o

TEAT A59¢ (2008. 12): ppl19~147

A Comparative Study of Housing
and Neighborhood Satisfaction
between Korea and the US
) uje] SRS )] Bk AT

el Mgt A9 - 2AATA AFAHTARD
Nam SouYeon Researcher, Institute of Regional Planning and Landscape
Architecture(Primary Author)
(snam@worldbank.org)

o dg- Agdigtul A|GFEAT Fag( A A A}
Lee SeongWoo Associate Professor, Program in Regional Information
Seoul National Univ.(Corresponding Author)
(seonglee@snu.ac.kr)

Contents

L. Introduction
II. Background
[II. Methodology
IV. Data

V. Variables
1. Dependent Variables
2. Independent Variables

VI. Findings
1. Descriptive Analysis
2. Results of Ordered Probit Methods

VII. Conclusion

% Earlier version of this paper has been presented at the presentation at the Annual Meeting
of the Western Regional Science at Newport Beach, CA, USA, February 21—25, 2007. This
work was supported by Korea Research Foundation Grant funded by Korea
Government(MOEHRD, Basic Research Promotion Fund)(KRF—2005—079—BS0157).




120 =EAT A1599 (2008. 12)

1. Introduction

Residential ~ satisfaction 1s a  complex

compound combining both the objective

environment and  subjective  perception;

however, determining the degree of
residential satisfaction depends upon the ratio
of objective and subjective characteristics that
may vary among individuals. What level of
residential environment is ‘good to live in?
On which criteria does one evaluate the
circumstance to be ‘good’? Does everyone feel
identically in the ‘good’ environment? What
determines the similarities or differences of
residential ~ satisfaction? Because of the
perceptive nature of residential satisfaction
and actual differences in residential quality,
individuals from diverse ranges of social
backgrounds and stages of life have varying
degrees of residential needs.

Findings from the previous residential
satisfaction studies provide useful
information regarding human behavior and
residential quality that can help establish
residential policy and improve regional
planning. For this reason, many studies from
various academic domains have explored
residential ~satisfaction in an attempt to
identify  the

determinants of residential

satisfaction. For example, regarding the

factors  for  differentiating  degrees  of
residential satisfaction, some studies have
demonstrated the relevance of life cycle(Rossi.

1955; McAuley and Nutty. 1982; 1985) while

others have investigated tenure and housing
differences(McHugh et al. 1990; Elsinga and
Hoekstra. 2005). However, few studies have
ever explored epistemological effects on the
differences of residential satisfaction.

The present study seeks to fill this void in
the literature regarding residential
satisfaction. We suggest the possibility of
using epistemological differences as a means
residential

to further differentiate

satisfaction, particularly among  societies
from different cultures. Epistemology stems
form the Greek words episteme, meaning
knowledge, and logos, meaning word or
speech, and refers to the branch of philosophy
directed toward theories of the sources,
nature, and limits of knowledge(Jun. et al.
2006). Different societies have inherently
dissimilar norms, values, and cultural and
objective environments, and thus analyzing
the discrepancies of housing may be reflective
of more fundamental societal differences. The
thought processes and knowledge bases from
different societies may promote different ways
of thinking, which may in turn shape human
perceptions such as residential satisfaction.
Drawing upon the notion of differing
housing problems postulated by Wirth(1947),
the present study  hypothesizes  that
residential satisfaction and its components
vary among different cultures and strata of
society. The main objective of the present
study is to show the differences in residential

satisfaction and its determinants between
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Korea and the US. We argue that epistemology
is one of the major factors behind the
differences of residential satisfaction, and
thus attempt to explain such differences from
an epistemological point of view. To achieve
this objective, we analyzed two national
samples from Korea and the US. We speculate
that dissimilarity in residential satisfaction
between the two

and its determinants

countries are due to the differing
epistemological backgrounds of Confucianism
in Korea and Pragmatism and Individualism in
the US.

The paper is organized as follows: Section
2 introduces several important concepts
regarding residential satisfaction. Section 3
provides details of the ordered probit model
that incorporates residential satisfaction and
its subsequent outcomes. In sections 4 and 5,
we describe the data and variables used for
the present study. After providing the
empirical results of the estimation and major
findings in Section 6, we conclude our study

in Section 7.

1. Background

Residential  satisfaction refers to the

estimation of an individual regarding
residential environment, and consists of three
essential elements: neighborhood, house, and
1990);

however, there are many inconsistencies in

neighbors(Amérigo and  Aragonés.

the literature concerning the components of

residential ~ satisfaction. Some researchers
have focused their studies on satisfaction
about neighborhood and neighbors to identify
factors affecting residential satisfaction(Oh.
2003; Barcus. 2004; Paris and Kangari. 2005;
Sai. 2005), while others have simultaneously
considered both housing satisfaction
neighborhood satisfaction(Morris and Winter.
1978; Galster. 1987; McHugh. et al. 1990; Lu.
1999; Parkers and Kearns. 2003; Molin and
Timmermans. 2003). On the other hand, Sirgy
and  Cornwell(2002) have shown that

neighborhood features affect quality of life

through housing and neighborhood
satisfaction.

Evaluation of residential surroundings
depends primarily on subjectivity.

Specifically, the values or perception of an
individual determines how he/she accepts the
environment, and different individuals may
not share identical feelings regarding an
invariant objective environment. Morris and
Winter(1978) describe such subjectivity as
‘norms’, and the failure to meet the needs of
a family as ‘deficits. They argue that

normative  deficits of a  residential
environment, defined by an individual or a
family, can explain most of the relationships
household

characteristics and satisfaction. An individual

between dwelling and
estimates their objective dwelling condition
according to their own perception, which in
turn 1S shaped by a complicated process
characteristics,

reflecting constitutional
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family environment, and social propensity.
For this reason, most of the literature on
residential satisfaction combines
socio—demographic variables and residential
attributes  in  order to identify the
determinants of residential satisfaction(Lu.
1999; Speare. 1974; Landale and Guest. 1985;
McHugh. et al. 1990; Jagun. et al. 1990;
Amérigo and Aragonés. 1990;
Nguyen. 1994; Basolo and Strong. 2002; Molin

and Timmermans. 2003; Barcus. 2004, to

Tran and

name a few).
In exploring the relationship between
housing complaints and mobility, the notion

of a housing deficit is consistent with

Rossi's(1955) space stressor. Residential
deficits include space, tenure,
structure—type, quality, and expenditure,

while neighborhood depends on changes of
norms over the life cycle(Rossi. 1955; Morris
and Winter. 1978; McAuley and Nutty. 1985).
It is intriguing that neighborhood deficits and
dissatisfaction do not necessarily have

negative Impacts on neighborhood

satisfaction, as shown by Woldoff(2002), who
argued that neighborhood deficits such as
social disorder and crime can be overcome by
facilitating  cooperation

way  of among

residents.

The gap between one’s aspiration or needs
and estimation about objective residential
attributes may residential
dissatisfaction(Campbell. et al. 1976; Morris
and Winter. 1978; Galster. 1987; Barcus.

2004) that can result in mental, psychological,

generate

or physical problems. For example, Schwanen
and Mokhtarian(2004) have dealt specifically
with the determinants for dissonance between
reality and preference of neighborhood type,
which is consistent with the definition of
dissatisfaction. As Wolpert(1965) explained in
his stress—threshold theory, when normative
deficits exceed levels one is willing to accept,
an individual or a family responds with
migration) in order to reduce or eliminate the
dissatisfaction.

Amérigo and Aragonés(1990; 1997) divide
the literature

concerning residential

satisfaction into two facets: residential
satisfaction as a criterion of residential
quality and predictor of behavior. In the
present study, we classify prior studies into
three categories according to the objectives of
the researchers: first, being to predict the
identify the

migration, second, to

determinants of residential satisfaction, and

1) Migration and residential dissatisfaction are not able to completely explain each other. Migration can result in an
decrease of residential satisfaction when an individual moves because of a job change or could not gather enough
information about new residence. In addition, Michelson(1977) showed empirically that residential choice of an
individual is not necessarily consistent with the direction to resolve the problem that she/he had in previous
residence. He also noted one can improve housing condition through repair, parking, or changing number of rooms
in case the housing is owner—occupied(see also Amérigo and Aragonés(1990)). This shows migration is not the only

method to respond one’s residential dissatisfaction.
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lastly, to reflect in the policy or planning
perspective.

The first category consists of studies on
residential satisfaction as a catalyst for
moving. Speare(1974) regarded residential

satisfaction as an intervening variable of

mobility,  claiming  that  housing  and
neighborhood attributes with
socio—demographic characteristics of

individuals determine the degree of residential
satisfaction and their subsequent mobility.
Studies by Morris. et al.(1976), Morris and
Winter(1978), Michelson(1977), Newman and
Duncan(1979), McHugh. et al.(1990), Landale
and Guest(1985), McAuley and Nutty(1982),
Oh(2003), Parkers and Kearns(2003) have also
shed light on the relationship between

residential satisfaction and the mobility
process. Further, Clark and Ledwith(2006)
extended their study to minority households in
a diverse range of ethnic settings, exploring
the role of housing and the neighborhood
stability.

The primary goal of the second category is
to identify the determinants of residential
satisfaction with an emphasis on different
regions or social strata. Such studies include
Jagun. et al.(1990) for urban black adults,
Amérigo and Aragonés(1990) for residents in
council housing, Tran and Nguyen(1994) for
Indochinese refugees, Lu(1999) for American
Sirgy and Cornwell(2002)  for

residents, Molin and

citizens,
Virginia

Timmermans(2003) for western European city

and Kangari(2005) for

multifamily affordable housing residents, and

dwellers, Paris

Sai(2005) for university students in Hong
Kong. Some studies explored this issue by
comparing different groups, which in turn
yielded further implications. Champman and
Lombard(2006) studied

determinants

neighborhood
satisfaction between  gated

communities and non—gated communities.
Elsinga and Hoestra(2005) compared housing
satisfaction for citizens of eight European
countries, while Ross. et al.(2000) showed
that neighborhood attributes such as stability
could have a differentiating impact on
residents’ stress between affluent and poor
neighborhoods. Barcus(2004)’s approach was
also interesting in this regard, as he argued
that residential satisfaction is not a static
notion, but rather a dynamic one, capable of
reflecting both positive and negative changes.

The last category concerning residential
satisfaction is one that explicitly attempts to
find implication for specific policy or
planning. For example, the research finding
of Basolo and Strong(2002) directly provide
information to  Community  Development
Corporations. Additional examples can be
found in Heywood(2004) and Ng. et al.(2005),
who revealed the needs of housing attributes
for the disabled and their families and
conducted their study to elaborate urban
renewal design in Hong Kong.

All the previous studies have a common

feature, in that they place a great deal of
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emphasis on perceptual variables and a lesser
degree on objective residential attributes.
Indeed,

evaluation or awareness can be found in all

variables  concerning  individual

the literature on residential satisfaction.
Development of theories and their application
on diverse  subjects has  contributed
significantly towards the identification of
problems,

residential ~ preferences and

predicting  human  behavior, and the
formulation of more appropriate residential
policies. Nevertheless, the findings of these
studies are strictly limited to the residential
scope, and are not useful for demonstrating
the overall features of a society. Indeed, few
studies have ever questioned what engendered
differences of factors are responsible for
satisfaction.  Does

determining residential

epistemological  interpretation  of  social
difference give us more insights on residential
satisfaction studies?

This study compares the

satisfaction of Korea and the US. The

residential

purposes of this comparison are twofold: first,
to  demonstrate the  discrepancies  of
residential satisfaction of Korea and the US,
and second, to explain how this difference
may stem from epistemological background of

the two different cultures.

1II. Methodolgy

In the present study, both housing and

neighborhood  satisfaction were measured

through five Likert—type scales in order to
express the degree of satisfaction of each
household member. For responses with
ordered categories, the scale consisted of very
satisfied(VS),  satisfied(ST),  neutral(NE),
dissatisfied(DS), and very dissatisfied(VD).
Because of the inherent loss of information,
rather than incorrect estimation, OLS type
regression analysis was inappropriate for
responses with an ordinal level of dependent

1975).

Further, multinomial logit or probit models

variables,(McKelvey and Zavonia.

would also fail to capture the ordinal nature
of the variables(Liao. 1994,
Greene. 2003), and thus, only an ordered

dependent

probit or logit model could be adopted,
considering their wide wuse in analyzing
ordinal data(McKelvey and Zavonia. 1975;
Maddala. 1983; Liao. 1994; Greene. 2003). The
present study utilized an ordered probit model
that Mckelvey and Zavonia(1975) and Marcus
and  Greene(1985)

behavior of

estimated for voting
Congressmen and job
assignments, respectively.

To begin, we have an equation defining the
regression relationship Y* = X'8 + ¢, where
Y* is an unobservable continuous variable
representing  housing and  neighborhood
satisfaction of an individual, 8 is a vector of k
regression parameters, and ¢ is a random error
term. Since our dependent variables of housing
and neighborhood satisfaction have five
categories, the observed is reported as five

degrees of satisfaction(Equations from Liao.
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1994). The equation then becomes:
Y = 1 if Y* < pu (u=0),
= 2 if pu < Y <pu,

=5 if pu < Y, <1>

where us represent thresholds between two
degrees of satisfaction among five, which would
originally vary among individuals. These are
ceiling and floor restrictions that place limits on
the intensity of satisfaction. p,has a value of ‘0’
through the process of normalization, meaning
the lowest cut—points of degree of housing and
neighborhood satisfaction. With the assumption
of €~N(0,1) denoting VS=Very Satisfied,
ST=8atisfied, NE=Neutral, DS=Dissatisfied,
VD=Very Dissatisfied, the probabilities of

satisfaction are as follows:

K
Prob(VD| X) = &(= Y, B.x,),
k=1

K K
Prob(DS|X) = &(uu, — Y Ba,) — (= Y Bxy.),
k=1 k=1

K K
Prob(NE|X) =& (u,— Y, Bz,) — D, — Y, Bexy),
1 1

K K
Prob(STIX) =& (u, — Y, Bay) — P (i, — 3, Beay) s
k=1 k=1

K

Prob(VS|X)=1—&(u, — Y, B.x,). <2>
k=1

where & represents the standard normal
cumulative density function, and 0(=p,) < p, <

Py <y

An issue derived from such an

ordinal—outcome model is the parallel lines
assumption also known as the equal slopes
assumption in the probit model(Liao. 1994). In
the present study, this means odds ratios of
an explanatory variable should be invariant in
every satisfaction category(e.g. the effect of
gender 1s supposed to be constant in very
satisfied, satisfied, neutral, dissatisfied, and
very dissatisfied categories). We tested the
null hypothesis3,,, = Bo, = "= B (M=1,2,.,5)

to determine whether our data satisfied the equal

slope assumption of the ordered probit model.

1V. Data

Individual samples were drawn from the 2001
and 2004 Social Statistical Survey(SSS) for
Korea, and the 2001 and 2003 American
Housing Survey(AHS) for the US. Fortunately,
both data sets contained housing and

neighborhood satisfaction variables.
Collection of the former data set has been
conducted by the Korea national statistical
office every year since 1977 and covers three
twelve  possible  sectors

sectors among

including family, consumption, labor,
education, health, housing, and so on. Each
sector 1s collected every four year for
approximately 30,000 households; the two
most recent housing sector surveys were
performed in 2001 and 2004. The objective of
the Social Statistical Survey was to
understand the changes in overall society and

quality of life such that they could be
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considered during the development of diverse
government social policies.

The US Census Bureau has conducted the
American Housing Survey every
odd—numbered year since 1973. The contents
of the data range from apartments,
single—family homes, family composition to
housing, and neighborhood quality. With fixed
sample sized of 53,000, the American Housing
Survey provides more housing specific data
than is provided by the general census alone.
The 2001 and 2003 American Housing Survey
is comparable with the 2001 and 2004 Social
Statistical Survey of Korea for determining
the differences and changes in housing and
neighborhood satisfaction between the two
countries.

Hereafter, we refer to the Social Statistical
Survey as the SSS, and the American Housing
Survey as the AHS. Samples were restricted to
householder members aged 18 years and over.
Further exclusion was made for households
living in non—traditional forms of shelter such
as manufactured(mobile) home. Most of the
explanatory variables used in this study
consisted of different numbers of categories,
depending on the data source(SSS or AHS). To
make the variables from the two data sets
comparable, we regrouped diverse exogenous

variables to have consistent categories, as

have done with our dependent variables.

V. Variables

1. Dependent Variables

In the SSS, questions regarding housing and
neighborhood satisfaction were as follows:
“How are you satisfied with your current
housing(neighborhood)?” This was followed
with five possible responses in a likert—type
scale, ‘very satisfied, ‘satisfied, ‘neutral’
‘dissatisfied’, ‘very dissatisfied’. In the case of
the AHS, the question was, “On a scale of
1-10, how would you rate your unit to
live?”(rating 10 was the best, 1 was the worst).

As the categories of the satisfaction
variables were not identical between the SSS
and the AHS, the satisfaction levels of both
data sets were adjusted such that they would
have the same dimensions comparison for the
two countries. To make the same range for our
regrouped  the
categories of the 2001 and 2003 AHS

satisfaction variables into five. We designate

dependent  variables, we

the categories of the AHS as follows: ‘10, as
‘very satisfied’, ‘9" as ‘satisfied, ‘8" as
‘neutral’, ‘6—7" as ‘dissatisfied’, and ‘1-5" as
‘very dissatisfied.” The different coding
schema has been made to adjust the difference

of the distributions two data have.

2. Independent Variables

Housing satisfaction can be explained by
neighborhood satisfaction variables and vice
versa(Morris. et al. 1976; Galster. 1937;
Basolo and Strong. 2002). This makes sense,
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considering the close relationship between

housing  satisfaction  and  neighborhood
satisfaction(Lu. 1999). The process to convert
discrete satisfaction variables into numerical
variables is simple, and consists of giving
even numbers to increasing satisfaction levels
from 10 to 2. Specifically, a score of 10 would
fall in the ‘very satisfied category, & in
‘satisfied’, 6 in ‘neutral’, 4 in ‘dissatisfied,
and 2 in the ‘very dissatisfied category.

A review of the previous literature revealed
that the determinants most often adopted for
investigating residential satisfaction were:
number of rooms per person, tenure, structure
type, duration of residence etc. for housing
satisfaction, and sense of safety, social
disorder, social tie, awareness of crime rate,
distance from public facilities, school etc. for
neighborhood satisfaction. Of course the
satisfactions are also closely related to such
socio—demographic factors as age, education,
job, income, race, gender, number of children,
marital status etc. Since not all these
variables are available in our data sets, we
selected only the following key variables that
were available in both the SSS and the AHS.

Householder’s age(HHERAGE) is adopted as
an explanatory variable. This variable is used
widely in almost every residential satisfaction
study. In general, older residents are more
likely to be satisfied with their residential
environment(Speare. 1974; McAuley. 1985;
McHugh e. al. 1990; Lu. 1999). However, that

was not true in some studies(Basolo and

Strong. 2002; Jagun. 1990). Rather than
household composition, we adopts the effect
of gender(GENDER), which was also expected
to demonstrate differing residential
satisfaction, which would be reflective of the
different expectations of gender roles In
Korean and the US. Household types(HHTYPE)
is about martial status. The result of marital
status, which we believe would affect an
individual’s

speculated to show some relationship with

psychological stability, is
housing and neighborhood satisfaction.

As  postulated in previous studies,
educational attainment of a householder(EDU)
plays an important role in residential
satisfaction, (Speare. 1974; Galster. 1987;
Jagun. et al, 1990; Amérigo and Aragonés.
1990; Lu. 1999; Basolo and Strong. 2002).
Results of the education variable(EDU) should
be very interesting, considering the
implications that they provide. First, as one’s
educational level increases, the possibility of
residing in better housing and neighborhood
also increases. Second, education variables
are used to supplement data regarding income
and status of occupation, of which
information  have been unavailable or
incomplete in our data. As one of the three
components of the soclo—economic
index—education introduced by Butler et
al.(1970)

variable of education could be interpreted as

introduced, the only available

soclo—economic ~ status  of

Lastly,

a proxy of

respondents. comparison of the
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Table 1 _ Explanation of Variables

Variables ‘ Description
Dependent
H_SATI housing satisfaction
(housing model | VS, ST, NE, DS, VD
only)
N_SATI neighborhood satisfaction
(neighborhood | VS, ST, NE, DS, VD
model only)
Independent
NEIGHSAT rating of neighborhood as place

to live

(housing model | VS=10, ST=8, NE=6, DS=4,
only) VD=2

HOUSSAT rating of unit as place to live
(neighborhood | VS=10, ST=8, NE=6, DS=4,
model only) VD=2
YRMOVE duration of residence in year
HHERAGE age of householder(>18)
GENDER gender of householder
1=male, O=otherwise(ref.)
Education educational attainment of
householder

EDU_1 | below or equal high school
diploma(ref.)

EDU_2 | below bachelor’s degree

EDU_3 | bachelor's degree

EDU_4 | graduate school and over

Household Type | marital status of householder

HHTYPE_1 | never married

HHTYPE_2 | married

HHTYPE_3 | widowed/divorced(ref.)

HOUSTYPE structure type of housing unit

1=apartment, 0=otherwise(ref.)

Source: Korea—The Social Statistics Survey(2001, 2004),
The US—American Housing Survey(2001, 2003)
Note: VS—very satisfied, ST—satisfied, NE—neutral,
DS—dissatisfied, VD—very dissatisfied.

educational effects on housing satisfaction
between the two countries is expected to

reveal the degree of how well the educational

level determines a person’s perception, as well
as physical well being. The EDU variable
consists of four categories, and as a reference
group for the variable, EDU_1 represents the
lowest level—‘high school diploma and below.’

How does duration of residence(YRMOVE)
affect  residential  satisfaction?  Housing
conditions can become inadequate over time as
construction and duration of residence may
have negative impacts on housing satisfaction.
While housing satisfaction over time may not
exhibit a difference between Korea and the US,
the issue of neighborhood satisfaction over
time may require another framework, given
the presence of existing but inconsistent
results, even from the same culture(McHugh.
et al. 1990). The result of the effect of duration
of residence on residential satisfaction could
be quite interesting, given the socio—cultural
differences between two countries. In addition,
the importance of tenure type(TENURE) in
residential  satisfaction 1S omnipresent in
almost every study, generally attesting to the
positive contribution of homeownership on
residential (Speare.  1974;
McAuley and Nutty. 1985; Galster. 1987; Lu.
1999; Basolo and Strong.. 2002; Elsinga. et al.

2005).

satisfaction

Nevertheless, arguments by McHugh et
al.(1990) indicate the complexity of the issue
of  residential  satisfaction. = Moreover,
superiority of homeownership on residential
satisfaction is a very controversial issue.

Kemeny(1986) raises question regarding the
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intentions of homeownership policies, and
Barcus(2004) shows that tenure shift from
ownership to rent increased residential
satisfaction in cases of urban—rural migration,
even though in the US. Structure, the type of
housing unit(HOUSTYPE) is expected to reflect
diversity in preference of individuals or
physical condition of housing units depending
on regional context. The different meanings of
multi—family housing and single—family
housing with respect to residential satisfaction
between Korea and the US is also explored in
the present study, with apartments coded as

1 and other structure types coded as O.

VI. Findings

1. Descriptive Analysis

1) Residential Satisfaction Level

Henceforth, VS denotes ‘very satisfied, ST
‘satisfied’, NE ‘neutral’, DS ‘dissatisfied’, and
VD ‘very dissatisfied. With regards to the
housing satisfaction level <Figure 1>, we
compared the percentage of the 2001 SSS &
the 2001 AHS(a), and the 2004 SSS & the 2003
AHS(b). Unlike the US, which experienced
little change between 2001 and 2003, Korea
demonstrated a relatively significant change
between 2001 & 2004 with a 1.94% increase in
ST, a 1.59% increase in DS, and 5.16%
decrease in NE. This change may be reflective

of the difference in housing market conditions

between two countries.
The  neighborhood

<Figure 2> is depicted in a manner similar to

satisfaction  level

the comparison of housing satisfaction levels.
There were no significant changes between(a)
and(b),

neighborhood satisfaction in both countries

indicating that the condition of

was relatively stable during the survey
periods. One notable point of the
neighborhood satisfaction levels was the
percentage of DS,
frequency of VD in the US than that of Korea.

The overall tendencies of Korea and the US

displaying a higher

were similar in both  housing and
neighborhood satisfaction level, with the NE
category holding the largest proportion. An
exception to this tendency was the rate of VS
and ST, the proportions of which were much
higher in the US than for Korea. Two likely
explanations of the remarkable contrast
between VS and ST of Korea and the US are
as follows. First, the situation might be
explained by actual physical differences of
housing and neighborhood condition between
Korea and the US. In general, the U.S.
provides better housing and neighborhood
facilities and  environments  such  that
residents in the US express greater residential
satisfaction than those in Korea. A second
explanation for the contrast may lie in the
difference of how individuals in the two
feelings  or

countries  express  their

inconsistencies in the countries

epistemological backgrounds. Koreans are
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Figure 1 _Housing Satisfaction

% KOREA 2001 & The US2001

% KOREA 2004 & The US2003

KOREA 2001 — - — - - The US 2001
I I I

KOREA 2004 — - — - - The US 2003
1 . 1

VS ST NE DS VD

VS ST NE DS VD

Figure 2 _Neighborhood Satisfaction

% KOREA 2001 & The US2001

% KOREA 2004 & The US2003

KOREA 2001 — - — - - The US2001
. . 1

KOREA 2004 — - — - - The US 2003
| 1 1

Vs ST NE DS VD

VS ST NE DS VD

educated in such a way that they are be
modest in expressing their thoughts and
feelings, allowing them to not stray from the
opinion of the majority, a practice originating
centered traditions  of

from community

Confucianism.  Conversely, Americans are
encouraged to be honest regarding their
feelings and often do not to hesitate to show
such  feelings, especially in  positive
way (Nisbett. 2003). Such a practice may stem
from the traditions of self—reliance and

positivism of Pragmatism and Individualism.

2) Sample Characteristics

To illustrate the sample features of the
present study, we present some statistics of
the independent variables by each satisfaction
level. On average, householders in Korea were
slightly older than the US by 1.77 years in
2001 and 1.33 years in 2004(US 2003). The
duration of current residence(YRMOVE) in
Korea has decreased from 10.04 years in 2001
in 2004, while the US
experienced little change between 2001 and
2003(11.4 and 11.16 years, respectively). VS

holds the longest duration of residence in

to 8.48 years

every models indicating possibility that long

residence has positive relationship with

housing and neighborhood satisfaction.



A Comparative Study of Housing and Neighborhood Satisfaction between Korea and the US 131

Table 2 _Sample Characteristics for the Housing Satisfaction Models

Korea The US

Variable 2001 2001
Total | VS | ST | NE | DS | VD |Total| VS | ST | NE | DS | VD
Mean(ggﬁAGE 47.65| 52.81| 49.27 | 46.84 | 46.16| 46.22| 49.42| 54.72| 50.36 | 48.31 | 44.57 | 44.94
Meal}yg%ow 10.04] 14.50| 11.34| 8.75| 9.29| 10.27 | 11.04| 13.32| 11.39| 10.84| 8.87| 843
%(Gﬁg’e@)ER 76.44| 79.08 | 77.11| 75.77| 76.96 | 73.16 | 58.35| 57.24| 61.01 | 59.60 | 58.61| 52.22
% EDU_2 9.31| 722 915| 957|10.20| 7.97| 28.18| 25.95| 27.55| 28.73| 30.65| 29.05
% EDU3 | 1344 14.07| 16.24| 12.75| 12.70 | 11.74| 17.57 | 14.78| 21.57| 18.74| 18.85| 12.33
% EDU_4 2.84] 361 416] 246] 2.62| 1.39] 982] 912]1256] 10.70] 9.13| 5.69
% HHTYPE_1 | 10.02| 6.07| 849 11.74| 10.09| 9.95| 1815 11.10| 15.73| 18.08| 25.68 | 28.52
% HHTYPE_2 | 74.71| 78.12] 76.30 | 72.82| 75.96 | 71.82| 56.30| 60.51| 60.21| 57.69| 50.67 | 43.70
% TENURE | 56.35| 79.12| 66.44 | 51.62| 51.40| 44.00 | 66.96 | 78.42| 75.51 | 68.79 | 54.40 | 36.64
% HOUSTYPE | 28.37| 28.81| 35.18| 29.76| 25.06 | 15.86 | 24.70| 16.42| 20.01 | 23.65| 33.47 | 43.70

Vatisble 2004 2003
Total | VS | ST | NE | DS | VD | Total| VS | ST | NE | DS | VD
Mean HHBRAGE | 43.96| 53.46| 50.27 | 47.16| 46.29| 47.26| 49.59| 54.95| 50.34| 48.37| 44.79| 45.39
Meal}yg%@w 8.48| 11.01| 8.96| 7.60| 8.17| 841| 11.16| 13.21| 11.53| 10.99| 9.12| 8.74
%(Gﬁg’e@)ER 75.24| 76.27| 75.22| 75.39| 75.93| 70.87 | 57.22| 55.25| 60.21 | 58.85 | 58.09| 49.88
% EDU_2 8.98| 6.64| 868| 9.67| 9.60| 8.06| 2842 26.48| 27.64| 29.02| 30.96| 28.33
% EDU3 | 16.33| 15.02| 17.77| 16.36| 16.56 | 13.50 | 18.39 | 15.92| 22.27 | 19.66| 18.93| 13.09
% EDU_4 3.36| 459 412| 2.81| 3.25| 2.30] 1010| 9.55| 13.72] 10.69| 8.77| 5.82
% HHTYPE_1 | 9.05| 5.84| 7.10]| 11.26] 9.02| 9.59| 18.23| 12.17| 14.81] 18.23| 25.76| 27.74
% HHTYPE_2 | 73.72| 76.07| 7519 | 71.57| 75.62| 69.02| 56.29 | 59.20| 62.31| 57.09| 50.74 | 44.65
% TENURE | 59.97| 78.91| 69.99 | 55.38 | 55.37| 42.87 | 67.44 | 78.12| 76.81 | 69.12| 54.55 | 36.58
% HOUSTYPE | 37.75| 34.54| 43.91] 40.33| 36.04| 21.68] 25.11| 18.01| 18.88| 24.15| 33.28 | 45.99

Note: VS=Very Satisfied, ST=Satisfied, NE=Neutral, DS=Dissatisfied, VD=Very Dissatisfied.

Source: Korea—The Social Statistics Survey(2001, 2004); The US—American Housing Survey(2001, 2003).

In Korea, the fact that the percentage of
men(GENDER) among householders was much
higher than in the US may reflect remnants of
Confucianism regulating men’s dominance at
home, demonstrated in one virtue of the three
bonds defining the hierarchy of husband and
wife(JiAl).  The
level(EDU) exhibited a significant discrepancy

general  education
between Korea and the US. A low level of

educational attainment among householders

in Korea is consistent with the difficult times
experienced by householders born in 1950s, a
time when Korean War had just finished.

In both Korea and the US, the residential
satisfaction of the group of householders with
bachelor’s degree or higher(EDU_3, EDU_4)
had a high proportion in satisfied or very
Taking  the 2001
of EDU_3

householders with bachelor’s degree in Korea

satisfied. housing

satisfaction as an example,
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Table 3_ Sample Characteristics for the Neighborhood Satisfaction Models

Korea The US
Variable 2001 2001
Total | VS ST | NE | DS | VD | Total| VS | ST | NE | DS VD
Mean(SI;IeI-;rE GE 47.65| 53.34 | 49.37| 46.95| 44.97 | 44.27 | 49.42 | 54.30| 49.88 | 48.82 | 45.77 | 45.48
Mea%ygl\gOVE 10.04 | 15.52 | 11.63| 8.90| 8.12| 8.28| 11.04|12.92| 10.98| 10.99| 9.52| 9.58
% GERDER 1 76.44 | 7557 75.79| 75.34| 79.32 | 78.36 | 58.35 | 57.31| 61.36 | 59.96 | 59.26 | 50.79
% EDU_2 931 7.16| 893| 9.33|10.50| 10.65| 28.18|25.27 | 28.33 | 28.37 | 30.60| 29.71
% EDU_3 13.44 | 14.61| 14.82| 11.61 | 14.70 | 14.68| 17.57 | 15.06| 21.55| 18.68 | 18.81 | 12.52
% EDU_4 284 3.97| 348| 2.37| 2.64| 227 9.82| 9.07]12.60| 10.80| 9.49| 5.70
% HHTYPE_1 | 10.02| 5.37| 851]11.90|10.28|10.32| 18.15|12.01| 15.23 | 17.56 | 23.86 | 27.41
% HHTYPE 2 | 74.71 | 75.73 | 74.90| 71.97 | 78.74 | 77.68 | 56.30 | 59.06 | 61.40 | 58.34 | 52.18 | 45.18
% TENURE 56.35 | 74.67 | 62.52| 50.89 | 52.85 | 47.48 | 66.96 | 74.55| 73.53 | 69.97 | 58.98 | 47.36
% HOUSTYPE | 28.37 | 30.99 | 33.12| 27.20| 26.32 | 18.62| 24.70|17.73| 19.92 | 23.24 | 31.28 | 39.09
Variable 2004 2003
Total | VS ST | NE | DS | VD | Total| VS | ST | NE | DS VD
Mean(SI;IeI-;rE GE 48.26 | 52.93 | 49.71 | 47.95| 45.14 | 45.91 | 49.59|54.35| 50.12| 49.00 | 45.95| 45.64
Mean(year OVE 8.48| 10.86| 9.07| 8.10| 7.35| 7.87| 11.16|12.79| 11.33| 11.12| 9.79| 9.60
% GERDER 1 7524 | 74.67| 74.54| 73.95| 78.70 | 76.11| 57.22 | 55.46 | 60.35 | 59.24 | 57.49 | 50.76
% EDU_2 8.98| 7.05| 859| 9.01|10.52| 8.84| 28.42|26.43| 28.20 | 28.49 | 30.38 | 29.74
% EDU_3 16.33 | 16.88 | 18.21| 14.54 | 17.44| 15.58| 18.39|16.00| 21.99 | 20.01 | 19.06 | 13.03
% EDU_4 3.36| 5.03| 4.15| 2.55| 3.26| 2.53| 10.10| 9.40|13.49| 10.90| 9.36| 5.82
% HHTYPE_1 9.05| 5.82| 7.75]110.48| 9.08|11.19| 18.23|12.60| 15.98 | 17.55 | 23.60 | 27.04
% HHTYPE 2 | 73.72| 75.34 | 74.56 | 70.65 | 77.82 | 73.65| 56.29 | 59.05| 61.06 | 57.45| 51.89 | 47.40
% TENURE 59.97 | 74.90| 66.14 | 55.67 | 55.50 | 49.04 | 67.44 | 74.56 | 74.21| 70.49| 59.70 | 46.11
% HOUSTYPE | 37.75| 38.46 | 44.12| 35.79| 36.33 | 26.90| 25.11 | 18.57 | 20.15| 23.22 | 31.56 | 41.51
Note: VS=Very Satisfied, ST=8atisfied, NE=Neutral, DS=Dissatisfied, VD=Very Dissatisfied.
Source: KOREA—The Social Statistics Survey (2001, 2004); The US—American Housing Survey(2001, 2004).
accounted for 13.44% of the whole education 18.85% DS, and 12.33% VD. Married
group, and 14.07% in VS satisfaction category, respondents(HHTYPE_2)  expressed  higher
16.24% ST, 12.75% NE, 12.70% DS, and 11.74% levels of housing and  neighborhood

VD level. On the other hand, residents with
bachelor’s degree in the US were responsible
17.57% of the education group,
consisted of 14.78% VS, 21.57% ST, 18.74% NE,

for and

satisfaction, although this trend was more
evident in Korea. Homeowners were especially
satisfied with their current residences and
with

neighborhoods. Respondents
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homeownership(TENURE)
79.12%(2001) and 78.91%(2004) in the highest
level  of
74.67%(2001) and 74.90%(2004) in the

category

accounted for

housing satisfaction, and

of wvery satisfied neighborhood
satisfaction. In the US, the percentages of
very satisfied homeowners were 78.42% in
2001 and 78.12% in 2003, while 74.55% in 2001
and 74.56% in 2003 expressed a VS level of
neighborhood satisfaction. This difference
between Korea and the US may indicate the
strengthening effect of homeownership on
residential satisfaction. Apartment
residents(HOUSTYPE) in Korea underwent a
remarkable increase between the two years,
rising from 28.37% to 37.75%; US residents
around 25%. This

demonstrates the dynamic housing condition

maintained a level

of Korea, along with an increase In

homeownership. While more residents of

apartments in  Korea expressed satisfied
feeling regarding their residential
environment, residents of  multi—family

housing in the US appeared to be more
dissatisfied ~ with  their ~ housing  and
neighborhood. Such a trend is consistent with
the observation that people in Korea, in
general, prefer to live in apartments and that
more than 50% of apartments beloings to
owner. Conversely, multi—family housing In

the US is composed largely of rental housing.

2. Result of Ordered Probit Methods

The major purpose of this study is to
determine whether there are differences in the
level of residential satisfaction between Korea
and the US. For the purpose of this
comparison, we discuss the determinants of
housing  satisfaction  and  neighborhood
satisfaction in Korea and the US., applying
explained

the ordered probit model as

previously.

1) Determinants of Residential Satisfaction

(1) Housing Satisfaction

The housing satisfaction models of both
countries partially confirmed the conclusions
of previous housing satisfaction studies as
well as our expectations. The degree of
housing satisfaction was notably
differentiated among gender (GENDER),
education(EDU) and housing type(HOUSTYPE)
variables between Korea and the US. The
exhibited a

similar trend as presented in <Table 4>. The

tended to

remaining variable, however,
level of housing satisfaction

increase with higher neighborhood
satisfaction(NEIGHSAT). As

longer duration of residence(YRMOVE) in a

expected, a

dwelling unit diminished housing satisfaction
in both counties, a trend that was consistent
with the previous findings(Onibokun. 1976;
Galster. 1987, McHugh. et al. 1990; Amérigo
and Aragonés. 1990). Studies demonstrating
the  direct recent

relationship  between

mobility and housing satisfaction(Morris. et



o

134 =EAT A1599 (2008. 12)

Table 4 _Models for Housing Satisfaction

2001 2004(The U.S.2003)
Variable Korea The U.S. Korea The U.S.

coeff. s.e. coeff. s.e. coeff. s.e. coeff. s.e.
NEIGHSAT 0.2913##+ 0.0035| 0.3043++x | 0.0025 | 0.2801#+ | 0.0032 | 0.3190%#+ | 0.0025
YRMOVE —0.0040%#x |0.0006 | —0.0024#xx| 0.0006 | —0.009#+x | 0.0010 | —0.0037=*x| 0.0006
HHERAGE 0.0048##+ |0.0006| 0.0072++x | 0.0005 | 0.0084*x+ | 0.0006 | 0.0081*#+ | 0.0005
GENDER 0.0368#+ {0.0186]—0.0726%*+| 0.0124 | 0.0507+*+ | 0.0175 | —0.0646%x*| 0.0123
EDU_2 0.0588#+ {0.0231| —0.0193 | 0.0138 | 0.0644=*+ | 0.0227 | —0.0253% | 0.0139
EDU_3 0.0867##+ |0.0197| —0.0445%+x| 0.0162 | 0.0341% | 0.0177 | —0.0351=* | 0.0162
EDU_4 0.1640#++ 0.0389| —0.0391% | 0.0202 | 0.0965% | 0.0344 | —0.0336% | 0.0202
HHTYPE_1 0.2113##+ |0.0313| 0.0554=+* | 0.0198 | 0.2110%+ | 0.0296 | 0.0629%*+ | 0.0199
HHTYPE_2 0.0590#++ 0.0228| 0.0780#+x | 0.0154 | 0.0432#+ | 0.0209 | 0.0715%+ | 0.0154
TENURE 0.2870##+ |0.0155| 0.4068++* | 0.0169 | 0.3158*xx | 0.0149 | 0.4272%+ | 0.0173
HOUSTYPE 0.0806#++ |0.0156| 0.0167 | 0.0173 | 0.0585%x | 0.0139 | 0.0610%#+ | 0.0177
CONSTANT 3.8940#xx |0.0452| 3.3763++x | 0.034 | 3.8837*x | 0.0426 | 3.5636%+ | 0.0349
Ho 0.9179##x 0.0434| 0.5723++x | 0.0332 | 0.9263*# | 0.0409 | 0.6047*+ | 0.034
e 2.0835#xx |0.0419| 1.6014=+x | 0.0319 | 1.9239*#+ | 0.0397 | 1.6543*+ | 0.0325
Hy 3.2136#++ |0.0416| 2.6565% | 0.0315 | 3.1087*+ | 0.0392 | 2.7468+* | 0.0321
Sample Size 28314 - 38310 - 30829 - 43357 -
—2 Log Likelihood - - - - - - - -
Intercept only 82416.63 — | 115663.95 - 91977.91 - 114242.64 -
With covariates 73852.73 - 96062.69 — | 82504.43 - 93769.81 -

note: * p<0.10, ##p<0.05, *+p<0.01

al. 1976; Bross. 1975) may be

explained in a

with life(Campbell.

et al. 1976). A second

similar manner.

Older respondents expressed more satisfied
feeling regarding their housing than younger
residents(HHAGE). Two explanations appear
relevant for understanding this positive
relationship between ageing and housing
The
individual's conformism or acceptance of their

with

satisfaction. first relates to an

residential  environment Increasing

tolerance for  deficiencies  as time
passes(Galster. 1987, Lu. 1999). Older people
exhibit this tendency not only in housing

satisfaction, but also in overall satisfaction

explanation appears to lie in the relationship
between age and socioeconomic status, as
postulated by Morris(1978), who argued that
socloeconomic status increases steadily with
age and may result in an increasing amount
of money that can be spent on housing, which
In turn can cause a rise in the quality of
housing.

Korea and the US showed opposite sign in
gender on housing satisfaction. One plausible
this

explanation for phenomenon is the

difference of gender roles in the two

countries. Traditional socialization processes
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of different societies determine a person’s
gender specific perspective of self and life
according to cultural background(Tran and
Nguye. 1994). Further, gender acts as a
master of status, often limiting one to
shaping
1969).

Confucian philosophy and ethics continue to

particular roles and
interactions(Hughs. 1945;  Angrist.
strongly influences Korean family life where

wives are expected to assume full
responsibility for the household tasks(Lee. et
al. 2004). As women generally think of their
instrumental activities, i.e. rearing children
and taking care of the dwelling unit, as
frustrating(Gove. et al. 1973), we can assume
that the burden of housekeeping impedes
housing satisfaction of Korean women. One of
the contributions to high status of American
women compared to that of Korean women
may be the concept of instrumental truth and
morality in Pragmatism?). Sex equality was
demanded by women in order to adjust to the
social change and difficulties of the industrial
era following the Great Depression(Herman,
1944). The relatively liberal atmosphere of
soclety and balanced sex role in the US may
have further contributed to the rise of
women’s housing satisfaction relative to men.

The inconsistent signs of the EDU

coefficient in the two countries are somewhat

puzzling. With higher educational attainment,

the odds of being satisfied with one’s dwelling
unit is increased when compared to ‘high
school graduate and below’ group in Korea. The
education effect on housing satisfaction in the
US, however, exhibited a reverse outcome, i.e.
the lowest education level group expressed the
greatest housing satisfaction. Jagun et
al.(1990) and  Strong(2002)
illustrate similar cases to our result for the US.
What Schorr(1966) denoted as ‘paradoxical

findings’, which

and Basolo

indicates that residents
dwelling in relatively low level of surroundings
express  higher  satisfaction  despite a
physically inappropriate environment, appears
to be valid only in the US for the present study.
Perhaps one of the appropriate explanations of
the effect of education in Korea was offered
by Morris 1978), who noted that most
individuals and families adjust to their housing
quality and expenditures according to their
socioeconomic status.

The inconsistent results of Korea and the
US may also reflect differences in the meaning
of education of the two societies. Americans
are not concerned with abstract disciplines,
knowledge for the sake of knowledge, verbal
solutions, and useless questions, but rather
hold education as a practical value(Herman.
1944). In Pragmatism, education is more
critical for improving intelligence acquired

through inquiry, experience, and science for

2) Truth and Good were not fixed, but the man—made adjustment to problems of experience through scientific method

(Herman. 1944).
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growth of an individual or society, rather than
as a tool for achieving higher socioeconomic
status or to recover goodness of human nature
by realizing the Ultimate(##) in Confucianism
as explained in the Analects of Confucius(if
ZE)(Lee. 2001). A high level of educational
attainment does not necessarily lead to
pragmatic results; to the contrary, it often
produces opposite results. Further, belief in
the incompleteness of knowledge and the
subjectivity of the pragmatic view may
contribute to the formation of unexpected
levels of housing satisfaction within the
lowest educational attainment group. A more
plausible explanation regarding the
incongruence of the educational effect is the
actual and physical variance of housing
quality of the two countries. In the US, the
general quality of housing is higher and its
variance according to socioeconomic status is
smaller compared to that of Korea. Therefore,
the degree of housing satisfaction of the lower
socioeconomic group in the US could very well

be higher.

educational attainment in Korea strongly

Likewise, the hierarchy of

determines  the quality of residential
environment compared to the US.
In  both the US and
married(HHTYPE), single
(TENURE) or residents
housing(HOUSTYPE) tend to be more satisfied

with their housing than those who are

Korea,
homeowners

in  multi—family

unmarried, renters or people living in

single—family housing in both countries.

Hoekstra(2005) reported that owner—occupied
housing is likely to be of a higher quality than
of tenant—occupied housing, which could be
an explanation for the aforementioned trend.
And, a preference for homeownership and an
accordingly higher housing satisfaction may
necessarily be true for every country, as
observed by Elsinga and Hoekstra(2005).
Attachment to homeownership is a dominant
phenomenon, especially in English—speaking
countries, and this is explained by

Saunders(1990)

and concern for private property in the

accentuating  individualism
western society. Homeownership as a norm
has permeated American history and housing
policy, especially with regards to financing
and tax policies(Morris. 1978; Kemeny. 1986).
Attainment of homeownership is so attractive
to Americans that people often choose to own
multi—family housing which is perceived to be
inferior to single—family housing in cases of
a lack of affordability(Lee and Myer. 2003).
The homeownership preference may be
stronger in Korea than in the US. Regarded in
the same light as mother, earth is one of the
two universal symbols that are necessary for
the establishment of family and society
of Changes(J#
5)(Keum. 2000). Family is considered the

according to The Book

center of an individual’'s life, and land serves
as its concrete basis through which ancestors
and descendants are connected. As a result,
one might expect a high preference of

homeownership of Koreans by the fact that
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Koreans traditionally have a strong will to
possess land of their own. Most of the
literature on housing satisfaction reports that
single—family housing is highly preferred over
multi —family housing or apartments
(Michelson. 1976; Michelson. 1977; Moris.
1978; Jagun. et al. 1990; Lee. et al. 2003), a
concept that was inconsistent with results
obtained from US, although the 2001 data
appeared insignificant. Multi—family housing
or apartment is believed to have unfavorable
aspects such as limited living space, shared
space with non—family members, and are
sometimes associated with restricted access to
the outdoors. These deficiencies imply the
significance of both Individualism and land
availability of the US. Reluctance to share
living space with others reflects
individual —centered ideology and a strong will
to protect privacy, as presented by Dewey in
addressing the dark side of modern
interdependency of society(Shannon. 1996).
With respect to the housing market, the US
has a greater availability of land for housing
compared to Korea, which may have enabled
housing suppliers to provide more spacious
and decent single—family housing in suburban
areas rather than to pile up quality—degraded
housing necessitated by a lack of space and
high land prices in central urban districts.
Housing has directly related to psychological
stress and thus, the undesirable
characteristics of multi—family housing or
should have

apartments engendered

dissatisfaction.

The unexpected findings regarding housing
structure(HOUSTYPE) may also be explained
by the “paradoxical findings” of Schorr(1966).
The  higher

multi—family housing dwellers in the US has

housing  satisfaction among
been shown to be inconsistent with that of
Korea; however, the concept and quality of
multi—family housing or apartments is in
general superior to those of single—family
housing in Korea. Therefore, the results
require another explanation in terms of
housing policy. With the rapid urbanization
and modernization of Korea augmenting
housing demands, the construction industry
has been fostered into one of the momentums
of Korean economic growth. The focus of
housing supply has shifted from quantity to
quality(Kim. et al. 2005) as the housing
shortage has been mitigated and the standard
of living has improved. In addition, the
primarily developed structure has been the
“apartment building,” with approximately 5.2
million units accounting for 47.73% of the
residential buildings in Korea according to the
2000 Korean Census 2000(Kim. et al. 2005).
Provided that the housing policies of this
period in Korea have primarily benefited the
middle and higher income groups(Kim and
Suh. 1994; Kim. 2000), and that newly
constructed housing is of higher quality, the
preference for the “apartment building” as a

dwelling unit can be easily justified in the

Korean context. Why people in multi—family
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housing are more satisfied than people in
single—family housing in the US is mysterious

and further investigations are needed.

(2) Neighborhood Satisfaction
in neighborhood

to be

In general, most results

satisfaction models also appeared
statistically significant. However, the results
showed contrary effects on neighborhood
respect to duration of
residence(YRMOVE), gender (GENDER),
household  type(HHTYPE_2),

structure type(HOUSTYPE), as presented in

satisfaction with

and housing

<Table 5>. Comparison between housing

satisfaction and neighborhood satisfaction on
key variables was conducted in this section as
well. As shown in the literature and earlier
parts of this
satisfaction(HOUSSAT) is closely associated

study, higher housing
with increased neighborhood satisfaction. As

in  housing  satisfaction  model, older
individuals were more likely to be satisfied
with their neighborhood, possibly because
they were more inclined to develop social
bonds, as reported by Oh(2003), or because of
an increased acquisition of assets over time
leading to greater affordability for a better
the

suited—living environment, similar to

Table 5_Models for Neighborhood Satisfaction

2001 2004(The U.S.2003)
Variable Korea The US. Korea The U.S.
coeff. s.e. coeff. s.e. coeff. s.e. coeff. s.e.
HOUSSAT 0.2775%=x| 0.0033 0.3130%| 0.0025 0.2633*xx| 0.0030 0.3291 x| 0.0026
YRMOVE 0.0078#kx| 0.0006| —0.0035%x| 0.0006 0.0089*xx| 0.0010| —0.0032xxx| 0.0006
HHERAGE 0.0079*xx| 0.0006 0.0060=#x| 0.0005 0.0070==xx| 0.0006 0.0057=xx| 0.0005
GENDER —-0.0173 0.0187 0.0254%¢ |0.0123| —0.0637+=x| 0.0175| 0.0167 0.0122
EDU_2 0.0118 0.0233| —0.0141 0.0137| 0.0428+ 0.0228| 0.0016 0.0138
EDU_3 0.0202 0.0198 0.0517=#x]0.0161 0.0855%=x| 0,0177 0.0543#xx| 0.0161
EDU_4 0.1162#x| 0.0391 0.0572xx10.0200 0.1953==xx| 0.0346 0.0519=xx| 0.0200
HHTYPE_1 —0.0003#=x| 0.0315] —0.0290%*| 0.0197 0.0377 0.0297| —0.0100 0.0198
HHTYPE_2 —0.0959+#xx| 0.0230 0.0374*+ |0.,0153| —0.0137 0.0210 0.0317* | 0.0152
TENURE —0.0539%x| 0.0156] —0.0823#x|0.0169| —0.0106 0.0150] —0.0920%xx| 0.0173
HOUSTYPE 0.1655%#x| 0,0157| —0.1582#x|(0.0173 0.1412#xx| 0.0140| —0.1833=xx| 0.0176
CONSTANT 3.4989x| (,0439 3.1840| 0,0334 3.4521xxx| 0.0412 3.2809=xx| 0.034
Ho 0.9594:xx| 0.0422 0.6035##x| 0.0326 1.0274#+x| 0.0395 0.6258#xx| 0.0331
Hy 2.2448+xx| (0.0408 1.5523#+|0.0314 2.2322%xx| (10,0383 1.6005%#x| 0.0319
I 34870 [ 0.0414]  2.4756xx|0.0311]  3.3270%+x| 0.0386  2.5485%x| 0.0316
Sample Size 28314 — 38310 — 30829 — 43357 —
—2 Log Likelihood - - - - - - - -
Intercept only 7950486 | — | 118108.37 | - 8846759 | — | 116589.15 | —
With covariates | 7074433 | — 99878.70 | — 79235.04 | — 97444.99 | —

note: * p<0.10;#p<0.05;*#+p<0.01
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inferences made by Campman(2006). The
latter explanation is exactly identical with
that provided for the effect of age on housing
satisfaction, demonstrating again the

closeness of housing satisfaction and
neighborhood satisfaction. Previous studies
have shown that longer duration of residence
in the same place improves community ties,
owing to the accumulation of social and
psychological  bond, which consequently
results in increased neighborhood satisfaction
(Speare. 1974; Morris. et al. 1978; McAuley
and Nutty. 1985; McHugh. et al, 1990; Lu.
1999). While this argument supports the effect
of duration of residence(YRMOVE) in Korea, it
fails to explain the effects seen in the US.
Even though it is true that neighboring
increases over time in the US as well, recent
changes in social interactions(Philipson et al.,
1999) through “lost” or “mitigated” community
ties(Guest. et al. 1999; Putnam. 1995) may
have helped to shape the effect differently.
McHugh. et al.(1990)

findings with the US result of the current

suggested  similar
study in terms of the cumulative stress
hypothesis of Huff and Clark(1978), who argue
that residential stress increases over time as
a household grows out of sync with their
overall neighborhood environment. This
contradicting result between the two countries
could also be construed through the frame of
epistemology: community of Confucianism in
Korea vs. self—reliance of Individualism in the

UsS.

While men(GENDER) tend to be more
satisfied with their neighborhood in the US,
the opposite is true in Korea, where women
are more likely to feel satisfied with their
neighborhood than men. Higher levels of
education(EDU_3, EDU_4) are associated with
an increased probability of expressing high
neighborhood satisfaction identically in Korea
and the US, a finding that is consistent with
Lu(1999)
Strong(2002). What is conspicuous regarding

those  of and Basolo and
this finding is the opposite tendency of the
education effect on housing and neighborhood
satisfaction of the US. Higher education
groups feel less satisfied with their housing
and more satisfied with neighborhood. As
postulated by Wirth(1947), this may be due to
sensitiveness of the US citizens towards the
issue of social status, standard of living,
racial and ethnic
neighborhood.  Thus,

group of the US may invest more on

composition of their

the highly educated

residential environment for the sake of
housing quality with the budget constraints.
Married(HHTYPE_2)

appeared to have a lower probability of

couples in  Korea

expressing high neighborhood satisfaction
compared to those who are divorced or
widowed, whereas couples in the US express
a  higher probability of  neighborhood
satisfaction. This tendency of Korea is
somewhat extraordinary, considering the
conventional belief that the married generally

have a higher level of dwelling attributes as



140 =EAT A599 (2008. 12)

shown in previous studies(Jagun. et al. 1990;
Galster. 1987).

The evidence of Campbell. et al.(1976),
which demonstrates the negative relationship
between  neighborhood  satisfaction  and
married status, is consistent with this result,
but a proper explanation seems to require
another rationale related to the
aforementioned factor of education. In his
study to explore the historical development of
‘educational fever’, Choi(2000) explained that
one of the methods to express appreciation for
one’s parents(Z) is to make his(mainly ‘his’
because of the man—centered ethics of
Confucianism) name well renown(\ZH#i4).
The only path that one can be bureaucratic of
Choson was to pass the civil service
examination following hard academic training
in an educational institution established
during the early period of Choson. From this
tradition, as we have uncovered through
residential satisfaction until this point of the
present study, education appeared to be more
decisive in Korea than in the US, since, in
general, educational attainment determines
quality of later life more significantly in
Korea than in the US(Shin, 1986). Thus, the
‘educational fever’ of Korean parents for their
children is so remarkable that expenditure on
education in Korea accounts for 7.1% of its

GDP, ranking the highest among the members

of the OECD(OECD. 2003). The problem in
Korea is that the quality of education, and
thus educational performance and attainment,
varies according to districts. For example,
‘Kangnam'  represents a decent living
environment, a quickly increasing rate of
housing prices, high price of housing, and
better quality of education,, Kim(2002)
reported that residents of the than twice the
size of the other districts in Seoul3) , parents
with average incomes who wish to provide a
high quality of education to children cannot
move into ‘Kangnam (Choi. 2004). Indeed,
discrepancies between such aspirations and
the reality of married couples may be a
considerable source of their neighborhood
dissatisfaction in Korea.

homeowners(TENURE),

renters in both countries displayed a higher

Compared to

probability towards feeling satisfied with
their neighborhood. This may reflect the
stress—threshold theory of Wolpert(1965),
which  explains  that the  residential
environment can influence a given household
in such a way as to create stress. Renters have
a greater flexibility to move to an improved
neighborhood environment than do
homeowners when they encounter the
residential stress that Speare(1974) replaced
with  residential  dissatisfaction in  his

migration theory. Michelson(1977) explains

3) Comparison of land prices has been conducted based on OARLP(Officially Assessed Reference Land Price) which is
assessed every year by Korea Association of Property Appraisers and announced by Ministry of Construction &

Transportation of Korea.
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this in the view of housing satisfaction

through a reverse  fashion:  although

homeowners feel powerless about their
location and size, they have much more
freedom than renters to modify their housing
through

homeowners are often more satisfied with

repairs or remodeling.  Thus,
their housing and less so with their
neighborhood, which is invariant in Korea and
the US. On the other hand,

differences in rent represent compensating

regional

differentials and can be used as a proxy of
environmental — quality(Greenwood. et  al.
1991). The contradicting results of TENURE on
housing and neighborhoods may reflect that
renters of the two countries place more value
on neighborhood environment than housing
quality. Occupants in multi—family houses
tended to express satisfaction with their
neighborhood in Korea, as expected. However,
the fact that multi—family housing ownership
is regarded as a bridge to access single—family
housing ownership in the US(Lee. et al. 2003)
implies that a higher level of financial
stability is required to reside in single—family
housing. Accordingly, residents in
multi—family housing often have neighbors
with lower socioeconomic status and inferior
physical residential environments.
Putnam(1995) claims that, in general, poor
neighborhoods lack self—help, mutuality and
trust. This may explain the decreasing
satisfaction

neighborhood among

multi—family housing dwellers in the US.

Epistemological difference between
independent individualism and interdependent
Confucianism may have contributed to the
varying preference of housing structure types

as well.

VII. Conclusion

This study has attempted to examine how
evaluation of ones residence differs according
to the diverse perceptional and physical
background between Korea and the US. Most
of the determinants included in our housing
models

and  neighborhood satisfaction

appeared to be relevant predictors of
residential satisfaction in both Korea and the
US. These findings confirmed previous results
regarding several variables; however, some of
offering

the variables were incongruent,

valuable insight on residential mobility,
housing situation and society.

An intriguing feature identified in the
present study was the difference between
Korea and the US regarding the expression
one’s feelings. This difference may stem from
the discriminating process of socialization,
epistemological

which  reflects  dissimilar

background, or actual discrepancies of
residential quality of the two countries.
Higher level of housing satisfaction was
related to greater neighborhood satisfaction
in  both countries. Regarding housing
satisfaction, married, older homeowners and

people in multi—family housing with shorter
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duration of residence expressed more satisfied
feelings with their residential environment in
both countries.

However, we also found that the
satisfaction level for gender and education is
quite contrary between two countries. The
outcome of neighborhood satisfaction models
were not necessarily congruent with that of
housing satisfaction, rather, they generated
considerable discrepancies. Older renters with
a higher level of education were positively
correlated with greater neighborhood
satisfaction in Korea and the US as in the
housing satisfaction models. Longer duration
of residence increases neighborhood
satisfaction only in Korea. Female residents
in Korea tended to be more satisfied with their
neighborhood, a finding that was contrary to
the US. Higher levels of education had a
positive influence on neighborhood
satisfaction, a finding that was inconsistent
with the outcome of housing satisfaction
models of the US. Married, and single —family
housing dwellers were the least satisfied with
their neighborhood in Korea while those
groups in the US were more satisfied. We also
demonstrated that the effect of education on
residential ~ satisfaction was much more
significant in Korea than in the US.

The statistical significance of most
variables of the variables, as well as the
incongruence of its effect on housing and
provided

neighborhood satisfaction,

meaningful insights into the nature of

residential ~ satisfaction.  That is, the
determinants of housing and neighborhood
satisfaction were similar; however, their
influence was varied between the two models.
As we have already enumerated, differences in
epistemology, the situation of the housing
market, housing policy, social relations,
social strata, and many other culture—specific
propensities may have helped to shape the
differences in residential satisfaction of Korea
and the US. This, in turn, provides significant
support for the hypotheses of the present
study, that housing research is a relevant
method for analyzing society and its
differences, and that existing differences in
residential satisfaction between Korea and the
US are caused partly due to epistemological
differences.

Although the importance of subjective
perception in determining residential
satisfaction has been emphasized in the
literature, relatively few studies have
provided empirical evidence. The research of
the present study has demonstrated the
significance of this concept empirically. In
this paper, we have extended classic works on
residential ~ satisfaction by comparing two
epistemological

addition, this

countries  with  dissimilar
backgrounds. In

provided valuable insights into investigating

expansion

society. Despite the usefulness of the present
study, it has failed to include important
determinants of residential satisfaction such

as overcrowding, level of income, job type,
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neighborhood facilities, urban—rural
difference, etc., because of limited available
information. Controlling for these variables in
a model could provide results that vyield
improved and insightful implications and thus
additional research regarding this matter is
warranted. It is hoped that the findings of the
present study help enlarge the scope of
housing studies in such a way as to be able to
better investigate society as a whole, and to
shed new light on residential satisfaction
studies  that

explore more fundamentally

influencing factors.
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ABSTRACT

A Comparative Study of Housing and Neighborhood Satisfaction
between Korea and the US

keyword: Residential Satisfaction, Housing, Neighborhood, Ordered Probit Model, Epistemology

What determines the similarities or differences of residential satisfaction? Because
of the perceptive nature of residential satisfaction and actual differences in residential
quality, individuals from diverse ranges of social backgrounds and stages of life have
varying degrees of residential needs. The main objective of the present study is to show
the differences in residential satisfaction and its determinants between Korea and the
US. The present study seeks to find determinants of residential satisfaction incorporating
epistemological differences as a means to differentiate residential satisfaction,
particularly among societies from different cultures. We collected data from Korea(Social
Statistical Survey) and the US(American Housing Survey) and applied ordered probit
model to test housing and neighborhood satisfaction for both countries. We found that
higher level of housing satisfaction is correlated with greater neighborhood satisfaction
in both countries. Regarding housing satisfaction, married, older homeowners and people
in multi—family housing expressed more satisfied feelings than their counterparts in both
countries did. However, the results of neighborhood satisfaction are not consistent with
such variables as gender and education between two countries. We speculate that
dissimilarity in residential satisfaction and its determinants between the two countries
may bedue to the differing epistemological backgrounds of Confucianism and Pragmatism
and Individualism as well as different housing market conditions between Korea and the
Us.
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