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Residential Mobility and Housing Preference of Daegu Metropolitan City
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Abstract

The purpose of this study, analyzing the primary factors for residential mobility and housing preference of Daegu
citizens, is to provide a basic data for future housing policies. The results are as follows: First, 32.1% of Daegu citizens
have intention of residential mobility. Especially the residents in central (50.0%), southern (59.0%) and western Daegu
showed more intention than those in other districts. Second, we used the GLMM (Generalized Linear Mixed Models) to
analyze the main factors for residential mobility. The results are as follows; 1) the residents who have lower housing
satisfaction with the type of housing, parking, and educational environment, 2) those who are male and younger, 3) those
who live in rented house have more intention of housing mobility. Third, based on the analysis on the preference change
of the type of housing, the preference of the apartments is getting higher, while that of the detached houses is getting
lower (past: 40.1%—>present: 54.8%—>future: 66.7%). 28.8% of the respondents (444) expressed intention to live in the
public rental houses, in case they are provided in the areas they are moving to. Fourth, when we analyzed the size of the
houses they actually lived in and that of the houses they prefer to live in case of moving, we found that in general they
tend to move in smaller housing than in the past. The results of the analysis showed that in order to minimize the
possible moving away from the current residential areas due to the dissatisfaction with the housing environment, in the
first place the improvement in the quality of the houses, parking and education environment is needed.
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Figure 1. Areas in the Study
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Figure 2. Changes in Move out Ratio
*Refered to the National Statistics Portal (http://kosis.kr/)
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Figure 3. Move out Ratio and Residential Mobility Intention by
Regions
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Figure 4. Previous Residence and Future Desired Residential
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Table 1. Variables in Analysis Model
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Respondents  Residental o FME G AFE, B 227 FA0lE AN
Mobility
o] Wo Ao
Category Model Items Number Frequency [ oo | B2 Zo= Yeht
S0
Male 1,215 78.9 32.6
Gender . . i
Female 325 21.1 30.5 Table 2. Factors for Residential Mobility
Twenties 42 27 833 Cateso Model Item Model 1 Model 2 Model 3
Thirties 222 144 541 goy CoefficientCoefficient Coefficient
Forties 334 21.7 40.7 Housing Type -0.697** -0.756** -0.770**
Age Fifties 338 21.9 32.8 Parking -0.183** -0.166  -0.165
Sixties 288 18.7 17.4 Cleanliness 0.169  0.128 0.123
Over‘ 316 2055 13.6 ‘ Shopping -0.010 -0.152  -0.147
:erégnal Seventies Housing Social Welfare 0.020 -0.055 -0.067
tt 1
ributes Officc o0 405 367 and Public Transportation 0.2 0072  0.080
management Level of Security 0070  0/036  0.037
Residential ccurt : :
i Sales 316 20.5 40.5
Occupation Satisfaction  Child care Environment ~ 0.157  0.202  0.206
Housewife 51 33 19.6 - -
Educational Environment ~ -0.355%* -0.441** -0.447**
Etc. 411 26.7 18.7 - —
Medical Facilities -0.001  0.204  0.191
Low-income 698 453 28.9 B
Noise 0.108 0.169 0.180
Middle- -
Income . 671 43.6 36.1 Natural Environment 0.116  -0.012  0.008
income
k% sk
High-income 171 11.1 29.8 Gender Male 2911 1587
dk
Length of Residence ~ Average (8.37year) - Female 2.681 1.360
1 1 ok dok
With Yes 884 574 331 Twenties (Seventies) 2.716 2.728
Children No 656 26 308 Thirties (Seventies) 1.722%* 1.764**
With the Yes 525 341 171 Age Forties (Seventies) 1.332%* 1.353%%*
Family and Elderly No 1,015 65.9 39.9 F'1ft1‘es (Seventl.es) 0.955%* 0.972%*
Housing Type of Rent 1006 653 132 Personal Sixties (Seventies) 0.255  0.257
Attributes  (wnership Own 534 347 53.4 Attributes Office Management 0111 -0.107
(Etc.) ’ '
Detached i
305 19.8 223 Occupation™ g | S (Ftc.) 0.066  0.063
Housing _Douse Housewife (E 0.125  -0.127
types  Apartment 824 535 284 ousewife (Etc.) 0. 0.
Etc. 411 267 470 Low-income -0.468  -0.467
(High-income)
Junggu 40 2.6 50.0 Income - -
Middle-income 0.015 0.019
Donggu 110 7.1 29.1 (High-income) . .
Seogu 130 8.4 592 Length of Residence 20.025  -0.024
Residential Namgu 100 6.5 59.0 Family With Children Yes (No) 20.190  -0.190
Area Bukgu 170 11.0 312 and With the Elderly Yes (No) 20124 -0.128
Housing
Suseonggu 190 123 30.0 Attributes Rent (Own) _1.667%% -1.686%*
Dalseogu 260 16.9 38.1 Detached House (Apartment) -0.184  -0.209
Dalseonggun 540 35.1 18.1 Junggu (Dalseonggun) 1.291%**
Donggu (Dalseonggun) 1.043%*
o Seogu (Dalseonggun) 2.310%*
ol&A T JIE - AFEA AFAY 29 SoA] FJEgS Res/;(izr:lal Namgu (Dalseonggun) 2.535%*
= Zo=2 ddste] FAF TS F= 89S 4 Bukgu (Dalseonggun) 1.273**
= B3I <Table 2>9A Hix vle} 7do] md (o] Suseonggu (Dalseonggun) 1.078%*
e FAHolEY PFe F= 8018 1279 9 W = Dalseogu (Dalseonggun) 1.223%**
A ;;;_]_7‘3] W = _2"5_1]1 , _7,:j]_’ 37_%;_].73 A7t F=A O]%Oﬂ Bayesian 7,069,697 7,589,271 1,378,386
ks == Ao ekt 2y 2= =A% @ Statistics Accuracy 729% 79.8%  79.8%
- - * 3% ks ks
Note DATA STRUCTURE SUBJECTS gu-gun*IDgu-gun*ID 1D
A&l e A Aol 715 - AFEA 2l e — e
- - _ - *=095%, **=approximately 99% (The rest is the same).
Aol ATRHG] Heh ATFoIE] FHL TE AOE o pmem i oo
2AEQt 7Y 3o4= 2d 29} H|s=3 7hed], XY % Probability distribution: Binomial, Link function: Logit
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Table 3. Overall Level of Satisfaction with Residential Environment
(Regression Coefficient) and Level of Satisfaction

Level of Level of
Residental ~ Satisfaction SatiRsfa-c;ion' V;’ith
ili i esidential
ModelTem L Resdental__ Environment
Coefficient Environment Standard
Coefficient Vr3EC b vintion
Housing Type -0.697** 0.172%* 3.51 .646
Parking -0.183%* 0.029%** 3.51 938
Cleanliness 0.169 0.054** 3.68 754
Shopping -0.010 0.051%** 3.42 .989
Social Welfare 0.020 0.073** 3.36 .849
Public Transportation 0.112 0.061** 3.47 903
Security 0.070 0.080%* 3.52 742
Child care Environment 0.157 0.097** 3.44 775
Educational Environment ~ -0.355%* 0.084%* 3.36 .816
Medical Facilities -0.001 0.133%* 343 .863
Noise 0.108 0.055%* 3.36 930
Natural Environment 0.116 0.124%* 3.60 .825

GLMM Statistics

(Overall Level of

Satisfaction with
Residential Environment)

Bayesian=998.574
Corrected Model F=15,365.541**
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Figure 5. Priorities for Residential Environment Improvement
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Table 4. Type of Ownership and Perception on the Ownership

Ve Rate
Type Notatall Notso Average So i (Number of
much so
Respondents)
100.0
Own 0.1 3.9 9.0 52.6 344 (1006)
100.0
Rent 0.2 9.7 17.2 56.6 16.3 (534)
100.0
Total 0.1 5.9 11.9 54.0 28.1 (1,540)

#y2=8].813%*
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Table 6. Preferred Types of Rental House When Applying

- _ - T F Rate(?
PHgHR olFehe o2 Yesti<Table 5>. Jpe requeney  Raet’)
Permanent Rental Housing 149 33.6
Table 5. Types of Ownership and Desired Types of Ownership at National Rental Housing 111 25.0
Residential Mobility 20-year Lease 7 16.2
Monthly . 10-year Public Rental 45 10.1
Rent with Monthly Prepaid Free i
Type Own Lease Monthly Total S-year Public Rental 50 11.3
Security  Rent Residence . 3 B B
Rent Existing Rental Multi-family Housing 6 1.4
Deposit
100.0 Existing Rental Housing 11 2.5
Own 979 21 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 48) Total 444 100.0
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Figure 6. Changes of Housing Types and Preferred Housing
Types (at Residental Mobility)
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Figure 7. Changes of Housing Scale and Preferred Housing
Scale at Residential Mobility
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Table 7. Current Housing Stock by Scale and Preferred Scale at

Residential Mobility
Type Current Housing Preference at Residential
Stock (%) Mobility(%)

below 66 20.3 104

67~85 284 29.0

86~99 12.2 45
100~132 26.6 40.0
over 133 12.6 16.1

Total 100.0 100.0

*Preference is the outcome of the analysis of the research on the actual
housing in 2012.
*Data: Daegu, Year book of Housing Statistics, 2013
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