintenance. For the surroundings to be perceived as
"interesting", a variation in these <characteristics 1is
implied which sustains the residents' 1interest. It
includes variation in architectural design, in plantation,

topography and in spatial character.

The majority of respondents who lived in the Saydia 7
and the Saydia 6 projects liked the appearance of their
estates and none of them considered them "very
unattractive", whilst some respondents in the Zayoona

project (7.2%) considered the appearance of their estate as

"yery unattractive".

Analysing residents' responses regarding some parts of
their residential environment being better than others, the
respondents in the Saydia 7 and the Saydia 6 projects
appeared to base their judgement on practical benefits and
not on aesthetic grounds, as the "better" locations they

identified were on the periphery of the site or nearer to
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public transportation and schools. The respondents in the
Zayoona project, however, mentioned the five storey blocks
as looking better than the walk-up blocks, and thus
appeared to base their judgement on aesthetic values
related to the architectural characteristics, as well as on
practical grounds. On this project two thirds of the
residents (65.6%) said that the five storey blocks had a
better appearance and better design, and thus looked more
attractive, than the walk-up blocks (Table 8.5.5). In the
Saydia 7 and Saydia 6 projects, where all the housing
blocks are similar, being three storey walk-up blocks, only
one respondent in eight mentioned the appearance or the
design of these blocks as a reason for preferring certain
parts of the estate, and these respondents were mostly
referring to particular buildings where better quality

materials such as flooring tiles or doors were employed.

It seems 1in these case studies that residents'
opinions about the appearance of their housing environment
were mainly influenced by the architecture of the housing
blocks, and by their previous experience. This could be
due to the fact that multi-family housing in Iraq is a new
phenomenon and people lack knowledge about the range of
possible architectural solutions to this form of housing.
Therefore, when they experienced the "better" appearance of
the five storey blocks on their estate (the Zayoona

project), the residents were able to make a qualitative
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assessment of the appearance of the housing blocks
generally. However, this remains to be established.
Another study has also suggested that residents' judgement
of the "appearance" of their environment may be 1influenced

by their previous living experiences, their knowledge and

imagination (Francescato et al, 1975).

It has been suggested in other studies that class
differences relating to income and level of education
influence residents' attitudes towards the appearance of
their environment (Lansing & Marans 1969, Goodchild 1974,
Cooper 1975). It could not be established here whether
such a factor might be influencing responses, and further
investigation in this area 1is required. Clare Cooper
(1983), 1in her 1introduction to guidelines for designers
about residents' views in relation to the aesthetics of the
external environment, has suggested that the perception of
different standards of housing on one estate, particularly
in relation to appearance of the dwellings, fosters a
feeling of envy amongst the residents and therefore should
be avoided, as it decreases the possibility of feeling

satisfied with their housing environment.

The current unfinished condition of the external areas
in the three projects under study meant that no further
investigation was possible regarding people's perception of

the "pleasantness” or interest of their external
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environments. The up-keep of the estate -that 1s, whether
1t was well maintained and kept clean and tidy- could also
not be assessed. In many American studies and in the U.K.
this factor was found to be crucial to people's perception
of the appearance of the estate, and a fundamental factor
in residents' satisfaction with their housing environment.
In this study it could not be 1investigated because the
residents considered the present state of their estates to
be only interim. Although the cleanliness and 1litter of
the external spaces were mentioned by some respondents as
contributing to their opinions on the view from their
living room windows (Section 8.8), they were not mentioned
as factors affecting the appearance of the estates. This
indicates that the immediate environ of the housing
mattered the residents more, in relation to these aspects,
than that of the estate in general. These aspects should
be investigated when all the site works on the projects are

finished.

However, at this stage the findings would seem to
suggest that residents' attitudes towards the appearance of
their estate are influenced by the knowledge they bring
from their previous experiences and by their 1magination.
The study also suggests that designers of the housing
environment should be wary of introducing different
standards of housing on the same estate, as this is likely

to reduce residents' satisfaction with their own housing.
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CHILDREN'S PLAY

A considerable part of the questionnaire was devoted
to questions regarding children's play on the estate. This
reflects the fact that, in multi-family housing, children
are by far the greatest exploiters of outdoor public spaces
and, as many studies on housing have found, problems
associated with children's play are the most frequent
source of complaints by residents (as described in Chapter
Four). The importance of catering for children's play has
already been mentioned 1in Chapter Two of this study, and
the situation with regard to children's play 1in 1Irag has

been described in Section 6.2.4.

8.6.1 RESIDENTS' ATTITUDE TOWARDS CHILDREN'S PLAY

First, a general question aiming to assess the
residents' views on children's play was directed to all the
respondents in the sample, whether they had children or
not. A four point scale was used in the assessment, with
residents considering children's play on the estate a
"great problem", "slight problem", "normal", or "no
problem”". One fifth (20.2%) of all the respondents in the
sample mentioned that children's play was a '"great
problem", whereas another fifth (21.3%) did not consider

children's play a problem at all (Table 8.6.2). However,
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the majority (78.7%) of the respondents considered that
there was some sort of problem in relation to children's
play, ranging from those who considered children's play a
"great problem", or "slight problem", to a "normal"
problem. When the figures were broken down between the
three projects, the percentages were almost the same in the
Saydia 7 and the Zayoona projects (83.6, 81.6%), but lower
in the Saydia 6 project (67.4%). A considerable variation
among the estates was noticed in the percentages of those
residents who considered children's play a "great problem".
The highest percentage was recorded in the Zayoona project
(25.6%) , followed by the Saydia 7 project (21.8%), and the
lowest percentage was recorded in the Saydia 6 project
(8.7%). On the other hand, for those who did not consider
children's play a problem, the highest percentage recorded
was in the Saydia 6 project (32.6%), and the lowest in the
Saydia 7 project (16.4%), closely followed by the Zayoona

project (18.3%) (Table 8.6.2).

The next part of the questionnaire was directed only
at those 1in the sample who had children. This included
detailed questions designed to elicit their views on
children's play in the current housing environment, as well
as in the previous one. They were asked whether any
change had been noticed in the children's behaviour after
moving to the current housing environment, when compared

with their earlier behaviour, as well as the amount of time
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that children Played outside in the current housing
compared with that in the pPrevious one. The places on the
estate where the children most of ten played were
identified, as well as their physical conditions. 1In
addition to this respondents were asked to identify the
sorts of complaints they had relating to children's play,
and when they thought problems with children were likely to
increase. The questionnaire also aimed to find out the
respondents' opinions on how to solve or decrease the

problems they had identified.

The data analysis showed that moving to the current
housing estate was perceived by mothers as having either
good or bad effects on the children. The positive effects
were such that they were happier, and healthier, played
outside more and made more friends. Negative effects
included being confined inside their flats, missing old
friends, lacking entertainment on the estate, and finding
difficulties 1in getting to schools. However, some mothers
noticed no change in their children. The data also showed
different percentages of children who were affected
positively or negatively on the three projects. As regards
the major good effect mentioned by mothers -that the
children were happier- the percentages varied considerably
between the Zayoona project (28.6%), and the Saydia 7
(48.0%) and Saydia 6 projects (61.9%) (Table 8.6.3). On

the other hand, when the worst effect on the children was
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considered -being confined inside their flats- the highest
percentage was found in the Zayoona project (49.1%),

compared with those in the Saydia 7 (20.0%) and the Saydia

6 projects (14.2%).

Respondents 1in the sample were asked to make a
comparison between the current estate and the previous one

in relation to the time the children played outside their

dwelling. Four options were offered in the questionnaire:
"more in the «current housing", "more in the previous
housing", '"similar in both of them", as well as "don't

know" for those who were uncertain about their opinion.
The responses showed that the percentage of respondents who
considered that their children played outside "more in the
current housing", was higher in the Saydia 7 (47.1%) and
the Saydia 6 projects (34.9%), than in the Zayoona project
(12.9%) (Table 8.6.4). The percentage of respondents, who
considered that their children played "more in the previous
housing", was higher in the Zayoona project (56.4%) than

in the Saydia 7 (21.5%) and Saydia 6 projects (25.6%).

The respondents were then asked whether they watched
their children playing outside or not, and whether they
accompanied them or not. Over half of the respondents
(54.3%) said that they watched their children from time to
time whilst they played outside, and about one third of

them did not. 13.1% of the respondents mentioned that
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their children only played outside when accompanied by an

older member of the family (Table 8.6.5).

Answers about where the children play most of the time
on their current estate, showed that the percentage of
children playing inside their flats was 78.3% in the
Zayoona project, which was higher than in the Saydia 7
(37.7%) and Saydia 6 (51.2%) projects (Table 8.6.6). The
percentage of respondents who said that the children play
outside the dwellings most of the time was the lowest in
the Zayoona project compared to the Saydia 7 and Saydia 6
projects. Some of the respondents (on average 12.1%)
mentioned that their children often played on the access
area to their dwellings. The percentage who said that the
children played most of the time in the private gardens or
on balconies was very low (on average 5.5% of the
respondents), and very few mentioned their children playing
on the flat roofs of the housing blocks. However, this
percentage was markedly higher in the Saydia 6 than in the

other projects.

The residents were asked if their neighbours
complained about their children's noise when they were
playing inside their flats. Only 15% of them admitted that

their neighbours had complaints about the noise from their

children.
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A list of common problems pertaining to <children's
play 1in the housing environment in the United Kingdom has
been drawn up for use within The Housing Appraisal Kit
(D.O.E. 1977). This was adapted for wuse in the Iragqi
situation by the researcher. It was shown only to those
respondents 1in the sample who considered children's play
as a problem, whether "great" or "slight". They were asked
to identify whether these problems related to children
under or above five years of age. The data analysis showed
that in general the problems associated with the over fives
were very much greater than those with children under five.
This was particularly so in relation to problems such as
children being too noisy, or causing damage and engaging in
vandalism, or that there were simply too many of them 1in
the housing area (Table 8.6.7). However, problems to do
with provision and location of play areas affected the
under and over fives almost equally. They included the
lack of proper play areas and play equipment, and the fact
that children were restricted in their play and were at
risk from traffic on the main roads around the estates.
The percentages of some of the identified problems were
relatively higher for the under fives: thus children could
not be left to play outside alone, were difficult to watch
when they were playing outside, were at risk from traffic

on the estate, and lacked sheltered play areas.

The responses showed that problems with <children
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mainly increase during the summer holiday, in the rainy
Se€ason, at weekends, after school hours, and when the
number of children rises due to wvisits exchanged by
families with children (Table 8.6.8). Surprisingly, 28.9%
of the respondents who said children's play caused problems

said that they did not know when.

The respondents were asked how to improve the
situation in relation to children's play on their housing
estates. The most frequent suggestions were to provide
equipped play grounds, and to provide football pitches away
from the dwellings (Table 8.6.9). Other common suggestions
were to provide public facilities and services on the
estates such as a youth centre, swimming pools and local
schools. Some, in answering this gquestion, also mentioned
the need for other amenities for the children such as a
public 1library, newsagent, and local stationery and book
shop, as well as a health clinic. A few of the respondents
remarked on the need to complete the roads and the walkway
network, and to plant a variety of plants so as to improve
the external environment for the children playing outside.
These aspects were not suggested by more residents probably
because they thought that the Housing Authority would
eventually do it anyway. Again, 11% said they did not know

what to suggest to improve the children's play situation.

510



"ARE CHILDREN'S PLAY A PROBLEM"

"GENERAL SATISFACTION"

BY

CROSS-TABULATION OF

Table 8.6.1-

z

O

=

&

Q

A —

4

0

—

5,

P

99|

M I

<

m

3

(@)

SESE

(ORONE)
AT ATIAY
Z
on e I
ONONON®)
OmMOH

ROW
TOTAL

ltisfied!

lisfied

14

erent

!

Satis-!Indiff-!Dissat-!V.Dissa!

fied

12

!
|

V. Sat-

Great
Problem
Slight
Problem

ICHILDRENS'PLAY!isfied

1.

!
|
1

—t @mp —F ey =

<t~ >~
¢ o

OO N

—8 =8 =1 e—p =2

AN N <

" e o
QO < <
~— N

— w—§ —0 w—p =g

O <t O I~

O —
™M N

- ey =g =0 a2

O < O~

O <1 0
M oM

Normal

—_— et = =y -2

™M~ W

.
~SovH

¢ el 0 e pmp -3

nwn N

0 O
™M N

-— -y e == a—p

— 00 > 1N
N . > e
™M~
wn <t~

? et = = ey ==

Not a
Problem

511

183
100.0

3.8

24
13.1

33

18.0

73
39.9

46

25.1

COLUMN
TOTAL




Table 8.6.2- RESIDENTS' ATTITUDE TOWARDS CHILDREN'S PLAY.

! ! ! ! 1 !
! PROJECTS !SAYDIA 7 !SAYDIA 6 ! ZAYOONA !!TOTAL!
! ! ! ! 'l !
! ! ! ! 11 !
! Size of sample ! 55 ! 46 ! 82 11183 !
! ! ! ! L !
! ! ! ! ! ! ! 1! !
! ATTITUDE ! No.! % ! No.! % ! No.! % 11 3 !
! ! ! ! ! ! ! Lo !
! ! ! ! ! ! ! 1! !
! Great problem. ! 12 121.8! 4 v 8.7t 21 125.6!! 20.2!
| 1 1 1 | ! ! 1t !
! Slight problem. 1 17 !30.9! 23 150.0! 23 128.01!! 34.4!
! ! ! ! ! ! ! 1 !
! Normal. ! 17 130.9! 4 1 8.7! 23 128.0!! 24.1!
! ! ! ! r ! ! !
! No problem. ! 9 116.4! 15 132.6! 15 118.31!1! 21.3!
! ! ! ! ! ! ! 1! !
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Table 8.6.3- POSITIVE AND NEGATIVE REACTIONS NOTICED ON

CHILDREN AFTER MOVING TO THE NEW DWELLING*.

PROJECTS

!SAYDIA 7!SAYDIA 6!ZAYOONA

REACTIONS

o\

oo

o

POSITIVE REACTIONS

!
!
!
!
!
!
!
!
!
!
!
!
!
!
!
!
!
!
!
!
!
!
!
!
!
!
!
!
!
!
!
!
!
!
!
!
!

! ! !
! ! !
! ! !
! ! !
! ! !
! ! !
! ! !
Happier. ! 48,0 ! 61.9 1 28.6
! ! !
Healthier. ! 18,0 ! 23.8 't 12.7
! ! !
Play outside more. !' 26.0 ¢ 31.0 ! 11.1
! ! !
Make more friends. ! 10.0 ! 14.2 ! 1.6
! ! !
! ! !
NEGATIVE REACTIONS ! ! !
! ! !
! ! !
Confined in the flat. 1 20.0 t 14.2 v 49.1
! ! !
Missing old friends and ! ! !
old neighbourhood. ! 14.0 ! 14,2 ! 14.3
! ! !
Missing private outspaces. ! 8.0 ! 4.8 ' 12.7
! ! !
Missing entertainment. ! 8.0 ! 2.4 ! 7.9
! ! !
Finding difficulty getting ! ! !
to school. ! 10.0 ! 19.0 ! 3.1
1 ] !
! ! !
Indifferent. ! 4.0 ! 3.6 ! 8.6
! 1 1

*Families with no children or only very young children when
moving to the flat were not asked this question.

!
!
!
!
!
!
!
!
!
!
!
!
!
!
!
!
!
!
!
!
!
!
!
!
!
!
!
!
!
!
!
!
!
!
!
!
!
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Table 8.6.4-

CURRENT AND PREVIOUS DWELLINGS*.

COMPARISON OF CHILDREN'S PLAY OUTSIDE THE

1

!

! ! ! !
PROJECT ISAYDIA 7!SAYDIA 6!ZAYOONA !!TOTAL
! ! ! M
! ! ! 1l
CHILDRENS' PLAY ! 3 ! 3 ! 3 Ly 3
! ! ! Il
! ! ! L
! ! ! Il
More in the current ! ! ! 1!
estate. ! 47.1 v 34,9 ¢ 12.9 11! 30.1
1 | | 11
Less in the current ! ! ! 11l
estate. ' 21.5 t 25.6 ! 56.4 !! 36.5
! 1 ! 11
! ! ! 1
Same in both estates. ! 31.4 ' 39.5 ! 30.7 !! 33.4
! ! ! P
! ! ! I
! ! ! 1!

Families with no children or only very young children when

moving to the new dwelling were not asked this question.
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Table 8.6.5- DO YOU WATCH YOUR CHILDREN WHEN PLAYING OUTSIDE?

! ! ! ! 1 !
! PROJECTS ISAYDIA 7 !SAYDIA 6 ! ZAYOONA !! TOTAL !
! ! ! ! 11 !
! ! ! ! ! !
! Size of sample*.! 43 ! 43 ! 52 1! 138 !
! ! ! ! ' !
! ! ! ! ! ! ! 1 ! !
I THE ANSWERS ! No.! % ! No.! % ! No.! % !l No.! 3 !
! ! ! ! ! ! ! 3 ! !
! ! ! ! ! ! ! L3y ! !
! Watch them. ! 26 !60.5! 18 141.9! 31 159.6!! 75 ! 54.3!
! ! ! ! ! ! ! 1 o !
! Stay with them. ! 3 ! 7.0! 11 !25.6! 4 ! 7.7!! 18 ! 13.1!
! ! ! ! ! ! ! 1 ! !
! Neither watch- ! ! ! ! ! ! 1! ! !
! nor stay. 1 14 132.,5! 14 132.5! 17 132.6!! 45 ! 32.6!
! ! ! ! ! ! ! L ! )
! ! ! ! ! ! ! ! ! !

* Only the families in the sample who have children play
outside were asked this question.



Table 8.6.6- PLACES WHERE CHILDREN PLAY MOST OF THE TIME*.

(Only families with children under 18)

| | ! !

! ! ! ! 'l !
! PROJECT ISAYDIA 7!SAYDIA 6!ZAYOONA !!TOTAL !
! ! ! ! 1l !
! ! ! ! I !
! Size of Sample. ! 53 ! 43 ! 69 11165 !
! ! ! ! 1 !
! ! ! ! ! ! ! 1l !
! PLACES OUTSIDE INo.! % INo.! % INo.! % ! % !
! ! ! ! ! ! ! Il !
! ! ! ! ! ! ! 1l !
! ! ! ! ! ! ! 1 !
! In the flat. 120 137.7!'22 151.,2!54 178.3!! 58.2 !
! ! ! ! ! ! ! ! !
! Front & back areas**.!36 !67.9!26 !60.5!21 !30.4!! 50.0 !
! ! ! ! ! ! ! 1 !
! Access areas. 1 3 1 5.7 8 118.6! 9 113.0!! 12.1 !
! ! ! ! ! ! ! 3] !
! Private gardens & ! ! ! ! ! ! 1! !
! balconies. 1 4 1 7.5 2 1 4,7y 3 1 4,31t 5.5 !
! ! ! ! ! ! ! l !
! Buildings' roof. 121 3,8t 31! 7.0 31 4,31t 4.8!
! ! ! ! ! 11 !
! ! ! ! ! 11 !

* The percentages can add to more than 100 because respondents
could give more than one place in relation to different age
and sex of children.

** These areas include courtyards, car parks, walkways,
streets,...etc.



Table 8.6.7- SORTS OF CHILDREN'S PLAY PROBLEMS*.

(Only residents who considered children's play in Table 8.6.2
as "great problem" or "slight problem").

! !

!
11

: PROJECT ISAYDIA 7!SAYDIA 6!ZAYOONA !!TOTAL

! ! 1 11
' 1 1 ! 1
! PROBLEMS ! % ! o ! 3 g
! ! ! ! 11
! !AGE! ! 1 11
! ‘ !_.__1 1 1 (]
!-Play on buildings'- !5 ! 55.2 ! 70.4 ! 56.8 !! 60.0
! access. 1> 1 75.9 t 70.4 v 79.5 1t 76.0
! ! ! ! ! 11
!-Too noisy. 1<5 ! 55,2 1 14.8 ! 31.8 !! 34.0
! '1>5 1 86.2 ! 81.5 't 79,5 1! 82.0
1 ! ! ! ! 11
!-Cause damages. 1<5 1 41.4 ! 22.2 ! 18.2 11 26.0
! 1>t 86.2 ! 55.5 I 65.9 !! 69.0
! ! ! ! ! 1
!-Too many children. 1<5 t+ 44.8 ¢ 22.2 ' 31.8 !! 33.0
! 1>5 ¢+ 86.2 ! 51.8 ! 65.9 !! 68.0
! ! ! | ! I 1
! -Not enough play areas!<5 ! 31.0 ! 7.4 ! 31.8 1! 25.0
! 1>5 1 44.8 ¢t 18.5 ! 61.4 !! 45.0
1 ! | ! ! 11
!-Lack of play- 1¢<5 ! 37.9 ¢ 8l.5 't 34.1 1! 48.0
! equipments. 1>5 1 58.6 ! 96.3 ! 79.5 1! 78.0
l ! ! ! | 11
I-Lack of sheltered- 1<5 ! 41.4 ! 40.7 ! 13.6 1! 29.0
! play areas. 1>5 1 44,8 ¢ 29.6 ! 25.0 t! 31.0
! ! 1 ! ! 11!
| _Cannot leave children!<5 ! 34.5 ! 51.8 't 25.0 ! 35.0
! play alone. 1>5 1 31.0 ! 29.6 't 34.0 !! 33.0
! ! ! | ! ! 1l
|_Difficult to watch- !<5 ¢t 17.2 ¢ 25.9 ! 18.2 !t 20.0
! children when playing!>5 ! 24.1 ! 3.7 ! 20.4 1! 17.0
! ! ! ! ! 1l
!-Restrictions on- 1<5 ! 6.9 ! 25.9 ! 13,6 !t! 15.0
! children to play. 'S5 1 17.2 v 33.3 ! 25.0 t! 25.0
! ! ! ! ! 11
| _Not safe from traffic!<5 ! 37.9 ! 59.2 t 25.0 tt! 38.0
! within the estate. i1>5 + 37.9 1 40.7 ¢ 31.8 !! 36.0
! ! ! ! ! 11
I_Not safe from traffic!<5 ! 24.1 ! 55.5 ! 13.6 !! 28.0
! around the estate. 155 1 37.9 ¢ 96.3 ¢ 27.3 1! 49.0
' ! 1 1 11!

!

te G $om e 4= sme e b Gem Mo Smm fom == e Sm= Gem 4= fem # 4 G e $— — e s— 0
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*The percentages can add to more than
could give more than one answer.

100 because respondents
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Table 8.6.8- TIMES WHEN CHILDREN'S PLAY PROBLEMS INCREASE*.

(Only the residents who considered children's play in
Table 8.6.2 as "great problem" or slight problem ).

! | 1

! ! ! ! ' !
! PROJECT ISAYDIA 7!SAYDIA 6!ZAYOONA ! !TOTAL !
! ! ! ! ) !
! ! ! ! . !
! TIMES ! 3 ! 3 ! 3 ' 3 !
! ! ! ! It !
! ! ! ! 1l !
! ! ! ! 1l !
!-During summer holiday! 75.9 ! 66.6 ! 56.8 !! 65.0 !
! ! ! ! I !
!-After school hours ! 13.8 ! 3.7 ! 18.3 1t 13.0 !
! ! ! ! M !
!-In rainy season ! 3.4 ! 11.1 ! 4.5 11 6.0 !
! ! ! ! I !
!-At the week ends ! 3.4 ! 3.7 ! 6.9 1! 4.9 !
! ! ! ! 1! !
!-When number of chil- ! ! ! 1! !
! dren increases during! ! ! 1! !
! family visits. ! 3.4 ! 3.7 ! 6.9 !t 4.9 !
! ! ! ! 1 !
!-Do not know 1 17.3 0t 33.4 ¢ 34.1 t! 28.9 !

! ! ! 1! !

! ! ! 1! !

!
1

*The percentages can add to more than 100 because respondents
could give more than one answer.
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Table 8.6.9- RESIDENTS' SUGGESTIONS TO MITIGATE CHILDREN'S
PLAY PROBLEMS*.

(only the residents who considered children's play in
Table 8.6.2 as "great problem" or "slight problem").

! ! !

! ] !
! PROJECT 'SAYDIA 7!SAYDIA 6!ZAYOONA !!TOTAL !
! ! ! ! | !
! | ! 1 ' 1
! SUGGESTION ! % ! % ! 3 1! 3 !
! ! ! ! ' !
! ! | ! 1 11 !
!-Provide play areas. ! 65.4 ! 59.3 ! 49.9 1! 56.9 !
! ! ! ! 1! !
|-Football pitches away ! ! ! 1! !
! from the dwellings. ! 48.3 ! 55.5 ! 49.9 !! 51.1 !
! ! ! ! 1 !
! -Provide supportive fac-! ! ! 1! !
! ilities; youth centres,! ! ! 1! , !
! libraries, etc. 1 20.7 ! 18.6 ! 29.6 t1 24,0 !
! ! ! ! ' !
!-Provide schools. 1 13,8 t 18.6 ! 31.9 11 23.1 !
! ! ! ! P !
'!-Plantation & greenery. ! 20.7 ! 14.8 ! 9.1 !! 14.1 !
! ! ! ! 11 !
!-Paving roads and ! ! ! 1! !
! walkways. 1 10.4 ! 18.6 ! 9.1 !t! 12.1 !
! ! ! ! 11 !
!-Provide parks & public ! ! ! 1! !
! gardens. ! 6.8 ! 11.1 ¢ 11.4 '! 10.1 !
! ! ! ! ! !
| _Provide various shops. ! ---- ! ---- 1 6.9 !t 2.9 !
! 1 1 ! 1 !
!-Other suggestions. 1 34.5 ! 18.6 ! 13.6 !t 21.0 !
: I 1 ! 1! !
!-Do not know. 1 10.4 !V 14.8 ! 9.1 !t! 11.0 !
1 ! ! ! L3 !
| ! ! ! L !

*The percentages can add to more than 100 because respondents
could give more than one suggestion.
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Table 8.6.10- COMPARISON BETWEEN CHILDREN'S REACTIONS
TO MOVING TO THE FIVE STOREY AND WALK-UP BLOCKS OF
FLATS IN ZAYOONA PROJECT.

! ! 1 l
% TYPE OF THE BLOCK ! WALK-UP ! 5 STOREY !
! ! ! !
: ' ! !
i— Size of sample¥*. ! 28 ! 35 !
g [P lmmmm e e m !
! REACTIONS ! No.! % ! No.! % !
! ! ! ! ! !
! ! ! ! ! !
- POSITIVE REACTIONS ! ! ! ! !
! ! ! ! ! !
! ! ! ! ! !
!- Happier. 1 14 ! 50.0 ! 4 ! 11.4 !
! ! ! ! ! !
1~ Healthier. ! 6 ! 21.4 !t 2t 5.7 !
! ! ! ! ! !
- Play outside more. 19 1 32,1 1 -- 1 ===
! ! ! ! ! !
1- Make more friends. 11 3.6 1 -= 1 —---
! ! ! ! ! !
! ! ! ! ! !
!~ NEGATIVE REACTIONS ! ! ! ! !
! ! ! ! ! !
! ! ! ! ! !
1- Confined in the flat. t 10 ! 35.7 t 21 ! 60.0 !
! ! ! ! ! !
- Missing old friends and ! ! ! ! !
1 o0ld neighbourhood. 1 1t 3.6} 81 22.9 !
! ! ! ! ! !
- Missing private open ! ! ! ! !
! spaces. f 21 7.1r 6t 17.1 !
! [ ! ! ! !
1. Missing entertainment. 11 r 3.6 ! 4 ! 11.4 !
! ! ! ! ! !
- Finding difficulty getting! ! ! ! !
! to school. P 1t 3.6t 11 2.9
! ! ! ! ! !
| ! ! ! ! !
- Indifferent. 13 1 10.7 ! 9t 25.7 !
! ! ! ! ! !

*

Families with no children or only very youndg children
when moving to the flat are not included.



.6.2

RESIDENTS' SATISFACTION AND DISSATISFACTION WITH

CHILDREN'S PLAY

The statistical analysis showed a significant
correlation between the residents' overall satisfaction
with their housing environment, and their satisfaction with
the <children's play on their estates. It also showed that
92.3% of the residents who considered children's play '"not
a problem" were satisfied, or very satisfied, with the
overall housing environmment, and none of the "very
satisfied" respondents considered children's play a '"great

of the residents who

o

problem". On the other hand, 46
considered children's play a "great problem" were
dissatisfied, or very dissatisfied, with the overall

housing environment (Table 8.6.1).

Among the three projects under study, the highest
percentages of residents who considered children's play as
a "great problem" were recorded 1in the Zayoona and the
Saydia 7 projects. About one in four of the respondents in
the former project, and one 1in five 1in the latter,
considered children's play as a "great problem", whilst in
the Saydia 6 project only one in eleven had considered 1t
as such. To discuss these different results 1t 1is
important to begin by analysing the situation 1in the

Zayoona project, looking in particular at the physical and
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the social characteristics of the housing settings to see

if these might be contributory factors.

As has Dbeen described earlier, a mix of two types of
buildings are used in the Zayoona project: a five storey
block which is accessed by lifts, and a three storey block
of walk-up flats. In the other projects only a three
storey walk-up block is used. The introduction of the five
storey blocks for housing family households might be a
reason for the higher percentage of residents who
considered children's play a '"great problem" 1in this
project. To begin with, mothers who live above the first
or second floors cannot monitor their child's safety while
it is playing outside; added to this 1is the fear of
possible hazards to children using the lifts. The nuilsance
of children abusing the lifts and putting them out of order
might also contribute to the view that children's play is a
problem in this form of housing. Studies have found that
these problems are particularly applicable to the under
fives, not only because of mothers' fears about their
children's safety, but also because young children proved
very likely to play close to home, as if they felt safer

being close to their mother's influence (Newson & Newson

1968, Hart 1979).

It seems that in multi-family housing the height of

the flat above the ground is likely to influence the extent
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to which children play outside, as differences in this
respect have been found between children living near the
ground and others living higher |up. A British study
revealed that children living above the first floor play
less than their peers who 1live on the ground or first
floor, and this was attributed to the factor of "Nearness
to the ground" (D.O.E., Db.27, 1973). Other studies
carried out in Sweden and Denmark have included the second
floor in that domain as well (Wohlin 1961; Danish National
Institute of Building Research 1969). These studies have
found that children living on and below the second floor

play, on average, an hour more than those living above.

In the present study neither the time avalilable, nor
the researcher's resources, were enough to observe and
calculate the time which <children, on average, spent
outside their dwelling on the estates under study.
However, some evidence from the study strongly indicates
that similar influences apply 1in Iraq. One piece of
evidence was derived from a comparison of the extent
children played outside in the housing projects under study
with that in their previous housing. The data analysis
showed that in the Zayoona project children in general
played outside less than 1in their previous housing,
contrary to the situation in the Saydia 7 and the Saydia 6
projects where children in general played outside more than

in their previous homes. More than half the mothers in the
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Zayoona project reported that their children played outside
less than before. This was more than double the number of
those in the other two Projects. On the other hand,
comparing the percentages of mothers who reported that
their children played out in the current housing more than
in the previous, the highest figure was recorded 1in the
Saydia 7 project, which was about four times higher than
that in the Zayoona project, followed by the Saydia 6
project (Table 8.6.4). Further evidence came from mothers
reporting on changes noticed in their children after moving
house. 1In the Zayoona project, the percentage of mothers
who said that their children were now restricted to their
flats was more than double that in the Saydia 7 project,
and about triple that 1in the Saydia 6 project. On the
other hand, about half the mothers in the Saydia 7 and the
Saydia 6 projects mentioned that their children had become
happier. Less than one third of the mothers in the Zayoona

project had reported this (Table 8.6.3).

The above findings 1indicate that children 1in the
Zayoona project played outside less than those in the other
projects -possibly because children living above the second
floor are 1likely to play less outside, and their play may
have more problems associated with 1t be seen as more
problematic than those who live nearer to the ground. To
examine this probability, a further analysis was conducted

solely of the data recorded from the Zayoona project. A
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comparison was made between the reactions to children's
pPlay of residents living in the walk-up blocks, and those
living in the five storey blocks. The result of this
analysis showed a considerable variation in residents'
reactions (Table 8.6.10). About one third of those
respondents living in the walk-up flats said that their
children played out more in the current estate than in the
previous one, whilst none of those living in the five
storey blocks mentioned this. As to the changes noticed in
children after moving house, those who lived in the walk-up
blocks reacted most positively. The percentage of
residents 1living 1in the three storey blocks who mentioned
that their children were happier, was five times that of
those who 1lived in the five storey blocks, and the
percentage who mentioned that their children became
healthier as four times that of those living in the five
storey blocks. As for negative aspects such as children
being confined in their flats, the percentage of
respondents living in the five storey blocks who mentioned
that was about double that of those living in the walk-up
blocks. The percentage of children 1living in the five
storey blocks who were reported as still missing their old
friends was about six times higher than the figure 1in the
walk-up blocks. This difference once again indicates that
children in the five storey blocks could not easily mix
with others, and had difficulty in making new friends in

the locality. Thus the evidence suggests that children
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living in the five storey blocks were less happy and more
restricted in their play than their peers 1living in the
walk-up flats, and suggests that the physical
characteristics of housing blocks in multi-family housing,
particularly in relation to accessibility to the ground,
affect both residents' attitudes towards children's play,

and the extent to which children play outside.

The data analysis also showed that the percentage of
residents in the Saydia 7 project who considered children's
play as a "great problem" was double that recorded in the
Saydia 6 project. Since both projects consist of walk-up
blocks, another factor must have caused the difference. A
further scrutiny of the data from the survey revealed that
household size and the average number of children per
household varied considerably between the two projects,

which suggested that these factors are possibly responsible

for the difference.

The average size of household in the Saydia 7 project
was 6.7 persons, and just wunder half of the households
consisted of seven or more people, whilst in the Saydia 6
project the average household comprised 5.7 persons, and
about one third were of seven people or more. Since the
housing blocks contained only two and three bedroom flats,
these figures indicate that the Saydia 7 project had the

greatest number of overcrowded flats, and consequently the
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lack of space for children to play inside their flats was
more apparent there than in the Saydia 6 project. This in
turn was likely to influence the percentage of residents'
complaints about children's play. Indeed housing studies
have already suggested that two design elements restrict
children's play inside the dwelling: one is the lack of
space for playing, particularly in crowded homes, and the
other is the uninsulated noise which is inevitably
engendered by children's play (Holme & Massie 1970, D.O.E.,

Db.27, 1973, Cooper 1975).

In the Saydia 7 project, the average number of
children per household under the age of eighteen was 3.6,
whereas in the Saydia 6 project it was 2;9. Therefore, the
lack of sound insulation in the walk-up blocks made the
buildings 1in the Saydia 7 project slightly more vulnerable
to children's play noises than their equivalents 1in the
Saydia 6 project. Moreover, the noise level from
children's play immediately outside the housing blocks 1is
likely to be much higher in the former project than in the
latter due to the larger number of children per housing
block, for it has been observed 1in other studies that
children will always play near home regardless of age
(Holme & Massie 1970; D.O.E., Db.27, 1973; Cooper 1975).
Therefore, as the number of children in the wunit housing
block will influence the level of noise just outside the

block, this is likely to have a considerable effect on
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residents' attitudes towards children's play.

Tension 1inside the dwelling might push the child
outside the home in search of better opportunities for play
(Holme & Massie 1970). Therefore, it can be expected that
in the Saydia 7 project more children will tend to play
outside more often than in the Saydia 6 project. It has
been suggested that the physical arrangement of the
buildings on the site has a significant influence on the
extent of children's outside play (Holme & Massie 1970;
D.O.E., Db.25, 1972 & Db.27, 1973; Cooper 1975; Cooper &
Sarkissian 1986). Therefore, as no data is available on
how much children played out in both projects, further
study should be carried out after all the site works are
finished, to investigate the influence of the site planning
on the extent to which children played out, and on their
choice of locations. Nevertheless, there is evidence from
this study to suggest that the arrangement of the housing
blocks on the site has influenced the levels of noise and
of privacy. This was discussed earlier in Section 8.3,
where the evidence indicated that the way the blocks were
arranged on the site of the Saydia 7 project was increasing
the level of noise within the area. Moreover, the current
condition of courtyards in the Saydia 7 project was seen as
encouraging active ball games 1ike football, which by its
nature is a very noisy game, and therefore this could be

another factor contributing to the rise in residents'
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complaints about children's play. It has also been
mentioned that the number of children on this project tends
to 1increase occasionally when children from neighbouring

housing areas come to play in the courtyards with the local

children.

Thus, it seems from the findings above that in
multi-family housing where the blocks are arranged around
courtyards, the number of children to be found in these
courtyards will be much higher than in the open space
between housing blocks arranged on a linear pattern. It
was not clear how much this situation was influenced by the
number of children per unit housing block, by the current
condition of the courtyards -barren, flat, and similar in
scale to a football pitch- and by the failure to design a

stimulating external environment that attracted children to

play away from their homes.
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i FIG.8.25 _The external environment

..whats in it for him?

FIc.8 26 _The external environment...whats in it for her?
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.6.3

THE "PLAY SPACES"™ ON THE ESTATES

The designers of the projects wunder study had
mentioned when being interviewed that they planned the
housing around courtyards, or in a linear arrangement with
traffic-free areas in between, on the assumption that the
courtyards and spaces provided would serve children's play
requirements as well as the social and recreational needs
of adults. However, 1t was noted during the site visits
that there were no designated "play grounds" for the
children, or any indication of a particular arrangement for
children's play. The courtyards and the spaces between the
housing blocks were left barren, and lacked any noticeable
attempt to make them attractive play spaces -possibly
because the site works were not yet finished.
Nevertheless, when the site drawings were checked, the
handling of the external spaces showed a lack of attention
to children's needs. The plan had proposed open spaces
(which were termed '"green areas" on the document) with
scattered trees and shrubs, and with a web of walkways
going through them -as if a lawn and a few trees were all

the child needs in the way of a play environment.

During the investigation and the site visits to the
projects, remnants of play equipment were noted in some of

the courtyards of the Saydia 7 project. This indicated
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that a few pieces of play equipment had initially been
installed there. They were now beyond repair, and 1in
urgent need of removal as they represented a threat to the
children's safety. The play equipment was located
haphazardly in some of the courtyards, with each having one
swing and a slide or a see-saw. The types of equipment,
their number and condition suggest that they were chosen
without any consideration of their suitability for the age
range and number of children living in the blocks around
each courtyard. The Housing Authority officials had put
this play equipment in some of the courtyards of the Saydia
7 project with the intention of providing play facilities
for the <children, but it had Dbeen done without any
particular thought for their real needs. There had been no
proper planning for play activities, and the remains of the
play equipment testify to the lack of success of these
"play areas". A study of children's play on fifteen
housing estates in Britain, suggested that the success of
play areas was related to the amount of play space provided
proportional to the number of children 1living on each
estate and by the types of equipment available (D.O.E.,
Db.27, 1973, p. 8). The lack of planning for play, and the
deteriorating condition of the play equipment on the Saydia
7 project, could be looked at in more than one way. Thus
the number of items of equipment in a courtyard might be
disproportionate to the number of children using the

courtyard. Heavy use of any equipment could have resulted
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from the large number of children living nearby, and would
have 1led to wear and tear on the equipment, and eventually

total breakdown, prior to its being vandalised.

In 1972 the Department of the Environment in the U.K.
produced guidelines, including a 1list of types of play
equipment to be provided in residential areas having ten
child bedspaces and over (D.O.E., Circular 79/72). This
circular produced as a result of research into children's
play patterns (D.O0.E., Db.27, 1973) implies that 3sg.m of
playspace should be provided per each child bedspace. It
also suggests that for 100 child bedspaces the play ground
should have not less than three play items from a 1list of
nine. This list comprises: a swing, slide, climbing frame,
see-saw, merry-go-round, rocking horse or similar, pendulum
see-saw or similar, sandpit and paddling pool. For the
Saydia 7 project, the available play area per child
bedspace was found to be higher than that of the
aforementioned British standard, as has been discussed 1in
Section 8.3. However, the play equipment installed in some
of the courtyards was found to be below the British

standard, as there were only two play items for about 120

children.

Generally, children by their nature do not spend long
on any one activity; therefore the degree of wuse of an

equipped playground has been shown to depend largely on the
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variety of the equipment provided (Hole & Miller 1966 ;
Holme & Massie 1970; D.O.E., Db.27, 1973; Cooper &
Sarkissian 1986). Diversity in the play equipment
available on a playground has been found to stimulate
children's play activities and to influence the extent to
which they stay there (Holme & Massie 1970). Clare Cooper
has argued that play equipment should be expected to
stimulate a variety of activities: a play ground with three
swings promotes only one activity, whereas a sensitively
designed play tower may incorporate opportunities to climb,
hide, swing, slide and fantasize (Cooper & Sarkissian
1986). One British study on the frequency of use of the
play ground, concluded that "the amount of equipment
provides a clearer basis of differentiation than does the
area. The well-used playground offered a minimum of three
items, whereas those which were not much used had an
average of 1.7 items" (Hole & Miller 1966, p.8). If all
the equipment initially placed in the Saydia 7 project is
counted, there were only 1.8 items per courtyard. This may
have meant that they failed to provide stimulation which a
greater variety of equipment could have supplied, and so
were not much used and became the object of vandalism.
Although both overuse and underuse could have resulted 1in
the present state of the play equipment, 1t was not

possible to establish which factor had operated in the

Saydia 7 project.
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The lack of a maintenance policy, and the lack of
defined responsibility for maintaining the play equipment,
could also have been a reason for the equipment's
dilapidated condition. Most conventional items of
playground equipment need regular oiling and repainting as
well as regular safety checks for wear and damage, and they
also need replacement when beyond repair. The British
Standards Institution recommends that "equipment.. should
be inspected by a responsible representative of the
purchaser at weekly intervals", and that "...a log book be
kept for each 1item of apparatus and that the person
responsible for maintenance should be required to certify,
by signing the log book each week, that the equipment 1s
not 1in need of repair" (BS 3178: Part 1: 1959) .
Destruction of the equipment can start with accidental
damage, be due to poor initial design or workmanship, the
failure to complete a maintenance operation, or the failure
to repair promptly a minor act of wilful damage. However,
none of the housing managers Or any other body was
officially responsible for the play equipment at the time
of the survey. Inevitably, the current lack of a
maintenance policy will lead to the eventual deterioration
of the equipment. The fate of the play equipment could,
therefore, be expected as a result of this, even if the

other factors had little or no impact.
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The findings from the investigation, and the
discussion of the <condition of the play equipment in the
Saydia 7 project, testify to the failure of the '"play
areas" on the project. They reveal a considerable lack of
awareness by the designers about children's play needs
generally, as well as in the selection of play equipment in
terms both of types and numbers. The study findings also
emphasize the importance of providing a variety of play
equipment in order to stimulate a wider range of activities
among the children and so keep them interested. Moreover,
they underline the importance of maintenance and management
policies in relation to designated playgrounds. Without

them any playground is doomed to failure.
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8.6.4

THE LOCATIONS USED BY THE CHILDREN FOR PLAY

All family households in the sample who had children
of eighteen years old and under were asked where in their
housing environment their children played most of the time.
About half of them reported that their children played most
of the time inside their flat. This figure included not
only children who played inside more than outside, but also
those who did not play out at all. This group comprised
the older <children, as there was nothing for them in the
external areas, those under two years old who could not
play outside unsupervised, and girls over the age of twelve
years. In Irag 1t 1s wuncommon for the latter to play

outside, as explained in Section 6.2.4.

In this study, the exact location of children's play
activities on the estates could not be 1identified in
detail; instead locations have been indicated in broad
terms. Only four locations were 1identified by the
respondents: (a)the front and back courtyards (Saydia 7 and
zayoona projects), and the spaces between the Dblocks
(Saydia 6); (b)the access areas; (c)the private open
spaces; and (d)the roofs. This generalization was
necessary partly because the respondents were imprecise in
their identification of the locations where their children

played, and partly because, at the time of the survey, the

538



site works were only partially finished on the Saydia 7 and
the Zayoona Projects, and had not been started on the
Saydia 6 project (see Section 6.3). For instance, mothers
who said that their children played in the courtyards
abutting their housing block could not be precise as to
whether their children played on the front or back
courtyards or the car park (as some of the courtyards were
meant by the designer for car parking). It was also
unclear whether they played on the courtyard itself, the
walkways around it, or on the streets adjacent to 1it.
Therefore, these play locations were all recorded under the

broad headings of front and back courtyards.

The common pattern of new neighbourhood layouts
elsewhere in Baghdad is the grid system, with housing 1laid
out along streets and with the pavements running in
parallel. 1In the older neighbourhoods the courtyard houses
front directly onto narrow streets which are used both for
traffic and pedestrian circulation. In this latter form of
housing the children play either inside the internal
courtyard, or in the street outside. In the newer form of
housing all the houses have high fences around the garden,
and here the children play either in the garden, which 1is
considered as "the inside" of the house, or "outside" -that
is, beyond the fence in the street. Therefore, before the
three estates considered in this sample were built, 1t used

to be fairly straightforward to describe where the children
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children’s play:
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played; the new housing forms employed in the projects have
made such clear cut definitions of "in" or "out" much more

difficult.

As no other estates with segregated traffic and
pedestrian routes, or with traffic-free areas, had been
developed elsewhere 1in Baghdad, the residents in the
projects seemed to be confused about the 1layout of their
current estates as they had never experienced such a layout
before. This confusion was exacerbated by the unfinished
site work. The survey showed that people were confusing
the walkways around the courtyards with streets, as often
during the site visits cars were noticed using these
walkways. Cars were also parked immediately outside the
housing blocks, and not 1in the designated <car parks.
During the interviews, many respondents mentioned that
their children played on the streets -whereas they were, 1in
fact, referring either to the areas between the rows of
housing blocks (the Saydia 6 project), or to the walkways
around the courtyards which abutted their dwellings (the
Saydia 7 and Zayoona projects). This confusion had
possibly been fostered because residents had not been
properly informed about the new idea of traffic-free areas
and traffic-pedestrian segregation on their estates. When
people being interviewed talked about their current
estates, they seemed to have in mind the common forms of

housing which they had previously experienced. Therefore,
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when the children pPlayed outside, mothers considered them
to be 1in the street outside the house. They could not be
more precise in their answers, and were unable to specify
whether their children played in the courtyards, on the car
parks (some courtyards were designated for car parking), on
the walkways, or in the streets. Thus, the data on where
the children played outside the dwellings 1is fairly
general. As it 1is important to identify in detail where
children play on the estate, an observation method ideally
needs be used to complement the questionnaire. However,

that was not possible for this study.

In general, however, the data showed that half the
children played most often in their immediate environs,
which included the courtyards (in the Saydia 7 and the
Zayoona projects), the spaces between the rows of blocks of
flats (in the Saydia 6 project), car parks, walkways and
streets (Table 8.6.6). Many other studies observing
children playing outside have confirmed that, regardless of
age group, children tend to play near home (Hole & Miller

1966; Holme & Massie 1970; D.O.E., Db.27, 1973; Beer 1983;

Cooper & Sarkissian 1986)

Access areas were the next most often identified

locations for children's play: about one in eight of the

children played on the approach to the housing blocks, 1in

entrance lobbies and on staircase landings. Many other
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studies of multi-family housing have found that children,
particularly young ones, tend to play on access areas
(D.O.E., Db.25, 1972; D.O.E. Db.,27, 1973, Cooper &
Sarkissian 1986). 1In the Saydia 6 project the percentage
of children who played on these areas was triple that in
the Saydia 7 project, even though both projects had the
same form of housing block, and the number of under fives
per family was only a little higher in the latter project.
The reason for this was not clear. However, the variation
in the percentages recorded for these projects might relate
to the condition of the areas immediately outside the
housing blocks. In the Saydia 7 project at the time of the
survey, the walkways, carparks and roads were paved, and
these areas, and the walkways around the courtyards 1in
particular, attracted some of the young children away from
the access areas to play out on them with tricycles and
other wheel toys, as well as for games needing a hard
surface. In contrast, in the Saydia 6 project all the
external areas were just flat, barren and dusty, as none of
the site works had been done yet. Many other studies
observing children have confirmed that most play occurs on
walkways or other hard surfaces (Becker 1976; Cooper &
Hackett 1968; D.O.E., Db.22, 1971; D.O.E., Db.27, 1973;
Hole & Miller 1966; Cooper & Sarkissian 1986). Therefore,
the higher percentage of children playing on access areas
in the Saydia 6 project 1is 1likely to relate to the

unfinished condition of the areas immediately outside the
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housing blocks.

The data also showed that only a few of the children
played on private open space -~-that 1is, the balcony or

garden. This is discussed in Section 8.7.

Only a small number of children were also reported as
playing on the roofs of the housing blocks. The designer
had stated that the roofs in this form of housing were
intended to be used by all the residents of the block for
drying the washing, as well as for the installation of
cooling devices for the second floor flats and the water
tanks for the individual block. The designer had never
intended that the roofs be used for children's play. In
order to control access to the roofs, each family living in
the block had been given a key for the access door to the
roof, to be used only when needed. It was envisaged by the
designer that the door would otherwise be locked. However,
many of the access doors were vandalised by children or
left unlocked by the residents, and this made the roofs
accessible to children. As children will play anywhere to
which they are attracted, the large, flat, hard surface
(paved with concrete flags) provided by each roof
encouraged its use for play. It is a safe fenced area with
parapets, which 1is near to home as well as being very
exciting for play, as children can come up to the roof via

one set of staircases and go down from another and so enter
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"unknown" territory. The washing wires have became a play

feature and the cooling devices are used to hide behind.

The evidence seems to 1indicate that the physical
characteristics of the layouts of these estates, the
housing blocks, the flat itself, and the way the built
units relate to each other all affect the amount of time
the children play out, and the places where they play.
However, 1in the projects under study, specific conclusions
on the time children spent in play, and on the degree to
which the physical design affected the extent, location and
type of play, were not possible because of lack of
observation data and the unfinished site works. Each part
of the site differs from thé other parts within each
project, as well as the differences to be found between
projects, and 1f reliable information on the influence of
the physical environment on play pattern is to be arrived
at, the use of each site needs to be separately examined.
This further study should be carried out after the site
works are finished. When it is possible to gather such
data, detailed information is needed on where children play
in the public open spaces and for how long, and on the type

of environment that is most attractive to each age group.
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8.6.5 PROBLEMS ASSOCIATED WITH CHILDREN'S PLAY

The respondents who considered children's play on the
estate to be a problem were given a list of problems common
in residential areas, and were asked to identify the sort
of problems they had, and whether those problems were
related to children under five or over five. The commonest
problems were: (a)children were too noisy; (b)the lack of
equipped playgrounds; (c)children playing on access areas;
(d)children causing damage; and (e)that there were too many
children. A considerable difference emerged between the
under and over fives, as the percentage of the problems
recorded for the latter group was more than double that for
the former. These problems were closely followed by others
such as the danger to children from traffic on and around
the estate, the fact that children could not be left out
alone and the difficulty of supervision, the lack of
sheltered play areas, and the restrictions on children's

(see Table 8.6.7). All these problems occured to much the

same extent in all the projects.

In relation to the first set of problems mentioned
above, the statistical analysis of the data from the survey
showed a similar result for each project. However, all the
problems scored their highest percentages in the Saydia 7
project rather than in the other two, except for the lack

of equipped playground. It is interesting to note that the
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percentage of respondents who considered this a problem was
much higher in the Saydia 6 project than in the Saydia 7
and the Zayoona projects, though the reason for it was not
clear. Moreover, it was rather confusing to find that the
Saydia 6 project also had the 1lowest percentage of
residents who <considered <children's play as a '"great
problem". In the Saydia 7 project, the percentage of
respondents who considered <children's play a "great
problem" was higher, but the lack of play equipment was not
seen by as many residents as a problem. Two factors are
likely to contribute to this possible anomaly. The two
projects are situated not far from each other, and
residents of the Saydia 6 project frequently pass by the
Saydia 7 project, particularly children on their way to
school. They have noticed, therefore, that play equipment
has been freely provided by the Housing Authority in the
latter project, whilst no provision has been made for their
estate, despite the fact that they paid the same amount of
money for their flats as those in the Saydia 7 project. In
consequence they feel that they too are entitled to have
play equipment for their children. However, people in the
Saydia 7 project who previously had play equipment in some
of the courtyards have seen it vandalised; only remnants of
it were noted during the survey. They had also experienced
some problems to do with this equipment, such as conflicts
between the children about wusing the equipment and the

older children bullying the younger ones. Such problems
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were likely to end up in conflicts between the parents.
The injuries their children experienced as a consequence of
the lack of safety in the design of the equipment, and of
the lack of maintenance and repair work, also contributed
to negative views about play equipment. Therefore, most of

the residents did not consider the lack of play equipment

as a problem.

The percentage of residents who felt that there were
too many children on their estate varied considerably
between the projects, with the highest percentage recorded
in the Saydia 7 project. The difference in the percentages
was to be expected, as the data from the survey revealed
that the average number of children per household in the
Saydia 7 project was 3.6. This was the highest figure in
the projects, and to it can be added children living in the
nearby housing areas, who frequently come to play with

their friends on the project.

Another major difference noticed between the Saydia 7
project and the others related to the problem of children
causing damage on the estate. It appears that the high
number of children on the estate contributed to this
problem. In the Saydia 7 project the child density was 160
children per hectare (64 child/acre) -the highest among the
three projects. The evidence from studies elsewhere has

suggested a link between child density and residents'
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general satisfaction. For instance, the findings from a
study of a housing estate in Liverpool suggested that the
successful areas on the estate only had about 25 children
per acre; the unsuccessful areas had 47 children per acre
(Shankland Cox & Associates 1977). Findings from a study
of Lambeth, Inner-London, suggested that when the child
density exceeds 20 children per acre, problems of noise and
vandalism, and disputes between neighbours are likely to

become more marked (Shankland Cox & Associates 1977) .

Another study has suggested a link between the <child
density, and in particular those in the more active age
group, in the individual housing block and the rate of
vandalism. Sheena Wilson 1in her study of fifty-two
Inner-London estates suggested that vandalism is likely to
occur once the ratio of children aged between five and
sixteen exceeds 20 children per block of flats (Wilson
1977). In the Saydia 7 project there were, on average, 43
children per housing block, of whom 23 were 1in that age
group. From these studies, albeit from a different
culture, it could be expected that there would be social
problems related to child density in the estates in this
survey, and it is interesting to note that this was born
out despite the very different social controls operating in
Iraqg. The influence of the high child density in the

Saydia 7 project on residents' complaints about noise and
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privacy has been discussed in Sections 8.3 & 8.4.

Two of the 1listed problems were more salient to the
Saydia 6 project than to the others. These problems
concerned child safety in relation to traffic on and around
the estate. It seems that the younger children were the
ones whom the respondents worried about most. It was
notable that the Saydia 6 project recorded the highest
percentage of this problem. For instance, it was more than
double that in the Zayoona project, despite car ownership
on the estate being half that in the Zayoona project.
Therefore, it 1s 1likely that this problem has been
aggravaé% in the Saydia 6 project by another factor rather
than the number of cars on the estate. At the time of the
investigation, when no roads or walkways had been paved,
the construction vehicles were running everywhere through
and around the project all the day. This might be the
reason for scoring this problem so highly on the 1list of
problems, and particularly for the young ones, as other
children will be at schools away from the estate during the
day. On the other hand, in relation to <children's safety
around the estate, almost all the residents were concerned
about it, because at the time of the survey there was no
school of any type in the Saydia 6 project. This compelled
the children there to go to schools outside their estate,

which involved crossing a major road with fast and heavy

traffic. Thus, the problem of children being in danger
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from the traffic around the estate was foremost 1in the

mothers' minds in the Saydia 6 project, and was therefore

seen as a major problem.

None of the aforementioned problems were unexpected or
surprising, in view of the high <c¢hild density on the
estates, and because the physical characteristics of the
external areas 1immediately outside the dwellings did
nothing to mitigate the effects of the high density, and
might have aggravated them. The physical characteristics
of the design reflected the lack of knowledge on the part
of the designers about the type of households they were
designing for, and a lack of awareness about children's
needs in the external areas in their residential
environment. They also revealed the designers' failure to
convince the Planning Authority about the need to allocate
money for the external areas, and to emphasize to them the
importance of these areas for the residents. It seems that
residents' attitudes towards the children's play situation
on the estates under study were affected by the lack of
awareness of society in general of the importance of play
for children's physical, mental, emotional and soclial

development. These 1issues need to be looked at more

rationally.
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8.6.6 THE OCCASIONS WHEN CHILDREN'S PLAY PROBLEMS INCREASE

The respondents who considered children's play a
problem were asked to identify when the problems increase.
The times when this happened and their categorization were
similar on the three estates, with little variation being
recorded (see Table 8.6.8). The majority of respondents
mentioned that problems with children's play increase
during the summer holiday. This 1is to be expected, as
elsewhere it 1is common for children's play to create more
problems during the summer holiday. In Iragq children at
school have lots of daily homework ranging from an hour to
three hours long, which influences the amount children
play outdoors after school hours during termtime.
Therefore, their play pattern differs considerably during
holidays, particularly the summer holiday. The notable
lack, on all the estates, of catering for children of
school age -evident in the dreath of equipped playgrounds,
particularly for those aged six to twelve, and of provision
for sports activities, particularly for the over twelves-
presages an increase in children's play problems during the
summer holiday. Moreover, the hostile external environment
around the dwellings has nothing in it to «cater for
children's needs. Its openess and flatness only encourage
active ball games which, in the courtyards and close to the

dwellings, considerably affect the 1level of nolse, and
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cause disturbance to the residents living in the
surrounding blocks. Cycling 1is another activity which
could be encouraged by the condition of the external areas,

but is restricted by the lack of space within the flats and

the housing blocks for storing.

Another period identified by the respondents as a time
when disturbance increased was after school hours. It was
noticed that this period was only mentioned by a few of the
respondents in the Saydia 6 project. This might be
attributed to the lack of schools on the estate, which
compelled children attending school to walk long distances,
so that by the time they reached home they were tired and

not in the mood for play.

The respondents identified other times when problems
occasionally increased, such as during the rainy season in
winter. Considering the condition of the external areas at
the time of the survey, it was hardly surprising that most
of the respondents mentioned a rise in problems during the
wet Winter days due to the muddy external environment.
Some mentioned the difficulty of getting children to
school. It was also unsurprising to find that the
percentage of the responaents who identified this problem
was highest in the Saydia 6 project. However, no-one

criticised the lack of sheltered areas outdoors for

children to play under.
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Problems with children's play increased at two other
times according to the respondents: at the weekends and
during family visits. This was particularly the case in
the Zayoona project. Indeed, as family wvisits wusually
commenced at the weekend, the two factors tended to overlap
(see the Housewives' Diary in Appendix 2). Their higher
recorded incidence in the Zayoona project might have been
influenced by the housing form, as 1in the five storey
blocks there are fifteen flats and, therefore, many more
potential wvisitors. The child density 1in the Zayoona
project was 2.4 children per flat and 36 children per
block, which would normally rise considerably during the

family visits.

It was rather surprising that a considerable
percentage of the respondents -more than one fifth- could
not identify times when children's play problems increased,
and just said that they did not know. This might indicate
that housewives were overwhelmed by the responsibilities of
raising children in general, without paying particular
regard to children's play, and thus saw children as a

: . v s
continuous source of problems (see Housewlives Diary) .
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8.6.7

THE RESIDENTS' SUGGESTIONS FOR IMPROVING CHILDREN'S

PLAY ON THE ESTATE

When residents of the three projects who considered
children's play a problem were asked how things could be
improved, it was interesting to find that the suggestions
made in each of the projects were very similar, and were
similarly categorized. The commonest suggestions for
improving the situation were to provide (a)play areas and
equipped playground on the estates, (b)football pitches and
kick-about areas away from the dwellings, and (c)gardens

and parks for children's play.

Other sets of suggestions which were less frequently
mentioned but were also directly related to children's play
included providing hard surfaces for children to play on,
"Youth Centres", and swimming pools. Improvement to the
external environment in general which would implicitly
affect play were also mentioned, such as completing site
works on the projects, and particularly the walkways and
roads, and generous landscaping to provide shelter,
screening and dJreenery. Providing schools for all age
groups and a public 1library were suggested by a
considerable number of residents. A newsagent, bookshops,
and a local health clinic were also thought by residents to

be important for children.
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It was perhaps rather surprising that a considerable
number of respondents who admitted that childrens' play on
their estate was a problem had no suggestion to make for
its solution. This attitude might reflect the social
conception of child-caring as a family responsibility and
not Society's; therefore, housewives could not conceive
that a public body such as the Housing Authority might
involve itself in improving children's play on the estate,
and thus they were unable to offer suggestions when they

were asked.
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8.7

PRIVATE OPEN SPACES

Having a priyate open space was not found, in the
studies of residential areas, to be directly related to
residents’ overall satisfaction with their housing
environment (Cook 1969; D.O.E., Db.25, 1972). However, as
was discussed 1in Chapter Four, the studies suggested that
private open space, whether it be a garden, patio, or
balcony, 1is a highly significant component of the housing
environment, which is appreciated and used by the majority
of residents for outdoor living and as an extension of the
indoor living area, as well as for leisure and hobbies.
Activities such as sitting out for relaxation,
contemplation, entertaining friends, having an occasional
alfresco meal, younger children's play, drying washing,
growing plants and watching birds all take place 1in these
spaces. Such spaces are also used for keeping pets,
storing cherished junk, or doing odd jobs. The types of
activity carried out 1in these areas were noticed in a
number of studies to Dbe related to their physical
characteristics, such as the size and shape of the space
(Milton Keynes 1975, Coulson 1980). The location of
private open spaces, and front and back gardens 1in
particular, as well as their accessibility from the
dwelling, also influenced the type and frequency of
activity for which they were used (Shankland Cox &

Associates 1967 & 1977; Cooper 1975; Cooper & Sarkissian
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1986; Mulvihill 1977). Other influences on the use of
these spaces according to the studies, included weather
conditions and socio-cultural factors such as the type of
household, social status and attitude toward privacy
(D.O.E., Db.25, 1972; Mulvihill 1977; Cooper & Sarkissian

1986) .
8.7.1 RESIDENTS' ATTITUDE TOWARDS PRIVATE OPEN SPACES

The planners' and designers' intentions in relation to
the project areas under study, were to provide the
residents with only one type of private open space: a
balcony. Thus all the flats, whether on or above ground
level, have a balcony. The physical characteristics of
these balconies, as well as the designers' intentions about

their usage patterns are described in Chapter Six.

During the site visits, a few private gardens were
noted which some of the ground floor dwellers had made;

therefore, this form of private open space will also be

discussed here.

THE BALCONY

To investigate the relevance of the findings from the

previous studies to the present study, a number of

questions relating to the design aspects of the balconies,

56 2



and to users' activities in them, were posed to the
respondents in the sample. They were asked what they used
their balcony for. All the respondents were set this
question regardless of the alterations which they had made
to their balconies. The majority in the sample proved to
be using it( totally or partially, for storage, with the
figures being 70.9% in the Saydia 7 project, 82.6% in the
Saydia 6 project, and 91.5% in the Zayoona project (Table

8.7.1).

The next most frequent activity mentioned was drying
the washing, with nearly half the respondents in the sample
using their balconies in this way (54.5% in the Saydia 7
and 45.7% 1in the Saydia 6 projects, and 51.2% in the
Zayoona project). Sitting out was another, but less
common, activity, with about a quarter of the respondents
saying that they occasionally used their balconies for
this. The percentage of the respondents who used the
balcony for sitting out in the Zayoona project was 34.1%,
which was higher than in the Saydia 7 (12.7%) and the

Saydia 6 (15.2%) projects.

Only a few of the residents slept out on the balcony
during the summer nights (5.5% in the Saydia 7 project,
none in the Saydia 6, and 7.3% in the Zayoona project), and
only a few respondents mentioned that their children played

on the balcony (l12.7% in the Saydia 7 project, 4.3% in the
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Saydia 6 and 7.3% in the Zayoona) . Other wuses for the
balconies emerged in the residents' replies, though only a
few mentioned them; they included using the balcony to grow
pot plants, and as a place from which to watch their

children's activities outside the dwelling.

It was noted during the investigation and the site
visits that the majority of ground floor residents in the
samplg, in the walk-up blocks, had made a door from the
balcony to the outside of the flat. 81.2%, 78.6% and 72.7%
in the Saydia 7, Saydia 6 and Zayoona projects respectively
had done this. However, in the sample, none of the ground
floor residents of the five storey block in the Zayoona

project had made a door from the balcony.

The respondents were asked to assess their
satisfaction with the physical characteristics of their
balconies, and with behavioural aspects related to the
usage of these balconies. The assessment included: the
level of privacy from the passers-by and from other flats,
the orientation, the size, the views seen from it and the
level of safety and security in it. A five point scale was
used for the assessment ranging from "very satisfied" to
"yvery dissatisfied". Apart from those who closed off their
bélconies and altered them 1into a different space, a

considerable variation in residents' attitudes towards the
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physical characteristics was noted among the three projects

(Table 8.7.2).

The