
ABSTRACT 

HASHAS, MINE HATUN. Residents’ Attachment to New Urbanist versus Conventional 

Suburban Developments. (Under the direction of Henry Sanoff.) 

 

Living in satisfying environments is important for individual well-being. Therefore, 

community well-being depends on enduring and vital community residential 

environments. In order to create such environments, planners, designers, and 

policymakers need to understand the structures that cause residents to feel attached to 

an environment. Before people will feel safe and secure in a residential environment—

before they will care for it, pay attention to it, and commit to living in it—they must first 

feel attached to it. Suburban developments are said to lack the physical and social 

conditions necessary for the attachment process. New Urbanist (NU) neighborhoods 

have been suggested as alternatives to conventional suburban (CS) developments 

because they are claimed to be more viable in social and physical terms. Consequently, 

it is argued that NU neighborhoods create a greater sense of community and place 

identity. In spite of these claims, little empirical study has been conducted to assess the 

appeal and effectiveness of NU developments.  

This study aims to understand why people choose to move to and remain in a 

neotraditional suburban residential environment versus a traditional suburban residential 

environment. Do NU and CS development residents’ characteristics differ from each 

other? Do their residential environment attachments differ? What are the social and 

physical features that foster attachment? Do personal predispositions and residential 

choices play a role in attachment to residential environments? Does more interaction 

with residential environment result in stronger attachment? 

These questions are answered through a comparative case study that adapted 

correlational, factor, and stepwise regression analyses. The study used observations 



and questionnaires. Meadowmont and Southern Village in Chapel Hill, North Carolina, 

were selected as the NU residential neighborhood cases. Lake Hogan Farm in Chapel 

Hill, North Carolina, and Preston Village in Cary, North Carolina, were selected as the 

CS residential neighborhoods. The NU and CS sites were matched by approximate age, 

size, and residents’ economic level. The results of this study are expected to shed light 

on the relative effectiveness of the neotraditional and conventional suburban 

developments in terms of the opportunities they provide for their residents to live in a 

better social and physical environment. The findings of the study will contribute to a 

knowledge base that may support the creation of physically and socially more viable 

residential environments for future generations in the United States. 
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1. INTRODUCTION  
Planners, designers, and policymakers aim to create satisfying, vital, and 

enduring residential environments where people can live in happiness and good health. 

To create such environments, experts need to know what makes residents happy and 

secure. Additionally, experts need to know the characteristics of residential 

environments that will help residents care for, pay attention to, and commit to their 

environment. When residents are committed and attentive to their residential 

environment, they provide better maintenance of their housing units and the immediate 

environment. This improvement of the physical conditions of the residential environment 

makes it more desirable. Improved physical conditions and caring residents also keep 

criminals away and make the environment more secure.  

A considerable part of the literature assumes that these effects happen as a 

result of place attachment concept (Brower, 1988; Proshansky in Rivlin, 1992; Relph, 

1976; Low & Altman, 1992; Fried, 1963). . Place attachment is defined in short as 

affective and cognitive bonds that people develop in relation to their environment. These 

bonds develop as a result of complicated social and emotional mechanisms involving the 

residents and their environment. Attachment mechanisms are complicated because a 

factor important to one person may be unimportant to another. Some people may 

strongly attach to environments with dirty streets, run-down buildings, and poor services, 

just because of strong social interactions they have in that environment. Other people 

may strongly attach to a well-designed environment based solely on interaction with their 

physical environment (Fried, 1963; Relph, 1976). Planning and design experts need to 

understand these mechanisms in order to shape meaningful environments for residents. 

Investigation of factors that give rise to positive interaction between residents and their 

environment may provide the information that planning and design experts need to 

create more satisfying environments. 
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The design features of suburbs have become a hot topic in the United States. 

Once seen as a solution for high density in the cities, suburbia pulled urban residents out 

to the countryside, away from crowding, pollution, and crime. It separated residence 

from the city, which entailed separation from work spaces, mass transportation, and 

public spaces for recreation, leisure, and shopping. Suburbia puts houses on large lots 

surrounded by open space, away from interaction with neighbors. These characteristics, 

together with low density, require greater use of cars. Even though suburbs were 

perceived as the “American Dream” in the years following World War II, now suburbia is 

claimed not to live up to the dream, either physically or socially (Duany et al., 2000; Lee 

& Ahn, 2003). Suburbia is said to lack a sense of community and sense of place, which 

are argued to be essential for a healthy and enduring community (Kelbaugh, 1989; 

Duany & Plater-Zyberk, 1992; Anderson, 2000).  

In this context, some planners and designers started promoting New Urbanism 

(NU), which has been suggested as a solution to the problems of the conventional 

suburban (CS) developments. NU intends to create a more vibrant community by 

bringing various kinds of uses together through the use of a town-like physical layout 

(Duany & Plater-Zyberk, 1992). The proponents of NU argue that with the right kind of 

physical arrangement, land use, and amenities, it is possible to create more satisfying, 

vital, and enduring environments, resulting in a better sense of community, a better 

attachment, and hence a more desirable community (Duany et al., 2000; Calthorpe et 

al., 2001). 

However, some suburban residents and developers are questioning the claims of 

NU. A resident of suburbia may well ask whether NU really provides a better community 

for its residents. If bonding to an environment is claimed to be a result of sense of 

community and sense of place in that environment, do the residents of NU 
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developments have more attachment than those of conventional suburban 

developments?  

1.1. Research questions and conceptual framework 

This dissertation compares New Urbanist developments and conventional 

suburban developments in order to understand whether there is a difference between 

them in terms of their residents’ attachments to their environments. It explores why 

people choose to move to and remain in a neotraditional suburban residential 

environment versus a conventional suburban residential environment. In addition, it also 

explores the effects of personal predispositions and interaction with the residential 

environment on attachment. In this context, research questions of this study are: 

1. Do NU and CS development residents’ characteristics and residential 

environment attachments differ from each other?  

2. What are the social and physical features that foster attachment?  

3. Do personal predispositions and residential choices play a role in attachment 

to residential environments?  

4. Does more interaction with the residential environment result in stronger 

attachment?  

The present research exploring the answers to these questions is significant in 

that it is one of the first studies exploring attachment processes in NU developments 

compared to CS developments. In spite of NU’s claims that it creates better 

environments than CS developments, few studies have investigated residents’ 

attachment to NU developments. Moreover, the dissertation utilizes a conceptual 

structure developed from a systematization of mostly qualitatively studied cases and 

complicated logical arguments. This structure shapes the research design of a 

quantitative approach to studying attachment processes. 
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For the comparison of NU and CS developments, two sites in Chapel Hill, North 

Carolina, were chosen as NU developments. One site in Chapel Hill, North Carolina, and 

one site Cary, North Carolina, were chosen as CS developments. These developments 

are comparable to each other in age, size, and price range. Controlling price range also 

controls demographic characteristics. A questionnaire for residents that was modified 

slightly for NU and CS developments was used to collect data. Analysis of the data was 

done first within the development types and then between the types through descriptive, 

factor, correlational, and multiple regression analyses.  

1.2. Organization of the chapters 

Chapter two explains the theoretical and conceptual foundations of the study. It 

reviews the concepts of attachment theory and place attachment, and their function in 

residential environments. In addition, the social and physical claims of New Urbanism 

are introduced. The conceptual framework of the empirical study is also introduced in the 

second chapter. Research methods, data-collection procedure, and site characteristics 

are discussed in the third chapter. In the fourth chapter, the findings are introduced 

through the use of descriptive, non-parametric comparison and correlational analysis, 

and stepwise regression analysis. Discussions of the findings, concluding comments, 

limitations of the study, and future research are presented in the final chapter. 



 5 

2. LITERATURE REVIEW 
Because attachment is a complicated concept, its use for this empirical study 

necessitated utilization of various domains of literature. Literature on place attachment, 

attachment theory, residential environments, and American suburban developments was 

reviewed to create this study’s conceptual framework. Place attachment studies 

provided a wide range of knowledge, and examples of use of the concept with a number 

of methodologies. Attachment theory from developmental psychology provided the basis 

for the place attachment concept. Studies on residential environments provided 

complementary information on how to utilize the concept when studying such 

environments. Because this study explores the attachment concept n the context of 

suburban residential environments, and most of the attachment concepts match with 

components of New Urbanist claims, a literature review was also conducted on these 

domains.  

2.1. Attachment theory  

Attachment studies in developmental psychology mainly have examined the 

relationship between caregiver and infant (Marris, 1996; Goldberg, 2000). They have 

explored how infants develop confidence in the individuals taking care of them 

(Goldberg, 2000). Attachment theory also is used to investigate attachment processes in 

later life. According to developmental psychology, previous experiences in life configure 

an individual’s social, emotional, cognitive, and behavioral structures. These structures 

give rise to conscious and unconscious decisions and preferences. Based on their 

experiences, people attempt to create predictability, stability, and order in their lives 

(Marris, 1996).  

Consequently, an individual’s social, emotional, cognitive, and behavioral 

configurations constitute that individual’s self. All new experiences are perceived, 

organized, classified, and remembered in accordance with the configuration of the self. 
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Motivations that guide behaviors can be understood in relation to the configuration of the 

self. As the self is constructed, each individual’s needs and expectations are 

established. When a subject or object meets those needs and expectations, the person 

feels safe and comfortable, and continues to expect her needs to be satisfied by the 

subject or object. In this way, the individual becomes attached to the subject or object. 

She starts having hopes and making plans that depend on the attachment figure. As an 

expression of her affection, she cares for, pays attention to, and supports the attachment 

figure (Figure 2.1).  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 2.1. Attachment process. 

Attachment sustains the will to live by helping people make sense of realities and 

behave purposefully (Marris, 1996). However, attachment may not seem evident in 

normal conditions. Attachment operates in the context of other social and behavioral 

systems (e.g., sociability) and is activated by a threat to safety (Goldberg, 2000). When 

the threat causes real damage, such as loss of an attachment figure and disruption of 

meaning, then people tend to grieve for this loss. Grief is taken as a conformation of 

attachment (Marris, 1996), a finding demonstrated in some place attachment studies 

(Fried, 1963).  
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The concepts and characteristics of attachment mentioned above can be applied 

in environmental studies, but not without complication. Even though similar definitions 

are used for the same phenomenon, different concepts are explored through different 

approaches and methodologies. Studies employ place character, identity of place, sense 

of place, and place image concepts, as well as place attachment. Although place 

attachment concept is the focus of this study, other concepts and the relationships 

among them have to be defined in order to eliminate any confusion. 

2.2. Intricacy of attachment to environment 

Since instability, migration, and change have become part of modern life in 

Western society, it has become more important to seek out and adapt to new situations 

than to attach oneself to a place (Low & Altman, 1992; Relph, 1976). Initially, 

anthropologists and sociologists studied people’s attachment to sacred places and 

homes in order to explain emotional involvement in and bonding to these places. After 

the urban renewal of the 1950s and 1960s, the consequences of forced relocation of 

people led to increased attention to the significance people put on the place in which 

they live (Sanoff, 2002; Fried, 1963; Bonaiuto et al., 1999). Studies done on the social 

issues of relocation, mobility, changing family structures, crime, community 

development, and homelessness stimulated concern about “human feelings and 

emotions about places” that are salient in “bonding people to places” (Low & Altman, 

1992; Fried, 1963). All these concepts are part of the place attachment concept. 

Although most authors (Low & Altman, 1992; Fried, 1963; Rivlin, 1987; Relph, 1976; 

Bonaiuto et al., 1999; Oswald & Wahl, 2001; Brown & Perkins, 1992; Rubinstein & 

Parmelee, 1992) use common components in their definitions and research, they 

emphasize different aspects of place attachment. Moreover, authors used several 

concepts when referring to the same or similar phenomena in their studies. These 

concepts are place attachment, place identity, place image, and sense of place.  
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Early research by Marc Fried (1963), who studied place identity by exploring the 

consequences of urban renewal projects, investigated feelings of sadness and 

depression among working-class people who were subject to a forced dislocation from 

Boston’s West End. He defined place identity as follows: 

“Place identity represents a phenomenal or ideational integration of 

important experiences concerning environmental arrangements and 

contacts in relation to the individual’s conception of his own body in 

space. It is based on spatial memories, spatial imagery, the spatial 

framework of current activity and implicit spatial components of ideals 

and aspirations. Place and group identities are integral to each other 

and have strong affective qualities” (p.156). 

Based on Proshansky, Fabian, and Kaminoff’s 1983 study, Rivlin (1987) defines place 

identity as a substructure of self-identity and as “cognitions about the physical world in 

which the individual lives.” These cognitions include memories, ideas, feelings, attitudes, 

values, preferences, meanings, and conceptions of behavior and experience. Relph 

(1976), based on Kevin Lynch’s works, states that “place identity provides an 

environment individuality or distinction from other places and serves as the basis for its 

recognition as a separate entity” (p. 45). He defines the components of place identity as 

physical environment, activities, and meanings. Even though the meanings are 

embedded in the physical environment, objects, or activities, they are created by human 

cognition. Therefore, it is important to understand how groups construct these identities.  

Relph (1976) suggests that what humans have constructed in their minds about a 

particular place is an image of that place for them. On the basis of Boulding’s studies in 

1961, he claims that place identity is “a mental picture, a product of experiences, 

attitudes, memories and immediate sensations, and an intentional interpretation of what 

is or what is believed to be” (p. 56). Green (1999) refers to different names used in the 
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literature for the same phenomenon, such as “place,” “sense of place,” “place character,” 

and “genius loci.” He claims that “in broad terms, these concepts concern identification 

with and attachment to places and associated place features, and the complexity of 

environmental values associated with individual experiences within the landscape” (p. 

312). He emphasizes overlapping attributes of place character and place attachment. 

Through continuous experience of a place, people establish an affective familiarity with 

its attributes and promote a personality for that place. Since the Oxford Dictionary 

defines “place character” as “the collective qualities that distinguish a person or a thing” 

(1996, p. 233), attachment to a place consists in affective bonds with the place’s 

characteristics (Green, 1999).  

Relph (1976) claims that sense of place is less tangible than place identity. 

Sense of place is compared with the terms “spirit of place” and “genius loci,” and refers 

to “character or personality” of a place. It is related with the “topography, appearance, 

economic functions, social activities and with particular significance deriving from past 

events and present situation” (p. 48). 

These terms overlap so much that it is difficult to distinguish one from another. It 

may be possible to classify the terms according to the objective and subjective realities 

(Figure 2.2). Objective reality refers to the attributes of the physical environment, and 

subjective reality refers to how individuals think and feel about the physical environment. 

Subjective and objective realities and the interaction between them compose the 

framework common to all the terms defined above.  

Based on Relph’s and Lynch’s (1976) definitions of place character and place 

identity and on dictionary definitions, it may be said that these concepts represent both 

the objective qualities of an environment and the qualities people subjectively assign 

over the objective ones. So, in this study, place character and place identity are both 

taken to mean the same thing and are, within the sphere of subjective reality, placed 
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closer to objective reality. These terms point at the pure physical features but with a 

subjective and interpretation. Place identity and place character are the concepts that 

are most closely related to the physical context, by definition. 

Sense of place may be approached through the word “sense.” In the Oxford 

Dictionary (1996, p. 1376), the definitions most relevant to the issue discussed here are 

“the ability to perceive or feel or to be conscious of the presence or properties of things”, 

“consciousness, intuitive awareness,” and “quick or accurate appreciation, 

understanding, or instinct regarding a specified matter.” So, sense of place is closer to 

subjective reality, since it is something sensed by the subject(s). However, sense of 

place may operate at the perceptual, cognitive, or affective level, depending on the 

nature of the particular experience. A person who has just arrived at a place for the first 

time can talk about the immediate sense of place, while a person who has been living 

there for years can have her own sense of place. This is why Relph (1976) refers to 

“identity with” a place after defining the sense of place and describes the “insideness” 

and “outsideness” of a place. The human intention of being present in a particular place 

determines the relation between the subject and the physical environment. This intention 

determines whether one senses one’s environment consciously or unconsciously, or at 

the perceptual, cognitive, or affective level.  

Place image is the easiest to distinguish from the other concepts. The relevant 

definitions of image in the Oxford Dictionary (1993, p. 731) are “a representation of the 

external form of an object” and “the character or reputation of a person or thing as 

generally perceived.” Thus, place image is a representation of a particular environment 

in people’s minds. Since Boulding defines place image as a “mental picture” (1961, in 

Relph, 1976), it represents a stable state of an evaluation of a particular place. Place 

image is like a snapshot of the experience of a place; it displays the physical qualities of 

an environment through the colors of human filters. It is not necessarily blended with 
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affection, but may be the reflection of functional, perceptual, behavioral, or cognitive 

interactions.  

The more deeply these terms are explored, the harder it becomes to differentiate 

one from another. However, the main focus of this study will be “place attachment,” 

separate from the other related concepts. Based on this section’s conceptual framework 

and the Oxford Dictionary’s definition of attachment as “affection and devotion” (1993, p. 

84), place attachment is more related to the subject and subjective reality. Place 

attachment will be investigated in detail in the following section. 

 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 2.2. The relation of place attachment concepts to subjective and objective realities. 
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to places” and is an interplay of affect and emotions, knowledge and beliefs, and 

behaviors and actions in relation to a place. Place attachment is constituted by affect, 

cognition, and practice; by places varying in scale, specificity, and tangibility; by different 

actors as individuals, groups, or cultures; by social relationships among individuals, 

groups, or cultures; and by linear and cyclical temporal aspects.  

Brown and Perkins (1992) state that ”place attachment involves positively 

experienced bonds, sometimes occurring without awareness, that are developed over 

time from the behavioral, affective, and cognitive ties between individuals and/or groups 

and their sociophysical environment.” According to Riley (1992), place attachment is 

established through “affective relationships between people and the landscape that go 

beyond cognition, preference and judgment.” Bonaiuto et al. (1999) define place 

attachment as “establishing affective bonds with specific places” or “...becoming a part of 

the place identity.” They claim that place attachment is established through social and 

psychological processes between the person and the place, and the outcome consists of 

abstractions and feelings about the environment.  

Oswald and Wahl (2001) claim that “place attachment describes a variety of 

processes operating from affective, cognitive and/or behavioral bonds to a particular 

socio-physical setting.” Similarly, Brown and Perkins (1992) suggest that place 

attachment processes normally reflect the behavioral, cognitive, and emotional 

embeddedness that individuals experience in their sociophysical environments.” Low 

(1992) defines place attachment as “the symbolic relationships formed by people giving 

culturally shared emotional/affective meanings to a particular space or piece of land that 

provides the basis for the individual’s or group’s understanding of and relation to the 

environment.” Rubinstein and Parmelee (1992) state that “attachment to a place is a set 

of feelings about a geographic location that emotionally binds a person to that place as a 

function of its role as a setting for experience.”  
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In this study, place attachment is defined and described as follows: 

Place attachment is established through activities and behaviors between 

people and environment, and people and people, in a particular environment 

(Relph, 1976; Low & Altman, 1992). This represents the process of attachment. 

Interactions with social and physical environments result in affective, behavioral, 

and cognitive bonds and meanings that people create for their environments, 

which are the outcomes of people’s attachment to an environment (Rivlin, 1987; 

Bonaiuto et al., 1999; Proshansky in Rivlin, 1987; Green, 1999). These bonds 

and meanings in turn affect the behaviors and actions of those who construct 

them (Brower, 1988; Proshansky in Rivlin, 1987; Relph, 1976; Low & Altman, 

1992; Fried, 1963). While an investigation of outcome concepts would provide 

information about the nature of attachment to a particular environment, an 

understanding of process concepts is important for grasping the mechanisms 

that would attachment. Place attachment is also related with rituals, periodic 

events, and behaviors, which is referred through cyclical time; and with length of 

presence in a particular environment, which is referred through linear time (Rivlin, 

1987; Bonaiuto et al., 1999; Proshansky in Rivlin, 1987; Green, 1999; Low & 

Altman, 1992; Relph, 1976) (Figure 2.3). 
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Figure 2.3. Process and outcome phases of place attachment. 
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cities, or countries. Each size context needs its own study methodology, since individual 

reactions to different sizes of contexts would differ. When bonds are explored as a 

component of place attachment, it is necessary to clarify the distinction among affective, 

cognitive, and behavioral bonds. It is also possible to examine place attachment in 

relation to the intention of one’s presence in a particular environment. “Insideness”, 

“outsideness,” and “perceptual modes” in place attachment are relevant to intentional 

purposes, which determine the nature of the bonds (Relph, 1976; Appleyard, 1976 in 

Brower, 1988). 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
Figure 2.4. Various aspects of Place Attachment. 
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2.5. Attachment to residential environments  

Studies of residential environments and place attachment were reviewed to 

provide structure for this study’s conceptual framework. Several attachment studies 

focused on the meaningful physical features in residential settings and the larger area 

(e.g., the town or city) that people have associations with (Green, 1999; Brower, 1985). 

For these studies, it was important to find meanings that a specific subject group 

assigned to specific features in that specific context. These studies did not consider the 

social environment. Some attachment studies were not limited by physical environment 

and found that social environment might have a prior influence on place attachment 

(Fried, 1963). Other studies focused on social networks and their influence on 

attachment (Cohen & Shinar, 1985), on different user groups’ attachment (Oswald & 

Wahl, 2001), and on cultural attachment (Low, 1992). 

Another group of investigations of residential environments contained attachment 

components. These studies examined factors that initiate, sustain and promote 

residents’ attachment to the neighborhoods, such as physical characteristics that 

promote and nurture meaningful relations with the environment (Marcus & Sarkissian, 

1985), satisfaction of the residents, (Lansing et al., 1970), social change in residential 

environments (Sanoff, 1970), and home ownership and community involvement in 

residential environments (Rohe & Stegman, 1994). Among these concepts, resident 

satisfaction seems to be the most relevant to this study. Attachment theory assumes that 

attachment occurs—not necessarily, but most probably—when expectations and needs 

are met. Thus, in order to understand the attachment of residents to their residential 

setting, their satisfaction with their environment has to be investigated. The more their 

needs and expectations are met by their residential environment, the more likely it is that 

they develop affection for it (Fischer et al., 1977, in Cohen & Shinar, 1985).  
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Some studies did not separate satisfaction with the residential environment from 

attachment to it (Keller, 1968, in Cohen & Shinar, 1985). For those studies, the factors 

affecting the attachment to, sense of community in, and satisfaction with the residential 

environment were the same. Some of the studies considered satisfaction with the 

residential environment as a determinant of attachment to it (Bonaiuto et al., 1999). In 

studies covering both concepts, attachment is conceptualized as residents’ affection 

toward their environment, and contextual environment, referring to amenities and 

services provided in the residential environment, was added to physical and social 

environments.  

Satisfaction with physical, social, and contextual environments is evaluated 

through the assessments of residents. As stated earlier in the section on attachment 

theory, the self’s satisfaction with the other is directly related to the characteristics of the 

self. Most of the studies treated the characteristics of the residents through 

demographics. Some researchers asserted the importance of residents’ expectations 

and “predispositions” (Lansing et al., 1970). The predispositions of the residents are 

especially important for this study, because attachment theory claims that people 

develop affection according to their expectations. Expectations are formed by past 

experiences and are closely related to the cognitive processes that influence perception. 

How the residents envision themselves (i.e., socially, economically) and what they 

expect from a residential environment are also important. Their satisfaction with the 

physical and social features of their environments will depend on these cognitions. 

According to postoccupancy evaluations of more than 30 HUD housing 

developments, Marcus and Sarkissian (1985) claim that residential satisfaction depends 

on amenities and convenience, maintenance, pleasant visual appearance, satisfaction 

with management, presence of similar neighbors, perceived economic value, and 

satisfaction with other residents. Similarly, Bonaiuto et al. (1999) claim that architectural 
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and town planning features, social relations, and context characteristics influence 

satisfaction.  

Considering all these classifications and indicators, in addition to the components 

of attachment, this study regards satisfaction and attachment as results of the interaction 

between personal characteristics and social and physical environments. This 

categorization and interaction is elaborated in the conceptual framework section, with 

more citations of residential studies. In the next section, the claims of New Urbanism are 

explored in order to understand the current debate on the social and physical efficiency 

of types of developments, as well as the relevance of place attachment concepts in this 

debate.  

2.6. New Urbanism and its claims 

Many new American housing units in the post-World War II era were subsidized 

by the government in the form of loans to returning veterans. Most of these units were 

located in the countryside on large single lots, distanced from each other and without 

common shared facilities. Residents depended on cars for any activity outside the 

residence (Lee and Ahn, 2003). Since then, these suburban developments have become 

a significant part of the American social and physical context. In the early 1990s, a new 

criticism of American suburbs, called New Urbanism (NU), was developed. NU claims 

that most suburban developments promote car dependency, provide little choice in 

housing, isolate residents from social contact, and lack any sense of physical character 

constituted by the relationships among buildings or houses. Moreover, suburbs are 

socioeconomically homogenous, which is argued to be a negative effect on rich social 

relations based on social diversity (Kelbaugh, 1989; Duany & Plater-Zyberk, 1992; 

Anderson, 2000). NU developments use walkable development design in an attempt to 

create a sense of community and a sense of place, which the conventional suburban 

environments are said to lack. 
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Sense of place in NU. NU developments create a place identity or sense of 

place through the use of traditional architectural styles and urban elements. Housing 

styles, integration of walkways, increased street lighting and landscaping, a layout with 

housing surrounding a focal center, and local or historic architectural housing facades 

are used to create a sense of place and identity for the physical environment, in 

distinction from conventional suburban (CS) developments, which are said to lack a 

sense of place and identity (Duany & Plater-Zyberk, 1992).  

Sense of community in NU. NU makes an effort to create the kinds of 

environments and social interactions that existed in small towns and conventional 

neighborhoods in the United States before the advent of suburban environments (Duany 

et al., 2000). Conventional neighborhoods and small towns are characterized by the 

intimacy of relationships among people living in physical proximity. Neighborhoods that 

display the social characteristics of intimate relationships, solidarity, and community 

feeling are considered products of villages or small towns (Cohen & Shinar, 1985). 

Another concept referring to village and small-town social relations is Gemeinschaft, a 

social relationship based on community membership that is considered to be 

characteristic of European communities prior to the Industrial Revolution (Figueria-Mc 

Donough, 2001). In traditional neighborhoods and Gemeinschaft communities, residents 

tend to become involved in their immediate environment and to maintain local social 

relations and networks. Researchers call this tendency “local orientation” (Cohen & 

Shinar, 1985) or “community in place” (Glynn, 1986; McMillan & Chavis, 1986; Cochran, 

1994; Nasar & Julian, 1995).  

However, in today’s modern communities, social relations have changed 

because of the effects of technological progress. Today’s technology enables people to 

develop social relations outside their neighborhood, regardless of the distance involved 

(Cohen & Shinar, 1985). People develop and maintain social relations that extend 



 20 

beyond their immediate environment. The social relations identified with traditional 

neighborhoods are now to be found within a social network acquired through their clubs, 

jobs, or house of worship (Lyon, 1987). This phenomenon is called “community of 

interest” (Glynn, 1986; McMillan & Chavis, 1986; Cochran, 1994; Nasar & Julian, 1995).  

NU claims that community interaction can be promoted by physical design. 

People satisfying their needs without dependence on cars in NU developments are 

expected to walk around the neighborhood and mingle with other residents. The 

satisfaction of daily needs in the neighborhood through interaction with the other 

residents in the community is claimed to increase the sense of community (Kelbaugh, 

1989; Duany & Plater-Zyberk, 1992; Lee and Ahn, 2003). Therefore, integration of work 

spaces, commercial uses, and retail uses into the residential area is an important part of 

NU development design (Calthorpe, 2001). In addition, the distance between the houses 

and the street is decreased in order to increase interaction between the residents and 

the streets. Streets are designed to be a main public space. To increase interaction 

among the community in the development, the emphasis is on open public spaces rather 

than private spaces. This is reflected in allocating smaller lot sizes to single housing 

units and larger lot sizes to public spaces.  

Personality and social interaction in NU. Josefina Figueira-McDonough 

(2001), in her book Community Analysis and Praxis, introduces the contemporary 

Gemeinschaft community concept, which is a search for the characteristics of 

Gemeinschaft communities in contemporary neighborhoods. She claims that 

contemporary Gemeinschaft is a dimension of communalism in which community 

interaction and sense of community are underlined. This may result in tighter social 

relations, such as trade of goods and services, an increase in visiting among neighbors, 

watching each other’s children, and a preference for local bars, restaurants, and movie 
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theaters. These claims overlap with the social claims of NU to a great extent. Thus, it 

can be argued that NU attempts to create contemporary Gemeinschaft communities.  

If NU environments have this dimension of communalism, do the residents 

choosing NU environments also have community-oriented personalities? The words of a 

suburban subdivision developer at a time when suburbia was booming provide one 

telling answer. He claimed in a magazine interview that having large houses in the 

middle of large yards would keep suburban residents so busy that they would not be 

able to focus on any larger communal concerns (Hayden, 2002). If, as claimed, CS 

developments have diminished social relations, do their residents have more individually 

oriented personalities? 

Although supporters of communal neighborhoods and NU claim an improvement 

in social contact among residents of these developments, it should be remembered that 

today, many residents of both urban and suburban communities don’t interact with their 

neighbors as much as previous generations did. Moreover, providing indoor and outdoor 

spaces for social interaction will not automatically improve residents’ contact with their 

neighbors. Besides, residents of NU developments may still be sociable with friends or 

contacts (community of interest) outside their residential neighborhood (Anderson, 

2000). Nevertheless, presence of these spaces would at least create the opportunity for 

social contact. 

The sense of community and sense of place that NU developments are said to 

provide are claimed to encourage the residents to develop emotional bonds and ties to 

their community (Langdon, 1994; Duany et al., 2000). As mentioned in earlier sections, 

these bonds structure the resident’s attachment to her environment. This study focuses 

on an exploration attachment processes by examining social and physical residential 

environments, and the residents’ interaction with these environments, in NU 

developments as compared to CS developments. 
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2.7. Conceptual framework  

Based on the studies cited in the literature review, the study’s conceptual 

framework is outlined in this section. The concepts cited in various domains of literature 

on attachment to residential environment are linked as a baseline for the empirical study. 

In this study, attachment to NU and CS developments is investigated through various 

mechanisms of interaction between the personal characteristics of the residents and 

social and physical domains of the residential environments.  

Personal characteristics. Cohen and Shinar (1985) claim that people choose 

and attach to social environments as a result of their conscious preferences, which may 

be a natural result of their personal characteristics. These personal characteristics can 

be conceptualized through demographic data—the objective facts about a person—but 

there is more to personal characteristics than demographic data. People also develop 

relations with their physical environment based on their intentions, background, beliefs, 

and values (Brower, 1988). Because a community-oriented personality is important for 

developing more intimate social relations in the neighborhood, personality is also an 

important factor for this study (Figueria-Mc Donough, 2001). These subjective 

characteristics can be called predispositions (Lansing, 1970).  

When examining place attachment, it is helpful to distinguish between objective 

and subjective personal characteristics of the resident. Subjective characteristics help 

explain how one associates oneself with one’s residential environment, whereas 

objective characteristics provide information about the factual congruence of an 

individual with other residents (Cohen & Shinar, 1985). Both kinds of characteristics 

comprise individual preferences and orientations, but objective characteristics do so 

through factual realities and experiences, while subjective characteristics operate 

through perceptual and abstract realities.  
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Demographic data usually include information about personal and social 

characteristics, such as age, gender, income level, marital status, education, and 

occupation. Even though gender was not found to be a significant determinant of 

attachment (Bonaiuto et al., 1999; Cohen & Shinar, 1985), women who are not working 

or who do not have children may need to spend more time in their residential 

environments. Therefore, attachment may be an especially important issue for them 

(Marcus & Sarkissian, 1985). Seniors and children are the age groups that may spend 

more time in the residential environment, and each group’s attachment  are different 

from the other’s. Income level may be an important determinant of expectations and of 

choosing the residential environment (Bonaiuto et al., 1999; Sanoff, 1970; Cohen & 

Shinar, 1985). Moreover, low-income groups tend to have a local social network 

centralized in their residential environment. Localization of social networks depends on 

economic and social status, age, length of residency, and the neighborhood context 

(Fried, 1963; Oswald & Wahl, 2001; Cohen & Shinar, 1985). 

The more time a person spends in an environment, the more she becomes 

adjusted to, familiar with, and attached to it. Thus, length of residency plays an important 

role in attachment. Sometimes length of residency in the city also influences the 

attachment and satisfaction process (Bonaiuto et al., 1999; Lansing et al., 1970; Rohe & 

Stegman, 1994). Number of persons living together or household composition are also 

claimed to be variables for predicting neighborhood attachment (Bonaiuto et al., 1999; 

Sanoff, 1970). This can be associated with individuals’ already living within a self-

contained nuclear social group. Presence of children and type of residence prior to 

moving to their present housing unit are investigated (Sanoff, 1970; Rohe & Stegman, 

1994; Bonaiuto et al., 1999; Lansing et al., 1970). Place of birth is related to familiarity 

with the larger environment and may be influential in residents’ being comfortable in the 

environment.  
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In order to understand subjective images, some studies have asked residents 

why they want to move and what the characteristics are of the residential neighborhood 

that they want to live in (Sanoff, 1970; Lansing et al., 1970; Bonaiuto et al., 1999). In 

addition, they are asked how they associate themselves with their neighbors, if the 

neighborhood is a good place to raise children or to live in, and if buying the house (for 

homeowners) was a good investment (Sanoff, 1970; Bonaiuto et al., 1999; Rohe & 

Stegman, 1994). All of the important components of personal characteristics in various 

studies and their relation to the residential environment are summarized in Figure 2.5. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 2.5. Personal characteristics and their relation to the residential environment.  
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of a residential environment would be a strong determinant of an individual’s decision to 

remain in that environment. For this reason, people may look for neighbors with the 

same characteristics as theirs. The match of characteristics between neighbors may 

result in a homogeneous social environment, where all the residents are of the same 

race, economic group, lifestyle, ethnicity, etc. However, heterogeneous social 

environments would provide the opportunity for individuals with different characteristics 

to come together and create a tolerant and rich social interaction. 

Postoccupancy evaluations of a number of residential areas by Marcus and 

Sarkissian (1986) indicated that there is a need for an adequate degree of homogeneity 

among the residents. In a residential neighborhood in Raleigh, North Carolina, residents’ 

detachment from the neighborhood was a result of black families moving in (Sanoff et 

al., 1970). Residents of another race were perceived as undesirable for the social 

composition in that neighborhood. People want neighbors who have the same lifestyle, 

ethnicity, education, income, and child-rearing practices that they have (Marcus & 

Sarkissian, 1986; Cohen & Shinar, 1985). Diversity within this homogeneity is possible 

through variations of race, age, and family composition. Homogeneity encourages 

neighboring and visiting. The more that residents interact with their social and physical 

environments, the greater is the possibility that they will develop attachment. 

Cooperation among neighbors, from exchanging tools to babysitting, is possible mostly 

with neighbors who are believed to have the same characteristics (Marcus & Sarkissian, 

1986). Neighboring and visiting result in a common feeling of well-being among 

residents. In addition to informal social relations and neighboring in the residential 

environment, participation in community organizations and institutions may promote or 

improve residents’ attachment  (Rohe & Stegman, 1994; Fischer et al., 1977 in Cohen & 

Shinar, 1985).  



 26 

The perception of the social environment in a residential setting also influences 

residents’ preferences and attachment  (Cohen & Shinar, 1985). Residents’ positive 

experiences in the residential environment are associated with the physical environment, 

and they develop a sense of attachment to the residential environment. This positive 

feeling of social connectivity may encompass the world of the resident so completely that 

a geographic relocation may become upsetting (Fried, 1963). All of the important 

components of the social domain of residential environments that were cited in various 

studies are summarized in Figure 2.6. 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 2.6. Social environment and sense of community in residential environments.  
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residents to relocate within the same area throughout their life cycles. This also would 

result in the survival of the residential area (Marcus & Sarkissian, 1986). Further details 

about physical features that may promote attachment are cited in the next section.  

Physical environment, physical interaction and sense of place. Physical 

environment should be investigated through identification of individual features. Marcus 

and Sarkissian (1986) claimed that when residents talk about physical quality, they refer 

to the landscape and site-planning features more than to housing styles or appearances. 

Building heights, facades, and colors; good landscaping; pleasant views from the units; 

noninstitutional appearance; and high levels of maintenance are associated with a 

pleasing appearance. Still, the style or appearance of housing may contribute to positive 

feelings toward the residential environment (Cohen & Shinar, 1985). So, the appearance 

of public spaces, recreational areas and their landscape design, pathways, and 

parkways are important for residents to develop an affective response. In addition to 

these site-planning features integrated with landscape, studies say the view that the 

residents see through their windows is important. Physical attractiveness of the 

surrounding immediate environment is an important factor in a person’s choice of 

whether to live or remain in a residential environment. Most of the visual attractiveness 

depends on integration of landscape features with public spaces (Marcus & Sarkissian, 

1986). 

Spatial environment refers to the arrangement of spaces that would allow 

particular social behaviors to take place. Even though the design of a particular physical 

environment does not determine the actions and behaviors of its users, it is meant to 

provide opportunities for their realization. Public spaces are claimed to be the most 

important spaces in terms of the opportunities provided for residents to come together 

and develop social relations with each other (Marcus & Sarkissian, 1986). If there are 

spaces designed appropriate to the nature of these relations, then less effort will be 
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required to conduct them. However, public spaces with an inappropriate design may 

cause worse results than their mere absence. Large empty spaces between housing 

units with no landscaping may have no attractiveness or suitable arrangement for any 

activity. Putting lower fences in adjacent yards, adding front porches, arranging housing 

entrances so as to facilitate interaction of neighbors, design of a common courtyard for a 

number of residences so that that the privacy of one resident is not infringed by another, 

and playgrounds designed appropriately for different age groups and for parent 

surveillance are examples of the opportunities provided by spatial arrangements 

(Marcus & Sarkissian, 1986). 

Marcus and Sarkissian (1986) say that territorial hierarchy of public spaces in a 

residential area is an important factor in developing social relations among the residents. 

The public spaces assigned to a certain number of residential units and called “semi-

public spaces” are perceived to be appropriate for personalization by the residents. 

These spaces are also perceived as owned by those residents. Therefore, the residents 

feel responsible for the maintenance of that open space, and while doing it, they interact 

with their neighbors. In addition, the residents of the housing units that are clustered 

around this kind of an open space encounter each other and start getting to know each 

other.  

The self and social and physical environments are not the only factors influencing 

attachment. Contextual environment also plays a role. . Presence of services and 

facilities, location of the residential area in relation to the urban or suburban context, 

residents’ location within the residential area, orientation, maintenance, parking 

conditions, lighting, and outdoor seating are all functional and contextual features 

(Bonaiuto et al., 1999; Lansing et al., 1970). Gyms, day-care centers, and community 

gathering spaces may be the amenities provided in a residential milieu. Their presence 

and maintenance are considered to be the responsibility of management. Most of the 
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time, the management is the provider of both the maintenance and the satisfactory 

visual appearance. For many residents, the visual appearance is equal to good 

maintenance. The lack of a good management and maintenance system mostly results 

in lack of attachment of the residents to the residential area. However, the efficacy of 

management in low-income residential areas is often substandard. The inadequate 

economic conditions of the residents may necessitate the residents themselves taking 

care of their environment. Furthermore, maintenance by the residents themselves may 

be another indicator of their attachment.  

Because amenities and mixed-use features are inseparable parts of the image of 

the developments, components of contextual environments are considered as a part of 

the physical environment in this study. Components of physical environment that are 

important for attachment are summarized in Figure 2.7. 
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maintenance may range from cutting the grass to fixing, cleaning, and decorating the 

facades of their residential unit and private and public open spaces (Bonaiuto et al., 

1999; Brower, 1988; Oh & Minami, 2002). 

Another evident physical reflection of residents’ attachment to their residential 

environment is personalization. Personalization indicates the residents’ ownership of the 

space they have modified. Spaces displaying signs of personalization are mostly the 

garage and housing unit entrances, and private or semi-public open spaces of housing 

units. Marcus and Sarkissian (1986) state that certain ways of designing public spaces, 

apartments, and housing entrances provide opportunities for the residents to project 

their identity upon their residential unit or environment. This activity also functions as a 

territorial expression for the resident, which is interpreted as a reflection of self and of 

ownership feelings. Since furnishing inside the unit already conveys many clues to 

residents’ identity, personalization reflected in the façade of the housing unit or in the 

public spaces can be a signifier of attachment to the larger residential environment. So, 

the more the environment allows personalization, the greater the probability of 

attachment is. Personalization does not usually happen with more wealthy resident 

groups due to the housing units themselves reflecting high status, respectability, and 

worth through the architecture. Feelings of safety, comfort, and plans of or evidence of 

investment in the residential unit reveal information about the attachment to the 

residential environment. In this study, attachment will be explored through positive 

affective associations of residents with their residential environment.  

Consequently, this study explores what features are important for attachment of 

individuals to their residential environment; if attachment is a result of self-characteristics 

affecting the importance of and satisfaction with social and physical environment; and if 

interaction with physical and social environment plays a role in attachment to the 

residential environment (Figure 2.8.). Comparing NU and CS developments over these 
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variables will provide the opportunity for determining whether the methods of New 

Urbanism are influential on attachment to residential environments.  
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3. METHODOLOGY 

This chapter provides information on how the research was designed, how 

criteria for selecting the cases were set, and how the survey instrument was prepared 

and implemented. The research used causal comparative case study methodology in 

order to determine the similarities and differences between NU and CS developments by 

comparing the environmental characteristics and residents’ personal characteristics, 

values, and satisfactions with and attachment to their residential environments. Data 

were collected through mail questionnaires and analyzed through descriptive, factor 

analysis, correlational, and multiple regression analysis. Four developments were 

selected in the Triangle area in North Carolina for the study. Reasons to select the 

methodology and methods for data collection and data analysis in this study are 

presented in the methodological framework section. 

3.1. Methodological framework 

Empirical studies on place attachment are based on a number of research 

designs and data-collection methods. The intricacy of the phenomenon encourages 

studying it through different approaches. Some studies on place attachment relied on 

one research design and method, while others adopted combined designs and multiple 

methods in their approach. Research reviewed for this study was based on qualitative, 

correlational, or combined research design.  

Researchers who approached place attachment through qualitative research 

tried to understand the issue through the meanings that people brought to it. In order to 

understand people’s meanings better, they used interviews (Groat & Wang, 2002; 

Creswell, 1994). Oh and Minami’s study (2002) is an example of this approach. They 

explored residents’ shared attachment to a town in Jeju Island, South Korea. They 

explored how the experiences of places, which go back to childhood and remain strongly 
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rooted in people’s memories, structure shared place identity for the community. They 

also investigated the community elements that represented town identity. Focusing on 

residents’ meanings and individual memories, they used field interviews for data 

collection. 

In studies with correlational design, which is also referred to as survey design, 

the study variables are already determined and the relation between them is investigated 

(Groat & Wang, 2002; Marans, 1987; Crano & Brewer, 1973). Bonaiuto et al.’s (1999) 

study is an example of correlational research. They claimed that the perceived 

residential quality predicts the residents’ attachment to their residential neighborhood. 

They measured residential environment quality by the residents’ satisfaction with and 

perception of spatial, social, functional, and contextual features. They stated that 

sociodemographic variables (e.g., age, sex, and socioeconomic level) and residential 

variables (e.g., length of residency in the neighborhood or city and the number of people 

living together) play a significant role in predicting neighborhood attachment. Although 

the dependent and independent variables are predetermined in correlational research, 

the researcher is interested in the naturally occurring patterns and does not alter the 

independent variable, as in experimental research (Crano & Brewer, 1973; Groat & 

Wang, 2002). The main goal is to understand the relationship between variables 

(positive or negative correlation) and/or to test the hypothesis. In order to do that, 

detailed surveys or questionnaires are used, as was done by Bonaiuto et al. (1999). 

When the phenomenon investigated is complex, there might be a need for 

different methods to study it thoroughly. Considering the complexity of the place 

attachment phenomenon, a number of researchers chose to use multiple method 

designs. Fried (1963) used structured interviews for data collection and quantified 

content analysis through descriptive statistics. Brower (1988) and Green (1999) used 

qualitative and quantitative methods sequentially. They used interviews and letters to 
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identify meanings and cognitive and affective constructs that subject groups have 

relative to the setting. The analysis of the interviews was used to structure the rating 

scales to be used in photo questionnaires. Subjects first identified important places and 

their meanings and then rated these meanings according to their importance to the 

subject. While the depth of the issue was investigated by qualitative research, the 

breadth of the issue was covered by survey research (Groat & Wang, 2002).  

Since this study explores the relation between variables that are already 

determined, it employs a questionnaire for data collection. It investigates the 

relationships between attachment to residential environments, residential choices, 

personal characteristics, satisfaction with and importance of physical and social 

environments, and interaction with these environments. However, it does not adopt a 

survey or a correlational design, because its primary purpose is to find out whether the 

differences between the physical and social characteristics of NU and CS developments, 

along with the residents’ characteristics and interaction in these developments, are 

influences on residents’ attachment to their residential environments. (These variables 

are mentioned with their subcategories in the survey instrument section and in Figure 

3.9.) Therefore, all the variables above are conceptualized as “independent” variables, 

and residents’ attachment is a “dependent” variable. The author of this study adopted 

causal comparative for the research design, according to which comparable subject 

samples and physical environments were selected to investigate the causal relationship 

between the dependent and the independent variables (Groat & Wang, 2002). In this 

sense, the study is closer to the experimental research design, through which the 

causality between variables is sought (Groat & Wang, 2002; Shadish, 2002). A 

convincing example of a causal comparative study is Joongsub Kim’s 2001 dissertation, 

titled “Sense of Community in Neotraditional and Conventional Suburban 

Developments.”  
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Given that the study compares NU and CS developments through causal 

comparative case design, the sites are described thoroughly. Data for the description of 

each site’s physical characteristics are collected through researcher observations and 

interviews with key informants. Descriptive statistics are used to present residents’ 

characteristics as well as their perceptions of, interactions with, and attachment to their 

environments at each site. The responses to most of the questions did not have a 

normal distribution, so using mean scores in comparing the two samples would not aid 

understanding of the differences and similarities among the residents. Therefore, when 

the responses of residents at each site and type are compared, non-parametric statistics 

are used. Non-parametric statistics provide more accurate data in cases when data do 

not show a normal distribution. Non-parametric statistics rank the responses at various 

levels according to the data. When comparing the samples or conducting correlational 

analysis, these ranks are used instead of the mean scores. The Mann-Whitney U Test is 

used in non-parametric comparisons (Sprent & Smeeton, 2001). 

In addition to non-parametric statistics, factor analysis is used to elucidate the 

underlying structures of differences and similarities in the residents’ perceptions of 

physical features of their environments. Principlal component analysis with Varimax 

rotation is used for factor analysis. These methods of conducting factor analysis are 

preferred because they are used in 90% of the relevant literature (Norusis, 1998; Bryant 

& Yarnold, 1995). 

Because the study explored the relationships among the variables, correlational 

analysis is used. Every independent variable is correlated to a dependent variable—

namely, attachment—to reveal the degree of association between them. Even though 

correlation analyses do not imply causality, it is still possible to predict one variable 

based on the other (Bobko, 1992). Thus, the results of correlational analysis make it 

possible to determine which type of development, NU or CS, is associated with a higher 
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degree of attachment. Non-parametric statistics apply also to correlational analysis and 

necessitate the use of Spearman’s rho test, which matches the Person correlation 

(Sprent & Smeeton, 2001).  

The study also investigates a number of causal relationships. The first is the 

effect of personal predispositions and the importance assigned to and satisfaction 

acquired from physical and social environments on attachment. The second is the effect 

of interaction and satisfaction with social and physical environments on attachment. 

Consequently, a couple of independent variables are combined to obtain a prediction on 

attachment. This necessitated the use of multiple correlation analysis. Since the best 

hierarchical solution for the order of these variables’ effects on attachment is desired, 

stepwise regression analysis is used (Thompson & Norris, 1992; Lewis-Beck, 1980; 

Schroeder & Stephan, 1986). 

“The causal comparative study can only ascribe cause in a provisional or 

hypothetical way. This is because causal comparative research relies on natural 

accruing variables, as do all correlational studies” (Groat & Wang, 2002; p. 215). To 

overcome this obstacle, the comparability of the developments was ensured as much as 

possible. This comparability is elaborated in the case selection section. 

3.2. Case selection 

Site 1 and Site 2 in Chapel Hill, North Carolina, were selected as NU 

developments, and the third site in Chapel Hill, North Carolina, and the fourth site in 

Cary, North Carolina, were sampled as CS developments. Length of residency, and 

economic level have been determined to be important in place attachment, and these 

factors had to be controlled in this study. They also played an important role in site 

matching and selection. Length of residency is important because over long years of 

interaction with the same residential environment, people inevitably develop bonds to 

their environment. Due to the impossibility of controlling residents’ length of residency in 
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each development, age of the development was taken as a base for an estimation of 

length of residency. Thus, sites selected for this study are approximately the same age. 

Another important factor that had to be controlled was economic level of the 

subjects. Since low-income residents are found to develop more bonds to their 

residential environment, there was also a need to select the subjects from the same 

economic level. Given that Site 2 and Site 1 were the most important NU developments 

in the area, the economic level of the residents living there provided the basis for 

selecting the CS developments. However, considering that one of the characteristics of 

NU developments is economic diversity, a range of economic levels had to be defined 

for subject sampling. Due to the difficulty of accessing the personal data of the residents, 

housing purchase price was used to identify residents’ economic level. Both the 

phenomenon under investigation and the need to control the economic level required 

limiting subject sampling from the housing type identified as ”single detached house,” 

due to the difficulty of finding apartments or row houses in CS developments. Given that 

the control variables influenced the selection of the sites, the detailed characteristics of 

each site are explained in the following sections. 

3.2.1. Site 1 (NU) 

Site 1 is in Chapel Hill, North Carolina, close to the main highways leading to 

Research Triangle Park and other neighboring cities, and across from the Friday Center 

for Continuing Education of the University of North Carolina at Chapel Hill. The Friday 

Center serves university and non-university programs and has office units as well. It is 

connected to Site 1 by a tunnel under the highway. This development has around 1,100 

units on 435 acres of land. Its houses have been occupied since 2000, and 

approximately 40-50% of the development has been built (Figure 3.1).  

Site 1 is a NU community with a mix of housing, retail, office, and civic uses 

within the community. It contains various neighborhoods at different densities containing 
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different housing styles. The typical lot size is around 6000 sq. ft. or 8000 sq. ft. The 

largest lot in the development is 21,780 sq. ft. 

The development has streets of various widths and traffic loads. Main arteries 

serving different neighborhoods have higher traffic loads and are wider, with a width of 

up to 70 ft. Streets within the neighborhoods serving the homes directly are narrow and 

have a width of 27 ft. These streets are linked to one another, with only a few ending in 

cul-de-sacs. Houses are on small lots and have a small setback from the streets, 

approximately 6 ft. for small lots and 35 ft. for large lots. Houses are also close to 

neighboring houses, which results in a higher density compared to a conventional 

suburban development. Depending on the lot size, the distance between houses ranges 

from 10 ft. to 35 ft. The houses are various sizes, with different architectural types and 

styles. There are single detached houses, apartment buildings, and row houses. Most of 

them have porches, regardless of size, type, or style. Some of them have their garages 

facing the street; some of them have garages set further back from the street, and some 

have only street parking. Most of the streets have on-street parking. The garage doors 

do not dominate the entrances to the houses but are proportioned well with the porches 

and home entrances. There are sidewalks 5 ft. wide and green strips 8 ft. wide on each 

side of the streets (Figure 3.2). 

There is a village center close to the entrance, where commercial and housing 

units are mixed. It is composed of various restaurants, shops, a grocery, an art gallery, 

and office buildings. Some of the buildings contain condominiums on the upper floor and 

commercial use on the ground level. Senior housing that was under construction during 

this study is located close to the village center.  
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       Source: Sales Office of Site 1 (2004)  

Figure 3.1. Plan of Site 1 
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Site 1 also contains a swim club, a playground, an elementary school, and UNC 

Hospitals’ Wellness Center located at different locations in the development. UNC 

Business School also has a campus under construction in the development. There are a 

number of parks located throughout and a greenway trail. The common spaces in the 

development comprise about 135 acres. 

 

 

  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 
 
Figure 3.2. Various scenes from Site 1 
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Site 1 provides both ownership and rental units. It contains various kinds of 

housing types, including condos and apartments at the center and next to the Wellness 

Center, single detached houses, cottage homes, and townhouses. Affordable housing is 

provided within the development. 

Nearly all of the respondents (95%) from this development have been living here 

for 1 or 2 years, and more than half of them (60%) plan to live here indefinitely. A 

majority of the residents (72%) are married or living with a partner. They typically live 

with 1 to 4 people in the household (80%). Nearly half of them (43%) work full time in or 

close to their community. They are either high school graduates (45%) or hold a 

graduate or professional degree (53%).  

3.2.2. Site 2 (NU) 

The second site is also located in Chapel Hill, in close proximity to Site 1. It also 

is close to main highways. It was established in 1995. It has 1150 units, including 

townhouses and apartments, on 312 acres, and it is almost completely built out (Figure 

3.3).  

As a NU community, Site 2 also presents a mix of housing, retail, office, and civic 

uses. Various kinds, styles, sizes, and prices of houses come together to form different 

neighborhoods. Each neighborhood has its own density created by the arrangement and 

numbers of the houses. Most of the lot sizes are around 4400 sq. ft and 5500 sq. ft., with 

the largest lots ranging up to 7000 sq. ft. All homes have front porches and are close to 

the street and to each other. Most setbacks from the street range from 6 to 10 ft., with 

houses on the largest lots set back 15 or 25 ft. Distances between houses are 8 to 10 ft. 

for small lots and an average of 15 ft. for large lots. In distinction from Site 1, all Site 2 

houses have their garages at the back, where they are served by an alley. The density in 

this development is greater than in a conventional suburban neighborhood.  
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Site 2’s streets have various widths depending on their traffic load. The streets 

combining neighborhoods are wider than the streets that the houses face, with a width 

varying from 27 ft. to 35 ft. The streets with low traffic load are allowed to have on-street 

parking. All streets have sidewalks on each side, with a width of 5 ft. All streets also 

have 7 ft. of green area with trees between the sidewalk and the street. Streets are well 

linked to each other and do not end with cul-de-sacs.  

This development contains apartments, condominiums, townhouses, and single 

detached houses. The apartments are located around the village center but are not 

integrated with the commercial use on the ground level. The village center, which is 

called Market Street and is located close to the entrance of the community, has a 

church, a day care, grocery store, retail shops, office buildings, restaurants, an 

elementary school, a movie theater, and a public art piece. The development also has a 

racquet and swim club, various playgrounds, two walking trails, a football field, a couple 

of playgrounds, and parks scattered throughout. The total area occupied by all these 

uses is around 110 acres. Site 2 also has a corner coffee shop deep in the community, 

apart from the village center (Figure 3.4). 

More than half of the Site 2 respondents  (70%) have been residing in the 

development up to 4 years. 60% of the respondents are between the age of 41 and 60. 

A majority (87%) are married or have a partner, have children (68%), and are living with 

(89%) one to four people. Nearly half of them (49%) work full time. Most of the residents 

living here hold a graduate or professional degree (70%).  
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 Source: Web page of Site 2 (2004) 

Figure 3.3. Plan of Site 2. 
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Figure 3.4. Various scenes from Site 2. 
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3.2.3. Site 3 (CS) 

The third site is one of the conventional suburban developments in this study and 

is also located in Chapel Hill. It is 4 miles from the interstate highway and at nearly the 

same distance from downtown Chapel Hill as are Site 1 and Site 2. It was established in 

1995 and sits on 310 acres. It contains 435 houses, with lot sizes ranging from 8,712 sq. 

ft., to over 21,780 sq. ft. Almost all of the homes are completed (Figure 3.5.). 

This development is composed of sub-neighborhoods with single detached 

housing and townhouses. Even though it has lots with a range of sizes, nearly 80% of 

the development has lots of between one and two acres and thus presents the low 

density of conventional suburban developments. Streets are 60 ft. or 65 ft. wide, and 

most of them end in cul-de-sacs. The houses are set farther away from the streets. They 

mostly have garages facing the street or driveways leading to the garages next to the 

houses. House entrances are mostly dominated by garage entrances in terms of both 

proportion and layout. There are 4-ft. wide sidewalks on only one side of the street, with 

no trees planted for them. There is no street parking.  

The development has a lake with a walking trail, a gazebo, and a dock; a 

swimming and tennis club; and basketball and tennis courts. The club also serves for 

special community meetings and parties. All these amenities are on 80 acres. There is 

no commercial or civic use integrated into the community, other than the amenities 

mentioned above (Figure.3.6).  

A majority of the residents (82%) have been living in the development for one to 

four years. Half of them (50%) plan to live here indefinitely. Sixty-six percent of the 

respondents from this site ranged between the ages of 41 and 60. A majority (89%) are 

married or have a partner, most have children (73%), and most (87%)are living with one 

to four people in the household. Sixty two percent of the respondents work full time, and 

68% hold a graduate or professional degree. 
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Source: Web page of Site 3 (2004) 

Figure 3.5. Plan of Site 3. 
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Figure 3.6. Various scenes from Site 3.

 

 Typical relation between the houses and the streets  

 

 Garage and house relations in denser areas  

 

One of the large houses in the community  Swimming club and the playground 

 

Gazebo and the lake 

 

Garage and house entrances  



 48 

3.2.4. Site 4 (CS) 

The fourth site is located in Cary, North Carolina, at approximately the same 

distance from Research Triangle Park as the other three developments. This 

development has also easy access to the interstate highway, which is the fastest way to 

reach other cities, universities, and the rest of the Research Triangle area. This 

development was established in 1995. It has 596 housing units on 301 acres (Figure 

3.7).  

The lot sizes on this development range from 21,344 sq. ft. to 21,780 sq. ft., 

which are much larger than in the NU developments. The houses are at an average 

distance of 20 ft. from the street and 20 ft. from each other. The setback from the street 

goes up to 30 ft. when the street is wider than 60 ft. Most of the streets are 40 ft. wide. 

The streets ending in cul-de-sacs are 30 ft. wide. 

All of the homes are completely built. This development is a good example of a 

conventional suburban development with its larger lot sizes, similar type and style of 

housing, large setbacks from the streets, and wide curvilinear streets usually ending in 

cul-de-sacs. It has a lake, a large playground, and a picnic shelter with couple of picnic 

tables. It has a gazebo on a large roundabout, which is arranged as a park. The 

development has a swim club. The playground and picnic shelter are located on one 

side of the lake. However, it does not have retail shops or restaurants, an elementary 

school, a church, a movie theatre, or any other civic services integrated into the 

community. The total size of the common areas in this development is around 7 acres. 

Sidewalks in the development either did not exist or were located on only one side of the 

street, with a 5 ft. width. There is no planting strip by the sidewalks. The garages faced 

the street, and main entrances to the houses were through the driveways. Green areas 

of grass and a couple of trees were the main components of the landscape for common 

areas in the development (Figure 3.8).
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Figure 3.7. Various scenes from Site 4. 

Seventy two percent of the respondents have been living here for 3 to 6 years, 

and only 49% plan to live here indefinitely. Fifty-two percent of the respondents are 

between the ages of 41 and 60. A majority (92%) is married or has a partner. They 

mostly (79%) have children and live with up to 4 people. Most of them (61%) work full 

time. A majority of them either are college graduates (46%) or have graduate or 

professional degree (49%). 

Picnic Shelter, lake and the playground 

 
Gazebo 

 
Lake and the swim club 

 

 
Typical house with its driveway serving as the main 

entrance 

Houses around a cul-de-sac with garages facing the 

street and have no sidewalk 

 

 
Typical streetscape  
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Source: Town of Cary, NC, Zoning Map, (2004) 

Figure 3.8. Plan of Site 4. 
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Consequently, residents of all the sites present comparable demographic 

characteristics.  

A summary comparison of the developments is shown in Table 3.1.  

Table 3.1. Comparison of important site characteristics. 

 Site 1 (NU) Site 2 (NU) Site 3 (CS) Site 4 (CS) 
Total site size  
(in acres) 

435 acres  312 acres  310 acres  300 acres  

Common space  
(in acres) 

135 110 80 7 

Number of 
housing units 

1100 
(all housing units) 

1150  
(all housing units) 

435 596 

Lot size   6,000 sq. ft.  
(smallest) 
21,780 sq. ft.  (largest) 

4,400 sq. ft.  (smallest) 
7,000 sq. ft.  (largest) 

  6,000 sq. ft. 
(smallest) 
43, 560 sq. ft. 
(largest)  

 21,344sq. ft. to 
 21,780sq. ft.  

Year opened 2000 1995 1996 1995 

House types •Single detached 
•houses  
•Apartment buildings  
•Row houses 

•Apartments  
•Condominiums  
•Townhouses  
•Single detached 
houses  

•Townhouses  
•Single detached 
houses  

•Single detached 
houses  
 

Current 
amenities and 
uses 

• Village center 
•Grocery store 
•Various little retail 
shops  
•Office buildings 
•Restaurants  
•Elementary school 
•UNC Hospitals 
Wellness Center  
•Swim club 
•Play ground  
•Greenway trail 
•Parks 

•Village center  
•Day care 
•Grocery store  
•Various little retail 
shops  
•Office buildings 
•Restaurants  
•Elementary school  
•Movie theater  
•Racquet and swim 
club  
•Couple of 
playgrounds  
•2 walking trails 
•Football court  
•Parks scattered  
•Corner coffee shop 

•Swim and tennis 
club  
•Lake  
•Walking trail  
•Gazebo and dock by 
the lake  
•Basketball and 
tennis courts 

•Swim club 
•Lake  
•Picnic shelter 
•Playground 
•Gazebo 
 

 

 

3.3. Survey instrument 

A questionnaire was designed to collect data in all the developments (see 

appendices A-4, A-6, A-8, and A-10 for complete surveys). It contains questions 

exploring the residents’ reasons for preferring their current residential environment, the 

personal characteristics of the residents, importance of and satisfaction with the social, 

physical, and contextual environment, interaction with social and physical environment, 

walking habits, and attachment levels (Figure 3.9).  
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Figure.3.9. Variables covered in the questionnaire.  

 

Residential choice questions were scored based on a 5-point scale, where “5” 

was equal to “very important.” The items in this domain were the reasons most 

commonly given for various residential choices throughout the literature.  

Social interaction questions were categorical questions, responses to some of 

which could be ranked (number of friends in the neighborhood, number of neighbors 

known by first name, frequency of visits to neighbors, frequency of favors among 

neighbors, and frequency of participation in activities out of the neighborhood), and 

SELF-CHARACTERISTICS 

Demographics 

Personality 
(Individual or community oriented) 

Physical Environment Social Environment 

ATTACHMENT 

INTERACTION 

RESIDENTIAL CHOICE 

NU physical claims/sense of place 
Density, layout, mix use, amenities and 
uses in the neighborhood 
 
Amenities 

Social/Neighboring 

Physical/ 
Use of amenities,· 
WALKING to amenities 
 

IMPORTANCE /SATISFACTION 

Factors influencing residents’ 
choice to live in their current 
developments 

FEELINGS towards residential 

NU social claims/ sense of community 
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some of which had a dichotomous scale (ever discussed a neighborhood problem with 

neighbors, ever attended a neighborhood meeting).  

Questions inquiring about importance of and satisfaction with social, physical, 

and contextual environments were also in the form of a 5-point scale, where “5” was 

“very important” or “very satisfactory.” The items in the physical and social environment 

scales were designed around the important physical features of the NU model, as well 

as important features mentioned in various experimental and non-experimental housing 

studies. All of the questions, except the ones exploring contextual features, were the 

same in all questionnaires to allow comparison between communities. Contextual 

features covered amenities and uses particular to an environment. Their effect on 

attachment was explored specific to the residential environment they were in. Even 

though use of porches was a part of the physical environment, its existence only in NU 

developments required it to be categorized under contextual environment.  

Physical interaction questions explored how often residents used and walked to 

the amenities and open spaces in the neighborhood. The categorical responses to these 

questions were ranked and used in interval scales.  

Five items measured the attachment of residents to their environment on a 5-

point scale, where “5” was equal to “strongly agree.” In this domain, not all the questions 

were structured to be answered positively, so responses to questions with a negative 

association were inverted for data analysis.  

Personal characteristics were grouped under demographics, personality types, 

and residential background. In addition, importance ratings for features of the residential 

environments were also designed to be a part of personal characteristics. Since the 

importance rating reflects the values of the residents, importance ratings of 

environmental features are considered as a personal characteristic. Personality types 

were also measured through a 5-point scale, where “5” was equal to “strongly agree.” 
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The items used in this domain were selected from the environmental research inventory 

of McKechnie (1974; Watzke, 1986).  

Due to the need to keep the questionnaire at a length easily answered by respondents, 

four items were used to identify each personality type. However, since lower scores for a 

personality type are accepted as higher scores for the opposite type, eight items were 

used, in effect, for the personality domain. 

3.4. Data-collection procedure 

A mail questionnaire that was two pages long double-sided was used to collect 

data in each development. In order to conduct research in a residential setting and to 

ensure the support and participation of the residents, the homeowners’ association in 

each community was contacted. There was also a need to gather information on home 

prices for the subject sampling procedure. Support from the homeowners’ association 

was also necessary to access the residents’ names and home addresses in order to be 

able to mail them the questionnaires. However, homeowners’ associations were not 

cooperative in every development. In Site 2 and Site 4, the homeowners’ association did 

not agree to give residents’ names and addresses to the researcher. In this case, the 

public records were utilized to find out necessary information in these developments. On 

the other hand, Site 1’s and Site 3’s homeowners’ association provided the names, 

addresses, and house prices to the researcher under the condition of not releasing them 

to any other third parties. 

The questionnaires were sent to homeowners of single detached houses within a 

price range of $250,000 to $400,000 in each development. Since the number of houses 

within this price range in each development varied, the number of the questionnaires 

sent in each development differed. All the homeowners within the selected price range in 

Site 1, Site 2, and Site 3 received a questionnaire. Since Site 4 had more houses within 
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the price range, Site 4 was sent a number of questionnaires equal to the average 

number of the questionnaires sent to the other three developments.  

A cover letter was attached to the questionnaires, explaining the aim of the study 

and its possible benefit to the community (see Appendices). An approval was received 

from the Institutional Review Board for the Protection of Human Subjects in Research at 

North Carolina State University to permit the study to be conducted with human subjects. 

This approval was cited in the cover letter as an assurance for confidentiality of the 

subjects’ responses. According to a study done on mail questionnaires, a photo of the 

researcher attached to the cover letter was found to increase the response rate due to 

characterization of the researcher as a real person for the respondents. Therefore, the 

author attached a photo of herself to the cover letter. A support letter from the dean of 

the College of Design at NC State University accompanied the cover letter and the 

questionnaire (see Appendix 1). An approval and support letter from the homeowners’ 

association was provided only for Site 1, and was added to the questionnaire along with 

the other letters (see Appendix 2).  

Three weeks after sending the questionnaires, a reminder in the form of a letter 

containing a photo of the author was distributed to each of the respondents. Due to 

confidentiality considerations, the author did not know which respondents returned 

questionnaires, so the reminder letter was sent to each resident. Considering that some 

of the residents may have already discarded the questionnaires, a Web site was 

constructed presenting the questionnaires for each community. The letter directed 

subjects who had discarded their questionnaires to the Web site to download the 

questionnaire prepared for their neighborhood. It was evident from returned 

questionnaires that consisted of four one-sided letter-sized sheets of paper that some 

residents used the Web site. Table 3.2 provides the information on the number of 

questionnaires sent to and returned from each community. Return rate in NU 
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developments were lower than CS developments. A key informant explained this as a 

result of a high number of studies conducted at these sites. Residents in NU were 

already exposed to these studies as subjects, and may have not wanted to spend time 

on a new one. 

Table 3.2. Return rate of questionnaires in each community.  

 Distributed  Returned Return 
Rate 

Site 1  149 40 26% NU 
Site 2 171 38 22% 

Site 3 163 57 35% Conventional  

Site 4 150 61 41% 

 

The author received notes, emails, and phone calls from the residents conveying 

best wishes, questions, and ideas about the questionnaire. One of them mentioned that 

it was not the picture of the author but rather the promise of confidentiality that was an 

encouragement to fill in the questionnaire. 
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4. RESEARCH FINDINGS 
This chapter presents the research findings. The results reveal information only 

on the residents in the selected sites and cannot be generalized to other NU or CS 

developments. This is discussed in detail at the limitations part in the last chapter. 

Residents’ responses for each site are presented through descriptive statistics, including 

significant differences and similarities. Depending on the cases selected, the 

characteristics of NU and CS developments are introduced. Similarities and differences 

between the development types are evaluated through non-parametric sample 

comparison and comparison of structures in factor analysis. Later, the most important 

features that affect attachment in each development are explored through correlational 

and stepwise regression methods. Last, the effects of personal predispositions and the 

importance of interaction and satisfaction with social and physical environment on 

residential attachment are explored.  

4.1 Site characteristics 

This section summarizes each sites’ characteristics. The demographics and 

physical characteristics of each setting were discussed in chapter three. In this section, 

significant results regarding the scales of residents’ residential choices, their personal 

characteristics, the features they found to be important and that they are satisfied with, 

physical and social interaction, and respondents’ levels of attachment to their residential 

settings are presented through descriptive and non-parametric statistics. Graphics are 

used to present the data for the scales, which are measured through a 5-point rating 

scale. It is possible to see the how mean values change from one item to another 

thorough the graphs presented for each scale. The results for categorical data are 

presented in tables with total numbers and percentages.  
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4.1.1. Site 1 (NU) 

Site 1 was the second NU development sampled in Chapel Hill, North Carolina. It 

contains features of NU. Residents’ values regarding residential choice, personality type, 

social interaction, physical interaction, social environment, physical environment, and 

attachment will be presented in the following sections.  

Residential choice. Residents were asked to rate their reasons for moving into 

their current developments on a 5-point rating scale. Graphics reflect the mean values of 

each item at each site. Table 4.1 shows that the most important features for residents 

when moving into Site 1 were “appearance of the neighborhood” (mean = 4.6) and 

“appearance of the houses” (mean = 4.3). It was not important at all whether Site 1 was 

“similar to places where they grew up” (mean = 2.4). 

Table 4.1. The importance of features in choosing to live in Site 1. 
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Personality types. There are five individual and five community-oriented 

personality items in this scale. While analyzing the data, the values for individuality items 

were inverted. So, the higher the values are, the more community oriented the residents 

are. The mean value of each item was used to plot the chart. 

The residents in this site tend to have a “community-oriented” personality type. 

“Saying hello to their neighbors” (mean = 4.6), “having a house always open to friends” 

(mean = 4.3), and “respecting all living things” (mean = 4.4) are the most agreed-upon 

statements. Mean values are lowest in response to questions about “being by oneself 

much of the time” (mean = 3.3) and whether they “enjoyed having lots of people around” 

(mean = 3.5). Table 4.2 indicates that residents do not want to be in either extreme.  

Table 4.2. The personality type of residents in Site 1. 

 
 

Social interaction. Social interaction was investigated through categorical 

questions on neighboring in the development. The responses to the items on this scale 

were presented through frequency tables. The items on this scale are the number of 

friends in the community, number of nearest neighbors known by the first name, 

frequency of visiting neighbors, and frequency of doing favors for each other.  
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Table 4.3 indicates that Site 1 residents have only a moderate interaction with 

their social environment. Fifty-five percent “know the first name of all their nearest 

neighbors,” and only 20.5% do not know any of their neighbors’ names. Eighty-five 

percent “visit” their neighbors ranging in frequency from one or three times a week to 

less than once a month. However, visits on a daily basis are not that common (5%). 

Residents also “do favors for each other” (82.5%), but not on a daily basis (2.5%).  

Table 4.3. Social Interaction in Site 1. 
 

2. # friends n % 
 None 8 20.51% 
1-2 6 15.38% 
3-5 7 17.95% 
6-9 5 12.82% 
10 or more 13 33.33% 
TOTAL 39 100.00% 

3. Know by first name   
None or almost none 2 5.00% 
Less than half  5 12.50% 
About half  6 15.00% 
More than half 5 12.50% 
All or almost all 22 55.00% 
TOTAL 40 100.00% 
4. Visit the neighbors   
Never 6 15.00% 
Less than once a month 9 22.50% 
1-3 times a month 10 25.00% 
1-3 times a week 13 32.50% 
Daily/almost daily 2 5.00% 
TOTAL 40 100.00% 
5. Do favors for each other   
Never 7 17.50% 
Less than once a month 10 25.00% 
1-3 times a month 12 30.00% 
1-3 times a week 10 25.00% 
Daily/almost daily 1 2.50% 
TOTAL 40 100.00% 

 

Physical interaction. Physical interaction questions were also categorical, and 

their analysis is presented through frequency tables. Since Site 1 is a NU development, 

the items covered retail shops, restaurants, school and day care, offices at the village 

center, open spaces (parks), the swimming club, and the wellness center in the 

development. Residents were asked how often they visit these amenities. Residents 

were also asked how often they walked to these amenities.  
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The most frequent physical interaction in the community took place through the 

use of retail shops and restaurants. Retail shops were used one or three times a week 

by 41%, and restaurants were used one to three times a month by 55%. Approximately 

three-fourths of residents never used day care (77.5%) or offices (70%) (Table 4.4). This 

is related with the residents’ characteristics, which were mentioned in section 3. In this 

site, residents did not have many children. Almost all of the residents (97.5%) of the 

residents walked to these amenities, with wide variations in frequency (Table 4.5). 
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Table 4.4. Physical interaction in Site 1. 
Retail shops Restaurants  School/ 

Day care 
Offices Open spaces 

(parks) 
Swimming 

club 
Wellness 

center 
10. Physical 
Interaction 

n % n % n % n % n % n % n % 
Never 1 2.56% 1 2.50% 31 77.50% 28 70% 8 20.00% 16 40.0

% 
14 35.00% 

Less than once  
a month 

11 28.21
% 

7 17.50% 0 0 11 27.50
% 

8 20.00% 12 30.0
0% 

2 5.00% 

1-3 times a 
month 

9 23.08
% 

2
2 

55.00% 1 2.50% 1 2.50% 1
0 

25.00% 6 15.0
0% 

4 10.00% 

1-3 times a week 16 41.03
% 

1
0 

25.00% 1 2.50% 0 0% 1
1 

27.50% 4 10.0
0% 

9 22.50% 

Daily/almost 
daily 

2 5.13% 0 0% 7 17.50% 0 0% 3 7.50% 2 5.00
% 

11 27.50% 

TOTAL 39 100% 40 100% 40 100% 40 100% 40 100% 40 100% 40 100% 

 
 

Table 4.5. Walking frequency in Site 1. 
11. Walking to amenities n % 
Never 1 2.50% 
Sometimes 19 47.50

% 
Often  15 37.50

% 
Always  5 12.5% 
TOTAL 40 100% 
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Social environment. Residents were asked to rate the importance of and 

satisfaction with their social environment in their development. The responses were 

collected with a 5-point scale and are presented in a graphic form based on mean 

values. The residents’ values regarding importance and satisfaction are compared to 

determine whether there is a difference between them. Non-parametric analysis is used 

for this comparison. The items that showed a statistically significant difference between 

the importance and satisfaction values are reported. The results are presented in tables 

by the use of mean value ranks and p values. 

A majority of the residents think that having “friendly neighbors” (mean = 4.7) and 

“a sense of community” (mean = 2.4) are very important. “Neighbors tending to be 

isolated” (mean = 3.15) is the least important item. They are most satisfied with their 

“friendly neighbors” (mean = 4.5) and least satisfied with “neighbors tending to be 

isolated” (mean = 2.58) (Table 4.6). Results of non-parametric comparison indicate that 

satisfaction with “a strong sense of community” (p= .01) and “friendly neighbors” (p= .02) 

were somewhat less than the importance of these items (Table 4.7). 

Table 4.6. Importance of and satisfaction with the social features in Site 1. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Table 4.7. Comparison of importance of and satisfaction with the social environment features in 
Site 1 

Site 1 Social Features 
Mean 
Rank Sum of Ranks 

p 

Importance  9.77 127.00 a. A strong sense of community 

Satisfaction 6.50 26.00  
.01 

Importance  6.70 67.00 b. Friendly neighbors 

Satisfaction 5.50 11.00  

.02 
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Physical environment. The items in the physical environment are those claimed 

to be important for promoting a sense of place and a sense of community. The residents 

were asked to rate the importance of and satisfaction with these items through a 5-point 

rating scale. The mean values of the ratings are presented in a graphic. Moreover, the 

residents’ values on “importance” and “satisfaction” are compared to determine whether 

there is a difference. Non-parametric analysis is used for this comparison. The items that 

showed a statistically significant difference between the importance and satisfaction 

values are reported. The results are presented in tables by the use of mean value ranks 

and p values. 

The most important physical features in this community were “landscaping” 

(mean = 4.4), “arrangement of houses in relation to others” (mean = 4.4), “parks and 

playgrounds” (mean = 4.3), “appearance of the houses” (mean = 4.6), “mixed use” 

(mean = 4.6), “porches” (mean = 4.5), “landscaping on the streets” (mean = 4.6), 

“walkways” (mean = 4.6), and “shops, restaurants, and coffee shops at the village 

center” (mean = 4.4). These features are mostly related to the claims of NU regarding 

place character. Residents were most satisfied with the “mix of uses in the community” 

(mean = 4.3), “porches” (mean = 4.4), “distance between the houses and the street” 

(mean = 3.6), and “walkways, paths and tracks” (mean = 4.4) (Table 4.8). The literature 

contains studies claiming that these features increase interaction between the residents. 

However, the importance levels of some physical features in the community are 

higher than the magnitude of residents’ satisfaction with them. These items are 

“landscaping” (p= .00), “arrangement of houses in relation to others” (p= .00), “parks and 

playgrounds” (p= .00), “street width” (p= .00), “on- street parking” (p= .01), “lot size” (p= 

.00), “appearance of the houses” (p= .00), “street landscaping” (p= .00), “distance 

between houses and the streets” (p= .01), and “shops at the village center” (p= .04) 

(Table 4.9). 
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Table 4.8.Importance of and satisfaction with the physical environment features in Site 1. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
Table 4.9. Comparison of importance of and satisfaction with the physical environment features in 

Site 1. 
 
Site 1 Physical Features Mean Rank  Sum of Ranks p 

Importance 7.21 86.50 b. Landscaping (lakes, public 
greens) Satisfaction 4.50 4.50  

.00 

Importance 9.50 171.00 f. Arrangement of houses in 
relation to others Satisfaction .00 .00  

.00 
 

Importance 11.75 211.50 g. Parks, playgrounds 

Satisfaction 6.50 19.50  

.00 

Importance 11.17 201.00 h. Street width 

Satisfaction 4.50 9.00  
.00 

Importance 9.67 145.00 j. On-street parking 

Satisfaction 8.67 26.00  .01 

Importance 10.13 162.00 k. Lot size 

Satisfaction 4.50 9.00  

.00 

Importance 10.18 173.00 l. Appearance of houses 

Satisfaction 8.50 17.00  

.00 

Importance 11.12 189.00 o. Trees, plants, and flowers on 
the streets  Satisfaction 7.00 21.00  

.00 

Importance 12.50 187.50 p. Distance between houses and 
streets  Satisfaction 9.36 65.50  

.01 

Importance 6.70 67.00 s. Shops at Village Center 

Satisfaction 5.50 11.00  

.04 
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Attachment The data on residents’ attachment are collected with a 5-point rating 

scale. There are four positive items and one negative item in the attachment scale. The 

responses to the negative scale are inverted while entering the data. Thus, the higher 

the values are, the stronger the residential attachment is. The mean values of the items 

were used to plot the graphic presented.  

“An ideal neighborhood to live in” (mean = 4.3) is the strongest indicator of 

attachment in Site 1. This item has the highest mean value among the other attachment 

measures. On the other hand, “there are places in the community to which I am very 

emotionally attached" (mean = 3.2) was the weakest indicator of attachment. Yet, all 

attachment items were valued positively (Table 4.10).  

Table 4.10. Attachment items in Site 1. 
 

 

 

 

 

 

Site 1 summary. Appearance of neighborhood and houses were important 

factors for Site 1 residents when choosing this development. The places they grew up 

had no effect on their choice. Their personality type is community-oriented. A majority 

had friends in the neighborhood, knew their neighbors’ first names –(more than half of 

the residents knew all of their neighbors’ first names), visited each other, and did favors 

for each other. However, doing favors for and visiting each other did not take place on a 

daily basis. The most frequently used amenities in the neighborhood were retail shops 

and restaurants at the village center. School or day care and offices were used the least 

by the residents of Site 1. It is evident in the demographic data that many of the 
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residents at this site did not have children. This explains the low frequency of interaction 

with the day care. A majority of the residents worked out of the community, which 

explains the low frequency of interaction with the offices in the development. A high 

percentage of the residents walked to the development’s amenities.  

Having friendly neighbors and a sense of community were the most important 

social features for residents of Site 1. However, the residents’ satisfaction with these 

features was lower than their importance values for these features. Having isolated 

neighbors was the least important and least satisfactory social feature for the residents.  

Landscape features, arrangement of houses relative to each other, porches, 

walkways, and the variety of uses at the village center were the most important physical 

features for Site 1 residents. They were the most satisfied with porches, distance 

between their houses and the streets, mix of uses in the development, and walkways 

and paths. The residents of this site were attached to their environment and thought it 

was the ideal neighborhood to live in.  

4.1.2. Site 2  

Site 2 was the second NU development sampled in Chapel Hill. It also contains 

features of NU. Residents’ values of this site on residential choice, personality type, 

social interaction, physical interaction, social environment, the physical environment, and 

attachment will be presented in the following sections.  

Residential choice. Residents said the most important item in choosing Site 2 

as a residential environment was “the appearance of the neighborhood” (mean = 4.94). 

The next three most important items are “appearance of houses” (mean = 4.1), “quality 

of schools” (mean = 4.1), and “recreation facilities” (mean = 4.1). Whether the 

“development was similar to the places where I grew up in” (mean = 2.7) or whether “it 

was close to friends” (mean = 2.7) were somewhat unimportant to residents’ decisions to 

move to this development (Table 4.11). Thus, familiarity with the social and the physical 
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environments was not important for residential choices of Site 2 residents. However, 

appearance, school quality, and recreation facilities were the reasons why they moved to 

Site 2. 

Table 4.11. The importance of features in choosing to live in Site 2. 
  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Personality types. Residents in this development are also community-oriented. 

They gave the highest scores to “I like to say hello to my neighbors” (mean = 4.5) and 

“respecting all living things” (mean = 4.7). They score neutrally on one of the individuality 

items, “being by themselves much of the time” (mean = 3.1) (Table 4.12). 
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Table 4.12. Personality types of residents in Site 2. 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Social interaction: Ninety percent of the residents in site 2 “have friends” in the 

development. More than three-fourths of the respondents know more than three-fourths 

of their closest neighbors by first name. They visit each other at a frequency that ranges 

from less than once a month to a couple of times a week (91.9%). More than half of 

them never do a favor for their neighbors (38.9%) or do it less than once a month 

(37.8%). They exhibit moderate neighboring, but not at a level high enough to support 

each other in terms of doing favors (Table 4.13).  
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Table 4.13. Social Interaction in Site 2 

2. # friends n % 
 None 4 10.81% 
1-2 7 18.92% 
3-5 9 24.32% 
6-9 3 8.11% 
10 or more 14 37.84% 
TOTAL 37 100.00% 

3. Know by first name n % 
None or almost none 1 2.70% 
Less than half  4 10.81% 
About half  4 10.81% 
More than half 5 13.51% 
All or almost all 23 62.16% 
TOTAL 37 100.00% 
4. Visit the neighbors n % 
Never 1 2.70% 
Less than once a month 11 29.73% 
1-3 times a month 9 24.32% 
1-3 times a week 14 37.84% 
Daily/almost daily 2 5.41% 
TOTAL 37 100.00% 
5. Do favors for each other n % 
Never 14 38.89% 
Less than once a month 12 33.33% 
1-3 times a month 9 25.00% 
1-3 times a week 1 2.78% 
Daily/almost daily 0 0% 
TOTAL 36 100.00% 

 

Physical interaction. The amenities in the second NU development are almost 

the same as in the first one. In Site 2, residents use most of the amenities a couple of 

times in a week or month. Nearly half of them (58.3%) use the day care on a daily basis. 

These are probably the respondents with children at day care age. The “swim club” 

(40.5%) and “shops in the village center” (48.7%) are used one or three times a week, 

whereas “restaurants” (43.2%) and “the movie theater” (51.4%) are used couple of times 

in a month. Seventy-eight percent of the respondents have not used the offices (Table 

4.14). All of the residents walk to these amenities (Table 4.15). 
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Table 4.14. Physical Interaction in Site 2 
Retail shops Restaurants  School/ 

Day care 
Offices Open spaces 

(parks) 
Movie 
theater 

Swim club 10. Frequency of 
use 

n % n % n % n % n % n % n % 
Never 3 8.11% 1 2.70% 21 58.33% 29 78.38% 3 8.11% 1 2.70% 11 29.73% 
Less than once  
a month 

4 10.81% 10 27.03% 0 0% 7 18.92% 9 24.32% 16 43.24
% 

4 10.81% 

1-3 times a 
month 

10 27.03% 16 43.24% 0 0% 1 2.70% 10 27.03% 19 51.35
% 

4 10.81% 

1-3 times a week 18 48.65% 8 21.62% 0 0% 0 0% 8 21.62% 1 2.70% 15 40.54% 
Daily/almost 
daily 

2 5.41% 2 5.41% 15 41.67% 0 0% 7 18.92% 0 0% 3 8.11% 

TOTAL 37 100% 37 100% 36 100% 37 100% 37 100% 37 100% 37 100% 

 
 
Table 4.15. Walking habits in Site 2 

11. Walking n % 
Never 0 0% 
Sometimes 15 40.54% 
Often  15 40.54% 
Always  7 18.92% 
TOTAL 37 100% 
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Social environment. “Strong sense of community” (mean = 4.4) and “friendly 

neighbors” (mean = 4.7) are the most important social items for residents of Site 2. The 

least important item was “people like me” (mean = 3.5) (Table 4.16). Even though the 

residents value these items as the most important features, they are not as satisfied with 

them (Table 4.17). In addition, the importance they assign to “neighbors tending to be 

isolated” is not matched by an equal magnitude of satisfaction (p= .00). Although it is not 

evident whether residents preferred to have or not have such neighbors, Site 2 residents 

are definitely less satisfied compared to the importance they assigned to the issue. 

Having people like them in the residential environment was not an important item. Still, 

respondents’ satisfaction values for this item were higher than the values for its 

importance (p= .07).  

Table 4.16. Importance of and satisfaction with the social environment features in Site 2. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Table 4.17. Comparison of importance of and satisfaction with the social environment features in 
Site 2. 

Importance  8.11 73 a. A strong sense of community 

Satisfaction 4.50 18 
.05 

Importance  5.19 41.50 b. Friendly neighbors 

Satisfaction 3.50 3.5 

.02 

Importance  6.13 24.50 c. People like me 

Satisfaction 8.05 80.50 

.01 

Importance  6.77 74.50 d. Neighbors tending to be 
isolated Satisfaction 3.50 3.50 

.00 

 

Site 2 Social Features 
Mean 
Rank Sum of Ranks p 

 



 73 

Physical environment. The most important physical features for Site 2 residents 

are “landscaping” (mean = 4.6), “overall layout” (mean = 4.6), “arrangement of houses in 

relation to each other” (mean = 4.3), “mix of housing styles” (mean = 4.3), “parks and 

playgrounds” (mean = 4.3), “appearance of houses” (mean = 4.2), “mix of uses in the 

community” (mean = 4.4), “porches” (mean = 4.4), “landscaping of the streets” (mean = 

4.5), and “walkways and paths in the community” (mean = 4.7). The least important 

feature was “the number of the houses in the community” (mean = 3.5). It is apparent 

that the important features were mostly related to the layout and the visual features in 

the development, but not related to density or car-use and traffic-related features (Table 

4.18). When comparing the importance and satisfaction values of the physical features, 

it becomes apparent that there are some items for which the residents’ expectations are 

not met. They assigned higher scores to the importance of these features than their 

satisfaction with them. Considering that the streets in this development are relatively 

narrow and the alleys at the back are one lane wide, the residents are not satisfied with 

one of the important NU characteristics. Lot sizes are smaller than those in regular 

suburban developments, and the residents are not as satisfied as they expected to be 

with this feature. Still, it should be mentioned that the satisfaction with these features is 

around the level of “somewhat satisfactory” (Table 4.19).  
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Table 4.18. Importance of and satisfaction with the physical environment features in Site 2. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Table 4.19. Comparison of importance of and satisfaction with the physical environment features 
in Site 2 

 

Site 2 Physical Features 
Mean 
Rank Sum of Ranks p 

Importance  9.17 110.00 b. Landscaping (lakes, public 
greens) Satisfaction 6.50 26.00  

.02 

Importance  10.21 143.00 f. Arrangement of houses in 
relation to others Satisfaction 7.00 28.00  

.01 

Importance  13.75 192.50 h. Street width 

Satisfaction 7.56 60.50  

.03 

Importance  9.10 91.00 k. Lot size 

Satisfaction 3.50 14.00  .01 

Importance  9.33 112.00 o. Trees, plants, and flowers on 
the streets  Satisfaction 6.00 24.00  .02 

Importance  5.75 46.00 r. Walk ways, walking paths, and 
tracks Satisfaction 4.50 9.00  

.05 

Importance  10.04 120.50 t. Coffee shops and restaurants  

Satisfaction 6.50 32.50  

.03 
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Attachment. The residents in this site find the development “an ideal 

neighborhood to live in” (mean = 4.1). “Places in the neighborhood to which the 

residents are very emotionally attached" had the lowest mean (mean = 3.2). The rest of 

the items are scored in a way that their means were the same, between “somewhat” 

attached to “neutral.” However, overall, the residents in this site have positive feelings 

about their residential environment and are somewhat attached to it (Table 4.20). 

Table .4.20. Attachment measures in Site 2. 
 

 

 

 

 

 

Site 2 summary. The most important feature that made residents choose to live 

in Site 2 was the appearance of the neighborhood. Social or physical familiarity with the 

development had no effect on their choice. Site 2 residents had community-oriented 

personalities. A majority of the residents of Site 2 had friends in the developments, knew 

their neighbors’ first names, and visited their neighbors. Nevertheless, they did not do 

many favors for each other.  

More than half of the residents used the school or day care on a daily basis. This 

may be linked to the demographic data indicating that more than half of the residents 

had children. The retail shops at the village center and the swim club are the second 

most used amenities in the development. Offices are the least used by the residents. All 

of the residents walked to these amenities. Residents valued a strong sense of 

community and friendly neighbors the most, and people like them the least. They were 
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satisfied the most with friendly neighbors, and the least with neighbors who tended to be 

isolated.  

Landscape features, layout features, housing styles, house appearance, porches, mix of 

uses in the community, and walkways and paths were the most important physical 

features for the residents in Site 2. They were satisfied the most with the mix of uses, 

porches, walkways and paths, coffee shops and restaurant at the village center, and the 

wellness center in the community. They were least satisfied with the street width and on-

street parking. Site 2 residents were also attached to their neighborhood and thought it 

was an ideal neighborhood to live in. 

4.1.3. Site 3 

Site 3 was the first CS development sampled in Chapel Hill. It contains features 

of CS developments. Residents’ scores at this site regarding residential choice, 

personality type, social interaction, physical interaction, social environment, physical 

environment, and attachment will be presented in the following sections. The data will be 

presented the same way as described in the previous sections. 

Residential choice. “Quality of schools” (mean = 4.6), “appearance of the 

neighborhood” (mean = 4.5), “appearance of the houses” (mean = 4.4), and the 

development’s being perceived as a “good place to raise children” (mean = 4.4) were the 

most important items for residents when choosing to move to the development. Its being 

“similar to the places that they grew up in” (mean = 2.9) was somewhat unimportant and 

also the least important feature for the residents (Table 4.21).  
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Table 4.21. The importance of features in choosing to live in Site 3. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Personality types. Residents in Site 3 are community-oriented. Their scores had 

the highest means on “saying hello to their neighbors” (mean = 4.6) and “respecting all 

living things” (mean = 4.6). The lowest means score was on “to be by themselves much 

of the time” (mean = 2.7). The score for this item is the only score under the neutral 

score of three (Table 4.22). 

 

 



 78 

 

Table 4.22. Personality types of residents in Site 3. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

 

 

 

Social interaction. Residents at this site have a range of number of friends in 

the development. Only 16.4% do not have any friends in the development. They all know 

the names of their nearest neighbors. They visit each other with a variety of frequencies. 

Only 9% of the residents never visit their neighbors, and only 5.5% visit their neighbors 

on a daily basis. Ninety-five percent do favors for each other. Nine percent of the 

residents do favors for each other on a daily basis (Table 4.23).  
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Table 4.23. Social interaction in Site 3. 

2. # friends  n % 
None 9 16.36% 
1-2 12 21.82% 
3-5 14 25.45% 
6-9 9 16.36% 
10 or more 11 20.00% 
TOTAL 55 100.00% 
3. Know by first name n % 
None or almost none 0 0% 
Less than half  5 8. 93% 
About half  7 12.50% 
More than half 16 28.57% 
All or almost all 28 50.00% 
TOTAL 56 100.00% 
4. Visit the neighbors n % 
Never 5 9.09% 
Less than once a month 12 21.82% 
1-3 times a month 17 30.91% 
1-3 times a week 18 32.73% 
Daily/almost daily 3 5.45% 
TOTAL 55 100.00% 
5. Do favors for each other n % 
Never 3 5.45% 
Less than once a month 14 25.45% 
1-3 times a month 23 41.82% 
1-3 times a week 10 18.18% 
Daily/almost daily 5 9.09% 
TOTAL 55 100.00% 

 

Physical interaction. The amenities in this CS development are a playground, a 

walking trail, a lake, and a swim club. The most-used amenities are the “walking trail” 

(79.2%) and “swim club” (82%). They former is used one to three times a week by 48% 

of respondents, and the latter is used at the same frequency by 42%. These are the 

highest percentages for any frequency of use in this development (Table 4.24). Ninety-

four percent of the residents walk to these amenities with a variety of frequencies (Table 

4.25).  
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Table 4.24. Physical interaction in Site 3. 
 

Playground 
(parks) 

Walking trail  Lake Swim club 10. Frequency of use 

n % n % n % n % 
Never 17        34.69% 2 4.00% 10 20.83% 9 18.00% 
Less than once  
a month 

13 26.53% 3 6.00% 13 27.08% 9 18.00% 

1-3 times a month 9 18.37% 13 26.00% 15 31.25% 8 16.00% 
1-3 times a week 9 18.37% 24 48.00% 6 12.50% 21 42.00% 
Daily/almost daily 1 2.04% 8 16.00% 4 8.33% 3 6.00% 
TOTAL 49 100% 50 100% 48 100% 50 100% 

 
 
Table 4.25. Walking habits in Site 3. 

11. Walking n % 
Never 3 6.00% 
Sometimes  16 32.00% 
Often  19 38.00% 
Always  12 24.00% 
TOTAL 50 100% 
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Social environment. Having “friendly neighbors” (mean = 4.7) is the most 

important feature for the residents in Site 3. The least important features, means of 

which are close to neutral, were “people like me” (mean = 3.7), “neighbors tending to be 

isolated” (mean = 3.3), and “different racial backgrounds” (mean = 3.5). They are the 

least satisfied with “neighbors tending to be isolated” (mean = 2.7), whereas they are the 

most satisfied with “friendly neighbors” (mean = 4.3) (Table 4.26). The magnitudes of 

their satisfaction with “friendly neighbors” (p= .01) and “the neighbors tending to be 

isolated” (p= .00) are lower than the importance they assigned to these items (Table 

4.27). 

Table 4.26. Importance of and satisfaction with the social environment features in Site 3. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
Table 4.27. Comparison of importance of and satisfaction with the social environment features in 

Site 3. 

Site 3 Social Features 
Mean 
Rank Sum of Ranks p 

Importance  9.14 128.00 b. Friendly neighbors 

Satisfaction 8.33 25.00  

.01 

Importance  11.70 234.00 d. Neighbors tending to be 
isolated Satisfaction 9.50 19.00  

.00 

 

Physical environment. “Landscaping” (mean = 4.5), “overall layout” (mean = 

4.3), “appearance of houses” (mean = 4.5), “landscaping on the streets” (mean = 4.4), 

and “walkways, paths, and tracks” (mean = 4.5) are the most important physical features 

to residents in this development. “Overall size of the neighborhood” (mean = 3.5) and 

“on-street parking” (mean = 3.5) are the least important features. Residents are most 
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satisfied with “landscaping” (mean = 4.4) and the “appearance of the houses” (mean = 

4.4) (Table 4.28). Compared to the satisfaction scores for some features, the scores of 

importance were higher. The residents do not find what they expected in their residential 

environment in terms of “lot size” (p= .01), “street landscaping” (p= .00), “distance 

between houses and the streets” (p= .02), and “the lake” (p= .02) in the community 

(Table 4.29). The lots in this site are only a little bit larger than in the NU developments, 

and the houses are close to the streets. There is not much landscaping on the streets.  

 
Table 4.28. Importance of and satisfaction with the physical environment features in Site 3. 
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Table 4.29. Comparison of importance of and satisfaction with the physical environment features 

in Site 3. 
 

Site 3 Physical Features 
Mean 
Rank Sum of Ranks p 

Importance  13.00 208.00 k. Lot size 

Satisfaction 7.50 45.00  
.01 

Importance  13.16 250.00 o. Trees, plants, and flowers on 
the streets  Satisfaction 10.00 50.00  

.00 

Importance  16.80 386.50 p. Distance between houses and 
streets  Satisfaction 15.72 141.50  

.02 

Importance  8.13 32.50 v. Lake 

Satisfaction 9.89 138.50  
.02 

 

Attachment. The residents in this site find the development “an ideal 

neighborhood to live in” (mean = 4.1). They make no assertion regarding whether they 

are “emotionally attached” or not “to a place in the neighborhood” (mean = 3.0). The rest 

of the items are rated between the scores of four and three. However, overall, they have 

positive feelings about their residential environment and are somewhat attached to it 

(Table 4.30). 

 
Table .4.30. Attachment measures in Site 3. 
 

 
 
 

 

 

 

Site 3 summary. Quality of schools, suitability of the development as a place to 

raise children, and appearance of the houses and the neighborhood were the most 

influential factors for Site 3 residents to choose this development. Physical familiarity 

had no effect on their choice. They had community-oriented personalities. A majority of 
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the residents had friends in the neighborhood. All the residents knew nearly all of their 

neighbors’ names. Most of them visited each other and did favors for each other, but 

usually not on a daily basis. The walking trail and the swim club were the most used 

amenities in the neighborhood. A majority of the residents walked to these amenities. 

The most important social feature for the residents in Site 3 was having friendly 

neighbors. Neighbors who tended to be isolated and different racial backgrounds were 

the least important social features. Residents were satisfied the most with friendly 

neighbors and a strong sense of community. The least satisfactory social feature was 

neighbors who tended to be isolated.  

Landscaping, overall layout, appearance of the neighborhood, and walkways and 

paths were the most important physical features for Site 3 residents. Natural features 

(such as landscaping and the lake) and density features were the most satisfactory 

physical features in this community. The least satisfactory features were the number of 

houses in the community and on-street parking. Site 3 residents were attached to their 

neighborhood and thought it was an ideal neighborhood to live in. 

4.1.4. Site 4 

Site 4 was the second CS development sampled, in Cary, North Carolina. It 

contains features of CS developments. Residents’ scores at this site regarding 

residential choice, personality type, social interaction, physical interaction, social 

environment, physical environment, and attachment will be presented in the following 

sections. The data will be presented the same way as described in the previous 

sections. 

Residential choice. “Quality of schools” (mean = 4.4), “appearance of the 

neighborhood” (mean = 4.7), “appearance of the houses” (mean = 4.6), and the 

development’s being perceived as a “good place to raise children” (mean = 4.3) were the 

most important items for the residents when choosing to move to Site 4. Its “being 
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similar to the places” (mean = 2.1) where they grew up was somewhat unimportant and 

the least important feature for the residents (Table 4.31). 

Table 4.31. The importance of features in choosing to live in Site 4. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

Personality types. Residents in this development are community-oriented. They 

scored the highest means on “saying hello to their neighbors” (mean = 4.6) and 

“respecting all living things” (mean = 4.6). They scored neutrally on “being by themselves 

much of the time” (mean = 3.2) (Table 4.32). 
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Table 4.32. Personality types of residents in Site 4. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

Social interaction. Approximately 97% of the residents have at least one friend 

in the neighborhood. While roughly 52% of the residents know all or almost all of their 

neighbors by first name, merely 1.64% do not know any by first name. Ninety-five 

percent visit their neighbors with a variety of frequencies. Only 6.7% visit on a daily basis 

(Table 4.33).  

Table 4.33. Social interaction in Site 4. 
 

2. # friends  n % 
None 2 3.33% 
1-2 12 20.00% 
3-5 14 23.33% 
6-9 11 18.33% 
10 or more 21 35.00% 
TOTAL 60 100.00% 
3. Know by first name n % 
None or almost none 1 1.64% 
Less than half  5 8.20% 
About half  10 16.39% 
More than half 13 21.31% 
All or almost all 32 52.46% 
TOTAL 61 100 
4. Visit the neighbors n % 
Never 3 5.00% 
Less than once a month 22 36.67% 
1-3 times a month 13 21.67% 
1-3 times a week 18 30.00% 
Daily/almost daily 4 6.67% 
TOTAL 60 100.00% 
5. Do favors for each other n % 
Never 6 9.84% 
Less than once a month 18 29.51% 
1-3 times a month 27 44.26% 
1-3 times a week 10 16.39% 
Daily/almost daily 0 00% 
TOTAL 61 100.00% 
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Physical interaction. The amenities in this development are a playground, a 

picnic shelter, a lake, and a swim club. None of the amenities in this development is 

used on a daily basis except for picnic shelter. The picnic shelter and lake are used less 

than once a month by around the half of the residents (Table 4.34). While 49.2% 

“sometimes” walk to these amenities, 8.2% “never” do (Table 4.35). 
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Table 4.34. Physical interaction in Site 4. 
Playground 
(parks) 

Picnic shelter  Lake Swim club 10. Frequency of use 

n % n % n % n % 
Never 14       22.95% 20 32.79% 19 31.15% 22 36.07% 
Less than once a month 24 39.34% 37 60.66% 31 50.82% 8 13.11% 
1-3 times a month 15 24.59% 4 6.56% 11 18.03% 9 14.75% 
1-3 times a week 8 13.11% 0 0% 0 0% 21 34.43% 
Daily/almost daily 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 1 1.64% 
TOTAL 61 100.00% 61 100.00% 61 100.00% 61 100.00% 

 
 

Table 4.35. Walking habits in Site 4. 
11. Walking n % 
Never 5 8.20% 
Sometimes 30 49.18

% 
Often  18  29.51

% 
Always  8 13.12

% 
TOTAL 61 100.00% 
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Social environment. “Friendly neighbors" (mean = 4.6) is the most important 

item at the fourth site. The least important features, the mean scores for which are close 

to neutral, are “people like me” (mean = 3.6), “neighbors tending to be isolated” (mean = 

3.7), and “different racial backgrounds” (mean = 3.3). They are the least satisfied with 

“neighbors tending to be isolated” (mean = 2.7), whereas they are the most satisfied with 

“friendly neighbors” (mean = 4.3) (Table 4.36). “Neighbors tending to be isolated” (p= 

.00) is more important for the residents than their satisfaction with it. Similarly, compared 

to the importance they assigned to it, the magnitude of their satisfaction with “friendly 

neighbors” (p= .01) is not as great as the satisfaction with it. On the contrary, the 

“different racial background” (p= .00) of the other residents in the community is more 

satisfactory than the respondents expected (Table 4.37).  

Table 4.36. Importance of and satisfaction with the social environment features in Site 4. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Table 4.37. Comparison of importance of and satisfaction with the social environment features in 
Site 4. 

Site 4 Social Features 
Mean 
Rank Sum of Ranks p 

Importance 12.24 208.00 b. Friendly neighbors 

Satisfaction 9.00 45.00  

.01 

Importance 15.68 439.00 d. Neighbors tending to be 
isolated Satisfaction 13.00 26.00  

.00 

Importance 13.83 83.00 f. Different racial backgrounds  

Satisfaction 14.68 323.00  

.00 
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Physical environment. “Landscaping” (mean = 4.4), “lot size” (mean = 4.5), 

“appearance of houses” (mean = 4.7), “street landscaping” (mean = 4.3), and “distance 

between houses and the street” (mean = 4.4) are the most important physical features in 

this community. “On-street parking” (mean = 3.1) is the least important feature. On-street 

parking is not common in this community. Residents are most satisfied with 

“landscaping” (mean = 4.5), “overall layout of the development” (mean = 4.4), “parks and 

playgrounds” (mean = 4.3), “street width” (mean = 4.3), “lot size” (mean = 4.3), 

“appearance of the houses” (mean = 4.5), and “distance between houses and the 

streets” (mean = 4.3). “Walkways, paths, and tracks” (mean = 3.7) are the least 

satisfactory, yet are rated between “neutral” and “somewhat” satisfactory (Table 4.38). In 

this development, contrary to the previous sites, there are items that residents are more 

satisfied with than they expected. The scores given for satisfaction with “number of the 

houses in the community” (p= .00), “overall layout” (p= .02), “size of the neighborhood” 

(p= .00), “street width” (p= .01), “on-street parking” (p= .01), and “lake” (p= .00) are 

higher than the importance scores assigned to them. On the other hand, the values of 

importance are higher than the satisfaction values of “walkways and paths” (p= .00) and 

“walking trail” (p= .00) (Table 4.39).  
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Table 4.38. Importance of and satisfaction with the physical environment features in Site 4. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Table 4.39. Comparison of importance of and satisfaction with the physical environment features 

in Site 4. 

Site 4 Physical Features 
Mean 
Rank Sum of Ranks p 

Importance  10.50 42.00 a. Number of houses in the 
community Satisfaction 17.36 486.00  

.00 

Importance  13.33 80.00 d. Overall layout of the 
neighborhood Satisfaction 12.89 245.00  

.02 

Importance  12.75 76.50 e. Overall size of the 
neighborhood Satisfaction 15.59 358.50  

.00 

Importance  21.36 149.50 h. Street width 

Satisfaction 16.50 445.50  
.01 

Importance  16.46 197.50 j. On-street parking 

Satisfaction 20.90 543.50  .01 

Importance  21.54 560.00 r. Walk ways, walking paths, and 
tracks 
 

Satisfaction 13.00 143.00  

.00 

Importance  20.67 558.00 t. Walking trail 

Satisfaction 12.00 108.00  

.00 

Importance  13.75 82.50 v. Lake 

Satisfaction 18.88 547.50  

.00 
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Attachment. The residents in the fourth site find the development “an ideal 

neighborhood to live in” (mean = 4.1). They are neutral on the “places in the 

neighborhood that they are emotionally attached to” (mean = 3.0). There are two more 

items close to the neutral value of three: Item d (mean = 3.3) and item e (mean = 3.3). 

Overall, they have positive feelings about their residential environment and are 

somewhat attached to it (Table 4.40). 

Table .4.40. Attachment measures in Site 4. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Site 4 summary. Quality of schools, the development being a good place to 

raise children, and the appearance of houses and the neighborhood were the most 

important features that made residents choose Site 4. Once more, physical familiarity 

with the development did not play any role in the residents’ choice. Nearly all had friends 

in the neighborhood, knew their neighbors’ first names, visited each other, and did favors 

for each other. None of the Site 4 residents did favors on a daily basis. The swim club 

was the most frequently used amenity in the development. Approximately one-fifth of the 

residents never used either of the amenities. A majority of the residents walked to the 

amenities.  

The most important social feature for the residents of this site was friendly 

neighbors. The least important social features were people like them, neighbors who 

tended to be isolated, and different racial backgrounds. The most satisfac tory social 
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feature for the residents was a strong sense of community and friendly neighbors. 

Neighbors who tended to be isolated were the least satisfactory feature.  

Landscaping, appearance of the houses, and density features were the most 

important physical features for Site 4 residents. On-street parking was the least 

important physical feature. The residents were most satisfied with landscaping, parks 

and playgrounds, overall layout of the neighborhood, density features, and the 

appearance of the houses. Residents in Site 4 were attached to their neighborhood and 

thought it was an ideal neighborhood to live in.  
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4.2. Characteristics of NU and CS developments 

In this section, the data are grouped according to the residential types in order to 

reveal similarities and differences between the types. Comparison of each development 

type is made in the following section. 

4.2.1. NU developments 

The data gathered from Site 1 and Site 2 represent the results for NU 

developments. Site 1 and Site 2 residents have similar responses on many of the 

questionnaire items. However, there are differences in residential choice, importance of 

and satisfaction with physical features, and use of some physical neighborhood 

amenities.  

The results of non-parametric comparison of Site 1 and Site 2 indicate that 

regarding residential choice, it was more important (p= .02) to Site 1 residents whether 

the residential environment was close to work. Being familiar with the area (p = .04) and 

the development’s being close to friends (p= .02) were also more important to Site 1 

residents (Table 4.41). Appearance of the neighborhood (p = .01) and its being a good 

place to raise children (p= .03) were more important to Site 2 residents. 

In terms of personality types, the NU developments do not have any difference 

overall on the personality scale. However, residents have a difference on one personality 

item. Site 2 residents had a higher ranking than Site 1 residents (p = .01) for “as a child I 

was taught respect for all living things” (Table 4.41).  

Even though the respondents in each NU site do not show any difference in 

overall importance of and satisfaction with the physical environment, they rated some 

physical features differently. Overall layout of the neighborhood was more important for 

Site 2 residents (p =.01). Site 2 respondents were also more satisfied with parks and 

playgrounds (p = .02), garage locations (p= .01), and appearance of houses (p= .04). In 

Site 2, there are neighborhood parks and playgrounds in each small neighborhood, and 
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garages are located at the backs of the houses and are accessed through small alleys at 

the back.  

These differences are difficult to avoid in research where subjects are sampled 

depending on contextual and economic characteristics, as explained in chapter 3. The 

two sites’ residents have more similarities than differences. They do not have significant 

differences in social interaction, importance of and satisfaction with the social 

environment, personality types, demographics, and their attachment to their 

development. The combined data from these sites can be taken to represent the NU 

development type.  

Table 4.41. Comparison of Site 1 and Site 2.  

Comparison of NU Sites Mean 
Rank Sum of Ranks p 

Residential Choice    
Site 1 42.60 1661.50 a. Close to work 

Site 2 31.81  1113.50  .02 

Site 1 33.90 1322.00 f. Appearance of neighborhood 

Site 2 42.44 1528.00  

.01 

Site 1 41.59 1622.00 j. Familiar with the area 

Site 2 31.74 1079.00  

.04 

Site 1 43.28 1731.00 k. Close to friends  

Site 2 31.97 1119.00  

.02 

Site 1 33.73 1349.00 m. Good place to raise children 

Site 2 43.81 1577.00  

.03 

Personality      

Site 1 32.59 1271.00 c. As a child I was taught respect for   
all living things Site 2 42.06 1430.00  

.03 

Physical Environment      

Site 1 32.27 1258.50 IMP. d. Overall layout of the 
neighborhood Site 2 44.21 1591.50  

.01 

Site 1 30.80 1170.50 g. Parks, playgrounds  

Site 2 41.98 1385.50  

.02 

Site 1 31.27 1219.50 i. Garage location 

Site 2 43.57 1481.50  

.01 

Site 1 33.71 1348.50 

SAT. 

l. Appearance of houses  

Site 2 42.90 1501.50  

.04 
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Residential choice. The residents in NU developments were more attentive to 

the appearance of the neighborhood (mean= 4.79) and the appearance of houses 

(mean= 4.44) when choosing their residential environment. The least important item was 

whether the development was similar to places where they grew up (mean= 2.51). When 

the residential choice graph is considered, it is apparent that the residents in this 

development type did not value familiarity items at all (item h with a mean of 3.44, item j 

with a mean of 3.45, item k with a mean of 3.04, and item l with a mean of 2.51), 

whereas they valued appearance items such as I and f the most (Table 4.42).  

Table 4.42. The importance of features in choosing to live in NU developments. 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Personality types. NU respondents scored highest in two of the community-

oriented personality measures: “I like to say hello to my neighbors” (mean= 4.54) and 

“As a child I was taught respect for all living things” (mean= 4.49). The lowest score 

(mean= 3.16) was given on one individual personality item, “I’d like to be myself much of 

the time” (Table 4.43).  
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Table 4.43. Personality types of residents in NU developments. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Social interaction. The residents of NU developments have moderate social 

interaction in their residential neighborhood. Only 16% do not have any friends in their 

neighborhood. More than half of them (58%) know all or almost all of their closest 

neighbors’ names. They visit their neighbors with a variety of frequencies. Only 5% visit 

their neighbors every day, and only 9% never visit any of their neighbors. They do favors 

for each other, ranging from less than once a month to a couple of times a week. 

Considering the conditions of modern life in this era, the relations in this community type 

indicate a good social interaction in a residential environment (Table 4.44).  
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Table 4.44. Social Interaction in NU developments. 
 

2. # friends  n % 
None 12  16.00% 
1-2 13  17.33% 
3-5 16  21.33% 
6-9 8 10.67% 
10 or more 26 34.67% 
TOTAL 75 100.00% 
3. Know by first name n % 
None or almost none 3 3.95% 
Less than half  9  11.84% 
About half  10  13.16% 
More than half 10 13.16% 
All or almost all 44 57.89% 
TOTAL 76 100.00% 
4. Visit the neighbors n % 
Never 7 9.21% 
Less than once a month 20 26.32% 
1-3 times a month 19 25.00% 
1-3 times a week 26 34.21% 
Daily/almost daily 4 5.26% 
TOTAL 76 100.00% 
5. Do favors for each other n % 
Never 7 9.33% 
Less than once a month 24 32.00% 
1-3 times a month 24  32.00% 
1-3 times a week 18 24.00% 
Daily/almost daily 2 2.67% 
TOTAL 75 100.00% 

 

Physical interaction. The most-used amenity in NU communities is the retail 

shops at the village center. These shops are used one to three times a week by 44% of 

respondents, a couple of times a week by 25%, and less than once a month by 20%. 

Restaurants are the next most-used amenity in these communities. Nearly half of the 

residents (47%) use them one to three times a month, while 22% use them less than 

once a month, and 24% use them one to three times a week. The least-used amenities 

are school and day care (70% never use them) and offices (75% never use them) (Table 

4.45). Residents of NU developments walk to the amenities in the development with a 

variety of frequencies: 45% sometimes, 38% often, and 16% always. Only 1% never 

walk to these amenities. It is reasonable to assume that the retail shops and restaurants 

are well used by the residents, and their use fosters walking in the community (Table 

4.45).
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Table 4.45. Physical Interaction in NU developments. 

Retail shops Restaurants  School/Day 
care 

Offices Open spaces 
(parks) 

Swim club 10. Frequency of 
use 

n % n % n % n % n % n % 
Never 4 5.33% 2 2.63% 52 69.33% 57 75.00% 11 14.47% 25 32.89% 
Less than once a 
month 

15 20.00% 17 22.3% 0 0% 17 22.37% 17 22.37% 6 7.89% 

1-3 times a month 19 25.33% 37 48.68% 1 1.33% 2 2.63% 20 26.32% 8 10.53% 
1-3 times a week 33 44.00% 18 23.68% 1 1.33% 0 0% 18 23.68% 23 30.26% 
Daily/almost daily 4 5.33% 2 2.63% 21 28.00% 0 0% 10 13.16% 14 18.42% 
TOTAL 75 100% 76 100% 75 100% 76 100%  100% 76 100% 

 
 

Table 4.46. Walking habits in NU developments. 

 
 

11. Walking n % 
Never 1 1.32% 
Sometimes  34 44.74

% 
Often  29 38.16

% 
Always  12 15.79% 
TOTAL 76 100% 



 100 

Social environment. Residents in these sites value a strong sense of 

community (mean= 4.41) and friendly neighbors (mean= 4.72) most. The least-valued 

social features are people like them (mean = 3.64), neighbors tending to be isolated 

(mean = 3.34), and different racial backgrounds (mean = 3.66). Still, all the mean scores 

of social features indicate that they are all important to NU residents. They are most 

satisfied with their friendly neighbors (mean = 4.41) and least satisfied with their 

neighbors tending to be isolated (mean = 2.74) (Table 4.47). 

In NU developments, residents’ satisfactions with strong sense of community (p= 

.00), friendly neighbors (p = .00), and different racial backgrounds (p = .01) are higher 

than the importance they assigned to these features. However, it must be mentioned 

that both importance of and satisfaction with social features are higher than neutral and 

close to positive scores (Table 4.48).  

Table 4.47. Importance of and satisfaction with the social environment features in NU 
developments. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

 

Table 4.48. Comparison of importance of and satisfaction with the social environment features in 
NU developments. 

NU Developments’ 
Social Features 

Mean 
Rank Sum of Ranks p 

Satisfaction 17.32 381.00 a. A strong sense of community 

Importance  10.50 84.00  
.00 

Satisfaction 11.42 205.50 b. Friendly neighbors 

Importance  8.50 25.50  

.00 

Satisfaction 18.84 471.00 f. Different racial backgrounds  

Importance  15.90 159.00  

.01 

 
Physical environment. The large majority of the physical features in NU 

communities are important for their residents. Only four items are below the mean score 
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of 4, which was defined as “somewhat important” in the questionnaire. These features 

are number of the houses in the community (mean = 3.52), swim club (mean = 3.72), 

overall size of the neighborhood (mean = 3.82), and on-street parking (mean = 3.86).  

Among the most important features, highest mean scores belong to trees and 

plants on the streets (mean = 5.53), walkways, walking paths, and tracks (mean = 4.68), 

appearance of houses (mean = 4.64), mix of uses (mean = 4.50), public greens and lake 

(mean = 4.48), coffee shops and restaurants (mean = 4.47), and overall layout of the 

neighborhood (mean = 4.37).  

NU residents are mostly satisfied with walkways, paths, and tracks (mean = 

4.42), overall layout of the neighborhood (mean = 4.34), mixed use and porches (both 

with a mean = 4.33), and mix of housing styles (mean = 4.27). The features with which 

the residents are least satisfied are on-street parking (mean = 3.28), street width (mean 

= 3.42), and lot sizes (mean = 3.51). Even though these items have the lowest mean 

scores, they are between the “neutral” and “somewhat satisfactory” ratings (Table 4.49).  
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Table 4.49. Importance of and satisfaction with the physical environment features in NU 
developments. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

The satisfaction of residents of NU developments with some features is not as 

high as the importance placed on those features. These features are landscaping (lakes, 

public greens) (p = .00), arrangement of houses in relation to others (p = .00), parks and 

playgrounds (p = .00), street width (p = .00), on-street parking (p = .00), lot size (p = .00), 

appearance of houses (p = .00), landscaping on the streets (p = .00), distance between 

houses and streets (p = .00), walkways, walking paths, and tracks (p = .01), shops at 

Village Center (p = .01), and coffee shops and restaurants (p = .01). The mean ranking 

of importance assigned to these features is higher than the mean ranking of their 

satisfaction scores (Table 4.50).  
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Table 4.50. Comparison of importance of and satisfaction with the physical environment features 
in NU developments. 

NU Developments’ 
Physical Features 

Mean 
Rank Sum of Ranks p 

Satisfaction 15.94 382.50 b. Landscaping (lakes, public 
greens) Importance  10.50 52.50  

.00 

Satisfaction 19.31 618.00 f. Arrangement of houses in 
relation to others Importance  12.00 48.00  

.00 

Satisfaction 18.44 461.00 g. Parks, playgrounds 

Importance  12.50 100.00  

.00 

Satisfaction 24.45 782.50 h. Street width 

Importance  12.05 120.50  
.00 

Satisfaction 19.48 487.00 j. On-street parking 

Importance  12.00 108.00  .00 

Satisfaction 18.58 483.00 k. Lot size 

Importance  7.50 45.00  

.00 

Satisfaction 17.61 493.00 l. Appearance of houses 

Importance  17.00 102.00  

.00 

Satisfaction 19.95 578.50 o. Trees, plants, and flowers on 
the streets  
 

Importance  12.50 87.50  

.00 

Satisfaction 23.85 620.00 p. Distance between houses and 
streets  Importance  12.31 160.00  

.00 

Satisfaction 11.78 188.50 r. Walkways, walking paths, and 
tracks Importance  8.50 42.50  

.01 

Satisfaction 21.22 488.00 s. Shops at Village Center 

Importance  13.69 178.00  

.01 

Satisfaction 18.32 403.00 t. Coffee shops and restaurants  

Importance  12.50 125.00  

.01 

 
NU residents valued their physical environment quite highly. They valued the 

overall layout and appearance of their developments along with the mixed-use elements. 

They are also satisfied with the features identified with NU claims, such as overall layout, 

mix of uses, porches, and mix of housing styles. Still, the features related to car use, 

such as on- street parking and street width, are the features with which residents are 

least satisfied. The residents’ satisfaction with some of the physical features is lower 

than the importance they place on them. 

Attachment. The highest mean score is assigned to believing that the 

neighborhood is the ideal one for the resident to live in (mean = 4.21). The lowest mean 
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score is assigned to the emotional attachment to places in the neighborhood (mean = 

3.24) (Table 4.51). 

Table 4.51. Attachment measures in NU developments. 

 

 

 

 

 

Overall scores. Residents in NU developments have community-oriented 

personalities (mean = 3.91). They are somewhat attached to their residential 

environments (mean = 3.70). The satisfaction and importance values of physical and the 

social environment are close to each other, roughly four or five. The spread of the data 

on satisfaction with physical features (?= .90) and attachment (?= .89) is greater than 

the spread of the data on other scales. Comparatively, there were differences in the 

values of the physical feature items between the NU sites. The smallest spread of the 

data is on the importance of physical features (?= .33), which means the NU residents 

agreed the most on the importance of these features (Table 4.52). 

Table 4.52. Overall scores of variables in NU developments.  

NU Overall values 
Mean 

Standard 
Deviation 

Personality Type 3.91 .53 

Physical Features   

Physical features  4.23 .33 Importance Amenities 4.30 .51 

Physical features  3.79 .90 Satisfaction Amenities 4.16 .66 

Social Features  
  

Importance 4.26 .51 
Satisfaction 4.10 .78 

Attachment 3.70 .89 
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NU Sites summary. Appearance of the neighborhood and the houses were the 

most important features for residents choosing NU developments, and the familiarity 

items were the least important. Among residential choice items, proximity to work, 

familiarity with the area, and proximity to friends were more important to Site 1 residents 

than Site 2 residents. Alternatively, the neighborhood’s appearance and whether it was a 

good place to raise children were more important to Site 2 residents than Site 1 

residents. NU development residents had community-oriented personalities. A majority 

of the NU residents had friends in the community, knew their neighbors’ first names, 

visited their neighbors, and did favors for each other. The residents rarely visited or did 

favors for each other on a daily basis. The most frequently used amenities in the NU 

developments were retail shops, swim club, and restaurants respectively. School or day 

care and offices were the least used amenities in the NU communities. Nearly all the 

residents walked to these amenities. There was no difference in social or physical 

interaction between the NU sites. Friendly neighbors and neighbors who tended to be 

isolated were the most important and the most satisfactory social features. Neighbors 

who tended to be isolated was the least important and the least satisfactory social 

feature. The satisfaction values for a strong sense of community, friendly neighbors, and 

different racial backgrounds were higher than the importance values for those features.  

Landscaping, porches, mix of uses, village center uses, appearance of houses, 

and walkways and paths were the most important physical features in the NU 

communities. The least important features were number of the houses in the community, 

swim club, overall size, and on-street parking. The most satisfactory physical feature for 

the NU residents is the mix of housing styles. The least satisfactory physical features for 

the NU residents were on-street parking, street width, and distance between houses and 

the streets respectively.  
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Appearance of the overall neighborhood was more important for Site 2 residents 

than for Site 1 residents. Alternatively, parks and playgrounds, garage location, and 

appearance of the houses were more important for residents in Site 2 than residents in 

Site 1. The greater importance of parks and playgrounds for Site 2 residents than for 

Site 1 residents can be explained by the larger number of residents having children in 

Site 2. NU residents were attached to their neighborhoods and believed they were the 

ideal neighborhoods to live in.  

The spread of the data on satisfaction with physical features (?= .90) and 

attachment (?= .89) is greater than the spread of the data on other scales. 

Comparatively, there were differences in the values of the physical feature items 

between the NU sites. The smallest spread of the data is on the importance of physical 

features (?= .33), which means the NU residents agreed the most on the importance of 

these features. 

4.2.2. CS developments  

The data gathered from Site 3 and Site 4 represent the characteristics of the CS 

developments in this study. These sites have minor differences in residential choice, 

social interaction, attachment, and personality items. They also have differences in the 

importance residents assign to some physical features and in residential satisfaction with 

most of the physical features.  

Comparison of Site 1 and Site 2 as shown in Table 4.53 revealed that it is more 

important for Site 3 residents (p=.01) than for Site 4 residents that the development is 

close to work. Even though the respondents in each site have the same personality type, 

they differ on one personality item: Site 4 residents like to be alone more than Site 3 

residents do (p= .03).  

The sites do not differ on overall social interaction, but they are different on one 

social interaction item. Site 3 residents have more friends in their residential environment 
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than do Site 4 residents. These sites also accommodate different physical interaction 

with the physical environment (p= .00). Site 4 respondents use the lake (p = .00) and the 

swim club (p= .00) in their community more than Site 3 residents use theirs. Site 4 

residents also walk in their community more than Site 3 residents do (p= .04).  

Respondents in CS development sites assigned different importance to physical 

features. Site 3 residents give more importance to lot size than Site 4 residents do (p= 

.00), whereas Site 4 residents assign more importance to the walking trail (p= .01) and 

the lake (p= .00) in their community than do residents in Site 3. The overall importance 

given to amenities in Site 4 is higher than in Site 3 (p= .01). Site 3 residents are more 

satisfied with number of houses in the community (p= .023), arrangement of houses in 

relation to others (p= .01), parks and playgrounds (p = .00), street width (p = .00), garage 

location (p = .04), lot sizes (p = .00), and distance between houses and streets (p = .00). 

Site 4 residents are more satisfied with walkways and paths (p = .00), the walking trail (p 

= .00), the swim club (p = .01), and the lake (p = .01). However, Site 3 residents are 

more satisfied with the overall physical environment (p = .00) and with the amenities (p = 

.00) than are Site 4 residents. Site 3 and Site 4 residents are attached to their residential 

environment at a similar level.  
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Table 4.53. Comparison of Site 3 and Site 4. 

Comparison of CS Sites Mean 
Rank Sum of Ranks p 

Residential Choice    
Site 3 65.00 3965.00 a. Close to work 

Site 4 50.09 2705.00  .01 

Social Interaction     

Site 3 64.75 3885.00 # of friends  

Site 4 50.64 2785.00  

.02 

Physical interaction Site 3 41.55 2534.50 

 Site 4 73.63 3681.50  

.00 

Site 3 34.20 2086.50 b. Walking trail 

Site 4 82.59 4129.50  

.00 

Site 3 46.44 2833.00 c. Lake  

Site 4 65.88 3162.00  

.00 

Site 3 50.75 3095.50 Walking  

Site 4 62.41 3120.50  

.04 

Personality     

Site 3 65.20 3977.00 d. I like to be by myself much of the 
time Site 4 52.25 2926.00  

.03 

Site 3 63.13 3724.50 Physical satisfaction 

Site 4 45.41 2270.50  

.00 

Site 3 44.31 2614.50 Satisfaction with amenities 

Site 4 66.77 3271.50  

.00 

 
 
Physical Environment      

Site 3 65.64 4004.00 k. Lot size 

Site 4 44.24 2212.00  

.00 

Site 3 48.33 2948.00 t.  Walking Trail 

Site 4 64.43 3157.00  

.01 

Site 3 44.28 2657.00 

IM
P

. 

v. Lake 

Site 4 68.12 3338.00  

.00 

Site 3 59.89 3473.50 a. Number of houses in the 
community Site 4 47.03 2304.50  

.02 

Site 3 60.64 3517.00 f. Arrangement of houses in 
relation to others Site 4 46.14 2261.00  

.01 

Site 3 61.83 3524.50 g. Parks, playgrounds  

Site 4 45.07 2253.50  

.00 

Site 3 62.53 3564.00 h. Street width 

Site 4 44.28 2214.00  

.00 

Site 3 58.96 3301.50 i. Garage location 

Site 4 47.39 2369.50  

.04 

Site 3 64.12 3783.00 

S
A

T.
 

k. Lot size 

Site 4 42.92 2103.00  

.00 
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Table 4. 53 (continued) 

Site 3 63.72 3759.50 p. Distance between houses 
and streets Site 4 44.71 2235.50  

.00 

Site 3 46.50 2743.50 r. Walkways, walking paths, 
and tracks  Site 4 63.22 3034.50  

.00 

Site 3 60.22 3372.50 s. Playground (parks) 

Site 4 43.49 2087.50  

.00 

Site 3 37.96 2163.50 t. Walking trail 

Site 4 70.86 3401.50  

.00 

Site 3 44.83 2465.50 u. Swim club 

Site 4 60.22 2890.50  

.01 

Site 3 46.31 2639.50 

 

v. Lake 

Site 4 61.87 3031.50  

.01 

 

Along with these differences, the residents of CS development sites have similar 

responses on overall residential choice, demographics, overall personality, overall social 

interaction, and overall attachment. They also place similar importance on their the 

social environment and are similarly attached to their developments. 

The statistics of combined data from these sites are presented as representing 

the CS development type. 

Residential choice. When CS development residents chose their residential 

environment, they paid the most attention to appearance of neighborhood (mean = 

4.61), appearance of houses (mean = 4.48), quality of schools (mean = 4.48), the 

neighborhood being a good place to raise children (mean = 4.35), and places for 

children to play. The most unimportant features for these residents were the 

developments being similar to places where they grew up (mean = 2.24) and the 

developments being close to their friends (mean =2.93) (Table 4.54).  

CS development residents made their choices to live in their residential 

environment depending mostly on the appearance of the development and their 

children’s needs. It was unimportant for them to be close to their friends. They did not 

look for a development similar to the places where they grew up.  



 110 

Table 4.54. The importance of features in choosing to live in CS developments. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Personality types. CS development residents rated two of the community-

oriented personality items the highest. They like to say hello to their neighbors (mean = 

4.59), and as children they were taught to respect all living things (mean = 4.56). Their 

values approach the individual orientation pole on only one item: they want to be by 

themselves much of the time (Table 4.55).  
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Table 4.55. Personality types of residents in CS developments. 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Social interaction. Respondents in CS developments have moderate social 

interaction in their residential environments. Only 10% do not have any friends in their 

development. Half of them (51%) know nearly all their nearest neighbors’ names. Only 

1% do not know any of their neighbors’ names. They also visit their neighbors a couple 

of times in a month or a week. Nearly half of them (43%) do favors for their neighbors 

one to three times a month. Only 4% do daily favors for their neighbors, and only 8% 

never do any favors for their neighbors (Table 4.56). 
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Table 4.56. Social interaction in CS developments. 
2. # friends  N % 
None 11 9.57% 
1-2 24 20.87% 
3-5 28 24.35% 
6-9 20 17.39% 
10 or more 32 27.83% 
TOTAL 115 100.00% 
3. Know by first name n % 
None or almost none 1 0.85% 
Less than half  10 8.55% 
About half  17 14.53% 
More than half 29 24.79% 
All or almost all 60 51.28% 
TOTAL 117 100.00% 
4. Visit the neighbors n % 
Never 8 6.96% 
Less than once a month 34 29.57% 
1-3 times a month 30 26.09% 
1-3 times a week 36 31.30% 
Daily/almost daily 7 6.09% 
TOTAL 115 100.00% 
5. Do favors for each other n % 
Never 9 7.76% 
Less than once a month 32 27.59% 
1-3 times a month 50 43.10% 
1-3 times a week 20 17.24% 
Daily/almost daily 5 4.31% 
TOTAL 116 100.00% 

 

Physical interaction. The most frequently used amenity in CS developments is 

the swim club, with 38% of respondents using the swim club one to three times a week. 

Only 4% use it every day, whereas 28% never use it. The highest percentages are 

clustered around playgrounds (34%), the walking trail (36%), and the lake (40%) at a 

frequency of less than once a month. The lowest values are on the frequency of daily 

use of the amenities (Table 4.57). Forty-one percent sometimes walk and 33% often 

walk to these amenities. 7% never walk and 18% always walk to the amenities (Table 

4.58). 
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Table 4.57. Physical interaction in CS developments. 
Playground 
(parks) 

Walking trail Lake Swim club 10. Frequency of 
use 

n % n % n % n % 
Never 31 28.18% 22 19.82% 29 26.61% 31 27.93% 
Less than once  
a month 

37 33.64% 40 36.04% 44 40.37% 17 15.32% 

1-3 times a month 24 21.82% 17 15.32% 26 23.85% 17 15.32% 
1-3 times a week 17 15.45% 24 21.62% 6 5.50% 42 37.84% 
Daily/almost daily 1 0.91% 8 7.21% 4 3.67% 4 3.60% 
TOTAL 110 100% 111 100% 109 100% 111 100% 

 
 

Table 4.58. Walking habits in CS developments. 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

11. Walking n % 
Never 8 7.21% 
Sometimes 46 41.44% 
Often  37 33.33% 
Always  20 18.02% 
TOTAL 111 100% 
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Social environment. CS development residents value friendly neighbors (mean 

= 4.64) and a strong sense of community (mean = 4.14) the most. These features are 

also the most satisfying features for residents. Friendly neighbors have a mean value of 

4.32 for satisfaction, and a strong sense of community has a mean value of 4.32 for 

satisfaction. The least important feature for CS development residents is different racial 

backgrounds (mean = 3.40). The least satisfying social feature is isolated neighbors 

(mean = 2.68). This is the only item that had a mean value toward the unsatisfactory 

pole (Table 4.59). Yet, the residents’ satisfaction with friendly neighbors (p = .00) and 

neighbors tending to be isolated is less than the value they assigned to these features 

(Table 4.60). 

Table 4.59. Importance of and satisfaction with the social environment features in CS 
developments. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Table 4.60. Comparison of importance of and satisfaction with the social environment features in 
CS developments. 

Conventional Neighborhoods’ 
Social Features 

Mean 
Rank Sum of Ranks p 

Satisfaction 20.85 646.50 b. Friendly neighbors 

Importance  16.69 133.50  

.00 

Satisfaction 26.88 1290.00 d. Neighbors tending to be 
isolated Importance  22.00 88.00  

.00 

 
Physical environment. Residents of CS developments value appearance of 

houses (mean = 4.61) and landscaping (mean = 4.46) the most in their residential 

environments. The least important features are on-street parking (mean = 3.26) and 

number of houses in the community (mean = 3.34). The most satisfying features are 

again landscaping (mean = 4.43) and appearance of houses (mean = 4.42). In addition, 
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overall layout of the neighborhood (mean = 4.28) and parks and playgrounds (mean = 

4.22) are among the most satisfying features. The least satisfying features are the swim 

club (mean = 3.59) and on-street parking (mean = 3.53) (Table 4.61).  

The residents of this development have less satisfaction with some features than 

the importance they assign to these features. These features are number of houses in 

the community (p = .00), overall size of the neighborhood (p = .00), lot size (p = .01), 

appearance of houses (p = .02), trees, plants, and flowers on the streets (p = .01), 

distance between houses and streets (p = .02), walkways, walking paths, and tracks (p = 

.00), walking trail (p = .00), and lake (p = .00) (Table 4.62). 

For CS development residents, the physical elements that appeared in the 

responses as landscaping and appearance of the houses are the most important 

features. These elements were also the most satisfying elements in addition to overall 

layout and the parks. The least satisfying feature is the swim club, where residents may 

have come together for social interaction. 

Table 4.61. Importance of and satisfaction with the physical environment features in CS 
developments. 
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Table 4.62. Comparison of importance of and satisfaction with the physical environment features 
in CS developments. 

Conventional Neighborhoods’ 
Physical Features 

Mean 
Rank Sum of Ranks p 

Satisfaction 29.13 466.00 a. Number of houses in the 
community Importance  31.67 1425.00  

.00 

Satisfaction 29.68 504.50 e. Overall size of the 
neighborhood Importance  29.43 1206.50  

.00 

Satisfaction 31.40 1067.50 k. Lot size 

Importance  22.50 472.50  

.01 

Satisfaction 22.25 623.00 l. Appearance of houses 

Importance  20.00 280.00  
.02 

Satisfaction 29.17 1021.00 o. Trees, plants, and flowers on 
the streets  Importance  21.00 357.00  .00 

Satisfaction 32.80 1246.50 p. Distance between houses and 
streets  Importance  28.02 644.50  .02 

Satisfaction 32.88 1348.00 r. Walkways, walking paths, and 
tracks Importance  23.44 422.00  

.00 

Satisfaction 34.24 1301.00 t. Walking trail 

Importance  24.05 529.00  

.00 

Satisfaction 21.70 217.00 v. Lake 

Importance  28.23 1214.00  

.00 

 
 

Attachment. Respondents in CS developments find their residential environment 

an ideal neighborhood to live in (mean = 4.26). They do not have many places in the 

neighborhood to which they are emotionally attached (mean = 2.98). Overall, they are 

somewhat attached to their residential environments (mean = 3.49) (Table 4.63). 

Table .4.63. Attachment measures in CS developments. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
Overall values. The overall values for the personality type indicate that CS 

residents are community- oriented (mean = 3.94). Overall, the residents in this type of 

residential development somewhat value (mean = 4.14) and are somewhat satisfied with 
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(mean = 4.06) their social environment. CS residents somewhat value the physical 

features (mean = 3.97) and amenities (mean = 3.94) of their developments. They are 

also somewhat satisfied with their physical environment (mean = 3.94) and amenities 

(mean = 3.82). The most spread data is on the importance of amenities (?= .85), and 

attachment (?= .82) scales (Table 4.64). 

Table 4.64. Overall values of variables in CS developments.  

 
CS Overall values 

Mean 
Standard 
Deviation 

Personality Type 3.94 .52 

Physical Features   

Physical features  3.97 .49 Importance Amenities 3.74 .85 

Physical features  3.94 .78 Satisfaction Amenities 3.82 .71 

Social Features 
  

Importance  4.14 .586 

Satisfaction 4.06 .77 

Attachment 3.49 .82 

 
CS Sites summary. When CS development residents chose their residential 

environment, they paid the most attention to appearance of neighborhood and houses 

and their children’s needs in terms of schools and places to play. The most unimportant 

features for these residents were social and physical familiarity with the developments. 

Proximity to work was more important for Site 3 residents than for Site 4 residents. CS 

residents are community-oriented people. A majority of the residents had friends in the 

neighborhood, visited their neighbors, and did favors for each other. Nearly all the 

residents knew their neighbors’ first names. CS residents rarely visited or did favors on a 

daily basis. Residents in Site 3 had more friends in the community than Site 4 residents 

did. The most frequently used amenity in the CS developments was the swim club. More 

than one-fourth of the CS residents did not use parks or playgrounds, the lake, or the 
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swim club in their communities. About one-fifth of the residents did not use the walking 

trail. A majority of the CS residents who used the amenities walked to them. Site 4 

residents used the walking trail and lake in their development, and they walked more 

than the Site 3 residents did.  

The most important and satisfactory social features in CS developments were 

friendly neighbors and a sense of community respectively. The least important feature 

was different racial backgrounds, and the least satisfactory feature was neighbors who 

tended to be isolated.  

The most important physical features for CS residents were appearance of the 

houses, landscaping, distance between houses and the streets, and walkways and 

paths. On-street parking and overall size of the neighborhood were the least satisfactory 

physical features for the residents. The most satisfactory features were landscaping, 

appearance of the houses, and overall layout. The least satisfactory physical feature 

was on-street parking. 

CS residents were just between being attached to and being neutral about their 

residential environments. Comparison of the CS developments as shown in Table 4.53 

revealed that proximity to work was more important for Site 3 residents than Site 4 

residents (p=.01). The largest spread of the data is on the importance of amenities (?= 

.85) and attachment (?= .82) scales.  
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4.3. Comparison of NU and CS developments 

4.3.1. Non-parametric comparisons 

NU and CS developments were compared through non-parametric statistics due 

to the lack of normal distribution in the data collected. First, all individual items were 

compared to each other. Second, the mean values of each scale were compared. Based 

on these comparisons, differences and similarities between the development types are 

presented.  

Demographics. The CS residents have been living in their neighborhoods longer 

than the NU residents have in theirs (p = .00). There are more married couples in the CS 

developments (p = .02), hence more people in the household (p = .01) and more 

children in the family (p = .00) than in the NU developments (Table 4.65). 

Table .4.65. Comparison of demographic data from NU and CS developments.  

Demographics 
RESTYP N 

Mean 
Rank Sum of Ranks p 

CS 117 112.62 13176.50 LENGTH OF RESIDENCY 

NU 76 72.95 5544.50 
.00 

CS 117 92.57 10831.00 MARITAL 

NU 76 103.82 7890.00 

.02 

CS 116 104.32 12101.00 HOUSEHOLD # 

NU 76 84.57 6427.00 

.01 

CS 117 104.91 12274.00 CHILDREN 

NU 76 84.83 6447.00 

.00 

 

On the other hand, there is no difference between each type’s residents in terms 

of their plans to live in their development, age, residential background, work status, 

place of work, and education. 

Residential choice. In terms of choosing the residential environment, CS 

development residents find quality of schools (p = .01) and the development being a 

good place to raise children (p =.03) more important than the NU residents do. In 

contrast, NU development residents think that appearance (p = .03) and size of the 

neighborhood (p = .01) as well as the development’s being close to shopping (p = .00) 
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are more important than CS developments’ residents do (Table 4.66). Even though the 

size of the neighborhoods was controlled and was nearly the same for all developments, 

the size of the development was more important for NU residents when choosing where 

to live. 

Table 4.66. Comparison of residential choice values of residents in NU and CS developments.  
 

Residential choice RESTYP N Mean Rank  Sum of Ranks p 
CS 116 103.31 11984.50 b. Quality of schools  

NU 76 86.10 6543.50 
.01 

CS 115 82.54 9492.00 d. Close to shopping 

NU 75 115.37 8653.00 

.00 

CS 114 88.85 10129.00 f. Appearance of 
neighborhood NU 75 104.35 7826.00 

.01 

CS 114 86.53 9864.50 g. Size of neighborhood 

NU 75 107.87 8090.50 
.01 

CS 116 102.35 11872.50 m. Good place to raise 
children  NU 76 87.57 6655.50 

.03 

Test Statistics Mann-Whitney U Test 
 

 
Physical environments. The NU residents find some features more important 

than the CS development residents do. Street width, which is narrower than in the CS 

developments, is more important to NU development residents than to CS development 

residents (p = .04). However, CS development residents are more satisfied with their 

wider streets than the NU residents are with their narrow streets (p = .00). On the other 

hand, the walkways, paths, and tracks are found to be more important to (p = .00) and 

more satisfying for (p = .00) NU residents. 

NU development residents also assign more importance to on-street parking (p = 

.00), walkways, paths, and tracks (p = .00), playground and parks (p = .02), walking trail 

(p = .00), and lake (p = .00) than the CS development residents do. Besides, the 

amenities specific to  the NU developments are more important (p =.00) and more 

satisfying (p = .00) for their residents than the amenities in CS developments are for CS 

residents.  
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Distance between houses and the street is more important for CS development 

residents (p = .04), and they are more satisfied with this distance than the NU residents 

are (p = .01). CS residents are also more satisfied with landscaping (p = .01), parks and 

playgrounds (p = .02), and lot sizes (p = .00) than the NU residents. In terms of overall 

physical features considered, the NU development residents find the physical 

environment more important than the CS residents do (p = .00). However, there is no 

difference between the NU and CS residents’ satisfaction with their physical environment 

(Table 4.67).  

Table 4.67. Comparison of values for the physical environment items of NU and CS 
developments. 

Physical Environment 
RESTYP N 

Mean 
Rank 

Sum of 
Ranks p 

CS 111 87.00 9657.00 h. Street width 

NU 74 102.00 7548.00 
.04 

CS 110 82.22 9044.50  j. On street parking 

NU 73 106.73 7791.50 
.00 

CS 111 98.70 10956.00 p. Distance between houses and 
streets  NU 74 84.45 6249.00 

.04 

CS 110 82.22 9044.00  r. Walk ways, walking paths and 
tracks NU 74 107.78 7976.00 

.00 

CS 110 84.48 9293.00 s. Playground (Parks)  

NU 72 102.22 7360.00 

.02 

CS 110 77.57 8533.00 Amenities specific in the 
development NU 75 115.63 8672.00 

.00 

CS  110 81.21 9014.00 

IM
P

O
R

TA
N

C
E

 

Overall physical features 

NU 75 112.68 8564.00  
.00 

CS 109 97.73 10653.00 b. Landscaping (Lakes, public 
greens) NU 71 79.39 5637.00 

.01 

CS 107 96.58 10334.00 g. Parks, playgrounds 

NU 71 78.83 5597.00 

.02 

CS 107 99.87 10686.50 h. Street width 

NU 74 78.17 5784.50 

.00 

CS 108 99.77 10775.00  k. Lot size 

NU 72 76.60 5515.00 
.00 

CS 109 100.02 10902.00 p. Distance between houses and 
streets  NU 75 81.57 6118.00 

.01 

CS 107 80.21 8582.50 r. Walk ways, walking paths and 
tracks NU 76 108.60 8253.50 

.00 

CS 108 80.84 8730.50 .00 

S
A

TI
S

FA
C

TI
O

N
 

 

Amenities specific in the 
development NU 76 109.07 8289.50 .00 
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Social environment. Even though the residents from each type of development 

do not have any differences in terms of the importance of and satisfaction with overall 

social environment, they differ on one item. A strong sense of community is more 

important for NU residents than for CS residents (Table 4.68). Yet, both groups are 

similarly satisfied with the sense of community they have. They do not differ on their 

responses for either importance of or satisfaction with friendly neighbors, people like 

them, neighbors tending to be isolated, social people, and different racial backgrounds. 

Having friendly neighbors is more important than the other social items for respondents 

from both types of developments. They are both least satisfied with neighbors who tend 

to be isolated.  

Table 4.68. Comparison of values for the social environment items of NU and CS developments. 
 
Importance of the social 
environment  RESTYP N 

Mean 
Rank Sum of Ranks p 

CS 117 90.35 10571.50 a. A strong sense of community 

NU 75 106.09 7956.50 
.04 

 
Attachment. NU residents were more attached to their residential environment 

than CS residents (p = .04). NU residents also that it would be harder for them to leave 

their neighborhood than CS residents do (p = .05) (Table 4.69).  

 
Table 4.69. Comparison of values on attachment items of NU and CS developments. 
 

Attachment 
RESTYP N 

Mean 
Rank Sum of Ranks p 

CS 117 90.78 10621.00 d. It would be hard for me to leave 
this neighborhood. NU 76 106.58 8100.00 

.05 

CS 117 90.38 10574.50 Total Attachment 

NU 76 107.19 8146.50 
.04 

 
 

Differences. The CS developments accommodate more married couples with 

children and larger household numbers than do the NU developments. Accordingly, NU 

developments also provide housing for smaller households and single or widowed 

people. Considering these demographics, CS development residents have paid more 
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attention to their children’s needs when choosing their homes than NU residents have. 

On the other hand, it was more important to NU residents to live close to shopping. This 

may explain the importance of a village center with its retail shops for NU residents. The 

appearance of the neighborhood was also more important for NU residents. 

The width of the streets is important for residents in both developments, and 

narrow streets are as satisfying as wide ones. Larger lot sizes in CS developments are 

more appreciated than the smaller lots in NU developments. The distance between 

houses and streets is more important to and more satisfying for CS residents. However, 

NU residents who have a shorter distance between houses and the street did not find 

that feature as important or as satisfying as CS residents did . Walkways, paths, and 

tracks are more important and satisfying for NU residents, considering that the walkways 

and paths in this development type are on both sides of the streets and are landscaped. 

Even though the lakes in CS developments are one of few amenities and an important 

part of the public spaces, they were not as important to CS residents as they are to NU 

residents. However, when overall physical environment is considered, the NU residents 

value the physical environment more than CS residents do. And both types’ residents 

are similarly satisfied with their physical environment. Even though the amenities are a 

part of the physical environment, they are evaluated separate from the physical 

environment due to the existence of different kinds of amenities in each type of 

development.. Consequently, the amenities are more important to and satisfying for NU 

residents than for CS residents. Given that the amenities in NU developments include 

the village center with its variety of shops, restaurants, school, and even a movie theater 

and a church, it is reasonable to conclude that a mix of uses is more important and 

satisfactory for NU residents than for CS residents. 
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Even though the residents from each development type did not differ in overall 

importance of and satisfaction with the social environment, a strong sense of community 

is more important to NU residents than to CS residents.  

NU residents are more attached to their residential environment than CS 

residents. NU residents also feel more strongly than CS residents that it would be hard 

for them to leave their residential environment.  

Similarities. Each development’s respondents are similar in terms of age, 

gender, work status, place of work, and education. Thus, they were fairly comparable. 

The overall importance of and satisfaction with the social environment also do not differ 

between the residential types.  

The physical features that are similarly important for residents in each 

development are number of houses in the community; landscaping; mix of housing 

styles; overall layout of the neighborhood; overall size of the neighborhood; arrangement 

of houses in relation to each other; parks and playgrounds; garage location; lot size; 

appearance of houses; trees, plants, and flowers on the streets; and the swim club. 

Among these characteristics, the overall size of the neighborhood and the swim club for 

both development types are physically similar. The rest of the features are different from 

one development type to the next, but they are equally important for the residents of 

each type. 

Residents are also similarly satisfied with the number of houses in the 

community; mix of housing styles; overall layout of the neighborhood; overall size of the 

neighborhood; arrangement of houses in relation to others; garage location; appearance 

of houses; trees, plants, and flowers on the streets; walking trail; and swim club. Except 

for the size of the neighborhood and the swim club, the physical features are different in 

each type of development. There are fewer houses in CS developments, the houses are 

closer to each other in NU developments, there is less variety of housing styles in CS 
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developments, garages are up front in CS developments (whereas they are at the back 

or less dominantly at front in NU developments), there are more plantings on the streets 

in NU developments, and overall layouts are completely different in terms of street 

layout, public areas, and presence of a village center. Despite these differences, 

residents in each development are content with whatever they have specific to these 

features.  

The residents in each development also do not differ in terms of personality 

types. They are all close to the community-oriented personality type. They also have 

similar frequency of physical and social interaction. They visit the physical amenities and 

walk to these places at a statistically equivalent frequency. They also have similar levels 

of neighboring.  

4.3.2. Factor analysis 

Even though factor analysis is used for data reduction, it is used in this study as 

a way to understand residents’ perceptions of residential choice and the physical 

environment items. In order to understand the differences and similarities between the 

NU and CS development residents, the factor structures of each type for residential 

choice and the physical environment are compared to each other. Principal component 

analysis with Varimax rotation is used for factor analysis (Norusis, 1998; Bryant & 

Yarnold, 1995). After the first analysis, the factors that had eigenvalues of less than 1 

and explained a small amount of data were excluded. The items were analyzed for a 

second time with a forced number of factors, which was defined by the number of the 

factors with eigenvalues of more than 1. The factor loadings of rotated components were 

used in the tables. After defining the factors (items highlighted in the table fall under the 

same factor), reliability analysis was conducted for each factor. Alpha values over 6 are 

considered to be reliable. The factor loadings, eigenvalues, and variance explained by 
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each factor are recorded. Communality of each item, which reveals the variance 

explained by each item, has been documented (Bryant & Yarnold, 1995). 

Residential choice. Residents’ residential choices in each development 

structured around three factors explained 61.13% in CS developments and 61.36% in 

NU developments. The first factor in CS developments grouped items related to 

familiarity and amenities, and explained 21.57% of the data. Being familiar with the area, 

being close to friends, being similar to the places where the residents grew up, having 

recreation facilities in the community, and being close to shopping were the important 

items grouped together for the CS residents to prefer their development (Table 4.70).  

Children and work factors have the exact same items in both NU and CS 

developments. However, it is the first factor in NU developments, with 26.52% of 

variance explained, while it is the second factor in CS developments, explaining 21.56% 

of variance. Visual indicators are the second factor in the NU developments, whereas 

they are the third factor in CS developments. Residents from each type rated similarly 

the appearance of neighborhood, size of neighborhood, appearance of houses, and 

people similar to them. Only in NU developments are being close to shopping and 

recreation facilities added to visual indicators. This may be interpreted as NU residents’ 

perceiving the village centers and the tracks and the courts in their developments as part 

of the neighborhood image. The items grouped together in NU developments represent 

familiarity with the developments and constitute the third factor, while these items 

constitute the first factor in CS developments and are accompanied by recreation 

facilities and being close to shopping. Thus, these factors have similar importance for 

CS residents  
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Table 4.70. Factor structures in NU and CS developments for residential choice reasons. 
IMPORTANCE 

Factors  
1. Residential choice - CS 1 2 3 Communality 

Alpha values .7594 .8202 .7354  
Close to work -.175 .646 .128 .47 

Quality of schools  .023 .907 -.037 83 

Places for children to play  .291 .728 -.157 .639 

Close to shopping  .606 -.065 .328 .48 

Recreation facilities .576 .247 .113 .40 

Appearance of neighborhood .186 -.018 .835 .73 

Size of neighborhood .468 .037 .506 .48 

People similar to you .312 -.045 .625 .49 

Appearance of houses   .152 .005 .862 .77 

Familiar with area .728 -.122 .292 .63 

Close to friends  .822 -.109 .140 .71 

Similar to places where I grew up .637 .190 .137 .46 

Good place to raise children  .061 .931 -.038  .87 

     

Sum of Squares (eigenvalue) 3.937 2.803 1.207   

  % of variance  21.567 21.29  18.271 61.1 

IMPORTANCE 

Factors  

1. Residential choice - NU 

1 2 3 Communality 
Alpha values .8637 .7081 .6323  

Close to work .645 .073 .037 .42 

Quality of schools  .903 -.134 .030 .84 

Places for children to play  .884 .028 .170 .81 

Close to shopping  .118 .723 -.115 .55 

Recreation facilities .593 .492 -.013 .59 

Appearance of neighborhood .006 .756 .143 .59 

Size of neighborhood -.049 .649 .236 .48 

People similar to you .020 .632 .049 .40 

Appearance of houses   -.008 .638 .341 .52 

Familiar with area .086 .097 .834 .71 

Close to friends  .042 .148 .830 .71 

Similar to places that I grew up .452 .176 .499 .48 

Good place to raise children  .924 -.038 .071  .86 

     

Sum of Squares (eigenvalue) 3.918 2.654 1.405   

  % of variance  26.524 20.399 14.438
 

61.36 
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Figure 4.1. Factor structures of residential preference items for NU and CS developments. 
 

Physical features. Physical features are structured differently in each 

development type. Both of the development types have three factors in both importance 

and satisfaction scales. In terms of importance of physical features, the first factor for CS 

developments is street order. It brought together items about car use, landscaping on 

streets, and walkways. In contrast, in NU developments, the car use items appear in 

relation to the houses and compose the third factor. Layout and appearance is the first 

factor for NU developments and the second factor for CS developments. In NU 

developments, the common items with CS developments -- landscaping, mix of housing 

styles, and overall layout of the neighborhood -- have come together with other 

landscaping and housing items, whereas the same common items in CS developments 

come together with size and public places. The items related to housing in CS 

developments come together in the third factor, representing density and houses.  

In terms of satisfaction with physical features, the items related to houses -- such 

as lot size, house appearance, and arrangement in relation to other houses -- come 

together with the items related to density in NU developments. However, the same items 

are linked to public spaces and landscaping in CS developments. In NU developments, 
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the items formed factors of landscaping and street order. In CS developments, the items 

are grouped together to form the factor of houses and circulation.  

 

Table 4.71. Factor structures in NU and CS developments for physical features. 

 

 

IMPORTANCE SATISFACTION 

Factors   Factors  
9. Physical Features - CS  1 2 3  1 2 3  

 Alpha values .7465 .7475 .6585 Communality .8399 .8509 .8399 Communality 
a. Number of houses in the 
community 

.191 .828 -.024 .72 .142 .827 .018 .70 

b. Landscaping (lakes, public 
greens) 

.246 .500 .287 .39 .062 .101 .833 .71 

c. Mix of housing styles  .274 .497 .436 .51 .342 .454 .220 .37 

d. Overall layout of the 
neighborhood 

.209 .525 .344 .44 .127 .551 .529 .60 

e. Overall size of the 
neighborhood 

.101 .815 .152 .70 .301 .760 .261 .74 

f. Arrangement of houses in 
relation to others 

.148 .444 .578 .55 .591 .343 .418 .64 

g. Parks, playgrounds  .319 .396 -.066 .26 .597 -.019 .443 .55 

h. Street width .669 .167 .112 .49 .202 .412 .450 .41 

i. Garage location .682 .089 .335 .59 .158 .463 .379 .38 

j. On-street parking .631 .134 .029 .42 .350 .562 -.064 .44 

k. Lot size .124 -.057 .698 .51 .825 .278 -.105 .77 

l. Appearance of houses  -.148 .236 .680 .54 .599 .313 .028 .46 

o. Trees, plants, and flowers on 
the streets 

.745 .223 .222 .65 .627 .097 .272 .48 

p. Distance between houses 
and streets 

.372 .064 .612 .52 .813 .183 .111 .71 

r. Walk ways, walking paths 
and tracks  

.645 .264 -.030  .49  .048 .492 .158 .27  

         

Sum of Squares (eigenvalue) 5.78 2.35 1.41   6.05 2.12 1.58   

% of variance  18.71 18.07 15.02 51.80 21.58 20.39 12.90  54.86 
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Table 4.71 (Continued) 

IMPORTANCE SATISFACTION 

Factors  Factors  9. Physical Features - NU 
1 2 3 Communality 1 2 3 Communality 

 Alpha values .7858 .7049 .6366  .8892 .7522 .7125  
a. Number of houses in the 
community 

.142 .853 .085 .76 .745 .096 .111 .58 

b. Landscaping (lakes, public 
greens) 

.777 .234 -.042 .66 .426 -.092 .629 .59 

c. Mix of housing styles  .547 .319 -.205 .44 .598 .384 .353 .63 

d. Overall layout of the 
neighborhood 

.765 .261 -.229 .71 .589 .304 .429 .62 

e. Overall size of the 
neighborhood 

.153 .836 .073 .73 .884 .029 .106 .79 

f. Arrangement of houses in 
relation to others 

.676 .257 .267 .59 .759 .358 .171 .73 

g. Parks, playgrounds  .298 .334 .106 .21 .495 .563 .201 .60 

h. Street width .066 .166 .811 .69 .361 .654 -.016 .56 

i. Garage location .065 .698 .028 .49 -.011 .608 .258 .44 

j. On street parking -.152 -.020 .552 .33 .076 .801 .075 .65 

k. Lot size .129 .063 .611 .39 .553 .363 .299 .53 

l. Appearance of houses  .605 -.054 .238 .43 .584 .288 .443 .62 

o. Trees, plants and flowers on 
the streets 

.530 .207 .409 .49 .037 .214 .843 .76 

p. Distance between houses 
and streets 

.242 .024 .723 .58 .316 .329 .705 .71 

r. Walk ways, walking paths 
and tracks  

.613 -.244 .362  .57  .313 .568 .189  .46  

Sum of Squares (eigenvalue) 5.230 2.786 1.926   8.216 2.024 1.477   

% of variance  21.395 16.364 16.039  53.79 26.840 18.882 15.987  61.70 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Layout and appearance: 
a. Number of houses in the community 
b. Landscaping (Lakes, public greens) 
c. Mix of housing styles  
d. Overall layout of the neighborhood 
e. Overall size of the neighborhood 
g. Parks, playgrounds  

Street order: 
h. Street width 
i. Garage location 
j. On street parking 
o. Trees, plants and flowers on 
the streets 
r. Walk ways, walking paths and 
tracks  

Density and houses: 
f. Arrangement of houses in 
relation to others  
k. Lot size 
l. Appearance of houses  
p. Distance between houses 
and streets 

Factor 2 Factor 1 Factor 3 

Layout and appearance: 
b. Landscaping (Lakes, public greens) 
c. Mix of housing styles  
d. Overall layout of the neighborhood 
f. Arrangement of houses in relation to 
others 
l. Appearance of houses  
o. Trees, plants and flowers on the streets 
r. Walk ways, walking paths and tracks  

 
a. Number of houses in the 
community  
e. Overall size of the 
neighborhood  
g. Parks, playgrounds  
i. Garage location 

Streets and houses: 
h. Street width  
j. On street parking  
k. Lot size 
p. Distance bt. houses and 
streets  
 
 

Factor 1 Factor 2 Factor 3 

9_Importance_NU 

9_Importance_CS 
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Figure 4.2. Factor structures of physical features in UN and CS developments. 

9_Satisfaction_NU 

Houses and density: 
a. Number of houses in the community  
c. Mix of housing styles  
d. Overall layout of the neighborhood 
e. Overall size of the neighborhood 
f. Arrangement of houses in relation to 
others 
k. Lot size 
l. Appearance of houses  

Landscaping: 
b. Landscaping (Lakes, public 
greens) 
o. Trees, plants and flowers on the 
streets  
p. Distance bt. houses and streets  

Street order: 
g. Parks, playgrounds  
h. Street width 
i. Garage location 
j. On street parking  
r. Walk ways, walking paths 
and tracks  

Factor 1 Factor 2 Factor 3 

Houses and circulation: 
a. Number of houses in the 
community  
c. Mix of housing styles  
d. Overall layout of the 
neighborhood 
e. Overall size of the neighborhood 
i. Garage location  
j. On street parking 
r. Walk ways, walking paths and 
tracks  

Houses and public spaces: 
f. Arrangement of houses in relation to 
others 
g. Parks, playgrounds  
k. Lot size 
l. Appearance of houses  
o. Trees, plants and flowers on the 
streets  
p. Distance between houses and 
streets  

Factor 2 Factor 1 
b. Landscaping (Lakes, public 
greens) 
h. Street width 

Factor 3 

9_Satisfaction_CS 
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4.4. Residential attachment at NU and CS developments 

In order to understand the attachment factors in each development, correlation 

and stepwise regression analysis are used. Since a large number of predictors for 

attachment are identified for this study, there was a need for data reduction. This was 

done through several steps toward stepwise regression. First, the correlation between 

each item and the attachment scale was reviewed. Items that are significantly correlated 

to attachment are reported to be important for residents’ attachment to their residential 

environment at each type. Later, the items in each scale are entered into stepwise 

regression with attachment to define the most important features for attachment at each 

scale (Levy, 1996; Bobko, 1992; Lewis-Beck, 1980; Schroder & Stephan, 1986). A 

diagram of this analysis plan is presented in Figure 4.3. After defining the most important 

items, correlations of each scale to attachment were analyzed through the use of their 

scale values, which are the means of items in each scale.  
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Scale of 
Social environment 

Correlation 
to Attachment 

Regression to 
Attachment 

 X X 
Item b   
Item c X  
Item d X X 
Item e   
Item f X  
Scale of  
Physical Environment 

  

Item a   
Item b   
Item c X  
Item d X X 
Item e   
Item f X  
Item g X X 
Item h   
Item I X  
Item j X X 
Item k   
Item l X  
Scale of Residential 
choice  
 

  

Item a   
Item b   
Item c X  
Item d X X 
Item e   
Item f X  

 
Figure.4.3. Strategy to identify the most important features for attachment at each scale. 
 

After defining the most important features in each scale, some scales were put 

into stepwise regression to answer the last research questions, which explored whether 

personal predispositions play a role in attachment to residential environments and 

whether more interaction with the residential environment results in a stronger 

attachment. Answers to these questions were investigated under the “interaction, 

satisfaction, and attachment” and “personal predispositions, values, satisfaction, and 

attachment” sections. 

4.4.1. Features correlated to attachment 

Features correlated to attachment were investigated through the correlation of 

items under each independent variable scale. These scales are residential choice, 

personality type, social interaction, physical interaction, social environment, and physical 
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environment. After the correlations of each item under each scale to attachment, the 

correlations of each scale through their total mean value to attachment were conducted. 

As a result of this last analysis, it was possible to see the relation of each independent 

variable to attachment.  

Residential choice. The residential choice features that were correlated with 

attachment in CS developments are size of the neighborhood, familiarity with the area, 

and being close to friends (Table 4.72). In NU developments, none of the residential 

choice items were correlated with attachment. Thus, it is reasonable to claim that in CS 

developments, residents who chose their developments according to these items 

developed affection toward their residential environments, whereas residential choice did 

not play any important role in attachment of NU residents. 

The results of descriptive statistics revealed in the previous sections that these 

features were the second, third, and fourth least important features for residents 

choosing CS developments. Therefore, the least important residential choice features for 

the residents had a correlation with attachment to CS developments. Among these 

features, item g appeared in the non-parametric comparison between NU and CS 

developments as a significant feature. The size of the neighborhood was more important 

for NU residents than for CS residents. The residents of NU and CS developments did 

not differ in their responses on the other two items. 

Table 4.72. Correlation of residential choice items to attachment.  
Residential choice 
_CONVENTIONAL 

Attachment 

Importance  Spearman’s 
rho 

p  

g. Size of neighborhood .201* .032 

j  Familiar with area .271* .004 
k. Close to friends  .242* .009 

* Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed) 
** Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed) 
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Personality types. In CS developments, having a home always open to friends, 

saying hello to neighbors, preferring to live in an environment where neighbors do not 

keep to themselves, loaning things to neighbors, and enjoying having lots of people 

around are positively correlated to attachment. In NU developments, in addition to these 

items, not getting annoyed when people drop by the house without warning is also 

positively correlated with attachment. In short, the items associated with a community-

oriented personality have a positive correlation with attachment (Table 4.73).  

Table 4.73. Correlation of Personality items to attachment.  

* Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed) 
** Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed) 

Even though NU and CS residents did not differ in their responses to personality 

items, they have somewhat different items correlated to attachment in each type. Yet, 

the correlations are stronger in NU developments than in CS developments.   

Social interaction. In CS developments, knowing neighbors’ first names, visiting 

neighbors, and doing favors for neighbors positively correlated with attachment. In NU 

developments; number of friends in the neighborhood, visiting, doing favors for 

neighbors, and attending social activities outside the neighborhood are positively 

correlated with attachment. In both of the developments, visiting and doing favors are 

common items. However, in NU developments, when residents have friends in the 

development, they are more attached to their residential environment. It is surprising to 

Attachment 
Personality - NU Spearman’s rho p  
a. I pride myself on having a home which is always open to friends  .443** .000 

b. I like to say hello to my neighbors .429** .000 

e. I get annoyed when people drop by my house without warning .286* .013 

f.  I prefer to live in an environment where neighbors keep to 
themselves  

.454** .000 

Personality - CS   

a. I pride myself on having a home which is always open to friends .247** .007 

b. I like to say hello to my neighbors .364** .000 

f. I prefer to live in an environment where neighbors keep to 
themselves  

.273** .003 

g. I do not like to loan things to my neighbors .228* .013 

h. I usually enjoy having lots of people around .183* .049 
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see that the frequency of social interaction out of the neighborhood is positively 

correlated to residential attachment in NU developments (Table 4.74). The residents of 

the two development types did not differ in their social interaction. Hence, the items 

correlated to attachment are the almost the same. 

Table 4.74. Correlation of social interaction items to attachment.  
 

Attachment  Social Interaction  

Spearman’s rho  p  

• # of friends in the neighborhood .502** .000 
• Frequency of neighbor visits  .461** .000 

• Doing favors among neighbors .364** .001 N
U

 

• Frequency of attending social activities out of the neighborhood .237* .039 
• # of neighbors known by first name .204* .027 
• Frequency of neighbor visits  .282** .002 C

S
 

• Doing favors among neighbors .207* .026 
* Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed) 
** Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed) 

Physical interaction. Interaction with playgrounds, parks, and a lake in CS 

developments is positively correlated with attachment. Since CS families have more 

children than NU residents, the effect of playgrounds on their attachment makes sense. 

In NU developments, the more the residents walk, the more attached they become to 

their environment. It seems that a physical layout focusing on walkability pays off in NU 

developments (Table 4.75).  

Table 4.75. Correlation of “physical interaction” items to attachment.  
Attachment Physical interaction 

Spearman’s 
rho  

p 
 

a. Playground (parks) .226* .018 

C
S

 

c. Lake .243* .011 

N
U

 Walking habits .229* .046 

* Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed) 
** Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed) 

Even though interaction with playgrounds and parks and the lake ranged 

between “less than a month” and “one to three times a month” in CS developments, 
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these factors had a relation with residents’ attachment to their environment. The 

frequency of use of the amenities—and, hence, physical interaction—was higher in NU 

developments than in CS developments. Still, none of the interaction items in NU 

developments appeared in the results of correlation analysis. In spite of the lack of a 

statistical difference between frequency of walking to amenities in NU and CS 

developments, walking was correlated with residents’ attachments only in NU 

developments. This may look reasonable when it is considered that the number of 

amenities in NU developments is higher than in CS developments and that nearly all of 

the residents (99%) in the NU developments walked to the amenities in the community. 

Social environment. Residents in NU developments find a strong sense of 

community and friendly neighbors important for developing attachment to their 

residential environment, whereas strong sense of community, friendly neighbors, people 

like them, sociable people, and different racial backgrounds help CS residents develop 

emotional bonds with their residential environments. Satisfaction with nearly all of the 

social environment features creates more attachment in each development type (Table 

4.76). 

Table 4.76. Correlation of the social environment items to attachment.  

Attachment 
Importance Satisfaction 

Social Environment 

Spearman’s 
rho 

p  Spearman’s 
rho 

p  

a. A strong sense of community .389** .001 .685** .000 
b. Friendly neighbors .316** .006 .536** .000 

c. People like me   .389** .001 

e. Sociable People    .443** .000 

N
U

  

f. Different racial backgrounds   .316** .009 

a. A strong sense of community .388** .000 .479** .000 
b. Friendly neighbors .334** .000 .532** .000 

c. People like me .289** .002 .459* .000 

e. Sociable People  .218* .018 .423** .000 

C
S

 

f. Different racial backgrounds .249** .007 .300** .002 

* Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed) 
** Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed) 
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Although the NU residents found a strong sense of community to be more 

important than the CS residents did, the correlation of this item to attachment in each 

development type had a similar value. They did not differ regarding the importance of or 

satisfaction with any other social environment items. Yet, they presented different 

correlation values for most of the items. Item d was the least important and satisfactory 

for the residents in each type, and the item did not have any relation with the residents’ 

attachment in either development type. 

Physical environment. In NU environments, residents who think that lot size, 

porches, and a club in the neighborhood are important end up loving their residential 

environment. “Porches” was one of the most important items for NU residents, and the 

swim club was one of the least important features. In contrast, in CS developments, 

people who think landscaping, parks and playground, and distance between houses and 

the streets are important become more attached to their neighborhoods. These items 

were also among the most important physical items for CS residents. In both NU and CS 

developments, most of the physical features are related to attachment. In NU 

developments, street width, garage location, and on-street parking did not have any 

relation to attachment. Street width and on-street parking were the least satisfactory  

physical features in NU developments. In CS developments, garage location, walking 

trail, and swim club did not have any relation to residential attachment (Table 4.77).  
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Table 4.77. Correlation of the physical environment items to attachment.  
Attachment 

Importance Satisfaction 

Physical Environment 

Spearman’s 
rho 

p  Spearman’s 
rho 

p  

a. Number of houses in the community   .371** .003 
b. Landscaping (lakes, public greens)   .352** .003 

c. Mix of housing styles    .444** .000 

d. Overall layout of the    .535** .000 

e. Overall size of the neighborhood   .485** .000 

f. Arrangement of houses in relation to others   .400** .001 
g. Parks, playgrounds .   .408** .000 

h. Street width     

i. Garage location     

j. On-street parking     

k. Lot size .229* .048 .364** .002 

l. Appearance of houses    .378** .001 

m.. Mix of shopping, working, restaurants, 
and cafes with housing in the community 

  .250* .025 

n. Porches .346** .003 .277* .016 

o. Trees, plants, and flowers on the streets   .351** .002 

p. Distance between Houses and streets   .504** .000 

r. Walkways, walking paths, and tracks    .329** .004 
 s. Shops at the Village Center   .268* .020 

t. Coffee shops and restaurants at the Village 
Center 
 

  .372** .001 

N
U

 

u. Swim and Tennis Club. .246* .034 .427** .000 

a. Number of houses in the community   .274* .004 
b. Landscaping (lakes, public greens) .236* .013 .255** .008 

c. Mix of housing styles    .190* .049 

d. Overall layout of the neighborhood   .273* .004 

e. Overall size of the neighborhood   .260* .007 

f. Arrangement of houses in relation to others   .328* .001 

g. Parks, playgrounds . .227* .017 .336* .000 

h. Street width   .221* .022 

i. Garage location     

j. On-street parking   .226* .021 

k. Lot size   .272* .004 

l. Appearance of houses    .285* .003 

o. Trees, plants, and flowers on the streets   .329* .001 

p. Distance between Houses and streets .188* .049 .331* .000 

r. Walkways, walking paths, and tracks    .204* .035 

t.  Walking trail      

C
S

 

u. Swim club     

 v. Lake   .234* .016 

* Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed) 
** Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed) 
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Scale based correlation. After exploring correlations of specific items to 

attachment, mean values for each scale were correlated to attachment. These scales 

are personality, social interaction, physical interaction, walking, importance of social 

features, satisfaction with social features, importance of physical features, satisfaction 

with physical features, importance of amenities, and satisfaction with amenities. 

Correlations of scales at both of the development types appeared to be similar. In both 

types, personality, social and physical interaction, importance of social and physical 

features, satisfaction with social and physical features, and satisfaction with amenities 

were correlated to attachment. Importance of and satisfaction with the social 

environment had the highest mean values in CS developments. So, it is not surprising to 

see that they also have the strongest correlation with CS residents’ attachment to their 

developments. “Importance of the amenities” did not have significant correlation to 

residential attachment in either of the developments. In CS developments, “physical 

interaction” has a significant correlation to attachment, whereas “walking” to amenities 

did not appear to correlate to residents’ attachments to their residential environments. 

However, in NU developments, “walking” in the community has a significant correlation 

to amenities (Table 4.78).  

Table 4.78. Correlation of scales to attachment in NU and CS developments.  
CS Attachment 

 Spearman’s  
rho  

p 
 

Personality  .263* .004 

Social interaction .287* .020 

Physical interaction .201* .035 

Walking   

Importance of social features  .421** .000 

Satisfaction with social features  .577** .000 

Importance of physical features  .222* .020 

Satisfaction with physical features  .362* .000 

Importance of amenities   
Satisfaction with amenities .268** .005 
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* Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed) 
** Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed) 

4.4.2. The most important environmental features for attachment 

After determining the features that are important for residents’ attachments to 

their residential environments, the most important features in each type are determined 

through the use of stepwise multiple regression. The items stayed in the regression 

model because of their high variance and significance. It was necessary to determine 

the most important environmental features for developing attachment to the residential 

area so that the features to be used in design are pinpointed. For this purpose, only the 

items of the scales that are related to the residential environment were used. These 

scales are social and physical environmental features, amenities, and interaction with 

these environments and amenities. In addition, only the values of satisfaction with these 

items were used for this regression analysis. 

Social environment. As seen in Table 2.79, two of six social environmental 

features stayed in the regression and explained 32% of the data. Results showed that 

people in CS developments who developed an attachment to their residential 

environment were satisfied with the “strong sense of community” and with “people like 

them” in their residential environment. In contrast, in NU developments, people who 

claimed an attachment to their residential environment had satisfaction with their 

NU Attachment 

 Spearman’s  
rho  

p 
 

Personality  .434** .000 

Social interaction .414* .000 

Physical interaction   

Walking .229* .046 

Importance of social features  .356** .002 

Satisfaction with social features  .434** .000 

Importance of physical features  .231* .045 

Satisfaction with physical features  .580** .000 

Importance of amenities   
Satisfaction with amenities .466** .000 
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“friendly neighbors” and with “a strong sense of community.” Again, two of six social 

environment features stayed in the equation and this time explained 47% of the data. 

Table 4.79. Stepwise regression results for social and the physical environmental features.  

ENVIRONMENTAL FEATURES 
CONVENTIONAL 

Standardized 
Coefficients  

ß 

F 
 

Unstandardized 
Coefficient 

B 

Cumulative 
R² 

Social  Constant   1.2  

a. A strong sense of community .44 40.6 .40 .28  

c. People like me .21 23.8 .17 .32 

Constant   1.0  Physical  
d. Overall layout of the neighborhood .30 15.7 .35 .14 

 p. Distance between houses and 
streets  

.27 12.2 .24 .21 

NU      

Social  Constant   .69  

 b. Friendly neighbors  .39 40.0 .38 .40 
 a. A strong sense of community .36 26.2 .33 .47 

Physical Constant   .36  

 d. Overall layout of the neighborhood .39 21.8 .47 .30 
 e. Overall size of the neighborhood .29 13.8 .31 .36 

 

A strong sense of community was among the most satisfactory items for CS 

residents and had the strongest effect on residential attachment in these communities. 

However, “people like me” was among neither the most nor the least satisfactory items. 

Physical items that stayed in the correlation for CS residents were not among either the 

most or the least satisfactory items.  

Friendly neighbors and a strong sense of community respectively were the most 

satisfactory social features for the NU residents. However, the physical features that 

stayed in the regression for NU developments were not reported as significantly 

satisfactory or unsatisfactory. 

Physical environment. In CS developments, two of 19 physical features had an 

effect on residents’ attachment to their environment and explained 21% of the data. 

People who were satisfied with the “overall layout of the neighborhood” and “distance 

between houses and streets” were the ones who developed attachment to their 

residential environment. Again, two of 21 physical environmental features stayed in the 
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regression model for the NU residents. Satisfaction with overall “layout of the 

neighborhood” was a predictor for the residential attachment again in NU environments. 

In addition, “overall size of the neighborhood” also had an effect on developing 

attachment in NU environments.  

Interaction with social and physical environments. In CS developments, only 

one of five social interaction items stayed in the regression by itself and explained 9% of 

the data (Table 4.80). Frequency of visiting neighbors has an important effect on 

developing attachment in CS environments. When interaction with the physical 

environment is concerned, residents who were attached to CS environments visited the 

lake in their development the most. However, these effects explain a small percentage of 

the data. Besides, the lake was not used with a high frequency by the residents. The NU 

and CS residents did not differ regarding the frequency of visiting their neighbors or 

having friends in the neighborhood. 

Table 4.80. Stepwise regression results for interaction with social and the physical environments.  

INTERACTION 
CONVENTIONAL 

Standardized 
Coefficients  

ß 

F 
 

Unstandardized 
Coefficient 

B 

Cumulative  
R² 

Constant   3.05  SOCIAL 

•Frequency of  neighbor visits  .29 10.9 .23 .09 

Constant   3.2  PHYSICAL 
•Lake .22 5.3 .18 .05 

NU     

Constant   2.75  
•Frequency of neighbor visits  .33 25.1 .27 .26 

SOCIAL 

•# of friends in the neighborhood .28 15.6 .17 .30 

PHYSICAL Constant   3.2  

 •Walking .25 4.9 .29 .06 

 

In NU environments, residents who were attached to their residential 

environment were visiting their neighbors frequently and had friends in the 

neighborhood. The effect of these variables explained 30% of the data. The physical 

interaction that had the most important effect on developing residential attachment was 
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walking to the amenities in the NU communities (Table 4.80). As mentioned earlier, 

nearly all of the NU residents walked to the amenities in NU environments. NU 

environments had more amenities in the neighborhood than the CS environments. 

4.4.3. Personal predispositions, values, satisfaction and attachment  

One of the aims of this study was to find out whether personality types and value 

given to specific environmental features have an effect on the residents developing 

attachment to CS and NU developments. So, the personality variable –(measuring if 

people were individual- or community-oriented), perceived importance of social and 

environmental features –(measured through the importance given to them), and 

satisfaction with social and environmental features were compared to determine their 

effect on residential attachment. All these variables were entered into the equation on a 

scale basis, rather than on their individual items. In other words, the mean of all the item 

values in a scale was entered in the equation as the scale/variable value. First, social 

and physical environment effects were analyzed separately. Later, they were both 

entered in the same equation to see whether one has a greater effect than the other.  

In CS environments, it was both satisfaction with and value assigned to the 

environment that had an effect on residents to develop attachment to their residential 

environment. This equation explained 34% of the data for CS developments. In NU 

developments, the same variables with the same order had an effect on developing 

attachment. However, these variables explained 55% of the data for in NU 

developments. Personality type did not enter the equation for the effect of the social 

environment in either of the development types (Table 4.81). It was evident from the 

results of item-based regression that “a strong sense of community” along with “people 

like me” had an effect on CS residents’ attachment. “Friendly neighbors” and “a strong 

sense of community” respectively had an effect on NU residents’ attachment. Overall 

layout of the neighborhood, as a physical environment item, had effect on both CS and 
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NU residents’ attachment. However, it was distance between houses and streets in CS 

developments, and overall size of the neighborhood in NU developments, that had an 

effect on attachment. 

Table 4.81. Stepwise regression results for personal predispositions, values, and satisfaction 
measures.  

CONVENTIONAL Standardized 
Coefficients  

ß 

F 
 

Unstandardized 
Coefficient 

B 

Cumulative 
R² 

Constant   .13  

Satisfaction with social environment  .42 45.0 .45 .29 

Social  

Importance social environment .26 28.9 .37 .34 

Constant 1.7    Physical  
Satisfaction with physical environment .44 20.4  .16 

All 
 

Constant   -.38  

 Satisfaction with social environment .34 42.5 .36 .29 

 Importance of social environment .28 29.2 .39 .36 

 Satisfaction with physical environment .18 21.7 .19 .39 
NU      

Social  Constant   -1.148  

 Satisfaction w ith the social environment  .61 61.7 .69 .46 
 Importance of the social environment .31 44.4 .52 .55 
Physical Constant -.752    

 Satisfaction with physical environment .59 56.7 .59 .43 

 Personality  .57 43.9 .34 .55 
All 
 

Constant   -1.37  

 Satisfaction with social environment .39 61.7 .44 .46 
Personality  .30 44.4 .49 .55  
Satisfaction with physical environment .35 40.0 .35 .63 

 

When only the physical environment variables were entered in the equation with 

personality variables, NU and CS developments had different results. Residents in CS 

developments who were attached to their environments were satisfied with their physical 

environment. However, in NU developments, residents who were satisfied with their 

physical environment and were community-oriented developed attachment to their 

residential environment.  

When both of the social and physical variables along with personality variables 

were entered in the equation for CS developments, it was satisfaction with the social 

environment, importance of the social environment, and satisfaction with the physical 

environment that stayed in the equation. Together they explained 39% of the data. The 
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same equation for NU development residents resulted in satisfaction with the social 

environment, personality (which is community-oriented on upper values), and 

satisfaction with the physical environment. This equation in NU developments explained 

63% of the data.  

4.4.4. Interaction, satisfaction and attachment 

Another endeavor of this study is to explore whether interaction and satisfaction 

with the physical and the social environment had an effect on residential attachment in 

the CS and NU environments. So, a series of stepwise regression analysis was used to 

understand the effects of interaction with the social environment, which was measured 

by neighboring, and with the physical environment, which was measured through the 

use of the amenities, along with satisfaction with the social and the physical 

environments. This regression was conducted through comparison of the values for 

each scale/variable, which were built by the mean of all their item values. Again in this 

test, first the social and the physical environment effects were explored separately. 

Later, all of the social and the physical environmental variables were entered in the 

equation at the same time, in order to see whether one has a greater effect than the 

other. 

The scales of satisfaction and interaction with the social environment were 

entered into the stepwise regression to aid in understanding their effects on attachment. 

Only satisfaction with the social environment remained in the regression equation as a 

predictor of attachment and explained 29% of the data. When the physical environment 

was considered, residents in CS developments who were attached to their environments 

were satisfied with their physical environment and were interacting with the physical 

environmental features in their neighborhood. This equation explained 21% of the data. 

When the stepwise regression was conducted with all the social and physical variables, 

the equation revealed that satisfaction with social and the physical environment and 
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interaction with the physical environment were the strongest predictors for residential 

attachment in CS developments. This was evident for 36% of the CS respondents (Table 

4.82).  

Table 4.82. Stepwise regression results for interaction and satisfaction measures. 

ENVIRONMENTAL FEATURES 
CS 

Standardized 
Coefficients  

ß 

F 
 

Unstandardized 
Coefficient 

B 

Cumulative 
R² 

Constant   1.17  Social  
Satisfaction with social environment .54 45.0   .57 .29 

Constant   1.4  Physical  
Satisfaction with physical environment .39 20.3   .43 .16 

 Interaction with physical environment .23 14.2   .24 .21 
All 
 

Constant     .42  

 Satisfaction with the social environment .42 42.0   .45 .29 

 Satisfaction with physical environment .22 25.1   .24 .32 

 Interaction with physical environment .19 19.6   .20 .36 

NU      

Social  Constant     .33  
 Satisfaction with the social environment .61 64.7   .69 .47 
 Interaction with the social environment .25 39.9   .23 .52 
Physical Constant   1.23  
 Satisfaction with physical environment .66 56.8   .65 .43 
All 
 

Constant     .03  

 Satisfaction with the social environment .38 64.7   .43 .47 

 Satisfaction with physical environment .37 44.8   .37 .55 

 Interaction with the social environment .24 36.7   .22 .60 

 

In NU environments, both satisfaction and interaction with the social environment 

were important predictors for developing attachment. The effect of these variables on 

attachment was evident for 52% of the NU respondents. On the other hand, “satisfaction 

with the physical environment” without the need of “interaction” was necessary for NU 

residents to develop attachment to their residential environment. These scales explained 

43% of the data. When all variables were considered for their effect on attachment to NU 

environments, satisfaction with social and the physical environments and interaction with 

the social environment appeared to be the most important predictors. This regression 

model explained 60% of the data.  
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It was again evident from the results of item-based regression that satisfaction 

with “a strong sense of community” and “people like me” had an effect on CS residents’ 

attachment. Satisfaction with “friendly neighbors” and “a strong sense of community” 

respectively had an effect on NU residents’ attachment. Satisfaction with overall layout 

of the neighborhood, as a physical environment item, had an effect on both CS and NU 

residents’ attachment. However, it was satisfaction with distance between houses and 

streets in CS developments, and overall size of the neighborhood in NU developments, 

that had an effect on attachment. 

The residents in NU and CS developments did not have any statistically 

significant difference between them regarding social or physical interaction. Nearly the 

same items were correlated to attachment in both of the development types. Having 

friends in the neighborhood, visiting neighbors, doing favors for each other, and 

frequency of attending social activities out of the neighborhood was in correlation with 

attachment in NU developments. In terms of physical interaction items, visiting 

playgrounds and parks and the lake were correlated in CS environments.  

Consequently, it is reasonable to claim that when the residents in CS 

developments were satisfied with “a strong sense of community,” “people like me,” 

“overall layout of the neighborhood,” and “distance between houses and streets,” and 

were visiting the “lake” and “parks and playgrounds,” they became attached to their 

residential environment. Correspondingly, when the residents in NU developments were 

satisfied with “friendly neighbors,” “a strong sense of community,” “overall layout of the 

neighborhood,” and “overall size of the neighborhood”, and they had “friends in the 

neighborhood”, “visited neighbors,” “did favors for each other,” and “attended social 

activities out of the neighborhood,” they became attached to their residential 

neighborhoods.  
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5. Conclusions 

The summary of the research findings and the comments on these findings are 

presented in this section. First, the research questions are answered in detail. The 

relevancy of the results to the NU claims is also discussed. Last, limitations of the study 

and design implications are discussed, and future research areas are suggested. It 

should be kept in mind that the results of this study are not generalizable to all NU and 

CS communities and should be considered as representing only the sites selected for 

this study. 

5.1. Do NU and CS development residents’ characteristics and residential 

environment attachments differ from each other? 

The first question of this study asked whether NU and CS development residents’ 

characteristics and residential attachments differed from each other. The results of the 

study indicate that they had common characteristics as well as different ones. However, 

NU residents displayed a stronger sense of attachment to their residential environments 

than CS residents. 

Characteristics of residents. Most of the residents in both development types 

had an education beyond high school, worked full time, and had their working spaces 

close to their development. The NU developments did not house as many married 

couples as the CS developments. NU developments had fewer married residents, with 

smaller households and fewer children.  

The residents did not differ by development type in terms of their residential 

background. The residents in each type had lived in various kinds of urban settings, 

including towns, urban centers, suburban developments, and rural areas and farmlands. 

In addition, neither group of residents paid attention to familiarity when they decided to 

live in their current environment. Thus, it is hard to claim that people who grew up in 
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suburbia are willing to continue living in suburbia, or that people who have experienced 

denser settings would choose NU environments.  

Residential choice. Neither group of residents thought it was important to be 

socially or physically familiar with their residential environment when they chose to live 

there. Results indicate that residents chose their current environment depending on 

other factors. For instance, CS development residents paid more attention to their 

children’s needs when choosing their homes than did NU residents. Moreover, parks 

and playgrounds were important for CS development residents. This may be connected 

with the demographic findings indicating that CS residents had more children than NU 

residents. According to these results, we can argue that the characteristics of CS 

communities meet the needs of people with children. 

It was more important to NU residents than CS residents to reside close to 

shopping. This may indicate the importance of a village center, with its retail shops, to 

NU residents. In addition, when the physical features valued by NU residents are 

considered, it is possible to claim that the village center was an important attraction point 

for people who chose NU residential environments.  

Physical features. NU and CS residents differed in their response to density 

features. Distance between houses and streets and lot sizes were more important for CS 

residents than for NU residents. The lot sizes were larger, and the distance between 

houses and streets is greater, in CS developments than in NU developments. This may 

tell us that CS residents valued larger lots and wider setbacks, which may be linked to 

the fact that CS residents had larger households and more children than NU residents. 

Also, CS residents chose their environments based on their children’s needs. Thus, it is 

reasonable to claim that families with children preferred CS developments. 

An important physical item that was more important for CS residents than NU 

residents was landscaping. This was also one of the most satisfying elements in CS 
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developments, along with the overall layout and the parks, which also contain natural 

elements. Findings suggest that landscaping is also positively correlated with attachment 

to CS environments. This reinforces the importance of landscaping for CS residents. The 

low density and larger lots with larger green areas in CS developments present a larger 

amount of green areas than in NU environments, and this is important for CS residents.  

Visual environment integral to the amenities appears to be an alternative to the 

natural environment in NU developments. Since the amenities in NU developments 

included the village center with a variety of shops, restaurants, school, and even a movie 

theater and a church, it is reasonable to conclude that the NU residents valued a mix of 

uses. The appearance and the village center, which are the features that attracted NU 

residents, satisfied the residents more than they expected. Although the density in NU 

was not valued as highly, it was satisfying for the residents.  

The features of NU environments identified with NU claims were also satisfying 

to residents, such as overall layout, mix of uses, porches, and mix of housing styles. The 

features related to car use, such as on-street parking and street width, were the least 

satisfying features. 

Social environment. The residents from each development did not differ in 

overall importance of and satisfaction with social residential environment. Nonetheless, 

NU residents thought having a strong sense of community was more important than CS 

residents did. NU environments contained more social diversity than CS developments. 

Still, the residents who lived in the more socially diverse NU developments valued sense 

of community more than residents in CS developments, which were more socially 

homogeneous. Yet the claims of a certain level of social homogeneity in NU 

developments is supported by data showing that residents have the same level of 

education, working status, and lifestyle. 
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Personality. Residents at each development type had community-oriented 

personalities. However, this finding may be related to study limitations concerning 

personality measures. This is further explained in the section on limitations of the study. 

It must be noted that although the residents did not differ in personality type, NU 

residents‘ personality had an effect on their residential attachment. This will be 

discussed in the upcoming  sections.  

Social and physical interaction. The residents at each development had similar 

frequencies of physical and social interaction. Residents in NU developments used the 

retail shops and the restaurants and cafes the most frequently of the NU amenities. This 

is consistent with the high value assigned to and satisfaction with the village center by 

the NU residents. CS residents visited the playgrounds, walking trail, and lake the most. 

This is also consistent with the importance given and satisfaction garnered from the 

natural elements in CS developments. Residents at each development type visited and 

walked to the physical amenities at a statistically equivalent frequency. They also had 

similar levels of neighboring. Even though the levels of interaction are the same, its 

relation to and effects on residential attachment differs between the types. This is 

discussed in the upcoming sections. 

Attachment. NU residents were more attached to their residential environment 

than CS residents are and said it would be hard for them to leave their residential 

environment. The next section discusses connections between specific social and 

physical items and residents’ attachment to their residential environment.  

5.2. What are the social and physical features that foster attachment?  

The second question of the study asked what features were related to residential 

attachment. There were both differences and similarities in the features related to 

attachment in NU and CS developments. 
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Residential choice. Even though familiarity with the area was the least 

important feature for CS residents when choosing their environments, the more familiar 

they were with the area, the stronger residential attachment they developed.  

Social interaction. The more neighboring and social solidarity the residents in 

both of the environments had, the more residential attachment they acquired. Thus, 

social interaction through neighboring and social solidarity is important for residential 

attachment regardless of the residential type. However, it is surprising that having social 

interaction outside the neighborhood had a positive correlation with attachment in NU 

developments. This result does not imply that NU residents did not perceive the 

community of interest as an alternative to the local community, but it clearly suggests 

that having a community of interest is not an obstacle to developing residential 

attachment. 

Physical interaction. Interaction with playgrounds and parks and the lake in CS 

developments is positively correlated with attachment. Since CS families have more 

children than NU residents, the effect of playgrounds on their attachment is makes 

sense. In NU developments, the more the residents walked, the more attached they 

became to their environment. Residents in each development walked to the amenities in 

their developments with similar frequencies. Residents in CS developments walked to 

the swim club, the lake, or the playgrounds in the community as much as NU residents 

walked to the village center and the swim club. However, it was in NU developments that 

the residents had more attachment the more they walked. Since walking frequency did 

not differ between NU developments and CS developments, the effect of walking must 

be related to other factors. On the other hand, it is important to mention that walking was 

not measured as “walking in the walking trails” of the community, but as “walking to the 

amenities” in the community. So, the findings do not refer to walking as exercise, but as 

a mode of travel for reaching and then utilizing amenities in the community.  
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The amenities in each development type are nearly the same, other than 

amenities in the village center. So, it is possible to state that the village center has an 

effect on how walking is perceived in the community, which made walking a predictor of 

attachment to NU developments. Consequently, it is reasonable to claim that creating 

walkable communities through amenities that can be used daily such as retail shops, 

coffee shops, and restaurants can result in more bonding with the residential 

environment. 

Social environment. Satisfaction with all the social environment items was 

positively correlated with residential attachment in both of the development types. In 

addition, “a strong sense of community” and having “friendly neighbors” were important 

to residents in both development types for developing residential attachment. CS 

residents, who valued “people like them“ and “different racial backgrounds” in their 

environment, developed attachment. These social items were not important for NU 

residents, who also had attachment to their residential environment. Even though it was 

not evident whether having or not having different racial backgrounds was important for 

CS residents, the appearance of this factor along with the importance of having “similar 

people” in their environment may suggest a tendency toward social homogeneity in CS 

communities. Additionally, the lack of correlation between these items and residential 

attachment for NU developments may suggest that NU residents desire social diversity. 

NU residents, who were satisfied with their friendly neighbors and sense of community, 

had a stronger residential attachment. Thus, social homogeneity may be more important 

for CS residents to become emotionally connected to their residential environment.  

Physical environment As a result of stepwise regression analysis, it is evident 

that satisfaction with overall layout of the neighborhood has an important effect on 

attachment in both of the development types. Even though the layout is different in each 

type, residents who were attached to their residential environment were satisfied with 
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whatever community layout they had. It is important to emphasize that distance between 

houses and streets stayed in the equation for CS developments, along with the overall 

layout. In CS developments, density is lower and the distance between the streets and 

houses is greater than in NU developments. Thus, CS residents must be so content with 

the density features they have that it affects their attachment positively.  

In NU environments, in addition to the overall layout, overall size had the most 

important effect on developing attachment to the residential environment. Even though 

the size of all the neighborhoods is approximately the same, differences in density may 

cause overall size to be perceived differently. It was in NU developments that size of the 

neighborhood affected the residential attachment.  

Social and physical interaction. Residents in NU environments who visited 

their neighbors and had friends in the neighborhood developed stronger attachment to 

their residential environments, whereas CS residents, who had a weaker attachment 

than NU residents to their residential environment (based on a non-parametric sample 

comparison) just visited their neighbors.  

5.3. Do personal predispositions and residential choices play a role in attachment 

to residential environments? 

The third research question of the study asked whether the effects of personal 

predispositions and values play a role in the attachment. NU and CS developments gave 

different answers to this question. In CS developments, there was no personality effect 

on becoming attached to the residential environment. In contrast, in CS developments, 

value given to and satisfaction acquired from the social environment, along with 

satisfaction with the physical environment, had an effect on residential attachment. 

Based on the item-based correlation analysis, we know that CS residents valued social 

homogeneity in their community. Therefore, it can be claimed that if CS developments 

satisfy residents’ desire for social homogeneity, it is possible for residents to become 
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attached to that environment. However, the social environment alone is not enough for 

these residents to develop attachment. They also need to be satisfied with the physical 

environment.   

On the other hand, both social and physical environments along with having a 

community-oriented personality had an effect on residential attachment in NU 

developments. Residents paid attention to physical environments as well as social 

environments in NU developments. Being community-oriented was another important 

predictor for developing attachment in NU communities. We know from the sample 

comparison of the resident groups that there was no difference between them in terms of 

personality type. Yet, they differed when the effect of the personality on residential 

attachment was explored through regression models. This effect is related to the 

question of whether community-oriented people would prefer to live in NU environments, 

where the design of the environment promises more social contact, rather than CS 

developments. As a result of the regression analysis, we can claim that community-

oriented people may not chose one development over the other based on their 

personality type, but they may develop greater attachment to NU developments. It was 

evident that the NU environments, which were satisfactory for friendly neighbors, sense 

of community, layout, and size of the neighborhood provided more attachment for the 

people if they were community-oriented. 

5.4. Does more interaction with the residential environment result in stronger 

attachment? 

The fourth research question asked whether more interaction with the community 

had an effect on the development of residential attachment. Satisfaction with the social 

and physical environments is an important attachment predictor in both development 

types. It is evident from the regression models that “social interaction” was more 

important to NU residents than to CS residents as a predictor of attachment to 
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residential environment. Based on the item-based regressions, we know that “frequency 

of neighbor visits” and “number of friends in the community” were the most important 

social interaction items for developing attachment to NU environments. This result 

sounds reasonable in light of the fact that the NU residents’ being community-oriented—

hence being more desirous of social interaction—also had an effect on their residential 

attachment.  

The important point here is how to link these effects to the physical environment 

provided by NU developments. Given that more social interaction is one of the NU goals, 

can we say that the physical features of NU environments create more social 

interaction? According to the results of other analyses in this study, we cannot say that, 

because there was no difference between NU and CS residents in terms of social and 

physical interaction in their communities. Nevertheless, social interaction appeared to 

affect NU residents’ attachment, and physical interaction appeared to affect CS 

residents’ attachment. Thus, we can claim that the physical features of NU 

developments may have been supportive for developing residential attachment. Item-

based correlations with attachment showed that NU residents who had friends in the 

neighborhood, visited their neighbors, did favors for their neighbors, and had interaction 

with a community outside the neighborhood on a regular basis became attached to their 

environment. Thus, deeper relations in the community along with interaction with outside 

the community are more important for the NU residents who became attached to their 

residential environments.  

Item-based correlation also revealed that CS residents who had attachment to 

their residential environment were visiting the playgrounds and parks, as well as the 

lake. It is again possible to see the effect of the natural environment on attachment 

among CS residents. Thus, when CS residents interact with the natural environment in 
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their development and are satisfied with their social and physical environment, they do 

not need to have social interaction to become attached to their residential environment. 

5.5. NU claims  

The results revealed the features important for residents when choosing their 

residential environment, the social and physical features that were important and 

satisfactory to them, and the features that were important to develop attachment. The 

compatibility of these results with NU social and physical claims is discussed in this 

section. 

Physical features and sense of place. Various kinds of housing styles used in 

the development, integration of walkways, sufficient landscaping on the streets, a layout 

with the housing surrounding a focal village center, and local or historic architectural 

housing facades were considered to create a sense of and identity of a physical 

environment in NU developments (Duany & Plater-Zyberk, 1992).  

These claims are supported by the study findings. The most important features in 

NU developments were appearance, density, and mixed use at the village center. NU 

environments were also satisfactory in terms of density, overall layout, mix of uses, 

porches, and mix of housing styles. In addition, the overall layout and overall size of the 

neighborhood were the most important effects on developing attachment to NU 

environments. 

The village center was a significant feature, having relations to physical identity, 

residential choice, and walkability. The NU residents perceived the village center as a 

part of the place identity. As explicated in the residential choice section, “village center” 

was an attraction point residents who chose to live in NU communities. Residents in NU 

environments walked to amenities in the community with a similar frequency as CS 

residents did. However, the village center offered the residents a larger number and 

greater variety of amenities, and NU residents actually walked more than CS residents.  
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Even though density in NU developments was not as highly valued as in CS 

developments, it is satisfying for NU residents. Thus, even though it was not expected, 

living in a residential environment denser than a typical suburban environment may 

result in satisfaction. The features related to car use, such as on-street parking and 

street width, are the least satisfying features. 

If the importance given to the environmental features is interpreted as 

expectations of the environment, and if satisfaction occurs after residents’ expectations 

are met, then it is reasonable to claim that NU residents’ expectations of some of the 

development’s environmental features are met beyond their expectation. 

Social features and sense of community. NU proponents claim that the 

physical design of a neighborhood can promote a sense of community (Duany & Plater-

Zyberk, 1992).  

Social diversity appeared as an significant factor in NU developments. These 

developments claim to create diversity through the use of a range of housing units to 

accommodate various sizes and types of households. NU developments accommodated 

not only married couples with children but also single parents and single individuals. 

However, in this study, only single detached houses within a certain price range were 

selected in order to control the socioeconomic level of the residents. So, although the 

same type of housing units within the same price range were studied in both 

developments, a more diverse group of residents occupied these houses in NU 

developments than in CS developments. Different racial backgrounds and people similar 

to NU residents had no relation to NU residential attachment. NU residents, who were 

satisfied with their friendly neighbors and sense of community, had a strong residential 

attachment. Thus, it is possible to claim that social diversity is achieved in NU 

environments even without considering diverse housing styles in different sizes.  
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A strong sense of community was more important to NU residents than to CS 

residents. NU environments contained more social diversity than CS developments. NU 

residents also valued a sense of community. Thus, the NU Gemeinschaft society had 

more diversity but still kept its sense of community (Figueria-Mc Donough, 2001). Also, 

people who had social relations outside the development had stronger attachment to the 

development. So, the community of interest had no negative effect on attachment to the 

local community (Glynn, 1986; McMillan & Chavis, 1986; Cochran, 1994; Nasar & Julian, 

1995).  

Short distances between the houses and between houses and streets, narrow 

streets with landscaping and sidewalks at each side, front porches close to sidewalks, 

stress on public space rather than large private properties, and mix of uses in the NU 

developments are stated to increase social relations within the community (Duany et al., 

2000). Residents in NU environments who visited their neighbors and had friends in the 

neighborhood developed stronger attachment to their residential environment. It is also 

evident from the regression models that “social interaction” was more important to NU 

residents than to CS residents to predict attachment to residential environment. NU 

residents were more attached to their residential environment than CS residents were. 

Social interaction appeared to affect NU residents’ attachment, and physical interaction 

appeared to affect CS residents’ attachment. Yet, we can claim that the physical 

features of NU developments may have been supportive for developing residential 

attachment. 

Satisfying needs without dependence on cars and walking in the neighborhood 

had a correlation with NU residents’ attachment. The ability to meet daily needs in the 

neighborhood is also claimed to increase interaction with other residents and hence to 

increase the sense of community (Kelbaugh, 1989; Duany & Plater-Zyberk, 1992; Lee & 

Ahn, 2003). As mentioned earlier, a sense of community was more important for NU 
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residents than for CS residents. Social interaction had a definite effect on NU residents’ 

residential attachment. Therefore, it is reasonable to state that NU developments do live 

up to their claims of fostering better social interaction.  

5.6. Limitations of the study 

The first limitation of the study is its generalizability. Marans (1987) suggests that 

it may be hard to generalize the findings of correlational/survey research because the 

survey is applied in a particular context and to a particular subject group. This 

generalizability problem is also related to the sampling in these studies. Due to the 

response rate in the developments, it is hard to generalize the data to a larger population 

in the region or country. The return rate in NU developments was 24%, whereas it was 

38% in CS developments. Thus, the results are specific to the four sites that were 

sampled in the Research Triangle Park area in North Carolina.  

Another limitation of the study is the “social desirability” factor in the personality 

type items. A person’s response to the item may be motivated by a desire not to sound 

like an impolite, unkind, or mean person. There were four individualistic and four 

communalistic items in the personality measures. The community-based items are 

composed of statements that express favor of social interaction and can be considered 

as a positive characteristic for the respondents. Individualist personality items, such as “I 

do not like to loan things to my neighbors,” may have sounded like a negative 

characteristic to the respondents. This has been a difficulty in much social research, 

when the researcher explores attitudes and behaviors of human subjects. The ideal in 

the respondent’s mind may lead her to conceal facts about herself. This phenomenon 

may also have influenced the results, which indicated that residents in both of the 

residential types had community-oriented personalities. 
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Due to the phrasing of social features statements, there is not enough evidence 

to tell whether residents viewed the item positively or negatively. For instance, when the 

respondents find “neighbors who tended to be isolated” important, it is not clear if they 

prefer to have such neighbors or prefer not to have them. Still, the item provides 

information when it is compared to satisfaction or correlation with attachment. Then, we 

know their level of satisfaction and whether it had any relation to attachment.  

5.7. Design implications 

The underlying claim of the study was that planners and designers needed to 

understand the mechanisms that connect residents to environments in order to create 

socially and physically enduring and vital environments. The results provided information 

on important physical features that are worth implementing in the future. These features 

are elaborated in this section.  

The results suggested the importance of different features for people with 

different characteristics. Natural features, such as parks and lakes, playgrounds, 

landscaping, larger lots, and larger setback from the streets were important for residents 

who had children. The village center, with shopping, coffee shops, restaurants, and 

various other amenities were important for residents who had fewer children. Since this 

study did not cover all the housing sizes with different setbacks and density features in 

NU communities, it is hard to claim the inappropriateness of village center amenities for 

larger households. Thus, there is a need for different amenities and uses in a community 

with different types of households. Integration of natural elements, like those found in CS 

developments, with the mixed use of an NU development would present a very desirable 

residential environment. 

A village center in the community would also promote more walking. Walkways 

and paths located on each side of the streets are also supportive for walking. Based on 

the results of the study, it is reasonable to claim that creating walkable communities 
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through amenities that can be used daily such as retail shops, coffee shops, and 

restaurants can result in more bonding with the residential environment.  

It was also evident from the results that appearance of the houses, mix of 

housing styles and porches, and the layout, size, and appearance of the community 

were important for the residents to choose and become satisfied with and attached to 

their residential environments. Porches and mix of housing styles imply design features 

that would be directly implemented. The layout, size, and the appearance of the sites 

selected can provide key features for planners and designers. The characteristics of the 

sites are presented in chapter 3. 

5.8. Future research   

This study revealed a great deal of information about the reasons motivating 

residents to choose NU or CS development types, the important physical and social 

features in each development type, and the effect of personality type, interaction, and 

satisfaction with the residential environments on residential attachment in each 

environment. The possible areas for future research that these results may lead are 

presented in this section. 

Data collection methods. The items used to measure the variables in the study 

were gathered from the literature and were the important features in residential 

environments and in NU environments. It would be more explanatory to use interviews 

with the residents to define the important social and physical features in each 

development type. Features identified through interviews may be used in constructing 

the interview to be applied to a larger resident group in the developments.  

Context. This study sampled planned unit developments as CS developments. 

This was a result of several factors. The first is the comparability of these developments 

to NU environments. Since both of the development types were planned, they were 

comparable in terms of design features. Second was the economic level. Because the 
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economic match group of the sample in NU developments preferred to live in 

communities where they had management, a club, and other amenities, the cases of CS 

developments in this study had the same characteristics. The last reason is the difficulty 

of reaching the respondents in a place where there is no management or a contact 

person to acquire information on the development. However, there are subdivisions in 

the United States with a very low density and no physical planning covering all the 

houses in the subdivision. It may be interesting to explore the characteristics and 

attachment mechanisms of the residents living in these developments in comparison to 

NU developments. Since the density in such developments is very low, it will also be 

difficult to match the sizes of the communities. However, it is worth studying these 

environments through some other control variables.  

Social diversity. As a result of the demographic comparisons, we know that the 

social diversity in NU environments is important to residents. However, this study did not 

explore the racial or national backgrounds of the residents. It was possible for the author 

to observe the diversity of nationalities through the names of the residents in the 

developments. Is race or nationality a part of social diversity in NU developments? Was 

it the citizens of this country who paid attention to social diversity, or was it people with 

different national backgrounds? The results may shed light on the characteristics of the 

target population for each development type.  

Social interaction. An interesting result of the study suggests that NU residents, 

who had a community of interest outside their residential environment, were attached to 

their development. The specifics of this statement may be explored in future studies. 

What kind of interaction outside the residential environment fosters residential 

attachment? Why? Are residents attending these activities with their neighbors, thus 

fostering more attachment to their neighborhood? What is the connection of the 
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community of interest outside the neighborhood to residents’ developing more 

attachment to the residential environment? 

“Having friends in the neighborhood” had an effect on NU residents’ residential 

attachment. Were these friends already there, or did they develop the relationship after 

they moved in? According to the reasons to choose the environment, residents did not 

choose their residential environment to be close to their friends. What is it in NU 

environments that fosters friendship, other than people being more interactive because 

of their community-oriented personalities? Even though the study attempts to find out the 

important physical features for attachment, there is no exploration of the direct relation 

between the physical features and their social effects. Another goal for future study is to 

make this connection in the measurement tools, so we can have solid information about 

the direct relation between physical features and social effects, such as physical 

features that foster friendship.  

In this study, the relationship between specific features and specific social 

interactions could have been investigated by putting the physical items in regression with 

social items. However, the number of respondents and of the physical items did not 

allow this analysis. The number of the respondents was too low and the number of the 

physical items too high to conduct the analysis. This kind of analysis may be an 

objective for future research.  

Walkability. This study found that walking to amenities and to the village center 

in NU developments had an effect on residential attachment. Thus, it can be argued that 

a village center provides people a reason to walk. Further study exploring the relation 

between village centers and walkability in NU developments may reveal  valuable 

information. Do residents meet with more neighbors when they walk to the shops, 

restaurants, and coffee shops at the village center? What uses in the village center 

make them walk more? Do they ever go to the village center by car? When do they use 
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their cars and when do they walk? Does walking to the village center and amenities in 

NU environments have any other effects on people, such as health, obesity, etc.? 

Village center. The effect of a village center on social interaction also should be 

investigated. It was social interaction that was important for NU residents to develop 

attachment. What is the effect of a village center as a physical possibility for NU 

residents to come together for their social interaction? Do they develop any relationships 

with the other residents of the development in the restaurants, shops, or coffee shops in 

the development? What is the effect of a village center, with its different uses, on the 

sense of community? 

The office buildings were among the least frequently used amenities in NU 

developments. Furthermore, no respondent was working in these offices. Who is 

working in the offices in NU developments? What is the residents’ perception of the 

office buildings and their uses? Did anyone move into the development because of a job 

in the development? In short, has the NU goal of housing people at the same place 

where they work been met by NU examples?  

The results of the study may also inspire unanticipated future research into areas 

where it could provide explanation, as well as in those where it could not. 
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Appendix 7.1 

 

 

30 October 2003 

 

Dr. Sir/Madam : 

RE: Ms. Mine H HASHAS 

Ms Hashas is a PhD student in our College and is conducting her doctoral study on 

suburban residential environments. She explores how different designs of residential 

environments respond to various needs and expectations of their residents. In her 

approach, she explores the issue through the perspectives of the residents themselves 

rather than emphasizing expert opinions. 

As an architect and an educator, I believe that neighborhoods are architecturally 

successful only if they are accepted and liked by their residents. Investigation of Ms 

Hashas will make an important contribution to the understanding of contemporary 

residential environments, by defining the link between the neighborhood features and 

residents’ personal opinions. 

Ms Hashas needs to survey the willing and interested sample of residents and observe 

the physical appearance of the neighborhoods. We are seeking your cooperation and 

assistance in this important effort.  

I very much hope that you will support Ms Hashas in her endeavor. If you have any 

questions, please feel free to contact me. 

Sincerely, 

 

Marvin Malecha, FAIA 

Dean of College of Design, NCSU 
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Appendix 7.2 

 

October 20, 2003  

Meadowmont Residents: 

Meadowmont has already developed a reputation as being a model for a style of 

neighborhood called “New Urbanism.” One of the byproducts of living in a community 

that is on the leading edge of the New Urbanist movement is that we will be asked 

periodically to participate in research studies designed to contribute to the overall 

knowledge of current trends in housing developments.   

I encourage to you participate in another study being conducted by Mine Hashas, a 

doctoral student at North Carolina State University. The findings from this study will not 

only help professional developers create physically and socially viable residential 

environments in the future, but will also help us in our efforts to make Meadowmont the 

“place to live” in the Triangle.  

Thanks for your cooperation.  

Sincerely, 

 

David R. Hill, Manager 

Meadowmont Community Association  
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Appendix 7.3 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Hello, 
I am a PhD student in College of Design at NCSU. This questionnaire explores 

how residents interact with their residential environments through certain 

environmental and individual characteristics. Your opinions are very important for 

this study because it will help to identify the strengths of your community and 

make suggestions that reflect the residents’ perspectives. Confidentiality of your 

responses is assured. Your completion of this form acknowledges your 

agreement to participate in this study. I will share the results of the study with all 

interested residents upon request.  

It will take around 15 minutes of your time to complete the questionnaire. I attached an envelope with my address and 

a stamp on it, so it will be at your most convenience to send it back. This study has received review by the North 

Carolina State University Institutional Review Board for the Protection of Human Subjects, and has been found the 

compliant with the federal regulations governing research with human subjects. 

Thank you for your assistance. If you have any questions, please feel free to contact me at 919-828-7816 or 

mhhashas@unity.ncsu.edu. 

Sincerely, 

 

Mine H HASHAS 
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Appendix 7.4 

1. How important was each of the following in your decision to move to Meadowmont? Please mark 
the box which best indicates the degree of the importance for you of each statement. (For instance, 
if you think that the closeness of your home to your work is Very Important for you mark the box 
below VI). If there is any item that is not applicable for you, please mark “Not at all Important/NI” in 
the importance section. 

 
  

 

 

 

 
 

 
a. Close to work             o   o   o   o   o 
b. Quality of schools             o   o   o   o   o 
c. Places for children to play          o   o   o   o   o 
d. Close to s hopping            o   o   o   o   o 
e. Recreation facilities           o   o   o   o   o 
f. Appearance of neighborhood               o   o   o   o   o 
g. Size of neighborhood          o   o   o   o   o 
h. People similar to you          o   o   o   o   o 
i. Appearance of houses            o   o   o   o   o 
j. Familiar with area           o   o   o   o   o 
k. Close to friends            o   o   o   o   o 
l.  Similar to places that I grew up         o   o   o   o   o 
m. Good place to raise children             o   o   o   o   o 
 
 
 
2. How many friends do you have who live in your neighborhood? 
o None  o 1-2  o 3-5  o 6-9  o 10 or more 

3. Of the neighbors living nearest to you how many do you know by first name? 
o All or almost all  o More than half  
o About half  o Less than half  o None or almost none 

4. How often do you visit these neighbors? 
o Daily/almost daily o 1-3 times a week o 1-3 times a month  
o Less than once a month   o Never 

5. How often do you and your neighbors do favors for each other, for example watching each others’ 
children, lending tools, helping with shopping, etc? 
o Daily/almost daily o 1-3 times a week o 1-3 times a month  
o Less than once a month   o Never 

During the past year, have you: 
6. Met informally with neighbors to discuss a neighborhood problem? o Yes o No 
7. Attended a meeting of a neighborhood association or club?  o Yes o No 
8. How often do you attend organized social activities out of your residential neighborhood (i.e. place 

of worship, social or sports club)?  
o Daily   o 1-3 times a week o1-3 times a month 
o Less than a month o Never 

     VI    SI    N   SU   NI 

Importance 

VI= Very Important 
SI= Somewhat Important 
 N=Neither 
SU=Somewhat Unimportant 
 NI=Not at all Important 
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9. In your opinion, how important are these features? How satisfied are you with these features?  
 
After the importance rating, please indicate how satisfactory that factor is in this neighborhood. (If you 
think you are Somewhat Satisfied with the side walks, you mark the box below SS). If there is any item 
that is not applicable for you, please mark “Not at all Important/NI” in the importance section and leave 
the satisfaction section empty.  
 
 
 
 
 
a. Number of houses in the community            o   o   o  o   o        o  o   o   o  o 
b. Landscaping (Lakes, public greens)            o   o   o  o   o        o  o   o   o  o 
c. Mix of housing styles              o   o   o  o   o        o  o   o   o  o 
d. Overall layout of the neighborhood             o   o   o  o   o        o  o   o   o  o 
e. Overall size of the neighborhood            o   o   o  o   o        o  o   o   o  o 
f. Arrangement of houses in relation to others    o   o   o  o   o        o  o   o   o  o 
g. Parks, playgrounds              o   o   o  o   o        o  o   o   o  o 
h. Street width              o   o   o  o   o        o  o   o   o  o 
i. Garage location              o   o   o  o   o        o  o   o   o  o 
j. On street parking              o   o   o  o   o        o  o   o   o  o 
k. Lot size               o   o   o  o   o        o  o   o   o  o 
l. Appearance of houses             o   o   o  o   o        o  o   o   o  o 
m. Mix of shopping, working, restaurants and    o   o   o  o   o        o  o   o   o  o 
     cafes with housing in the community   
n. Porches               o   o   o  o   o        o  o   o   o  o 
o. Trees, plants and flowers on the streets        o   o   o  o   o        o  o   o   o  o 
p. Distance bt. houses and streets            o   o   o  o   o        o  o   o   o  o 
r. Walk ways, walking paths and tracks            o   o   o  o   o        o  o   o   o  o 
s. Shops at Meadowmont Village            o   o   o  o   o        o  o   o   o  o 
t. Coffee shops and restaurants            o   o   o  o   o        o  o   o   o  o 
   at Meadowmont Village. 
u. Meadowmont Club .               o   o   o  o   o        o  o   o   o  o 
v. UNC Hospitals Wellness Center            o   o   o  o   o        o  o   o   o  o 
 

 
 

10. How often do you use following places in Meadowmont Village and in the neighborhood?  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
11. Do you ever walk to Meadowmont Village for any of the amenities mentioned above? 

 
o Never      o Sometimes           o Often     o Always  

     VI    SI    N   SU   NI     VS  SS   N    SU  VU 

Importance Satisfaction  

 
Daily

 
a. Retail shops   o      o           o     o         o          o  
b. Restaurants   o      o           o     o         o         o  
c. School/Day care   o      o           o     o         o         o  
d. Offices   o      o           o     o         o         o  
e. Open spaces (Parks)  o      o           o     o         o         o  
f.  Meadowmont Club   o      o           o     o         o         o  
g. UNC Hospitals    o      o           o     o         o         o  
     Wellness Center 

1-3 times 
a week 

 

1-3 times 
a month 

Less than 
once a month 

 
Never Non-Applicable 
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12. How important is each statement for you in Meadowmont and how satisfactory is each? 
 
 

 

 

 

 

 

a. A strong sense of community                      o   o  o   o   o        o  o   o   o    o  
b. Friendly neighbors                         o   o  o   o   o        o  o   o   o    o 
c. People like me                o   o  o   o   o        o  o   o   o    o 
d. Neighbors tending to be isolated              o   o  o   o   o        o  o   o   o    o 
e. Social People                 o   o  o   o   o        o  o   o   o    o 
f. Different racial backgrounds               o   o  o   o   o        o  o   o   o    o 
 
 
 
13. Please place an “X” in the box best describes overall how satisfied you are with living in your 
community  

  1  2  3  4  5   
Very dissatisfied   o o o o o  Very satisfied 
 
How strongly do you agree or disagree with each statement below? 
 
 

 

14.  
a. This is an ideal neighborhood to live in        o   o    o   o    o 
b. Now, this neighborhood is a part of me        o   o    o   o    o 
c. There are places in the neighborhood to which I am very       o   o    o   o    o 
     emotionally attached.           
d. It would be hard for me to leave this neighborhood.        o   o    o   o    o 
e. I would willingly leave this neighborhood.         o   o    o   o    o 
 
  

15.  
 

a. I pride myself on having a home which is always open to friends                    o   o    o   o    o 
b. I like to say hello to my neighbors                                                                     o   o    o   o    o  
c. As a child I was taught respect for all living things.                                           o   o    o   o    o 
d. I like to be by myself much of the time                                                              o   o    o   o    o 
e. I get annoyed when people drop by my house without warning.                      o   o    o   o    o 
f.  I prefer to live in an environment where neighbors keep to themselves           o   o    o   o    o 
g. I do not like to loan things to my neighbors                                                      o   o    o   o    o 
h. I usually enjoy having lots of people around                                                     o   o    o   o    o 

     VI    SI    N   SU    NI     VS   SS   N    SU   VU 

Importance Satisfaction  

VI= Very Important 
SI= Somewhat Important 
 N=Neither 
SU=Somewhat Unimportant 
 NI=Not at all Important 

VS= Very Satisfactory  
SS= Somewhat Satisfactory 
N=Neither 
SU=Somewhat Unsatisfactory 
VU= Very Unsatisfactory 

    SA    A      N      D     SD 

SA=Strongly 
Agree 

A= Agree N=Neither D= Disagree SD= Strongly  
 Disagree 

    SA    A      N      D     SD 
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16. What would you mention to a friend if you were telling about what it is like to live in Meadowmont? 

What are the important things you want to be sure to mention? 
 
 
 
 
 
 
17. Before moving here had you ever lived in a  (check all that apply) 

o   Suburban development  
o Urban Center (City context) 
o Small Town  
o Farm land  
o Rural area 
o Other. Please indicate______________________________________ 

18. How long have you been living in Meadowmont?  ______YEARS  

19.  How long do you plan to live in Meadowmont?  
   o Less than a year o 1-2 years o 3-5 years o Indefinitely  o No idea 
 
20. Your age: o 20-30 o 31-40  o 41-60  o Above 60 
21. Are you: o Male o Female 
22. Are you: 
o Married or living with a partner o Single (divorced, widowed, or never married) 

23. How many people beside yourself live at this address? _______ 
24. Are there children living in this address? 
 oYes ----Ø    Number of children under age 5: ______ 
 o No  Number of children ages 5-18:    ______ 
   Number of children over 18:        ______ 
25. What is your status? 
o Work full-time   o Work part-time  o Retired 
o Student  o Homemaker 

26. Where is your job/place of work located? 
o Your home  o In Meadowmont  o Near by Meadowmont  
o Other: specify ______ city ____ county 

27.  Which is the highest level of education you have completed?   
o Less than high school o College graduate  

 o High school graduate o Graduate or professional degree 
 o Some college  o Other (SPECIFY) _________ 
28. What are the names of the two streets at the intersection nearest to your home? Please do not 

provide address. This question is only for understanding your proximity to the commercial areas. 
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Appendix 7.5 

 
29. How important was each of the following in your decision to move to Lake Hogan Farms? Please 

mark the box which best indicates the degree of the importance for you of each statement. (For 
instance, if you think that the closeness of your home to your work is Very Important for you mark 
the box below VI). If there is any item that is not applicable for you, please mark “Not at all 
Important/NI” in the importance section. 

 
  

 

 

 

 
 

 
a. Close to work             o   o   o   o   o 
b. Quality of schools             o   o   o   o   o 
c. Places for children to play          o   o   o   o   o  
d. Close to shopping            o   o   o   o   o 
e. Recreation facilities           o   o   o   o   o 
f. Appearance of neighborhood               o   o   o   o   o 
g. Size of neighborhood          o   o   o   o   o 
h. People similar to you          o   o   o   o   o 
i. Appearance of houses            o   o   o   o   o 
j. Familiar with area           o   o   o   o   o 
k. Close to friends            o   o   o   o   o 
l.  Similar to places that I grew up         o   o   o   o   o 
m. Good place to raise children             o   o   o   o   o 
 
 
 
30. How many friends do you have who live in your neighborhood? 
o None  o 1-2  o 3-5  o 6-9  o 10 or more 

31. Of the neighbors living nearest to you how many do you know by first name? 
o All or almost all  o More than half  
o About half  o Less than half  o None or almost none 

32. How often do you visit these neighbors? 
o Daily/almost daily o 1-3 times a week o 1-3 times a month  
o Less than once a month   o Never 

33. How often do you and your neighbors do favors for each other, for example watching each others’ 
children, lending tools, helping with shopping, etc? 
o Daily/almost daily o 1-3 times a week o 1-3 times a month  
o Less than once a month   o Never 

During the past year, have you: 
34. Met informally with neighbors to discuss a neighborhood problem? o Yes o No 
35. Attended a meeting of a neighborhood association or club?  o Yes o No 
36. How often do you attend organized social activities out of your residential neighborhood (i.e. place 

of worship, social or sports club)?  
o Daily   o 1-3 times a week o1-3 times a month 
o Less than a month o Never 

     VI    SI    N   SU   NI 

Importance 

VI= Very Important 
SI= Somewhat Important 
 N=Neither 
SU=Somewhat Unimportant 
 NI=Not at all Important 
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37. In your opinion, how important are these features? How satisfied are you with these features?  
 
After the importance rating, please indicate how satisfactory that factor is in this neighborhood. (If you 
think you are Somewhat Satisfied with the side walks, you mark the box below SS). If there is any item 
that is not applicable for you, please mark “Not at all Important/NI” in the importance section and leave 
the satisfaction section empty. 
 
 
 
 
 
a. Number of houses in the community            o   o   o  o   o        o  o   o   o  o 
b. Landscaping (Lakes, public greens)            o   o   o  o   o        o  o   o   o  o 
c. Mix of housing styles              o   o   o  o   o        o  o   o   o  o 
d. Overall layout of the neighborhood             o   o   o  o   o        o  o   o   o  o 
e. Overall size of the neighborhood            o   o   o  o   o        o  o   o   o  o 
f. Arrangement of houses in relation to others    o   o   o  o   o        o  o   o   o  o 
g. Parks, playgrounds              o   o   o  o   o        o  o   o   o  o 
h. Street width              o   o   o  o   o        o  o   o   o  o 
i. Garage location              o   o   o  o   o        o  o   o   o  o 
j. On street parking              o   o   o  o   o        o  o   o   o  o 
k. Lot size               o   o   o  o   o        o  o   o   o  o 
l. Appearance of houses             o   o   o  o   o        o  o   o   o  o 
o. Trees, plants and flowers on the streets        o   o   o  o   o        o  o   o   o  o 
p. Distance bt. houses and streets            o   o   o  o   o        o  o   o   o  o 
r. Walk ways, walking paths and tracks            o   o   o  o   o        o  o   o   o  o 
s. Playground (Parks)              o   o   o  o   o        o  o   o   o  o 
t.  Walking Trail                         o   o   o  o   o        o  o   o   o  o 
u. Swim Club .               o   o   o  o   o        o  o   o   o  o 
v. Lake                         o   o   o  o   o        o  o   o   o  o 
 

 
 

38. How often do you use following places in the neighborhood?  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
39. Do you ever walk to any of the amenities mentioned above? 

 
o Never      o Sometimes           o Often     o Always  

     VI    SI    N   SU   NI     VS  SS   N    SU  VU 

Importance Satisfaction  

 
Daily

 
a. Playground (Parks)  o      o           o     o         o         o  
b. Walking trail    o      o           o     o         o         o  
c. Lake    o      o           o     o         o         o  
d. Swim Club   o      o           o     o         o         o  

1-3 times 
a week 

 

1-3 times 
a month 

Less than 
once a month 

 
Never Non-Applicable 
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40. How important is each statement for you in Lake Hogan Farms and how satisfactory is each? 
 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

a. A strong sense of community                      o   o  o   o   o        o  o   o   o    o  
b. Friendly neighbors                         o   o  o   o   o        o  o   o   o    o 
c. People like me                o   o  o   o   o        o  o   o   o    o 
d. Neighbors tending to be isolated              o   o  o   o   o        o  o   o   o    o 
e. Social People                 o   o  o   o   o        o  o   o   o    o 
f. Different racial backgrounds               o   o  o   o   o        o  o   o   o    o 
 
 
 
41. Please place an “X” in the box best describes overall how satisfied you are with living in your 
community  

  1  2  3  4  5   
Very dissatisfied   o o o o o  Very satisfied 
 
 
42. How strongly do you agree or disagree with each statement below? 
 
 

 

43.  
a. This is an ideal neighborhood to live in        o   o    o   o    o 
b. Now, this neighborhood is a part of me        o   o    o   o    o 
c. There are places in the neighborhood to which I am very       o   o    o   o    o 
     emotionally attached.           
d. It would be hard for me to leave this neighborhood.        o   o    o   o    o 
e. I would willingly leave this neighborhood.         o   o    o   o    o 
 

44.  
a. I pride myself on having a home which is always open to friends                    o   o    o   o    o 
b. I like to say hello to my neighbors                                                                     o   o    o   o    o  
c. As a child I was taught respect for all living things.                                           o   o    o   o    o 
d. I like to be by myself much of the time                                                              o   o    o   o    o 
e. I get annoyed when people drop by my house without warning.                      o   o    o   o    o 
f.  I prefer to live in an environment where neighbors keep to themselves           o   o    o   o    o 
g. I do not like to loan things to my neighbors                                                      o   o    o   o    o 
h. I usually enjoy having lots of people around                                                     o   o    o   o    o 

 

     VI    SI    N   SU    NI     VS   SS   N    SU   VU 

Importance Satisfaction  

VI= Very Important 
SI= Somewhat Important 
 N=Neither 
SU=Somewhat Unimportant 
 NI=Not at all Important 

VS= Very Satisfactory  
SS= Somewhat Satisfactory 
N=Neither 
SU=Somewhat Unsatisfactory 
VU= Very Unsatisfactory 

    SA    A      N      D     SD 

SA=Strongly 
Agree 

A= Agree N=Neither D= Disagree SD= Strongly  
 Disagree 
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45. What would you mention to a friend if you were telling about what it is like to live in Lake Hogan 

Farms? What are the important things you want to be sure to mention? 
 
 
 
 
 
 
46.  Before moving here had you ever lived in a  (check all that apply) 

o   Suburban development  
o Urban Center (City context) 
o Small Town  
o Farm land  
o Rural area 
o Other . Please indicate______________________________________ 

47. How long have you been living in Lake Hogan Farms?  ______YEARS  

48.  How long do you plan to live in Lake Hogan Farms?  
   o Less than a year o 1-2 years o 3-5 years o Indefinitely  o No idea 
 
49. Your age: o 20-30 o 31-40  o 41-60  o Above 60 
50. Are you: o Male o Female 
51. Are you: 
o Married or living with a partner o Single (divorced, widowed, or never married) 

52. How many people beside yourself live at this address? _______ 
53. Are there children living in this address? 
 oYes ----Ø    Number of children under age 5: ______ 
 o No  Number of children ages 5-18:    ______ 
   Number of children over 18:        ______ 
54. What is your status? 
o Work full-time   o Work part-time  o Retired 
o Student  o Homemaker 

55. Where is your job/place of work located? 
o Your home  o In Lake Hogan Farms o Near by Lake Hogan Farms 
o Other: specify ______ city ____ county 

56.  Which is the highest level of education you have completed?   
o Less than high school o College graduate  

 o High school graduate o Graduate or professional degree 
 o Some college  o Other (SPECIFY) _________ 
57. What are the names of the two streets at the intersection nearest to your home? Please do not 

provide address. This question is only for understanding your proximity to the amenities. 
 
 
 
 

 




