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ABSTRACT
With the majority of people living in cities it has become increasingly important ¢
to examine the relationship between the qualities and characteristics of an
urban setting and the perceived satisfaction of its users. Discourses on Qualit K

of Urban life (QOUL) show that the preponderance of existing empiri

studies and measurement frameworks have been developed basé

Western case studies or standards. Rapid urbanisation of cities in Afri d

Asia, however, has dramatically impacted the use of space, and | y
cases has resulted in intense urban transformations that N cted
communities. This prompts questions about the quality offli OL) of

that although there are many aspects of urban life th ultural, there
are also culture specific features that make urban lif iqe”in each city or
setting. Consequently, QOUL studies should b niversal values and
context-specificities. Following identification and cri f QOUL models, the
paper calls for a new model to examine conttgpec cities. The model aims

residents and the liveability of their environments. Thus, t@o arch argues

to highlight the important role that context andi{¢culture play in urban life while
underscoring the relevant core dimension@ L studies.

Key words: Quality of urban life; Culture; @@ncéptual model; Context specific framework

o

QUALITY OF URBAN LIEE: F HISTORY
QOL research has dexeloped as an academic discipline in its own right after the

launch of the scientificg@urnal “Social Indicators Research’in 1974 (ILIC et al., 2010;
MCCREA et al., 201 is was part of the Social Indicators Movement, which
developed over ti{e/1960s and 1970s due to the belief that economic indicators
alone were n nough to fully demonstrate the QOL of cities and nations. QOL is
now a fast- O&miscipline, embraced by governments as a means of measuring
the well-b ithin and between communities, cities, regions and nation states
(ILIC, QA 10). Up until the 1970s, the majority of reports were non-spatial
despi nterest in area-based social indicators (PACIONE, 2003). However,
Ci @ 1996 noted that an urban trend began emerging in an attempt to give
étéx to QOL. This urban element provides a significant physical and social
IM€nsion that grounds QOL studies, making them more applicable to policy-makers
and planners. Interest in the relationship between people and their everyday urban

environments and the degree of satisfaction involved is known as a quality of urban
life (QOUL) study.

Despite QOL and QOUL being the centre of numerous studies, there is still not a
universally acceptable definition for either of the concepts (WLODARCZYL, 2015;
MARANS, 2012; ILIC et al., 2010; DAS 2008; KAMP et al., 2003). The lack of
definition has resulted in disagreement on how QOUL should be measured and



which indicators should be addressed (ESMAEILPOORARABI et al., 2016;
RAPHAEL et al., 1996). The argument within this paper is therefore premised on the
notion that a site-specific model is required for measuring QOUL as a universal
model remains inconsistent and unreliable when applied across various contexts and
cultures.

QUALITY OF URBAN LIFE MODELS \‘

The relationship between a person’s quality of life and their urban environm@pt
complex; therefore it is difficult to measure. At present, there is not a single elor

a set of measures that are universally accepted by researchers and poli ’T&Vers
when analysing QOL (McCREA et al., 2011). The literature presents a div%a ge
of suggested models, illustrating that there are numerous ways to con% se the
topic (KAMP et al., 2003). These range from highly theoreti odels to

comprehensive meta-theory models.

accommodate a wide range of factors that influenc n’s perception and
understanding of QOUL. Therefore, using a model e comparison of a
number of aspects of life at one time. This is impo the satisfaction felt by an
individual in a setting will differ depending on thiir views about it (MARANS, 2003).

A model approach should be used for QOUL studies %Q can effectively
P
h

These views provide a subjective evaluation of ¢he objective world, influenced by the
personal and social characteristics of that ipdixidual (PACIONE, 2003). As such, a
model framework must be utilised when ev ng QOUL, so as to standardise the

approach to the study. Q

There are three main types of Is; the conceptual model that specifies
dimensions of QOL; the conce@amewcrk that describes, explains or predicts
the directional relationship lements of QOL, and the theoretical framework
which includes a structure o elements and their relationship within a theory that
explains the connection¥lLIC &t al., 2010). This next section will analytically review a
sample of influential Modeéls including; Marans and Rodgers 1975 model, the Shafer

et al., 2000 mod ¥the Pacione 2003 model. These have been presented
chronologicallx

Marans a gers, 1975
This m @e 1) is one of the most comprehensive models of satisfaction with
QO C et al., 2005). The basic purpose of the model is to suggest the
mar@\ which objective attributes of the environment are linked to the subjective
periences of the people who are in that environment (MARANS and RODGERS,
. It is a meta-theory model that incorporates a broad theoretical framework, and
E I

such is useful at conceptualising a variety of findings on satisfaction with urban
iving (McCREA et al., 2005).

The model relies on two assumptions; one is that multiple measures are required to
capture the overall quality of an environmental setting at any scale, be that region,
city, neighbourhood, or dwelling (MARANS, 2012). Another is that quality as a
phenomenon is subjective and reflects the life experiences of the occupants in the
setting. This therefore means that the objective condition of the setting does not



convey the true quality of that space, rather it reflects the meaning of the condition to
the occupant (MARANS, 2012; McCREA et al.,, 2011). This model therefore
amalgamates the two traditions of measurement in QOUL studies; objective and
subjective; to create a comprehensive picture of overall QOUL.
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Fig. 1. Adapted from Marans and W‘) Model. (Source: Marans, 2003).
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The model implicitly addresses thg concept of living domains exemplified by
‘Environmental attributes’. i esents the objective indicators, which could
include factors such as hous sts, and crime rates (McCREA et al., 2005). While
this points to the concépt of living domains, it does not explicitly define the physical,
social and economic § ds of QOUL. Across the top of the model are the personal
characteristics andgsle of comparison. These feed into all aspects of the model,
except from tt' e column. This reiterates the importance of place and person

when evaluatifigyan urban setting. As shown in Figure 1 the arrows link together
numerous ustrating that the various scales are not independent, rather that

overall experienced and affected by all scales, and objective as well as
subjective’indiGators. This means that the level of satisfaction in various life domains
contfibuté™o the overall QOL experience felt by the resident (MARANS, 2012).

ensively, it illustrates the important relationship between objective and

jgctive strands in contributing to the overall QOUL. One should note that in this

del is that the various scales influence one another; this is a spill over effect
where by factors affecting life in one life domain will affect life in another.

The Shafer et al., 2000

The Shafer, et al., 2000 model (Figure 2) is a conceptual model based on the
‘human ecosystem perspective’. It was developed to recognise the basic relationship
between the component parts of a place and how they form QOL. It illustrates that
quality of life is formed by the continual interaction between a community, their



environment and their economic qualities. The strength of this model is that the
interaction between life domains is explicitly defined, giving a clear picture of how the
concepts relate to one another (KAMP et al., 2003). The primary focus of the model
is on domain specificity. Other aspects of QOUL such as its relationship with time,
personal experience and objective or subjective indicators are not addressed. By the
model discussing community QOL, scale is implicitly included. However, the
relationship between different scales is not explicitly defined.
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Fig. 2. Shafer, et al conceptual model of factors th tco ribute to community quality of life from a

human ecological persp% e: Shafer et al., 2000).

It is widely accepted that t e d rent environments coexist; the physical
environment, the social en and the economic environment (CAMAGNI et

al., 1998). These environm conceptually complementary and work together
to produce a liveablesgnviroRment. They are often referred to as the three major
pillars of quality (KAM al., 2003). One issue is that the terms used vary between
disciplines and the refore models may use synonyms for the terms. This is
seen here where @\mumty is used as opposed to ‘Social Environment’. This
conceptual m& aluable for evaluating QOUL as it clarifies three of the core
QOL dimensi d how they relate to one another. The model shows that to

create an | setting, there should be a balance between these factors. As such,
when ning a QOL study, one should consider an equal number of indicators
add ach domain to give a balanced picture of the QOL of that setting.

esearch (Figure 3). Pacione tackled urban environmental quality, and human
wellbeing from a social-geographical perspective, concluding with a five-dimensional
model for quality of life research (SANDRU, 2012). The model integrates numerous
dimensions of QOL research including; domain specificity, geographic scale, social
group dimensions, time, objective QOL, and subjective QOL (McCREA et al., 2011).
In each timeframe, Pacione presents that QOUL is an amalgamation of these
concepts.

gcyne, 2003
w third model reviewed is the PACIONE 2003 five-dimensional structure for QOL
I



While this is an extensive and successful model for evaluating QOUL, there are two
aspects that are implicitly addressed which need explicit clarification. One is the the
specific domains of QOUL as presented by SHAFER, et al., 2000 are not
unambiguously defined in this model. Pacione mentions ‘sub-domain, domain and
‘whole life’, but the model dosen't illustrate that these relate to the physical, social
and economic realms of the urban environment.
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Fig. 3. Pacione’s five-dimensional structure for ql@f Iife research. (Source: Pacione, 2003).

A second dimension of QOUL. whw:mplicitly addressed by the model. is the
notion of context and culture. Pacioge Brings to the foreground the sense that QOL
research centres on the qualit ife’ experienced by different social groups in the
city. This is due to urban p ions being disaggregated by class, age, gender,
ethnicity and lifestylen, (PACIONE, 2003). This notion of sub-cultures is vitally
important. Nonethele king the idea on a larger geographic scale implies that
different cities wou ected by different issues. Therefore, disaggregation by
sub-cultures doeségseem to be sufficient, and thus disaggregattion by specific
cultures and % important. Consequently, this accentuates the need for a
context spegifi UL model. Generally, Pacione successfully examines the key
theoretical methodological issues that QOL research is confronted with,
presen n'extensive wide-reaching model to draw from.

@ARATIVE CRITIQUE OF THE THREE MODELS

Q The synthesis of the preceding three models and other supporting discussions within
the literature leads to the identification of seven interconnected dimensions of QOUL:

*  QOUL spans numerous life domains (Physical, social, economic and welfare)
* QOUL spans numerous living domains, often referred to as scales

* QOUL varies depending on the context and culture under investigation

*  QOUL requires appropriate indicators



* QOUL requires both an objective and a subjective assessment of a setting

* Subjective QOUL assessment is directly influenced by an individual’s
personal experience and their levels of comparison

* QOUL varies over time

These have not been listed in a hierarchal order. (Table 1) compares the three
influential models. It examines the context in which they were designed and tested,
their expected outcomes and how QOUL dimensions are addressed. The core
dimensions are examined on the basis of them being addressed explicitly, implicitl
or not addressed at all. (Table 1) clarifies that many of the existing influential

have been designed and tested within the context of the West, and that the m@jofi
of current models aim to be used to positively inform policy and planning. r(

Marans & Rodgers, 1975 Shafer et al., 2000 Pacione, 2003

Introduction Meta-theory model that Conceptual model based | Fivedimensional
joins a broad theoretical on the ‘humans t QOUL
framework. Useful for ecosystems perspective’ s h. Tackles urban

conceptualising a variety of
findings on satisfaction with
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ironmental quality
nd’human well-being
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Context in which the

Scotland
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model was designed
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Expected and intended | Inform planning and policy Positively affecting and
outcomes decisions evaluating policies and

increasing public
participation

For po&use
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Core Dimensions

Living Domains Addressed Implicitly ddressed Explicitly Addressed Implicitly

Life domains/Scale Addressed Explicitl ddressed Implicitly Addressed Explicitly

Context and Culture Not Addressed Not Addressed Addressed Implicitly

Objective and Addressed Expli Not Addressed Addressed Explicitly

Subjective Indicators

Personal Experience Addressed Cl Not Addressed Addressed Implicitly

Time Not%Address Not Addressed Addressed Explicitly
Tab mparison of three models. (Source: Authors).

In terms of th re"dimensions of QOUL, the table presents that living domains are

generally a nsidered in the models. Two of the examples could provide a
clearer r. tation, but largely this is an accepted dimension by scholars. The
concep cale is also well represented in the their description, particularly in the
Margns Rodgers (1975) model that illustrates the relationship between scales

ir spill over affects. Objective and subjective strands of QOUL are also well
iscussed by models, being explicitly addressed in Marans and Rodgers and
lone models.

Additionally, the table highlights that there are two concepts that are touched upon
but not explicitly elaborated within the models. These are time, and personal
experience. These notions are imperative in QOUL studies, therefore should gain
more weight in future models and frameworks. A gap in knowledge identified by this
table is that context and culture appear to be lacking an explicit focus. Coupled with



the fact that the models having been developed in the context of Europe and North
America, this triggers the need for a context specific QOUL model.

THE CORE DIMENSIONS OF QUALITY OF URBAN LIFE

Life Domains

Although there is discrepancy in the definition of QOL, there does appear to be\‘
considerable overlap among researchers on relevant domains for assessing Q

(FELCE and PERRY, 1995). A predominant issue with this is that often syno

are used interchangeably. Therefore, current QOL studies may be reviewing
discussing the same domains under different headings or using different te

In 1995, Felce and Perry designed a model that categorised quality. %mto five
domains; physical wellbeing, material wellbeing, social wellbeing, ent and
activity, and emotional wellbeing. Under each of the five domai number of
indicators are included to better describe and articulate them. %s were derived
from fifteen key literature sources that provide sub ialy overlap in their
categorisation (FELCE and PERRY, 1995). %

A second model that categorises domains is the ( K et al., 2002) model that
was developed by a panel of experts. It illustrates whabit believes are the eight-core
quality of life domains; emotional well-being, &personal relations, material well-
being, personal development, physical well- elf-determination, social inclusion
and rights (SHALOCK et al., 2002)._In et al’'s model, the domains are in
relation to different scalar systems; @rograms community and nations. This
is a strong model for a QOUL stud lieves the primary purpose for applying a
QOL study is to enhance an |nd|$ ell-being (SHALOCK et al., 2002).

Notably, the two models ar ilar domains, under different headings or titles.
Both models give a wide-ra g list of personal indicators. However, it is important
to note that the physic U|It nvironment isn’t included in either model. This is due
to them being QOL pposed to a QOUL models. While it is essential to
understand QOL @ to aid in forming QOUL domains, it is the inclusion of the
physical ele provides context for the study. As such, this study has
reviewed a f QOL and QOUL studies to extract the domains used by each
(Table 2).

social dgmains form the materials of society (KAMP et al., 2003). Thus, the various

m used by the eight existing studies have been classified into categories.

W itionally, due to health being regarded as one of the prominent indicators within
c

The{%s be a consensus in the literature that the physical, economic and

social indicators movement (KAMP et al., 2003) health, as an important

omponent, has been included as part of a ‘welfare environment’ as a fourth domain.

Table 2 demonstrates that these 4 core domains are used throughout QOL and
QOUL studies. This is further illustrated in Figure 4.
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Living Domains/Scales

Just as QOUL can be categorised into separate domains, the built environment can

be characterised at different levels of geographic scale. These are often referred to

as life domains. The scales range from an individual right through to national or
international scales (PACIONE, 2003). This is because people live their life
throughout a series of places, which each have particular environmental
characteristics (MARANS and STIMSON, 2011). Some of the most commonly used
scales include housing, neighbourhood, community and the city or region (McCREA \‘
et al., 2011).

[
The Esmaeilpoorarabi et al., (2016) model is a strong example of a mod X
considers the different geographical scales. The model maintains that egj cale

theless,

measures environmental, economic, social and personal dimensions. No

within these dimensions the various scales deal with distinctive eleme define
quality at that particular scale. For eample, the ‘cluster’ level deals wit tangible
elements for people (ESMAEILPOORARABI et al., 2016). It is“possible for the
satisfaction felt at one scale to influence the satisfaction at an ese links are
referred to as spill-over effects (JEFFRES and DOBOS, 19 an be argued that
although QOUL can be categorised into scales, it is s@d that it is not fully
isolated from the surrounding scales.

Context and Culture

Evidently, the body of knowledge developedﬁthe field demonstrates that the
majority of existing empirical QOUL mod measurement frameworks have
been developed based on case studie ped and tested in the context of
Europe and North American (LOW égfal. 18; PAN et al., 2016; SHEK, 2010;
M¢LLER & SCHLEMMER, 1983). I% spect, it is argued that although there are
many aspects of urban life that ‘are“pan-cultural, there are also culture specific
features that make urban lifi un@w each city. While QUOL can be understood in

universal terms, it should a derstood and evaluated within the framework of
each culture (TOV and DIE , 2007). This is due to a number of reasons; first is
that the concept of QO and*QOUL can be interpreted differently across cultures,
and there is minimal ce to support the concept effectively to translate or be

implemented acro ultdres (PAN et al., 2016). This is due to quality per definition
being context t, and that people’s perceptions of quality vary depending on
social and cultu etting as well as in time (KAMP et al., 2003). Second, due to
substantia ences in the way of life across various contexts, some indicators
that ar o evaluate QOUL may impose values that are not shared by all
people. sence, what is important in one culture may not be important in another.
Thutajessing QUOL in one culture or context by the standards of another context
ould®e avoided (TOV and DIENER, 2007).

Werences found between countries are too large to be plausible (KAHNEMAN and
RIIS, 2005). For example, while happiness and satisfaction are important factors for
QOL in the Western culture, Chinese philosophies such as Confucianism, Buddhism
and Taoism promote the importance of humility, endurance and forbearance (SHEK,
2010). Cultural values are also thought to be changing over time; while traditional
values such as African humanism do continue to play a significant part in many
domains of life, M¢ller (2018) states that values in post-independent sub-Saharan



Africa are shifting towards secular and emancipation ones, especially among the
educated youth and in urban areas.

Due to the important role that culture plays in an individual’s QOUL, it is believed that
proposed frameworks should be sensitive and specific to the context and culture
under investigation. Therefore, although an overarching QOUL model is useful, it is
argued that a culture-specific framework should be constructed to highlight the

significant role culture plays in perceiving the urban environment. \‘
Identification of Appropriate Indicators ¢

There many indicators found in the body of literature on the typology of N_
indicators (CICERCHIA, 1996). This is because selecting indicators i and
cannot be an exact science. Some of the most commonly used objegtive and
subjective indicators found throughout QOL literature have been identifi apley
(2003) and are outlined in (Figure 5). These provide a general sta int for a

QOL study as an inclusive list which can be contextualised.

O\

Frequently used objective social indicators (represent social
data independently of individual evaluations)

Life expectancy

Crime rate
Unemployment rate
Gross Domestic Product
Poverly rate

School attendance
Working hours per week
Perinatal mortality rate
Suicide rate

Subijective social indicators (individuals” appraisal and
evaluation of social conditions)

Sense of community
Material possessions
Sense of safety

, Happiness
Q Satisfaction with ‘life as a whole’
Relationships with family
@ Job satisfaction

‘ ) Sex life
Q Perception of distributional justice

Class identification
v Hobbies and club membership
Source: ltems drawn from Cummins (1996b); Hagerty ef al. (2001)

and Noll {2000).

Fig. 5. Frequently used social indicators. (Source: Rapley, 2003).



The indicators selected are an important part of tailoring the framework to the
context under investigation. They should reflect the important aspects of life within a
setting and be balanced i.e. each domain should have a similar number of indicators

as asymmetry can lead to a hidden allocation of weights (HERSPERGER et al.,
2017). An issue found when evaluating indicators is that it is unclear if larger values
indicate a better or worse state of affairs. Cicerchia (1996) provides the example of
welfare payments; if welfare payments increase does this imply a bad environment

due to a high number of people requiring assistance, or does it indicate a good\‘
environment because there is a large amount of assistance available? In essenc

the selected indicators should reflect attributes of an environment and persor#s Q

that can be measured, observed and assessed. 0
Objective and Subjective QOUL ga

Following on from indicator selection, the next question is how t ct the
information on these indicators. It is axiomatic that to gain a ehensive
understanding of an urban environment, the study should empl thi'an objective
and subjective evaluation (MARANS, 2012; MCCREA et al., \ et al., 2010;

LOFTI & SOLAIMANI, 2009; KAMP et al., 2003; PACIONE,
understanding of the physical attributes of the se
perception of that setting; i.e. ‘the city on the groun
(PACIONE, 2003).

his allows for an
well as the users
he city in the mind’

Previously, studies focused on either the otﬁtive or the subjective indicators
independently, resulting in there being tw, paradigms for QOUL research
(MCCREA et al.,, 2011), however recen@ere has been consensus on the
necessity of adopting both an objecti n jective approach in order to construct
a meaningful QOUL study. This i§gbeGause what is good for people cannot be
determined without taking their &nto account. Objective indicators include
factors such as life expectancy, %, available educational facilities (M¢LLER and
SCHLEMMER, 1983) whil jective indicators include individuals experience of
their lives including factor ch as job satisfaction, and personal happiness
(MALKINA-PYKH and 3PYKH;, 2008). The objective factors are obtained from
secondary sources of @ yation such as census data. The subjective elements are
assessed by empjifical feSearch in the form of systematic observation and attitude
surveys to est@idents’ views, perceptions, and preferences (YIN, 2017).

Personal @ 2ction in an urban environment

Followi n¥fom subjective QOUL is the notion that each individual occupying a

setti ay’ have different views about it. These individual views transform the

ob'% situation into an individual interpretation (PACIONE, 2003). Per se, QOL is
A@ identified for each individual (RAPHAEL et al., 1996). These perceptions
aresinfluenced by occupants’ characteristics, their needs and their past experiences

WARANS, 2012; MARANS, 2003). Personal refection is this a vital dimension of
QOUL that should be incorporated in new frameworks.

Time

The final component of QOUL identified by the authors is time. This is because a city
is not a stagnant construct, rather it is continuingly evolving and developing in time.
By monitoring indicators over time, a QOUL study can provide evidence on the
aspects of QOUL that the residents feel are improving or declining (MARANS and



STIMSON, 2011). This information can be used by policy makers and planners to
evaluate how effective their efforts are (MARANS, 2012). The importance of
observing the changes that take place, and how people respond to them over time
cannot be over emphasised (MARANS and RODGERS, 1975).

BUILDING A CONTEXT SPECIFIC MULTIDIMENSIONAL MODEL

(Figure 6) presents a pictographic representation of the seven core dimensions \‘
QOUL. While the model aims to be wide-ranging, it has been cautious not%
overly prescriptive. It provides a series of criteria that can be used to guide a &
study and should be used with flexibility upon a deeper understangi and
appreciation of an urban environment, its culture and its context. The model aims to
amalgamate the seven core dimensions of QOUL as outlined by the au terms
of domains, scale, context and culture, specific indicators, objeW ubjective

indicators, personal experience and time.
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@rily, the model maintains that QOUL is formed by the four primary domains;
wsical, social, economic and welfare. The overall QOUL experience or ‘whole life’
i

is then depicted as the sum of each of these individual domains. The domains are
then extruded down across the geographical scales of life, often referred to as living
domains. This is because people live their lives in a series of environmental settings
which each have different characteristics. It is important to note that although the
various scales have independent features, the satisfaction felt within each domain
does seem to be interlinked (McCREA et al., 2011). This is illustrated by the white
arrow on the living domain label.



The cylindrical image of QOUL is then placed directly in the context and culture
under investigation. This is surrounded by a number of aspects of context and
culture such as social group, cultural values, ethnic heritage and lifestyle. Following
outwards from this, the objective and subjective assessments of QOUL have been
placed at opposite sides of the diagram to clearly portray them as separate strands
of research. The objective strand is fed by secondary data reporting (such as census
data and crime statistics) where the subjective data is fed by primary data reporting
(such as survey methods). The primary data reflects the perceptions of residents

the urban environment, echoing their personal experiences within these w@r

environments. The full model is then placed on a timeline, elucidating that &s
and investigations should be repeated in time. t

The model can be operationalized into a framework for a study by g six
tasks illustrated in (Figure 7). Operationalising the model would be Sensiiive to the
exact place under investigation. Example indicator categories have¥geen included in

a non-hierarchal list in the model, however they should be se
understanding of the context under investigation. ,b

der a deeper

Select a scale to investigate.

Determine the life domains that will be addr:

Identify the context and culture specific indicat
Select suitable objective and subjective tQ0ls
Merge the data found in the two stran@ search

Repeat over time

A el

Scale Neighbourhood Quality of Urban Life
Domains Physical Social Economic Welfare
Building Place Household Physical Well-
Quality; Attachment; Income; Being;
Context Urban Sense of Material Emotional
Specific Infrastructure; Community; Possessions; Well-Being;
Indicators Density; Social Work Status; Water and
Urban Form; Amenities; Educational Sanitation;
Accessibility; Local Status; Waste
< Ecological Government; Services; Management;
Quality Culture; GDP/ Poverty Urban Safety;
Personal Rates Access to
e Relationships Energy
Q Measurement Objective Assessment Subjective Assessment
Q Tools Secondary Data Sources Survey Methods

Outcome Merged Data Set
Provided for Policy makers and planners
Time Repeat

Fig. 7. Context specific quality of urban life framework. (Source: Authors).
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CONCLUSION

This paper has provided a review of selected QOUL studies and examined three
influential models. From this examination, the paper has identified seven core
dimensions of QOUL namely; life domains, scale, context & culture, indicators,
objective & subjective methods, personal experience and time. By comparing the
dimensions considered by existing models, the study reveals two main issues with
existing studies; first is that there is a lack of focus on context and culture in the \‘
majority of existing empirical frameworks. The second is that most existing mode

are developed and tested in Western and Developed case studies. This has fed
the identification of a context specific QOUL model to address such a gap, whi \?
proposed model and its underlying framework have attempted to address ir(%s

and 7.

The model presented in figure 6 builds on the work of numerous exis %ﬂeworks
including a number not included in this paper, to present an inclusivegQ@UL model. It
is then operationalised into a framework in order to illustrate t In which it can
be put into practice. The values that the model and the fra% capture illuminate

the important role played by context and culture in urbam,li highlight the seven
core dimensions of QOUL to provide a comprehensive ork for future studies.
The model and the framework combined are inten use by policy makers and
planners who are operating in different contexts, as as for scholars investigating
QOUL. While this is still a proposition and the er does not claim the full validity of
the model since it is not tested yet, it highlights key qualities and indicators.
However, it remains to be a challenge to int studies following this model and
how it can further refined to include SW cators for individual contexts.

This paper is part of a larger res &oject that aims to investigate the QOUL in
East-African cities with a focus %ngwe, Malawi and Lusaka, Zambia. The next
step is to apply the mod t pecific context of these cities and to further
address aspects relevant to ontextual particularities of these cities. This may
involve deriving a sét of mdicators and developing a structured tool-kit for
investigating QOUL i @ -African cities. This is required because urban settings in
these cities are significamtly different from those in the Global North with regards to
their physical |0 economic, and welfare environments. Unsurprisingly, the
efforts put fo y existing frameworks are often ineffective, further supporting the
case for cs ecific models. Testing the model and the framework presented in

apstitutes an empirically based and culturally sensitive investigation to

this pa
vaIidEt@)n st its applicability and reliability.
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