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Abstract

:

This study investigated the theory of residential mobility in terms of quality of life, focusing on convenience and the urban environment. The evaluation items (e.g., the accessibility to infrastructure, security, the environment, and social relationships) were selected based on previous studies, and a one-way ANOVA was conducted. The Korea Housing Survey was used to obtain data on the evaluations of homeowners who migrated to Seoul (the capital of South Korea) and to the surrounding metropolitan area (Gyeong-in). The regression analysis identified the factors affecting the overall satisfaction with the two destinations. The group that had migrated from Gyeong-in to Seoul was more satisfied with the medical, public, cultural, and transportation facilities than the group that had migrated from Seoul to Gyeong-in. Differences were also found between the two groups in the factors affecting their overall satisfaction with the migration destination. Factors such as satisfaction with transportation, commercial facilities, and cultural facilities affected the overall satisfaction with both destinations. However, homeownership affected the dependent variables only in Gyeong-in. The implications for potential improvements to infrastructure and housing distribution are discussed.
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1. Introduction


Residential mobility, which refers to household movement within urban areas, is a population movement phenomenon that is primarily observed in developed and upper-level developing countries [1]. From a result-oriented perspective, it is sometimes called ‘residential relocation’, focusing on the specific movement of individual households [2].



The causes and consequences of residential mobility have been studied in terms of population, politics, economy, society, and culture. With increased data availability, macrolevel research on urban informatics has progressed, along with research on residential mobility at the individual household level. For example, from an urban informatics perspective, residential mobility has been studied in terms of housing equity and the labor market [3], while the labor-market perspective has expanded to focus on job-related residential mobility in tandem with industrialization processes [4]. Meanwhile, research on individual household-level residential mobility has found that residential satisfaction affects mobility [5], and factors such as the neighborhood quality, including the housing quality, are important determinants of household movement [6]. Urban planning and public housing policy studies have highlighted the importance of quality of life (QOL) in household migration and resident satisfaction. Relevant studies have explored social interaction or access to infrastructure with regard to household or individual evaluations [2,7]. Such work has expanded our understanding of residential mobility by examining the socioeconomic factors that affect it [8,9].



Spatial scope is an important aspect of recent research in this area. While the prior studies focused on the overall theories of residential mobility, more recent work has focused specifically on population movement between cities within a given country. Urban studies have examined patterns of mobility between densely populated metropolitan areas, rather than between nations. Such work has investigated residential mobility’s effects on urban residents’ QOL by analyzing physical, social, and environmental characteristics. It has also explored region-specific household satisfaction levels, focusing on, for example, the effect of institutional factors on the socioeconomic characteristics of urban residents [10,11,12,13]. Despite such work, there remains a need to fill knowledge gaps by establishing research models based on the status of specific countries and cities [14,15,16].



The present study focused on Seoul, the capital of South Korea, and its surrounding metropolitan area, Gyeong-in. Seoul started to experience rapid population growth after 1955, and by 1992 it was home to more than 10.96 million people. In 2016, however, the population of Korean nationals fell below 10 million. This was caused by multiple factors, including low birth rates, the aging of the population, rising housing prices, and increased housing supply in adjacent metropolitan areas stemming from large-scale development. Moreover, the total population of Seoul (including foreign and domestic nationals) is also expected drop below 10 million in the near future [17]. Meanwhile, the population of Seoul’s surrounding metropolitan area (Gyeong-in) has exceeded 10 million people since 2002. While other provincial cities had seen declining populations, by 2019, the population of Gyeong-in had increased to 13.65 million [18]. Thus, the need for comparative research on residential mobility between Seoul and Gyeong-in has been highlighted recently [19,20]. However, studies of residential mobility still tend to focus on movement between metropolitan cities, or between provincial or nonmetropolitan areas. Moreover, the relevant studies of South Korean cities have mainly focused on population movement itself, neglecting to examine important differences in environmental satisfaction in terms of physical, social, and community perspectives.



In this context, the present study examined the differences between Seoul and Gyeong-in in terms of satisfaction with physical facilities and the local environment. To this end, this study used data from a survey of households that had completed residential migration between the two areas. This study also aimed to identify the factors that affect the perceptions of migration destinations. Specifically, this study examined residential migration in the target areas in terms of urban environmental factors and QOL, thereby providing implications for relevant policies.




2. Literature Review


2.1. Residential Mobility in Metropolitan Areas and Postoccupancy Evaluation-Based QOL


From a macroperspective, residential mobility is a relocation phenomenon resulting from political, economic, and social events. Accordingly, researchers adopting this perspective generally address residential mobility by way of demographic attributes, encompassing specific events and the factors affected by them (e.g., the gender of the head of household, income, the number of household members). Residential migration tends to be closely related to life events, such as the birth of children or changes in employment [21]. In this view, residential mobility is based on the unsuitability of the current residence; that is, the relocation behavior is based on a desire for living spaces with larger or better environments, on changes in ownership, and so on [22]. This perspective focuses on identifying the causes of residential migration.



Meanwhile, research in the last 10 years has taken a critical stance on prior research, focusing instead on the associations between environmental factors and neighborhoods [23]. An underlying assumption of this approach is that “many people are reluctant to leave areas where they have grown up, or become accustomed to in the course of daily life” [23]. These factors of familiarity include “nearness to shops, schools, public transport, sport facilities, and the city, affinity for pleasant surroundings and nearness to friends and relatives” ([23] in reference to [24]). Therefore, since the familiarity of the residential environment is directly related to QOL, residential mobility caused by life events and the corresponding change in neighborhood are directly associated with QOL [25]. In addition, based on the view that intermetropolitan residential mobility is affected by economic and QOL factors [26], recent studies have examined residential mobility in terms of QOL in different countries’ large cities as spatial backgrounds. This is because QOL, including satisfaction with physical, environmental, and social factors, may be a predictor of both residential mobility and the long-term behavior of urban residents [27]. Therefore, the evaluation of the migration destination based on postoccupancy evaluation (POE) and measuring and analyzing QOL are important tools for the interpretation of population movement in different countries. Furthermore, given that the subjective features of neighborhoods can help to explain residential mobility [28], the examination of the link between home relocation and changes in residential satisfaction could highlight ways to improve housing and urban planning policies [2,29].




2.2. Subjective Indicators for the Evaluation of Neighborhood Environmental Factors


Based on the idea that “community satisfaction highly affects intentions to move” [30], research on migration intentions and results has expanded to include qualitative examinations of the current residence and residential environment. The selection of indicators related to the physical environment and to migrant household satisfaction thus have implications for sustainable urban development [6]. Although there are differences in the relevant indicators depending on the research field, in quantitative studies of urban planning and social science, the two approaches described below are typically used alone or in conjunction.



The first, from the urban informatics field, involves the use of data to measure effects on residential mobility or outcomes. This includes using objective indicators such as population, economics, and transportation (e.g., travel time and distance to work) [31]; land use and transportation accessibility [32]; the distance between residential areas and infrastructure [33]; health status [34]; population and population aging; poverty [35]; and income level [36]. Studies using these indicators have the advantage of explaining population movement between cities by way of long-term case studies, and such research has been conducted in multiple cities. However, these approaches also have limitations in terms of providing detailed implications for the improvement of housing and urban planning policies from a long-term perspective. This is because of the exclusion of subjective factors, such as QOL.



The second is the construction and evaluation of a framework based on the subjective factors of housing, the city, the environment, relations with neighbors, and so on. In this respect, interview-based research has been conducted in order to focus on smaller spatial scopes or specific social phenomena, while surveys have been used for larger-scale studies. The measurement items have included satisfaction levels based on the following: the evaluation of dwelling features, neighborhood facilities, the environment, and social interaction [37]; the evaluation of spatial, contextual, and functional features [38]; and the evaluation of subjective accessibility to key infrastructure, security, and the forms and functions of physical facilities [39]. However, since individual subjective judgments give rise to differences in the measurement of subjective factors, specific person–place interactions must be considered in research on residential mobility [40]. That is, there are limitations to objective examinations of particular issues in residential mobility, because each individual’s subjective tendencies are extensively manifested if the study is conducted at a single target site with a limited sample. Therefore, various studies (e.g., [41]) have made use of sociodemographic, housing, and neighborhood characteristics in order to measure subjective environmental factors.



Most studies that use subjective features target one region in the reviewing of the QOL of people who have experienced residential mobility. This method is useful for the evaluation of the subjective QOL of respondents in a particular region. However, in terms of residential mobility, the measurement of neighborhood factors or effects requires a comprehensive conceptualization of the context and environmental exposures [40]. Ultimately, interregional or intercity evaluation is necessary in order for the evaluation to be generalized. In other words, if the subjective features relevant to migration are measured and compared across numerous cities or regions, interregional residential mobility can be more extensively interpreted, and the results can be generalized.



It is important to consider interregional inbound and outbound migration when analyzing residential mobility. Studies involving residential mobility in metropolitan areas (e.g., [29,42,43]) tend to include individual-level socioeconomic attributes, as well as aspects such as population, the economy, society, and space. The present study, therefore, aimed to address the environmental factors evaluated by actual residents following residential relocation, and the related individual socioeconomic attributes. In this process, this study distinguished groups into those migrating to and from metropolitan areas, in order to observe the differences in the attributes that affect environmental factors, and to draw implications for urban planning and policy.





3. Materials and Methods


3.1. Research Materials and Processes


As mentioned earlier, Seoul has seen large population outflows, while the surrounding metropolitan area (Gyeong-in) has seen significant inflows. The construction of new cities and improved transportation convenience in metropolitan areas have been cited as important reasons for residential mobility. Comparing environmental factors between Seoul and the surrounding metropolitan area could provide support for that argument. To this end, this study collected and analyzed data from Seoul and Gyeong-in using the Korea Housing Survey (KHS), published by the South Korean government in 2019. However, the KHS drew samples from households across the country, and described general household and population characteristics as well as socioeconomic contexts (e.g., residential environments and cost of living). The content of the KHS, therefore, posed certain obstacles for this study. Consequently, this study acquired undisclosed data held by a research institute on residential mobility between the targeted areas. In these data, the metropolitan area is divided into three categories: Seoul, Incheon, and Gyeonggi Province. The three regions consist of 25, 10, and 31 basic local governments, respectively, with the metropolitan areas of Incheon and Gyeonggi Province surrounding the capital city of Seoul (see Figure 1). Thus, this research was able to distinguish the sample that had completed their migration to the target area in the year of the survey.



Regarding methods, a quantitative comparison was first made of physical-environmental satisfaction with the migration destination. as evaluated by the population that completed the migration. Given that the various spatial, facility, and environmental backgrounds of residential areas affect migrated residents’ QOL, the mean values were compared in order to examine the differences between Seoul, where infrastructure and capital are concentrated, and Gyeong-in, where infrastructure and capital are expected to be more modest. Table 1 presents the evaluation indicators, which consist of 13 residential status evaluation items that have been standardized by the South Korean government since 2012. These items serve as comparative measurements of satisfaction levels from a physical-environmental perspective in terms of the current area of residence and the surrounding areas compared to the previous area of residence.



This study added inbound mobility within Seoul and metropolitan areas (Gyeong-in) as comparison groups, which were classified into four groups: migrants from Seoul to Gyeong-in, migrants from Gyeong-in to Seoul, migrants within Seoul, and migrants within Gyeong-in. In this way, this study examined the differences between inbound-based mobility—which is known to be a more general attribute in terms of residential mobility—and the various attributes evaluated by the households that have completed migration between Seoul and Gyeong-in.



The second method involved examining the overall residential satisfaction levels of samples that had completed residential migration from Seoul to Gyeong-in, or from Gyeong-in to Seoul, and the factors affecting their satisfaction. Although it is possible to compare high and low levels of satisfaction with regard to physical-environmental conditions, the 13 items—which is an excessive number—did not include the physical characteristics of residences. These items also failed to include demographic and economic characteristics, which are important factors in household migration. Therefore, it is necessary to select the impact factors in order to illustrate the trend of residential mobility in large samples. In the case of excessive variables, it is effective to reduce the number of variables in order to select and analyze key factors. Therefore, this study selected variables in terms of individual or household characteristics and physical characteristics in order to explore their effects. Individual (household) characteristics included the age of the head of the household, the number of household members, education, income, and assets and liabilities. The physical characteristics included the physical environment of the residence—that is, the area and form of the residence, and the age of the building. The physical-environmental characteristics included the aforementioned 13 items.



Using these methods, this study aimed to comprehensively examine each factor affecting the overall satisfaction with the local residential environments, as evaluated by households that had completed migration to or from Seoul. Table 2 presents the variables used in the analysis.




3.2. Research Models and Methods


The model used to quantitatively compare the physical-environmental satisfaction levels of the migration destinations, and to examine the overall residential satisfaction and the factors affecting it, is described below.



First, a one-way analysis of variance (ANOVA) was conducted on the 13 variables in Table 1, in order to compare differences among the four groups for each of the independent variables. In ANOVA tests, large f-statistics indicate differences among the groups. The formula used is as presented below:


   F =   M S W   M S B      



(1)




where MSB stands for the mean square due to differences between the groups, MSW refers to the mean square due to error (within group, the residual mean square), and MSB and MSW are the sum of the squares (MSB, MSW) divided by the degree of freedom (  d f  ), as follows:


     M S W =   S S W   d  f w    ,       M S B =   S S B   d  f b    .    



(2)







It is possible to obtain each sum of squares      (  S S B ,   S S W ,   S S T  )   . Specifically, since the addition of all of the sums of squares equals 0, the total sum of squares    (  S S T  )    equals the sum of   S S B   and   S S W  , as follows:


   S  S  t o t a l    (  S S T  )  = S  S  b e t w e e n    (  S S B  )  + S  S  w i t h i n    (  S S W  )  ,    



(3)






    ∑  j    ∑  i    (  Y  i j   −  Y ¯  )  2  =   ∑  j    ∑  i    (  Y j  −  Y ¯  )  2  +   ∑  j    ∑  i    (  Y  i j   −    Y j   ¯  )  2  .  



(4)







After a between-group comparison of the 13 variables, as noted above, a regression analysis was conducted in order to explore the overall residential satisfaction levels of the sample, and the related factors. The analysis included individual, residential, and physical-environmental characteristics, which have different attributes, as independent variables. Hence, stepwise regression was used in order to evaluate the increase or decrease in the model’s explanatory power by gradually inputting each variable. This method has advantages in that the effect of each group can be examined by a stepwise input of each independent variable group, because the characteristics of the independent variable groups differ across the socioeconomic and land-use fields [44]. Additionally, this method makes it possible to identify the factors and variables that have the greatest influence on a particular phenomenon by including residential and socioeconomic characteristics [45]. This approach uses the same method as multiple regression, but differs in that it observes the change in explanatory power via the stepwise inputs of each variable group. This study interpreted the analysis results by inputting the variable groups in Table 2 into the regression model. The formula used for each regression analysis is as follows:


   Y i  =  β 0  +  β 1   X  1 i   +  β 2   X  2 i   + ⋯ ⋯ +  β k   X  k i   +  ε i    ,  



(5)




where Yi is the ith observation of the dependent variable,    β 0    is the intercept,    β 1  ⋯  β k    represent the slope coefficient for each independent variable, and    ε i    is the error term for the ith observation. F, which measures the overall significance of the regression model, was calculated as follows:


  F =    R 2  / k    (  1 −  R 2   )  /  (  n − l − 1  )    =   M  S R    M  S E    ,  



(6)




where R2 is the residual sum of squares and the sum of the squared estimate of errors. In addition, MSR refers to the regression mean square, and MSE represents the mean square error. As the R2 value increases, the independent variables increase in importance. In the multiple regression, R2 was used as the criterion for the selection of the independent variable (see Equation 7). The variance inflation factor (VIF) was used in order to measure the multicollinearity between the independent variables:


   R  a d j .  2  =  R 2  −   k  (  1 −  R 2   )    n − k − 1   ,     V I  F i  =  1  1 −  R  1.2 ⋯ k  2    ,  



(7)




where R2 denotes the R-square,  n  refers to the total sample size, and  k  is the number of predictors. With regard to explanations and interpretations, it is common in regression analyses to use factor analysis in order to reduce the factors, and thereby understand their trends and improve the model’s goodness of fit. However, except for [46] and [47], individual policies, characteristics, or evaluation indicators are typically used as independent variables in order to interpret each result when a regression model is used to study residential mobility. This process may be considered to be a research method that focuses on the interpretation of the results, rather than the model’s goodness of fit.





4. Results


4.1. Comparison of the Results for Residential Environment Satisfaction Evaluation by Type


This study compared residence and residential environment satisfaction levels among the following four groups: those having migrated from Seoul to Gyeong-in and vice versa, and groups that migrated within Seoul and Gyeong-in. The between-group comparison indicated whether the evaluations of residents in Gyeong-in confirmed the assumption of relatively insufficient infrastructure in such areas. It also had potential as a measure and basis for the establishment or improvement of relevant policies in terms of future population dispersion or balanced regional development.



The between-group sample consisted of 1451 households that migrated from Seoul to Gyeong-in, 460 households that migrated within Seoul, 1127 households that migrated from Gyeong-in to Seoul, and 2796 households that migrated within Gyeong-in. Figure 2 presents the means of the four groups for the 14 variables. Security-related items had the highest levels of postmigration satisfaction, indicating a tendency to be satisfied with the status of crime or pedestrian conditions. Relatively high scores were seen for accessibility to public facilities (facility accessibility), environmental variables (garbage collection, cleanliness around residential areas), and relations with neighbors. Compared to other variables, items related to facilities (cultural and parking facilities) and environmental variables (level of noise) had relatively low levels of satisfaction.



Figure 3 shows the one-way ANOVA results for all 14 variables. General differences are seen in the mean of each item in the four regions. However, a Scheffé test showed no statistically significant interregional differences in respondents’ satisfaction levels regarding the accessibility to parking facilities (2.772), security and crime (3.056), educational facilities (2.984), the accessibility to parks and green areas (3.000), and relations with neighbors (3.054). Interregional differences were observed for the remaining variables.



Figure 3 offers several interesting insights. In terms of the accessibility to each facility, the satisfaction of respondents who migrated from Gyeong-in to Seoul was higher compared to the other groups. In particular, this group had the highest level of satisfaction with accessibility to medical and public facilities, and public transportation. Respondents who migrated from Seoul to Gyeong-in had lower levels of satisfaction, followed by those whomigrated within Gyeong-in, and those who migrated within Seoul. As for accessibility to commercial facilities, households that migrated to Gyeong-in had higher levels of satisfaction than the other groups; however, this difference was not statistically significant.



Satisfaction with the accessibility of public and cultural facilities, and of public transportation among major residential facilities was the highest among households that migrated from Gyeong-in to Seoul. The respondents who had migrated from Seoul to Gyeong-in had the second-highest level of satisfaction, indicating differences between the two groups. The accessibility of cultural facilities also showed satisfaction levels in a similar range. Specifically, the satisfaction levels from highest to lowest were as follows: respondents who migrated to Seoul, those who migrated to Gyeong-in, and those who migrated within Seoul. This indicates a tendency to perceive improvements in access to major facilities following migration from Gyeong-in to Seoul. The accessibility of educational facilities, which is considered to be a cause of migration within Seoul, also had the statistically highest value among respondents who had internally migrated, followed by those who had migrated within Gyeong-in, and those who had migrated from Seoul to Gyeong-in. This result highlights the current migration trends in South Korea. Furthermore, whilst they were statistically insignificant, the values for accessibility to parks and green areas were high for households that migrated within Gyeong-in, and from Seoul to Gyeong-in. This result points to the smaller urbanized areas of Gyeong-in compared to Seoul.




4.2. Comparison of the Regression Models for Inbound and Outbound Residential Mobility


This study used a regression model to analyze the factors that affect the overall satisfaction with the current area of residence compared to the previous area of residence, as evaluated by households that had completed a migration. The results were then analyzed in order to determine the economic and social characteristics, as well as the physical conditions, that affected the satisfaction levels of the migrated households. In this way, this study also aimed to identify areas that need improvement for the future sustainability of people’s lives post-migration.



The groups in this regression were the group that experienced outbound residential migration from Seoul to Gyeong-in and vice versa. In addition, in order to observe the general trend of residential mobility between Seoul and Gyeong-in, the researcher combined samples of the two groups and inputted them into the same statistical model. The results were compared and expounded, as presented in Table 3 and Table 4.



The results showed an increase in the explanatory power of the three regressions from Model I to Model III. The explanatory power increased the most when the independent variables of the physical-environmental characteristics of group III were inputted into the model (see Table 4). Likewise, the Durbin–Watson value was close to 2, but not to 0 or 4, indicating that there was no correlation between the residuals; hence, the goodness of fit for each regression model was considered adequate. However, the individual characteristics, which were the first variables added to the regression model, did not significantly affect the three models. The researcher interpreted this result as an indication that the age, education level, income, assets, or liabilities of the respondents did not affect their satisfaction with their residences. This finding differs from previous studies. Although the independent variables included in the physical-environmental and residential characteristics were found to affect residence satisfaction levels, the results differed depending on the type of residential migration, as described below.



First, the results of the ‘overall’ model (see Table 4 (a)), where the samples for all of the residential migration between Seoul and Gyeong-in were inputted into the model, are summarized as follows. Regarding the physical characteristics of residences, building age (t = −6.778, p = 0.000) and ownership type (t = 5.056, p = 0.000) were found to significantly affect the dependent variables. This could suggest that, in residential migration, owning relatively new housing positively affects the satisfaction with the residential area. Consider that the number one reason for residential migration in South Korea is to find housing with better infrastructure (approximately 20.55%), while the number three reason is to purchase one’s own house (14.05%). This study’s findings regarding migration between Seoul and Gyeong-in might be considered to reflect similar tendencies. In addition, with regard to physical-environmental accessibility characteristics, the accessibility to parking facilities (t = 2.942, p = 0.000) and public facilities (t = 2.810, p = 0.000) were found to affect satisfaction levels. Satisfaction with security in residential areas (t = 6.087, p = 0.000) was found to lead satisfaction levels in the area of safety. As for the environment of residential areas, the local cleanliness (t = 3.972, p = 0.000) and air quality (t = 3.599, p = 0.000) were found to affect the dependent variables. Concerning the social aspect, relations with neighbors (t = 4.979, p = 0.000) had relatively high values, indicating that a combination of the residential area and the surrounding environment affects residential satisfaction.



Second, for all of the survey items, households that moved from Seoul to Gyeong-in showed the same results as the total sample (as mentioned above). However, some of the results were different from those obtained for the households that had migrated from Gyeong-in to Seoul. Specifically, as for residential characteristics, the building’s age still affected respondents’ satisfaction, but leasing or purchasing a house did not affect the dependent variables. Such results should be interpreted bearing in mind that the rate of homeownership in Seoul (42.7%) is low compared to the national average (58.0%) and to Gyeong-in (56.85%). While the percentage of respondents residing in houses costing more than KRW 600 million is the highest in Seoul (38.3%), in Gyeong-in, it is very low (7.3%). In fact, in Gyeong-in, the proportion of houses costing in the range of KRW 200 million to KRW 600 million is the highest (approximately 31%) [48]. That is, given that the pursuit of transportation and convenience facilities is a main factor influencing residential migration to Seoul, it can be assumed that purchasing a house does not affect the satisfaction with the residential area. Nevertheless, the analysis showed that the independent variables that statistically affected the dependent variables were limited to the accessibility to cultural facilities and the air quality, while other independent variables were not significant. Such results may be interpreted to mean that there are discrepancies in the reasons for residential migration to Seoul, as well as the accompanying residential satisfaction.





5. Conclusions and Discussion


In order to examine the relationship between residential mobility and QOL, this study analyzed a survey of households that had migrated from the capital city (Seoul) to metropolitan areas (Gyeong-in), or vice versa, in South Korea. This study examined satisfaction with the current location of residence compared to the previous location, and with facilities and environments, as well as the demographic, physical, and environmental factors that affected satisfaction. The results can be summarized as follows. First, overall satisfaction with cultural facilities, parking facilities, noise, and air quality was lower than satisfaction with the accessibility to other facilities and the residential environment. These results can be understood in terms of the generally high levels of urbanization and housing density in Seoul (and the accompanying characteristics of noise, air quality, parking facilities, and so on) compared to the surrounding areas.



Second, there were differences in satisfaction regarding the accessibility to convenience facilities and the environment, depending on the direction of residential migration. Satisfaction with infrastructure (e.g., medical facilities, public facilities, cultural facilities, public transportation) was higher among those who migrated from Gyeong-in to Seoul than in those who migrated from Seoul to Gyeong-in. Meanwhile, the satisfaction with noise and air quality was higher among those who migrated to Gyeong-in. Nevertheless, there was no statistically significant difference in the residential satisfaction between the two groups. For inbound migration within Seoul, there was lower satisfaction with commercial, medical, public, cultural, transportation, and educational areas, among others.



Third, the infrastructure accessibility and residential environment factors showed differences between the groups. Those who migrated from Seoul to Gyeong-in had higher satisfaction with the residential area when they lived in newer houses and were homeowners. Furthermore, the satisfaction with public facilities, parking lots, security, local cleanliness, and hygiene, as well as relations with neighbors, contributed to overall satisfaction. However, migrating from Gyeong-in to Seoul, where housing prices are relatively high, did not directly affect satisfaction levels. This is likely to be because the main reasons for such migration were better transportation accessibility and infrastructure, as well as closer proximity between home and work. Nevertheless, cultural and public facilities, including education and transportation, were statistically irrelevant to satisfaction with housing and residential areas. Previous studies have identified these as key factors that affect residence migration. This highlights the differences between South Korea and the regions investigated in the other studies.



This study’s findings suggest that plans and policies should seek to reinforce the accessibility to infrastructure in the metropolitan areas and provincial cities, while also focusing on security, the environment, and social factors in order to improve residents’ QOL. Meanwhile, for those who reside in or have just moved to Seoul, policies should be established to stabilize the housing prices. This is because the high price of housing is currently cited as the greatest burden for consumers. It is also necessary to develop policies that aim to mitigate negative environmental factors, such as noise and air quality.



This study has certain limitations. First, the data were limited, since the national statistics merge Gyeong-in with Seoul. However, considering that relatively large numbers of samples can be used to produce research results that are acceptable as being population based, and that governments are currently producing new data for research, it is anticipated that—in the future—more accurate investigations will be possible. Moreover, this study did not have data on the specific reasons for each sample’s residential migration. This had to do with the regulations related to acquiring data from government agencies. If such data can be collected in the future, it will help to improve the interpretations of results. Despite such limitations, this study is significant because it selected objective indicators and data for knowledge sharing between countries and cities regarding residential mobility. Moreover, it investigated the movement between a capital and its metropolitan areas, focusing on the economy, society, and culture of a country that has recently drawn much research attention.
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Figure 1. Research areas. 
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Figure 2. Total means for each satisfaction level item (including both Seoul and Gyeong-in). 
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Figure 3. Comparison of mean satisfaction levels by region (ANOVA). 
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Table 1. Indicators for the evaluation of residential environment satisfaction levels (n = 5834).
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Number

	
Question 1

	
Evaluation Criteria 2






	
1

	
Accessibility to commercial facilities (markets, large grocery stores, department stores, etc.)

	

	
point: very dissatisfied



	
points: somewhat dissatisfied



	
points: mostly satisfied



	
points: very satisfied









	
2

	
Accessibility to medical facilities (hospitals, medical welfare facilities, etc.)




	
3

	
Accessibility to public institutions (city hall, local administration offices, police stations, etc.)




	
4

	
Accessibility to cultural facilities (theaters, performance halls, museums, art galleries, etc.)




	
5

	
Accessibility to urban parks and green areas (playgrounds, parks, green areas, waterfronts, etc.)




	
6

	
Accessibility to public transportation (bus, subway, etc.)




	
7

	
Accessibility to parking facilities




	
8

	
Pedestrian safety on surrounding roads




	
9

	
Educational institutions (schools, facilities and services for private academies and preschools, etc.)




	
10

	
Security and crime-prevention status




	
11

	
Car horns and general noise levels surrounding residence




	
12

	
Cleanliness and garbage collection status




	
13

	
Levels of air pollution




	
14

	
Relations with neighbors








1 Identical to the residential environment satisfaction evaluation indicators established by the Ministry of Land, Infrastructure, and Transport of South Korea for the Korea Housing Survey. 2 All of the indicators are based on continues variables.
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Table 2. General characteristics of respondents.






Table 2. General characteristics of respondents.





	
Variable

	
Class

	
Units/Scales






	
Individual and household characteristics (Group I)

	
Age of homeowner

	
Number




	
Level of education

	
Selective




	
Average salary

	
USD/KRW

USD/KRW

USD/KRW




	
Total assets




	
Total liability




	
Residential characteristics (Group II)

	
Type of ownership

	
1: self-owned; 0: rent/lease




	
Type of residence

	
1: single; 0: multiple/apartment




	
Area of residence

	
Sqm




	
Building age

	
Year(s) since construction




	
Physical-environmental characteristics (Group III)

	
ACC: commercial facilities

	

	
point: very dissatisfied



	
points: somewhat dissatisfied



	
points: mostly satisfied



	
points: very satisfied









	
ACC: medical facilities




	
ACC: public facilities




	
ACC: cultural facilities




	
ACC: parks & green spaces




	
ACC: public transportation




	
ACC: parking lot




	
ACC: educational facilities




	
SAF: pedestrian




	
SAF: security from crime




	
ENV: level of noise




	
ENV: garbage collection & cleanness




	
ENV: quality of air




	
SOC: relations with neighbors
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Table 3. Standardized coefficients, t-statistics, and p-values of the regression analysis (Model III).
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Class

	
Independent Variables

	
(a)

Overall

(n = 2578)

	
(b)

Seoul → Gyeong-in

(n = 1451)

	
(c)

Gyeong-in → Seoul

(n = 1127)




	
Beta

	
t(sig.)

	
Beta

	
t(sig.)

	
Beta

	
t(sig.)






	
Group I Individual characteristics

	
Age of homeowner

	
−0.012

	
−0.440

	
−0.021

	
−0.772

	
0.068

	
0.761




	
Level of education

	
−0.001

	
−0.030

	
0.005

	
0.159

	
−0.088

	
−0.889




	
Average salary

	
0.027

	
1.008

	
0.014

	
00.499

	
0.126

	
1.370




	
Total assets

	
−0.012

	
−0.404

	
−0.009

	
−0.297

	
−0.088

	
−0.836




	
Total liability

	
0.002

	
0.063

	
0.003

	
0.112

	
0.042

	
0.521




	
Group II Residential characteristics

	
Type of ownership

	
0.111

	
5.056 ***

	
0.126

	
5.470 ***

	
−0.013

	
−0.160




	
Type of residence

	
0.041

	
1.713

	
0.039

	
1.558

	
0.118

	
1.472




	
Area of residence

	
−0.022

	
−1.082

	
−0.020

	
−0.929

	
−0.036

	
−0.496




	
Building age

	
−0.150

	
−6.778 ***

	
−0.148

	
−6.324 ***

	
−0.159

	
−2.220 *




	
Group III Physical-environmental characteristics

	
ACC: commercial

	
0.019

	
0.612

	
0.010

	
0.317

	
0.111

	
0.861




	
ACC: medical

	
0.012

	
0.351

	
0.004

	
0.124

	
−0.012

	
−0.084




	
ACC: public

	
0.089

	
2.810 **

	
0.103

	
3.136 **

	
−0.102

	
−0.773




	
ACC: cultural

	
−0.008

	
−0.281

	
−0.017

	
−0.562

	
0.226

	
1.984 *




	
ACC: parks & green spaces

	
0.030

	
1.140

	
0.040

	
1.477

	
−0.149

	
−1.470




	
ACC: transportation

	
0.006

	
0.238

	
0.011

	
0.392

	
−0.038

	
−0.431




	
ACC: parking lots

	
0.077

	
2.942 **

	
0.067

	
2.430 *

	
0.151

	
1.604




	
ACC: educational

	
0.018

	
0.619

	
0.030

	
1.015

	
−0.114

	
−1.031




	
SAF: pedestrian

	
0.036

	
1.272

	
0.034

	
1.136

	
0.035

	
0.366




	
SAF: security

	
0.173

	
6.087 ***

	
0.180

	
5.984 ***

	
0.166

	
1.620




	
ENV: noise

	
−0.011

	
−0.452

	
−0.017

	
−0.643

	
0.046

	
0.425




	
ENV: cleanness

	
0.106

	
3.972 ***

	
0.107

	
3.835 ***

	
0.151

	
1.528




	
ENV: quality of air

	
0.091

	
3.599 ***

	
0.077

	
2.908 **

	
0.229

	
2.553 *




	
SOC: neighbors

	
0.119

	
4.979 ***

	
0.112

	
4.479 ***

	
0.174

	
1.666








* p < 0.05, ** p < 0.01, *** p < 0.001.
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Table 4. Model summary (based on Model III).






Table 4. Model summary (based on Model III).





	Classification
	Overall (n = 2578)
	Seoul → Gyeong-in (n = 1451)
	Gyeong-in → Seoul (n = 1127)





	F-statistic
	38.605
	34.981
	4.994



	p-value
	0.000 ***
	0.000 ***
	0.000 ***



	R/R2/Adj. R2
	0.703/0.464/0.454
	0.701/0.461/0.450
	0.726/0.527/0.422



	Amount of increase (based on Adj. R2)
	0.148/0.218/0.454

(14.8%, 7.0%, 23.6%)
	0.143/0.214/0.450

(14.3%, 7.1%, 23.6%)
	0.108/0.165/0.422

(10.8%, 5.7%, 25.7%)



	Durbin–Watson
	2.049
	2.048
	1.954







* p < 0.05, ** p < 0.01, *** p < 0.001.
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