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Abstract

The Publicly Purchased Property (PPP) Program since 2004 has allowed low-income households to reside in decent
housing at a reasonable expense and to live in a community they choose. With an increasing number of the housing
stock, management of the properties becomes a growing concern. The purpose of this research is to find out the
satisfaction of the tenants with residential environment and housing management. To collect data, a face-to-face interview
survey was conducted for 310 households living in the designated properties of 8 cities in and outside the Seoul
Metropolitan Area (SMA). Most of the households were a family of three headed by late middle-aged man and lived in
physically sound, small-sized units at an affordable cost. Overall satisfaction with living environment was higher in non-
SMA than in SMA, and influenced by building deterioration and unit size. Further, most of the respondents were in
favor of housing management services provided by a nearby public housing estate. Building deterioration and regular on-
site visits of management staff were determinants in the satisfaction with housing management. The results indicate that
proper housing management delays building deterioration and assures decent living for low-income people, leading to

high levels of residential satisfaction.
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Figure 1. Annual Supply of Publicly Purchased Properties
Source. Land and Housing Institute (2012)
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Table 1. Summary of Literature Review
Author Year and
(Chronological Research method Research Scope Key Findings
order)
3 professional housing managers in the Logistics of property management and building deterioration in the
Lee N Publicly Purchased Property (PPP) e Ot prop £ JAne ¢ .
Interview in 2003 : PPP are likely to force the tenants to remain socioeconomically
(2004) program of the Seoul Housing .
. isolated.
Corporation (SH)
' . 149 civil officers and practitioners of Effectiveness, selection crlterla. for purchasing pro.pemes, ‘
Kwon et al. Questionnaire survey & the PPP program in Seoul and reasonable rents, the state housing agency as the right one in
(2006) interview in 2004-2005 Gveon Ii Pivince carrying out the PPP, significance of housing management should
yeonge be considered for the success of the PPP.
Kim et al PPP residents assessed that their current living environment is

(2006) ’ Interview in 2004-2005 32 households in the PPP of Seoul largely improved, in particular physical conditions, and their
economic burden is significantly alleviated.

Hon Questionnaire survey in High satisfaction with physical environment and housing

0 09g) 2007 Y™ 160 households in the PPP of Daegu  management but low satisfaction with access to and use of social
welfare services
Out of 5 sense of community indices, low score in

Yoon Questionnaire survey in interrelationships with neighborhood and social exclusion, but high
Y™ 200 households in the PPP of Incheon  score in community attachment and community affiliation.

(2009) 2009 . . . . .
Community attachment and social exclusion are determinants in
residential satisfaction.

High satisfaction with housing and its surroundings, housing cost,
Yoon Questionnaire survey in . overall residential satisfaction, but low satisfaction with housing
(2010) 2009 83 houscholds in the PPP of Incheon management. Housing cost and housing management are found to
be significant factors in residential satisfaction
Lee et al. Questionnaire survey in 100 households in the PPP of Dajeon Both frfae.dom of res‘ldentl.al m(.)blhty‘ and ¥651dent1al environment
(2010) 2008 are decisive factors in residential satisfaction
. . . . PPP tenants are satisfied with public transportation, reasonable
Kim & Noh Questionnaire survey in . . . . . . .
2011) 2010 104 households in the PPP of Gwangju housing cost and repair services, but not with access to social

welfare center and social services.

Questionnaire survey in

Choi et al. (2014) 2011

Metropolitan Corporation

Unit size, building stories, building deterioration, amenities and

311 households in the PPP by the Busan housing management are critical in residential satisfaction. Proper

management of deteriorated building is significant in residents’
quality of life.as well as residential satisfaction.
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Table 2. Overview of Population and Sampling

Population Sample
Category
f % f %
Seoul 7,525 40.6 100 323
Seongnam 273 1.5 30 9.7
Seoul
i Suwon 1,690 9.1 30 9.7
Metropolitan (gi/ss&gcgel
Area (SMA) Ansan 2,524 13.6 30 9.7
Uijeongbu 301 1.6 30 9.7
Subtotal 4,788 258 120 38.7
Total 12,313 665 220 71.0
Non-SMA Gwangju 2,138 11.5 30 9.7
Metropolitan Daejeon 1,813 9.8 30 9.7
Cities  Busan 2261 122 30 97
Subtotal 6,212 335 90 29.0
Total 18,525 100 310 100
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Table 3. General Characteristics of Respondents

Seoul Metropolitan Area (SMA)

Total Non-SMA
Category Seoul GyeonggiProvince ~ Subtotal t-value®
f % f % f % f % f %
Male 175 565 51 510 8 692 134 609 41 456 = 2.492%
Gender of householders Female 135 435 49 49.0 37 30.8 86 39.1 49 544 -2.492%*
Total 310 100.0 100 1000 120 100.0 220 100.0 90  100.0
N 310 100 120 220 90
M(SD) 52.9(13.1) 49.6(10.8) 56.8(14.6) 53.6(13.5) 51.2(12.2) 1.515
Age of householders
Median 50 475 54 50 49
Minimum, Maximum 20, 88 29, 82 28, 88 28, 88 20, 86
N 310 100 120 220 90
) M(SD) 2.8(1.3) 3.1(1.2) 2.5(1.2) 2.8(1.3) 2.9(1.3) -0.911
Household size .
Median 3 3 2.5 3 3
Minimum, Maximum 1,7 1,7 1,5 1,7 1,6
N 310 100 120 220 90
Number of children M(S]?) 1.3(1.1) 1.6(1.1) 0.9(0.9) 1.2(1.1) 1.4(1.0) -1.376
Median 1 2 1 2 2
Minimum, Maximum 0,5 0,5 0,3 0,5 0,4
N 310 100 120 220 90
Unit size M(SD) 462(18.9)  52.07(154)  34.8(15.8) 42.6(17.8) 548(18.7)  -5.361%%*
(m?) Median 46.2 512 297 39.6 495
Minimum, Maximum 16.5, 99.0 23.1,99.0 16.5,79.2 16.5, 99.0 16.5, 99.0
N 310 100 120 220 90
Household income M(SD) 106.9(102.9)  130.9(163.9)  98.6(53.4)  113.3(118.1)  91.3(46.1) 1.714
(ten thousand KRW) Median 100.0 1183 108.3 108.3 86.7
Minimum, Maximum 0, 1666.7 10.0,1666.7  11.7,2833  10.0, 1666.7 0,233.3
N 310 100 120 220 90
Public assistance M(SD) 21.4(29.0) 17.3(21.3) 18.7(23.3) 18.1(22.4) 29.5(39.9) -2.560%
(ten thousand KRW) Median 13.0 13.0 12.0 12.0 20.0
Minimum, Maximum 0,270 0, 100 0, 200 0, 200 0,270
N 310 100 120 220 90
Deposit M(SD) 759.8(1377.2) 959.3(1971.4) 732.5(1224.9) 835.6(1607.8) 574.7(418.6)  2.229%
(ten thousand KRW) Median 470.50 465.00 372.00 445.00 490.00
Minimum, Maximum ~ 50.0, 13000.0 100.0, 13000.0  50.0, 7000.0 ~ 50.0, 13000.0 ~ 59.0, 2500.0
N 310 100 120 220 90
Rent M(SD) 7.6(5.2) 10.5(5.7) 5.7(4.1) 7.9(5.5) 7.0(4.4) 1.409
(ten thousand KRW) Median 7.0 9.6 6.0 7.0 7.1
Minimum, Maximum 0, 35.0 0,26.0 0, 35.0 0,35.0 0,17.0
N 310 100 120 220 90
Management fees M(SD) 10.2(4.2) 11.9(3.6) 9.4(4.2) 10.5(4.1) 9.2(4.1) 2.620%*
(ten thousand KRW) Median 10.0 11.9 10.0 11.0 8.9
Minimum, Maximum 1.1,23.0 3.0, 20.0 1.1, 20.0 1.1,20.0 12,23.0
N 310 100 120 220 90
Living expense M(SD) 91.6(98.4) 93.0(61.9)  93.0(1422)  93.0(112.8)  88.1(48.2) 0.396
(ten thousand KRW) Median 80.0 70.0 75.0 70.0 80.0
Minimum, Maximum 100, 1500.0  16.0,500.0  12.0, 1500.0  12.0,1500.0  10.0, 300.0
N 310 100 120 220 90
Utilities M(SD) 10.2(41.6) 11.9(35.8) 9.4(42.1) 10.5(41.3) 9.2(40.9) 2.620%*
(ten thousand KRW) Median 10.0 11.9 10.0 11.0 8.9
Minimum, Maximum 1.1,23 3, 20 1.1,20 1.1,20 12,23

*p<.05, **p< .01, ***p<.001

adifference between Seoul Metropolitan Area (SMA) and non-SMA
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Table 4. Satisfaction with Residential Environment
Seoul Metropolitan Area (SMA)
Category Total . (gssi[:iii A Non-SMA  t-value®
N 310 100 120 220 90
Overall satisfaction with residential environment M(SD) 3.5(0.78)  3.4(0.80)  3.6(0.78)  3.5(0.80)  3.6(0.75) -0.520
Building deterioration M(SD) 3.5(0.90)  3.2(0.82)  3.7(0.85)  3.5(0.88)  3.4(0.94) 0.607
Unit size M(SD) 3.5(0.96)  3.2(0.91)  3.6(0.99)  3.4(0.98)  3.6(0.89) -1.686
Perceived public stigma M(SD) 3.3(0.77)  3.2(0.79)  3.3(0.75)  3.3(0.77)  3.4(0.78) -1.197
Amenities M(SD) 3.3(0.91)  3.4(0.67)  3.2(0.93)  3.3(0.82)  3.4(l1.11) -0.657
Access to social welfare center M(SD) 3.2(0.82) 3.2(0.76) 3.2(0.80) 3.2(0.78) 3.3(0.90) -0.860
Rents M(SD) 3.3(0.96)  3.0(0.81)  3.5(1.01)  3.3(0.96)  3.4(0.84) -0.593
Management fees M(SD) 3.4(0.83)  3.1(0.66)  3.6(0.86)  3.4(0.82)  3.5(0.85) -0.761
Utilities M(SD) 2.9(1.01)  2.8(0.82)  3.0(1.09)  2.9(0.98)  3.0(1.08) -1.133
Public assistance M(SD) 2.7(0.99)  2.9(0.94)  2.5(0.92) 2.7(0.94)  2.3(1.11) -0.955
difference between Seoul Metropolitan Area (SMA) and non-SMA
Table 5. Resident’s Dissatisfaction and its Comments
Seoul Metropolitan Area (SMA)
Items Total Seoul Gyeonggi Province Subtotal Non-SMA t-value®
f % f % f % f % f %
Unit size 22 333 11 28.9 8 57.1 19 36.5 3 21.4 1.973*
Management services 14 21.2 11 28.9 0 0.0 11 21.6 3 21.4 0.640
Defects and frequent repair 14 21.2 10 26.3 2 14.3 12 23.1 2 14.3 1.476
Noise and its lack of privacy 7 10.6 1 2.6 2 14.3 3 5.8 4 28.6 -1.327
Amenities 6 9.1 2 5.3 2 14.3 4 7.7 2 14.3 -0.224
Perceived public stigma 2 3.0 2 53 0 0.0 2 3.8 0 0.0 1.417
Housing structure type 1 1.5 1 2.6 0 0.0 1 1.9 0 0.0 0.639
Total 66 100.0 38 100.0 14 100.0 52 100.0 14 100.0
*p<.05
Adifference between Seoul Metropolitan Area (SMA) and non-SMA
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Table 6. Regression Analysis for Resident’s Satisfaction with

Residential Environment

Variables B SE Beta
(Constant) 2.446 0.311 -
Gender of householder 0.049 0.082 0.031
Age of householder 0.005 0.003 0.080
Household size -0.044 0.041 -0.071
Household income -2.222E-5 0.000 -0.035
Unit size 0.008 0.003 0.204**
Deposit 0.000 0.000 -0.224%%*
Rents -6.082E-5 0.001 -0.004
Public assistance 1.657E-7 0.000 0.061
Building deterioration 0.570 0.087 0.360%**
Perceived public stigma 0.200 0.082 0.127*
Amenities 0.279 0.082 0.178**
Access to social welfare center 0.070 0.090 0.044

*p<.05, **p< .01, ***p<.001

R?*=.306, Rzadj‘:.278, F(12, 297)=10.898, p=.000
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Table 7. Regression Analysis for Resident’s Satisfaction with Residential Environment

Seoul Gyeonggi Province Seoul Metropolitan Area (SMA) non-SMA

Variables B SE Beta B SE Beta B SE Beta B SE Beta
(Constant) 2005  0.625 - 2803 0.557 - 2178 0372 - 2584 0.502 -
Gender of householder  0.139  0.157  0.087  -0.020  0.163  -0.012  0.133 0101 0081 0064 0133  0.043
Age of householder ~ 0.009 0006  0.122  0.009  0.006  0.160 0009  0.004 0.159% -0.008 0.006  -0.124
Household size 0116 0067 -0.177 -0.043 0088  -0.068 -0.101 0051 -0.160 0032 0069  0.055
Household income ~ -1.142E-5  0.000  -0.028  0.000  0.000  -0.195 -7.932E-6 0.000  -0.014 0000  0.000  -0.156
Unit size 0015  0.005 0283** 0014 0006 0288* 0014 0004 0303%+* 0010 0004 0261
Deposit 0.000  0.000 -0379%* 0000  0.000 -0216 0000  0.000 -0.303*** 8583E-5 0.000  0.048
Rents 3987E-5  0.001 0003  -0.002 0002  -0.092 -0.001 0001  -0.047 0000 0002  0.027
Public assistance 2.044E7 0000 -0.054 -6926E-8 0000  -0.021 -1.537E-8 0.000  0.004 3.035E-7 0.000  0.161
Building deterioration ~ 0.846  0.157  0.506*** 0442  0.184  0240%*  0.627  0.106 0390%** 0492  0.154  0.324%*
Perceived public stigma  -0.030  0.141  -0.018  0.187  0.168 0120  0.06  0.102 0066 0308  0.137  0.206*
Amenities 0447 0141  0276** 0085  0.153 0053 0227  0.097  0.140* 0310  0.172  0.205
Access to social 0.117 0151 0070 -0.026 0156 -0.016 0073 0106 0044 0210  0.182  0.140

welfare center

**p<.01, ***p<.001
R=532, R?, ;=467
F(12, 87)=8.235, p=.000

*p<.05

=T =

R?=208, R%,;=.120
F(12, 107)=2.348, p=.010

*p< .05, ***p<.001
R*=332, Rzadj.=.294
F(12, 207)=8.588, p=.000

*p<.05, **p< .01
R’=.453, R’ ;=368
F(12, 77)=5.310, p=.000
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Table 8. Regression Analysis for Resident’s Satisfaction with Housing Management
Seoul Metropolitan Area (SMA)
Overall Non-SMA
Category Seoul GeyonggiProvince ~ Subtotal t-value®
f % f % f % f % f %
N 310 100 120 220 90
Frequency of M(SD) 0.84(0.8) 1.05(1.0) 0.88(0.5) 0.96(0.8) 0.56(0.7) 4.308%**
management staft’s
visit Median 1 1 1 1 0
Minimum, Maximum 0,5 0,5 0,3 0,5 0,5
Cleaning 11 35 7 7.0 0 0.0 7 3.2 4 44 -0.544
Facility management 142 458 42 420 35 29.2 77 350 65 722 -6.486%**
Reasons for Unit maintenance 8 277 20 200 58 48.3 78 355 8 8.9  6.008***
management staft’s
visit Collection of rent arrears 12 3.9 9 9.0 1 0.8 10 4.5 2 2.3 0.961
Others 59 19.0 22 220 26 217 48 21.8 11 122 2.154*
Total 310 100.0 100 100.0 120 100.0 220 100.0 90  100.0
Satisfied 142 538 32 405 70 714 102 576 40  46.0 0.307
. . . Neither 90 341 33 41.8 28 28.6 61 345 29 333 -0.790
Satisfaction with
management staff’s Dissatisfied 32 12.1 14 17.7 0 0.0 14 79 18 20.7  -2.997**
visit Total 264 1000 79 1000 98 100.0 177 100.0 87  100.0
M(SD) 2.4(0.70) 2.2(0.73) 2.7(0.45) 2.5(0.64) 2.3(0.78) 2.530%
Speedy response upon request 7 21.9 3 21.4 0 0.0 3 21.4 4 222 -0.052
No physical visit of management staff 6 18.8 3 21.4 0 0.0 3 21.4 3 16.7 0.332
Prompt work process 5 15.6 3 21.4 0 0.0 3 21.4 2 11.1 0.780
Suggestions about  Moisture and mold 5 15.6 4 28.7 0 0.0 4 28.7 1 5.6 1.679
management services Delayed management work 5 15.6 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 5 278  -2.557*
Sound transmission between floors 2 6.3 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 2 11.1 -1.458
Others 2 6.3 1 7.1 0 0.0 1 7.1 1 5.6 0.178
Total 32 1000 14 1000 O 0.0 14 100.0 18 100.0
Whether to change No 296 955 100 100.0 114 950 214 973 82 91.1 1.919
current management Yes 14 4.5 0 0.0 6 5.0 6 2.7 8 8.9 -1.919
agent Total 310 100.0 100 100.0 120 100.0 220 100.0 90  100.0
Prompt repair 83 51.2 23 489 36 48.6 59 488 24 58.5 0.027
. Frequent visit of management staff 46 28.4 11 234 22 29.7 33 27.3 13 31.7 0.124
Reasons for keeping
property managed by Cost-effectiveness 14 8.6 5 10.6 7 9.5 12 9.9 2 49 1.476
current management - goe services for housing and "
agent . 19 11.7 8 17.0 9 12.2 17 14.0 2 49 2.306
social welfare
Total 162 100.0 47 100.0 74 100.0 121 100.0 41 100.0
Public agents 7 50.0 0 0.0 1 16.7 1 16.7 6 75.0  -2.449*
Alternative Private companies 6 429 0 0.0 4 66.6 4 66.6 2 25.0 1.588
management agent [ ,ocal government 1 7.1 0 0.0 1 16.7 1 16.7 0 0.0 1.000
Total 14 100.0 0 0.0 6 100.0 6 100.0 8 100.0
Professional management services 5 35.7 0 0.0 2 333 2 333 3 37.5 -0.149
Reasons for changing Improper management operations 5 35.7 0 0.0 2 333 2 333 3 375 -0.149
management agent  Frequent visit of management staff 4 28.6 0 0.0 2 333 2 333 2 25.0 0318
Total 14 100.0 0 0.0 6 100.0 6 100.0 8 100.0
Supported 162 523 47 470 74 61.7 121 550 41 45.6 1.512
Management services gposed 67 216 16 160 25 208 41 186 26 289  -1.872
provided by a nearby .
public housing estate Neither 81 26.1 37 37.0 21 17.5 58 264 23 25.6 0.147
Total 310 100.0 100 100.0 120 100.0 220 100.0 90  100.0

*p<.05, **p< .01, ***p<.001
# difference between Seoul Metropolitan Area(SMA) and non-SMA
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Table 9. Regression Analysis for Resident’s Satisfaction with
Housing Management

Variables B SE Beta
(Constant) 2.736 0.386 -
Gender of householder -0.027 0.094 -0.017
Age of householder -0.002 0.004 -0.032
Household size -0.036 0.051 -0.055
Household income -4.082E-5 0.000 -0.030
Unit size 0.001 0.003 0.023
Deposit 0.000 0.000 -0.187**
Rents -0.003 0.001 -0.194**
Utilities 0.002 0.001 0.086
Building deterioration 0.468 0.105 0.294%*%*
Perceived public stigma 0.158 0.094 0.101
Amenities -0.006 0.093 -0.004
Access to social welfare center 0.162 0.103 0.103
:t;efqp'“‘sesicgt"fma“agemem 0.295 0.078  0.222%%*
Management services provided
by a nearby public housing 0.112 0.093 0.071

estate

*Ep< 05, ***p< 001
R’=257, R, =215, F(14, 249)=6.159, p=.000
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Table 10. Regression Analysis for Resident’s Satisfaction with Housing Management by Regions
Variable Seoul Gyeonggi Province Seoul M?tsr;p[f‘l)ltan Area non-SMA

B SE Beta B SE Beta B SE Beta B SE Beta
(Constant) 2502 0.560 - 3102 0.448 - 3.098 0329 - 3551 0.838 -
Gender of householder -0261  0.161  -0.165  -0.060  0.105  -0.068 -0.071  0.089  -0.052  0.093 0229  0.049
Age of householder ~ 0.005  0.007 0065 0005 0004 0141 0002 0004 0041 -0.013 0010 -0.162
Household size 0.083 0074  -0.110 -0.036 0062  -0.096 -0.063 0051  -0.107 0036  0.116  0.049
Household income 0.000  0.000  0.127 7.897E-5 0000  0.105 2.137E-5 0.000 0018  0.000  0.000  -0.235
Unit size 0014 0005 0251* 0005 0006  0.I50 0005 0003 0122 0001 0007 0011
Deposit 0.000  0.000 -0.444*** _1.152E-5 0.000  -0.019  0.000  0.000 -0.280%** -5.003E-5 0.000  -0.022
Rents 20.006  0.001 -0379*** 0001 0001  -0.086 -0.004 0001 -0294%** 0001  0.003  -0.058
Utilities 0.001 0002 0046  -0.001 0002 -0.115 -0.001 0001  -0.029 0005  0.003  0.196
Building deterioration ~ 0.611  0.180  0.375** 0159  0.130  0.144 0595  0.103 0433%%* 0.138 0267  0.072
Perceived public stigma  0.053  0.139  0.033 0279 0121  0308*  0.106 0091 0078  -0.003 0230  -0.002
Amenities 0252 0.38 0157 050 0105 0158  -0.056 0085 -0.040  0.113 0299  0.059
ng;srzt:e:t’;‘al 0197 0165 0022 -0002  0.112  -0.002 0237 0093 0171* 0123 0302  0.065
:;Zr?;;:r?ér?tfstaﬂ’s e 0293 0079 0354%* 0095 0160  -0.065  0.174 0064 0177%* 0071 0I5l 0.55
Management Services
provided by anearby  -0.226  0.143  -0.141 0321 0109 0346** 0085 0086 0063 0059 0236  0.031

public housing estate

#4p< 01, **¥p< 001
R*=.669, R,; =596
F(14, 64)=9.228, p=.000

#p< .05, **p< 01
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R*=297, R%,; =179
F(14, 83)=2.508, p=.005

*p< .05, **p< 001, ***p< 001
R>=.481, R?,; =436
F(14, 162)=10.729, p=.000

R=.137, R, ;=031
F(14, 72)=817, p=.648
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