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Fig 1 Location of the surveyed neighborhood
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Table 2 Relocated residents’ residential satisfaction
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Table 3 Linear regression models on residential satisfaction
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Table 4 Linear regression models on residential

satisfaction by neighborhood type
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Table 5 Determinants of residents’ relocation intention in three types of residential neighborhood
- HiLHEE I R A p— I TR A
b Exp(b) b Exp(b) b Exp(b) b Exp(b)
J1EA NRHEAS & WREARARPILE ) 0.697 2.008 0.538  1.713
P () 0.454 1.575 -0.001 0.999 | FKEEFHIEA &
ERe -0.001 0.999 -0.024" 0.976 [ A il A 8 -0.171 0.843 0.037  1.038
ZH(AFHEL E#) BES HN 0.000 1.000 0.000  1.000
W RN -1.039°  0.354 -0.476 0.621 | ¥ FRHIEA =
LN Y N -1.203" 0300  -0.224 0.800 || fEFITHEADICHH -0.394 0.674  -0.390  0.677
V&SI ) A3 55 22 G I [ -0.142 0.867  -0.088 0916
fw g 0.477 1.611 -0.486 0.615 | TEA AL FEAER (7] -0.016 0.984 0.009  1.009
E| e WA 4 1.136 3.113 0.017 1.017 | “FIEEE R 0.000 1.000 0.002  1.002
oAbl B 0.050 1.051 -0.154 0.857 || witiiEEk -1.383 0.251 0.555 1742
IS URIR DL (S A B i) 55 AR R #) 0.490 1.633  -1.082" 0.339
KU 1558  4.751 0.316 1371 | ARG -0.543"  0.581  -0.631" 0.532
Ry 0.882 2416 0.134 1.144 | LX) -0.798"  0.450  -0.406"  0.667
J bt EED 0.461 1.585 0.073 1.076 | HHE 2.537 3.074
-2 log likelihood : 817.747; X2(df): 144.159(42); Pearson K J5 45 i1 1224.446; /3 KR BIIFF 5K 75.1%
e ZH IR IT I SRR p<0.1,7K K8 p<0.01," KR8 p<0.001; #R /"S5 AL 5
Ro6 MGEBXTERBRIZEWEE
Table 6 Determinants of residents’ relocation intention in traditional inner city neighborhood
p— AL TR A E p— ALHERE TREEAE
b Exp(b) b Exp(b) b Exp(b) b Exp(b)
JHEA NFHEAS & WREEARTE A% 1652 5216 1.084 2957
PR (o) 2.546" 12.758 -0.798 2221 FHERAIEAL B
e -0.048  0.953 -0.013 0.987 [R A=A btk N\ 1 5 0214 1.238  0.248 1.282
EHRRLL #) FIER TN 0.000 1.000  0.000° 1.000
W LR -2.651"  0.071 —0.868 0.420 A% SR fE AR
m e RRE -2.919"  0.054 -0.044 0.957 {E BT R Ca# -0.227 0.797 -0.776 0.460
PR e sllk#) A3 5 2 BN T -0.299 0742 -0.201 0.818
IEZH0, 0.907  0.404 -1.250 0.286 PEARJa A Xt A B [ 0.032 1.032 -0.010 0.990
JEIE L 0.023  1.023 -1.016 0.362 PR gk 0.001 1.001 —0.002 0.998
HoAt gl B = -16.881  4.663E-8 -18.031 1.477E-§ Wit -1.115 0328  1.036 2.819
TS AR 0 (5 A5 B3k ) 55 BT AT AL CREL 554 0.687 1.987 -0.990 0.371
RS 1.974  7.200 15192 3.962671.903 15 E -1.098" 0.334 -0.305 0.737
LS -1.951  0.142 15.633  6157723.964 XA % -0.953 0386 -0.603 0.547
Jak G S IVRF ) -0.617  0.540 -0.476 0.621 (it 8.622 -13.603
-2 log likelihood : 199.457; X2(df): 87.370(42); Pearson 7 & i1 468.366; 4} IR i IFF &% 82.2%
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Table 7 Determinants of residents” relocation intention in urban village

HIiLRHERE I A HEEEE EREEAE
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Table 8 Determinants of residents’ relocation intention in commodity housing estate

HIT AR I BEAH HIT R I REAH

R R A R A

b Exp(b) b Exp(b) b Exp(b) b Exp(b)
1A NFHEAR FAEHEEPIGE RS 0.867 2379 -0247  0.781
P Lt -0.557 1.745 -0.445 1561 | FEEEHIEAT
AR -0.051 0.950 -0.078**  0.925 | [AI{EAHAE N C3L -0.114 0.892  0.127  1.135
2P CRBRAE#) FHE S HBN 0.000 1.000  0.000  1.000
Bk R HLUE -1.017 0.362 -0.567 0.567 | fESFRIEAR &
[N S TN -0.924 0.397 -0.390 1477 | AEFTR &N A -0.475 0.622 -0.577  1.781
RO ZRA CE gl A3 5 38 PR 1) —0.545 0.580  0.040  1.041
R -0.935 0.393 -1.255 0.285 | FEASJEAEIX AL B[] -0.030 0970  0.036  1.037
JEIELH -9.639 6.611E-5 -10.144 3.930E-5| “FIfEgEERI -0.001 0.999 -0.001  0.999
oAb 1.148 3153 -16.141 9.774E-8| Wik 1.674 5332 3246  25.692
IS HRAR I Ry U5 Bl ) A5 I BB #) 10.581 39395.693 -1.836  0.159
RIS -1.115 0.328 -1.818 0.162 | fE/EHEE -1.035 0355  0.131  1.140
[y 8.672 5837.687 -2.433* 0.088 | FLIXIHJm -0.014 1.014 -0.424  0.654
JUEE O B4 0.705 2.023 9.150 9414.090 | -12.219 -6.627

-2 log likelihood : 194.466; X2(df): 43.386(42); Pearson | 5 45 i1 340.378; /KK BIIFF A3 83.3%

T ZH I TIT R RS R p<0.1," 475 p<0.01," K75 p<0.001; #RR" S A

P 5 P vy Ak DX e SR i, o EOBANT ) T
WA o T Az i A A S BER A1 BE L 3k PR A
et /0N DX B PR o 15 0 LR A X B
AbATT 2 B A 405 20 R 200 BRI 45 (0 AR A ke 3 6 o A2
AL D3 » R 2 I A A A IR e, X
VG5 A= i R YT AR AT e B B — B AR i 5 )
DCAEAC T AE R4 3 5 /N X PR35 Hp B A1) - A
SE [ AR S, ARRIT R, HERAN. 5
Il X T i S A 5 G 7 A o R I AT
Ji BB AN SE A A, 3K U W e B S] e A e ORI
R 2R IAE B TS HLHI N, Ji BT e AT Ao —
AR IE R, IFASBE ST 50 2Rk 04 5 B SR AR
B ARZEBEAEX HSEm RGP AR . L5
LR XN PR e o J BT e R T 1 5
Wi ANTR] , A 8 230 DI LA B E I, 2 ) i
B, Y5 A P S A XU Jes R R i /s, LY
55 L MEAEJEFEBAE B3 38 OB AT B3 7 T 1) BE ) 2%
St PECEIX T M S B EOR .
Il R PR B TS, o S RO B 98 R R 2k
PR S PR, 3 O PR A T S .
MO 5 ERT Sk bR A S B e A 3t e RS S A
[ -0 » B DA S A R B KT AT A
SR A5 M LA AL AR T A SR T B K

5 X e A P 3 S S A
o RIS A VY SO R 2, 3P A S
R o A R P vy AN R REREAT O . A3
(IR 2R AR A 2 3l L SR i T O L e AT
R PETE IR, AR i TR R A P A R S, S ED
IE T2 FRRGUAS N T JE R 520 o

AN R JE e AT T R E R 3R IE AT
Jo T SRR M IR 38, AN [ A DR S L 22 5, X
P ZE 52 5 AR R 06, B 5w R B 43 Az
Wb SN ZEAT o 0 W AN T i A DX RGO i i
(o A P S AT S R R R =L A T
fiPE el T A PN AR S A DA T e A DX e
EBARMES T, BRI AL S IO b5 75 3K, B i
30 E PR R0 T Ak 2 220 8] 93 S il L

S 3R

[11 Morris E W, Winter M A. A Theory of Family Housing Adjust-
ment [J].Journal of Marriage and the Family,1975, 37: 79-88.

[2] Davison J. Housing policy and residential mobility[OL] .2005.
www.nhc.edu.au/downloads/2005/DayOne/Davison]_Paper.pdf.

[3] Tiebout C M. A Pure Theory of Local Expenditure [J].The Jour-
nal of Political Economy, 1956, 64(5): 416-424.

[4] Rossi P H. Why Family Move A Study in the Social Psychology
of Urban Residential Mobility [M].New York:The Free Press,
1955.



113 ARTVRTH A8 P T = A X AT

M SIT R T 1335

[5] BRI TN FUE J B8 B 2[00, 360 17 BRIV F, 1996,(3):
34~40.

[6] A th, VF 2 ik v 7 B 5 i N 1T S g SR 2RI 3]\ 3C
HUFE, 1996,11(4):19~23.

[7]  IERLR,E/NER W /NS PG J7 [ SR T 4 3 R A AT R S ik
[J]. i FR R, 2008,28(1):131~137.

[8] 5 J1,E AL AE R PR I X B
P8 DR AR DI 7 P 1 7 5 3 W I VLR s
IREE, 2011,(1):21~27.

[9] JHBEJE fH, = BR/NRER TARAE RS DO B R 4y
HrII) A 35 9],2005,27(4):54~56.

[10] A5k Bz, O 24 £ FEIF S /K R K H TR AE RS B ) S T]. N
35V, 2005,27(4):33.

[11] 1 B, AR = e B8 BREAT FE 3
W15%,2007,(1):76~84.

[12] Fhz= 3 IR EERS BT B0 11 0 2 B
111,2013,35(3):93~96.

[13] Dekker K, Vos Sjoerd de, Musterd S, et al.Residential Satisfac-

BLHHAR S ARSI A

% 2SS PN

tion in Housing Estates in European Cities:A Multi-level Re-
search Approach[J].Housing Studies,2011,26(4):479-499.

[14] O’ Brien D J, Lange J K. Racial Composition and Neighbor-
hood Evaluation[J].Journal of Urban Affairs,1986,8(3):43-61.

[15] Rohe W M, Stegman M A. The effects of homeownership on
the self-esteem, perceived control and life satisfaction of
low-income people[J].Journal of the American Planning Associ-
ation,1994,60(2):173-184.

[16] Salleh A G. Neighbourhood Factors in Private Low-Cost Hous-
ing in Malaysia[J].Habitat International,2008,32(4):485-493.

[17] Mohit M A, Ibrahim M, Y R Rashid. Assessment of residential
satisfaction in newly designed public lowcost housing in Kuala
Lumpur, Malaysia[J].Habitat International,2010,34(1):18-27.

(18] 25 R P4 v ] 3k T <337 5 1 5 Jag DX i A3l e PEEF 90— LA
s BT N 0] 3T R, 2011,35(12):75~82.

(197 i 376 7 £ B AT Jo DR AT il o B S s iy DR 38 0] L
FAHR,2011,8(2):43~51.

[20] William A V Clark, Youqin Huang. Linking migration and mo-

bility: individual and contextual effects in housing markets in
the UK[J].Regional Studies,2004,(38):617-628.

[21] Huang Yougqin,F Frederic Deng. Residential mobility in Chinese
cities:a longitudinal analysis[J].Housing Studies,2006,(21):625-
652.

[22] Li Si-Ming. Housing tenure and residential mobility in urban
China: a study of commodity housing development in Beijing
and Guangzhou[J].Urban Affairs Review,2003,(38):510-534.

[23] Li Si-Ming, Youqin Huang. Urban housing in China: market
transition[J].Housing Mobility and Neighbourhood Change,
2006,(21):613-623.

[24] Z& HLE FARTEA19904FE LKA FUE RRFIE K%
Wi A 2R 5[], R 3 BRARAE,2008,(23):207~208.

[25] S22 IR 22 A v Pl 3l vl S Jt ERS )
BR[I]1E bRk T R K1],2009,24(5):7~14.

[26] XU 5,3 L L, SC AL R4 BH I TIT P 3N VO i i K] 4% ) 28
T4 BRI 2% B 2441, 2006,25(5):101~105.

[27] 1 S T 4 BH 30 17 P N VT e REAE A HLIRI[T]. P e R4
KEF AR AL R IR), 2006,23(3) :51~56.

[28] 5% oCr. LTI T T S U K N R HE AT ST 9], b s R
%, 2011,(1) :113~116.

[29] JA— AL, TG, 25 B4, 55 AL nt T P8 s 10 i P il 46 1 2
[T, 2000,16(3):86~95.

[30] % e, A — AL A AL HERE AL T A AT e BT DG AR ]
AT ——JE T T ) A 2 16 40 [ Hh LB 9T, 2004,23(2):

AT i DR TT A AR

227~242.
[31] 5% o Abstin A U P I R A3 A (30,30 e, 2011,
(2):58~63.

[32] XU LR R AR, 151 /NG A R N 71 AR IE R 1) B B LG 2
[I].3HFHLEE, 2009,22(2):123~128.

[33] JEl A& Ll A B R T N VAT SR A AT S s R R 5% i R 5% 3 A
(1381 R T1], 1996,(4):16~21.

[34] Shhse, JH 22 40 A 50 R JRUBR A T3 Ja AT A R ik 5 L)
—— LA TR X VT R R [0 A SCHB B, 2010,25(5):
36~40.

[35] J& A 1l e s P T SR RRAE SRR A B X TR
75 10 [J]. B8 SR 2R (A SR RH#hi), 2008,31(1):130~134.

[36] S22 B, B B A oo O R AR T P 35N I R AL ) 4
Hr[0]. Mo B A 5T,2000,19(4):391~399.

[37] skr e, 58 2 g, 0GR R YN T BT Ja R AL 1R I S 23 T [J].
SCHLEE, 2000,15(3):37~42.

[38] 7= CH, 7R/ AR fERIT
FH, 2008,28(3):454~459.

[39] W 2 [, 88 1E 2, BH S~ R g iy A4 DX R 7 3 s SR 5
——BE T AR IR TR AR I ) 2 U A [T 95 R R A
AR (A RFIEAR), 2010,25(4):110~114.

[40] £ 452t YRR B X R ROE B R ——
WS M SSIERFFE[I]. ML BB, 2009,29(1):50~55.

[41] ABFHEAR T RN 2 R 55 8) IR IR “XCR )y 7 B e

H B I AN M X S
L[], HUBRRFE,2012,32(1):25~30.

[42] KUEELR, = /AN /N T Ak 1T Py 35 AL IT RS 5
S R AT (0] N SCHBEE, 2007, 22(4):27~32.

[43] JUZELAR, /N RS G B M s A 1T RS s i DR 35 1 P 4 2 T
R L [ 1] M FEAIF5T,2007,26(5):1055~1066.

[44] 3% O M AERE 5 7= BOS i A B 15 i I 46 5 T 5%
R BEAFR,2010,25(4):391~399.

[45]1 EZ AN DA s N DRSS H R, b ERs0 A DR JEHR
T 2012[M].Ab 5T H N E H A, 2012.

[46] W B0, T s J IR AR U0 I 5K RE AT A T B IO I 5
—— LIBT3 XA B [D] AU TR 24,2007,

MW [R5 20 AT (0], 26 5 M

SRS



1336 b DL 2 344

Determinants of Relocation Satisfaction and Relocation Intention
in Chinese Cities: an Empirical Investigation on Three Types
of Residential Neighborhood in Guangzhou

HE Shen-jing', QI Xiao-ling’

(1.Integrated Geographic Information Center, Guangdong Key Laboratory for Urbanization and Geo-simulation,
School of geography and planning, Sun Yat-sen university, Guangzhou, Guangdong 510275, China; 2. Dongguan Geographic
Information and Urban Planning Researcn Center, Dongguan, Guangdong 523129, China)

Abstract: With the deepening of housing reform, housing mobility in urban China is on the rise. Extant studies
on relocation and relocation intention pay much attention on rural to urban relocation. Yet little is known about
intra-urban relocation in Chinese cities. This study attempts to fill this void by presenting a line of empirical ev-
idence in three different types of residential neighborhoods in Guangzhou, namely traditional inner city neigh-
borhood, urban villages and commodity housing estates. Based on a questionnaire survey in three types of
neighborhoods representative of the dominant residential patterns in contemporary Chinese cities, this paper
examines the determinants of residential satisfaction and relocation intention of local residents in major urban
neighborhoods. Specifically, we first run a linear regression analysis to examine the determinants for residen-
tial satisfaction after relocation; we then run a multivariate logistic regression to understand the determinants
for residents’ relocation intention. Empirical results show that residential satisfaction in the three types of resi-
dential neighborhoods are influenced by different factors, but generally shaped by community attachment ,
housing property and housing facilities; meanwhile, residential satisfaction is negatively associated with resi-
dential time. While relocation intention is generated by a combined effect of various factors, and varies in dif-
ferent residential neighborhoods. In traditional inner city neighborhoods, residents’ relocation intention has
something to do with the family income and the residential satisfaction. In the meantime male respondents are
more likely to develop relocation intention than female, and residents who have got higher education tend to re-
location. The situation is slightly different in urban villages, where residents with weak sense of community
prefer to relocate. In addition, the result indicates that household head’ s age and marital status significantly af-
fect relocation intention in commodity housing estates. The diversified determinants of relocation intention in
the three types of neighborhood are by no means sporadic, they are in fact closely related to the demographic
composition, build environment, and development history of the neighborhood. Overall, findings in this re-
search suggest prevalent western theories of residential mobility, e.g. life course approach do not necessarily
applicable in the Chinese context. This study also offers a multilayer explanation to existing understanding of
intra-urban relocation which tends to provide singular explanation either concentrating on socioeconomic indi-
cators or neighborhood sentiments, or life course. To a great tent, residential satisfaction and relocation inten-
tion are shaped by a complicated set of determinants, reflecting the unique trajectory of housing reform and the
diversified housing stock under market transitional. This paper has provided an updated and nuanced analysis
of intra-urban relocation and enriched our understanding of complex mechanism and outcomes of residential

mobility in post-reform urban China.

Key Words: relocation; residential satisfaction; relocation intention; residential mobility, traditional inner city

neighborhood; urban village; commodity housing estate



