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ABSTRACT

COMPARING URBAN IMAGES: A MULTIVARIATE APPROACH

- by N
Christine Louise Hansvick ‘ a

”

" Subjects in 5 éities‘iq southern Ontario .were asked to describe

- their city on a quéstionnaire} The study presenfed'bnly the name of

~

the-citf to be described (&n abstract environmental displny)'and
used a verbal rather than a2 visual response format. The question-
naire included 6-point rating scales for 25 bipolar descriptive

.adjéctives (e.g., smelly-fresh), 4-point rating scales of desir-

~ability-for 11 environmental features (e.g., gedgraphical location),

LT

_a list of 10 Canadian cities to be ranked in desirability, an
several open-ended questions (e.g., provide a nicknmame and color

“for the city). It wasshypothesized that: (1) images of a particuiar

.

city are consistent for ih@ividuals‘éithin that city, (2) urban

images of particular cities vary so that comparisons of cities -

-

' vield signifi¢cant differences in urban images across cities, and
. & - .

(3) urban images correspond with environmental indicators suggested

as relevant to ideal urban iyages by researchérs.
- * ’ -
The first Eypochesis was supported by a comsistent tdting
pattern of ;esponses across cities and a correlation between the
* different porfions,of the questionnaire, .However, thgre were also

differences in ratings because of certain of the demographic

characteristics of the samples (i.e., especially for the variables

iii
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representing whether the subject lived in the city proper and would
préfe; to move elsewhere). The second hypothesis was strongly
Suﬁpozted by significant differences in vrban images of the cities
rated. An evaluative dimension emerged as a primary factor for the

descriptive adlectives, with Hamilton and Windsor being rated more

_negatively than were ‘Kitchener, London, and St. Catharines.

Industrialization and geographical location apparently were the

o

major bases for these ratings on the descriptors. Ratings on the
{eatures and rankingé of thé ci:;es corresponded”with the ratingé
o the descriptors. Those citics ranked more highly were also
rated more positively on the features. The third hypofhesig was
not supported; envirommental indicators did not corresponé with the
urban-images which emerged in this study. 3€
The results were discussed in terms oflsymbolic imagery.
Images do nat merely reflect the external environment but re-
structure it in the mind of the indiviéual. A halo effect occurred
so that certain cities were imaged more negatively or more positively
than the environmentai indicators suggested was appropriate. The

feasibility and applicabiliby of the experimental and analytical

techniques used in this study were also discussed.
- '

iv
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: " CHAPTER I ': | .
- INTRODUCTION

Enviroomental psychologi#ts ;tudy-the‘relationship be'tween man
and his physical setting (Proshansky Ittelson, & Rivlin, 1976).
Saarinen (1976) has suggested that environmental psychology may be
fu:ther organized into-the'study of man's perceptual aud behavioral
.pr;cesses.in relagion to the enviroanment a The first procesg--the
individual’'s perceptién gfrche environment--is a cognitiv; funcciop
-(Loﬁcnthai, 1972) . The' second pfocess—fﬁhe'ﬁehlvioi of the indivi-
) d;al‘vithin the énvironmental.se:ting-?is defined generally as overt
activity on the part of the individual, inbludiné the expression of
‘hi; a;tétudeé'towaré #nq ﬁreferences for certain envirooments (Bafker,
| 1968; McInmes, 1969). - o :
- .Images are a third, and inferred, aspect ;f the relationship
bgtgeen man and his“enviroﬁment- Although images are often equated
with thé individual's pe;ceptions of the eavironment (Saarinent 19f6);
they are not necessarily the same., For eézmple, in his discussion
of urban environﬁents Banz (19?0) B;a stated that the totality of
the urban eavironment cannot be perceived through the sensory organs
alone, It must then be Zonceptualized in the mind. The city becomes
an abstra;tion_and,.hence, an image. Carr (1967) suggested the same
when he stated tﬁat it is the city of the mind which we know per-
sonally. It is subjectiv; knowledge which forms images (Boulding,
1966) and which i; the person's frame of reference for 5ehavior ’
(McInnes, 19695. In the present study, images wil} be inferred from

1.



responses on & behavioral measure (i.e;. a questionnaire).

The urban im1§§ consists of several components (i.e., identity,

Bﬁrﬁcture, and geaning) which are defi;ed more fuily beloﬁ-(Lynch,
1960). It should be noted that, in this study, image will be con;
- gidered as a restructuring of ﬁhé individual’s percepiion of his
lenvironmgnt and as a cognitive function: ' It is imagery which

' distinguishes the human being from other animals, 'Man uses images

in :'symbolic manner, with messages'being filtered through a yalué -

-J-

system {Boulding, 1966) and animals do not use symbols to the same
extent. Voo Bertalanffy (1967, 1968) states that three criteria

" pust be met in order for symbolic activity to occur; otherwise, it
would merely be sigﬂal activity. To be a symbbl, tﬁe'activity must

be: (a) reprcaentative of the thing symbolized (ie., 2 connection

must exist); (b) transmitted by tradition (i.e., language is learncd

rather than innate and language mediates behavior); and (c) freely
created (i.e., the meaning given to & symbol is incapable of being
explained merely in terms of conditioning). The image. then is an
ﬁmpo:;aﬁt aspect of man's re}ationship with the enviromment because
the image medietes man’s behxvior.- ,

The imnge -of a particular envirocument--the urban environment--
will be e;amined more closely in the present study. First, the
literature defining the ngtﬁre of urban images uillhpe reviewed;
then, techniques and criteria for a;sessing urban images will be
discussed. - | ‘

Hature of urbaﬁ imaces

-
!

| o - :

-

-

Urban images serve a purpose in tliat, as mediators, they provide



"an organizational framework (Stevens & HcNu}ty,-1970) for the complex

cognitive processes required in an ﬁ:ban-cuvirohnent (Rrexander,
1973; Harrison & Howerd, 1972; Simmons & Simmons, 1974). Indeed,

complexity is apparently accepted as a valuable feature of urban

_settings, and éopplexity in urban imagery may even be_vieﬁud as an
'activity which should be encouraged. Thus, researchers (Oakley, 1970;
. épyer, 1871; Webber, 1963) have suggested that couple:ity of social,

economic and pcjchological nxpcriencel should actually be enhanced

to stimullte futthcr complexity in the urban images of the indivi-
dual.

The most influentidl work én urban images to date has been

Lynch's The image of the city (1960). Lynch outlined three com-

- ponents of the urban image-~identity, structure, and meaning. Al-

though the methodology he suggested for determining urban images
will bé discussed more fully below, it {s important to note that

he was suare tha:fhis regearch concentrated ;rimarily upon the first
two components of the image--its identity (i.e., its individuality)
and struéture (i..e.., ;p;t'ul patterns). Much of the subsequent
research and theory regarding urﬁan images has_also emphasized the

identiry and'structural components of the city's image (Hosken, 1972;

Mumford, 1975; Saarinen, 1976), However, Harrison and Howard (1972)

have suggested that perhaps meaning plays just as importaqc a role
as the physical appearaace of the city in the individual’s urban
images; thus, it should not be ignored.

Lynch (1960) suggested that meaning may be either practical or
emotional and,is_ggpable.of beiné 9epnr£ted from the identity and

/’,_-— ) ) _

- ) ~ /
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structure components, at least in the initial stages of research,
Osgood Suci, and Tanomenbaum {1957) more clearly defined meaning as
being composed primarily of three dimensions which are the evaluative
(i.e., affect), pooency (i.e., intensity), and activity (i.e., fre- .
quency) factors of human behavior. The meaning component of the
urban imgge, then, includes emo:ionally;charged cognitions which are
not necessarily objective appraisals of the envirommental setting.

- Meaning of the urban environment“for the individual has been’

(;\Eo some extent. Rozello and Baxtef,(1972)'found that the

the environment (operationally defined as what the indivi-
dual em;hbered of the city with his eyes closed) differed froo
wha:lthe person visualized (operationally defined as what the indivi-
dual "saw" when he closed his eyes and thought of the city). Also,
since,zhe meaning of the environment changes with experience in the
enviromment (Carr, 1967), the image of a2 city for an individual at a
oaréicular moment may differ from his image at another time., - This
notion is closely related to yet another suggestiom that the useful-
ness and necessity to differentiate among meanings of objects in
the eavironment varies with the individuiiis'experiences in that
enviromment (Hafrison & Howard, 1972; Sonnenfeld. 1969). For
example, tﬂe tourist in a cioy may be interested in knowiné.abouc
{ine restaurants in the city, whereas the local resident may be
" interested in wﬁo lives on his city ‘block and in the occupational

o

~ backgrounds of these other local residents.

-~

in order to determine the meaning of the environment it is

important to assess the individual s needs rcglrding that environ-



5.
ment (Hall, 1974). Many environments ptherbthan cities, including
bathrsoms (Kira, 1966), shopping malls (Becker, 1971), psychintrie
hospitalé (Schulberg, 1971). museums (Bonsteel, 1969), and wilderness
areas (Sch;fer & Mietz, 1969), h;vc been evaluated in terms of their

use. However, research has.generally not compared the use of the
- ,"\

o

urban envirﬁnment as conceptualized by the architect and urban
planner with its actual use by the urban residents (Bharucha-Reid,
1975) . Furthermore; urban images have not genmerally been compared .
with actual urban euviroﬁﬁénts either; and ic nay be that environ-

mental psychologists could be more involved in the urban planning

process because of their expertise and objectivity in obtaining

evaluations of the meanings of these environments for their usgers.

De Jonge (1962) was amdﬁg the ﬁirst to recognize the necessity of

an interdisciplinary approach in desigring environments to suit man's
purpose, although others {(Gilbertzon, 1976; Goodey & Tfavis, 1975;
LiBrizzi, 1974 Lynn,_}é?&i-éiier, 1974 ; Sommer, 1972)'have also
recently recognized:fhigﬁneed. .

Techniques for assessing urban imsges

In order to determine the nature of the urban i{mage as it
éxists in the mind of the individual, the observer is presented with
an énviroumental display of the physical envircoment (i.e., an
object) and is asked to respond with ﬁis asgessment of the object
using some degignated format (Craik, 1968).. Presentation of the
environmental &isplay may be (a) direct, such as by walking
(Lowenthal & Riel, 19f§;'5chafer & Mietz, 1969) or driving (Priddle,
1972) through the environment being assessed, (b) simulated visually,

s

e
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such as by presenting maps, slides of scenes (Calvin, Dearinger, &
uyrtin, 1972; Canter, 1§69; Leff,'Gorgon, & Fergulon,'i97h) or films
P (Bohsteel, 1969), or (&) abstr{ct; as by naming the environmental
disp}Ly (e.g., the.city) to be assessed without presentipg any
se%?éry stimuli. |
/ There are differences in the results obtained with the display
’varied Distnnce is one aspect of displays which may be important.
§§\ j//’df/)uehrabinn and Russell (1974) have suggested that when the spatial
distance from the environment being rated is greater the specificit}
of the information being elicited decreases. Gallant (1970) noted
that prcsenging only the name of the city may allow the‘meaning of
‘the c‘it:y's more 'enduring- ;{mge to emerge.  Decreased specificigy’ in
the informatiqﬁ ;resented allows for more‘stability in the images
;ctually elicited. Lowenthal and Riel {1972) have noted cﬁnt
rcsponses‘ofAindividuals ag the actual observation point of an
environﬁi;tal setting lead to different assessments than did
responses abod£ the same eug}ronmcntal setting but elfcited at
locatiéns other than the actual observation site. They labelled the
latter a "purely semantic” céntext (p. 20&),.but it may alsc be
termed an abstract environmental display (Craik, 1968). The
difference in elicited responses between che two procedures-is |

.

quite plausible. Rasearchers may be biased in their selection of

-~ m‘_‘
-,

slides or of areas through which to walk so “that ﬁﬂrect obgervations
<do not lead to the same experiences zs do. lesa direct display pro-
cedures. The abstract environmental display, as the moat indirect '

display method, may thus be the most appropriate presentation method



. * | | 7 ’
begause it minimizas-the aﬁount of éxperimenter bias and allows a
pufely cognitive disﬁlay forﬁnt.

When an individual is asked to report . his image of a ;ity, that
person is forced to assess the city in a static manner as if the
environment were unchndgiﬁg (gﬁrnette. 1974). That is, th; indivi-
dual's dynamic image of the city is recorded ataticaily ({.e.,
at a particular moment without cousiderationd for the ever-changing
quality of.elaménts in the compl?x urban environment);rand the -
research results mult‘bc considered with this.framcwork. However,
other considerations also become importa:§\§:§ending upon the
respons§ format adopted to &ssess envirommental images. Craik (1968)
suggested that there are'prtmaril} four response formats which may.
be useful in assessing enéironﬁcntal images, including: (a) free
descriptiong,'qﬁich are primarily open-en&e& in format and place
few constfai;:s upon the response patterns of the individual but
which are not easily quantifia£1e; (b) adjective checklists, which
allpv ﬁhe person to indicate which adjecq}ves apply to the cnviron-’
mental display and generally are flexible and easily scored; (c)
rating forms, such as the Semantic Differentisl (SD) (Osgood et al.,
1957); which are standardized and yet more sensitive to the different
levels of meaning for the appropriate adjectives thgn are adjective
checklists, and (d) symbolic equiwalents, which are metaphors of
reactions to the environmental display. The techniques u;éd to .
assess urban imeges involve various combinations of the above

. . s -
formats. There are primarily two techniques’ generally employed in

_urban image research; these are cognitive mapping (Lynch, 1960) and



rating scales (Lowenthal & Riel, 1974). The advantages and dis-
advantages of each technique will become more apparent as the -
research‘reggrding each is discussed more fully.

Cognitivé mapping. The cognitive mapping technique requires

the individual to reconstruct his image of the city in a spatial

or relational manner, vftentimes in map form on a blank sheet of

paper (Appleyard, 1969, 1970; Carter, 1975; Stea, 1974; Stea &

Déuns. 1970). Thus, this technique appears to be rather open-ended

and‘non-standardi;ed. It is usefgl as a measure of the degree to

which the urban environment allows the individual to-orient himself

physically by differentiating the various elements of his environ-

men'{ (Lyn¢h, 1960). The well-designed city should be hig.hly legible

'#nd is drawn on the maps with many focal points which are connecteé

by well-define/d’ﬁ\ithwaﬁs (Milgram, 1970; Milgras, Greenuald, Kassler,

McKenna, & Hgéer,,&972T. In-terms of the cognitive mapping technique;

then, the im;ge o%/éhe urban envir;ﬁment is defined by its legibility--

i.e., the claritf\oé its image or the wvisibility of its elements. |

Urban environments which are highly imageable are highly iegiéle.
Uh?n the individual is asked to use the‘cognitive mapping

technique, he must rely heavily upon his experiences within the

urban enviromment. In the classic examples Pf cognitive mapp;ng

- research conducted by Appleyard (1969, 1970), the accuracy of the

' maps depended upon the extent of the person's travels throughout

-

the city (ﬁhich varied due to his soclo-econcmic class and educa-
B i

tional level). Rand (1969) also found the past experience of the

person to be an important factor in the quality of the maps drawn.



{
Taxi drivers,.- because of their method of locating and reaching
. ;,' e

{ -
various desflnntions within the city, drew maps without the
f\'
historicalLy and economically important focal points (e.g., the town

square or‘ﬁhe shopping market). However, private pilots tended to

include F%ese focal points, possibly because they were more likely
to have referncd to the points for oriemtation in their £ ights
above the city.
Legibilicy of the city, as defined by Lynch (1960), does not -
necessarily measure the economic or social usefuluness of various
aspects of the city environment fot the individual The‘person

_may know of the elcments of that environment ocnly because they are

historigzizf significant or architecturally distinctive. Similarly,

legibility in reproduction of an image does not necessarily mean
aceld h;y. Canter and Tagg (}975) found that ‘distances between two
points were overestimated when the path was confusing. However, the
distance for a highly legible path was underestimated. In both:
instances., cistances were inaccnr;tcly'estima;ed. Lynch's mapping
technique assesses images of the environment vhich are, indeed,
"in the mind"; but perhaps the individunl's skill in representing
distances visualiy is not well-developed and must be investigated ™
further before researchers rely upon it for the planning of future
environments, .

The cognitive mappin; teclmique has been used to compare
large-scale nnvironments,auch as urban settings (e.g., Lyanch, 1960)
or smaller-scale settings, such as neighborhoods (e.g., Milgram ;:

al., 1972). 1In order to improve environmentzl settings, the
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researcher could first identify the highly legible environments and
then examine the characteristics of these settings which are lacking

7

in less-legiblé'environme@hsl The researcher assumes that less-

LR ~

legible enviroﬁmenta nre'iess.aatisfnctory and need to be impégved.
There are several problems with f£search coudgcted using the

_coénitiv: mapping method in comparisons of envirquents. This

technique does not allow for;invastigation of the meaning of urban

environments other than in terms of the visual form of the city.
Subtle differences in connotation of meaning offthe ci;iesﬁfor
 individuals ;?e not measured. Also, when comparisons of cities
are.made using mapping techniques, it is difficult to standardize
conpafisons across cities. The ﬁaps drawn bf individualﬁ can only
be compared for accuracy in repre;eugation'of the oumber of eicments
drawn and the distances Between points. Any other cowpafisons are
confoumded by the rqnlizaticn that each city’'s form varies from D
that of evexry otberisi;y.. , e

S .

Rating scales. The rating scale employed in envirommental

image research (Calvin et al., 1972; Downs, 1970; Sanoff, 1974)
typically uses some form of the 5D (Osgood et al., 1957), consisting
of a list of bipolar adjectives with a certain number of points |
(e.g., seven or eleven) be;ueen ea#b pair of descriptive adjectives
(also referred to as descriptors in the present study). The person
indicates the extent to which the environmgntal,dispiay is described
" by one or the other of the pair of adiectives by marking some point
on the acnlé for each palr of descriptors. The SD is generally used

23 a measure -of the meaning of envirooments.
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Resenrchers:hav; apparently been successful 1; using tha SD
in rating single.envirunments, such as rooms (Veilhauer, 1955);and
even comparthg a variety of settings within the same study (Douglas,
1971; Leff et al., 1974; Mehrabian & Russell, 1974). Loven hal

(1972) pointed out that & verbal response format of any typekwill

- rely heavily upon images of the enviromment which have been ltered

through' language. This filtering was mentioned in the writings of
wn Bertalanffy (1967, 1968) and Boulding (1966) about symbol
imagery. However, Ssarinen (1976) has doubted the validity of using
verbal respouse formats in urban image research because of this
slinguistic f;ctor. Such a suggestion appears unwarranted because
it is the verbal, linguistic aspe;c of the urban imag-e.vhich is
moat likely to measure the meaning component of the urban image.
Furthermore, th. SD (an exsmple of a verbal response format) may
even be the most appropriate of the various verbal techniques be-
cause it is orgnnized in terms of bipolar adjectives and Tuan (1974)
has.suggested that’ 1ndividpals have a tendency to organize ;he
perceptions of thgir environment in terms of linguistic poles,
such as life-death, left-right, and male-female. The viszual,
structural aspect of the urban image may be more readily obtained
from cognitive mapping teckniques. (

In one of the ma jor urban image studies using the SD,
Louenthal and Riel (1972) compared the ratings of carefully
selected bipolar descriptors for four metropolit:n areas (i.e.
Boston, Cambridge, Columbus, and New York). Individusls partici- ~

pating in the atudy (a sample of 300 boy scouts, housewives,
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secretaries, and architecta) took half-mile u;lks along specifi;d -
pacﬁs and then, using 2} bipolar descriptors, rated the city as

they experienced it.during thei; walks: In a fictoréfnaly:is of

the ratings, ten bipolar descriptors loaded toge:hefi/%nciuding
begutiful, ordered, fresh, smooth, rich, vivid, pieasa;t, clean,
likable, and light. The rese?rcherl asuggested that thege descripcori
providé the basic sfructure fgr personal experiences within the.
urban ehvifonﬁené. fegardless of iﬂdividugl cb;rac:eristics of the

LY

. cities.

In comparison with the work of Lowenthal and Riel (19}2),-
other verbsl image researchers used smaller samples of individuals
and even greater numbers of bipolar descriptors (Canter, 1969§
Golant'& Burton, 1970). They then used the sampfb means rather
than the raw scores in their factor analyses. This statistical
procédﬁre maf have resulted in Lnktable factors; and findings ob-
tained i{n such studies should be reviewed with caution, especially
when the results do not support previoggly-;onducted regearch,
When adequate numbeés of findividuals are sampled, as in Lowenthal
and Riel's research (1972), it appears that more stable and mean-
ingful responses may be elicited. Comparisons of responses for
individuals of different socio-economic and educ#tional back-
grounds m;} even be made without much difficuity.

Eating scale techniques other than :he-SD ﬁ:;e alaq_been used
to elicit more general kinds of informatiom, such 4s satisfactionm

with urban environments (Clark, 1975; Zehner, 1972). The cognitive

mapping technique alone may not have elicitéaﬁth%s information.
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Wilson (1962) presented photographs of neighborhoods tonindividuals
and asked them to rate the importance of quhlicies such as spacious-
ness, beauty, and cleanliness for thé environmeqcal settings
portrayved in these photograpﬁs. When Wiléon'ranksd the quglicies
in their order of importance, different chsracteristics.emerged ag
important in ome city in comparison with the other city. Sincé
ﬁgétographs‘uere the display format chosen, the difference in
results for each'cicy maaEPave been due to an experimenter bias.
Unless an ;ffort was made to selgct sceﬁes on & statistically
random basis, difference; in'sceng; selected $s representative of
ehcp city may havé reflected. images of the cities exhibited by the
researchers. Also, perhaps satisfaction was closely related to
the 1q§ividual's previous experience with, and expectations of,
open spaces'in his enviroument.- The verbal response format may
have iﬁdirectly neasured the lack of user satisfaction with the

.euvironment becausé’thgse individuals who perceive a different
level of openness than their previous experiences suggesfed was

Sapprbpriate may have rated that environment ag less satisfactory C

and ranked spaciousness as an important characteristi; in this

decision.
Use;s of particular enviromments do not necpss@rily indicate

2s satisfactory the same elements as do designers (Lansing & Harans,.

196%) on oben-ended_formats; The maintenance level of a neighbor-

hood was important to residents (Lansing & Marans, 1969; Zehner,‘

1972), whereas openness of the landscape was important to the

designers (Lansing & Marans, 1969). The cognitive mapping technique
it

I
f
!
1
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could have elicited images of spetial patterning for these environ-

‘ments but the insigntficance of apetial openness to the users of

- the environment’ uould not hnve emerged The use of both techniques

“would have been advisable if cognitive mapping was to be used at

‘all; and the results of both methods would have to be’ ‘coordinated.

-

As with the cognitive mapping technique, the-rating'scale
technique has been used ‘in comparisons of. envirqgments Lowenthal
and Riel (1972) discussed the factors which energed as unique to
each of the cities rated In their study, in additiom to having
examined possible universal descriptor’factore. ._-‘They found for
example, that in Cambridge, the descriptive adjective contrast was
linked with the descriptors rich, fresh, and pleasant. NKew
Yorke:s and Bostonians did not associate suburban with clean,

- ;
pleasant, likable, and interesting;'however,‘fesidents of Cambridge

" and Columbus did; Also, vertical was linked with beautifui in New
York but was associated with ugly, drab, and artificial’in Boston.
Thus, there are certain eifferencee in the factors which ewmerged
for descriptors depending upon the city being rated, even though
there were certain descriptive adjectives which also appeared to
be universally linked (at least for the cities research.ed).

In Lowenthal and Riel's study (1972) the factor structures of
responses in each city were compared in order to examine the differ-
ences in urban images for each eity. Lowenthal and Riel's researchk
5uggested_that responses on the SD are amenable to.factor analysis

and also that the rating scale response format is able to be

standardized for compearisons of the same scales. Calvin et al. (1972)
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also used factor analysis to examine SD ratings of the natural

rather than éiban en;ironments. In yet another comparison study
Leff et al. (1974) used the SD to compare'ch;\éfiecfs of different
instructions to the raters of environmental gettings. The |
respondents reported increases in their levels of awareness of tﬂéir-
,environmenfal surroundings when ;hey were asked to imagine how the
settings could be made more piEasant, 3ugge§t;ng-to the authors
thaf_thﬁc éas an eduéational process in addition to being a survey.

These observers also rated their task as more interesting and en-

Joyable when they were asked to imagine changes rather than merely

v%eu;ng tbg slides\without being given specific instructiShs or
being instructed to concedtsate upon the shapes, lines, textures,
and colors on the slides. As™Nn Lowenthal and Riel's study (15972),
the results of the stud§ conducted by Leff et al. were analyzed
s:atistically, rather‘;han merely be:ing discussed informally,
Relevant to the intended geographical focus of the présent
study, several studies have been conducted in whlch comparisons
have been made of ciﬁies in southerm Ontario (Demks, 1974; Hansvick &
Minton, 1976; Norcliffe, 1974). Horcliffe used the SD to obtain
images of éities held by individuals living iﬁ the twin cities of
.Ritchener and Waterloo, both for the individual's own city of
Tesidence and also for the other city in which he g4d not reside.™
Residents of Kitchener did not rate VaterIOO(as industrialiied nor
as friendly as did the residents of Waterloo; Waterloo respondents

rated Kitchener as leas ¢lean but also as baving better shcpping

. facilities than residents of Kitchener rated their own city. The
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differences in ratings were interpreted as resistance to unification
on the part of the individua}s in each city. They wanted to maintain
tgrritdfinl‘diStinctiens between the two cities at ; ;imeh;hen there
was political pressure to combine ;he governments qf each into one
éity organization, _

In informal comparisons of the facfor structures, analyses "
of the ratings of Waterloo by its residents yielded primariiy two
factors - - economic activity and pleasant euvironment, vhereas
aﬁalysis of responses of the' Kitchener resgidents” raﬁings of Waterloo
yielded the factors level-of public setvice'p¥ovided and aspects of
a anll touni The two factors which emerged for tﬁe city of Kitchener
as.rated by its residents were, first,‘cne’of industrial, commercial,
and recreational activities, and secondly, that gf a well-planned’
modern city. Responses of the Waterloo residents with respect to
Kitchener, on the other hand, yielded two other factors-- residential
aspects of a large touﬁ and a good downtown. Individual t tests uere.
then conducted for the individual questionnaire items. However, no
overall tests were formally conducted to examine whetﬁ;r there uogld
be statistically significant differencen on the city variable across
the entire iis: of descriptors.

Hansvick and Minton (1976) also used a SD format to compare the
images of residents of Loandon and,Wiqdaor. They tested for overall
éiﬁﬁﬁficanc§ acros# the entire list of descriptive adjectives using
a #nltivatiatc analysis of variance procedure. They found differ-

ences in the images of the two cities to be highly significant

(p €.001). A closer examination of the means for the descriptors

-
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showed that London, An comparison with Windsor, was rated moTe
positively.an& strongly oq‘mostlof-the d?scriptoru (e.g., natural,
open, interesting, pleléant, liked). Windsor, on the other hand,
was rated negatively when it was more strongly rated than_épndﬁn
(e.g., more ugly. smelly, poor, and dirty). If clarity df the image
on vérsal questionnaires may be defined in terms of the extremity of
the rating; of the cities, one might suggest that a clearer image
emerged of iondon than of Windsor. This type of clarity, conceivably,
would be similar to legibility as it was introduced for cognitive
maps. However, the ad;antagcs of verbal igage agsessments include
. being able to conduct a greater varie;y of.statistical tests and"
elicit different types of information from the raters. Similarly,
comparisoﬁs could be wmade of verbal ratings of the citiés with’
objective data such 33 9011ution levels, in order to determine
whether images’cofrespond':o information planners may have frgm
different sourcegz

Demko (1974) used multidimensional scaling of rankings of

ciries rather than SD items to assess urban images in his study.

He asked persomns in 16 ﬁoémunitiés in an area bounded by Peéer-
borough and St. Thomas, Ontario, te rack the similarity of each of
28 pairs of cities. Individuals were then grouped according to
their similarity in ranking the cities, and similarity maps for
each group were derived on the city rankings. Demko suggested that -
a two-dimensional space was appropriate for most of the groups so

he presented the similarity maps in two-dimensional space. For

oost of the groups, Kitchener and London appeared to be similar; and
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Toron;o and Hamilton were more likely to be grouped together than
any of the other cities. Although Demko did not report exactly what
dimensions were used by participants to rank the citiesf hg did
suggest that such factors as geographical location and the econohic
basés for emplofment in the varioué cities may be meanipgful factors
determining similaritieg in images of individuals for these cities.

It appears, then, that cognitive mapping ;echnigues may be

important when there is an advantage in determining the visual form
of an image (i.e., identit} and structure). One such use may be in
cross-cultuéal studies since mapping-involvgs the representation of
spatial relationships in visual form. EHall (1966) found that
linguistic {ac;ors are distinguishable from nonverbal behaviors,
such as interpersonal distances. Cross-cultural comparisons of
nonverbal ‘behaviors may be pos;ible-regardless of language barriers,
Simil§r1y, cross-cultural comparisons of city images may be possible
when the goal is to determine the spatial aspects of the image of
the city. When more subtle and‘ccmplex questions are asked wi:hin
2 specific culture, such as the meaning oé the urban image to the

person, more information may be gleaned usingra variety of procedures

?

including the rating scale technique,

The'ideal urban image

-

As was noted earlier, Lynch (1960) has suggested th#t the

ideal city is one with a clear image. He said that, wh;reaa the
highly imageable city is satisfying and outstanding, the city with
low imageability generates dissatisfaction and poor orientation,

-~

Other researchers have also iéplied that the image of the city is_
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related to the quality of life for the urban residents (S:ev;;s &
McNulty, 1970; Wilson, 1962). Descriptions.of ideal urban environ-
ments have even been made which define more p;ecise}y the nature of
ideal urban settings (EdI:;orongh; 1975; Baworth, 1962; McHarg, 1967).

Perhaps ;he most singular attribute which an {deal ;ity is
supposed to‘posaess is complexity (Héﬁarg, 1967; Rapopgrt & Hawvkes,
1970;.Rnpoport & FKantoer, 1967). Complexity implies the availabilit{
to the individual of a diversity of cultural, economic, and social S
experiences (Webber, 1963) which may lead to atress and subsequent
growth and learning (Liﬁ, 1970; McHarg, 19675. Distress, however,
may also occur due to common correlates of this conpleiity (e.g.,
size, déusitg,aﬁd social disorganization). Commonly cited symptoms
" of this distress are increased crime rates and marital problems
{(Greenbie, 1974; Kasl & Barburg, 1972; Khan, 1974; Michelson, 1970;
Urban Eaviroomental Indicators, 1975).\\Indeed, Coﬁtini (1974} has
suggested that urban problems are quite éanp¥ex and require an”

.

interactive approach to their solution. Similarly, it may be that
\\\
with increased size and complexity it becomes increasingly difficult
. N

~

to determine the person's image of his environment becaus;\og the
increased diversity of the ecvironmental setting. o
Many other attributes of an ideal urban 1m;ge kave been
- suggested. For example, cities should be person-oriented (Alexander,
1973; Eaworth, 1963; Michelson, 1970}, rich and open (Haworth, 1963
safe mtchusoﬁ, 1970), and vibrant (Edinborough, 1975). Michels

also suggested that the characteristics of people are reflected by

eir environmment. Thus, he says that the extent to which a

—_—
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comnuni;y is cosm0p011:a; rather than iocal,'?nd friendly rather
than unfriendly, will indicate the quality of the urban env;ronnén:
as it is experienced by its ulérl.

Ideal cities by definition should be associated with positive
images in the.minds of their users, and desirable urban-environments
sbould be characterized by a high quality of life for their residents
(e.g., Cassidy, 1974; Havens, 1974). Thus, it is conceivable that
actuzl urban eavironmental indicators of a ﬁigher quality of life
(#s defined by planners and designe:i) should be nsaocizkad with
urbgn images which supp&gcdly are ide:l;

Envirommental indicators of‘quality in larger cities in southern
Ontarioc have been discussed several researchers (Bruce & Stall,

- 1975; Kappler, 1§?6; Stewart, Belgue, Bond, L'Anglais, & Turcotte,
1§76). Although this data is ‘correlational, it may suggest ways of
enhancing‘thg qualit} of life and thus the positive meaningfulness
of a city for its users. This procedure was used in at least gue
city, Hinnéapolia, H}nnesota Giu, 1874) . Eere, the urban attitudes
of the resideﬁts in additién to the economic Testructuring of -the
environmental setting were the target of change in 3Fder‘co achieve
a more desirable urban image on the part of the general public.
Satisfaction with the urban envirooment may then be compared across
cities usiﬁg a verbal response format. Zehner (1972) compared
planned with unplanned cities by asking residents to rate their own
city according to‘thair satisfacticn with it., Since the ré;idents
were of the uiddie-clnhs gnd were assumed to have some freedom in the

choice of their residertial community, Zebner also asked them what
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was }mpp_rt.a.nt when they decided ®o move to that ci:y‘. Positiv’e. . -
feelings about their cici\e; related to the extent of prianning of
the _comunity: and its nearnas's 'to work, shopping,wente.rttimnent and. -
out;loor recfeationnllfa.cilities.' .‘Zehn'er"s study suggest.e.d tht, i:t
is iﬁouible to compare indices of satisfaction across citie; and to
identify to an ex'tent' what cwse; this satiafu;tion.

Research regarding ideal urban i:mges, then, has included, to

st:;me extent, messuring user 'Isltilflc:fon on rlati.ng scal;s.' These

£ indin'gs' could be compared with environmental indicators of quality
| of life in order to define more completely the nature of the urban
image, especially its meaning for the residents in that setting.
Ho'uever, research has | gencr‘aily not :Lnr.;orporlted rating scale
techniques for assessing the neani;:g of urban images into iuves:lg;-
tions of ideal urban images and relationships vith actual eaviron-

menta)l indicators.

Purpose of the study

Urban image research hias primarily concentrated upon zssessing
the nature of the visual (i.e., structural and 1dentit§) 'components
of the image. The verbal (i.e., meaning) component of the urban
image, on the other hand, has notj been very thoroughly examined.
Based uppd the above ;:e"viewl of the literagu;e, several ua}m.:ptions |
for futh:r research appear warvanted znd are implicit in the design
of the present study. First, it is assumed that the c;ty oame (&an
abstract eavirommental display) evokez an urinn imsge which is

"meaningful for the individual. Secondly, it is assumed that the

rating' scale response format elicits a meaningful urban image.



0

22.

The present study‘is methodologically oriented, examining thg
ugefulpess of a vgriety of statistical :echﬁigues for futurg urban
imaéz research, especi;lly with respect to the meaning cqmponencx
The following hypotheses, then,lare made in this study: (1) images
of a éarticulat city are coﬁsis:ent f;;‘individuals within that city;
(2) imnges of particular cities vary, to a cefqain extent.'so that

-comparisons of cities vield signific;nt differences in urbaq imagés
Across the $2ties; (3) urban images as they are elicited in this

. )
study correspond with enviroomental indicators suggested as relevant

to ideal urban images by researchers. .

-
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CHAPTER 11
METHOD
Subiects
‘The participants in the study were 530 peréons fr&m primarily
first- and second-year psychology classes at universities:-in fi#e
cities. Of these people, 325 were extension students, and 205 were
non;extension students. An attempt was made to test clasge; at each

university which contained a majority of extension students in order

‘to obtain a sample of individuals who were'pore likely to have at

least some experience with aspects oflthe urban environment other
than the university campus. Also, these peopf; were more likely to
counsider thcmse}ves as permanent residents of the city or area in
vh;ch the research was b;ing carried out. ‘

Subjects were tested at the.end of June and during July of 1976,
from intersession hﬁd summer session classes at the various ﬁniversities.
There was more than 8 proportionite number of educators and teachers -

returning for ‘classes during this time period, so the sample was

predominantly female (females, n = 398; males, n = 132). However,

'it was felt that the difference in mumbers of male and female students

more than compensated for by the advantage of being able to test
ex:egsion'students, who were expected to be .less soéhisticaced in
their test-taking abilities, were older (2 = 27.3 years of age), and
also had liéed longer in or near the city in uhiﬁh the study was
being conaucted (E = 15.0 vears) than uould‘normally be expected of

the typical,univerﬁit& student. Also, approximately half the subjects

. - 23,
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identif;ea themselves as married (n = 262), rather than as single
(a = 233) or as neither.(ﬂ‘=‘35)._ In additio; to the large sample
of teachers and educators (n = 210), the other significant occupa-
tional sample was of full-time students (n = 208). |

Comparisqn of the background inforgation of the subject sampleg
obtained in eacﬁ city (see.lele 1) yielded discrépant inform;tion
for only @he city subject sample in relation to the other city .
samples. The sample of subjects from the Ki:chgner area appears to
be slightly younger, to have lived fewer years in or near Kitchener,
and to be non-extension rather than extension students. This may
have been due primarily to the fact that the Univer;ity of Waterloo,
where over half this city sample_g;s obtained, has a large co-
o;erative program in which studen:é alternaté school and work terms.
Thus, full-time students were ¢xpected to be in attendance during

intersession and summer sessicon.

Enviroomental setting

Southern Ontario was the geogrnphicai setting for t%is study.
This area is highly urbanized and becoming even more\Leayily
pépulated (Jackson, 1923; Russwurm, 1975; Yeates, 1975). 1It.is
ncted for its high concentration of industry (Maxwell, 1965; Yeates,
1975) and excellent agricultural lands (Spelt, 1968; Yeates, 1975):
The cities chosen for study within this region are 2ll intermediate
1n population size (defined as greater than 100,000 but less than
S00,000 .people) and are i=portant economic and communica:ioﬁ centers

for the surrounding rural areas (Carol, 1975;‘Ha:sha1i, 1972; Simmons,

1?76). Studying these cities s advantageous, in part, due to the
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/Dénographic Information on Subject

Variables by Sample and City

25.

/-""\\
— Yes

Variable Statistic Total HAMLTN KICENR 1LONDON STCATH  WINDSR
Sex . '
Female n 398(75) 63(67) 92(75) - 86(73)  67(77) .90(83)
Male a 132(25) 31(33) 31(25) 31(27) 20(23) 15Q17)
Extension . '
Yes a 325(61) S7(6l) 66(56) B81(69) S58(67)  63(58)
No B 205(39) 37(39) 57(46) 36(31) 29(33)  46(42)
Marital - ‘ . ’
Single 1 233(44) 34(36) . 68(55) 52(44)  35(40)  &4(40)
Married 1 262(49) 54(57)  48(39) ' 54(46)  49(56)  57(52)
Other z 35( 7))  6( 6) 7¢ 6 11( 9) 3( 3) 8( 7)
Age X 27.3 27.0 25.9 28.5 29.0 26.7
SD 7.06  6.72 5.96 8.07 . 7.07 7.03
T 527 9. 123 114 87 . 109
YRSNEAR X 15.0  14.8 9.9 15.0  16.9  18.9
SD 11.18  10.53 8.84  12.13  11.88  10.38
476 86 101 105 84 100
AN
CTSLVD X 2.4 2.5 2.6 2.6 2.3 2.2
sD 1.56 . 1.41 1.34 1.88 1.40 1.63
o 530 94 .123 117 87 109
PREFMOVE
n 289(55) S55(59)  63(51)  59(50)  38(44)  74(68)
No n 227(43) 37(39) 55(45) 55(&47)  46(53)  34(31)
No answer 1 14¢ 3) 2( 2) 5( &) 3( 3) 33 (1)
LIVEIN : .
Yes n 295(56) 49(52) 77(63)  69(59)  39(45)  61(56)
No o 235(44) 45(48)  46(37) ~ 48(41)  48(S55)  48(44)
Total 2 530 94 123 117 87 109

Note., Figures in parentheses denote percentsges of the city's
population made up of individuals from this particular demographic
sample., Abbreviations in this and 211 the following tables are ex-

plained more fully in Appendix E.
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- differences in primary occupat%ons and, thus, the economic chara;-

teristics of each city. Table 2 presents both the population figures

and the percentage of population involved in ;elected occupations

within each city. Simmons and Simmons (1974) have mentioned London's

céncentratiqn of administrative occupations, but a grénter percentage
)

of people in London are also employed in clerical and the medicime

and health occupations than in the other cities. Hamilton is
LY

important for its iron and steel procesling'(centllcore, 1972; Spelt,
1568) ; whereas secondary industries, such as produc; fabricat
repair, machining, ;nd processing, have helped Kitchener become a
market and service center (Nixon & Caapbell, 1971). -

The cities were 2lso chosen, in part, becau#e of the differences
in their location within this region. As Figure 1 shows, Windsor is
the farthegt of the five cities from the center of commnications
among Canadian cities (Gentiléore, 1972) . However, both Stf/
Catharines and Windsor are important as border cit1e§ for trade and
traffic to the United States (Jatksoé, 1973; Ray, 19??} Sirmons &
Simmons, 1974; Yeates, 1975). Eanilton is closest to Toronto and
has more reciprocal communications with the larger conlurcigl.center
than the 6Eher four cities, which are about the ssme in terms of
their dep&ﬁdence on Toronto (Marshall, 1972; Ray, 19%2).

Questionnaire

+

A pgample of the questiomnaire used in this study is included
in Appendix A. The questiounnaire was designed to be answered easily
within 10 to 15 minutes and also so that the name of the city

appeared only on the front page of the questionnaire. The second,
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Table 2 ‘

Census Populstion and Occupsationzl

Statigtics by City

e

city
Populationd? HAMLTN IICEHRﬁ LONDON STCATH WINDSB
Total® ' 498,523 226,846 286,011 303,429 258,643
Rank in size : )
“in Canada ) 6 13 i1 10 12
% growth from 1966 " -
to 1971 ceunsus 9.0 18.0 12.7 6.3 8.5
Occupctiond S
Clerical . 16 16 18 14 16
Farming and ~ ‘
. borticulture a2 1 3 3 2
Machining ¥ 7 ©3 7 7
Managerial and v
administration & & 5 3 4
Materials handling 4 3 3 6 3
Medicine and health - & 3 6 3 &
Processing . 6 6 2 6 3
Product fabrication .
and repair 9 i3 8 9 13
Sales : 10 10 il 9 10
Service 10 9 12 12 12

3rrom Statistics . 4, Catalogue 92-708, Voi:l-?art:l

Ke
(Bulletin 1,1-8).

: bFigures reported below for Kitchener-Waterlioc and in zll the
following tables are for the entire Kitchener-Waterloo urban arez.

©The total urban populat%oﬁ is comprised of both the urbanized
core and the urban fringe areds. Rank is from the greatest in popula-
tion ("1') to the smallest.

dDerived from Statistics Canada, 1974. Catalogue 94-719, Vol:1l1l-
Part:2 Table 4 (Bulletin 3,2-5), Only those occupations with a dis-
crepancy of at least two percentage points among the selected cities
are included in this table. Figures represent percentage of the total
population of the city employed in the specified occupation.
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- 0 40 80 miles

L} L] f L]

B: Buffalo

D: Detroit

HE: Hamilton _

EW: Kitchener-Waterloo
L: London
SC: St. Catharinesz

T: Toronto

W: Windsor

. L)
Figure 1. Geographical location of cities in southbern Ontario.



third, ind fourth-énges of the quéstionniirc ﬁg;é identica@-for_
subjects in all cities. . It was felt that, since the city‘wns re-
fcrredfto;several times on the front page and since no other cit}es
were mentioned until the subject turmned to the last page of the
questionnaire, thgre would be no confusion regarding ;hich city the
subject wvas to be describigg This assumption apparently wasg
justified since no questions arose during the testing sessions Te-
gardxng which city was the object of the quegtionnaire.  When
subjects reached the Semantic Differential (SD) rating scales, Ithere
were several who aaked for further clarification regarding exactly
what aspect of the city should be evaluated. However, once the
#instructions were Trepeated verbally with the comment to consider
the city as whatever "comes to mind," there appeared to be no further
question on the part of the sqﬁjeqta; and they proceeded to answer
the rest of the questionnaire without further problems. . .
There had also been some concern regarding identification om
the auestionnaire of the twin cities of Kitchener-ﬁéterloo. Rather
than,using the name o Kitchener alone (:he iarger of the two urban
cenférs) or that of Waterloo alone (the location of the universities
at which samples were tested), the names were hyphenated on the
questionuairéf!as they had been in Demko's research (1974). No
questions ar%se which uére peculiar to this suﬁject sample. Indeed,
it appeared éhat subjects could genefalize-éheir descriptions so
that they described the entire urban area rather than either of the

cities separately when called upon to do so. The rfame of Kitchener

only will be used in reporting this study in order to simplify the
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handliug of the research resﬁlts. This city name éhoﬁld be con-
siéeredﬁas Tepresenting the entire Kitchener-Waterloo area whenéver
ie 1is menfioned in thg‘SCUdy-belév.

The.first page of the questionnaire waé“used'primarily to
obtain demographic information régarding the ﬁndivi@ual. Included
at the end of this page was a short defiﬁition éf the nature of
the studyl(i.c:. to find out how the subject would describe the
city in which the study was being conducted). Then, subjects were
asked to suggest 2 nickname and an ‘appropriate cclor for the city.

Both questions appeared tc be relevant to the examination of urban

images and had ‘been suggested as possible expressions of the meaning

of the city by various researchers (Hosken, 1972; Lynch, 1960; Tuan,

1974) . However, these questions al;o were intended to help the
subject establish in his mind how he would describe the city in the
ma jor portions of the questiomnaire.

The second page of the questionnaire consisted of 6-point scales
for each of the 25 descriptive adjective pairs, | Iable 3 contains
the instruc;lons and a complete listing of the bipolar adjectives
included;in thisg portion of tﬁe questionnairé. This list of SD

descriptors washaerived, in part, from the work of Lowenthal and

Riel (1972) but was also based upon adjectives suggested ag relevant

to ideal urban images (e.g., McEarg, 1967; Michelson, 1970) and

-

also mentioned in personal interviews with faculty and graduate
students not cu*rently involved at3any depth in urban image re-
gearch. 'rhus it was felt th&t/:nore appropriate 1list than had

initially been suggested by Lowenthal and Riel was derived. A

o



Table 3 .

Instructions for Rating and a Listing

of Descriptive Adjective P;iri

Instructions

Listed below are pairs of descriptive adjectives which are
opposite or nearly opposite in meaning, Now think of the city in
terms of each pair. Circle one letter for each adjective pair.
The letter you circle shduld reflect your description of the city
in -relation to some point on the scale between the pair of des-

erip s. :

/f} : Descriptive Adjective Paifs
NATURAL-artificial URBAN - suburban
CONTRASTING-uniform OLD-new
PERSONALnimEersonal TEHSﬁ-relnxed
UGLY -beautiful QUIET-noisy
OPEN-bounded VIVID-drabd
SMELLY-fresh VERTICAL-borizontal
DYNAMIC-static CENTRALIZED—de;entralizeftf\\
CROWDED-uncrowded INDUSTRIAL-commercial
APATEETIC-spirited CLEAN-dirty

POOR-rich
FRIENDLY -unfriendly

BORING~-interesting

WOELDLY -1local
UNDESIRABLE ~-desirable

SAFE-unsafe

ROUGH~smooth
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6~pgint rating scale was decided upon be;ause it vas ‘felt that this
would allow subjects to Qufficiently distinguish between the ad-
Jectives but uould'pot forée'them to make minute and time-consuming
distinctions. fhe des;rlp;ivb adjective pairs will be feprésented
by the first of the descriptors in each pair in all tables vhicﬁ
are presented below; however, discussion and reéesults h#y refer to
either of the descriptors in the pair. o

The third page of the ques:ionnaire consiscfd of a.ais: of 11

aspects of urban living (referred to as environmental features or

merely as features in the present study) which appeared to be

. izmportant for user satisfaction or quaiity of life while residing

in or mear a particular city. Table 4 contains the ingtructions
and 2 camplete listing of the features included in this portion of
the questionnaire. Ea;h feature was ;ollowed-by a 4-point rating
scale of the city's désirnbilityhas a place providing‘for these
activities or facilities. Feature headings have been abbreviated

in-the following presentation to the label indicated by capital

_ letters in th; table. Several open-ended questions thenm followed

:cgarding-vhy the subject lived in or near this particular city,
whether he would prefer to live elsewhere, and if so, where and
wity. These quesiions u?re inciuded in order to allow subjects

the opportunity to express themselves in a more flexible manner

than in the rating scale portion of the questionnaire but also

because several authors have suggested that these open-ended

questions are related to ideal urban environments (Wilson, 1962;

_Zehnéf, 1972) . Although one of these open-ended questions - - the
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Table 4
Instructions for Rating and a Listing -

of Envirommental Eel:urei

 Instruct1ons

Now evaluate the city in terms of the various aspects of city
life l1isted in the following group of features. Think of the city
io terms of its desirability for you as 2 .place in which you can
participate in the following activities or in which you can use its
various<facilities, as described below,

Enviroomental Features

ARTS and education (concerts, exhibitions, libraries,
universities) -

EMPLOYMENT (coomercial, industrial, professional)

ETHNIC and cultural diversity (religion, language,
nationalities) ‘

dEOGRAPHICAL.locatioa (nearness to other cities, scenic
4nd higtorical surroundings, climate) :

EEALTH concerns (air and water pollution, police and .

oedical services) .

BOMELIFE activities (residential Areasg, nearness to
schocls and playgrounds)

MEDIA (television, radic, newspapers)

RECREATIONAL activities (bikeways, playgrounds, skating
rinks, parks)

SHOPPING (dountouu,‘mnlls, farmer markefs)

SOCIAL smusements (restaurants, bars, discotheques,
zovies)

TRANSPORTATION: public and private (parking,K mags
transit, railuey and air service, traffic routes)
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subject's preference for moving elsewvhere -- wag not ;ctually a
demographic variable, it was included ls.;uch in this study in
order to determine, to gome extent, the importance of preferences
forurban images.

The final page of the questionnaire included a ligt of ten
Canadian cities. Subjects were asked to rankvtheneréities in their
Qrder of desirability—;s places in ;hich to iive and to indicate
lwﬁich of these cities and any others they had resided in for at
lcast a year. 1t was felt that this question would provide informa-
tion rcgardiné corporate images not only of the ci;ics’included in
this study but also of other Ilrge; cities which might be familiay
lto Canadians. These questions also provided some measure of the
subj;ct‘s experiences living in a4 number of aifferent cities before
mﬁving to their preﬁgnt locaéion.

Procedure ‘ s

The gtudy was introduceé to the subjects as béiﬁg concerned

with finding ocut how the subjects felt about their particular city.
/Questionnaires were then administered to classes at McMaster Univer-
sity in Hamiltenm, the University of Waterloo and Wilfred Laurier
University in Waterloo, the University of Western Ontario in London,
Brock University in St. Catharines, acd the University of Windsor |
in Windsﬁr. Classes tested included introductory and upper levels
courses of developmcucalé social, personality, and abnormal
psychology. After adminiatfation of the queationonaire, any 8gudents

interested in finding out the nature of the study were told that

the study involved comparisons of several other cities with the
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ci#y in which the subjects were partici?a:iug. "
Experimental anxlxs;s ‘

This study {s mainly methodological.and dependent upon complex .

statistical analyges. Thus, a rationale and description of the
‘more complex statistical techniqueslhsed‘in this study follows.
Bec;uée of the large saéple sizes, a higher level of significance
(p € .01) was selected as the decision level in ‘the analyses.

First, in order to determine whether there was a correspondence
between the ratings cn the list of features with thogse on the list
of descriptorsi a canonical eorrelation (CANCORR) analysis was
conducted. This analysis provides an overall cbrrelacion coefficient -
.for two sets of data, here comprised of ratings on the lists of
descriptivé adjective; and environmental featu:gs. :his analysis
Qas done across all cities to determine whether there was a con-
~‘si§tency in ratings between the descriptors (e.g., smelly-fresh) and
features (e.g., health concerus).

Separate one-way rultivariate analyses of variance (MANOVA)
were conducted by demographic variables across cities. These
MANOVA helped determine more precisely comsistencies in urban images
. based upon the demographic characteristics of the population. The.
independent variables analyzed 1nc1ude§,the subject’'s age, marital
status, extension student status, the number of cities in which
the subject had previously lived (CTSLVD), the number of years the
subject had lived in or near the city (YRSNEAR), whether‘the
subject lived in the ci;y proper (LIVEIN) and ﬁould pfefer o move

elsewhere (PREFMOVE). 1In addition to the one-way MANOVA for these
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variables, the sex of the subject was included with the MANOVA by.
city. This was done in order to determine whether there was an
interaction fofﬁ%ex with cit&. Qince sSex serves as a major source
of variation in most psyghological studies--either as a main effect
or as an interacting variable with other independent variables.

Following the MANOVA, several analyses were condycted to
determine more precigely the nature of the inter-city differences
which :Ee MANOVA might elicit. The cities were differentiated from
each other using dispriminant functicon (DISCRIH) analyses. JIn
;his procedure the ratings on the descriptors and features aré
tweighf&d and Iinearly,combined to fpfm functions which maximize
the separation. of the cities. U;eéul statistics from this analysis
include the eigenvalues, which measure the relative ability of the
fugctions to separate the cities, and the city mean discriminant
scores on each.of the functions., The city centroids summarize the
city locatioms for the ‘unctions and may be presented in graphical.
form. Thus, the 1ocation of each city may be examnined with respect
to the locatzon of the other cities on the same ‘unctions Then,
hierarchical clhftering 1§06 ) of the data combined the cities
_into groyps st’/)by step, std¥ping with those cities which were
rated the moat si?i}grly ou the lists of descriptors and {eatures
separately.{ Dista;;;;.ﬂeéééén the cities resqlting from this
analyqis,sﬁgéested the optimal number of clusters which would be
‘. appropriate. This information was then used in conjuncéion with

that of the DISCRIM procedure to illustrate the nature of the

differences among the cities.
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Analyses were conducted which compared the structures of the
— ‘
various ur?an images. In order to accomplish this, principal com-

ponents

alyses (PCA) were fir;t éondﬁcted on the ratings of
de iptors a;d features in each city separately. 1In this procedure
nathematical sransformations were made of the correlations for the
ratings in\order to reduce the data so that thefe were a minimum
number of independent dimensions accouﬁ;ed for by a maximum agmount
of the var}anée. lCompositc scalg values for each factor were then
built based onn the factor score coefficient matrices and the
standardized values for the descriptors and features. Then, in
oréer to determine, in part, whether subjects patterned‘:heir'
_Tesponses similarly in :he'vafious cities, inter-citﬁ factor
comparisons (FCOMP) were conducted on the resulting composite values -
for the descriptors and features representing each city; Varimax .
rvotations of the PCA fgctorg were also conducted in order to
exami;e more closely the structure of item responses on the question-
naire. | N

The final analytical step involved comparing the results of
this study with data obtaimed from outside soufces in order to
determine whether the urban image as“{t is assessed corresponds
with external indices of its image. Here, & less statistically-

. . K

orignted approach uas-used, conceﬁf?gzlng primarily ﬁpon the rankings

-

of the cities on both sets of data.



CHAPTER TIII
RESULTS.

The hypotheses of this study are that: (I)Qimnges of a '
particular city are consistent.for indivtduals vithin that city,
(2) images of particular'oicies vary and, thus, comparigons of
cities }ield significant'differeodes in urban imnges acrogs the
cities, and (3) urban images as they are elicited in this study
corTespond vith eavironmental indicators suggested as relevant to
ideal orbao images by rese&rchers ‘The results giveu below are
orgsnized according to these hypotheses. The first section in-
cludes multivariate analyges of variance (MANOVA) by demographic
variables, canonicaltcorrelation (CARCORR) analysis to assess
consistency in subjcctlresponses on different portions of the
questionnaire and factor comparisons (FCOMP) to examine rating
patterns across cities. Thege anxlyses relate to the first hypo-
thesis. - The next section reports analyses exanining the second
hypothesis and comparing the ratings of individual cities. Overall
differences in Tatingg by city are compared using MANOVA, discriminant
function (DISCRIH) analyses and hierarchical clustering (EICLSTR).
More detailed analyses of the univariate atatiatics for :Lndividual
dependent variables and regulty of the varimax factor rotations
are then reported. The final section includes descriptive com-
oarisons made of the urban image data from this study with environ-.J
mental indicators from other sources. This section prcvides for

certain measures of external vnlidity and examines the third bypothesis,

38.



Image consistency

For demographic variables. In order to:decémine whether images

of a particulir city are consistent for individuvals within that
particular ‘urbln enﬁironnu_:nt (the first hypothe‘lis), several one-
way MANOVA (Barr, Goodnighé. & Service, 1972) of ratings of des-
.criptors md features were conducted. Tests for significant
differenc;s'in ra:ir;gs compared the imsages of cities elif:ited from
subjects grouped according o their different de:no'grlphic charac-
teristics (e.g., ige, marital and extension student status).
Descriptive statistics for the demographic variables were pre-
viously presented in Table 1. Median values were used as the basis
for catcgorizing nubjec;s for the varizbles age., mumber of ':"citi.e;ﬁ
lived in (CTSLVD) , Sand number of years lived in or nesr the city
(YRSNEAR) . Sepsrate one-way MANOVA by each of these and the other

] variabl.e.s —=-marital and extension student scat.:us, whether, the
subject li@ the city proper'(LIVEIH), and whether the subject
would prefer to live elsewhere (PREFMOVE)--were then conducted;
these analyses provided information regarding ;he:her subjects frqm
any par;.iculaz group rated the cities differeatly. Table 5
summarizes the one-way MANOVA by these demographic variables.
Significant in the MANOVA of the descriptive adjectives were the
variables age (p <.01), ﬁIVEIH Q\(.ml),‘m (p <.001), and
YRSHEAR (p < .001). All but three of the demographic vﬁriables were
also 'highly significant {(p <.001l) in the MANOVA of environn;entai

features. For the marital status variable, separate MANOVA com-

paring each level of the variable with each of the other two levels



Table 5

[

Summary Table for One-vay MANOVA

by Each Demographic Variable

Descriptive adjectives Environmental features

Variable df S - af F
Age 25, 460 1.96% 11, 496 - 4,51 *
CTSLVD 25, 460 1.09 . 11, 496 T 2.09
Extension 25, 460 1.63 11, 496 5.92 **
LIVEIN 25, 460 3.38%* 11, 496 5.62 **
Marital 50, 916 1.37 22, 988 | 2,27 %
Single vs. married 25, 432 1.66 11, 462 3.37 **
Single vs. other 25, 219 .90 11, 244 1.78
Married vs. other 25, 243 1.26 11, 274 .83
PREFMOVE 50, 916 2.70** 22, 9gsg 3.97 **
YRSNEAR 25, 460 2.56** 11 496 3.17 **
*p .01
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indicated that the significant differences in ratiugl occurred -
primarily bctueen married and single subjects This procedure is
the multivaria:e equivalent of a simple effects analysis between
" each ‘pair of marital statusg levels. -

The celi means and univariate F values.for the significant
annlyseihof the dgsqrfptivc adjectives are provided in Table 6.
Subjects who were 25 years of .age or younger rated their ci;y as
more static; those who were over ZSIyelrs of agé'rated their city
as xmore interesting. Subjects who actually lived in the city
rated their city mo?e personal, suburban, relaxed, and-horizontal;
whereas those who did not live in the city rated it more spirited’
and interesting Subjects living in the city also differeﬂ from
:hose not lfving in the city on ratings of several other descriptors,
subj_e;:s who lived outside the city rated the city as dynamic and
crowded in comparison with subjects living in the city, whose
ratings were in the opposite direction. With Trespect to YRSNEAR,
subjects who had lived in or near the city for less tham 15.6 years
rated the city as more personal, uucfouded, spirited, and older
ﬁh#a did subjects living there longer. The most significant differ-
ences obvioﬁsly océurred‘for the variable PREFMOVE., Of the 25
Semantic'Differential (SD) pairs, 16 were rated significantly
different. For all but one of ﬁhese pairs (i.e., éuiet-noisy),
subjects who wanted to move rated the city more neutrally, suggest-
ing that they were not necessafily negative in their rétings but

merely restlesé and ungatisfied in terms of that particular city,

Whereas only four of the demographic variables had been
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Table 6

Cell Means and Univariate F Values for Desgcriptive

Ad Jectives by Demographic Variables Significant

in MANOVA
Age R LIVEIN

Description F £25 >25 F Yes No
Natural 4.79 3.0 2.7 04 1 2.8 2.8
Contrasting 1.59 3.2 3.1 179 {32 3.1
Perscnal .02 3.3 3.3 8.62%* | 3.2 3.5
Ugly 3.48 4.0 4.3 1.2&/ 4.3 4.1
Open .00 3.1 _ 3.1 1.86 3.1 3.2
Smelly . .38 . 3.6 3.7 .69 3.7 3.6
Dynamic 17.34 %% 3.8 3.3 14.87*% 3.7 3.3
Crowded 1.60 3% 3.5 13.80%* 3.7 3.3
Apatbetic 4,42 3.4 3.7 9.98* 3.4 3.8
Poor .05 4.3 &.4 01 4.3 4.3
Friendly 3.44° 2.9 3.1 .79 2.9 3.1
‘Boring 8.91 " 3.6 4.0 13.67%* 3.7 4.0
Urban _ .20 3.6 3.6 10.46* 3.7 3.4
0ld .50 3.4 3.4 .12 3.4 3.4
Tense .83 4.0 4.1 9.26% 4.1 3.9
Quiet .03 3.5 3.4  4.89 3.4 3.6
Vivid 5.36 3.5 3.2 3.08 3.4 3.3
“Vertical .05 4.0 4.1 10.20%* 4.2 3.9
Centralized o .00 3.3 3.4 1.06 3.4 3.3
Industrial 2.74 2.9 2.8 1.82 2.8 3.0
Clean 2.33 3.1 2.8 1.14 2.9 3.1
Worldly 1.03 4.5 4.3 6.41 4.5 4.2
Undesirable 6.09 4.0 . 4.4 3,10 4.3 4.1
Safe .99 2.7 2.6 2.52 2.6 T 2.7
" Rough .45 3.9 40 2,01 4.0 - —3.9
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Table 6 (cont'd) .
Cell Means and Univariate F Values for Descriptive ~

Adjectives by Demographic Variables Significant

{n MANOVA
PREFMOVE YRSNEAR

Description "F Yes No No answer F. <15.6 >15.6
Natural 21.05** 3 2 2.4 2.9 .05 2.8 2.8
Contrasting - 1.80 3.2 3.0 2.8 .46 3.1 3.2
Personal 9.63** 3.6 3.0 3.0 8.36% 3.2 3.5
.Ugly 26.54** 3.8 4.7 4.0 .4l 4.2 4,1
* Open 8.93%* 3.4 2.8 3.1 1.99 3.1 3.2
Smelly 14.60%** 3.3 4.1 3.9 4.82 3.8 3.5
Dynamic 13.87** 3.8 3.2 3.4 .55 3.5 3.6
. . Crowded ‘ 2.31 3.5 3.6 3.1 6.77% 3.7 3.4
" Apathetic 14.82** 3.3 4.0 _3.6 8,65% 3.7 3.4
Poor 7.73%% 4 2 4.6 4.4 .00 4.3 4.3
- Friendly 3.39 3.1- - 2.8 2.9 1.05 2.9 3.1
Boring 30.36%* 3.4 4.4 3.8 1.96 3.9 3.7
Urban .46 3.5 3.6 3.4 5.77 3.4 3.7
01ld 1.09 3.3 3.5 3.4 11.76%* 3.3 3.6
Tense 6.38* 3.8 4.3 3.8 3.24% 4,1 3.9
Quiet . 7.20%* 3.7 3.2 3.6 1.16 3.4 3.6
Vivid 36.18** 3.3 2.9 3.3 1.43 3.3 3.5
Vertical - 3.17 5.1 3.9 3.6 .17 4.0 4.0
_ Centralized 1.67 3.3 3.5 3.1 1,13 3.3 3.4
Industrial 2.96 2.7 3.0 3.0 4.33 3.0 2.7
Clean 16.53%* 3.3 2.5 2.9 2.64 2.8 3.1
Worldly 9.46** 4.6 4.1 4.0 .01 4.4 4.4
Undesirable . 24.47** 3.8 4.7 4.3 .02 4.2 4.2
Safe . ,98 2.7 2.6 2.6 1,08 2.7 2.6
Rough - 6.57% 3.7 4.2 3.8 .02 3.9 3.9

Hote. See Table 1 for the n of each group. Means are for ratings
on a scale of 1 to 6, with'l representing the rating clogest to the
descriptor given above.

p <.01
**p <.001
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}significant in thé MANOVA of ;he descrﬁﬁtive adjectives, six of the
seven demogr;éhic variables were significant in the MANOVA of the
en§irogmental featur;s (see Table S). The cell means and univariate
F values for the significant vari;bles on the ﬁANOVA of features are
provided in Table 7. Here again, PREFMOVE yielded the éreateat
number of significant univari;tc F values, witﬁ ten of the eleﬁcn
features being signif};ant {all éxceb: ethnic and cultural diversity).
Subjects who preferred to mové rated the city as less desirable on
al;rten features, suggesting that their ratings on the list of
features were.not quite the same as they had been on the list of o

descriptors with respect to the other subjects. 0f the features,

'e%ployment was most often rated significantly different according

" to the subject's age (p €.001), extension (p <.00l) and marital

(p <.001) status, YRSNEAR (p < .0I), and PREFMOVE (p < .001). -
Subj;éts living in the city in co;parison with those living outside
ihe city differed significantly (ﬁ <.001) in their ratings of home-
life activities, social amusements, and transportation..

One .final demographic variable, th.emx of the subject, was
alsc analyzg@ using the MANOVA protedure. It was incluQed és an-
other independentlvariable when the MAROVA by city was conducted

!

because of its potential importance in interaction with the city

variable. .Sex was significant only in the MANOVA of the des-

criptive adjectives (p < .01). The F values for this analysis are

reported with the results of the MANOVA by:}ity. In the univariate
analysis of the descriptors, it was found that the significant sex
effect was primarily due to significant differences in ratings of

D
14



) - Table 7

-

Cell Means and Univariate F Values for Environmental Features

&
4 by Demogrwlr‘i&bles Significant in MANOVA
Age ) - Extension

Feature E €25 >25 F ~ Yes No
Arts 6.62% 2.1 2.0 5.38 2.0 2.1
Employment 33.55** 2.7 2.3 48,80 ** 2.3 2.8
Ethnic .08 2.1 2.1 .14 2.1 2,1
Geographical .96 2.0 1.9 .02 1.9 1.9
Heglth 1.05 2.5 2.4 1.38 2.4 2.5
Homelife : .72 2.2 2.1 .76 2.1 2.2
Media .18 2.3 2.3 2.08 2.3 2.4
Recreational . -13 2.4 2.4 .26 2.4 2.4
Shopping .57 1.9 1.9 5.65 1.8 2.0
Social - .47 2.5 2.6 .00 2.5 2.6
Transportation 1.01 2.7 2.6 2.40 2.6 2.8

;
5

F . Yes No ¥  Single Married Other
Arts .BS 2.1 2.0 06 2.1 2.0 2.0
Employment 4.50 2.5 2.4 13.,63** 2.7 2.3 2.2
.. Ethnic .0 2.1 2.1 .36 2.1 2.1 2.1
Geographical .07 1.9 1.9 1.45 1.9 1.9 2.1
Health .03 - 2.5 2.5 1.34 2.4 2.5 2.6
Homelife 12,37 * 2.1 2.3 .27 2.1 2.2 2.2
Medis . ‘1.85 2.4 2.3 1.15 2.4 2.3 2.5
Recreational .00 2.4 2.% 16 2.4 2.4 2.3
Shopping 1.43 1.9 1.9 1.10 1.9 1.9 2.1
Social 18,74 % 2.7 2.4 1.02 2.6 2.5 2.7
Transportation 12.30%* 2.8 2.5 L0 2.7 2.6 2.8
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Table 7 (cont'd)

Cell Means and Univariate F Values for Envirommental Features

by Demographic Variables Significant in'MANOVA

PREFMOVE " YRSNEAR )

F Yes No No answer F <15.6 >15.6

Arts 9.27*‘g2.2 1.9 1.8 4.09 2.0 2.1
Employment G.62** 2.6 2.3 2.5 6.69%* 2.5 2.4
Ethnic ‘ 3.51 2.2 2.0 2.2 6.48 2.2 2.0
‘Geographical 16,16 2.1 1.7 1.7 .38 1.9 1.9
Health 19.76*x 2.7 2.3 2.1 1.41 2.4 2.5
Homelife ' 14 54 2.3 2.0 1.9 A9 2.2 2.1
Hedia 5.42 2.5 2.2 2.2 1.01 2.4 2.3
Recreational 22.09%*x 2.6 2.1 2.1 3.18 2.3 2.3
Shopping 13,39+« 2.0 1.7 1.6 .76 1.9 1.9
Social . §.59wx 2.7 2.4 2.4 2.96 2.6 2.6
Transportation 9,33+ 2.8 2.55 2.6 .40 2.7 2.7

Note, See Table 1 for the o of each group. Ratings are on a

scale of 1 to 4, with 1 representing an excellent rating for the city
oun the feature.

* <.01
*%  <.001
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three descriptors-- apathetic, friendly, aﬁd boring. .Stltiltin
for thase iignificant adjectives lr§ presented in Table 8. Females‘
tended to rate the city, independent of which city was being raged,
as more friendly.and £nterenting; males rated 1:_1- more apathetic.

The MANOVA by demographic varisbles, then, suggests that differ-
.ences in urban images depend upon cert;in‘characteristics of the
populatign. Ma jor variables which were related to.diffefcuces in
ratings ‘across cities inéluded sex (sigpificant only in the MANOVA
of desc;iptors), age (significant in both the MANOVA of descriptors
‘and featuresg) , and marital status (significant_only in the MANOVA
of features). However, other variables not always iuvestisited‘
in urban image researcglbu; vhich were gsignificant in this study
included LIVEIN, PREFMOVE, and YRSNEAR. Thus, the MANOVA by demo-
graphic variables did not support the first hypothesis in that there ]
was little consistency in ratinés of the cities across the various
demographic variables. Individuals differed in their urbanm images
_based upon their demographic characteristics.

Correlation of features with descriptors. Similarity ino

ratings of features with descriptors across cities was inve#tigated
using the CANCORR (Nie, Hull, Jeckinsg, Steinbremner, & Bent, 1975)
procedure, Table 9 sumarizes the results of fbis analysis, which
yielécd fairly high correlations on the first two canonical variables
(r = .76 and ¢ = ;61). Three of the nine other possible canomnical
variableg were also significant (p 45.001). The canonical vériates-- "
when squared-- yield eigcnvalﬁ;s, which represent the proportion of

the rating variance between descriptors and f{eatures accounted for by
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Table 8
Statistics for Significant Descriptive

Adjectives by Sex

. Descriptor Statistic Femzles ’ Males
Apathetic X 3.6 3.3
SD 1.38 1.41

a 435 142

Friendly X 2.9 - 3.2
sD 1.29 1.41

- 435 143

Boring X 3.8 3.5
Sb’ 1.48 : 1.57

a | 435 143

Fote. Ratings are om a scale of 1 to 6, with 1 representing
the rating closest to the descriptor given above.

e
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Table 9

Summary Table for CANCORR Relating Features

with Descriptors Across all Cities

Canonical Canonical :
variable daf correlation Chi-square
1 275 T4 ® _ 981.32
2 240 .61 *. 617.77
3 207 .46 * 410.51
& 176 - L2 © 304.20
5 147

35* 216.38
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~that éarticular canonicai variate. Here, th;Afirst two variates
account for 55 and 37 per cent of the Garintioq in ratings between
the "descriptors and %eatures. This suggests that there is a cor-
resgpondence in patterns of responses between ratings of features
and descriptors within the>same city; aand thus, there is a similarity
in images for that cicy Hith;respect to the two sets of ratings, If
this'is 50, the first hypothegis is supported by the results of
CANCORR. ‘

Response patterns across cities. Next, comparisons of subject

Tesponses were coghucted to determine whether there was a consistency
in the pattern of responses depending upon the city being rated.
The first step wa§ to perform principaf coﬁpouents anilyseé {PCA)
(Nie et al., 1975) on the subjects' responses in each city. The un-

rotated factor matrices for descriptors and features by city are

- ’

presented in Appendices B and C, respectively, WNext, the FCOMP pro-
gram (Inter-University Consortium, 1571) was used to compare the
composite values for egcp factor in the unrotated factor matrices
of the descriptors and features. The resulting correiation co-
efficients for FCOMP by city are presented in Table 10. The
correlation coefficients a;pear to be fairly large, suggesting a
high correspondence in-the weightings of both descriptors and
fe#tures anong the cities. This similarity in weightings implies
that the same descriptors or features were associated with each
other, at either end of the bipolar rating scale. Results of the

FCOMP, then, suggest that there is 2 consistency in ratings of

urban enviromments in general, such that certain descriptors and

1.
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Table 10 )

Correlation Coefficients for FCOMP by City -

Target Matrix

Problem ,
matrix £ HAMLTN KICENR LONDON STCATH  WINDSR
Descriptive ad:’iectivea
HAMLTN 8 1.00 .82 .79 79 .85
KTCENR 8 .82 1.00 .78 .80 .83
LONDON 8 .82 .80 1.00 .80 .82
STCATH 8 81 a2 .80 1.00 .82
WINDSR 7 .83 .81 .77 77 1.00
. Eavirormental features
BAMLTN 3 1.00 .89 .86 .81 .86
KTCENR 2 .78 1.00 .79 .80 .76
LONDON - 3 .86 .88 1.00 .87 .79
STCATE 3 .82 .94 .88 1.00 .79
WINDSR 3 .85 .85 .78 .74 1.00

NHote. The problem matrix was rotated to a sclution of best fit
with the target matrix.

fj = the mmber of factors significant in the factor analysis
and, thus, included in FCOMP, Product moment correlation coefficienty
for matrices of unequal size are more valid vhen the problem matrix
is larger than the target matrix., The most valid comparisons are
between matrices of equal size, ' ‘ '
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features are associated with each other regardless of the specifxc
urban setting. These iindings appear to support the first hypo-
thesis in that there appear to be sigilarities in the patterms of

.responses and, thus, in urban images {n general, regardless of the

individual characteristics of a particular city.

Comparison of imagés by citwy
The'second hypothesis suggests that_cémparisons of the images
of cities yield significant differences-in their u;baﬁ“images.
Tables 11 and 12 present cell means by city for all the descriptive
adjgctives and environmeﬁtal features. City sample sizes Qg)'and
standard deviations for each descriptor and feature are provided in
' Appendix D. )
Examination of the cell means for the descriétors suggested
a pattern of Tespouses guch thaﬁ Banilton and Windsor were rated
similarly; residents of Kitchener, Lond;n, and St. Catharines also
appeared to rate their éit}es in a similar manper.' Several interest-
ing ratingS'a:; uorth'not;ng. First, the moét extreme ratings
occurred for the descriptoz industrial, Both Hamilton (z =1.,5)
and Windsor (z = 1.8) were rated as Eighly industrialized cities,
whzr;as London was rated the most commercial (Z -7&.2): London
received several other ratings which were quite extfemc, including
being rated more beauti‘ul (5 = 5.0) and rich (E = 5, 0) than any
of the other cities. Again, Ki:cbener and St. Catharines uere'
rated more closely to London ot these descriptors than were

Hamilton and Windsor. On several other descriptors the c*ties of

Xitchener, London, and St. Catharines were rated more positively
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Cell Means for Descriptive Adjectives by City

" Total

Descriptor

HAMLTN' XTCENR LONDON .

WINDSR

o L1}
..l qw- ._M etdm‘s ﬂ‘
mmmnMdemMmdemuﬁmmmmﬂmm@
28RNSR ES NN RETS8 5 8EYE

358375030820536125.480;4\396
333332&33333333#&431&4323

6806934986090549196155763
223626333&33&34233332&&2&

[N

343078&7501&9&.1980420295&

.2335253335343342243&2&624

-

5085833725525651005..427.653
232.42‘334424334334332.@&2‘

70857261&825916&879532681
333332333333233433216&323

8@321755630361405!40.“804279
2334333331&33334336323“423

(o) and standard deviations for each

The sample sgizes

cell are provided in Appendix

with 1 representing the r

Note.

Ratings are on & scale from 1 to 6

B,
ating closest to the descriptor given above
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Table 12 : ‘
Cell Means for Envirommental Features by City

Feature  Total  EAMUIN KICENR IONDON SICATE WINDSR
Arts 2.1 2.1 1.7 1.8 2.2 2.5
Employment 2.5 2.3. 2.3 2.5 2.6 2.6
Ethnic 2.1 2.1 1.9 2.5 2.0 . 2.1
Feographical 1.9 1.8 1.7 2.1 1.5 2.5
Health 2.5 3.1 2.1 2.1« 2.2 3.1
‘Homelife 2.2 2.6 1.9 2.1 2.1 2.3
Medis . 2.3 2.4 2.4 2.4 2.3 2.2
Recreational 2.4 2.7 2.1 2.1 2.5 - 2.6
B ..\
Shopping . 1.9, 2.0 1.7 1.8 1.9 2.2
Social 2.6 2.7 2.6 2.3 2.6 2.6
Transportation 2.7 2.5 2.7 2.6 .. 2.6 2.9
Index® 2.3 2.4 2.1 2.2 2.2 2.5

Hote. The sample sizes (n) and standard deviations for each
cell are provided in Appendix B. RatingSlare on & scale of 1 to 4,
with 1 representing an excellent rating for the city on the feature.

SThe index figure was calculated by deriving the mean of the
cell means for each city across the list of environmental features,

4
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(i.e.. naturél, personal, open,_interesting,_:e}axed, clean,.de-
sirable, a;d émooth). Hamilton ind Windsor, om. the o?her h;nd, were
rated m;re smelly, static, and noisy. In terms of :ﬁe rémaining
:descriptogs_ kiéchener was siﬁgularly rate&_as being friendly
. (X.= 2.5) and Hazilton was rated as.being the most urban (X = 2.9).
" The §attern of cell means fér the cities on the list of environ- -
mental features is not as clear as that of descriptors, al;hough
there does appear to be some corfespondence_in the ratings such that
" Hamilton and Windsor were rated similarly feor éealth céncerns and
homelife activities, In terms of extrFme ratingé, St; Catharines
was rated as excellent fo: its geographic location GE = 1.5); the -
worst ratings were given to Hamilton and Windsor with respect to
health concerns (both 2 = 3.1). As a rough index of general de-
sirability, cell mean; were averaged across the list of features
for each city individually. The index values indicated that the
imag; of Windsor was the le;st desirable, followed closely by that
of Hamilton; Kitchener's image appears to be the most desirable‘of

-

the five cities.

Overall city comparisons. In order to determiae whether there
was a statistically aigﬁificsnt difference in ratings of the cities,
MANOVA (Barr et al., 1972) by city and sex_ucre-conducged on the
lists of descriptors and features seﬁarately. Table 1} presents &
summary of the MANOVA for both descriptors and features. The city
variable was highly significant in both analyses (p <.001),
wher;as sex was significant only in the analysis oé descriptors

(p <.01), as noted earlier. However, the City x Sex interaction
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Summary Table for Overall MANOVA

by City and Sex

Descriptive Enviroumental
adjectives features
‘Souzce daf F daf : F
City ' 100, 1802  7.78** 44, 1946 10.30**
Sex - 25, 452 2.17* 11, 488 .75
City x Sex 100, 1802  1.12

Wi, 1946  1.37

Hoté. F tests based upon Hotelling-Lawley's trace.

<.01
<

n <.C
*ep < .001 o
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was not significant for either descriptors or features.

DISCRIM analyses (Nie et al., 1975) were then conducted on the
. :‘$ 3 .

separate iists of descriptors ;nd featurea.; The first two dis-
criminant functions accounted for 90.8 per cent of the variaﬁce for
the list of descripéors and 82.9 per c;nt of the variance for the
features. Thus, the city écntroiés for oﬁly thesge tuo-functiogs are
reported in Table 14, Closer examination of the funcfions suggests
that the éajor proportion (81 per cent) of the variance for th#
descriptors is accou-;xte.d for by,-the first DISCRIM function; whereas
for the features the second f;:nction {s still contributing a major
proportion (26 per” cent) to the variance. Thu#, the DISCRIM analyiis
of descriptors appears to be more unidimensional than that of ‘
features, which is most likely to be twe-dimensional..

In order to determine more closelilche éossible grouping of
cities, HICLSTIR of ‘the cities--f;rst for the descriptive adjectives
and then for the environmental features--were performed using the
CLUSTER program (Barr, Goodnight, Sall, & Helwig, 1976). Tables
15 and 16, respectively, summarize these analyses. In terms éf the
descriptor '(see Table 15), the‘optimal number of clusters appears
to bé two, with Hamil:on‘and Windsor being ‘grouped together and
Kitchener K St, Catharines, and London also being linked. London
remained an isolate until the second to last steé, perhaps due to
its siﬁéula: and high ratings on several of the questionnaire items _ -x-ﬁ\\
{i.e., Seaﬁciful and rich). Examination of the distances between
cities derived by BICLSTR furth;r supporta the conclusion that

there were essentially two distinct clusters of cities for the
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City Centroids for DISCRIM Anslyses

 -Fuanction
City 1 - 2
] Descriptivg adjectives

_ HAMLTN 1.1 -.1
KICHENR -.5 .6
LONDON -.9 -.6

' STCATH -.4 .2
WINDSR ~ .8 -.1
Eiéenvalue 1.73 .22
- variance
2ccounted for 8l.4 10.4

Envirommental features

HAMLTN -.6 .6.
KTCENR .5 - .2

* LONDON" .7 -5
STCATH .3 .5
WINDSR -.9 -.5
Eigenvalue .67 .3
% variance
accounted for . 56.9 26.0

Note. The results reported above are from direct regression.
Results were comparable to those from stepwise regression, with the
" first DISCRIM function in the analysis of descriptors accounting
for epproximately the same amount of variance as the first two
DISCRIM functions in the analysis of the features.

-
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Table 15
Sumxaary Table for HICLSTR of Cities by

Descriptive Adjectives

Number of Maximum distance Cluster map of cities

¢lusters within a cluster ‘
- HAMITN WINDSR KYCHNR STCATH LONDON

5 0.00 X X X X X
‘“ 1.08 X X o X000X X
3 2.80 YOCOXKRX XXCOOKXX X
2 3.36 - X0000XX TXCO000KAK
© 35.28 XCOOCOOOERROORO0000RX

Distance between cities‘

City EAMLTS ~ WINDSR  KICENR  STCATE . LONION
EAMLIN . 0.00
, : &
WINDSR 2.80 0.00
KTCENR 25.88 21.58 0.00
STCATH . 23.27 18.65 1.08 0.00

LONDON 35.28 29.58 . 3.36 . 3.31 0.00




Table 16
Summary Table for HICLSTR of Cities by

Envirome:_ltal Features

<
-~
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"l-;;"

Maximum di;:mcc ~ Cluster map of cities

Rumber of
clusters within & cluster "
‘ HAMLITN WINDSR KTCHNR STCATH LONDON
5 Q.00 X X X X X
4 .70 X X 09900804 ' X
3 1.12 X X PO IEE 48080000044
2 1.14 xrxxxm D ¢ 4646500 80500¢64
1 *3.13 mmmmmm
Distances between cities

Cicy HAMLTN WIRDSR KICENR STCATH LONDON

BAMITN 0.00

WINDSR 1.14 0.00

ETCHNR 1.83 3.13 - 0.00Q

) STCATE 1.06 2.20 .70 0.00
LONDON

1,92 2.63 76 112 0.00
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descriptors. "HICLSTR of cities by enviroomental features yielded

-

esgsentially tﬁe same groups when the number of clusters was two
(see Table 16), suggesting that the HICLSTR of descriptor; and
features both measured’ the same images. However, Hamilton and
Windsor were neot rated as simil;rly on the features as they had
been on the descriptors. They clustered together‘only at the second
to lkst ;tep. Windsor was the farthe;g from the other cities in
the clustering, while Kitchen;; and St. Catharines were the first
cities to cluster. There appeared to be a fairly high correspondence
between the r#tings‘on the lists of descriptors and featu;es for the
‘cities of Kitchener and:St. Catharines.

” The results of both the DISCRIM and the HICLSTR analyses may
be represented visually within a two-dimensional space. The city
centroids éﬁgsed upon city mean diseriminant scores) for the ‘irst
two functions of the DISCRIM analysis of ratings on the list of
déescriptors are plotted in Figure 2; and thosg for the fedtures are:
presented in Figure 3. The clusterings suggested by HICiéTR are
interposed on the figures. Thus, the two major clusters in both
figures are Hamilton with Windsor, and Loﬁﬁon with Kitchener and
St. Catharines. BHowever, as Figures 2 and 3 show, Windsor was not
as closely associated with Hamiltor on ratings of features as on
those for descfiptors; _Aiso, both London and Windsor are in th;
lower quadrants in Figure 3, perhaps due to their geographical
locatioa. |

Both EICLSTR and DISCRIM, then, suggest that distinctive images

exist for the cities studied. In some respects, certain of the
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Funetion 2

T 1 t t ~ Function 1

o

‘H: Hamilton

RW: FKitchener-Waterloo
L: London

SC: St. Catherines

W: Windsor

Figure 2. Clusterings from HICLSTR interposed upon city centroids 7
from DISCRIM analysis of descriptive adjectives.



Function 2

Funetion 1

\ e H: Eamilton
KW: EKitchener-Waterloo
B: Llondon .
’ 5C: St, Catharinoes
W: Windsor

Figure” 3. Clusterings from EICLSTR interposed upon c¢ity centroids
from DISCRIM analysis of environmental features,

N
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cities may be similar to certain of the other cities but these
.

similarities do not completely override indiwvidual differences in
images of the cities.  Thus, it appears that the second hypothesis
is supported and comparisons cf the images of several urban environ-

.

ments vield significant differences in their images.

Univariate analvses of indiwidual dependent variables. In order
to examine more closely theldifferences which arose in the HANOVA
of descriptors and features, comparison of the ratings on individual
items on the qﬁestionnaire was necessary. The ﬁnivariate analyses
of the ratings of descriptors and features are provided in Tables

17 and 18, respectively. These analyses showed that 20 of the 25

~ ~

descriptors anmd 9 of the 11 features significancly discriminated

' among citles (p <:.01); Descriptors nmot significant for city in-

cluded contrasting, old, vertical, worldly, and safe. Featdres
which were not significant were emp}oyment and.media. Lack of
significance for these ratings of both features: and descriptors may
haQe been due, in part, to the cities being of similar size {over

100,000 Sut less than 500,000 populationm). >

Tactor rotations. Another get of analyses_uas also conducted
which providedlinformation tegarding the nature oé-the reéponse
patterns for the descriptors and features separately. The factors
resulting from the PCA were rotated using the varimax solution
method (Nie et al., 1975). Thisg analysis simplifies the_structure
of response, so that not only is the weighting of the items on
each ;actor important, but also the overall response pattern

exerges more readily.

X
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Table 17

Summary Table for Univariate Analyses of Descriptive

Adjectives by City and Sex

Effects

Descripter Statistic Regresnion‘ Cityb Sext City:Sexb Errord ,R2

Natural . ss 133.55 92.95 4.91 2.63  645.78 .17
F 10.94%¢ 17 13%%3 62 .48 |
Contrasting ss 40,28 11.28 .03  10.18 957.76 .04
E 2.22 1.40 .01 1.27
Personal $s 104.94 80.38 1.76 28,60 929.06 .10
, F 5.97%%° 10.30% .90 3.66*
- Ugly §s. 193.09  137.50 .00 1.52 ° 614.24 .24
F 16.63%* 26,64 00 .29
Open ss 90.54 78.08 1.61 6.36 867.04 .09
F 5.52%* 10,72« g8 .87
Smelly ss 533.00 423,19 .16 - 3.53 649.58 .45
E 43.40%* 77.53** .12 . .65
Dynamic ss 35.08 26.34 1.91 5.73 838.17 .04
F 2.21 3.46% 1.08 .81 -
Crowded ss 35.33 26.61 1.29 2,51 737.71 .05
E 2.53% 3.97 .83 .40 .
Apathetic ss 107.96 69.07 17.35 8.22 807.19 .12
F 7.07** 10.15™0.23¢ 1,21
Poor ss 113.19 85.92 ' 2.52  4.32 367.79 .24
F 16.28** 27.803.26 1.40
Friendly ss 47,61 34,35 11.61 4.35 804.38 .06
5~ F 3.13* 5.08%%6 g7+ .64
Boring ss 138.47 89.83 15.98 S.84 913,96 .13
F 8.01** 11.,70¢8.32  1.28
Urban SS 74.76 55.55 .03  15.65 851.29 .08
F §.64%% 7 77%% (] 2.19
01d ss 24,32 16,16 5.54 7.67 675.62 .03
F 1.90 2.85 3.90 1.35
Tense ss 67.00 56.58 2.93 .8.23 620.71 .10
¥ 5.71**  10.85**2.25 1.8
| Quiet ss 188.10  139.92 .26 .72 623.35 .23
Lo F 15.96** 26.71** .20 1%
' Vivid ss 134.49 99.23 .69 2,16 617.10 .18
F 11.53**  19.14** .53 .42
Vertical ss 33.75 23.83 5.40 .50 861.15 .04
F 2.07 3.29 2.99 .07
Ceatralized ss 31.74 26,72 1.41 5.71 864.11 .04
i F 1.94 3.68* .78 .79
Industrial ss 488.15  376.72 1.93 3.13  617.33 .44
‘ F . 41.82%+ 72, 62%%1 .49 .60 .
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Summary Table for Univariate Analyses of Descriptive
-

Adjectives by City and Sex

Effects

Descriptor Statistic Regressioq: City? Sext CityxSex? Errord R2

Clean ss 446.61  348.44 6.98  8.76  618.99 .42
3 38.16 **  66.99% 536 1.68 -
Worldly: ss 17.27 12.10 .00  2.56  712.94 .02
: F 1.28 2.02 .00 43
Undesirable Ss 188.20 119.95 8.47 5.14 709.44 .21
F . 16.03%%  20.12%%5.68 .86
Safe Ss 28.07 9.61 5.89  8.15 . 699.35 .04
F 2.12 1.64 6.01 © 1.39
Rough ss 133.76 100.29 .01  6.80  534.43 .20
F 13.26 %% 22,33+ 01 1.51
84¢ = 9,
Pt = 4
Cg - 1.
das = 476 .
<.01
**p <.001
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Table 18
Summary Table for Univariate Analyses of Environmental
Features by City and Sex
Effects
" Feature Statistic Regression? Cityb - Sext CityzSe;B Errord &2
Arts ss 50.99 ° 31.43 2.21  4.45  308.06 .14
. F 9.16 ** 12 _70**3.58 1.80
Employment 8s 12.42 7.18 .17 3.10 313.45 .04
F 2.19 2.85 .27 1.23
Ethnic Sss 31.19 21.50 2.13 3.22 319.89 .09
F " 5,39 % 8,37%%3 32 1.25
Geographical Ss 62.41 34,61 .35 1.09 312.12 .17
F 11.06 ** 13 81" _ 55 .43
Health ss 122.94 98.65 .35 4,66 263.67 .34
F 27.92 **  50.41** 71 2.38 . -
Homelife Ss 13.99 12.48 .27 1.76 286.52 .05
- F 2.70 * 5.42%% 47 .77
Media Sss 8.35 2.17 .58 4.43 434,43 .02
‘ F 1.06 .62 .67 1.27 ~
Recreational Sss 36.54 29.12 .02 5.64 299.10 .11
F 6.76 ®** 12 12%* 03 2.35
Shopping Ss 16.09 9.74 .18 2.39 270.99 .06
E 3.29 == 4.48% .33 1.10 ‘
Social 3 16.55 10,07 .82 3.24 354.43 .04
F 2.58 * 3.56* 1,15 1.14
Trangportation Ss 21.03 14.22 .42 11.22 347.44 .06
F 3.35 »x 5.10=% 61 &.02= '
ad_f -9,
b_d__§ - &,
cg -1,
d4f - 498 .
’
*p <.,01

**p <.001
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The eigeﬁvalueé for those factors which were significant baseé
upon the cmmmonlf accepted standard of-Kaiser‘s criterion for
significance (eigenvalues greater than 1.0) are presented in Table
19, It appeafs that there is a levelling of% after the first two
factors in the proportion of the variihce generally accounted fo;.
Thus, only the factor matrices of the first two factors are reported
in Table; 20 and 21, which pgesen; the loadings of these factors by
city for descriptbrs and features, respectively. For the descriptive
adjectives, the first factor was a desirability one-- being com-
?rised to a great extent of the descriptors boring, drab, dircy,
and undesirable; For the.featufcs, the first fa;tor was made up of
activities«= inclu&ing arts, recreatioﬁal activities, shopping,
social armsements, and transportation., The second feature factor
wvas primarily that of geographical locafion but also included the
features health concerns and homelife activities.

~

External validation

Environmental indicators uere-sought.which would suggest the
extept to wbich the urban images researched in this.study corresponded
with"external indicators of ideal urban imsges. Many indicators
were available from research reported by Stewart et al. (1976) and
Bruce aqd Stall (1975). Table 22 lists the indicators and city
rankings. An overall index of quality of life was calculated by
adding each city's rankings on the indicatofs. In order to achieve
a uniform ranking scale so that higher rankings conceivably repre-
sented more satisfactory environmental settings, rankings ﬁeré Te-

versed on those indicaters wﬁich were in the opposite direction than



Table 19

Eigenvalues for Significant Factors by City
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Fgc:or HAMLTN KICHENR . LONDON STCATH WINDSR
Descriptive adjectiveg
1 6.54(26)  5.95(26)  4.87(20)  5.37(22)  5.89(24)
11 2.57(10)  2.64(11)  2.77Q1)  2.36( 9)  2.81(1l)
III 1.87¢ 8)  1.74( 7Y 1.72(7)  L.9%( 8)  1.64( 7)
v T 1,650 6) 1.38¢ 6)  1.49¢ 6)  1.76( 7)  1.49C 6)
v 1.33( 5) 1.29¢ 5) 1.81( 6) 1.38( 6) 1.28( 5)
VI 1.19C 5)  1.21(5)  1.27( 5)  1.26( 5)  1.19C 5)
VII 1.16( 5)  1.12¢ 5)  1.22( 5) _ 1.16( 5)  1.04( &)
VIiI 1.05C 4) . 1.01( &)  1.15(5)  1.03(C &)
Enviroomental features
B 3.83(35) 4.259(39) 4.06(37) 3.26(30) - 4.02(37)
o 1.52(14)  1.21(11)  1.44(13)  1.46(13)  1.14(10)
III 1.15(11) 1.08( §)  1.32(12) 1.05(10)
Hote. ?igurés in parentheses dencte percentages of the vzriancé

accounted for by each factor.
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Table 20
Varimax Rotated Factor Matrix for the Firat

Two Descriptive Factors by City

.

r

BAMITN  RICENR ©  IONDON  STCATH  wINps

Descriptor
Factor 1
Natural -.48 -.61 . -.48 ~.54 =46
Contrasting .01 -.18 -.30 -.40 -.21
Personal -.58 -.61 -.80 -.16 . o=.22
Ugly .71 .68 - .19 .48 .67
Open -.56 -.44 -.25 ik -.43
Smelly .61 .56 .15 .38 =49
Dynamic -.22 -.37 -.77 T -.87 -.61
Crowded .68 .36 . =14 -.09 . =.03
" Apatbetic .08 L8 T 74 ;69 .72
Poor .25 .25 - =.09 ~ 45 .53
Friendly -.50 . =.40 -.57 - .45 . =217
Boring 47 .59 .70 .61 .73
Urban .12 .26 o =.17 .=.03 .17
old .53 .21 : .11 -.04 .42
Tense .56 .77 .26 .18 .04
Quiet - .72 -.42 .11 .22 .o=.14
Vivid -.55 -.67 -.62 -.71 -.78
Vertical -.12 - .19 -.32 -.23 -.53
Centralized .09 .02 -.26 -.23 -.06
Industrial .39 .16 -.20 -.11 .26
Clean -.75 . =.73 ~-.36 ~-.56 -.65
Worldly -.07 -.02 -.49 ~.36 -.54
Undesirable .55 .81 -.55 - .67 .56
Safe -.30 -.35 -.13 -.08 -.27
Rough o .55 .53 07 37 .35



Table 20 (cont'd)

; Varimax Rotated Factor Matrix for the First

Two Descriptive Factors by City,

71,

SICATH -

Descriptor HAMLTN KICENR LONTON WINDSR
Factor II
Natural .11 -.18" . .33 42 .31
Contrasting - .26 .05 -.34 . -.28 -.42
Personal - 10 -.03 .37 .34 .54
Ugly -.27 -.24 -.64 T o= 47 -.14
Open .22 -.10 .15 .47 .19
Smelly -.20 -.01 -.50 -.53 -.32
Dynamic .74 .69 -.22 -.02 -.27
.Crowded 16 48 -.53 =-.50 -.44
Apathetic - -.67 -.63 .05 .01 -.17
Poor ) -.31 -.41 -.20 -.01 -.15
Friendly .19 .12 .11 .39 . 97
Boring -.69 -.61 -.03 .17 -.01
Urban .55 . .49 -.16 -.10 -.35
Q14 -.13 .03 R-Y 3 .11 =.06
Tense -.13 .08 -.57 -.65 -.79
Quiet -.25 -.42 .53 65" Lt of
Vivid - .54 .39 .23 .24 .08
Vertical .36 17 -.12 -.43- -.29
Centralized .39 .36 .25 -.07 -.22
Industrial .06 o =01 -.16 .01 .19
Clean .08 .0l .59 .54 .27
Worldly .62 . -.07 .15 -.23
Undesirable -.50 -.07 -.66 -.39 =-.40
Safe .02 ~-.28 .55 .37 .45
Rough .06 -.01 - .44 -.43 -.33
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Table ‘21
Varimax Rotated Factor Matrix for the First

Two Environmental Fen:ures by Cicy

Feature . BAQIN KICENR  LONDON STCATH  WINDSR

_Factor I
- ‘ N -
Arts .55 .54 .64 .40 .63
Employment .13 54 - : L0900 .31 01"
Ethoic 19 T X -.12 .25
Geographical - .28 .07 16 -.00 : .12
Health -.12 . .15 .09 - .23 .78
Homelife .29 . .25 .11 .35 .62
Media .56 .62 71 .62 .24
Recreational - .62 47 - .50 . .51 .70
Shopping .65 .80 .62 .61 .55
Social .83 . .77 .78 . .53 a6
Transportation .72 .65 - .81 7 .80 .64
. Factor I1
Arts’ .37 .10 .27 .43 .21
EZmployment . ' .68 .30 ' .68 .26 .70
Ethnic ' .74 .37 .09 .71 R
Geographical .57 77 .65 .68 .66
Bealth ~700 .68 .70 .62 -.07
. Homelife —~-51 & .7 .72 .59 .19
. Media [ .39 3 11 -.10 .65
Recreational 12 .54 .51 .30 .27
Shopping . .27 .09 .55 , .M .49
Social”’ .01 .09 .22 .26 . .57
Transportation .02 .21 .03 -.13 .24
- 4
- R f
. L] . 5
J 5
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Table 22

Rankings of Cities Based upon Quality of Life

Indicators from External .Sources

Indicator

EAMLTN KICHNR LONDON - STCATH WINDSR

Juveniles charged® :
(#/10,000 population)

Criminal code offensegd
(/10,000 population)

Migsing persons®
(#/10,000 population)

Illegitimacy® )
(#/1,000 births)

‘Cinemas?
(total/area)

Cultural facilities
(3q. ££./100 population)

Social opportunities
y, (sq. £t./100 population)
Foreign origin
(dominage proportion
not Epglish- por
Prench-speaking)

. Ethnie group's
(# of major groups)

- Population densityb .
‘éaf;’gl- (#/sq. mile) N

Green spa.ce.sb

(acres/1,000 population _

iz urban core)

Population turnover®
(% chg. in ‘population)

\

B

1 & 2 3 5
2 s 4 3 1
5 3 1 4 2
s 2 1 4 3
1 & 2 5 3
5 3 2 1 4
5 1 & 2 3
3 1 5 2 4
J
1 /’.. 4.5 4.5 2.5 2.5
5 & 1 2 3
& 1 3 2 5
3 -0y .z s .4

- [} ’
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Table 22 (cont'd) - '
. . Rankings of Cities Based upon Quality of Life

Iudicators from External Sourcas

Indicator . BAMLTN XICENR  LONDOF  STCATE  WINDSR
Hospital beds . ’
(#/1,000 population) 3 A 1 5 2
Voter turnout
(% voting) 3 5 2 A 1
;Feille labor force ' :
) (% working) ' 3 1 . 2 5- 4
Average income :
(Mean $) _ - ~ 2 5 3 : 4 1
Unexployment? . '
(% not working) : 4 5 3 L2 1
Public tramsportation )
(availability & use) _ 2 4 1 5 3
Fire and sutomobile hazard®
(index of incidence) 4 1 2 3 5
Overall indext 55 s8.s 57.5  $7.5  s6.s

Note. Statistics were not available for air quality indicators.
Rankings (except for the overall index and others vhere indicated)
were derived from statistical dara reported by Stewart et al. (1976).
Rankings are from 1 (highest) to 5 (lowest) , with the highest rank
being given to the city with the greatest amount of the indicator as
defined in parentheses. : ‘ : :

aRankings on thig indica;or were reveésed‘from those reported
here before being included in the overall index. .

hDerived from data reported. by Bruce and Stall (1975).

;. SCalculated by adding the ranks of‘thc cities (with the re-
versils noted) for all the indicaters. ‘ . :
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tﬁat Tequired for uniformity (e.g., jﬁvcnilel cha;gcd, population
turnover, unemployment). As the table shows, there does not
appear to be any overall co;sisgéncy-in thé rankings; similarly,
the overall index does not indicate any significant difference in
the cities according t¢ éhe rn;kings. ﬁIt should be noted that

several important indicators were not included in this study because

statistirs were not available for all the cities (e.g., the air

quality indicators); and these indicators'may be some of the primary'-

ones a-fecting the image and quality of life in the cities.
Bruce aad Stall (1975) also developed an index for ranking

‘numerous cities, including those in this study. .However, their

»

index was not as inclusive as that of Stewart et al. (1976), since

.

they only awarded points for the top six of whe 22 cities being
r;nkcd. However, their point system indicated that the order of
cities, from most desirable o lesss desirable, was London,

Kitchener, St. Catharines, Bamilton, and Windsor. Interestingly,

-

the order of the rankings derived by Bruce and Stall corresponded

with the clusterings and desirability ratings obtained in the

-

present study. Perhaps the authors selected z peint system and
indidators which allowed them to obtain results corresponding with

their own image of the cities;'and these images corresponded with

those of the subjects in this study. :

Rankings of desirability of the five cities fncluded in the

present stucdy were also obtained from the subjects’ rankiﬁgs of the
H B * .

- ten Canadian cities listed on the last page of the questionnaire,

N I

Table 23 presents these rankings according to.each city sample.

» i [
N -

N
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Tdble 23 )
p Mean City Rankings by City
£
ch'y ranked Total BAMLTN KICERR LONDON STCATH  WINDSR
Hamilton 5.7(9) 4201 750100 7.6(9) 6.9¢ 9) 6.9(10)
‘Kitchener- . _ - |
Waterloo - 4.4( 1) S:403 3D 4402 45(1 5.0 )
London 3.6C D 4.403) 4002 2.5(1) 4.3 4) 3.2C 1)
Montreal 6.8(10)  7.1(10) 6.8(10) 6.9¢10) - .6.7(10)  6.4(10)
Ottawa 4002 6.3¢ 3) 1902 3D 41 2) 4.2( &)
‘s:. Catherines '5.5( 8) 5.4( &) 6.1 8) 5.6( 5) 3.6(1) 6.4 7)
Toronto . 5.9( 9) 5.402)  5.402)  6.3(10 6.2(9)  6.0(10)
Vancouver 4.403)  4.9¢ ) 3.9 1D L8G4y 4.203) 46 2)
Windsor 7.5&10) 7.5(i0) 8.3(9) 7.9(10) 7.7( 9) 6.1(10)
Winnipeg 6.2( 6) 6.1(.6) 5.9 6) 6.7( 8) .

6.4 6)

.

LT

e

6.1( 9)

Note. Figures in parentheses

denote moda] Tresponses,

.value indicates a ranking of greater desirability,

A higher (ll 1")
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Both mean and modal responses for the cities are reporteé,_d&e to
an intere;ting pattérn which was noted with respect to tpe_modal
responses, Suﬁjects in all the cities except Windsor reported mosf
often a ranking of 1 when thev were ranking their own city; boaeverl
in Windsor ihc modal response was iO. The r&ngingé of all the cities
also indicated that the total subject pamplp-rapked the fiyé cities
{n the following order, from most to ledst desirable: L;ndon,
Kitchener, St. Catharines, Hamilton, and Hiﬁdsor. Intéresgtngly.
this was‘the same o;der of desirability as that suggested by Bruce
and Stall (1975). Finally, it is interesting te note that, regard-
less of -the desirability of the city ranked in relation to the
bﬁher cities’, the subjects in each city ranked their own city
ﬁigher in desirability thaq did the gubjects-frcm the other ciﬁies,
even the subjects fn Windsor; | (;;
The envirommental indicators, then, obtained from outside
sou:ces_appeafed a0t to correspond with the urban images.derived
in th# éresent study. Although there was slight support feor a
correspondence of the é%iside data with that of the present study
in the.reéults reporfed by Bruce aﬁ@ Stall (1975), none was evident
when an independent iddex was calculated -in this study. It appears
that images.of cities were the result of certain ocutstandirg
characteristics in the urban environment rather than being 2
.composite of unweighted indicators such aéﬁihose ugsed in the
present study. Thus, the third hypothesis appears to remain

equivocal,

~

{



CHAPTER 1V
DISCUSSION
This Qtudy examined the ﬁeaﬁing of éhe urban image for the

individual, The meaning component was operationally defined as the
_subjeéf's ratiﬁgs on questionnaire items, iQslpdiag lists of bipelar
descriptive adjectives and environmental features, several open-
ended questipns (e:g., would the'subjcct—prefcr to live elsevhere),
.and a listing af ten éanadian citits which subjects were asked to
rank iz desirakilicsy as_ﬁlace{ to live. It was assumed that the
i‘.a.dividual's image of a particular city would be-elicited by pre-
senting the indiytqﬁgl with the cit&'s name and then by asking the

.

indiv%dual to respond on the q;estionnaire provided. Both of these
assu:ptions:will be explored in greater detail once the results have
been discussed inéierms qffthis study's hypotheses. The hypotheses
will be discussed in the ordgr-in which they were presented.

Cdnsiatency in ﬁrban images

The first hypothesis stated tha; urban images are consistent
for individuals within that ecity. 'This hypothesig was investigated
first by comparing the ratings of individuals of differing demo-
graphic backgrounds a;d then by examining.the'reiationship betwe?n

the lists of descriptors and features. ' - .
\ N ~

Comparisons by demograﬁhic variaBles,! The results of the multi-
‘variate analyses of variance (MANOVA) dkmographic'variables

suggested that there were differences in the ratings--and thug, in

-

urban images--depending upon the group to which the individual

¥

78.

- .

~ 3

&
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belonged.‘ These findings, then, did not support the first hypo~
thesis. This lack of support was two-fold. |
First, ratings on a majo?ity of the demographic v;riables were
significantly different for both the lists of descriptive adjectives
and environmental features. The univariate analyses (Tables 6 and 7)
indicated that the;greatest number of significant differences on
i;dividugl questionnaire items were for th‘:vnfilbles representing
vhether the subject considered himse!f as i;ving in the city proper
(LIVEIN) and whether the subject would prefer to live elsewhere ‘
(PﬁEFHDfE) The en*ire subject saxple (n = 530) wvas fairly 1arge
uhich may be why there were so many significant differences for the
} demographic gharacteristicsg event when differences were .considered
.Kysigniﬁiqant only.gt:tbg'ZOI levqf. It should be noted that, for most
fflof the deaographic.varia§1es, ozly a small nuﬁbcr of descriptors
Qband features accounted for the significance iP the univarfate
analy&es. Caution should be exercised concerning the significance
of these diffe?ences'for the demographic variables age, marital-
status, cxtension stgdent.atltus, and years lived in or near the
c¢ity (YRSNEAR). Perhaps the most interesting findings are those
for the demographic variables which were not significant in :hé
MAROVA of descrgéf;rs and features. The sex of the subject and
nunber of ci:ies in which the subiect had previocusly lived (CTSLVD)
were both not significant in the MANOVA ofﬂdescrigéors; and- con-~

.

.Y : o
ceivably both may have affected the subject's perceptions and
- ’
ﬁpgnitive strtucturing of enviromnmental images,

L

Thefe was another way in whi¢h the results of the MANOVA did
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not‘suppoft thé firﬁt hypothesil. The MANOVA of featutes yielded
an even gre;ter number of significant differences than did the
HA#OVA of descriptors. Perhaps this discrepancy in ratings was
due to the type of rating instr;c:ionq which ;;ré gi;en ;n the ,
thferent portions of the questionnaire. Subjects were asked to
rate ;he city’'s desirability on various features but were asked
merely to indicate the degree to which the city possessed some
level ofrthc bip&lar descriptors. The des;riptcrs Tepresented not
only the evaluative dimeunsion but also the activity and potency
dimensions of meaning. Individuals may have had different
standards for safiséaction with a city and.va;ied in their evalua-
tions of the city while they rated the city's potency‘or activity

"

similarly. This séim; to - be possible based ﬁpon.che results of

the present stud} and suggests that future researchers should )

examine oore closely the nature of the instructioans on questioﬁ-

nagres,espécially when ccﬁparisong are made of images of several

cities.’ Another interesging area'for fﬁfther Tesearch may be in

investigating a possible relatidﬁship betveén_activity or potency
factors of the urban image and the size of the city being rated.

Finally, future researchers could cludfer responses for subsamples
oé.subjects to ‘examine more closely the subsets of individuals who

'exﬁibit consistent iméges. | -

The occupation of the subject was not used in statistical

.

analyses conducted in the present study, but it was examined as a

potential source-of variance for differences in ratings 6f the

.cities. The samples obtained in each city in this study appeared
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to be geﬁerally eqqivalen;xéith respect to this vafiable, S0 :his
variable was used merely as a controlled factor while examining

the feasibility of using a verbal.re§ponse format to elicit and

. P _
measure urban images. Since this study was primarily exploratory,

v
1

future researchers may wish to control more precisely variables

such as the %?cio-econcmic cia;s and educational level éf-the subjects
by using stratified samples, so that more representative samples of
the actual resident populations are obtained.

Comparison of features with descriptors. The results of analyses,

in which both the lists of features and descriptors were analy=zed
using the sam; :echniqués'suggésted chat thcre‘uas a general
correspondence between ratings of descriptors ﬁnd features. These
findings-suppoyt the first hypothesis in several ways.

First, the hierarchical clusterircg (HICLSTR) and giscgiminative‘.
'function (DISCRIM) aﬁalyses of descriptors aad featurés independently
suggested that the optimal number of clusters fw both s®Huld be two,
with Hamilton and Windsor being grouped together and Kitchener,

London, and St. Catharines being similarly grouped. There was a
consistent rating pattern zcross both portioms of the ques:ionnaire.'

Secondly, factor comparisons (FCOMFP) by city of the rating
patterns on both the 1}5;5 qfdesqripfors and of featﬁres also supported
the first hypothesis (Tabie-IB). Thesé&;esults 1ndicac?d.that there
was alja?rly high correlation of response patterns when ratings of
each cizy were compared with thoge éé every other city on botg‘n
" portions of the gquestionnaire., Although this correspondence wéuld

not be strong enough if used without any other evidence supporting

)
the first hypothesis, it does provide additional support when used
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with the other analyses conducted in the present study.
Perhaps the strongest support for the first hypotﬁesis'is in
" the canonical correlation (CANCORR) analyses (TaBlc 8). The ratings
on the features for a particular city corresponded fairly well with
the ratings on the descriptors for the same city. Especially high
were the correlations between the first two canonical variables,
Al.bougb other canonical variatcs also emerged as mildly significant,
it is interesting’ to_note that the data appeared to be explained
qﬂite well in terms of two dimensions. This two-dimensional ‘raze-
wotk was comsistent with th; factor analyses in that a m;jor
fpo::iqn of the;variance wis explained in terms of two rather than
mofe factors. Thus, the results of CANCORR supported the results
of other analfses in addition to supporting the first hypotaesis.
Ratings of features used in conjunctloa with tha,a;of des- :
criptors, then, apparently was a useful procedure #nd supported the
hypothesis that urban images can'be congistently measured using a
variety of teqhniqués. The results ‘or each poTtion of the questf' -
aaire supplemented information from other portions of the questionnalre
FuFthermore when both descriptors and features were used in the
Same study, the results suggested that subjects based their ratings
¢f the city upon certain characteristics of the environmental
setting--either the features :hemseiyés OT some other aspect of the
setting which.was reflected by both the features and the descriptors.
Future studies could examine thig Telationship more fully and
attempt to identify more précisely which featuréé were not only
the most desirablé but also the most important in the subject's
[ .

v
~

-
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ratings of ‘the city.

Comparisons of Tesponse patterns., The results of_FCOHP by

citf Provided vet another bagis of support for the-hypo:hesiq re-
garding image consistency. Even if there weTe diffccencch‘in the
desi:abiii:y ratings of 2 city on the features or deéc;ipco"s \\
there nevertheless was a consistency inm responsc patterns such

that the same questionnaire items were ueighted similarly across-

the cities, Correlatious by city for the descriptor and feature

factor matrices were fairly consistent, especiallv when :he sizes ofi_

the factor natrices being coopared were the same. -

The results of the FeoMp, then, su'ggested that there were

~certain featurcs or descr -p*o's which clustered together cons-steutly

- when ratings we-e compared by city. These findings suppo'ted
statistically the suggestion that certain adJectives vere ordinarily
associated with each other. Lowenthsl and Riel (1972)'did not

’

examine environmental ‘eatures aor did they include the same bipolar

J desc.;ptive adjective§ as.those usec in the presgent study; however,
che results of the present study apparently corresponded in genmeral
with their sugécs:ion thac there was s;me consistency in urban \\
images, sim‘lar weights were given to the questionnaire items‘in

all thc cities, ) -

It appears t:hat_ tlf:‘e resuics of the present study supported -che ‘
firsc hycothesis;'at least for consistency in ratings on the
questionnaire. It is interesting to note that MANOVA does not
exanine weighting of responges but differences in atings for the

various levels of the independent variable §ince images involve a
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cognitive restructuring of Ag‘enviroﬁmencal setting, ﬁerhapa a
. consistency in image structure rather than in specific ratings for
various demographic variables is actually the most aﬁprqptiate.
The results'of'the present study- supported this suggestion in that
thére was a similarity in response patterns across cities and a
general cor?espondence in ratings between descriptors and fe;fures.
while more subtle differences in rating patterus occurred because

of the characteristics of the individual rating the urban setting.

Citv comparison of urban imqg%s

The secoad hrpothesis suggested chat comparisons of tﬁe images
of several cities yvielded siggificaﬁt diffcgggies in the urban
images, The resultg of the MANOVA strongly supported th;s hypo-
thesis. ‘Algbough jEE% findiggs appear to be cocmon sense &and may -
not be pafticularly surprising,‘it is reassuring to note that.
differences in urban images emerged in the frescnt study. Not égly;
were the MANOVA by ;ity and s;x highly sigrificant for city, the
univariate aﬁalyses of a majority of the descriptors and features uefe
a%so significant for. the city variables,

The differences in u?ban images were more evident when the
.results.of the BICLSTIR and'DISCRIH analyses vere exazined. Both
aided in visualizing the comparability of the cities (as in Figures
2 and 3) and summarized the data well. When the cell means were
" exemived in conjunctiop with both DISCRIM and HICLSTR, sim{larity,
between Hamilton and Windsor and between Kitchener and St. Catharines
emerged. London appeared to be the most distinct, perhaps dnénéo'

J ~
ics'tztremely positive ratings on such adjectives as beautiful and

_///, .
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rich, If Fﬁngtion 1 oo the descriﬁ;ive adjectives repregented an
evaluative function, the most uﬁdésirablé*(and the most negatively
rated) cities would be Hamilton and &indsor. The results of these .
analyséx corresponded‘uith the results of the pfincip&l components
analyses (PCA) in suggesting the 1¥portanca of desirability as a
factor in verbal urbaﬁ‘iﬁnges ;or the environmental features it
appears that the clusterings,uere most easily interpreted in terms
of Function 2, which represented geographical lqcation. Both
London and Windsor were located farther from Toronto than the other
cities and Windsor was rated the ﬁgfst with respect to geographical
| loéation. Ano:her‘factor-affecting Wiodsor's undésirability because
of its location may have been ics" proximity to Detroit; Detroit s
negative image has been cited often (BEavens, 197& HcNulty, 1971;F
On the ‘eatures as ou the desc—iptors it appears that Function 1
may have been & positive-negative factor )

It is intéresting to note the correspondence between the open-
ended and the ratiné portions of the'questicunaire. Responses on
the sepa:a;e portions’ yielded similax'g:oupingé, with Bamilten ;nd .
Windsor npot being bortrayed positively on either of the portions.
When' subjects were asked to provide a color for their city thé§
| used green for Kitchenmer, London; and St. Catharines; Qhereag gray .
was a typical response for EamifEQn and Windsor, Gray appeared.
to be a DoTe negative response; and it was used for bothyeities,
With respect to the nicknames, certain cities were'giveeﬂa’gréate:

variety of nicimames than othffs. London and St. Catharines uere.i

clearly forest and garden cities, respectiveiy, followed by Hamilton
o ! Ve 5 /? . - ' -
. i N .
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and then by Windsqr‘as lunchbucket cities:‘ (Botﬁ Hamilton and Windsor
uere_rated.gh the most iﬁéustrialized on'éhe quesfionn;ire.) Kitchener
was the.most disparate‘ag far as nicknames were concerned, with nick-
names almost equally divided émoﬁé”the names twin cities. Gérman?own,.
and Oktoberfest capital.._Interestingly. Kitchener was rated the most
desirable oijthe questionnaire fqr‘fts ethnic diversity; and its
_-German ethnicity has been docugedted glsewéﬁxe Q?:iddlé, }é?S).‘
Desirability of a city appears to be oﬁe of‘Ehg main factors
'emcrging in the analy;cs of descriﬁg$}s; whiﬁh_algo ;hclugedlitsms
reflecting the potency and activity diﬁensiens of Osgood et.aI._(1957).~
Indced,,d;sirability'of a, city éas a consistent fiading resulting _
froﬁ similar ratings‘of cipies on th descriptors and features

" but also.on'the rankings. London subjecté distinguished theméclvgs
by ranking their ou; city higher than any othe; city was ranied by
any group. Residents of Windsor ranked their city last im terms of
desirability and London first, whereas residents of the other four
eities rankeﬁ their own city the most desirable. AAi:hoggh subjects
in Hamilton ranked their own city higher than théy did other cities,
they dié not rank it as highly as subjects in Kitchener, Iogdon, or
SfT‘Ga;haéines ranked their own cities. EHamilton's rank was higher
than that of Windsor but it was stiil‘fairly Tow. .Lgteregcingly, the
lowest mean rank 3cToSS all subjects was that for Wingsor; and this
was followed by that for Hamiiton, with St. ::lharine;: Kitchener,
and London being ranked_moré desirabié. When city rankings were

compared with the index values fb; the environmental features, a

similar pattern emerged. Hamilton and Windsor were the most un-

-
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desirable on both sets of data. Even on the demographic variable
- Q :

PREFMOVE | the'grehtest percentage of subjects preferring to move

were from Windsor (68 per cent), ufih-the'percentage in Hamilton the

“next highest (59 per cent).

It appears that the city comparisons in tﬁe preéent study
strongiy indicated different urban images for the cit1es with
certain cities being rated nore similarly than others Thus,” the
second hypothesis was supported. Interestingly. results of the
presént study also ;upportcd tﬁe suggeétion.that one of the most
pervasivé qualities ;f the urban‘image was the degree to which the
city was desirable. . )

-

Comparisons with environmental indicators

The third hyéotbesis states that urban images corresponded
with environﬁental indicators-éﬁégested as relevant to ideal images
by other researcher's. This hypothesis was not supported in the |
Fresent study. Urban‘images emerging in this study did'ﬁot

correspond with the-indic&&gzg,of ideal urban settings suggested

by researchers (Bruce & Stall, 1975; Stewart et 'al., 1976). There

are several reasons why this lack of support may have occurred.
{ First, urban images might be based upon qiffergptiali§-weighted
variables while the environmental indicators used in this study

Te evenly weighted. . Future researcher§_cou1d ask individuals

.
.

to suggest levels of importance or use régressicn analyses to
explore more fully the nature of these weightings,

Secondly, the environmcntal'indibacors may not reflect the
. .

range}of information available to the subjects and used by them
/. .

¢
’
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‘when their images of a particular city were elicited. This is

quite possible, since pollution indicators are not available for

all the cities studied and pollution may be one of the major
variables determining u;ban images. Other potentially important
atures may be noise levels tﬁroughouf_ghg city, the city's degree
of industrialization, and geographical location. If commercializa-
tion is a dcsirable feature of a cit}, London (the most commcrcially-
oriented of the five cities) may be rated more favorably than the

other cities. Windsor may receive more undesirable ratings based

upon its industriglization and its locatiom.

' Finally, there actually Wmen images of
environmental settings and thé, actual © ctefis;iéq of that

setting. The results of the ge research ihdiéated that there
were consistently negative responses for two ;ities in particular
(i.e., Ramilton and Windsor) and very positive ratings for another
(i.e., Londqn) ! Positzve ratings for Windsor on the features and
descriptors were vif%%ally nonexistent, while they were extremely
cocmmon for London reséqndencs.‘ As several of the nicknames
indicated ; London éas‘k—snobtoun whiie Windsor wﬁs the city with
an‘infe:iority complex; which may have been the result of a halg
effect-(either‘poéitive or negative but not necessarily accurate)
in ratings for these cities. Such an effect was also found in

. previous research conducted in.both London and Windsor (Hansvick &
Minton, 1976). -

. Perhaps this discgepancy between environmental indicators and

u§$hn_images is actually the most significant finding of this study

Y

]
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in terms of the ﬁaturc of—urban-image;. ‘The individual's image- of

the city may chaﬁge more slowly than do the actual:dspects of the.
sctting: Thus, the images may qhangg only when there-is a substantial
shift in events within the urban setting, forcing the person to
perceive details of the setting which he may have previoﬁs}y ignored.
Sucha suggestion is implicit'in the justificationé glven‘for major
downtown redevclopment, such as in Detroit (HBavens, 1974; H;Nulty, -ﬁg
1977). Images of Detroit should ;hange drastically when the. | B
'Rengissﬁnce Center proves to be a successfui businesslventufe.
Chaﬁges in urbaﬁ iﬁages have also been a primary goal of the
planners in Minneapolis (Lu, 1974).

The discxep;ncy between envirommental indicators and urban P

images supports @HE suggestion thal images ;re more than mere
* signals of the envirommental setting which correspond dfrectlydwith

the actual aspects of the environqent (von Bertalanffy 1967, 1968,
Boulding, 1966). Images are symbols and restructure urban'set:ings

within the mind of the perceiver, so that one-to-one correspondence

does not exist between urban images and envirommental indicators.

As fédical as such a suggestion is, furéher research investigating |

this possibility appears warranted. The indgvidual h;; a different
.‘urban'image than do the Rlanners and makes different assumptions
about his environment. Ee may assume that change in an undesirable

*

urban setting is actuﬁlly not occurring, whereas the planner may
asgume thaf small improvements are constantly being made in -the

settings and are noticeable to the public. Research could in-

vestiéate both the magnitude of change required im order to ensure

’ o~
‘ - i ‘%}o



changes in urﬁan_imaées and the effects upon subsequent behavior.

Another major area for further research is that examining the

effect when infor¢abion is pfOVided without actually manipulating

environmental indicators. Studies such as these require inter- °

disciplinary cooperat dvertising agencies designing the

image-;hanging campaigns and accial science resecarchers qeasu;ing

the changes in attitudes.~ éarticipat?on of planmers and businessmen

~would be réquired in order to actually-change environmental settings.
The preseﬁt study provides a methodoiogy whiéh may be useful

when imagés changé or urban images of different cities are compared. -

Pethaps changes in images oc;ur because of differing wéhthe: patierns,

or only after a ma jor. promotional program hASlb;en qonducted. Such -

a program may be.vérthwhile, since urban settings are becoming in-
cre;singly predeminant--especially in southern Ontario (Jggkﬂop,.
1973; Yeates, 1975). As the likelihood of 1iv}né within ;he urban
setting increasés{ the responsié,of the individual'to that setting
nay change. The urban image reflects this‘change and ‘still serves
as a coping mechanism by, orga;;;25§ and perhaps even elxmxnating

information requirlng constant revision of the perspn s cognitions.

Conclusid;s and imglications

- !
It appears likely that the response éormat adopted for use in
this study measure an images of somﬁgkind. Significant differ-
v
ences in ratings Af the cities weiffgﬂhed upon similar weightings

{ . .
of the questionnaire items in each city. Thus, ‘certain aspects of

i
-

the city emerged as important characteristics of all cities and

provided a measure of consistency in response patterns {measurement

f
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It appears that borh the eﬁvironmenc-displsy (i.e;, absrrsctj
and response (i.e., rating scsle)'foroats used in the present study
measvre urban images. It also appears :hat these images correspond
to sowe extent with the meaning component suggested by Lyach (1960).
Certainly, the questionnaire used in this study elicited a different
aspect of che imnge than that assessed using the cognitive mspping
technique, Future srudies appear to be warranted based upon the

present study, and several suggestions may be made.

First, it oay be necessary to redefine euviroooental indicators
of satisfactory urban envirogments‘ro reflect the images of the
everyday users of those settings. Plaoners may have different
‘images of ideal cities than do the daily users of those settings
so urban image research should be conducted on as varied & popula-

w
tim as possible. The techniquesused in the pregent study--both
snalyticel and expe atal--are valuable tools for analysis of the-
collected data, Cértainly, research data from both spatial (cogni-
tive mapping) and verbal (rating scales) techniques could be used
in a supplementary manner. - |
Seooodlg, future researchers wmight request tbat residents

suggest particular areas of the cié& uhich do or do not satisfy
"their criteria for desirable urban settings. The present study
hsd used a general list of enviroomentgl features and asked the
sobjects to rate the entire city in terms of these functions.

The'ratings-on a list of environment features such as that used

in the present studyhcould be used for each of the particular urban
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iréasﬂ_ The pfescnt study does suégést that there is reliability
in ratings on features aa';oéplred with dé:criptors'nnd ;n com-
parisons across cities. 2Sdch methods may be ha1pfu1. as in deciding
what type of zoning is mos:‘approprinte for an urban arca.or'pin-
poiﬁcing urban areas of cities which are not satisfactory.

Next, images of cities in other geographical areas of the
‘country or more variant in size could also bc-atudied; fivﬁiﬁities
in southerm Ontario g;d served as the basis for tbe comparisons
in the present study. The desirability of cities evidencedrin their
urban images has widespread implications. Eighly desirable cities
may be preferred over other cities as locations for new businesses. .
Also, once comparisons are made of various citiea--both larger and
smaller than those used in the present study--certain characteristics
of the citie;-may émerge as ;onsistently desirable whereas qther

‘charagteristics are not. Perhaps individuals perceive smallér or
much larger cities than those used.ip;this study as being undesir:
able merely because'oé their size;‘ Businessmen in cities which are
noted only for their industrialization may want to attract or
emphasize_other ﬁore commercial enterprises in order to change
urban images which ccnéistgntly associate negative or unhealtﬁy
features with their heaviij industrialized cities. Similarly,

‘ planngfg_in cities receiving less desirable ratings will have

f i

LY

v .
\:::égizi?ationabout the unsatisfactory aspects of their city's image
3ad écg;entrate upon changing this image.
Future studies may also attempt to examine other cities or

even specific areas within cities for long-range effects. Thﬁs,
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plannérs may gather Information regarding the results of any change
tﬁey mnke in their cities once the initial fesearch studies have

been conducted and may also have measures of thc stabilicy if;ﬂ{ban

images, //H\\\\
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APPENDIX A
' Sample Questionnaire

Please answer the following questions in the spaces provided.

.. §ex‘
ng
Exfcnsicn student? __ = Yes No
Do you live in the city of Windsor? __ Yes ﬁo

How lpng'h;ve'yduQIivcd in or near Windsor?

Permanent city of residence (if other than Windsor)

an
-

Country of birth

Single _ Married _ Other

. r
Your primary occupation (e.g., student, homemaker, teacher,
factory worker, .etc.)

Primary occupation of spouse (if married)

This study concerns how you would describe the city of Windsor.
Apswer each item as honestly as you can.. Answer every item but . do
not spend tco much time on any one item, ' ) : !
Quite often a city can be described by some catch phrase or
nickname. For exsmple, Toronto has been called Hog Towm,
the Queen City, and Toronto the Good. FPlease give Windsor

a nickname according to what you think would most accurately
describe it, . -

1‘

What color comes to mind when you think of Windsor?

&
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Listed below are pairs of descriptive adjectives which are opposite
or nearly opposite in meaning,

each pair.

Now think of the city in terms of
Circle one letter for each adjec¢tive pair.

The letter

you circle should reflect your description of the city in relation
to some point on the scale between the pair of descriptions,

natural
contrasting
personal
ugly
open
smelly
dyvnamic
crowded
apathetic
pooT
friendly
boring
urban
old
tense
quiet
vivid
vertical
centralized
industrial
clean
worldly
undesirable
gafe
rough
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|ATemaaaxy

artificial -

uniform ~
.impersonal

beautiful
bounded
fresh
static
uncrowded |
spirited
rich
unfriendly
interesting
suburban
new
relaxed

" noisy

drab
horizontal
decentralized
commercial
dirty

local

‘desirable

unsafe
smooth
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" Now evaluate the city in terms of the various aspects of clty life
listed in the following group of features. .Think of the city in
.terms of its desirability for you as a place in which you can
participate in the following activities or in which you can use its
various facilities, as described below.

&
w
(4]
[+]
- ~ ]
s & B S
=] [+] (o o]
g Ly = a
arts and edhcation (concerts, exhibitions a b c d
libraries, universities) '
enployment (commercial, industrial,A a b ¢ d.
professional)
ethnic and cultural diversity (religion a b c d
language, nationglities)
geographical location (nearness to other’ a - b c B
cities, scenic and historical surrOund- )
ings, clxmxte)
bealth concerns (air and water pollution a b c d
police and medical services) :
homelife activities (residential areas, a, b c d
nearness to schools and playgrcunds)
media (television, radio newspapers) a b c d
recreational activities (bikeways, a b c d
playgrounds, skating rinks, parks)
shopping (downtown, malls, farmer markets) a b c d
A
social amusements (restaurants, bars, } a b c d
discotheques, movies) S
transportation: public and private a b ' e d

(parking, mass transit, railway
and air service, traffic routes)

Using only one phrase, briefly state why you are living in or near
this city at the Present.

..

Would you prefer to live scmewhere else? Yes . No

If so, where?

Why? ™~
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Finally, read through the following list of cities in Canada, listed
in alphabetical order. Firgt, rank these cities from the most de-
sirable ("1") to the least d sitnble {"10") c¢ity in which to live,
Be sure to include 21l the cities and feel free to base your ranking
_on any information you may have regarding these cities., Answer all

items, Then, circle the names of the cities in whichkyou have lived
at least’ one year.

Hamilton .
Kitchener-Waterloo )
London

Montreal >
Ottawa

St. Catharines

Torounto

Vancouver

Windsor

‘Winnipeg
Now, if you have not dome so already, circle the names of the cities
listed sbove in which you have lived at least a year and write below

the names of any other cities (Canadian or foreign) pot included in
the above list but in which you have resided at least ome year,

You have now completed the questionnaire, THANK YOU FOR PARTICIPATING
IN THIS STUDY.
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APPENDIX B-1
&- .
. Unrotated Factor Matrix for Descriptors
of Hamilton®
Factor 3
-~ Descriptor I II I1II Iv -V VI VII VIII Communality
Natural -.48 -.12 -.30 .14 43 -.17 -.11 .23 .63
Contrasting -.11 .23 .06 -.16 -.23 -.5 .46 .,02° .85
Personal -.56 -.18 .59 -.02 -.01 -.25 12 .10 .79
Ugly 76 .09 .28 -.15 ° .06 .06 -.15 .24 77
Open -.60 -.07 .01 .28 =.30 A4 <25 -.05 T .62
Smelly - .64 .10 .27 .23 -.27 .13 -.09 .01 .64
Dyoamic . -.54 .56 .09 -.08 -,11 -.08 -.,26 -.01 ° .70
Crowded .53 * .46 -.36 -.15 -,08 .16 -.07 .24 74
Apathetic .38 -.56 -.13 4 -.08 .34 A4 .04 .63
Poor .37 -.15 .61 -.15 =-.02. .25 -.06 .20 .66
Friendly -.53 -.06 LA 12 -3 .07 11 -.13 .68
Boring 74 =.39 .04 -.03 15 =12 -.12 .10 .76
Urban -.15 .55+ .07 -.20- .05 .34 .52 .25 = .82
01d .53 .13 -.02 -.20 -.06 -.17 .21 =-.35 .54
" Tense .56 14 - .48 .08 .27 .09 .11 .01 .66

Quiet -.52 -,56 -,05 -.22 (27 .18 .09 .13 76
Vivid -.74 .23 -.22 .04 -.16 .12 .16 .13 .73
Vertical -.27 .26 .23 .13 .08 .45 .07 .54 .71
Centralized -.10 .39 .07 .33 .62 .19 .23 .08 77
Industrial .32 .23 .05 .65 .18 -.30 .03 .11 .72
Clean -.70 -.,28 -, -.20 .05 .04 -.0Q -3 .77
Worldly -.35 .51 -.04 -.05 -.05 05 -.49 .12 .65
Undesirable .67 -.10 -.07 .26 -,15 .06 .16 .03 .58
Safe -.28 -,12 .02 .60 -.11 '-.02 .08 .39 .62
Rough 46 .31 34 -.13° .34 -,10 -.13 .02 .58
Eigenvalue 6.54 2.57 1.87 1.45 '1.33 1.19 1.16 1.0S

% variamce
accounted for 26.2 10.3 7.5 5.8 5.3 4.8 4.6 4.2

"o =y85. .
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APPENDIX B-2 - L.
Unrotated Factor Matrix for Descriptors

~ b - .

of Kitchener-Waterloo®

Factor
Descriptor 1 II III IV V VI VII VIII Commmality
Natural . -.56 -,31 -.13 .09 .18 .19 .02 .57
Contrasting -.19 .01 -.32 .65 -.28 -.25 .23 .7%/
Persgonal -.59 -,17 10 - -.22 07 =-.10 -.08 JY
Ugly - .72 -.08 13 .07 .02 .05 .29 .65
Open -.41 =19 ~.30 .10 .39 .06 .04 .52
Smelly 55 .11 .27 .35 -.25 .07 -.09 .59
- Dynamic -.52 .59 -.10 .07 -.00 .17 .14 .68
Crowded .25 .5S§ -.16 -.12 - .30 .3& .09 .63
Apathetic .56 -,52 01 -.09 .03 .06 02 .65
Poor 3 -.34 -.10 -,18 -.13 .28 =.50 .56
Friendly -.42 .03 .05 -.14 -.36 .00 .06 .69
Boring 1 -.47 -.05 -.11 ,01 -.01 .15 77
Urban .15 .54 -.01 -.03 .29 =.06 .23. .49
.01d .20 .07 .12 .22 -.10 -.23 -.05 .61
. Tense W74 25 -.08 .04 -.07 .00 .06 .65
:Quiet ©-.31 -.50 42 .16 .08 -.20 12 .62
‘Vivid 74 260 . -.08 .11 .01 .05 -.19 .69
‘Vertical 15 .21 -.28 .02 ,04 -.54 -.28 .54
Centralize -.06 .36 53 -.32 .29 -.43 -.09 .79
Indnstriéid A5 .03 -.15 .37 .59 .43 .12 -.3% -85
Clean -, 71 =_15 -.33 -,07 -.03 -.00 .00 .08 .66
Worldly -.12 43 -.06 .45 .06 -.38 .36 -.03 .68
Undesirable .80 .10 .12 -.06 -.01 .13 =-,06 .25 .75
Sdfe -.28 =-.35" .03 .22 .13 .27 .21 -.27 .46
Rough 52 .11 43 -.25 16 .18 .09 -.31 . .69

Eigenvalue  5.95 2.66 1.74 1.38 1.29 1.21 1.12 1.01
% variance

accounted for 238 10.6 6.9 5.5 5.2 4.8 4.5 4.0

*a = 114.
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APPENDIX B-3

 Unrotated Factor Matrix for Descriptors

of London® .
Factor
Descriptor 1 /11 III Iv v Vi VI VIII Communality
Natural .59 .01 .16 -.06 -.02 -.22 .19 .17 .48
Contrasting .04 |45 26 .32 .10 .51 -.068 .05 .64
Personal 71 05 -.00 .14 33 .0 .01 -.08 .64
Ugly -.52 .42 -,07 .19 .33 .21 .11 .15 .68
Open .29 .02 -.03 .63 .34 -,01 -.16 -.19 166
Smelly Tel81 0 L32 .36 -84 14 -.07 .04 .07 .63
* Dynamic .50 .62 04 .15 -.06 -,08 -,09 .13 .69
Crowded -.20 .51 .28 .02 =-.20 -.29 ~-.08 .26 .57
Apathetic -.57 -.47 00 29 .0z .01 .07 .01 - .65
Poor -.0s .22 -.25 .28 -.08 .02 .73 .30 .82
Friendly - .53 .26 -,09. .07 .39 .-.3&4 -,15 -.06 - .64
Boring -.59 -.38 L300 .03 .20 \,02 .19 -.19 .69
Urban 04 .23 -.53 .33 -.08 .45 .15 -.17 .70
0ld 17 -.42 -.15 -.02 .07 .42 -.29 .35 .61
Tense -.5 .32 -.29 -.00 -.14 -.26 -.14 .20 © .62
Quiet .22 -.50 .14 .19 -,09 -.27 .46 -.01 .65
Vivid .64 17 .26 0 -.42 .10 -.10 -.13 .70
Vertical .19 .28, N4 -.260 36 -.19 (17 -.46° .58
Centralized .34 -,06 -.31 -.52 .35 -.02 .17 .15 .65
Industrial .07 .24 .61 -.16 .28 .04 .I5 .36 .70
Clean .63 -.27 -.11 -,00 .03 -.1& .08 21 .56
Worldly a5 L34 .18 .02 -.30 .20 .30 -.38 .64
Undesirable -.72 .05 17 -,046 21 22 .00 -.21 .69
Safe ’ 42 -.38 .20 -.08 .31 .15 -.01 .13 .50
Rough -.32 .32 -.45 .20 .23 -.08 .08 .02 .51

Eigenvalue - 4.87 2.78 1.72 1.49 1.41 1.27 1.22 1.47
% varisnce

accounted for 19.5 11.1 6.9 6.0 5.7 5.1. 4.9 4.6

fg =102 .

&



N
T,

. : 110.

- APPENDIX P-4
Unrotated Factor Matrix for Descriptors

of St, Catharines®

Factor
Descriptor I 11 III Iv v Vi VII VIII Coomunality
Natural T..68 -.01 .02 .25 .3 07 -.10 -.20 .68
Contrasting .16 .46 .41 -.18 -.05 -,20 .12 -.27 .57
Personal .33 .17 A9 -.21 -.01 -.49 L0 .12 . .68
Ugly -.67 .09 32 -,02 .07 -.18 -.06 .21 .65
Open - .27 -.38 -.01 .19 .45 -.16 .25 .16 .58
Soelly -.62 .20 .32 .20 .16 10 -l12 .10 .63
Dynamic .52 .42 12 -.06 29 04 .15 .25 .64
Crowded- -.23  .&5 .21 .38 -.40 -.06 .02 -.18 .65
Apathetic -.55 -.42 .07 .06 .41 -.02 .20 -.19° .74
Poor -.37 -~.26 16 0 .36 31 -,10 -.49 -,23 .76
Friendly 59 -.04 .36 .11 -.13 -.30 -.21, .24 .71
Boring ~.39 -.49 .01 .06 -.36 -.16 -.01 .14 .57
Urban . =.06 10 -.29 .65 .13 <.17 .18 .02 .60
0ld .09 -.06 .11 .65 3.05 01 -.11 .25 .52
Tenge 53 41 -,19 .09 .07 -.20 .38 -.10 .69
Quiet .21 -.66 -.13 .02 1S .30 .03 -.15 .63
Vivig 71 .22 =19 -.20 -.11 .13 -.02 -.30 .75
Vertical -.07 .48 -,40 .03 -.01 .25 -.27 .41 .71
Centralized 15 019 -.13 .32 -.42 .10 -.09 .13 .39
Industrial 09 |06 86 .17 -.03 .50 -.24 -_15 .81
~Clean .78 -,11 -.15 .10 -.23 -;14 .07 -.08 .73
Worldly .38 .10 36 .41 .03 10 .41 -.03 .63
Undesirable -.77 -.09 -.00 .08 .22 .12 .14 |10 .70
Safe .29 =25 .34 -,13 ~.17 .45 37 .35 .77
Rough -.56 .12 17 14 14 (19 .21 -.16 .50

Eigenvalue  5.37 2.36 1.94 1.76 1.38 1.26 1.16 1.03
% variance '

.accounted for21.5 9.4 7.7 7.1 S,S 5.1 4.7 4.1

%y = 82,
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APPENDIX B~5
Unrotated Factor Matrix for -Descriptors Q.
of Windsor®
v
hy Factor - -
Descriptor I 11 IIT . v v VI . VII Communality
Natural -.55 -.08 .02 -.33 |36 .01 .32 .65
Contrasting -.01 - 47 A5 =-.31 .22 - .13 .24 .64
Pers 1 -.43 -.39 .38 11 189 -,07. .17 .56
Ugly .67 -.17 -.19 .21 .18 .18 .01 .60
Open -.47 .01 .12 020 .27 .05 -.41 .48
Smelly .58 .08 .51 .20 -04° - 06 -.02 .65
Dynamic -.43 .51 .25 .28 .22 -.05 -.17 .67
Crowded .16 41 -.18 .38 -.02 A6 - 13 .60
Apathetic 72 -.16 -.13 -.30 =04 - -,02 .01 .65
Poor .54 -.10 -.25 .25 26 ~.24 - 05 .55
Frieadly =40 -.44 0 06 .51 0 -16 -.01 .65
Boring .67 -.31 -.09 -.14 .10 -.19 07 .62
Urban .31 .24 40 -.08 -.03 -.06 -.30 4l
0ld 40 -13 .32 =24 .33 .37 .19 .62
Tense -~ .38, .69 .15 .07 -.07 .07 -.00 .66
Quiet -.43 .57 -.26 -,07 .07 .09 . .06 .60
Vivid -.74 26 -.01 05 -.00 -.24 =-.13 .69
‘Vertical ~.35 49 15 . 07 - 11 -.33 .31 .61
Centralized .04 .23 L4 011 -61 -.17 A .68
Industrial 15 -.29 .40 A8 .08 .20 .25 .60
Clean -.70 .04 -.32 -.08 L1500 08 .09 .64
Worldly -.38 A4 =260 200 17 .33 .22 .62
Undesirable .67 .12 -.28 100 .20 .20 .08 .64
- Safe ' -.44 -.29 -.01 L15  -.43 44 .07 .68
Rough 46 15 -.13, .37 .24 -.29 .24 .58
Eigenvalue 5.89 2,81 1.64 1.49 1.28 1.19. 1.04
% variance
accounted for 23.6 11.2 .6 6,0 5.1 4.8 4.2

fg = 103

T
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APPENDIX C-1 | -
. Unrot;l.-ted Factor Matrix for ‘n:nviromén;al __. e -
LT ) Features of Bmilton‘— _ !
I-‘actor‘\ >

| ixire I o O l;u' Counm\_alicy

Arts .66 -.07 .19 47
Employment .54 54 -.25 .55

Ethﬁic B .62 .65 -.21 .63
Geographical 58 .26 -6l S
Health .36. .61 .21 .55
- Homelife .55 ;20 57 .67

Media .68 -. .20 .St
Recreational .55 -.31 .51 .65

Shopping .67 ~.22 -.32 . .60

Social .65 . -.53, -.22 .75
Transportation .57 ~.45 -.13 ’ .54
Eigetvalve 3.83 1.52 1.15

% variance .

accounted . for 34.8 13.8 10.5

% .01,



Unrofated Factor Matrix for Environmental

Features of Kitchener-Waterloo®
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¥

‘_Factori‘}
Fengure ‘ I I1 Codmuuali:y
e

A?;s 649_ -.25 .30

Employment . .61 . -.09 .37

Ethnic .61 .00 .37

Geographical .52 .57 .60

Health .53 .45 .49

Homelife .66 46 .65

Media .70 -.11 .50

Recreational .70 .14 .51
" Shopping T - .41 .65

Social .67 -;39 .60

T:ansp&r;ation .64 -.23 .46

Eigenvalue. 4.29 1.21

% variance

accounted for 39.0 11.0

®n = 122.
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Y
Factor

Féature I IT 111 Comhuﬁal%ty
Arts .66 -.22 .02 .48
Employment .52 .45 -.30 .56
Ethnic .43 -.26 .64 .66
Geographical .55 .38 .40 .60
Health .53 .46 -.04 (/\ag '
Homelife .56 46 -.34 .65 -
Media .61 -.39 -.37 .65
Recreational ~ .71 .05 -.25 .58
Shopping .68 .13 -i20 . .53
Social .73 -.35° .lé .68
Transportation .62 -.51 -.01 .65
Eigenvalue 4.06 1.44 1.04 .
% variance
accounted for 36.9 3.1 9.4
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APPENDIX C-&.
Unrotated Factor Matrix éor Environmental
Features of gt. Catharines®
Factor

Feature 1 II 111 Communality
Arés .59 -.03 .50 .60
Employment 41 .03 .30 .26
Ettmic .60 . -.60 .38 167
Geogrz?hical .47 -.49 -.23 .52
Health M“ﬁ_‘w‘.ao N .60
Homelife .66 -.18 [ 67
Media .38 .50 A -.32 .50
ﬁecreational .58 | .14 -.24 .41
Shopping .75 .11 .05 .sz
Soctal .55 20 .51 .60
Ifranspo;tation .49 ‘ .65 .02 .66
Eigenvalue 4 3.26 1.46 1.32

% variance

- accounted for 29.7 ©13.3 12.0

a‘n = 80,
- .
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APPENDIX C=5 *
Unrotated Factor Matrix for Enviroomental

Features of Windsor®

Factor -
Feature I II CI1I Communalicy
Arts .63 TP -.29 .52
Employmené .04 .55 . .21 - .54
Zthnic .39 .10 .34 28
Geographical .50 oA -:18 4S8
Realth .58 _.s3 .18 A
Homelife L .61 -.23 .52 .69
Media .55 .37 .24 .53
Recreatrional .72 TLom.22 .19 .60
Shcpping .74 | .04 -.11_ .56
Social .71 .17 -.35 .66
T:an;portation .65 -.20 -.50 _ .71
Eigenvalue a.bz' 1.14 1.05 .
% variance o
accounted for 36.5 10.4 9.6

“a - 104,
~
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APPENDIX D-1
Additional Statistics for Descriptive
Adjectives, by City
Descriptor  Toeal HAMLTN KTCHNR LONDOK STCATH ° WINDSR
Natural 1.28(526) 1.33(93) 1.08(123) 1.07(116) 1.07(86) 1.33(108)
Contrasting 1.43(530) 1.49¢94) 1.39(123) 1.44(117)  1.35(87) 1.41(109)
Personal 1.47(528) 1.44(93) 1.37(122) .1.48(117) 1.36(87) 1.44(109)
Ugly 1.31(529) >1.28(94) 1.07(123) .93(116), .97(87) 1.36(109)
Open - 1.42(528) 1.38(94) 1.25(123) 1.43Q117Y 1.34(87) 1.41(107)
Smell 57(529) 1.23(94) 1.25(123) .92(117) 1.13(86) 1.30(109)
Dynamic | ffi‘§3(527) 1.35(93) 1.35(122)  1.33(117) * 1.27(87) 1.27(108)
Crowded! " 1. 23 529) 1.25(94) 1.31(122) 1.11(117) 1.21(87) 1.34(109)
~.Apathetic  1.38(527) 1.32(93) 1.21(123) 1.30(116) 1.39(86) . 1.40(109)
Poor 1.01(526)- .93(%2) .77(123) .84(il6) .86(87) 1.00(108)
Friendly /~*1‘3£(528) 1.34(93) 1.17(123) 1.39(116) 1.30(87) 1.37(109)
Boring 1.647(529) 1.58(94) 1.37(123) 1.12(116) 1.34(87) 1.52(109)
Urban -1.80(529) 1.34(94) 1.36(123) 1.36(116)  1.33(87) 1.35(109)
01d g 1.21(524) 1.23(93) 1.25(122) 1.18(113) 1.17(87) 1.18(109)
Tense 1.20(527) 1.27(94) 1.16(122) 1.18(116) .85(86) 1.24(109)
Quiet 1.31(530) 1.16(94) 1.10(123) 1.05(117) 1.16(87) 1.30(109)
Aivid 1.25(528) 1.24(94) 1.14(122) 1.02(117) 1.09(86) 1.22(109)
" Vertical  1.36(521) 1.37(92)  1.37(121) 1.24(114) 1.29(87) 1.41(107)
Centralized 1.36(528) 1.20(93) 1.35(123) 1.36(116)  1.44(87) 1.39(109)
Industrial 1.53(528) .63(94) 1.30(121) 1.14(117)- 1.31(87) 1.09(109)
Clean 1.50(529) 1.35(93) .96(123) .84 17)  1.12(87) 1.45(109)
Worldly - 1.24(526) 1.32(92) 1.08(123) 1.23(116) 1.315(87) 1.34(108)
Undesirable 1.38(529) 1.45(94) 1.26(123) - -94(116)  1.01(87) 1.42(109)
Safe 1.24(530) 1.26(94) 1.22(123) 1.08( 17)  1.33(87) 1.29(109)
Rough 1.19(529) 1.10(%8) 1.07(122) -85(017)  1.10(87) 1.21(109)
Hote. Standard deviations are Teported first in each column with

figures in parentheges denoting sample sizes (@).
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Feature Total  HAMLTN  RKICHNR  LONDON  STCATE  WINDSR
Arts 84(529)  .86(94) " 76(123) .67(117) .83(86)  .84(109)
Employment 800527 .77(94)  .86123) .70€117) .s6(85)  .78(108)
Ethnic -83(526) .80(93)* .79(123) .73(1;55 .8L(87)  .82(108)
Geographical  .86(530) .67(34) -76(123)  .85(117) .66(87)  .94(109)
Health -85(527)  .81(94)  .67(123) -65(117)  .64(86)  .75(107)
Homelife TI(526)  .77(92)  .73(123) 69117y .74(86)  .83(108)
Media -93(529)  [91(94)  .87(123) .95(116) .89¢87) 1.04(109)
Recreational  .82(526) .82(92) 77(123)  .76(116) -.72¢86)  .83(109)
Shopping T5(530)  .72098)  .71Q123) .700117) .e7(s7y -84(109)
Social 96(525) .87(94)  .83(122) .78(115) .83(86)  .91(108)
Transportation .85(529) .80(34)  .84(123) -87(117)° .80(86)  .90(109)
Note. Standard deviations are reported first in each columm with
figures in parentheseg denoting sample s{zes (n).



APPENDIX E

List of Abbreviations

CANCORR :
CTSLVD:
" DISCRIM:

FCOMP:

HAMITN -
HICLSTR :
KTCHNR :
LIVEIN:
LONDON : -
HANOVA:‘
* .

2CAc

PREFMOVE -

SD:
STCATH:
WINDSR:

TRSNEAR :

Canonical correlation analysis (Nie et al,, 1975).
Number cf cities in which the subject previouély lived,
Discriminant function ané@yses (Nie er al,, 197%),

Factor comparison analvses (In:cr-University Consortium,
1971} . :

Hamilton, Ontarto.

Hierarchical clustering analyses (Barr et al., 1976).
Kitchener—Wa:erloo, Ontafio:'

Whethgr or not the subject lived in the city propér.
London,‘On:ario.

Multivariate analyses of variance (Barr et al., 1972).
Principal components analyses (Nie et al., 1975).
Whether or_not the subject would prefer to move else-
where. '

Semantic Differential rgting scale.

St. Catharines, Ontario.

Windsor, Oatario.

Number, of years the subject lived in or near the city,
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