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Abstract

It is fundamental for all households to have the desire to live in the beautiful neighbourhood with good quality facilities and the surrounding environment.
The decline in neighbourhood quality results in neighbourhood dissatisfaction which contributes to the mobility intention among households. This study
aims to investigate the mobility intention among families of low and medium income groups in Penang and to examine the potential of neighbourhood
attributes in improving their lives as well as to cater for their needs and comforts by determining the main factors of location as well as social and
physical characteristics. The data from the surveys are collected through the ranking by calculating the importance index. Using the Important Index
(I) analysis, the study found that households preferred the safe neighbourhood with less crime rate, enough parking spaces, and good security.
Meanwhile, cleanliness and being apart from family members show the higher factors affecting residential mobility in Desa Bayan Apartment. These
studies shed light on the importance of considering neighbourhood attributes in residential preferences, as well as enlighten the readers on the
interrelation between residential mobility and social sustainability. Overall, this study contributes some knowledge on social sustainability by proposing
quality neighbourhood in the future by considering what the communities need and preferences. However, the findings of this study had been limited,
as it only delves into the reasons why the renters are moving from one neighbourhood to others; the additional research is needed to provide more
understanding on the neighbourhood attachment and the effect on social interaction.
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1.0 Introduction

It is fundamental for all Malaysians to have the desire to live in a beautiful neighbourhood with good quality facilities and the surrounding
environment. An excellent community can provide satisfaction to the families and minimize the stress residing in the urban area. To
ensure that the neighbourhood has its own attraction; the society should be free of crime and provided with useful physical structures.
The households have the opportunities to choose the desired home, but they tend to ignore the elements of the neighbourhood as they
still do not properly understand the importance of the items in their choices. Previous research suggested that residential satisfaction
had grown from good locality, while a new study discovered that the neighbourhood contributes to the number of positive and negative
outcomes. When the households move to the new area, they still do not improve the environmental quality. The location and the stress
of the neighbourhood and its community are the factors most influential to the residential mobility from the recent studies. The changes
of the nature of neighbourhood attributes are the issues focused by most of the researchers as they contribute to the residential move.
According to Sirgy and Conwell (2002), besides having an excellent location to nearby facilities and services, they also considered good
qualities of physical structures and social relations. Determining areas related to the household satisfaction and social outcomes, the
households search for the better neighbourhood to increase the quality of life.
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Meanwhile, Ellen and Turner (1997), and Poortinga et al. (2016) discovered that the neighbourhood condition shapes the individual
performance. Most of the people agree that “good” neighbourhood is better and safe to live and to raise the little children. “Bad”
neighbourhood tends to give an adverse development to the children and automatically reduce the chances of better future for the
children (Musterd and Ostendorf, 1998). Outcome and poverty had affected the quality of the neighbourhood. The mobility within
households is influenced by socio-economic properties. Most of the past researchers agreed that the movement is due to the scarcity
of the financing available. As the size of the households grows, the need for expenses also increases and it is hard to find comfortable
residential areas; they tend to seek for affordability by ignoring neighbourhood attributes in their choices. Therefore, this paper focuses
on identifying the main factors influencing the residential mobility among households in Penang especially the home renters. Looking
into the need of the households is vital as it can raise the awareness of the developers and builders to consider the lack of the users,
enabling the Malaysian government to achieve ‘1 Malaysia’ aspirations towards the year 2020.

2.0 Literature Review

2.1 Sustainability and Social Sustainability

According to Brundtland Commission 1987 (Michael Redclif, 2005), sustainable development or sustainability is defined as the ability of
the event to meet the needs of the present without compromising the need of future generations. There are three pillars of sustainability
which are economic, social and environment. The concept of sustainability development is essential to conserve the resources for the
need of future generations which distinguish them from the traditional environmental policy. Besides, it also helps to internalise the
externalities of environmental degradation. Overall, the sustainable development is one of the long-term goals for both the economy and
environment. However, the goals of sustainable development might be achieved through the integration and acknowledgement of three
pillars of sustainability which are economic, environmental and social. According to Dobson (2003); Agyeman et al. (2003), the
researcher rarely considered and defined social sustainability. Moreover, the “social” was integrated into debates on developing
sustainability (Eizenberg and Jabareen, 2017). The difficulty in identifying and measuring the social sustainability causes it to be
excluded from most sustainability literature and policy. It was an elusive idea when social sustainability is defined as the group of factors
related to aspects of life. It is composed of social issues and different levels of importance that matter towards an individual's perspective
in the community. A few problems and elements are essential during the research of social sustainability which are health, employment
rate, level of educations, safety and security, social capital, social equity, social inclusion as well as the political, religious and spiritual
freedom. The previous research recognised the importance of social sustainability in the community and the impact of the change in the
development of communities over time. Social sustainability is the informal and formal processes that actively support the current and
future generations to ensure healthy and liveable communities. Socially sustainable communities are fair in distribution, where they have
a variety of neighbourhoods, where they respected each other and provided a good quality of life

2.2 Quality of Life of Residents in Urban Neighbourhood

Quality of life is defined as the overall satisfaction of an individual (Schumaker et al., 1990). The neighbourhood satisfaction affects the
quality of life. According to Choguill, (2007), the participation of the communities in the neighbourhood will create sustainable housing
and communities which affect their quality of life. Satisfaction with social and physical features of the area creates overall satisfaction
towards the block and possibly creates the positive feeling towards the quality of life. As cited in Sirgy and Cornwell (2002), social and
physical pleasures had been divided into several components (see Table 1). According to Sirgy and Cornwell (2002), the satisfaction
with the neighbourhood’s physical and social features as mentioned had significantly contributed to people’s happiness with regard to
their housing and neighbourhood. The overall assessment of neighbourhood qualities might include the adequacy of public services,
safety and accessibility. However, the house and community can create dissatisfaction with the current location. The poor quality of the
neighbourhood might become the motivation for the households to move to another place. Moreover, Batson and Monnat (2015) argued
that neighborhoods remain among the most common settings where residents forge attachments to people and create meaning,
significance, and coherence in their lives.

Table 1: Physical and Social Satisfaction (Cornwell, 2002)

Physical Satisfaction Social Satisfaction
i. Homes and yards. i. Relationship with neighbours.
. Landscape and infrastructures in the neighbourhood. ii. Recreational space.
ii. Street lighting in the neighbourhood. ii. People living in the neighbourhood.
iv. Nearby to the public facilities. iv. Ties with people in the community.
V. Crowding and noise level in the neighbourhood. V. Crime rate in the neighbourhood.
Vi Quality of environment in the neighbourhood. Vi. Relation among the races in the community.
Vil. Sense of privacy at home.

2.3 Neighbourhood Dissatisfaction Influenced Residential Mobility

Lina (2011) had defined residential mobility as the movement of households from one neighbourhood to another neighbourhood to
adjust their preferences and needs. Coupe and Morgan (1981) in their research considered that the household relocation is not only
caused by personal characteristics and it may be affected by the market forces and residential history. Meanwhile, Clark and Onaka
(1983) discovered the amalgamation as one of the factors that contribute to the residential relocation and mobility of the households.
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The previous study indicated that the local movement is driven as the desire of the families to become a homeowner, upgrading
themselves to having a lovely home or neighbourhood and living in appropriate house size (Schachter,2011) and (Dieleman,2001). Life-
course event and socio-economic status also have a significant impact on residential mobility (Dieleman, 2001).Besides, the employment
opportunities and local housing markets can also lead to households relocation (Boheim and Taylor, 2002) and (Van der Vlist, 2001).The
location of the household and workplace is defined as one of the drivers for residential mobility (Waddel et al., 2007). They discussed
the trade-off between residential mobility with the accessibility and the social and physical aspects of neighbourhood amenities. Moving
from one place to another place is a very complicated process. Whether the households had moved home or planned to move to a new
home, the families shall be aware the current push and pull factors that serve as indicators of residential mobility. ‘Push’ means bringing
the households away from the neighbourhood while ‘Pull’ means attracting the households to the neighbourhood. The desirable area
will pull the families towards it, while less desirable neighbourhood will push away the families. Sustainable urban mobility has come to
mean the development of high-quality, livable cities with acceptable standards of access to goods and activities.

2.3.1 Push Factors

Most of the households have been choosing the urban area compared to a rural area due to facilities provided to make them convenient
and satisfy their need. Review from (Aluko, 2011) had stated several locational attributes such as the location to the nearby schools,
market, workplace and worship. The neighbourhood situated in the strategic area will affect the value of the community. The excellent
place will provide beneficial facilities to the households. Besides location, the other factors are cleanliness. Cleanliness matters to health
and becomes one of the pull factors for residential mobility (Paul, 2010). The clean neighbourhood can increase the satisfaction for the
households. However, the cleanliness of the area actually depends on the attitudes and awareness of the families. Meanwhile, Planners
considered denser neighbourhood. According to Carruthers, 2003; Speir and Stephenson, 2002, more solid blocks are provided with
efficient services and amenities. Kline, 2000; Nelson, 1999 demonstrated the function of open space in urban areas that affect the
bonding of the people, and Talen, 2006 in his research discovered that the higher density increased the diversity of people. Low-density
neighbourhood contributes to the segregation of racial and income compared to denser development which contributes to social
integration and society (Burton, 2000; Talen, 2002). Reducing the transportation cost, the standard utility maximisation theory suggested
that most of the households choose the accessible residential location (Alonso, 1964). Living in the denser neighbourhood can help to
reduce the transportation time.

According to Brower (2003), one way to increase neighbourhood satisfaction is by having close friends and relatives in the same
neighbourhood. There is a significance in the social interaction and communication as the old Korean saying indicates “a good neighbour
is better than a brother far off’. This phrase shows that the functional relationship among the neighbours can replace the feeling of
being alone. Nowadays, the difficulty of finding children day-care makes the households have to move to live nearest to their relatives
to take care of their children while they are working. Living nearest to families makes them feel safe and increase self- belonging to the
neighbourhood. The previous study indicated that the rate of crime in cities is higher compared to that in the suburban areas. The
unmarried adults and poor were more fearful of the living conditions in towns. The household will move out from the cities as a result of
the push by fear of crime (Wesly, 1986). According to Mesch and Manor (1998), neighbourhood satisfaction is defined as the provision
of the physical and social features. Previous research found that physical characteristics come to be the ‘push’ factor for households
resulted from the dissatisfaction of the current neighbourhood (Sirgy and Cornwell, 2002). As mentioned by Morrow-Jones, Wenning
and Li (2005), another way to achieve household satisfaction is by having homogeneity in the community of multiple races. Most of the
ethnic minorities face the discriminatory constraints when mobilising to the new neighbourhood. Some of the households have the
intention to move as they underwent poor construction condition and reduced the maintenance and management of neighbourhood
physical facilities (Yiping, 2005). Regarding social network, small minority group had been passive in the neighbourhood activities and
social networks. However, still, some of the tiny minorities group participated in the events but not frequent due to different languages
and beliefs (Gary, 2002).

2.3.2 Pull Factors

Households always have a personal choice of the residential unit based on the density and location. The frequency and location influence
the housing price, job opportunities and transportation tradeoff (Glan et al., 1978). The high-income households preferred to stay in the
suburban area as they wanted privacy and were willing to pay higher transportation cost. The research in the United States discovered
the importance of public services such as school, health care, police department, fire department and recreational park. The levels of
households’ expenditures on education, healthcare, police department, fire department and recreational park are less important factors
in location choice compared to the accessibility to the workplace.

The distance of the households is influenced by community attachment and social ties. According to Dawkins (2006), when the families
have built a strong relation and social connection in the neighbourhood, it can increase the length of stay in that neighbourhood and
also affect the residential mobility of low-income households. The positive attachment may influence where families move and the way
they adjust themselves to new surroundings. A study from Seattle movers found that people prefer to have close friends and relatives
nearby.

2.4 Developing Neighbourhood Satisfaction

The accessibility of the location determines the transport system and land-use pattern which indicate the excellent position for
households. Living close to offices and shops seem to be preferable by families (Barry and Marits, 2004). Usually, these functions are
located nearby the households’ neighbourhood location. Every house has their perception of location and accessibility. Activity pattern
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might influence the importance of place and availability. For example, families with children will be more interested in having the great
convenience of schools and workplaces. Meanwhile, for retired households, they may prefer to live nearby the shops/groceries and
being surrounded by close social contacts (friends and relatives). Comparing to the homes that have their transportation and without
transportation, households without transportation might prefer to live in the neighbourhood which has excellent public transportation
systems. Research in the United States explained that the low-income families preferred to live in urban areas while high-income
households preferred to live in suburban areas. High-income households were willing to pay more for the commuting cost and they need
peaceful areas to relieve stress from daily hectic working time. Despite the higher cost of living, households preferred to live and work
in the denser area. In the denser area, creative households have an opportunity to develop new products primarily in the business area
(Carlino, 2001). Of course, dense regions have wide openings for labour markets with different fields of job and workers (Jeffrey, 2011).
Households living in denser areas consume a large number of goods and services. According to Forsyth et al., 2007, households might
also prefer a neighbourhood with good physical and social attributes. For example, less traffic congestion, free from crime rate, and
good social relation. The previous study had discussed that most of the households preferred neighbourhood safety. By having a
neighbourhood with proper surveillance of security, this might reduce the fear of crime (Pawlukiewicz and Myerson, 2002).Living with
the same ethnic group tends to preferred as they are aware of their basic need and as they share some common understanding.
According to the overview from Bolt and van Kempen, (2003), the choice the households make over the neighbourhood considers the
sets of minorities and low-income people.

2.5 The Effect of Residential Mobility on Social Sustainability

The effect of residential mobility had become one of the challenges in developing social sustainability. Residential mobility leads to the
improvement in the living of the households, but it also might cause instability and insecurity. According to past researchers, it can
disrupt the daily routine for some families and become a source of depression to parents and children (Murphey, et al, 2012; Coulton et
al., 2012). Neighbourhoods which have high rates of residential mobility will experience more social problems than solid blocks. The
unstable area will experience social exclusion which will weaken the social bonds among residents as well as increase the crime rates.
The adverse effects commonly arise due to shorter timespan living in the neighbourhood. The households care less about their
neighbours whom they do not know each other so they can be oblivious to the problems that arise in the neighbourhood (controlling
teenagers and strangers). They are also probably less committed to the safety and security of the current neighbourhood. According to
Sandstrom and Huerta, (2013) residential mobility might develop inequalities among the diversity of the people and transmission of
wealth. Poor households especially the elderly might be discriminated against and their basic needs compromised. Children who
frequently experienced residential mobility usually have a low academic level and social outcomes such as being weak in vocabulary
skills, having bad attitudes, and increasing rates of school dropouts, less close friends (Sandstrom and Huerta, 2013). Therefore, the
effect of residential mobility on socially sustainable development can be overcome if proper alternatives took places. The pull factors
are referred to neighbourhood preferences and push factors are referred to mobility intention gained from literature review summarized
in Table 2 and 3.

Table 2: The Factors of Neighbourhood Attributes (Neighbourhood Preferences)

e
w 2| =
o = [}
S [} P =
2|z |2z 8l8|2|a|s|5|R”|2]8
= o = = D «n =
FACTORS OF NEIGHBOURHOOD ATTRIBUTES zle|alz|2 |23 |8|2|2|=|2|%2|%
S lels |12 13| mlsIBRIBIS 3| =|F| 5
Flgls |2 || 3|8|8|8|8(8|3| 2] 8
B |8 |38 | =L |= |7 |2 | & DR
S |3 |88 = El >
== | & S ~ =
8 S| =
o
D
(Location)
o Working place /
. Educational Institute /
e Health and Safety Department /
e Worship Place /
. Recreational Park / /
° Leisure / /
e Groceries /
e Public Transport /
e High Density /
(Social and Physical)
o Active Neighbourhood /
e Neighbourhood Relationships / /
. Multiple Races and Religions /
e Privacy /
e  Crime Rate /
. Security /
e Physical Infrastructure /
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Note : (/) referred to the factors that had been clearly mentioned by Barry and Marits, (2004); Forsyth et al., (2007); Bhat and Guo, (2004); Mills, (1972 ); Jeffrey,
(2011); Giddens, (2009) ; Burton, (2000) ; Talen, (2002) ; Bolt and van Kempen, (2003); Wesly, 1986) ;Pawlukiewicz and Myerson, (2002) ; Meegan and Mitchell,
(2001) ; Banerjee, (2003).

Table 3: The Factors of Neighbourhood Attributes (Mobility Intention)
w

FACTORS OF NEIGHBOURHOOD ATTRIBUTES

(1102) ‘oiny
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Mobility Intention (Location)
Job Competition

Long distance from public facilities /
Traffic Congestion /
Apart from family members /
Problem of Public Transport /
Cleanliness /
Distance to Working Place /
Low Density / /
Increasing rental price /
Mobility Intention(Social and Physical)
Problem with neighbours /
Passive neighbourhood /
Minority group /
Argument of different races /
Crime rate /
Lack of Privacy /
Poor Maintenance and Management System /
Lack of Infrastructure /
e Lack of Parking Spaces /
Note : (/) referred to the factors that had been clearly mentioned by Barry and Marits, (2004); Forsyth et al., (2007); Bhat and Guo, (2004); Mills, (1972 ); Jeffrey, (2011);
Giddens, (2009); Burton, (2000) ; Talen, (2002) ; Bolt and van Kempen, (2003); Wesly, 1986) ;Pawlukiewicz and Myerson, (2002) ; Meegan and Mitchell, (2001) ;

Banerjee, (2003).

—

3.0 Methodology

This study adopts a quantitative research approach; personally administered questionnaire survey using the stratified sampling methods
due to the scope of the study that limits the area, duration and financial aspect. The same approach has been fully utilised on migration
and residential mobility (Clark and William Lisowski, 2017), Assessing residential satisfaction in Accra, Ghana (Addo, 2016), and
environment attributes to neighborhood satisfaction studies (Lee et al., 2016).

The survey involved a sample of renters in Desa Bayan Apartment that classifies into low and medium income groups who have monthly
income below RM 3,999. This group receives 1 Malaysia People's Aid (BRIM) 2017 because the total monthly gross household income
is RM 4,000 and below (Ministry of Finance Malaysia, 2017). The respondents rate the factors according to the importance level of their
preferences with regard to the factors influencing residential mobility and neighbourhood preferences by using stated preferences from
‘very important’ to ‘not very important’ and ‘strongly agree’ to ‘strongly disagree’ Likert Scale 1 to 5. In a reported preference
questionnaire design, the respondents are offered to evaluate and to express their preference among the factors presented to the
respondents. Overall, there are 44 respondents who answered the questionnaires, representing a response rate of 17 percent. Before
the actual field via personally administered questionnaire survey, a pilot study was conducted to ensure that the research tool to be used
had reached a reliable level of validity. As many as nine (9) respondents were involved in this pilot study and they have given meaningful
input towards the completion of the study tool. The analysis of the research was then conducted using the Importance Index to obtain
the frequency of responses given by the respondents on the Likert Scale given to them.

Thus, this paper will only delve into Section B, and C of the survey questionnaire which used Important Index (Il for the data analysis
of 17 factors of neighbourhood preferences and 18 factors influencing the residential mobility. The results obtained were ranked for the
most critical variables and the variables were positioned according to their importance.

4.0 Research Findings and Discussion
The Alpha Cronbach Reliability Test is conducted and it obtains 0.77 which according to Nunnaly (1987) is an acceptable reliability
coefficient. Based on the rule of thumb describing the internal consistency, the result above 0.7 is considered to be acceptable. Based
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on the importance index, the equation is used as shown in Equation 1 and the factors are arranged accordingly to the significant
variables. The overall analyses of the Section B and C from the questionnaires are present in Table 4 and 5. The importance index was
used to rank the critical variables (Kaming et al., 1998 and Nima, 2001). This vital index was computed using the formula cited by Hanafi
etal., 2010:

Equation 1:
Importance Index (I) = 5(n1) + 4(n2) + 3(n3) + 2(n4) + nb (1
5(nT+n2+n3 +n4+nb)

Where;

n1 = number of respondents who answered ‘very important’ and ‘strongly agree’

n2 = number of respondents who answered ‘important’ and ‘agree’

n3 = number of respondents who answered ‘neutral

n4 = number of respondents who answered ‘not important’ and ‘disagree’

n5 = number of respondents who answered ‘very not important” and ‘strongly disagree’

From the findings of the analysis on the 17 factors, 5 most influential factors regarding the neighbourhood preferences based on the
main numbers as put forth by Abdul Kadir et al. (2005) are as follows:

1)  Safe from crime rate (Il = 0.9682)
2)  Enough parking spaces (Il = 0.9409)
3) Good security (Il =0.9091)
4)  Worship Place (Il = 0.8864)
5) Health and Safety Department and Public Transport (Il = 0.8636)
Table 4: The Importance Index for Location and Social and Physical Attributes Preferred by Households
Importance Degree As Stated by 44 Q 5 _g
8 = =3 x
Factors of Neighbourhood Preferences Respondents ’% 3 ] ::; ]
= =] _— =
g 23
N1 N2 N3 N4 N5
Safe from crime rate 39 4 0 1 0 SPA 116 | 0.9682 1
Enough parking spaces 32 1 1 0 0 SPA 1.30 0.9409 2
Good security 27 14 3 0 0 SPA 145 | 0.9091 3
Worship Place 25 14 4 1 0 LA 1.57 0.8864 4
Health and Safety Department 21 18 4 0 1 LA 1.68 | 0.8636 5
Public Transports 20 20 2 2 0 LA 1.68 | 0.8636 5
Working place 21 16 6 1 0 LA 1.70 0.8591 6
Goad relafionship amang 2 14 7 1 0 SPA | 170 | 08591 | 6
neighbours
Groceries 16 21 6 1 0 LA 1.82 0.8364 7
Educational Institute 18 18 5 3 0 LA 1.84 0.8364 8
Privacy 14 22 8 0 0 SPA 1.86 0.8273 9
Nelghbqurhood with park, public hall, 16 17 10 1 0 SPA 1.91 0.8182 10
gymnasium and etc.
Neighbourhood which have activities to
develop social interaction 18 12 " 2 ! SPA 2.00 0.800 1
Nelghbloyrhood which have different races 13 13 18 0 0 SPA 211 0.7773 12
and religion
Recreational Park 9 11 20 4 0 LA 243 0.7136 13
High Density 4 12 17 10 1 LA 2.82 0.6318 14
Leisure 6 5 6 20 7 LA 3.39 0.5227 15

Note: Referred to LA= Location attributes and SPA = Social and Physical Attributes

+ Safe from crime rate (Il = 0.9682)

The most preferred neighbourhood by households is safe from crime rate. 88.64 % of households agreed that safety is paramount. The
secure area is significant for the positive development of children and youth. The children who live in the safe neighbourhood may have
positive life outcomes and stronger relationships with their family, friends and community as well as active participation in social activities.
Parents considered a safe zone to avoid their child from engaging in violent crime. The unsafe neighbourhood may limit the households
to participate in physical and social events. Conversely, the secure area may promote a suitable social and physical environment.

+ Enough parking space (Il = 0.9409)

The second most preferred condition by households is enough parking spaces. According to the housing policy, one parking lot must
be provided for each unit of the houses. Some housing policies allowed for the reserved parking lots which use the concept of first come
first served’. Reserved parking lot may cause an unfair distribution to all households, and it becomes a problem when the households
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have more than one transport in the house. The housing policy had put some pressure on the congestion and limited space available.
Also, some of the homeowners make a profit by leasing their parking lot to renters and charging them at high prices.
+ Good security (Il =0.9091)
The safe neighbourhood comes with good security. It is the third vital factors with an essential index of 0.9091. Excellent protection is
necessary to avoid crime violence and it gives the feeling of security to the households. Living in the high volume of community, the
families may be exposed to the risks of intrusion and burglary. Security technology and access control may increase the level of
protection and control (McGoey, 1996).
+ Worship place (Il = 0.8864)
As compared to other locational attributes, 56.82% of households preferred the place of worship to be close to home in their
neighbourhood and it had the important index of 0.8864. Developing a place of worship is a critical development and it needs sponsorship
or sufficient fund from the non-government organisation. Place of worship is vital for the community to strengthen the faith and principles
of God (Nickson, 2012). Instead of religious activities, it also ties the bond between communities which significantly contribute to life
quality.
+ Health and safety department and public transports (Il = 0.8636)
The fifth most essential preferences by households are nearby health and safety department and accessible public transports which
have an important index of 0.8636. Nearby health and safety department may allow the households to feel secure. Safety practices by
households urge them to live close to the health and safety departments. From the literature review, the neighbourhood which is situated
nearby the health and safety department had experienced an increase in the neighbourhood quality (Aluko, 2011).Meanwhile, the
accessible location of public transports is important to ensure less commuting time and cost.

From the findings of the analysis on the 18 factors, five most influential factors that influenced residential mobility as put forth by
Abdul Kadir et al. (2005) are as follows:
1) Cleanliness (Il = 0.8909)
2) Apart from family members and friends (Il = 0.8136)
) Distance to working place (Il = 0.7955)
) Poor management and maintenance of neighbourhood facilities (Il = 0.7500)
) Increase in crime rate and lack of parking spaces (Il = 0.7455)

a1 B W

Table 5: The Importance Index for Location and Social and Physical Attributes That Influenced Residential Mobility

Importance Degree As Stated by 44
Respondents Q =5
T = 23g 2
Factors Influenced Residential Mobility ‘_g § 2 g,;
N1 N2 N3 N4 N5 g =3

Cleanliness 22 21 0 1 0 LA 1.55 0.8909 1
Apart from family members and friends 10 29 3 2 0 1.93 0.8136 2
Distance to working place 10 24 9 1 0 LA 2.02 0.7955 3
Poor management and maintenance of
neighbourhood facilities " 18 9 5 ! SPA 225 0.7500 4
Increase in crime rate 14 17 5 3 5 SPA 2.27 0.7455 5
Lack of parking spaces 15 16 3 6 4 SPA 2.27 0.7455 5
Problem for public transport 10 21 5 6 2 LA 2.30 0.7409 6
Traffic Congestion 13 13 10 6 2 LA 2.34 0.7318 7
Lack of Privacy 10 19 7 6 2 SPA 2.34 0.7318 7
Lack of infrastructure facilities 4 28 6 3 3 SPA 2.39 0.7227 8
Increasing rental price 14 13 4 10 3 LA 2.43 0.7136 9
Competing in job-hunting 8 13 18 5 0 LA | 245 | o709t | 10
Opportunities.
Low Density 5 17 13 7 2 LA 2.64 0.6727 11
Passive neighbourhood 5 15 17 5 2 SPA 2.64 0.6727 1
Minority of races and religion 5 13 20 4 2 SPA 2.66 0.6682 12
Dlst_ance to educational, safety and health 5 15 15 7 2 LA 268 0.6636 13
institutes/departments
Problem with neighbours 6 14 13 6 5 SPA 2.77 0.6455 14
Argument with other races 5 12 12 9 6 SPA 2.98 0.6046 15

Note: Referred to LA= Location attributes and SPA = Social and Physical Attributes

¢+ Cleanliness (Il = 0.8909)

The factor most affecting residential mobility is cleanliness which has an essential index of (Il = 0.8909). The majority of the respondents
strongly agree that purity has contributed to the mobility intention among households. There is no ‘neutral’ answer for this factor which
shows that the respondents have their own perceptions of the cleanliness. From the literature review, the quality of the neighbourhood
is measured by looking at its freshness. Purity can affect health, especially of the elderly and children. Cleanliness matters to health and
becomes one of the pull factors for residential mobility (Paul, 2010). The clean neighbourhood can increase the satisfaction for the
households.
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* Apart from family members and friends (Il = 0.8136)

Being apart from family members and friends is the second highest rank in the factor affecting residential mobility. Only 4.54 % of
respondents disagree with these. According to Brower (2003), one way to increase neighbourhood satisfaction is by having close friends
and relatives in the same neighbourhood. There is a significance in the social interaction and communication as the old Korean saying
goes “a good neighbour is better than a brother far off’. This phrase shows that the proper relationship established among the
neighbours can replace the feeling of being alone.

+ Distance to working place (Il = 0.7955)

When it comes to reducing the transportation cost, the classic utility maximisation theory suggested that most of the households choose
accessible residential locations (Alonso, 1964). To avoid from traffic congestion, people preferred working close to their homes; which
is 0.7955 of the important index. Living nearest to the working location enables the households to have equality in their work and personal
life. Besides, other causes for people to move within their working area are because of the increased price of the fuels, living expenses
and traffic congestion.

+ Poor management and maintenance of neighbourhood facilities (Il = 0.7500)

The fourth important factor influencing the residential mobility is poor management and maintenance of neighbourhood facilities (Il =
0.7500). 65.91 % of respondents move as they experienced poor construction condition and poor maintenance and management of
neighbourhood physical facilities. In comparison to renters, usually, homeowners achieve residential satisfaction, and this might be
because of the right as an owner of the residential units. Poor management and maintenance of neighbourhood facilities may cause
discomfort and danger to the users.

+ Increase in crime rate and lack of parking spaces (Il = 0.7455)

As discussed in the neighbourhood preference, 88.64 % of households agreed that safety is very important. Thus, the increase in crime
rate is ranked at the fifth place with 0.7455 of an important index. The previous study indicated that the rate of crime in cities is higher
compared to that in suburban areas. The household will move out from the cities as a result of people’s fear of crime (Wesly, 1986).
One of the factors that contribute to crime in the neighbourhood is due to strangers freely gaining entry into the neighbourhood. Lack of
parking space also falls into the same index with an increase in the crime rate. There is also the lack of parking spaces so the households
have the intention to move and seek for the houses that will cater to their need.

5.0 Concluding Remark

The findings of this research expose the most important factor regarding the neighbourhood preference as safe from crime. The
environment of their existing settlements surrounded by various industrial activities allows them to get new settlements to continue their
lives. A safer residential environment is needed to enable people to attain good life quality with their neighbours if they can stay in the
new neighbourhood. Limited and restricted parking space factors are also one of the key elements of neighborhood preference in this
context. This is because most communities now in Malaysia have at least one car or motorcycle to live a life of convenience. The difficult
situation to park their car or motorcycle in a safe place will put pressure on them and this negatively affects the quality of their lives as
a whole. A good safety factor in the community has also become one of the key attracting factors for a more meaningful quality of life in
the future. Obviously, the elements related to personal safety and security, family members and property are the main attraction factors
of the low and middle-income groups who are staying in the apartment in the study area. This study also reveals the factors that affect
the residential mobility. The main factor underlying this element is the cleanliness factor because the uncontrolled condition of the
apartment in this context is one of the features that have become an issue here. In addition, another factor that causes them to be
depressed to move to the new settlement is that they have to be apart from family members and friends. This is because the multi-racial
society in Malaysia still wants to live around their relatives and friends. This is easier for them because the feelings of tolerance and
unity are still in their hearts. In addition, factors related to their distance to work also put pressure on them to move to a place close to
their work placement.

Obviously, both influential factors category namely neighborhood preferences and residential mobility must be carefully observed to
get a more detailed description of household mobility. Both these pull and push factors should be refined in detail by relevant
stakeholders to ensure that the quality of life of the population is improved from time to time. Efforts to achieve one of the key elements
in the context of social sustainability will ultimately have a positive impact on Malaysia's overall economic growth.

From the survey in this study, from renters to homeowners, the first step that the households take is determine the new development
and try to suit the housing price with their income. They never noticed the importance of neighbourhood attributes in their preferences
and selection. The households preferred a quality neighbourhood, but it seems overlooked that quality usually comes with higher price.
Settling down in a less desired vicinity may contribute to neighbourhood stress and the intention to move. Thus, this study sheds light
on the importance of considering neighbourhood attributes in residential preferences. Besides, financial burden, also stressful
neighbourhood can also cause dissatisfaction to the households. The mobilisation of households in and out of the neighbourhood causes
neighbourhood instability which disrupts the process of social sustainability. By identifying the factors that contribute to residential
mobility in this study, the households who intend to move might consider the neighbourhood attributes in their analysis before they select
their new houses or homes. This study considers the location as well as social and physical characteristics which might need to be
considered before choosing the new home to avoid from the residential move. Overall this study enlightens the readers on the
interrelation between residential mobility and social sustainability. The overview of the factors affecting residential movement and
neighbourhood preferences might help the households to choose their own desirable neighbourhood. This study contributes some
knowledge on social sustainability by proposing quality neighbourhood in the future. As scarce research has been done on social
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sustainability, the researcher has emerged to highlight the importance of neighbourhood attributes to achieve social sustainability. The
unstable communities may result from inadequate physical and social attributes. The high consideration on the communities especially
the households may produce quality communities in the future. By listing the need of the households through neighbourhood preference,
the initiatives to achieve social sustainability can be taken immediately. Thus, this study initiates the social sustainability by considering
the communities’ needs and preferences.

6.0 Limitations and Recommendations

Findings of this study are limited as the study only investigates the reasons why the renters are moving from one neighbourhood to
others; additional research is needed to provide more understanding on the neighbourhood attachment and the effect on social
interaction. Moreover, the study is limited to the renters as the respondents. The difference in the mobilisation trend between renters
and homeowners may allow the study to be more interesting. Thus, the analysis needs to be extended to explore how neighbourhood
attributes may influence homeowner’s decision to move. The correlation between homeowners’ affordability and neighbourhood
attributes would be natural to extend the analysis. Compared to renters, homeowners are usually more sensitive to their neighbourhood
change. The study shows that homeowners have powerful control over the physical structures and social attributes. In a simple
understanding, the neighbourhoods occupied by many homeowners tend to become more desirable and selected. Therefore, the study
would be interesting if it extends to homeowners as well. Their relocation’s behaviour, as well as their responsiveness towards the
neighbourhood and change can be drawn into comparison. Secondly, this study shall be extended to determine the factors of geography
in the neighbourhood structure. The opinions of households and their perceptions towards geography are needed to determine whether
or not the factors influence residential mobility. Geography explained the land and earth phenomenon. Thirdly, there is a call for
researchers to study the apparent move within the neighbourhood. A portion of renters may move in the same community. Thus, it is
critical to explore the factors that influence the renters to do so as it may cause neighbourhood instability.
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