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Residential Satisfaction Questionnaire for Public Housing (RSQPH): 
Development and validation of a comprehensive measure 
Abstract
The study describes the development and validation of an instrument for measuring residential satisfaction in public housing: the "Residential Satisfaction Questionnaire for Public Housing” (RSQPH). In the first phase, cognitive interviews were conducted to analyze the response process and comprehensibility of the preliminary version of the questionnaire. In the second phase, a pilot study was conducted on public housing residents within Costa Rica´s metropolitan area to gather initial evidence for construct validity and internal consistency. In the final phase, the instrument was applied to 450 residents of 16 public housing developments, and further psychometric analyses were performed. The Exploratory Factor Analysis suggested a one-dimensional structure of the items, supported by a Confirmatory Factor Analysis that showed an adequate fit of the one-factor model to the data. The psychometric results showed that the instrument has adequate internal consistency, construct, and convergent validity, indicating adequate psychometric properties to measure the construct. 
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Cuestionario Para Medir la Satisfacción Residencial en Proyectos de Vivienda Pública (RSQPH): Desarrollo y Validación de un Instrumento
Resumen
El estudio describe el desarrollo y validación de un instrumento para medir la satisfacción residencial en proyectos de viviendas de interés social denominado “Cuestionario de Satisfacción Residencial para Proyectos de Vivienda Pública” (RSQPH por sus siglas en inglés). En la primera fase se realizaron entrevistas cognitivas para analizar la comprensibilidad y procesos de respuesta ante la versión preliminar del cuestionario. En la segunda fase, se realizó un estudio piloto con residentes de viviendas públicas dentro del área metropolitana de Costa Rica para recolectar evidencia inicial de validez de constructo y consistencia interna. En la fase final, el instrumento se aplicó a 450 residentes de 16 desarrollos de vivienda pública y se realizaron análisis psicométricos adicionales. El Análisis Factorial Exploratorio sugirió una estructura unidimensional de los ítems, sustentado por un Análisis Factorial Confirmatorio que mostró un adecuado ajuste del modelo unifactorial a los datos. Los resultados demostraron que el instrumento tiene adecuada consistencia interna, validez de constructo y validez convergente, indicando propiedades psicométricas adecuadas para medir la Satisfacción Residencial en Proyectos de Vivienda Pública.
Palabras Clave: Entrevista Cognitiva; Satisfacción Residencial; Proyectos de Vivienda Pública; Análisis Psicométrico

1. Introduction
Even though studies focused on the person-environment relationship have a tradition of around six decades, the conceptual, theoretical, and methodological weaknesses still present in this line of research have slowed down progress in the matter (Lewicka, 2011; Morgan, 2010). 
Research on residential satisfaction (RS) is no exception and has experienced a rocky road in terms of the conceptual definition of the construct and the different instruments to measure it. Following Gold (1980), residential satisfaction refers to the pleasure or gratification the individual experiences when living in a certain environment. For Adriaanse (2007), it refers to a positive affective state experienced in relation to one’s residential environment, which leads the individual to behave in a certain way to maintain or increase their congruence with this environment.
The experience of residing in a given context, with the characteristics of that environment, leads to a different experience for each individual, who in turn has particular expectations and needs that may or may not be met by the place where they live, and which will also be reflected in their quality of life. Meeting these needs may be particularly difficult to achieve in deprived or socially vulnerable contexts, such as public housing developments, where many social, economic, and infrastructural problems usually concentrate. Following Jansen (2014), the gap between residential expectations and our reality largely determines the satisfaction we experience with our residential environment. 
As individuals, we interact with the environment in which we live in different ways and territorial domains, which have traditionally been grouped into the three components of the residential environment: housing, neighborhood, and neighbors (Aragonés & Corraliza, 1992; Canter & Ress, 1982; Checa & Arjona, 2010). 
The home, the minimum unit where our daily lives and main family ties are established, is the most personal space, covering basic needs (Amérigo, 1995). In contrast, the neighborhood, the intermediate scale, is the space we turn to in order to satisfy our social and recreational needs, etc. In this territorial domain, the environment fulfills the function of providing the services, infrastructures, and facilities necessary for the development of the residents’ daily lives, through elements such as educational and health centers, parks, transport systems, etc. (Checa & Arjona, 2010; Hernández, 2000). On the other hand, the social context represents the third basic dimension within RS studies, where aspects such as neighborhood relations, interaction with the community, citizen security, etc., are addressed.
RS measurement has gained interest in recent decades, as it contributes to a better understanding of the subjective assessment that residents make of their living environment, allowing for the improvement of housing and urban programs and policies (Wang & Wang, 2016). Although the development of instruments to measure residential satisfaction has been going on for many years (Amérigo & Aragonés, 1997), the diversity of approaches to the subject and the different territorial domains to which the studies refer have made it challenging to consolidate instruments to measure this construct and then to obtain robust scientific evidence on the matter. 
Recent literature reviews show the wide variety of instruments used to measure RS. The most common ones are questionnaires applied in Western countries to measure residents' satisfaction with the neighborhood or the three components of the residential environment (Smrke et al., 2018). However, there is still no agreement on whether housing, neighborhood, and community/neighbor satisfaction should be seen as separate components of RS, or as a one-dimensional construct. However, in the latter case, it is difficult to identify what respondents refer to when they assess their satisfaction (Dekker et al., 2011). 
Several studies have applied residential satisfaction questionnaires to specific populations, such as older adults (Fernández-Portero et al., 2017; Rojo et al., 2001), socioeconomically vulnerable groups (Aragonés & Corraliza, 1992; Bruin & Cook, 1997; Checa & Arjona, 2010), or residents of housing projects built with public funds (Hidalgo & Saldías, 1998; Mohit et al., 2010; Pérez-Pérez, 2016), making important contributions to the identification of specific predictors of this construct.
Studies conducted on public housing residents mostly seek to deepen the interaction between residents and the specificities of these environments in order to be able to promote actions, policies, and public programs that favor a positive experience for residents.
Previous studies about RS in PH have explored aspects such as structure types, dwelling characteristics, and neighborhood facilities (Andrade et al., 2008; Mohit et al., 2010; Ukoha & Beamish, 1997). However, assessing RS in PH projects based on items that evaluate specific aspects of the residential context can be challenging because, in most cases, residents have not had a real opportunity to choose where to live, but have instead been assigned housing through government systems. In some cases, this implies uprooting processes, but mainly a very limited possibility to choose key elements, such as the residential typology or the neighborhood and its characteristics, as this population group has less possibility of residential mobility (De la Espriella, 2007; Massey, 2016). 
In many Latin American countries, PH programs seek to serve populations in extreme poverty or communities that have experienced forced relocation due to natural disasters. These particularities in the residential experience deserve to be differentiated and considered in research instruments. Another challenge to measuring RS among this population is to develop measures sensitive to the limitations that participants with low levels of formal education might have while completing the questionnaire (Amerigo, 1995; Aragonés & Corraliza, 1992). 
Studies about RS have addressed these and other measurement challenges differently. Most researchers have used self-assessment questionnaires and Likert scales for response options. Unfortunately, this increased diversity makes it difficult to compare results across studies (Smrke et al., 2018). Some have used one or more general questions about global residential satisfaction or referred to specific environmental domains, other studies have asked about specific aspects of the residential environment, and others have used both approaches (Amerigo, 1990; Hur & Morrow-Jones, 2008; Tabernero et al., 2010; Wang & Wang, 2016). 
Hur and Morrow-Jones (2008) point out that different factors matter in different kinds of neighborhoods, explaining why there have been conflicting results about the different factors that impact residential satisfaction, supporting the need to measure overall satisfaction with the three residential domains. Finally, different results were found when people were asked directly about their satisfaction with their home, neighborhood, or neighbors, than when asked non-directly, presumably due to cognitive consistency (Amerigo, 1995), hence the importance of using both to control for results.
Based on these measurement difficulties, this study aims to develop and validate an instrument to measure RS, the Residential Satisfaction Questionnaire for Public Housing (RSQPH), and thus contribute to the generation of evidence for a more appropriate instrument to capture residents' perceptions of public housing projects in contexts, such as those of Latin America, that have been neglected in previous research.
2. Method
Three studies were conducted to develop a measure of RS and to gather different types of validity evidence for the RSQPH. Specifically, a questionnaire was designed to measure general RS with dwelling, neighborhood, and neighbors through direct and indirect, simply worded questions to residents of public housing units. Items were proposed based on theory and prior questionnaires. The first qualitative study explored concepts and possible items related to residential environment and satisfaction. Quantitative techniques were then used to validate the first proposed questionnaire within a pilot study and cross-validate the final version of the instrument in the main study. All studies were approved and followed the University of Costa Rica’s Ethics Committee guidelines[footnoteRef:1]. For a better understanding of the development and validation process, we present each study separately (including its methods and results), followed by a general discussion of the whole process.  [1:  Open data available DOI: 10.17632/c6fb4pg62z.1] 

2.1.  Study 1: Cognitive interviewing 
The aim of this study was to investigate how people conceptualize RS, the relationship between some attributes of the environment, and the satisfaction they experience. Additionally, the study tested how people understand the proposed questions of the instrument, as well as some general underlying concepts concerning the various territorial domains studied. The semi-structured cognitive interview technique was chosen to test whether the RSQPH is adequately understood and meets its purposes. The cognitive interview technique explores how a certain audience understands, executes the mental process, and responds to the material presented. (Willis, 2004).
2.1.1. Participants
Participants were eight residents of public housing projects within the metropolitan area of San José, Costa Rica. All had lived in the area for at least one year; some were owners and others were tenants of the houses. Four were women, and four were men, all aged between 27 and 49 years (M = 34 years, SD = 7.48 years).
2.1.2. Instrument
The cognitive interviews explored and evaluated the response process and the understanding of the various items included in the questionnaire. The proposed items of the RSQPH were based on previous instruments (Amérigo, 1995; Aragonés & Corraliza, 1992; Canter & Rees, 1982; Checa & Arjona, 2010; Diener et al., 1985; Chilean Ministry of Housing and Urbanism, 2016; Prieto-Flores et al., 2011; Weidemann et al., 1982; Zehner, 1972). Other indirect items were edited to include general but indirect questions about RS with different residential domains. Examples of the items are: “Overall, how satisfied are you with your neighborhood?” and “If you were to move to another neighborhood, how much would you want it to be like this one?”.
Based on Tourangeau’s (1984) four-stage model, the cognitive interviews explored cognitive challenges or difficulties along the processes of comprehension, recovery, estimation, and execution of the response provided by the participants. The interviews deepened the understanding of concepts and language, as well as the structure of questions and response options. Other aspects of the neighborhood, housing, and interpersonal relationships with neighbors that could increase RS that had not been considered in the reviewed literature were also explored.
2.1.3. Procedures
Participants were invited to participate using the non-probabilistic snowball procedure. Community leaders were initially contacted to identify potential participants. As part of the protocol, they read and signed an informed consent form, and were recorded in audio format for later transcription. Interviews averaged 40 minutes.
2.1.4. Analysis
The eight interviews were fully transcribed for further analysis using the coding system proposed by Mayring (1993). The material was analyzed using the classic top-down content analysis procedure (Krippendorff, 2004) with Atlas.ti V7.5.7. Based on the transcribed quotes, various categories of analysis were developed. That made it possible to analyze which concepts, questions, and response options of the questionnaire caused difficulties for the interviewees, both concerning theoretical concepts and concerning the use of a common language. The information collected was systematized in frequency tables for each item in the questionnaire.
2.1.5. Results
The content analysis allowed the coding of 215 citations in 13 different sub-categories within three general categories (see Table 1).
Table 1
Difficulties in understanding the questionnaire
	Category
	Sub-category
	Frequency

	Instrument design issues
	Confused response category
	31

	
	Difficulty with the language or writing
	12

	
	Missing answer options
	4

	
	Double-barreled questions
	8

	Difficulties in understanding and formulating answers
	Doubt/misunderstanding regarding the study in general
	2

	
	Lack of knowledge / Impossibility of offering an answer
	13

	
	Misunderstanding of the item or statement
	5

	
	Inconsistency or vagueness of the answers to a question
	14

	
	Difficulty associated with reference or territorial scale
	37

	
	Difficulty with term or concept
	45

	Contributions and inputs
	Contributions and inputs
	8

	
	Modification suggestions
	29

	
	Exploration of other elements of residential satisfaction
	7


 
According to the results, the difficulties identified were mainly related to a lack of understanding of some of the terms or concepts used, as well as difficulties in understanding the context to which the questions were referred to (i.e., home, neighbors, neighborhood). Other problems occurred in the response categories. Problems were related to confusing or missing response categories, wording, or complex language. Finally, several suggestions for modification of the instrument were quantified. 
2.2. Study 2 Piloting
The second study focused on gathering initial psychometric properties of the instrument via Exploratory Factor Analyses, internal consistency tests, and simple correlations with other measures. 
2.2.1. Participants.
The sample consisted of 116 residents of public housing projects of the metropolitan area of San José Costa Rica, aged between 18 to 81 years (M = 48.43 years, SD = 16.78 years), 62% were women; 38% were men, and 91% Costa Rican. Most of the sample has lived in the same area for several years (M = 27.29 years, SD = 12.95 years). On average, they shared their homes with three other family members; around 69% were property owners, and 11% participated in community groups or associations. 
2.2.2. Instruments 
RSQPH. A first version of the RSQPH was applied in the pilot study (see Appendix for the pilot study version of the RSQPH). The questionnaire consisted of ten items asking residents about their overall satisfaction with the three components of the residential environment (house, neighborhood, and neighbors) mentioned above. Items were answered on a 5-point Likert scale from 0 to 4, with specific labels adapted to each statement.
Neighborhood Attachment Scale (NAS). To test the convergent and discriminant validity of the instrument, we use the scale developed by Hernández et al. (2007) to measure neighborhood attachment. This one-dimensional scale contains eight items with a 6-point Likert scale varying from “Not at all” to “Really a Lot” (α = .95). Examples of the items are “I would regret having to move to another neighborhood” and “When I’ve been away for a while, I really want to come back”. The applied version was reduced to a 5-point Likert scale (“Not at all”, “Little”, “Somewhat”, “Quite a lot”, “A lot”).
According to Hernandez et al. (2007, p.310), “Place attachment is an affective bond that people establish with specific areas where they prefer to remain and where they feel comfortable and safe”. A person can feel attached to places that differ in size and function, such as the house, the neighborhood, or the city (Low & Altman, 1992; Hay, 1998b; Tuan, 1974). This construct is closely related to others that also refer to the bond that people establish with their surroundings and has played a key role in the study of residential satisfaction (Fleury-Bari et al., 2008; Giuliani, 2003; Hidalgo & Hernandez, 2001; Manzo, 2003), hence the interest in including this scale in this study for convergent validity. 
2.2.3. Procedures
Data collection was carried out by five interviewers who informed the residents of the study's objectives, the voluntary nature of their participation, and the anonymity of the sociodemographic data. The interviews were applied following a door-to-door procedure with random routes. The information collected was entered into a database for further analysis.
2.2.4. Analysis 
The factor structure of the measure was first tested using Exploratory Factor Analysis (EFA) with the Principal Axes Factoring extraction method. Reliability was tested via internal consistency using Cronbach's Alphas and item-total correlations. Simple correlations between scales were calculated to assess convergent validity. Data analyses were conducted using SPSS 26.
2.2.5. Results
The descriptive and psychometric properties of the items for the preliminary questionnaire version are presented in the Appendix. The Kaiser-Mayer-Olkin test and Bartlett's sphericity test corroborate the adequacy of the sample to conduct the EFA (KMO = .88, χ2 = 519.48, df = 45, p < .001). The EFA revealed a one-dimensional structure of the items with a first factor with an Eigenvalue of 4.27, explaining the 42.67% of the variance of all items. Items showed factor loadings ranging from .39 to .83 in the first factor, except the item “If you could make changes to your home, how many would you make?”, which had an unacceptable factor loading of -.08 and was therefore excluded from subsequent analyses. Internal consistency analyses of the remaining nine items showed a Cronbach Alpha of .88, and all items showed item-total correlations ranging from .36 to .78. 
Given these results, the items were averaged into a general indicator of RS. Scores on the RSQPH for the whole sample ranged from .44 to 4, with a mean of 2.41 and a standard deviation of .79 on a scale from 0 to 4. The zero-order correlation between the RSQPH and the Place Attachment Scale was r = .69, p < .001. This means that participants with higher levels of RS also have higher levels of neighborhood attachment, showing that both instruments measure positively related constructs in line with theory and previous research.
 These results provided initial supporting evidence of the reliability and convergent validity of the new measure. However, the scale was improved by balancing the number of items to cover each of the three components of the residential environment: neighborhood, house, and neighbors. Specifically, one item was modified, and four new items were developed. In addition, two items were discarded (“If you could choose how long you will live in this neighborhood, that would be?”, and “If you could make changes to your home, how many would you make?”). This process produced an improved 12-item questionnaire version applied in the final study for its validation.
2.3. Study 3 Main Study
This study used a confirmatory approach to test the one-dimensional structure of the RSQPH. Additionally, the questionnaire included measures of neighborhood attachment, perceived neighborhood living conditions, and perceived satisfaction with the neighborhood´s infrastructure to gather evidence of convergent validity of the RSQPH with these scales and indexes. 
2.3.1. Participants
The sample comprised 450 public housing project residents in the metropolitan area of San José, Costa Rica. Participants' ages ranged between 18 and 80 years (M = 41.74, SD = 11.36); 81% were women, 19% were men, and 88% were Costa Rican. Most of the sample had lived in the same area for several years (M = 14.80, SD = 12.14). On average, they shared their homes with three other family members. Around 83% were property owners, and 20% participated in community groups or associations. 
2.3.2. Instruments
RSQPH. Table 2 shows the final version of the RSQPH, which consists of 12 items assessing satisfaction with all three components of the residential environment: satisfaction with the neighborhood, house satisfaction, and satisfaction with the neighbors, each measured by 4 items. 
Table 2 
The final version of the RSQPH 
	[bookmark: _Hlk143496231]Questionnaire items
	Response options

	1. Overall, how satisfied are you with your neighborhood?
	Not at all satisfied, not very satisfied, somewhat satisfied, very satisfied, extremely satisfied

	2. Overall, how satisfied are you with your house?
	Not at all satisfied, not very satisfied, somewhat satisfied, very satisfied, extremely satisfied

	3. Thinking about your neighbors, how satisfied are you with them?
	Not at all satisfied, not very satisfied, somewhat satisfied, very satisfied, extremely satisfied

	4. Your neighborhood is a place…? 
	Lousy to live in, bad to live in, fair to live in, good to live in, excellent to live in

	5. Imagine that you decide to move to a new neighborhood and all your current neighbors move to the same place, you would be…? 
	Very unhappy, unhappy, wouldn’t care, happy, extremely happy

	6. Your house is a space…?
 
	Lousy to live in, bad to live in, fair to live in, good to live in, excellent to live in

	7. If you were to move to another neighborhood, how much would you want it to be like this one? 
 
	Not to be similar, to be similar in very few things, to be similar in some things, to be similar in many things, to be the same as this neighborhood

	8. If you moved to another house and it was the same as this one, would you be...? *
	Very unhappy, unhappy, wouldn't care, happy, extremely happy

	9. If you had to move, would you recommend this house to your friends? **
	Not at all, somewhat, moderately, quite a lot, very much

	10. Do you think you have...? *
	Lousy neighbors, bad neighbors, average neighbors, good neighbors, excellent neighbors

	11. Living in this neighborhood makes you feel…? *
	Not at all proud, not very proud, somewhat proud, quite proud, extremely proud

	12. Living with your current neighbors make you feel...? *
	Very unhappy, unhappy, don’t care, like it, like it very much


Notes. * New items; ** Modified item
NAS. The scale developed by Hernández et al. (2007), as described in Study 2, was also used in this study to measure neighborhood attachment. In this study, the scale showed a Cronbach's Alpha of .93.
Perceived Satisfaction of Neighborhood Infrastructure Index (PSNII). An index measuring participants´ satisfaction with their neighborhood's infrastructure was developed using six direct questions regarding their satisfaction with a) the sewerage system, b) the streetlighting, c) green and recreational areas, d) cleanliness of the common areas, and e) the residential complex as a whole. Items were rated on a 5-point Likert scale from 0 (lowest satisfaction) to 4 (highest satisfaction). The index showed a Cronbach's Alpha of .79.
Perceived Neighborhood Living Conditions Index (PNLCI). Participants were asked to rate the following aspects of their neighborhood on a scale of 0 (lowest rating) to 4 (highest rating): a) tranquility, b) security, c) privacy, d) beauty, and e) cleanliness. This index had a Cronbach Alpha of .86. 
2.3.3. Procedures
Data collection was also carried out by five interviewers in 15 different public housing developments built in the metropolitan area of Costa Rica between 2009 and 2021. As in the pilot study, the interviewers informed residents of the objectives of the study, the voluntary nature of their participation, and the anonymity of sociodemographic data. The interviews were applied following a door-to-door procedure using random assignment of house numbers to be visited. 
2.3.4. Analysis
To test for the one-dimensionality of the RSQPH, a Confirmatory Factor Analysis (CFA) was conducted using JAMOVI 2.3.21.0 (The Jamovi project, 2023). Parameter estimates were calculated using the Maximum Likelihood Method (ML). Model fit was assessed using the conventional criteria: The Chi-Square Goodness of Fit Statistic (χ2), the Comparative Fit Index (CFI), the Squared Root Mean Square Residual (SRMR), and the Root Mean Square Error of Approximation (RMSEA) with its confidence interval. A model is generally said to fit the data well if the χ2 is small and non-significant, the CFI values are above .90, and the SRMR and RMSEA values are below .10 (Maruyama, 1998). With large samples, as in the present study, a significant value of the χ2 is likely to be obtained even with small deviations from the data. Therefore, χ2 will be used here as a guide rather than a rule. The significance of the factor loadings (at p < .05) was also examined. After CFA, internal consistency was examined using Cronbach's Alpha coefficients and item-total correlations. Finally, convergent validity was examined by calculating the bivariate correlations between the RSQPH and the NAS, the PSNII, and the PNLCI. 
2.3.5. Results
Results for the CFA are shown in Figure 1. The one-dimensional model showed a relatively adequate fit to the data once several errors of items with similar wording were allowed to covary[footnoteRef:2]: χ2 = 196.30; df = 44; p < .001; CFI = .94; NNFI=.91; SRMR = .06; RMSEA = .09; 95% CI [.08 - .11]. All items loaded significantly on the latent variable, with factor loadings ranging from .41 to .77 (p < .001). The Cronbach's Alpha of the instrument was .89, and all items showed item-total correlations ranging from .41 to .68. The zero-order correlations of the RSQPH with the validation measures are presented in Table 3. Correlations ranged from .57 to .72, indicating that higher scores on RS with public housing were significantly associated with higher levels of attachment to the neighborhood, higher levels of satisfaction with the infrastructure, and positive evaluations of the neighborhood, as expected by both the theory and previous empirical research. In summary, the data from Study 3 also showed that the instrument exhibited adequate psychometric properties to measure the construct.  [2:  Item covariation: Item 10 ~~ Item 12; Item 3 ~~ Item 10; Item 8 ~~ Item 9; Item 2 ~~ Item 6; Item 3 ~~ Item 5; Item 5 ~~ Item 10; Item 2 ~~ Item 8; Item 6 ~~ Item 8; Item 1 ~~ Item 4; Item 1 ~~ Item 2] 

Figure 1
One-Dimensional Model for the final version of the RSQPH 
[image: ]

Table 3 
Descriptive, Cronbach's Alphas, and correlations between the final version of the RSQPH and the validation measures. 
	Measures
	M
	SD
	α
	RSQPH
	NAS
	PSNII
	PNLCI

	RSQPH
	2.56
	0.65
	.89
	
	.721***
	.596***
	.694***

	NAS
	2.88
	1.04
	.93
	
	
	.486***
	.566***

	PSNII
	2.99
	0.83
	.79
	
	
	
	.712***

	PNLCI
	2.96
	0.90
	.86
	
	
	
	


 
Notes. Min. = 0, Max. = 4 *** p < .001, N = 450, RSQPH = Residential Satisfaction Questionnaire for Public Housing, NAS = Neighborhood Attachment Scale, PSNII = Perceived Satisfaction with the Neighborhood Infrastructure Index, PNLCI = Perceived Neighborhood Living Conditions Index.
3. Discussion
Measuring SR is a current challenge in environmental psychology. This study aimed to develop and validate an RS instrument for use in public housing projects in Latin America. EFA results suggested a one-dimensional structure of the items, confirmed by CFA results. All internal consistency and item analyses were favorable, and correlations with similar constructs were statistically significant and positive. In summary, the psychometric results showed that the instrument has adequate internal consistency, construct, and convergent validity, and thus has adequate psychometric properties to measure the construct. 
Since the instrument was designed to be understood by a population with a low level of school education, the simplicity of the items and the response options were considered, following the arguments made by Amérigo (1995). Direct and indirect items were proposed to measure RS with the house, the neighborhood, and the neighbors, and questions on specific aspects of the residential environment were included. In doing so, we considered the particularities of residential environments and the characteristics of the population of this study in line with the results obtained by Hur and Morrow-Jones (2008) and by Aragonés and Corraliza (1992). 
Likewise, as in Canter and Rees’ (1982) study, the importance of recognizing territorial distinctions for the correct development of research on RS was corroborated. However, our data suggest that satisfaction along the different spatial domains represents a general construct since a one-dimensional model adequately fits the data. Future research should confirm this feature of our measure.
The systematic review by Smrke et al. (2018) shows that few instruments have been specifically developed to assess satisfaction in public housing projects, despite their importance for the development of public policies and programs, which has already been discussed in multiple previous studies (Mohit et al., 2010; Pérez-Pérez, 2016). These preliminary results show that the measure adequately captures the specificities of the population that used to live in these projects in Latin America. Future research would benefit from replication studies in other Latin American countries. 
Finally, this study sought to develop and validate the instrument in a Latin American context, given the lack of development of this type of instrument in this region. It is important to participate in the cross-cultural validation of instruments, such as the one conducted by Bonaiuto et al. (2015), which also obtained favorable results. Comparing the applicability of the instruments is a key aspect of psychometrics, especially when considering the major differences between urban layouts, urbanization patterns, and residential typologies that prevail in different countries. However, these same spatial and cultural differences may also represent a limitation to the replicability of this instrument in other contexts and therefore need to be reviewed in future studies.
4. Conclusions
The study describes the development and validation of the instrument "Residential Satisfaction Questionnaire for Public Housing” (RSQPH). Results confirmed a one-factor model to the data and showed that the instrument has adequate internal consistency, construct, and convergent validity, indicating adequate psychometric properties to measure RS. 
The issue of public housing and urbanization projects is an area of ​​work in need of strengthening to overcome great social inequities and promote the creation of inclusive, safe, and resilient cities and sustainable human settlements (United Nations, 2017). Providing quality spaces for the development of life entails the need to study and deepen the issue of residential satisfaction, and it is within this line of work that the contributions of this research are framed.
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Appendix
Original measure in Spanish 
	Questionnaire items
	Response options
 

	1. En general, ¿Qué tan satisfecho está usted con su barrio?
	Nada satisfecho, poco satisfecho, más o menos satisfecho, bastante satisfecho, súper satisfecho

	2. En general, ¿Qué tan satisfecho está usted con su casa?
	Nada satisfecho, poco satisfecho, más o menos satisfecho, bastante satisfecho, súper satisfecho

	3. Y pensando en los vecinos de su barrio, ¿Qué tan satisfecho está con ellos?
 
	Nada satisfecho, poco satisfecho, más o menos satisfecho, bastante satisfecho, súper satisfecho

	4. ¿Para usted, su barrio es un lugar…? 
	Pésimo para vivir, malo para vivir, regular para vivir, bueno para vivir, excelente para vivir

	5. Imagine que usted decide mudarse a un nuevo barrio y todos sus vecinos actuales se mudan al mismo lugar, ¿Usted estaría…?

	Muy descontento, descontento, le daría igual, contento, súper contento

	6. ¿Para usted, su casa es un espacio…?
 
	Pésimo para vivir, malo para vivir, regular para vivir, bueno para vivir, excelente para vivir

	7. Si se mudara a otro barrio, ¿Cuánto le gustaría que se pareciera a este? 
 
	No le gustaría que se pareciera, que se pareciera en muy pocas cosas, que se pareciera en algunas cosas, que se pareciera en muchas cosas, que fuera igual a este

	8. Si se mudara a otra casa y esa fuera igual a esta, ¿usted estaría...?
	Muy descontento, descontento, le daría igual, contento, súper contento

	9. Si tuviera que mudarse, ¿Qué tanto recomendaría a sus amigos esta vivienda?
 
	No la recomendaría en absoluto, la recomendaría poco, la recomendaría más o menos, la recomendaría bastante, la recomendaría muchísimo

	10. ¿Usted considera que tiene...?
	Pésimos vecinos, malos vecinos, vecinos regulares, buenos vecinos, excelentes vecinos

	11. ¿El hecho de vivir en este barrio le hace sentirse…?
	Nada orgulloso, poco orgulloso, más o menos orgulloso, bastante orgulloso, súper orgulloso

	12. ¿El hecho de convivir con sus actuales vecinos le hace sentirse...?
 
	Muy disgustado, disgustado, le da igual, le agrada, le agrada muchísimo







Means, standard deviations, item-total correlations, and factors loadings for the 10-item preliminary version of the RSQPH
 
	 
Preliminary RSQPH items
	M
	SD
	Rit
	Factor Loading

	1. Overall, how satisfied are you with your neighborhood?
	2.20
	1.17
	.67
	.72

	2. Overall, how satisfied are you with your house?
	3.22
	0.87
	.49
	.52

	3. Thinking about your neighbors, how satisfied are you with them?
	2.48
	1.16
	.58
	.62

	4. Your neighborhood is a place…? 
	2.33
	0.96
	.71
	.75

	5. Imagine that you decide to move to a new neighborhood and all your current neighbors move to the same place, you would be…?
	1.98
	1.03
	.67
	.70

	6. Your house is a space…?
	3.20
	0.70
	.36
	.38

	7. If you were to move to another neighborhood, how much would you want it to be like this one?
	1.66
	1.45
	.78
	.83

	8. If you could choose how long you will live in this neighborhood, that would be?
	2.66
	1.14
	.73
	.78

	9. If you had to move, how highly would you recommend this neighborhood to your friends?
	1.99
	1.20
	.72
	.77

	10. If you could make changes to your home, how many would you make? †
	-
	-
	-
	-.08


Notes. RSQPH = Residential Satisfaction Questionnaire for Public Housing, † = item was removed before conducting internal consistency analyses. First Eigenvalue = 4.27, Explained Variance = 42,67%, Scale a = .88, Scale M = 2.41, Scale SD = .79, Min. = 0, Max = 4.
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