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ABSTRACT

Housing is the basic needs for a human and it creates a lot of investment opportunity for speculators. 
When a property is attached with stigma, its value will be affected. However, there are different impacts of 
stigma on the value of the property. The main aim of this research is to determine the impact of stigma on 
property price. Therefore, the opinion of estate agents, negotiators or auctioneers was obtained through 
questionnaires interview. The data were analysed using cross-tabulation analysis, normality test for data 
distribution, reliability analysis for constructed research survey and structural equation modelling (SEM) to 
obtain the result of the study. The relationship between types of stigma and its implications on property 
price were explored. The result shows that stigmas influenced the property price; while implications of 
stigma did not bring noticeable impacts. 
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1.	 INTRODUCTION

Housing is the basic need for a human; it involves a series of transaction procedures and a huge 
amount of money. Therefore, property homebuyers will usually study the market and history of the 
property before proceeding with the transaction. By referring to Malpezzi (2002), housing market 
involves land use, development regulation and housing prices where the housing prices are affected 
by regulations and demand determinants. This was supported by Green and Hendershott (1996) 
who mentioned the house prices are reflected by the willingness of the amount paid by homebuyers, 
and by the number of properties supplied by the builders. In addition, the price of a house is the main 
consideration for a homebuyer to own house (Haron and Liew, 2013). In purchasing property, factors 
that affect the homebuyers’ decision making are, among other, the location, physical perspective, 
safety, economic features and amenities. Additionally, characteristic of the property also influence 
the homebuyers’ decision making. 

However, when the property is located at an undesirable location, such as close to hazards, 
homebuyers’ perception differs. This type of property will be characterised as stigmatised property. 
Stigmatised properties create a negative perception amongst the public. Such property may 
have a physical or nonphysical defect, where the latter includes emotional defect such as the 
occurrence of death or crime. The properties are also characterised as stigmatised property when 
the neighbourhood or surrounding area of the properties have an ongoing commission of a crime. 
According to Brown and Turlow (1996), places with violent crimes have issues of disclosure and 
loss of property value. Such implication also applies to the properties on contaminated land, or 
susceptible to natural disasters, or even if it is perceived as being inhabited by supernatural beings 
(i.e., haunted). However, different homebuyers have a different perspective on the features of the 
properties. For example, some homebuyers are willing to purchase the property that is near power 
transmission line, as the developers may offer it with extra lands. The study of Richard Roddewig 
(1996) found that there is no evidence to suggest that the market for stigmatised properties is 
lacking. Thus, such demand may increase the value of the property. However, the studies by 
Lynch and Rasmussen (2001), Hellman and Naroff (1979) and Linden and Rockoff (2008) proved 
that stigma has a significant impact on the house price. When the properties are characterised 
as stigmatised, the willingness of homebuyers to purchase them are affected, as reflected in the 
price of the property. In short, the homebuyers’ perception has a significant impact on the price of 
stigmatised properties.  

Therefore, the main aim of this research is to determine how the public perceptions on stigmatised 
properties influence their prices. In order to gain more insight into the issues related to stigmatised 
properties,  this paper is organised as follows. First, relevant literature encompasses the concept of 
stigma is discussed. Then, follows the discussion on the impact of stigma on property price and the 
methodology used in assessing such implication. Thereafter, analysis and conclusion of the paper 
are presented and discussed. 
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2.	 LITERATURE REVIEW

	 2.1  Definition of Stigma

Stigma has many definitions. For example, Morgan (1994) in Perlin & Ben-Ezra (2005), refers 
stigma as property psychologically impacted by an event which occurred or was suspected to 
have occurred on the property, even being one that has no physical impact of any kind.  Perlin 
and Ben-Ezra, 2005) further added that stigmatise properties can be created even without 
physical indications, where it can be of non-physical or emotion defects. Meanwhile, Sanders 
(1996) defined it as “an intangible psychological impact on value or marketability because 
of increased risk or future uncertainty”. In addition, Said in the NST (2012) refers Stigmatise 
properties as “any negative public perception adversely affects a project’s marketability and 
value”. 

Thus, stigmatised property can be concluded as a phenomenon when there were psychological 
impacts by bad circumstances and the value or reputation of the property was affected. This 
perception will influence the decision of the homebuyers when purchasing the property.

In real estate contents, stigma was categorised into various groups by different studies, as 
summarised in Table 1.

Table 1: Types of stigma

(Filarski, 2013) (Wiltshaw, 1998)

•	 Public stigma 
Wide demographics know the existence of 
stigma.

•	 Criminal stigma 
The neighbourhood of the properties has 
ongoing commission of crime.

•	 Murder or suicide stigma
Properties involved in murder or suicide cases.

•	 Debt stigma 
Debtor moved out without the debt collectors 
noticing.

•	 Phenomena stigma 
Properties that renowned as “haunting”.

•	 Certainty stigma
A known liability that is consider as permanent 
and comprehensive 

•	 Uncertainty stigma
When the outcomes and probabilities of the 
occurance are uncertain.

•	 Risk stigma
Uncertain risk after the remedial is taken. 

•	 Multicausal stigma
Several contributors are taken into account.

Dr Sr Rosli in (NST, 2012) (Colangelo and Miller, 1995) 

•	 Physical stigma 
A tangible physical asset defect.

•	 Non-physical stigma 
An intangible physical asset defect.

•	 Physiological or emotional stigma 
Neither physical nor environmental defects

•	 Residual stigma 
A permanent liability and continuing risk after 
the remedial took place,  resulted from public 
perception. 

•	 Proximity stigma
Negative impact towards the close proximity 
properties with other stigmatised causal.
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In general, stigmatised properties include properties in contaminated area, natural hazard 
(such as flood and landslide) and neighbourhood with high crime rate.  This includes properties 
involving death, abandoned for a prolonged time, incomplete construction or paranormal 
occurrence. As mentioned by Colangelo and Miller (1995), properties can be stigmatised due 
to their proximity to those factors. Stigma can be the defect that is tangible or intangible, and 
this is borne by the user or homebuyer. The common point for the different types of stigma is 
the impact towards property value.

	 2.2  Implication of Stigma

From the definitions studied in the previous subsection, it can be said when the property is 
characterised as stigmatised, there is an impact on the property in terms of its value, reputation 
and risk. As mentioned in NYT (2006), the stigmatised property will dissuade the potential 
homebuyers even if it is free from physical defects. Therefore, the stigmatised properties will 
command less than the market value (Wiltshaw, 1998; Roddewig, 1996 and Sanders, 1996). 
Declining market value is mainly due to the lack of demand in the market. Therefore, when the 
property is characterised as stigmatised, the demand for the property declined and hence, the 
market value of the property dropped. 

In general, homebuyers refuse to purchase the property when additional cost of remedial 
is required for the properties’ debt stigma, phenomena stigma or environmental stigma. 
Homebuyers feel insecure when they do not understand about the defects and afraid they 
have no adequate control over the property (Muldowney and Harrison, 1995). It is easy to 
understand that the effect of stigma rose from the risk perception, which concerned the 
homebuyers. The risk is an important issue in this aspect as it consists of remedial costs, 
time and uncertainty (NST, 2012). Every risk encountered or perceived by them will influence 
their decision whether it is from the environmental, safety or financial.  When the homebuyers 
have a negative reaction towards the risk and stigma, the demand on the stigmatised property 	
will reduce. 

For environmental risk, it consists of health risk, remediation risk, media risk and regulatory risk 
(Richard Roddewig, 1996). Properties on contamination land are considered environmentally 
stigmatised. Homebuyers are afraid of the health hazard arise from the land. For instance, 
when the groundwater is below the contamination land, it has a high chance of being polluted. 
Therefore, the water supply to the residents might be harmful. In order to reduce the risk and 
value affected of the properties, owners are required to carry out the remedial work, such as site 
clearance. The remedial cost and any other additional costs are charged to the owner. On the 
other hand, properties with high exposure in media created public awareness on the pollution 
issues, which will affect the perceptions of the public and homebuyers. Therefore, the liability 
of the homebuyers and the owners on the particular land, such as the remedial work and taxes 
will be known; thus, expertise is required. The impact accrued from the environmental risk will 
discourage the home buyers. 
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However, research by Neustein and Bell (1998) offered a contradicting opinion; new generations 
of homebuyers are looking for the contaminated real estate. Researchers highlighted the 
perception as the main factor to shift the attitude and demand of the purchaser in the market 
and bring the impact on the property value or price (Neustein and Bell, 1998; Hurd, 2002 and 
Wiltshaw, 1998). The study of Muldowney and Harrison (1995) also mentioned when the public 
has negative opinions about the risk and future problems, the value of the properties will be 
affected. In addition, the homebuyers are not confident with the science has “caught up” with 
the common contamination problems and will lead them to question the future of the property. 
It is hard to determine the market value of the stigmatised properties and its future value when 
the property is repaired (Sanders, 1996). When the value of the property became uncertain, the 
desire of the home buyers towards that property will be less. 

Properties situated in the neighbourhood that has an ongoing commission of crimes are 
characterised as crime stigma. According to Brown and Turlow III (1996),  places with violent 
crimes are having the issues of disclosure and loss of property value. Additionally, the crime 
rate has a high impact on the individual’s safety perception on a neighbourhood (Tita et. al., 
2006). Thus, the value of property has a direct relationship with the individual’s perception. 
Some homebuyers will not move into the neighbourhood with a bad reputation in terms of 
crimes and safety. People will reduce their desirability of ownership in the neighbourhood when 
the threat is a crime (Tita et al., 2006). As discussed by Cullen and Levitt (1999), residents 
prefer safer communities. The unlikelihood of the residents to enter a particular neighbourhood 
will affect the value of the properties. The influence on it is mainly due to the low mobility 
among the residents in a neighbourhood, reducing the housing supply on the market (Lynch 
and Rasmussen, 2001). 

However, some homebuyers are willing to enter the affected neighbourhood. When the house 
has other characteristics, the homebuyer will change their desirability of ownership (Lynch and 
Rasmussen, 2001). For instance, location and accessibility of the house may be valued higher, 
despite with higher crime rate. Some homebuyers are willing to pay more in order to enter 
the particular neighbourhood. This contradicts the statement of Ihlanfeldt and Mayock (2010), 
where serious crimes will drive people out of the neighbourhood. Meanwhile, the willingness 
of the homebuyers to enter the crime neighbourhood also contradict to the assumption of 
the study by Linden and Rockoff (2008). This contradiction occurred because   Linden and 
Rockoff (2008) did not consider the other characteristics of the properties that might change 
the ownership behaviour of the individuals. However, crime still has a significant impact 
on the market (Lynch and Rasmussen, 2001; Hellman and Naroff, 1979; and Linden and 	
Rockoff, 2008).

Property’s reputation could further affect its market value. Homebuyers will have difficulty in 
reselling their properties in the future even they are comfortable with the stigmatised property 
(Chapman and Ludlum, 2014). According to Ecker (2013), stigmatised properties are often 
harder to be rented and sold. This statement is supported by Larsen and Coleman (2010) who 
stated stigmatised properties usually sold or leased at a lower price or stayed in the market 
longer compared to other houses. In such cases, estate agents or sellers are facing problems to 
disclose the properties especially the properties that are thought to be “haunted”. Meanwhile, 
in Malaysia, there is no law for a seller to disclose such information about the property’s history 
(Star, 2012). Thus, homebuyers have to take the full responsibility for purchasing a stigmatised 
property in Malaysia. 
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On the other hand, Miller in NYT (2006) gave the opinion about the stigmatised property in the 
weaker market having more effect on its value. People are less pronounced with their opinions 
when the market is in recession, and thus, they affect less on the value. Correspondingly, an 
industry observer in the Star (2012) mentioned a haunted house that fetched a lower price 
compared to other properties in the market will be more attractive to the homebuyers who are 
not concerned about the paranormal phenomena. Some investors bought the haunted house 
and sold it for a large profit in the market. The marketability of stigmatised properties in the 
market varies on the beliefs of the home buyer. 

Stigmatised property has a direct implication towards the property value or house price. As 
mentioned earlier, the homebuyers have a different opinion on the stigmatised properties 
(Neustein and Bell, 1998). In the articles of Star (2011) and Star (2012), the industry observers 
highlighted stigmatised properties provided an opportunity to the investors to make a huge 
profit. Some homebuyers purchased the stigmatised property in the weaker market with lower 
price and waited a longer time to market the property, lowering the chance for future tenants 
to hear about the rumour or the history of the properties (Alias et al., 2014). When the property 
is successfully transacted, investors will be able to earn larger profits (Star, 2011; Star, 2012). 
There are several studies about the changes in property values due to stigma, where most of 
the researchers have the opinion of stigmatised property fetching the lower property value. The 
list of the result and opinions of the previous researchers are shown in Table 2.

	 Table 2: The Result and Opinion of the Researchers about Implications of Stigma on the 
Property Value or House Price

Types of stigma Implication of the property value or house 
price

Author

Electromagnetic Field Decline in value:
(i)	 Residential Property: 1% - 2%
(ii)	 Industrial Property: 1% - 3%
(iii)	 Commercial Property: 2% - 8%
(iv)	 Other Type of Property: Agricultural 

land, 3% 

Alias and Baharuddin 
(2005)

Crime stigma (i)	 Increase of 10% in crime in the 
properties decreases $206 of property 
sales price

(ii)	 Increase of 10% violent crime in 
neighbourhood decreases $145 of 
property sales price

Lynch and Rasmussen 
(2001)

Landslide property (i)	 In the year 2009, 
-	 apartment sales price dropped 

to 26%
-	 the terraced house remained 

unscathed with 1% increment
(ii)	 In the year 2010,

-	 Apartment sales price dropped 
to 4%

Star (2011)
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Haunted house The sales price of stigmatised property is 10% 
to 20% less than comparable properties.

Star (2012)

Death stigma Capital appreciates for $22.5million in one year 
time

NYT (2006)

Crime stigma Property value depreciates about $60 million Linden and Rockoff (2008)

Crime stigma Reduction in violent crime increases the house 
price by approximately 39%. 

Tita et al. (2006)

Crime stigma Property value increases with:
(i)	 1% crime rate reduction: $2.3 million
(ii)	 5% crime rate reduction: $11.489 

million
(iii)	 10% crime rate reduction: $22.996 

million

Hellman and Naroff (1979)

In short, individual’s perception will affect the demand and market for the stigmatised properties. 
The perception of the individuals from the risk factors that come from stigma is treated as one 
of the many attributes of the sales price (Messer et al, 2006). However, there is no valid support 
to say there is no market for the stigmatised property (Roddewig, 1996). This fact is only true 
for certain types of stigmatised properties. Some people will go for the stigmatised property 
when the property has other attractive characteristics such as location and accessibility when 
compared to the bad reputation of the crime stigma. The summary of the implications of stigma 
is shown in Figure 1 and this becomes the theoretical framework of the study.

Figure 1: Summary of Implication of Stigma
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3.	 METHODOLOGY

Quantitative method is used as the research approach for the study. The questionnaires were used 
as a mode of research survey and conducted to determine the opinions of the real estate real 
estate agents, negotiators and auctioneers. The questionnaire contained open-ended questions, 
checklists, and ranking scales. The brief description of types of questions by Phillips (2008) are:

•	 Open-ended: Respondent is allowed to answer without limit in ample blank spaces that have 
been provided. 

•	 Checklist: Respondent is required to choose the suitable items that apply in the situation from 
a list of items that have been provided. 

•	 Two-way: The answer is limited to a pair of alternatives responses. 
•	 Ranking scales: Respondent is required to rank a list of items.  

Snowball sampling technique is used for this research. This is conducted by approaching respondents 
who can fulfil all the criteria of the study. After obtaining the required data from the first respondent, 
the researcher will approach the other respondent who was suggested by the first respondent. The 
process is repeated until the desired number of the respondents is reached. Snowball sampling 
is usually adopted when the target group is small with unique characteristics and compiling the 
complete list of sampling units is considered not practical. 

The sample size is limited to 50 people of respondents. The target group of respondents are estate 
agents, negotiators and auctioneers. The respondents must be registered with their respective 
professional bodies and active in Malaysia housing market. These parties must have been dealing 
with stigmatised properties. The surveys were conducted both face-to-face interview and online 
forms distribution.  The geographical area of study is Klang Valley. 

The method used in the analysis is Structural Equation Modelling (SEM). The method is commonly 
used to convert a theoretical framework into AMOS syntax (Awang, 2010). SEM is also known as 
a collection of tools used to analyse the connections between various concepts in cases whereby 
the connections can be either for expanding the general knowledge or for problem solving (Blunch, 
2008). A confirmatory factor analysis is used in the study to determine the relationship between 
the types of stigma, implications brought by stigma and price changes of stigmatised property. 
According to Blunch (2008), under the three-indicator rule, a confirmatory factor model is identified 
when every factor has, at least, three indicators, no manifest variable is an indicator for more than 
one factor and the error terms are not correlated. 

Latent variables are theoretical constructs that are unable to observe and measured directly in a 
research study. In order to measure all the variables in the study, the unobserved variable is linked to 
one that is observable (observed variables) (Byrne, 2010). Among latent variables, there are exogenous 
and endogenous variables. Referring to Byrne (2010), exogenous latent variables are synonymous with 
independent variables. Exogenous latent variables will bring impact on the values of other latent variables 
in the model. However, endogenous latent variables are synonymous with dependent variables, which 
will be influenced directly or indirectly by exogenous variables. Figure 2 shows a schematic diagram of 	
the study.



Journal of Valuation and Property Services Vol. 17

35

Types of Stigma

House Price

Implications of 
Stigma

HA1

HA2

	

The following hypotheses are to be proven by this research.
H

A1
: Types of stigma has a significant influence on house price.

H
A2
: Implication of stigma has a significant influence on house price.

Figure 2: Schematic Diagram

The theoretical model of the study is developed using AMOS graphic as shown in Figure 3.

Figure 3: The Theoretical Model of This Study in AMOS Graphic
Source: AMOS 20.0 Output Viewer

As mentioned before, the aim of the research is to identify the relationship between types of stigma, 
implications of stigma and price changes of stigmatised properties. The relationships between 
variables are represented by parameters or path (Teo et al., 2013). These parameters include 
directional effects, variances, and covariance. The relationships between the variables are known 
as directional effects. 
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In the study, the directional arrows from stigma (latent variable) to non-physical stigma impact and 
physiological stigma impact (observed variable) are known as factor loading to be estimated. This is 
the same as the directional arrows from risk to regulatory risk, and financial risk; as well as changes 
in value due to the murder case and abandoned or incomplete construction or development. 
Physical stigma, health risk and contaminated land are factor loadings set at 1.0. The relationship 
between latent variables to another latent variables is known as path coefficient (Teo et al., 2013). 
The arrow from stigma to price indicates the path coefficient, which shows the relationship between 
exogenous variable to endogenous variable. In the study, the path coefficient is shown by stigma to 
price, the risk to price, stigma to risk and risk to stigma. The directional effect in this study is six-
factor loadings between latent variables and observed variables and four path coefficients between 
latent variables. Therefore, ten parameters have been established in this study. 

Path loading of independent latent variables set to 1.0 will be estimated by variance (Teo et al., 
2013). In this study, indicator error (e1 to e9) that associated with the nine observed variables; 
errors-associated endogenous variables (stigma) and exogenous variables (risk and price) will 
be estimated by variance. On the other hand, covariance is known as non-directional associates 
among independent latent variables. In this study, a covariance exists as the hypothesis made earlier 
mentioned that stigma and risk factors are correlated.  In short, for this study, 23 parameters (4 path 
coefficient, six-factor loadings, 12 variances and one covariance) were specified for the estimation.          

3.	 RESULTS AND DISCUSSION

The results of the analysis are presented as follows:

Normality Test for Data Distribution 
Skewness and kurtosis are the common methods used to identify the normality of data. The data 
distribution pattern can be represented in skewness and kurtosis statistics. According to Chua 
(2013), the value of skewness and kurtosis should be in the range of -1.96 to + 1.96 for a normally 
distributed data. The results are shown in Table 3.

Table 3: Normality Test for Types of Stigma, Types of Implications of Stigma and House Price

Variable Skew Kurtosis

Types of Stigma

Physiological Stigma .000 -.500

Non-Physical Stigma .139 -.789

Physical Stigma -1.088 1.143

Types of Implications of 
Stigma

Financial Risk -.579 -1.136

Health Risk .000 -1.750

Regulatory Risk -.328 -.336

House Price

AH .515 -.635

CL .622 -1.042

MC .000 -1.550

Source: AMOS 20.0 Output Viewer
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The results of the normality test show the data of types of stigma, types of the implication of stigma 
and house price are normally distributed since the skewness and kurtosis values are within ±1.96. 

Reliability Analysis of Constructed Research Survey
The level of reliability of a questionnaire survey is determined by the result of the Cronbach’s alpha 
value by using Cronbach’s alpha internal consistency method. The acceptable range of alpha is 0.65 
to 0.95 (Chua, 2013). In the study of Tavakol and Dennick (2011), a satisfactory alpha value is from 
.70 to .95. This had been mentioned Gefen et al. (2000) where the construct reliability should be 
above .70.  A low alpha coefficient shows the items in the questionnaire survey have a low ability to 
measure the concept whereby high alpha value shows all the items are homogeneous or overlap to 
each other (Chua, 2013). The results are shown in Table 4.

Table 4: Reliability Test for Types of Stigma, Types of Implications of Stigma and House Price.

Item Tested Cronbach’s Alpha

Types of Stigma

Physical Stigma

.716Non-Physical Stigma

Physiological Stigma

Types of Implications of 
Stigma

Health Risk

.871Regulatory Risk

Financial Risk

House Price

Contaminated Land

.910
Murder Case 

Abandoned Houses or Incomplete 
Construction or development

Source: SPSS 20.0 Output Viewer

The results show that the Cronbach’s alpha reliability coefficients are below .95 which is .716 for 
types of stigma, .871 for types of the implication of stigma and .910 for house pricing. The reliability 
value is satisfactory. The implications of stigma are reduced to three variables namely health risk, 
regulatory risk, and financial risk; variables for house pricing is reduced to contaminated land, 
murder cases and abandoned houses or incomplete construction or development in order to obtain 
the ideal Cronbach’s alpha reliability coefficient.

Structural Equation Model (SEM)
SEM is used to study the relationship between the types of stigma, implications brought by stigma 
and house pricing changes of the stigmatised property. 
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Figure 4: The Path Diagram presents the strength and magnitude of association among
the variables in the Study

Source: AMOS 20.0 Output Viewer

Based on the figure above, the covariance between types of Stigma and types of implications that 
bring by stigma (Risk) is .14. The result of the errors and path coefficient are in Figure 4.     

Table 5: Result of errors and path coefficient

Variables Estimate
Stigma .127

Risk .559

e10 .714

e1 .433

e2 .095

e3 .219

e4 .241

e5 .182

e6 .202

e7 .397

e8 .390

e9 .003

Source: AMOS 20.0 Output Viewer
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Variance estimated path loading of independent latent variables that have been set to 1.0. The 
estimation of variance for each variable is stated in Table 5. This shows the independent latent 
variables have a positive path loading. 

The estimate of correlations determines the strength of the relationship between types of stigma 
and implications that brought by stigma. 

Table 6: Result of Correlation

Variable Path Variable Estimate
Stigma <--> Risk .531

Source: AMOS 20.0 Output Viewer

Based on the result above, the value of correlation among types of stigma and types of implications 
brought by stigma is .531, which is at an average level. 

The hypothesised links among the main variables in this research study namely Stigma, Risk and 
Price are tested. 

H
A1
: Types of stigma has a significant influence on house price.

Table 7: Path Analysis of SEM for Hypothesis 1

Variables Path Variable Estimate P
Price <--- Stigma 1.214 .030

Source: AMOS 20.0 Output Viewer

The P-value for H
A1
 is .030, which is lower than .05. Hence the null hypothesis is rejected. Therefore, 

H
A1
 is supported. Types of stigma have a significant and direct influence the house price. 

H
A2
: Implication of stigma has a significant influence on house price. 

Table 8: Path Analysis of SEM for Hypothesis 2

Variable Path Variable Estimate P
Price <--- Risk -.023 .917

Source: AMOS 20.0 Output Viewer

Since the P-value for H
A2
 is higher than .05, the null hypothesis is not rejected. Thus, H

A2
 is not 

supported. The types of implications that brought by stigma have no significant and direct influence 
on house price. 

In summary, the result of the main variables in this study is shown in Table 9.  



Journal of Valuation and Property Services Vol. 17

40

Table 9: Summary of the Result of Main Hypothesis in the Study

No The Main Hypothesis Statement in the Study Result
1 H

A1
Types of stigma have significant influence on house price. Supported

2 H
A2

The implication of stigma has a significant influence on house 
price.

Not Supported

3.	 CONCLUSION

This research study aims to determine the perception of estate agents, negotiators and auctioneers 
on the influence of stigmatised property on its value. The information of stigmatised properties and 
perceptions of respondents were collected through a questionnaire survey. 

The normality and reliability test were conducted before applying the structural equation modelling 
(SEM) in the analysis of the study. The purpose is to determine the eligibility of the data obtained 
to be analysed using SEM method. From the result of SEM, it was clearly shown that types of 
stigma bring significant influence to house pricing. For instance, when a property is characterised 
as physical stigma such as built on contaminated land, the price is reduced to an average of 19%. 

On the other hand, types of implications that brought by the stigmas had no significant impact on 
its price. Thus, it sufficed to conclude that health risk, regulatory risk and financial risk will not affect 
the price of the properties. Homebuyers took more consideration on other types of factors such as 
physical attributes of the houses and design than the risk that brought by stigma. 



Journal of Valuation and Property Services Vol. 17

41

BIBLIOGRAPHY

Alias, A., & Baharuddin, M. (2005). Valuers’ Perceptions of the Value of Properties Located Proximate to 
Transmission Lines. Journal of Valuation and Property Services.2005, 5(1). 

Alias, A., Hamsani, D., Chua, S., & Zaid, S. (2014). Psychologically Impacted Houses–Superstitions And 
Marketability Problems. Journal of Building Performance, 5(1). 

Awang, Z. H. (2010). Research Methodology for Business & Social Science. Malaysia: Reka Cetak Sdn Bhd.

Blunch, N. J. (2008). Introduction to Structural Equation Modelling Using SPSS and AMOS. London: SAGE 
Publications Ltd.

Born, W., & Pyhrr, S. (1994). Real estate valuation: The effect of market and property cycles. Journal of Real 
Estate Research, 9(4), 455-485. 

Brown, R. B., & Turlow III, T. H. (1996). Home homebuyers beware Statutes shield real estate brokers and 
sellers who do not disclose that property is psychologically tainted. Okla. L. Rev., 49, 625. 

Byrne, B. M. (2010). Structural equation modelling with AMOS: basic concepts, applications, and
programming. United States of America: Taylor and Francis Group, LLC.

Case, K. E., Fair, R. C., & Oster, S. M. (2012). Principles of Economics Prentice Hall.

Catherine, F. (2013). Stigmatised Property: Amityville Horror.  Retrieved from http://propertyhealing.com/
stigmatized-property-amityville-horror/

Chan, N. (2001). Stigma and its assessment methods. Pacific Rim Property Research Journal, 7(2), 126-
140. 

Chapman, D., & Ludlum, M. (2014). Teaching stigmatised property: You don’t have a ghost of a chance. 

Chua, Y. P. (2012). Mastering Research Methods. Malaysia: McGraw-Hill (Malaysia) Sdn. Bhd 

Chua, Y. P. (2013). Mastering Research Statistics Malaysia Mc Graw Hill Education.

Colangelo, R. V., & Miller, R. D. (1995). Environmental site assessments and their impact on property value: 
The appraisal’s role. APPRAISAL INSTITUTE, CHICAGO, IL 60610-0956(USA). 1995. 

Cullen, J. B., & Levitt, S. D. (1999). Crime, urban flight, and the consequences for cities. Review of 
economics and statistics, 81(2), 159-169. 

Ecker, S. (2013). Stigmatised Properties: Would You Live In A Home Where Someone Died Of Unnatural 
Causes?   Retrieved from http://www.huffingtonpost.com/2013/03/27/stigmatized-properties-
someone-died_n_2962468.html

Égert, B., & Mihaljek, D. (2007). Determinants of house prices in Central and Eastern Europe. Comparative 
economic studies, 49(3), 367-388. 



Journal of Valuation and Property Services Vol. 17

42

Gans, J., King, S., Stonecash, R., & Mankiw, N. G. (2011). Principles of economics: Cengage Learning.

Gefen, D., Straub, D., & Boudreau, M.-C. (2000). Structural equation modelling and regression: Guidelines 
for research practice. Communications of the association for information systems, 4(1), 7. 

Green, R., & Hendershott, P. H. (1996). Age, housing demand, and real house prices. Regional Science and 
Urban Economics, 26(5), 465-480. 

Grether, D. M., & Mieszkowski, P. (1974). Determinants of real estate values. Journal of Urban Economics, 
1(2), 127-145. 

Haque, M. (2010). Sampling Methods In Social Research. Global Research Methodology Journal. 

Haron, N. A., & Liew, C. (2013). Factors Influencing the Rise of House Price in Klang Valley. International 
Journal of Research in Engineering and Technology (IJRET), 2(10), 261-272. 

Hellman, D. A., & Naroff, J. L. (1979). The impact of crime on urban residential property values. Urban 
Studies, 16(1), 105-112. 

Hornby, A. (Ed.) (2010) Oxford Advanced Learner’s Dictionary  (8th ed.). Oxford: Oxford University Press.

Hox, J. J., & Boeije, H. R. (2005). Data collection, primary vs. secondary. Encyclopedia of social measurement, 
1, 593-599. 

Hurd, B. H. (2002). Valuing Superfund site cleanup: evidence of recovering stigmatised property values. 
Appraisal Journal, 70(4), 426-437. 

Ihlanfeldt, K., & Mayock, T. (2010). Panel data estimates of the effects of different types of crime on housing 
prices. Regional Science and Urban Economics, 40(2), 161-172. 

Jing, D. (2010). The effect of the real estate cycle on investment decisions - An empirical study of Stockholm 
office market by using DCF cyclical valuation models (Master Program in Real Estate Management ), 
KTH School of Architecture and the Built Environment  (36)

Kivela, J., Inbakaran, R., & Reece, J. (2000). Consumer research in the restaurant environment. Part 3: 
analysis, findings and conclusions. International Journal of Contemporary Hospitality Management, 
12(1), 13-30. 

Lin Lee, C. (2009). Housing price volatility and its determinants. International Journal of Housing Markets 
and Analysis, 2(3), 293-308. 

Linden, L., & Rockoff, J. E. (2008). Estimates of the impact of crime risk on property values from Megan’s 
laws. The American Economic Review, 1103-1127. 

Lynch, A. K., & Rasmussen, D. W. (2001). Measuring the impact of crime on house prices. Applied 
Economics, 33(15), 1981-1989. 

Majid, R. A., & Said, R. (2013). Impak Kitaran Harta Tanah Dalam Pasaran Perumahan. Journal of Design 
and Built Environment, 12(1). 



Journal of Valuation and Property Services Vol. 17

43

Malpezzi, S. (1996). Housing prices, externalities, and regulation in US metropolitan areas. Journal of 
Housing Research, 7, 209-242. 

Malpezzi, S. (2002). Urban regulation, the “new economy,” and housing prices. Housing Policy Debate, 
13(2), 323-349. 

Messer, K. D., Schulze, W. D., Hackett, K. F., Cameron, T. A., & McClelland, G. H. (2006). Can stigma 
explain large property value losses? The psychology and economics of Superfund. Environmental and 
Resource Economics, 33(3), 299-324. 

Millington, A. F. (2000). An Introduction To Property Valuation (5th ed.). London: Bell and Bain Ltd.

Morgan, R. M. (1994). The expansion of the duty to disclosure in real estate transactions: It’s not just for 
sellers anymore. Florida Bar Journal, 31. 

Mueller, G. R., & Laposa, P. (1994). Evaluating real estate markets using cycle analysis. Paper presented at 
the meeting of the American Real Estate Society, Santa Barbara, California.

Muldowney, T. J., & Harrison, K. W. (1995). Stigma Damages: Property Damage and the Fear of Risk. Def. 
Counsel J., 62, 525. 

Neustein, R. A., & Bell, R. (1998). Diminishing diminution: A trend in environmental stigma. Environmental 
Claims Journal, 11(1), 47-59. 

NST. (2012, July 20). Making sense of stigmatised properties, New Straits Times. Retrieved from http://
www2.nst.com.my/nation/making-sense-of-stigmatised-properties-1.109915

NYT. (2006, April, 30). Some home homebuyers regret not asking: Anyone die here, New York Times. 
Retrieved from http://www.nytimes.com/2006/04/30/realestate/30cov.html?_r=1&adxnnl=1&page
wanted=2&adxnnlx=1431608548-OhnD2ioXVxws7yu23IXpgw&

Patricia Pulliam Phillips, C. A. S. (2008). Data collection: planning for and collecting all types of data. San 
Francisco: Wiley.

Perlin, A., & Ben-Ezra, M. (2005). Stigma Busters-Primer on Selling Haunted Houses and Other Stigmatized 
Property. Prob. & Prop., 19, 59. 

Pyhrr, S., Roulac, S., & Born, W. (1999). Real estate cycles and their strategic implications for investors and 
portfolio managers in the global economy. Journal of Real Estate Research, 18(1), 7-68. 

Research, A. I. o. C., Fund, D., & Dybvig, L. (1992). Contaminated Real Estate: Implications for real estate 
appraisers: Research and Development Fund, Appraisal Institute of Canada.

Roddewig, R.M. (1996). Stigma, environmental risk and property value: 10 critical inquiries. The Appraisal 
Journal. 

Said, R., Adair, A., McGreal, S., & Majid, R. (2014). Inter-relationship between the housing market and 
housing finance system: evidence from Malaysia. International Journal of Strategic Property 
Management, 18(2), 138-150. 



Journal of Valuation and Property Services Vol. 17

44

Sanders, M. V. (1996). Post-repair diminution in value from geotechnical problems. Appraisal Journal, 64, 
59-66. 

Star, T. (2011, 5 February ). Is there hope for Bukit Antarabangsa property owners? The Star. Retrieved from 
http://www.thestar.com.my/Story/?file=/2011/2/5/business/7816803&sec=business

Star, T. (2012, June 30). Selling a haunted house The Star. Retrieved from http://www.thestar.com.my/sto
ry/?file=%2F2012%2F6%2F30%2Fbusiness%2F11552156

Taltavull de La Paz, P. (2003). Determinants of housing prices in Spanish cities. Journal of Property 
Investment & Finance, 21(2), 109-135. 

Tavakol, M., & Dennick, R. (2011). Making sense of Cronbach’s alpha. International Journal of medical 
education, 2, 53. 

Tejvan. (2008). Understanding the housing market. From http://www.housingmarket.org.uk/housing/
definition-of-the-housing-market/08/

Teo, T., Tsai, L. T., & Yang, C.-C. (2013). Applying Structural Equation Modeling (SEM) in Educational 
Research Application of Structural Equation Modeling in Educational Research and Practice (pp. 3-21): 
Springer.

Tewksbury, R. (2009). Qualitative versus quantitative methods: Understanding why qualitative methods are 
superior for criminology and criminal justice. Journal of Theoretical and Philosophical Criminology, 
1(1), 38-58. 

Tita, G. E., Petras, T. L., & Greenbaum, R. T. (2006). Crime and residential choice: a neighbourhood level 
analysis of the impact of crime on housing prices. Journal of Quantitative Criminology, 22(4), 299-317. 

Weintraub, E. (2015). Location, Location, Location What Does Location, Location, Location Mean?   , from 
http://homebuying.about.com/od/marketfactstrends/qt/013008_location.htm

Wiltshaw, D. (1998). Stigma, perception and the remediation of contaminated land. Journal of Property 
Research, 15(4), 285-303. 

Zietz, J., Zietz, E. N., & Sirmans, G. S. (2008). Determinants of house prices: a quantile regression approach. 
The Journal of Real Estate Finance and Economics, 37(4), 317-333. 


