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Preface 

The Palestinian Central Bureau of Statistics (PCBS) is pleased to introduce this report about the statistics of housing conditions in the West Bank and Gaza Strip, in an attempt to provide statistical material dealing with the housing conditions in the Palestinian Territories for those who put plans and policies related to the housing and development matters at the national level.

Although the PCBS has conducted a large demographic survey (15,735  households) in the year 1995 in the West Bank and Gaza Strip, which includes data about housing conditions, in spite of this, such surveys were not possible at this size in the past, and that has created vast gaps and great lack in statistics about Palestinian housing conditions, so we hope that this report will contribute as much as possible to answer the need for statistics in the field of housing  conditions during the previous years.

This report is one in a series of  current status reports on all sector of social, economic, and area statistics, which the PCBS publishes. This series aims at collecting the scattered statistics and information in one book, to evaluate the methods which have been followed to reach this information and deriving new statistical tables from them ( if possible).

This report deals with the statistical information about the housing conditions in the West Bank and Gaza Strip, and evaluating the procedures of preparing it, which was taken from Palestinian, Israelis or Foreign sources. This report has concentrated on the main elements of housing conditions such as the housing density, the facilities and the durable goods which lasts in the house, in addition to the Characteristics of  the housing unit in its type, the building material and its tenure …etc.

It should be mentioned that PCBS has issued a detailed report about housing conditions.  This report depends on the results of the demographic survey of the West Bank and Gaza Strip conducted in the year 1995.

Finally, we hope that we have succeeded in issuing this report  to fulfill some of the assigned tasks.

November, 1997


Hasan Abu-Libdeh, Ph. D.

                   President 
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Chapter One

Introduction

Housing statistics is one of the most essential types of statistics due to the fact that housing units constitute a basic necessity for staying alive. Housing units’ significance for human beings immediately follows, if not equal to, the significance of food, water and dress, i.e. a basic pillar for staying alive.  

A healthy housing unit is characterized with the availability of enough space for sleeping (bedrooms) and eating (kitchen) along with drinking water installations, toilet facilities, ventilation and sun light in some parts of the day.

To identify the reality of housing conditions from a social perspective, the Palestinian Central Bureau of Statistics (PCBS) determined to issue a current status report on the housing conditions in the WBGS during the years of occupation.

This report involves data on the housing conditions in the WBGS. These data were obtained from surveys conducted by the PCBS (The Demographic Survey, Palestinian Expenditure and Consumption Survey and the Buildings’ Licenses Survey). These data are disseminated by the PCBS in this form (current status report) for the first time.

Data compiled here are basically based on statistical bulletins issued by the ICBS. This report makes use of data on housing conditions obtained from some other individual studies, all of which -excluding FAFO- did not cover the entire WBGS and further characterized with defective data collection and data analysis methodologies. 

The ICBS issued routine indicators on housing conditions, density and characteristics  on the basis of a questionnaire involving samples of housing conditions added to labor force surveys in various years, the last of  which is 1992. The PCBS’ CSR  aims to evaluate the data issued by  ICBS and other sources.

The ICBS’ publications did not involve any data on housing unit type, number of households and number of bedrooms available in the housing unit. They were obtained from other surveys. The ICBS provided data on the housing conditions in EJ via the 1967 Population and Housing Census. Housing density in EJ is included the Statistical Yearbook of Jerusalem as part of housing density for nonjews. The other sources covered the WB (including EJ). As for FAFO, it compiled data on EJ separately. This shows how difficult it is to conduct a comparison between the ICBS data and the data obtained from other surveys.

This report involves five chapters in addition to the introduction; each chapter includes various subjects. Chapter two involves a discussion on the sources and references used in developing the CSR. Data available from the ICBS’ publications were examined separately and independently from other sources.

Chapter three sheds light on housing density and elaborates on number of  household members, number of rooms in the housing unit, number of bedrooms, number of persons per room and number of households in the housing unit.

Chapter four covers the facilities and durable goods available in the housing unit i.e. water system, lighting source, kitchen, toilet facilities, bathroom, heating system, sewage disposal system and durable goods available in the housing unit.

Chapter five presents the characteristics of the housing unit: type of housing unit, tenure, material used in construction, year of construction, number of housing units built on an annual basis, housing unit area and rent.

The last chapter introduces the findings and suggestions developed on the basis of this report. These suggestions focus on ways of compiling housing conditions statistics in the PCBS. It also involves a list of the definitions used by the ICBS and a list of definitions for the terms  related to the housing field as produced by the UN.

Chapter Two

Sources of Data

2-1  Introduction:

The publications issued by the Israeli Central Bureau of Statistics (ICBS) on the housing conditions in the West Bank and Gaza Strip (ýWBGS) had been the main source of statistical data on the subject since 1967. The statistical data from the ICBS´ survey makes it possible to have time series for some of the housing aspects.

Since 1995,  the Palestinian Central Bureau of Statistics (PCBS) have been collecting and publishing statistical data on housing conditions in connection with other surveys.  In 1995, the data were collected in the Demographic Survey (DS). The first statistical data on housing conditions from PCBS at national level are published in this report.          
The other sources are based on sample surveys, each of which conducted for just one time and on different aspects of housing in WBGS or special part of that regions.

2-2  The Palestinian Central Bureau of Statistics (PCBS):

2-2-1 
The 1995 Demographic Survey:

PCBS’ Demographic Survey of  1995 was carried out in WBGS from April 29, 1995 to July 23, 1995. In the survey, 15,735 households were successfully interviewed, which corresponds to 98.3% of those selected in the sample. All results of this survey are not published yet (PCBS 1996).

2-2-2 
The Palestinian Expenditure and Consumption Survey (PECS):

The PCBS conducted this survey in WBGS between October 1995 an September 1996 with a sample amounting to 4,800 households. 4,548 questionnaires were completed in this survey.

2-2-3 
The Buildings Licenses Survey, 1996:

The PCBS has started compiling data on buildings licenses on a quarterly basis in RWBGS. This survey provided data on number of new and existing licensed housing units along with their areas during 1996.

2-3  The Israeli Central Bureau of Statistics (ICBS):

The following censuses and surveys indicate that the ICBS is the main source of data on the field.

2-3-1 
The 1967 Population Census:

ICBS’ 1967 Population Census aimed at issuing identity cards for the Palestinians in the Occupied Territories; creating a population register and identifying their living conditions. 2,500 Arabic-speaking Israeli interviewers rendered the field work activities.

The section on housing in the questionnaire, included questions on durable goods, housing conditions and housing density.  Besides the census, a survey with a sample representing 20% of the population was conducted in OPT.  The survey questionnaire involved questions on certain aspects including housing conditions (ICBS, 1968).

It is possible that the census missed to collect data from several villages and households, and that the respondents may not have fully cooperated with the interviewers.  This could be inferred from the fact that the census was conducted under conditions so far from normal, e.g. military curfew.  Additionally, the maps available to the census administrators were of poor quality (PBS, 1994).

Since 1967, there has been no census in WBGS (ICBS, various years).

2-3-2 
Labor Force Surveys (The Remaining West Bank and Gaza Strip “RWBGS”):

The ICBS had conducted LFS annually since August 1968.  These surveys were based on a sample comprising 4,500 households until July-September 1974 (ICBS,1974). The sample increased to 6,500 households from July - September 1974 (IBCS, 1974).

The LFS questionnaire involved question on size of household and size of housing unit, from which housing density could be derived. Question on some socio-economic variable pertaining to the head of household were also included and related to the aforementioned variables, e.g.: age, occupation, educational attainment and duration of marriage life.

In 1974, the July-September LFS round was accompanied with a housing conditions survey in RWBGS with a sample amounting to 5,700 housing units.  The latter included questions on services available in the unit, i.e. water, electricity, kitchen, bathroom, toilet facilities...etc.

In the  same year, a survey on durable goods was conducted along with the LFS with a sample amounting to 5,720 households, of which 3,980 in RWB and 1,740 in GS.  This survey was conducted annually in RWBGS until 1979 and after that in 1981, 1983, 1985 and 1992.  In RWBGS, the housing conditions survey was conducted in 1972, 1974, 1981, 1985 and 1992.

Data disseminated in 1992 on housing conditions in RWGS were more detailed than those included in previous publications.

The Israeli sources indicated that ICBS’ interviewers faced many problems and obstacles that brought out certain deficits in compiled data.  Respondents tended to overestimate their answers while the interviewer had no way to assure the reliability of provided data.  Some respondent refused to cooperate with the interviewers.  The answers of certain questions indicated misunderstanding of questions (by the respondents) and answers (by the interviewers), the outcome of which was imprecise data (ICBS,1976).  The frequency of such cases increased during the Intifada to the extent that some surveys were not conducted any more, e.g. constructions survey.

It is noticed that the compilation of data on housing conditions in RWBGS had not been taking place in accordance with a certain system.  For instance, while data on housing density were collected annually, data on durable goods (that used to be collected annually) were collected in various years.  Data on facilities available in the housing unit were also collected in various years, but not during similar periods.

The sample size of these surveys was not stable.  It increased from 3,800 households in 1973 to 5,720 in 1974 and remained so until the end of 1979.  In 1992, the sample size reached 7,617 households.

Regarding data presentation, data with sampling errors less than 30% (e.g. 1967 data) were presented without putting any sign to indicate so.  However, data with sampling errors from 30% - 50% were presented in between a pair of brackets “( )”.  If  the error rate exceeded 50%, data would be put inside double brackets “(( ))”, (ICBS, 1967). Since 1973, a new way has been adopted, i.e. data with sampling errors between 20%-40% were put inside a pair of brackets.  If the error rate was more than 40%, two dots “. .” would occur instead of data (ICBS, various years).

Data published by ICBS on housing conditions in RWBGS, particularly the 1992 survey data, were of a bad quality, i.e. very high error rate.

2-3-3 
Constructions Survey:

Before the outbreak of the Intifada in December 1987, the ICBS used to conduct surveys on constructions and building in RWBGS regularly.  Data on site preparation, compilations and new additions were collected in many ways: A questionnaire was used in collecting data from 22 main localities in RWBGS.  In minor localities (villages), a sample comprising 80 localities was selected for data collection which took place via interviews held with key persons (Makhatir).  In cities and towns data under went compilation via governmental department called Civil Administration.  In refugee camps, data underwent compilation via UNRWA offices (ICBS, various years).  The significant thing in these data is that they show the number of newly-constructed residential buildings per year, their area and their ratio to all buildings.

This survey was stopped during the Intifada. Thus, there was no data on buildings and constructions in ICBS’ publications since 1988.

It is notice that these data did not include any item on unlicensed buildings; previously constructed residential buildings; buildings demolished by IMF and ratio of new buildings to all buildings.  It is worth pointing that data collected from key persons in the village may lack precision.

These data had been published in quarterly statistical publications before the beginning of Intifada in 1987. Then, they were published annually in the Statistical Abstract of Israel and other irregular publications, similar to the publications on the  1967 PHC.

The ICBS had also provided data on housing conditions in East Jerusalem (EJ) from the following censuses and surveys:

2-3-4 
The Population and Housing Census (PHC) of 1967, 1972 and 1983:

The 1967 PHC conducted by the ICBS in OPT, covered East Jerusalem (EJ) on which data were disseminated separately. In addition to housing conditions, the statistics included data on durable goods and housing density.

Besides, the ICBS conducted two other PHCs in 1972 and 1983.  The  questionnaire of the 1972 PHC was divided into two parts.  One was directed to all Israeli households, involved questions on housing units and housing conditions.  The other covered 20% of the targeted households and included questions on durable goods, among other things (ICBS, 1974, p. 172).  However, complied data did not depict the reality of housing condition is EJ.

The questionnaire of the other census (1983 PHC) was also divided into two parts. The first was forwarded to 80% of the Israeli households members.  The other part, directed to 20% of the Israeli households, included questions on several subjects including housing conditions (ICBS, 1984).  The statistics involved data on Jew and non-Jew residents of Jerusalem, therefore, it was difficult to obtain all data pertaining to housing conditions in EJ.  It is noticed that the data derived from the 1983 PHC on Christian and Muslim residents of EJ are so simple, i.e. they only include data on ownership of telephone, car, and housing unit; percentage of housing units built before 1955 and 1974; percentage of housing unit with four bed rooms and more; and percentage of bedrooms occupied by one or two household members  (ICBS, various years).

2-3-5 
The Israeli Labor Force Surveys:

The ICBS conducted LFS four times a year. LFSs included data on housing density from which data on housing density for non-Jews could be derived.  It is difficult to obtain data on the other aspects of housing conditions in EJ, for they represents Jew and non-Jew residents (JIIS).

There were errors in data presentation. The total percentages of housing density variables for non-Jew residents of Jerusalem in 1982 data amounted to 173.4% in spite of the fact that the total should not exceed 100% (JIIS, 1984, p. 162).

Data on housing density in EJ for non-Jews have been published in the Statistical Yearbook of Jerusalem since 1982 as well as in some other irregular publications issued by the ICBS.  The Statistical Abstract of Israel included data on housing conditions in the Eastern and Western parts of Jerusalem.

2-4  Other Surveys:

2-4-1 
FAFO - 1992 Survey of Living Conditions: 

FAFO  (Heiberg and Ovenson 1993) conducted a survey of living conditions in WBGS with a sample amounting to 2,500 households; 1,000 households in WB, 1,000 household in GS and 500 households in EJ.  The sample size is very small, in comparison with the sample of ICBS’ 1992 survey which amounted to 7,617 households; 5,669 in RWB and 1,948 in GS.

This survey aimed at providing reliable statistical data on WBGS to support Palestinian planners in measuring the socioeconomic development.

The third chapter in FAFO’s report “Housing” focuses on the following variables:  Main material used in house construction; average number of rooms in the housing unit; type of housing unit; average number of household members per room; mean square meters per housing unit; households with gardens, courtyards or roof area; infrastructural amenities (piped potable water, electricity, telephone and sewage disposal system); indoor standards; available facilities and durable goods; forms of ownership; kinship relations between households in multi-household buildings; and availability of safe playing areas inside and outside the house.  The availability of these variables shows that this study includes data not available in other studies.

2-4-2 Birzeit University Center for Research and Documentation of Palestinian Society (BZUCRDPS), 1981 Survey:

BZUCRDPS conducted a survey on housing conditions in WB during the second half of 1981.  Data were collected by a number of students from Birzeit University who supervised by a teem of five employees from BZUCRDPS (Fahum Al- Shalabi and Odeh Shehadeh, 1986).

The project was intended to be a comprehensive survey of housing conditions in WB, yet for unknown reasons, data were entered  and  there analized for Ramallah District only.  Also, it turned out that the survey covers only 80% of the targeted households from Ramallah District.  They were distributed as follows: 3,928 in the cities, 11,167 in the villages and 1,221 in the refugee camps.

The variables of the survey include type of house tenure, average rent value, size and usage of the housing unit, available services (electricity, water, telephone, heating, solar or electric heaters, housing density and household size).


It is worth pointing that dividing the target society into quarters and streets did not guarantee getting into the respondents’ environment appropriately, due to the unavailability of accurate records.  The survey report does not include a commentary on interviewers’ training program or sampling / non-sampling errors.

2-4-3 The Joint Jordanian- Palestinian Committee (JJPC), 1981 Survey:

The JJPC conducted a survey on the demographic conditions in WB in 1981 (Musa Samha, 1986) with a stratified random sample amounting to 2,382 households (16,491 persons).  It was taken into account that the sample, selected on the basis of 1967 PHC conducted by IMF, represents the different localities. It is worthy to point that the type and selection procedures are not known.

The field work team faced difficulties in data collection due to IMF restrictive procedures.  The nature of required data caused some households to hesitate a lot before cooperating with the interviewers.

The section on housing conditions covered the following variables: average household size, material used in house construction, ownership, imputed rent, number of rooms and facilities available in the house (electricity, water, heating, sewage disposal).  A new variable was included in the survey, i.e. willingness to change current housing unit.
2-4-4
Arab Thought Forum (ATF) - 1993 Survey:

In 1993, the ATF (Hussein Ahmad and Mufid Al-Shami, 1995) conducted a survey on the demographic conditions and LFS estimates in WB.  The survey sheds light on housing unit characteristics, fertility, mortality and population structure.

A stratified random sample amounting to 2,304 households was selected in the WB.  It is obvious that the size of the survey sample is smaller than the size of ICBS’ 1992 survey sample, yet is bigger than FAFO’ sample of the 1992 study.

This survey aimed at examining the reliability of the Israeli figures via comparing them with obtained data and at pointing the differences in figures between the two sources.  It aimed, further, at identifying the characteristics of households and housing units in WB by city, village and refugee camp.  This survey shall be used as a benchmark survey in many areas.

This survey provided data not available in ICBS data, e.g. number of bedrooms and households in the housing unit.  However, the survey did not include some variables recommended by UN and ICBS, namely rent and percentage of households with three household members or more per room.

It is difficult to assure the accuracy of survey data for many reasons:  the availability of a glossary involving the terms and definitions used in the survey to see if they abide by UN recommendations and to know what is exactly meant by each variable.  The survey report has neither contained remarks on sampling/ non sampling errors nor on interviewers qualifications, training program or ways of overcoming obstacles and problems arisen during data  collection.

2-4-5  Arab Thought Forum (ATF) - 1989 Survey:

The ATF (Mahmud Okasha, 1989) conducted a survey on population and labor force in GS with a small sample amounting to 700 households, which is very small when compared with other surveys samples. The survey report included one table only on housing conditions.  It sheds light on two variables only, the number of rooms in the housing unit and the number of household member

2-5  Unpublished Studies:

Three unpublished studies dealt with housing conditions in WBGS.  The samples of these surveys were selected from specific geographic locations.  The studies have not been designed to examine the housing conditions but rather the prevailing demographic and geographic conditions.

2-5-1  Hussein Yousef’s 1987 Study:

Yousef conducted a study on the demography of the Arab villages in WB with a stratified sample representing 5% of the 436 villages in WB, i.e. 23 villages. 10% of the 23 villages residents constituted the sample of this study (Yousef, 1989, p.36).

Data collection activities were initiated in cooperation with  a group of An-Najah University students living in the sampled villages.  Since it was supposed that village dwellers do not cooperate with outsiders, selected villages with no students at An-Najah University were excluded from the sample and replaced with villages (of similar size and district) having students at the university.

The study questionnaire is of six sections, one of which includes questions on housing and covers the following variables: tenure, household size, number of rooms, gardens, material used in house construction, services, durable goods and monthly income of the household.  701 questionnaire were completed in this survey.

2-5-2 
Wael Ennab’s 1987 Study:

In 1987, Ennab conducted a study on the geography of refugee camps (RC) residents with a stratified random sample.

The WB was divided into eight areas from each of which the largest RC was selected. On the basis of UNRWA’s 1986 estimates of RC population, 10% of the residents of the targeted camps were included in the sample, i.e. 627 households (Ennab, 1989 ).

A group of students form An-Najah University and Qalandya Training  College initiated field work activities between June - July 1987.  They were residents of the targeted RC.

The survey questionnaire is of four sections involving 151 questions.  The following variables comprise the section on housing conditions: Number of floors, roof area, number of rooms, date of construction, material used in construction, housing density, number of available bedrooms, household size, services, durable goods and distance between the housing unit and the neighboring ones.

2-5-3 
Ahmad Dahlan’s 1985 Study:

In 1985/1986, Dahlan initiated a study on the characteristics of GS population and related changes. What concerns us here is the section on housing conditions in Khan Younis RC.  The sample was selected from 15 blocks in the camp.  391 households (2,245 members) constituted the sample size which covered 5.9% of the households and 6.75% of the RC residents (Dahlan, 1987, p.  316).

The study involved variables on housing unit size, housing density, number of persons in the house, sewage disposal system, source of drinking water and the prevalence of rats question.

The drawbacks of the afore studies are as follows:

1. Bias in sample selection and sample drawing techniques (PBS, 1994).

2. Unavailability of a glossary of the terms and jargons pertaining to housing conditions     statistics in spite of its significance.

3. No commentary on sampling errors.

4. No Remarks on interviewers’ qualifications and training techniques, particularly in   Dahlan’s study.

Chapter Three

Housing Density

3-1 Introduction: 

The number of persons living in the housing unit divided by the number of available rooms is the internationally agreed upon tool for measuring housing density. In most cases, density is defined as the number of persons per room. This tool is essential in conducting health researches, planning for housing projects, developing architectural designs as well as for policy drawing in socially related issues including living standards.

In order to measure housing density, it is basically important to know the sizes of household and housing unit. Via housing density criteria, it is possible to identify areas suffering from severe crowdness, namely areas where the number of persons living in each room is three and more. Some researchers try to clarify the extent of density in bedrooms and try to provide the ratio of households living in one housing unit. Thus, this part of the report involves data on the following subjects: Household size, housing unit size, number of persons per room, number of bedrooms in the housing unit and number of households in the housing unit.

3-2 Number of Persons per Household: 

The demographic Survey conducted by the PCBS in 1995 involved several questions on the housing conditions in the WBGS. Data obtained from the survey indicate a difference between the average household members in the WB (6.6) and in GS (7.8). 30 % of the Palestinian households (26% in WB and 39.3% in GS) involve 9 members or more per household ( see table 3.1.1). 

According to ICBS’ data, the average household size in 1967 was 5 persons in WB, 5.9 in GS and 5.1 in EJ (see table 3.2.1). Table 3.2.2 shows that this average underwent gradual increase afterwards and reached 6.9 for the WB in 1980. Later on, the average decreased to 6 in 1993. The previous table shows that the size of almost 50% of the Palestinian household in the WB reached 6 and over in 1993.

Other surveys and reports involved data on household size in the WBGS.  FAFO 1992 ( A Survey of the Living Conditions in the WBGS conducted by FAFO in 1992) shows that the average household size in the GS was 9 persons while the Israeli sources show that this average is 6.9 persons for the same year. Of course, the difference between the two sources can not be ignored. FAFO 1992 adds that this average is 7 persons in the WB and less than 6 persons in EJ.

Table 3.3.1 presents data obtained from a study conducted in the WB by the Arab Thought Forum (ATF) in 1993. According to these data, the average household size in the WB is 6.8. This figure corresponds to the averages arrived at by FAFO and the PCBS. ATF’s data adds that the highest average was in the WB villages (7.3)  and the lowest was in the WB cities (6.2).

Table 2.3.3, complied by the ATF on GS for 1989, shows that the average size of 72.7% of GS households was 6 persons and over. In GS camps and cities, it was 78% and 69.5%, respectively. It is worth pointing that these averages are higher than those provided in the Israeli sources for 1992. 

The survey conducted in the WB by the Joint Jordanian - Palestinian Committee (JJPC) in 1981 shows that the average household size was 7.1 in the WB. According to BZUCRDPS (Birzeit University Center for Research and Documentation of Palestinian Society), the average household size was 6.15 in Ramallah district for 1981.

Hussein Yousef’s study, conducted in 1987 on the demography of the Arab villages in the WB, shows that the average  household size in these villages is 7.3. Ennab’s study (1987) indicates that the household size in the refugees camps is bigger than in the villages and cities; the average  household size in the refugees camps was 8.2.  This study involved data on the average housing unit area in the WB camps (42.7 square meter).

3-3 Number of Rooms in the Housing Unit:

The size of the housing unit varies in definition from a source to another. While the ICBS’ definition involves all available rooms excluding kitchen, bathroom, toilet, veranda, rooms used for work and rented rooms, the UN includes the dining room, kitchen and rooms used for commercial or professional purposes in the definition of the housing unit. FAFO, on the other hand, included glazed verandas in the definition of the housing unit’s size. 

Data available from the Demographic Survey conducted by the PCBS in 1995 show that the average number of rooms in the housing unit for the WBGS is 3.4. Slight difference exists between the refugee camps and the cities and villages, on the other hand. The average number of rooms in the refugees camps (3.2) is smaller than it is in the city (3.5). 28.3% of WBGS households live in 1-2 rooms housing units (slight difference exists between the WG and GS). The majority of camps households (34.9 %) live in 1-2 rooms housing units. In the city, 21.6% of the households live in 1-2 rooms housing units.

Table 3.2.1 presents the average housing unit size for 1967 according to ICBS’ data: 1.9, 2.3 and 2.2 in the WG, GS and EJ, respectively. Table 3.2.3 shows that 36.8% of the WB Palestinian households were living in one-room housing units in 1972 and around 73.9 % were living in two-rooms or less housing units in the same year. In GS, the averages were similar to those of the WB for the same year. In 1993, the percentage of WB households that were living in two-rooms or less housing units was 39.7%. The similarity in the percentages of  the WB and GS in 1972 underwent an apparent change in 1993. The percentage of GS households living in two-rooms or less housing units increased to 56.3%; due to the discrepancy in the economic levels and living standards between WB households and GS households.

Table 3.4 presents the percentages of WB households (43.9%) and GS households (26.3%) living in four rooms or more according to JJPC 1981 survey. The Israeli sources presented completely different percentage for the WB in 1982. According to the Israeli sources, the percentage of WB households living in four-rooms housing units was 19.6% less than JJPC’s percentage. However, the Israeli figures on the percentage of WB households living in two-rooms housing units was 21.8% more than the JJPC’s percentage. Such differences are also found between the  ATF’s data and the Israeli data.

Table 2.3.3 presents ATF’s 1989 data for GS. 17.2% of GS households live in two rooms or less. The ICBS’ percentage of GS households living in two-room (or less) apartments  is 26.4% higher than it is in ATF’s data.

FAFO 1992 presents the average number of rooms only. Table 3.3.4 presents the average number of rooms in the WBGS, i.e. 3.6; the highest average was in Gaza City (3.9). Data provided by FAFO 1992  and the  ATF 1993 correspond in that the average number of rooms in the cities and villages of WB equal 3.7. The two sources differ in their findings on the average number of rooms in WB refugee camps. The average given by FAFO is higher that ATF’s by  0.8.

BZUCRDPS  presents the average number of rooms in the housing unit in Ramallah District for 1981, namely 3.3. This average was arrived at on the bases that this average was 4.1, 3.1 and 2.5 in the cities, villages and refugee camps, respectively.

Table 3.3.3 shows that the percentage of households living in two rooms or less in WB villages is 20.8%, according to Yousef’s study of 1987.  Ennab’s 1987 study, on the other hand, shows that the percentage of households living in two rooms or less in WB camps is around 24.8%.  Dahaln’s 1987 study presents the percentage of households living in two rooms or less in Khan Younis’ camps, which equals 18.7%.

3-4 Number of Persons Per Room (Housing Density):

Abu Kishik and Ghurani argued that the housing units occupied by three persons or more in each of their rooms are considered to be crowded (Ahmed and Al- Shami, 1995). FAFO verifies this and bases its arguments on the international standards and recommendations. However, this applies only to the developing countries. In developed countries, e.g.  the United Kingdom, the measurement of housing density until the 1961 census stressed that an average of two persons per room is an indication of crowdedness. In the seventies of this century, this average lessened into 1.5 person per room (Clarke, J., 1996).

Data available from the Demographic Survey Conducted by PCBS in 1995  (table 3.1.3) show that the average number of persons per room in the WBGS is 2.3.  Thereof: (2.23) in the WB, and (2.57) in GS. The highest housing density is in the refugee camps of GS, i.e. 2.8. The housing density in WBGS camps is high in comparison to that prevailing in WBGS cities.

Table 3.1.1 shows that nearly 27.9% of WBGS households live in housing units with high density (three persons or more per room). This percentage is calculated on the bases of separate percentages for GS, WB and GS camps, i.e. 34.8%, 25% and 41.2%, respectively.

The ICBS data (table 3.2.1) show that the average persons per room for 1967 was 2.6 in RWBGS and 2.4 in EJ. Tables 3.2.4 and 3.2.5 show  that the average persons per room for 1976 was 3.1 in RWB. The percentage of  RWB  households with 3 persons or more per room for 1976 was 52.5% in GS, 45.9% in RWB and 42.7% in EJ. According to the same tables, in 1993, the average persons per room decreased to 2.3% in RWB, 2.6% in GS and 2.2% in EJ. The percentage of households with 3 persons or more per room was 27% in WB, 37.5% in GS and 32.2% in EJ.

Data obtained from FAFO show that the average persons per room in WBGS was 2.1. The lowest and highest averages per room were in EJ (1.7) and Gaza City (2.7), respectively. To some extent, these data agree with the ICBS’ data for 1992. The findings of FAFO indicate that more than a quarter of WBGS’ households (26%) live in high density housing units (3 persons or more per room). In EJ, 18% from the households live in a high density housing units. The Israeli data for the same year indicate that the percentage amount to 30.7%. The ATF’s 1993 survey shows that the average number of persons per room in the WB is 1.9 whereas the Israeli data for the same year show that the average number of persons per room in the WB is 2.3.

Data obtained from Hussein Yousef’s 1987 study on WB villages show that the percentage of households living in high density housing units was 3.3%. According to FAFO 1992  and the Israeli 1987 data, the percentage was 23% and 32.9%, respectively.  The percentage of households living in high density housing units in Wael Ennab’s 1987 study on WB camps is 20%, i.e. less than that provided by FAFO. Dahlan’s 1985 study on Khan Younis Camp indicates that the percentage of households living in high density housing units is 46.4%.
3-5 Number of Bedrooms in the Housing Unit:

Data on number of rooms in the housing unit are available from some sources including PCBS’ 1995 Demographic Survey (DS), ATF’s 1993 survey, JJPC’s 1981 survey, Yousef 's 1987 survey, Dahlan’s 1987 survey and Ennab’s 1987 survey. 

Data obtained from PCBS’ 1995 DS indicate that the average number of bedrooms in WBGS is 1.9  in 1995. The average in WB (1.8) is lesser than it is in GS (2.2). In WBGS, a minor difference in these averages exists  between the villages, on the one hand, and the refugee camps and cities on the other hand. 39.1% of WB households live in a single bedroom-or less- housing units. In GS, this percentage amounts to 27.4%. The villages comprise the highest percentage of households living in a single bedroom -or less- housing units (41.1%). In the cities, this percentage is 29.6%.

Table 3.3.5 shows that, in 1981, the percentages of WB households living in a one-room-housing unit and in a two-room-housing unit were 32.2% and 78.4%, respectively. In 1993, the latter increased to 81.9% and amounted in the WB camps to 96%. The findings of the previous table show that the average number of bedrooms in the WB varied in 1993 from a community to another: 1.6 in the camps and 2.1 in the cities. These data are so close to the PCBS’ data. On the other hand, the average numbers of persons per bedroom in the WB and in the WB camps were  3.4 and 4.2, respectively. This highlights an increase in the housing density in the WB bedrooms.

The findings of Yousef’s 1987 study are harmonious with the findings of the ATF’s 1993 survey. Ennab’s 1987 study shows that the average number of bedrooms in the WB housing units was 2.0; it is actually higher than that provided by the ATF’s 1993 estimates. As for the average persons per bedroom, the two studies agree that it equals 4. This average increases to 5.5 in Deir Ammar Refugee Camp, according to Ennab’s 1987 study.

3-6 Number of Households in the Housing Unit:

Table 3.3.7 indicates that, in 1993 5% of WB households lived in the same housing unit with one or more households. The highest percentage was in the WB villages (8%). In the cities, it was 2.4%. The camps included the lowest percentage, i.e. 0.8% of the households lived in the same housing unit with one or more households. In fact, no household in the camps live in the same housing unit with  more than one households. This is obviously due to the smallness of camps areas and the number of rooms in the housing unit is limited. 

Table 3.3.8 indicates that 9.3% of the households in WB villages lived in 1987 in the same housing unit with more than one household. This figure is close to the findings of the ATF’s 1993 survey concerning the WB villages. In Khan Younis camp-GS, 52.2% of the households lived in 1985 in the same housing unit with more than one household. 22.2% of the camp households lived in 1985 in the same housing unit with two or more  households. This indicates the extent of crowdedness in the housing units of the camp. According to these data and the ATF’s 1993 survey, major difference exist between Khan Younis Camp and the WB camps in the area of crowdedness. 

Chapter Four

Facilities and Durable Goods Available in the Housing Unit

4-1 Introduction: 

In order for a housing unit (regardless of its type or inhabitant) to be adequate for living purposes, basic necessities should be available, e.g. serenity, hygiene, privacy. A healthy housing unit is characterized with the availability of enough space for sleeping (bedrooms), living (rooms) and eating (kitchen) along with ventilation and sun light in some parts of the day, in addition to drinking water installations, toilet facilities, and electricity and telephone facilities.

In this chapter, the conditions of housing units in the WBGS shall be discussed in terms of available services and facilities, whether provided by the government (water, electricity, sewage disposal and telephone networks and installations) or the household (heating, hot water durable goods). Thus, this chapter involves  sections on water procurement system, source of lighting, kitchen, toilet, bathroom, heating system, sewage disposal system and durable goods available in the housing unit.

4-2 Water Supply System:

The most recent data on housing conditions in the Palestinian society is available from the PCBS’ 1995 DS. According to this survey, 81.1% of WBGS households have access to public water networks. In GS strip, this percent increased to 96.3% and in the camps to 97.1%. In the WB, the percent decreased to 74.5% and in the WB villages in particular to 62.4%. The decrease is drastic in the WB villages due to having private wells as a basic source of drinking and cocking water; 28.4% of the households in WB villages have access to water from this source (Table 4.1.1).

The ICBS’ 1967 data presented in table 4.2.1 indicate that the percentage of households having access to water from public networks amounted to 17.7%. The RWB cities involve the highest part of this percentage (56.9%). As for GS and EJ, table 4.2.1 indicates that the percentages of households having access to water from public networks amounted to 29.3% and 40.5%, respectively.

Tables 4.2.2 and 4.2.3 indicate that the percentages of households having access to water from public networks in 1974 amounted to 23.5% in  RWB and 13.9% in GS. These percentages  increased in 1992 to 79.4% in  RWB and 93% in GS. This percentage is high in  cities and refugee camps of  RWB and  GS and low in RWB villages. The strange thing in these data is that there was a 15.4% decrease in the percentage of households having access to water from public networks in GS between 1967 and 1974. We notice that the development in this area is less in the RWB than in GS. To some extent the Israeli data for 1992 agrees with the PCBS data for 1995.

As for households having access to water from wells or tankers, we notice that this pattern is common in the WB and almost nonexisted in GS.  According to ICBS’ data, 33% of RWB households were dependent on this source in 1974. The highest percentage existed in RWB villages (decreased from 46% in 1974 to 18% in 1992). In RWB cities, the percentage was in 1992  8.3% only.

Table 4.4 shows that the JJPC‘s percentage of WB households having access to water via public networks in 1981 was 56.3%. According to ICB’s data for 1981, this percentage reached 44.9% in RWB.  As for WB villages, FAFO’s data for 1992 shows that the percentage reached 90%, which is higher than ICBS percentage for 1992 (72.4%) and the JJPC’s percentage for 1993 (56.9%).

BZUCRDPS’ data show that the percentage of households having access to water via public networks in Ramallah  District amounted in 1981 to 59%.  As for WB villages, Yousef’s 1987 study shows that the percentage reached 78.6%, which is higher than the Israeli data for 1985  (49.5%).  Ennab’s 1987 study indicates that this percentage reached 93.6% in WB camps. Dahlan’s 1985 study on Khan Younis Refugee Camp shows that 77.7% of the households have access to water via public networks for a short time. This problem increases in the Summer to the extent that the households have access to it for less than two hours a day.

We conclude that none of the aforementioned sources dealt with the quality of available water. However, a study conducted by the Dutch Government on GS’ groundwater indicated that it underwent extravagant exploitation during the last two decades. This brought about a decrease in the available levels of groundwater ; increased its saltiness and left perpetual impacts on the available reserves of pure water (Bruins, H. J. and Tuinhoft, Ir. A. 1991).

4-3 Lighting Source:

Nearly all Palestinian households use electricity in lighting. The PCBS’ 1995 DS shows that 97.9% of the Palestinian households have access to electricity. This percentage is slightly higher in the cities and refugee camps than in the villages.

Table 4.2.1 shows that 23.1% of RWB households had access to electricity in 1967. This percentage was 71% in RWB cities, 17.9% in GS, 34% in GS cities and 70.1% in EJ. This percentage was very low in refugee camps and villages: Less than 8% in WB villages and refugee camps and less than 5% in GS villages and refugee camps.

Table 4.2.4 shows that 45.8% of RWB households and 34.5% of GS households had access to electricity in 1974.  According to 1992 data 97.6% of GS households had access to electricity from public installations. This percentage is higher than it was in the RWB (75.3%) for the same year. Aggregating the percentage of households used to have access to electricity from public installations and the percentage of households used to have access to electricity from private generators operated for part of the day indicates that 3.7% of RWB households and 2.2% of GS households had no access to any source of electricity in 1992. This is close to the findings of the PCBS surveys.

According to the previous table, the percentage of households used to have access to electricity from public installations in GS refugee camps was the lowest in 1974 data (14.1%). The highest percentage was in RWB cities (91.5%); in GS cities the percentage was 56.8%. Examining the 1992 data shows that the highest percentage was in RWB (98.9%) and that the lowest percentage existed in RWB villages (64.7%), i.e. the percentage of RWB villages’ households used to have access to electricity from public installations is lower than the percentages of other localities by more than 32%. Additionally, 5% of RWB villages’ households did not have access to electricity from any source. This clarifies the extent of underdevelopment in RWB villages’ in this area. 

Data obtained from various sources agree with the Israeli data on the  percentage of RWBGS households having access to electricity. A difference exists in the 1992 data concerning the  percentage of RWB villages’ households having access to electricity. This percentage in FAFO’s data is higher than the Israeli one by 22%.

FAFO 1992  data indicated that all households in EJ have access to electricity. As for Khan Younis camp, Dahlan’s study showed that the households there have access to electricity from the Israeli network and that 78.2% of the households have no proper access to electricity.

4-4 Kitchen:
The ICBS constitutes the sole source providing data on the material available in the kitchen and the households having joint kitchen with other household (s).

The ICBS’ Census 1967 (table 4.2.1) indicates that the  percentage of households that had kitchen facilities reched 74.7% in RWB cities, 63.2% in GS cities and 28.6% in EJ.  Also it indicates that more than 50% of the RWBGS camps’ households had kitchen facilities in 1967.

Tables 4.2.5 and 4.2.6 indicate that the percentages of households that had kitchen facilities in RWB and in GS were respectively 90.5% and 98.2% in 1992. It is also noticed in 1992 data that the percentage of households having joint kitchen facilities with other household (s) was drastically high in GS, in comparison with that in RWB: 43.8% in GS cities, 39.4% in GS camps and 4.1% in RWB.

Concerning materials used in the kitchen in 1974, tables 4.2.5 and 4.2.6 show that the majority of RWB households (67.3%) and GS households (84.3%) used kerosene in cocking. As for 1992, 93.2% of RWB households and 93.9% of GS households used kerosene and electricity in cocking. 

According to the  ATF’s 1993 study (table 4.3.3),  the percentage of  households that had kitchen facilities in RWB was 97%, thereof: 99.1% in WB villiges.  According to ICBS’ 1992, the percentage of households that had kitchen facilities in RWB was 90.5%, thereof: 88.9% in WB villiges.

BZUCRDPS’ 1981 data show that the percentage of households having kitchen facilities in Ramallah District was 92%. The same study indicats that 72% of households in the villages and 87% in the camps have kitchen.  As for WB villages, Yousef’s 1987 study shows that the percentage reached 94.7%. Ennab’s 1987 study indicats that this percentage reached 97.4% in WB camps. According to FAFO’s 1992 survey, the percentages of households having kitchen cupboards in EJ and WB cities were 39% and 13%, respectively.

4-5 Bathroom and Toilet (WC):
Normally, the facilities available in the housing unit constitute an indicator of  appropriateness and suitability for its inhabitants. The bathroom and the toilet  are a major case in point, here. It is preferable that these facilities are separate.

The PCBS’ 1995 DS shows that 81.9% of the Palestinian households have an Arabic toilet (WC). This percentage is high in the Palestinian refugee  camps (91.9%) and in GS (87.9%) and is low in WB cities (71.3%).  Flush toilets are commonly used in the cities (58%), yet their percentage in the camps is low (25.7%). A high percentage of the Palestinian households have bathroom facilities (76.2%). This percentage is generally high in GS (86.6%) and the cities (83.3%).

According to the ICBS’ 1967 Census (table 4.2.1), the  percentages of the WBGS households that had WC facilities were 76.5% in RWB cities and 61.5% in EJ. The lowest one was  in GS villages (9.3%). As for the households that had bathroom facilities in 1967, the highest percentage was 41.7% in RWB cities, 32.5% in GS cities and 26.6% in EJ.

Tables 4.2.7 and 4.2.8  indicate that the percentages of households that had no WC facilities in RWB and in GS were respectively 21.2% and 21% in 1974. Until 1992, 1.6% of RWB  and 0.5% of GS households had no WC facilities.

Tables 4.2.7 and 4.2.8 indicate further that 76.3% of RWB households and 81.7% of GS households had no access to bathroom facilities in 1974.  Unitl 1992, 28.0% of RWB and 9.2% of GS households had no access to bathroom facilities. This percentage increased in RWB villages to 31.1%.

The ICBS’ data indicate that the percentage of households that had WC facilities in GS in 1992 was higher than in RWB. However, the phenomenon of joint WCs was in 1992 more common in GS (41.1%) than in RWB (less than 10%).

As for sources of hot water for bathing, tables 4.2.14 and 4.2.15 indicate further that kerosene and wood constituted in 1981 the main source of hot water in RWB (65.5%) and GS (55.1%). The RWB villages were number one in using this source (72.1%) in 1981. Even in 1992, 42% of the households in RWB villages were using this source. The second main source of hot water in 1992 was the diesel boiler, 51% of RWB households and 69.7% of GS households were using the diesel boiler. The third source of hot water in 1992 was the electric boiler; 9.7% of RWB households and 12.7% of GS households were using the electric boiler. The RWB cities were the first in using this source (17.9%).

The ATF 1993 data indicate that the percentage of WB households that had WC facilities was 88.4%, of wich, 88.3% in WB villages.  The ICBS 1992 data for RWB were similar.

In spite of the fact that the cities overtop the villages and the camps concerning households having  access to WC facilities, BZUCRDPS’ study on Ramallah and District data showed that the percentages of households having no access to WC facilities in 1981 were 24% in  the cities, 14% in the villages and 10% in the camps. This , in fact, negatively impacts the reliability of BZUCRDPS’ data.

Yousef’s 1987 study shows that the percentage of households having  access to bathroom facilities in RWB 90.6%, while the same Israeli percentage for 1985 did not exceed 44.3%. Ennab’s 1987 study indicated that the percentages of households having no access to WC facilities and  bathroom facilities in RWB camps were 2.6% and 19%, respectively. ATF’ percentage of RWB refugee camps’ households having access to bathroom facilities 33.4% in 1993.

FAFO compiled data in 1992 on the percentage of households that had flush toilet facilities and separate shower bathroom. The highest percentage of the households having access to flush toilet facilities was  in GS cities and villages (90%) and in EJ (85%) whereas the lowest one was in WB camps (60%). As for the households that having access to shower bathroom facilities, the highest percentage was  in Gaza City and EJ (84%) whereas the lowest ones were in WB camps (55%) and WB villages (58%).

4-6 Heating System:
The ICBS data indicate that the sources of heating during winter in the RWBGS are varied. Some households use kerosene, wood, coal, electricity or other matters. Some other households have no access to any source of heating.

Tables 4.2.14 and 4.2.15 indicate that the percentages of households that used wood or coal in the RWB and GS were in 1974 52.1% and 64.9%, respectively. In 1985, this percentage decreased in GS to 36.2% and remained close in RWB (65.1%). In 1985, the highest percentage of households using wood or coal for heating was in RWB villages (76.5%).

Tables 4.2.14 and 4.2.15 indicate also that RWB households used  kerosene in heating more than GS households. In 1974, the percentages of households  that were using kerosene in the RWB was 41.7% and decreased in 1992 to 23.3%. In GS, this percentage amounted in 1974 to 13.4% and decreased in 1992 to 0.7%.

According to ICBS data, the percentage of households that used electricity for heating in 1992 was 15% in RWB, and 46.7% in GS. The highest and lowest percentages were in GS camps and RWB villages (48% and 11.8%).  A considerable percentage of Gaza households had no access to any source of heating in 1985 (48.3%) in GS refugee camps and cities, these percentages were 57.1% and 14.8%, respectively. As for RWB, this percentage did no exceed 1.3% in 1992.

ATF’s 1993 study indicates that the percentage of  Palestinian households that had access to central heating in WB did not exceed 0.8% and all of these households existed in the cities. The percentages of households that used kerosene, wood or coal for heating was 38.9%. The  percentage of households that used electricity for heating was 2.8% according to the same source.

According to FAFO 1992 , the percentage of households that had a kerosene heater in EJ was 56%. 20% of EJ households used electric heaters. Additionally, this survey pointed that 20% of GS households had no access to any heating source.

4-7 Sewage Disposal System: 

The available sewage disposal system impacts the public health and the surrounding environment. The best means adopted by most countries in the area of sewage disposal is to have localities connected with public networks and process sewage via  special stations and refineries.

According to the PCBS’ 1995 DS, the housing units of 31.7% of the Palestinian households were connected with public sewage networks. This percentage was outstandingly high in GS (48.7%) and in GS cities (57.4%), in particular. This percentage was low in WB and WB villages in particular 24.4% and 2.9%, respectively.

Tables 4.2.16 and 4.2.17 indicate, from the ICBS’ perspective, that the percentage of Palestinian households with access to sewage disposal networks was in 1992 very low:  37.7% in RWB and 59.5% in GS. In 1974, this percentage was higher in the RWB (21.5%) than in GS (7.3%). Examining the ICBS’ data for 1974 shows that the percentage of households that had access to sewage disposal networks in RWB villages (31%) was higher than it was in RWB cities (1.2%). Data for the following years, e.g. 1992, proved that such percentage was always higher in the city (RWB cities 53.1% and GS cities 76.9%) than in the village (RWB villages 34.1%).

Thus, we conclude that the percentage of Palestinian households that had access to sewage disposal networks in the ICBS’ 1992 data was higher than that arrived at by the PCBS, particularly in the WB villages.

Table 4.4 indicates that the percentage of WB households that had access  to sewage disposal networks in the JJPC study  (22%)  are nearly close to that in the Israeli 1981 data (19.8%). However, the percentage arrived at in the ATF’s 1993 study (26.8%) is lower than Israeli percentage  (37.7%) for 1992.  The percentage introduced by FAFO 1992 of WB cities (40.0%) of WB cities (40.0%) is lower than Israeli percentage of RWB cities (53.1%)  for 1992.   FAFO 1992 and the ATF’s 1993 study agree in that the percentage of RWB villages’ households that had access  to sewage disposal networks did not exceed 4%. This percentage according to ICBS 1992 data was 34.1%.  According to FAFO 1992, the percentages of households that had access to sewage disposal networks were 83.0% in EJ and 78.0% Gaza City.

According to Yousef’s 1987 study, the percentage of  households that had access to sewage disposal networks was 1.6% in WB villages.  The percentage in WB refugee camps, according to Ennab’s 1987 survey, was 31.7%. Dahlan's 1985 study on Khan Younis Refugee Camp showed that 96.8% of the refugees there suffer from sewage disposal problems. The sewage canals were not covered and the sewage flew into streets and public places. The problem of cesspools near the camp was increasingly growing in the winter and had much to do with the problem of the rats. 96.8% of the households in Khan Younis Refugee Camp suffered and encountered attacks from the rats.  

4-8 Durable Goods Available in the Housing Unit:
The availability of these goods basically depends on the financial status of the household as well as on the availability of electricity necessary for operating durable electric goods, e.g. television, refrigerator, washing machines ….etc. Due to the increase in the percentage of households having access to electricity from public electricity networks, the percentage of households possessing such goods underwent on-going increase.

The PCBS’ 1995 DS indicates that most households in the Palestinian society (85%) had refrigerators. This percentage increased in the WB cities to 92.8%. Considerable percentages  (71.8% and 65%) of the Palestinian households had washing machines (71.8%) and ovens (65.0%).  A very small percentage of the households in the Palestinian society had central heating (1.9%) in 1995, the highest part of this percentage existed in the WB cities (4.6%).

Table 4.2.18 (ICBS 1967) shows percentage of WBGS households that possessed selected durable goods. The percentage of the household possessed radio in RWB cities was 72.5% while in GS villages was 30.3%. The percentage of the Palestinian households possessed T.Vs in 1967 in GS cities and EJ was 6.7%. As for  the percentage of the Palestinian households possessed refrigerators, the highest percentage was in EJ and amounted to 21.7%. It is worth pointing that the error rate in these data exceeded 50%.

Tables 4.2.19 and 4.2.20 show that the percentage of RWB households that possessed refrigerators, white and black T.Vs, colored T.Vs  and  washing machines in 1992 were 81.2%, 67.1%,  34.3% and 55.3% respectively. Nearly, a quarter of the Palestinian households in RW (28.8%) possessed sewing machines that were used for earning living, among other things. In GS, the percentage of households that possessed the aforementioned goods in 1972 was lower than it was in RWB. However, the percentage of GS households that possessed durable goods in 1992, excluding colored T.Vs, was higher than it was in RWB. As for GS households that possessed telephones, its percentage decreased from 12.2% in 1985 to 10.3% in 1992.

In the early eighties and upwards, some new devices and sets started to occur, e.g. electric mixers, electric boilers, diesel heaters in addition to the colored T.Vs. Tables 4.2.19 and 4.2.20 show that the percentages of households that possessed in 1992 diesel heaters were 57.1% in RWB  and 81.3% in GS. However, the percentage of households that possessed electric mixers and electric boilers in RWB remained low in 1992  were 16.7% and 9.7%, whereas they were in GS 41.5% and 12.6% for the same year.

As for the cars, bicycles, and telephones, the percentage of households possessing such goods remained low. In RWB, the percentages of households that possessed cars, bicycles and telephones in 1992 were 15.9%, 7.5% and 7.8%, respectively. In GS, the percentages of households that possessed cars and bicycles  in 1992 were 16.8% and 32.3%, respectively.

The ATF’s 1993 study, FAFO 1992  and PCBS’ 1995 DS agree in that the percentage of households possessing durable goods (refrigerators, colored T.Vs, telephones and cars) in WB are higher than the percentage introduced by the Israeli 1992 data.

Chapter Five

Housing Unit  Characteristics

5-1 Introduction: 

Housing units characteristics statistics involve type of housing unit, tenure, construction materials, year of construction, number of annually constructed housing units and rent. These statistics are highly significant concerning the living status for the Palestinian population in the WBGS due to the fact that they tend to spend a great deal of their time in the housing unit, women in particular. 

The PCBS’ 1995 DS included in its questionnaire questions on housing unit structure, tenure, construction materials and rent. It is worth pointing that the PCBS’ 1995 DS provides the most recent data on the subject.

The ICBS provided data on the aforementioned subjects except for housing unit structure. Data on other subjects, e.g. construction materials, year of construction and rent, are covered in the ICBS’ 1992 survey.

The other sources provide data on the type of housing unit and the remaining statistical indicators except for annually constructed housing units.

5-2 Type of Housing Unit:

According to the PCBS’ 1995 DS, 66% of the WBGS households live in one-household-housing units. 20.9% live in two-household-housing units. In the cities the percentage of households living in one-household-housing units (55.6%) was relatively low in comparison to that found in the villages (73.9%) and refugee camps (71.8%).

Normally, oriental households would rather living in independently separate housing units.  Due to the increasingly growing demand on housing units; the shortage in land (licensed for building purposes) and the increase in the construction costs, many investors started constructing buildings for rent.

Table 5.3.1 presents FAFO 1992 data on type of housing unit. This indicates that the percentage of households living in villas was very low in the OPT ; not more than 7% in GS cities and villages and almost void in the refugee camps. Independently separate housing units constitute a pattern in the WBGS, particularly in the refugee camps. 83.0% of the households in the refugee camps live in an independently separate housing units ceiled with zinc boards. In RWB villages in particular and refugee camps,  the percentage amounted to 62%. In EJ, this percentage was 28% only due to the severe shortage in the land licensed for construction. This stressed the tendency towards multi-storey-buildings; more than half of EJ households (52%) live in apartments within multi-storey  buildings. This percentage is very low in the refugee camps (4%). As for the households living in mansion block apartments, this pattern is more common in GS cities and villages (13%) than in RWB cities and villages (9.0%). 

5-3 Tenure of Housing Unit:

According to the PCBS’ 1995 DS, 80.2% of the households in the Palestinian society live in owned housing units. This pattern is similar in the WB and GS. In the villages, the percentage is very high (89.3%). Around 9.5% of the households in the Palestinian society live in rented housing units. 7% live in rented housing units but for free. In the refugee camps, 19.7% of the households live in housing units rented from UNRWA. A big difference exists between WB and GS concerning  the percentage of households living in housing units rented from UNRWA. In WB refugee camps, 29% of the households live in housing units rented from UNRWA. 

Table 5.2.1 shows that 95.8% of the households in GS camps had until 1967 been living in housing units owned by one of the household members. However, it is well known that the ownership of the housing units in the camps belongs to the UNRWA, and this is identified by many surveys. The implications of this is that the ICBS data are not reliable and precise and that its field workers exerted no efforts in approaching reality. What assures this is that the 1981, 1985 and 1992 data on housing units’ tenure in GS camps occurred in a two-point-form, i.e. the error rate exceeds 40%.

The previous table indicates that the percentage of rented housing units in RWB cities was 43.6% in 1974. However, the percentage of rented housing units in RWB cities declined in 1992 to 28.6%. The  percentage of rented housing units in GS refugee camps was 4% in 1992.

Data obtained from the 1972 and 1983 population and housing censuses indicate that the percentage of owned housing units in EJ was 45% in 1972. 63.7% of the Muslim Jerusalemites’ housing units and 18.7% of the Christian Jerusalemites’ housing units belonged to the dwellers 1983 (V. O, Schmelz, 1987).

Data obtained from FAFO 1992  (Table 5.3.2) indicate that the percentages of owned housing units in RWB and GS cities were 77% and 70%, respectively. However, the Israeli data percentages for 1992 are 68.7% in WB cities and 95.6% in GS cities.

Table 5.3.2 shows that EJ has the lowest percentage among WBGS cities in the area of housing unit ownership (66%). On the other hand, it has the highest percentage of households living in rented housing units (28%).

Comparing the ICBS’ data for 1992 on tenure with the findings of FAFO 1992 and the ATF (1993) indicates that the percentages arrived at in these surveys are almost identical, though they disagree on certain aspects. Table 4.5 indicates that the findings of FAFO 1992 and the ATF (1993) disagree with the ICBS findings concerning housing units tenure (77% in FAFO 1992, 76.3% in ATF and 68.7% in ICBS) and the percentage of rented housing units (23% in FAFO 1992, 23.7% in ATF and 28.6% in ICBS). 

BZUCRDPS’ 1981 data show that the percentage of the housing units rented from UNRWA in Ramallah District’s refugee camps was 88%. FAFO 1992, on the other hand, indicates that the percentage of the housing units rented from UNRWA in WB refugee camps was 35% in 1992. It is so low because most WBGS refugees consider the housing units they rented from UNRWA as their own property.

Wael Ennab’s 1987 study indicates 91.1% of WB camps households live in housing units rented from UNRWA and that 97% of the land holding on which these units are constructed belong to the UNRWA.
5-4 Construction Materials:

Data obtained from the PCBS’ 1995 DS  indicate that concrete and blocks were used in building most housing units in RWBGS; the same applies for the refugee camps. 47.6% of the WB households use these materials in housing units construction. The use of stones in housing units construction is also common in WB (29.6% of WB households live in housing units built from stones). In WB and WB cities, the percentages of households that used stones in housing units construction, including multi-storey-buildings, are 29.6% and 45.9%, respectively.

In 1992, the ICBS conducted a survey on the housing conditions and durable goods available in RWBGS’ housing units. This survey involved data on the construction materials. However, this survey was conducted during the Palestinian Intifada (burst against the Israeli occupation), i.e. these data are imprecise and unreliable, particularly in GS where the error rate exceeded 40%.

Table 5.2.2 provides a distribution for the households by construction material. Stone and concrete are main construction materials in RWB. 64.9% of RWB households lived in housing units built from stones in 1992. As concrete is less expensive than stones, it constitutes a major construction material, especially in RWB villages (36.2% of RWB village households lived in housing units built from concrete in 1992).

The use of blocks in housing units construction is so common in GS. In 1992, around 96.8% and 95.9% of the households in GS refugee camps and cities lived in housing units built from blocks. This is due to the unavailability of stone quarries  and stone saws in GS and the high cost and expenses of transporting stones from the WB to GS.

Table 5.3.3 indicates that the highest percentages of housing units built from stones exist in EJ (76%) and RWB villages and cities (43%). These data (obtained from FAFO 1992 ) agree with data obtained from most of the other surveys in that the WB involves the highest percentage of housing units built from stones.

According to the previous table, no housing units are constructed from stones in GS (this result is almost identical with the Israeli data). All housing units in GS villages and cities are constructed from concrete. 32% of the households in GS villages and cities live in housing units ceiled with zinc boards. On the other hand, 64% of the households in RWBGS camps live in housing units ceiled with zinc boards.

5-5 Construction Year:

The construction year refers to the year in which the housing units were constructed. Usually, this variable is used in identifying the age  and suitability of housing units.

The ICBS’ 1992 survey on ýWBGS had been the main source of statistical data on the construction year of housing units. Data on EJ were obtained from the 1983 population and housing census, considering that Muslims and Christians Jerusalemites are the inhabitants of EJ.

The ICBS’ 1992  indicate  that 69.7% of GS refugee camps’ households live in housing units constructed between 1950-1959, as the refugee camps were built after the 1948 war. In GS cities, 60% of its inhabitants live in housing units constructed between 1970s-1980s. On the other hand, half of the existing RWB housing units were constructed between 1970s-1980s; 54.7% of RWB villages households and 44.4% of RWB cities households live in housing units constructed in that period. The same data indicate  that the 1970s was a heyday period  in the area of housing units construction; more than a quarter of the RWBGS housing units was constructed in that period. This is due the fact that the Palestinian labor force had unrestricted access to labor market in Israel and Arab neighboring countries, where the demand on the Palestinian labor force and expertise. 

Table 5.2.4 involves data on  EJ obtained from the 1983 population and housing census. This table shows that 67.6% of the Christians Jerusalemite households lived in housing units built before 1955. As for Muslim Jerusalemite households, 46.6% lived in housing units built in the same period. On the other hand, the percentages of Christians and Muslim Jerusalemite households that lived in housing units built after 1974 were 9.7% and 12.7%, respectively. This is due to the obstacles posed by the Israelis in the field, e.g. giving no building licenses to the Palestinians and construction of Jewish settlements in EJ. 

BZUCRDPS’ 1981 data (table 4.3.5) show that 28% of the households in Ramallah District live in housing units constructed before 1950 and that 58.5% of households in the District refugee camps lived in housing units built in the 1950s. BZUCRDPS’ data agree with the ICBS data in that most housing units in the refugee camps were built in the fifties of this century.

The villages of Ramallah District witnessed between 1971-1982 a prosperity period in the field (34.5% of the housing units were constructed between 1971-1981). As for the cities, 33% of households in the cities of the District were constructed in the 1960s.

5-6 Number of Annually Constructed Housing Units:
Identification numbers of annually constructed housing units and relating them to the annual increase in population assists in identifying the size of housing problems in WBGS. Such a necessity makes it possible to construct a data base that facilitates future estimations and projections in the area of housing units.  

Data obtained from the PCBS’ Buildings’ Licenses Survey  indicate that the number of  new licensed housing units constructed during 1996 in RWBGS (except for refugee camps) amounted to 12,055 , of which 1,757 built in GS. 

Table 5.2.5 indicates that the number of existing housing units during 1976 in RWB was 4,875. In 1987, the number of existing housing units in RWB was 5,740. It would be inferred that the number of annually constructed housing units in RWB between 1976-1987 was 4,708. The average number of rooms for the housing units constructed in RWB between 1976-1987 ranged from 3 to 3.7 rooms per housing unit. As for the average housing unit area in RWB 

between 1976-1987, it ranged from 90.5 m2  to 133.9 m2 per housing unit.

Table 5.2.6  indicates that the number of existing housing units during 1976 in GS was 2,435. It is the highest number of the housing units constructed in GS between 1976-1987. The number decreased in the following year (1977) to 1216. In 1987, the number of housing units constructed in GS was 1,247. It would be inferred that the number of annually constructed housing units in GS between 1976-1987 was 1,646. The average number of rooms for the housing units constructed in GS between 1976-1987 ranged from 2.6 to 4.3 rooms per housing 

unit. As for the average housing unit area in GS, it ranged from 74.9 m2  in 1976 to 144.5 m2 in 1987 per housing unit.

It is concluded from the aforementioned data that large and  multi-room-housing units are more common in GS than in RWB. On the other hand, the number of housing units constructed in RWB between 1976-1987 is three times bigger than the number of housing units constructed in GS during the same period. The numbers of RWB population amounted in the eve of 1987 to 868,100 whereas the GS population amounted in the same period to 565,600 (Palestinian Bureau of Statistics, 1994). Considering the drastic difference in the numbers of existing housing units in comparison to the numbers of populations, we infer that the size of housing problem in the GS is more alarming than in RWB.
5-7 Rent:

According to the PCBS’ 1995 DS, the average monthly rent for housing units in the Palestinian society is 68.4 JDs. This average increased in GS to 78.6 JDs. The average monthly rent for 57% the Palestinian households living in rented housing units amounted to 50 JDs or less. The average monthly rent for 19.4% of the Palestinian households living in rented housing units exceeded 100 JDs .

The ICBS’ data presented in table 5.2.7  indicate that 65.3% of GS households living in rented housing units in return for a monthly rent amounting to less than 100 NIS. As for RWB, this percentage amounted to 63.8%. 

The aforementioned table indicates that the monthly rent of the rented housing units in RWB villages and cities was nearly similar. 65.1% of the households living in rented housing units in the village used to pay less than 100 NIS. In RWB cities, this percentage was 63.2%. Concerning the average monthly rent 101-200 NIS, the percentages of households paying this rent in the RWB villages and cities were 24.5% and 30%, respectively.

However, it is common that the housing units’ rent in the city are always higher than in the village. This, again, clearly depicts deficiencies in the ICBS data. As we examine GS data, we notice that the errors rate is so high (exceeds 40%). This explains the occurrence of most data in a two-point-form.

BZUCRDPS’ 1981 data, available in table 5.3.5, show that the monthly rent averages in the cities, villages and camps of Ramallah District amounted in 1981 to 14.2 JDs, 5.8 JDs and 4.9 JDs  respectively. Generally speaking, the general average monthly rent in Ramallah District amounted in 1981 to 12.2  JDs. Thus, the average monthly rent in Ramallah District villages is less than half  the  average  monthly rent in its cities. This contrasts the ICBS’ data indicating that the monthly rent of the rented housing units in RWB villages and cities was nearly similar.

Chapter Six

Conclusions and Suggestions

Introduction: 

The report indicate that most of the surveys conducted by the ICBS on housing conditions and housing unit characteristics are unreliable due to many reasons: Some of the definitions used by the ICBS do not abide by the UN standards and international recommendations on the subject. Additionally, sampling errors are clearly apparent in the reports developed via these surveys. It is worth pointing that the ICBS did not provide data on housing unit characteristics except via the 1992 survey where the sampling errors amounted to more than 40%.

The number of available housing units in WBGS is among the most significant subjects lacking statistical data. This constitutes a major obstacle if we needed to identify the extent of demand on housing units in WBGS and estimate numbers of housing units to be erected in the coming years (on the basis of  households numbers and population size).  Any way, this shall be completely addressed in the Population and Housing Census to be implemented by the PCBS.

Accordingly, suggestions were made concerning the data to be compiled on housing conditions in WBGS.

1- Data Available From PCBS’ Surveys:

In order to identify demand on housing units in WBGS, it is essential to identify numbers of population and households along with the average household size. Such data could be provided from labor force and demographic surveys.

Additionally, the availability of data on the number of annually constructed housing units; number of rooms in these housing units and housing unit area is highly significant to identify the extent of met demands in the area of housing units in WBGS. The PCBS’ Constructions and Buildings Department shall take care of such subject.

Identification of population trends via the demographic surveys assists in drawing estimates on the number of housing units supposed to be built in the coming years.

2- Housing Conditions Surveys:
As the housing unit constitutes a basic indicator of the living conditions for the WBGS population, the Palestinian society  urgently needs to have data on housing conditions and housing unit characteristics in terms of housing unit status, furniture, accommodations, tenure and security.

Housing conditions surveys are expected to provide data on the most significant statistical indicators: housing unit characteristics represented by housing unit type, tenure construction materials, construction year and percentage of households living in rented housing units along with housing unit value. The identification of housing conditions in WBGS via these surveys makes it possible to identify water supply system, lighting system, kitchen, toilet and WC facilities, heating system, sewage disposal system and durable goods available in the  housing unit. As for housing density, these surveys shall provide data on housing unit size, household size, number of persons per room, number of bedrooms in the housing unit and number of households in the housing unit. Such indicators are highly valuable for planners, decision makers and researchers. 

3- Population and Housing Census (PHC):

The PHC constitutes the referential framework for estimating current levels of actual housing units and their characteristics. It provides data on the numbers of housing units and their different characteristics based on the different needs of Palestinian society and the users. Our society needs data on numbers of housing units, their distribution and basic characteristics at the area and locality level. Such data are necessary for formulating different population policies; identifying surplus and deficit in housing units and for identifying the estimates and predictions to identify the future needs of housing units. 

The PHC shall provide basic data on housing statistics and shall make it possible to construct a data base on the different indicators in the field. 

4- Formation of Housing Statistics Committee:

There is a need for establishing a housing statistics committee with the membership of representatives from the PCBS, Ministry of Housing, Palestinian Housing Council, universities, specialists and other parties interested in the field. Such an initiative should aim to provide via specialized surveys the accurate figure on  housing units and housing conditions. Thus, a statistical data base comprising information on housing conditions and housing unit characteristics in WBGS.

A special questionnaire, on this respect, could be designed to facilitate compilation of data on housing conditions to be utilized in drawing future plans for housing activities, especially because we are planning to construct thousands of housing units. 

Definitions and Explanations

This glossary presents the main housing conditions concepts and definitions in the International standard of the United Nations, and the Israeli Central Bureau of Statistics.

(1) United Nations consider the following concepts and  definitions:
Bathroom: 
Refers to the availability of a fixed bath or shower within the housing unit.



Camps:


Premises originally intended for the temporary accommodation of  persons with common activities or interests, for example, refugee camps and military camps.

 

Cooking facilities:
A kitchen is a room, equipped for the preparation of principal meals and intended primarily for that purpose.  If there is some space in the housing unit which serves for the preparation of meals but is not a separate room, then such a housing unit is characterized as “with other space reserved for cooking”.  If the housing unit does not have either a kitchen or other space reserved for cooking, then such a housing unit is “without kitchen or other space reserved for cooking”.



Cooking fuel:


Refers to the type of fuel used for preparation of principal meals.



Electricity: 


Refers to the availability of  electricity in housing unit, without consideration on the source of electricity.



Flush Toilet:


An installation that is connected with piped water and from which the wastes are flushed by water. 

Head of Household: 
The person who usually lives with the household and is recognized as head of household by its other members.  Often he/she is the main decision maker or responsible for financial support and welfare of the household at the time the survey is conducted.

 

Heating system:
Refers to the system used for heating the premises.  That can be a communal heating system, central heating for a building with several flats, or heating of one flat from one source, separate heating for every room and so forth. 



Household:
One person or group of persons with or without family relationship who live in the same dwelling unit, who share meals and make joint provisions for food and other essentials of living.



Housing Unit:
A separate and independent place of abode intended for habitation by one household, or one not intended for habitation but occupied by household at the time of the census or other inquiry.  

  

Lighting:
This category refers to the source of lighting of the housing unit.



Material of Construction:
This category refers to the construction material of the outer walls of the housing unit in which the household is located.  If the walls are constructed of one or more materials, the predominant material is usually indicated. 



Occupancy, type of:
This category refers to whether a dwelling was occupied or vacant at the time of the census or other inquiry. 



Ownership of Housing Unit:
One of the household membership owns the housing unit he occupies, including those who pay loan on a housing unit.

 

Quality:


Some countries collected information on the quality of housing unit.  Quality was not always defined in the same way but mainly refers to a combination factors, i.e. type of material used for outer walls, elements of comfort and availability of facilities in the housing unit.

 

Rent :


The amount paid periodically (weekly, monthly, etc.) for the space occupied by the household. 



Rooms, number of:


A room is defined as a space in a housing unit enclosed by walls reaching from the floor to the ceiling or roof covering, or at least to a height of 2 meters, of a size large enough to hold a bed for an adult, i.e. at least 4 square meters.  The total number of rooms, therefore, includes bedrooms, dining rooms, living rooms, studies rooms, servant’s rooms, kitchens and rooms used for professional or business purposes, so long as they meet the criteria of walls and floor space.      



Tenants or Renters:
Defined as occupants of the housing unit which is not their property, without consideration to whose property it is. 



Toilet:
Refers to an installation arranged for human to discharge  their wastes.



Water Supply System:
This category refers to housing units

1- With Piped Water:  Water provided within the housing unit by pipe from community-wide systems or from individual installations such as pressure tanks and pumps.

2- Without Piped Water: Housing unit with piped water outside and beyond 100 meters. 

(2) The ICBS consider the following concepts and  definitions:

Bathroom:
Special separate room.  For exclusive use of household, or used jointly with other households.



Electricity:
Electric installation in the housing unit (even if there is at present no electric current).



Head of Household:
Is the economic head of the household, i.e., the senior male wage earner in the household.  In the absence of a male wage earner in the household, the senior female wage earner is considered the head of the household;  if there is no wage earner, the senior male is considered the head of the household and if there is no male - the senior female - provided that the head of the household is at least 18 years old.



Household:
A group of persons living together on a permanent basis and preparing their meals in common most days of the week (“economic” household).  A household may include persons who are not relatives.

 

Housing Density (Number of persons  per Room):
Is calculated by dividing the number of persons who live in the household by the total number of rooms occupied by the members of the household.  Households who live in housing unit where the number of rooms is not known, are not included in the calculation.

  

Kitchen:
Special separate room used solely for cooking and the preparation of meals.



Owned Housing Unit:
A housing unit whose legal owner is a member of the household which lives in it.



Ownership of Durable Goods:
This definition covers the households which own the commodity as will as those which permanently use a commodity, though they do not legally possess it.  Thus, ownership of a private car includes both a car legally owned by a household member and a car not legally owned by one of the household member, but permanently at his disposition for private use, such as an employee using the car of the enterprise after work hours.



Rooms, number of:


All rooms which are used by the family as living quarters.  The following were not included in the number of rooms: kitchen, bathroom, toilet, verandahs, rooms used for business purposes or for work only and rooms let to lodgers.  Till 1979, half a room was counted as a room.  In January 1980, a full registration of rooms and half rooms was made.



Symbols Used in Tables:
-     : No observations.

..    : Data with sampling errors more than 40%.

( )   : Data with sampling errors between 20% - 40%.

(( )): Data with sampling errors more than 50% (data of 1967).



Type of Locality (Place of Residence):
Cities, villages, and refugee camps.  The definitions of these types of locality are according to the definition in the Census of Population in 1967.



Toilet:
The toilet may be for the exclusive use of the household or used jointly with another household and may be either indoors or outdoors.  It is considered to be outdoors if the members of the household have to cross an uncovered area to get to it.



Years of Schooling:
The number of years of regular school attendance by the head of the household (excluded are studies by oneself or attendance  at irregular courses).  Only years of schooling which had been completed by the time of the enumeration were considered.  However, if a person was studying at the time of the enumeration, that year was also considered as a year of schooling.
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