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Abstract: As urbanization has matured in many areas, interest in qualitative values such as residents’ residential satisfaction, social capital,
and subjective well-being (SWB) has increased. However, few studies have investigated the influence of different urban environments, in-
cluding housing types, on residential satisfaction, social capital, and SWB. The present study compares residential satisfaction, social capital,
and SWB levels of two different housing types: high-rise apartments and low-rise dwellings. To this end, the authors analyze the large-scale
survey data collected from 20,000 residents in Gyeonggi-do, Republic of Korea, using structural equation modeling. The analysis found that
the satisfaction level of apartment residents tends to be higher, but their social capital level tends to be lower than their counterparts in low-rise
dwellings. Because residential satisfaction and social capital dimensions are positively associated with the dimensions of SWB, the model
identified apartments’ positive indirect effects via residential satisfaction and negative indirect effects via social capital on subjective well-
being. The results imply countervailing effects of apartment developments on residents’ SWB: although offering more satisfactory residential
environments, high-rise apartments may discourage social capital formation. These results call for urban planning and policy approaches
that encourage social ties and interactions, thereby eventually improving residents’ SWB. DOI: 10.1061/(ASCE)UP.1943-5444.0000838.
© 2022 American Society of Civil Engineers.
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Introduction

Over the last few decades, many cities have experienced rapid
urbanization centered on physical development and expansion.
However, as urbanization has matured in many areas, research inter-
est in qualitative values such as residents’ residential satisfaction, so-
cial capital, and subjective well-being (SWB) has increased. The
major focus of previous research has been on the association be-
tween the physical association between the physical characteristics
of neighborhoods (Abass and Tucker 2018) or housing (Bramley
and Power 2009) and SWB, and the second focus has been on the
association between social capital such as residents’ interactions,
trust, and other factors and SWB (Hoogerbrugge and Burger 2018;
Liu et al. 2017). However, while an integrated association between
physical environment, residential satisfaction, social capital, and
SWB is more important than separate associations (Beard et al.

2009; Hoogerbrugge and Burger 2018), few studies have compre-
hensively investigated the complex relationship among them.

In the Republic of Korea, new cities have been developed in
Gyeonggi-do, which is the most populated province in the area sur-
rounding Seoul, dispersing the population growth caused by the
rapid urbanization of the capital. The major housing type in these
new towns is multifamily apartments, which have created residen-
tial environments different from old low-rise residential areas in
Gyeonggi-do (Fig. 1). Modern multifamily apartments are the
most popular housing type in Korea. Although there are expecta-
tions of a potential price increase as the province population
grows, apartments are more popular than low-rise residential
areas because of easier apartment unit management and amenities
such as parks, convenience facilities, and management offices
within the apartment complexes. However, few studies have inves-
tigated the influence of different urban environments, including
housing types such as apartments and low-rise dwellings, on resi-
dents’ residential satisfaction, social capital, and SWB.

In terms of social environments, there is a perception that social
capital, such as trust in neighbors, among apartment residents is low
due to their structure, which may be inimical to social contact with
neighbors (Seo and Ha 2009). However, in apartments, formal social
contact led by a management organization can occur (Gelézeau 2007),
and a community of friends and parents connected to the school
district may be formed. In Gyeonggi-do, the social capital of old res-
idential areas has decreased (Hwang et al. 2017). Korean local govern-
ments have implemented urban regeneration projects for low-rise,
deteriorated neighborhoods, aiming at an improvement in both phys-
ical environments and social capital for residential satisfaction (Ryu
et al. 2018). However, little empirical research has investigated how
residential environments are related to residential satisfaction and so-
cial capital, thereby influencing residents’ overall SWB.

The objective of the present study is to unveil the complex rela-
tionship between housing type and residents’ residential satisfac-
tion, social capital, and SWB. To this end, the authors analyzed
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large-scale survey data collected from 20,000 residents by the
Gyeonggi Research Institute (Hwang et al. 2017). Such a large sur-
vey dataset is a rare opportunity to reliably investigate residential
environments and quality of life. A structural equation model
(SEM) approach was used to test the complex relationship
among housing type and latent constructs.

Currently, Gyeonggi-do is using two methods in parallel: new
city development with high-rise apartments and low-rise residential
regeneration to deal with the continuous population growth and de-
terioration of old urban areas. The results of this study are expected
to derive implications for urban development and management ap-
proaches for improving residents’ SWB. Therefore, the broader
goal of this study is to shed light on desirable urban development
and regeneration approaches that can be applied to cities in mature
urbanization stages like the cities in Gyeonggi-do.

The rest of this study is organized as follows: the next section
reviews theories and empirical studies related to physical environ-
ments and latent attributes. The third section introduces the site,
data, and analytic approach of the present study. The fourth section
summarizes the results of the analysis, and the final section dis-
cusses the implications of the findings.

Theoretical and Empirical Background

Subjective Well-Being

Subjective well-being (SWB), defined as “a person’s cognitive and
affective evaluations of his or her life,” is one of the core concepts
of social science and often understood as the goal of public policies
and social interventions (Diener et al. 2002). Researchers have dis-
cussed the multidimensional features of SWB, which describe how
people experience quality of life, including emotional reactions
and cognitive judgments. Diener (1984) suggested three components
of SWB: frequent positive affect, infrequent negative affect, and cog-
nitive judgments of life satisfaction. Later, domain satisfaction, such
as health and leisure, was additionally suggested as an SWB compo-
nent (Diener et al. 1999). Empirical studies have identified a close
correlation between positive emotion (Cho et al. 2020; Franke
et al. 2017) and health (Friedman et al. 2010; Steptoe et al. 2015),
as well as between leisure or relaxation and SWB (Brajsa-Zganec
et al. 2011; Kuykendall et al. 2015; Newman et al. 2014).

Life satisfaction, one of the SWB components, is an overall
evaluation of quality of life and interchangeable with subjective
well-being or happiness (Veenhoven 2000; Yun et al. 2019). Life
satisfaction consists of three categories of determinants: personal
and demographic factors, economic factors, and institutional fac-
tors (Frey and Stutzer 2000). There is a similar life satisfaction sub-
domain classification, which includes family, health, civic
engagement, life satisfaction, income, leisure, social relationship,
housing, community, job, and environment (Florida et al. 2013;
OECD 2018).

Residential Satisfaction and Subjective Well-Being

Residential satisfaction, defined as a “positive affective” psycho-
logical state that individual residents experience toward their resi-
dential environment, has been studied as an important factor
affecting the SWB of residents (Amerigo and Aragones 1997).
Amerigo and Aragones (1997) argued that the determinants of res-
idential satisfaction are objective environmental attributes, subjec-
tive evaluation of environmental attributes, and residents’ personal
characteristics. Individual residents’ satisfaction levels are deter-
mined by subjective evaluation of objective environmental attri-
butes, and an individual’s subjective evaluation is influenced by
personal characteristics (Amerigo and Aragones 1997). Empirical
studies that deal with residential satisfaction as a measure of envi-
ronmental quality, treat residential satisfaction as an outcome var-
iable (De Jong et al. 2012; Van Dyck et al. 2011; Huang and Du
2015). Other studies, however, regard it as an explanatory variable
of residents’ behavioral and psychological outcomes, such as SWB
(Prieto-Flores et al. 2011; Wang et al. 2019).

Residential satisfaction is a consequence of subjective evaluation
of the physical environment, which can be one factor in increased
SWB. Researchers have investigated physical environment elements
such as street type, green space of tree coverage, sidewalks, open
space, on-street parking, and community space (Abass and Tucker
2018; Nickelson et al. 2013; Wilkerson et al. 2012); neighborhood
amenities such as community centers, playgrounds, and libraries
(An et al. 2017; Liu et al. 2017); and accessibility to life, including
healthcare service, natural service, and natural environment (Li et al.
2019) as important variables for explaining subjective well-being
and life satisfaction.

(b)(a)

Fig. 1. (a) New town development in Gyeonggi-do; and (b) old residential area. (Images by Jae Seung Lee.)
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Social Capital and Subjective Well-Being

Social capital, defined as residents’ ability to collaborate in carrying
out common goals, is formed through face-to-face interaction in
small groups, thereby ameliorating residents’ SWB (Svendsen
and Svendsen 2004; Helliwell 2006). Social capital is one determi-
nant of SWB, like life satisfaction, and urban planners or public
policymakers have, therefore, emphasized the coordination of so-
cial relationships in neighborhood activities in many countries
(Helliwell 2006). Researchers have discussed a variety of dimen-
sions of social capital, including social relationships, a sense of
community, quality of health, voting turnout increased from polit-
ical participation, and serving of common interests such as civic
solidarity (Putnam 1995; Inglehart and Welzel 2005, p. 141;
Long and Perkins 2007; Perkins and Long 2002).

Among the dimensions, sense of community, defined as “a feel-
ing that members have of belonging, a feeling that members matter
to one another and to the group, and a shared faith that members
need,” has been widely used as an indicator of SWB (Hughey
et al. 1999; McMillan et al. 1986; Perkins and Long 2002). Key
components of a sense of community are mutual interdependence,
connectedness, trust, interactivity, common expectations, shared
goals, and overlapping histories among community members
(Rovai 2002). Neighboring is a behavioral element of social capital,
including informal assistance and information sharing among
neighbors (Woldoff 2002; Perkins and Long 2002). Neighboring
encompasses casual daily interaction and friendship-oriented inter-
action (Woldoff 2002). Lastly, there is citizen participation, as oc-
curs in neighborhoods, faith-based communities, or other
grassroots community organizations (Perkins and Long 2002). Cit-
izen participation ensures enduring neighborhood plans by raising
trust, credibility, and commitment regarding the implementation of
policies (Brody et al. 2003; Burby 2003; Innes 1996). Political par-
ticipation, revealed by voting turnouts, is a crucial form of citizen
participation and can be enhanced through more civic involvement
and civic solidarity (Putnam 1995; Inglehart and Welzel 2005).

Housing Type and Residential Satisfaction, Social Capital,
and Subjective Well-Being

The majority of the studies on housing type and residential satisfac-
tion conducted in Western countries showed higher residential sat-
isfaction levels of single-family detached dwellings than high-rise
multifamily apartments among residents (Howley 2010; Reid
1994). For example, Hoekstra (2005) compared average satisfac-
tion with the housing situation of residents in single-family dwell-
ings and apartments in 12 EU countries. Their analysis found that
in most EU countries, residents in single-family dwellings are more
satisfied with their residential environments than those in apart-
ments, except for those in Portugal and Greece. Winston (2017),
analyzing the European Social Survey, also identified the trend
of higher satisfaction with single-family dwellings than multifamily
dwellings. However, the author concluded that residing in multi-
family housing is not a statistically significant predictor of life sat-
isfaction after controlling for relevant sociodemographic variables
such as health and income. In this vein, some researchers argue
that many people do not want to live in high-density residential
areas (Howley 2010) and call for lower-density housing develop-
ments to attract the family market. However, studies that focused
on cases in Korea generally showed higher satisfaction with apart-
ments than with single-family or low-rise multifamily dwellings
(Lim 2014; Kim and Lee 2018), which reflects the characteristics
of the Korean housing market, in which apartments are the most
preferred.

In many empirical studies on social capital, housing type was in-
cluded as a control variable, and few previous studies investigated
the influence of housing type on social capital on a neighborhood
scale. Kleinhans et al. (2007) analyzed residents’ social capital in
two recently restructured neighborhoods in Rotterdam. This study
used a social capital index that composited 22 indicators on social
interactions, norms, and trust. Their linear regression model found
that single-family dwellings are associated with a higher level of so-
cial capital than multifamily housing. However, this analysis fo-
cused on a social capital index that averaged all indicators
measuring different social capital dimensions. Another empirical
study in Korea analyzed the influence of housing type on three
types of social capital: informal social ties, participation, and trust
(Kwak 2003). Their analysis found that apartment residents have
a lower level of trust in neighbors than those in other types of dwell-
ings but failed to identify differences in social ties and participation.

Other researchers have examined the influence of housing type
on mental health and psychological well-being. Evans (2003) re-
viewed relevant studies and argued that high-rise, multifamily
dwelling units are disadvantageous to psychological well-being.
However, this trend is particularly pronounced among vulnerable
residents such as low-income families, old residents, and mothers
with young children (Gibson et al. 2011). However, previous stud-
ies have often lacked controls for potentially confounding variables
such as socioeconomic variables, housing tenure, housing quality,
and neighborhood quality (Evans et al. 2003; Gibson et al. 2011).
These studies discussed psychosocial processes that may explain
linkages between housing and psychological well-being, such as
identity, insecurity, social support, parenting, and control.

Conceptual Model and Research Questions

Despite the existence of relevant previous studies, few have com-
prehensively investigated residential satisfaction, social capital,
and SWB. For example, although there are studies that investigate
the correlation between social capital and physical environment,
few studies, analyzing the association between social capital and
SWB, incorporate the aspects of physical characteristics or ameni-
ties in neighborhoods (Wilkerson et al. 2012). Therefore, the pre-
sent study aims to fill this gap by analyzing multiple associations
of SWB with physical and social neighborhood environments,
which are represented by residential satisfaction and social capital.
Furthermore, the emphasis of this study is on the influence of hous-
ing type, comparing high-rise apartments mostly in new towns with
low-rise residences, on SWB, which has rarely been investigated in
previous empirical studies.

Fig. 2 depicts the conceptual model relating housing type and
residents’ residential satisfaction and social capital levels, socioe-
conomic characteristics, and SWB. The model posits that the resi-
dents’ housing type and other personal characteristics influence
their residential satisfaction and social capital levels. Also, residen-
tial satisfaction, which is determined by an evaluation of their phys-
ical environments, and social capital, which assesses the social
environments of their community, are expected to affect the resi-
dents’ SWB. Therefore, individuals’ housing type is hypothesized
to influence SWB directly and indirectly via physical and social en-
vironmental attributes. Based on this model, the present study at-
tempts to answer the following questions:

Does Housing Type Influence Residents’ Subjective
Well-Being?
Multifamily apartment complexes are typically designed to provide
convenience facilities, parking lots, management offices, and secur-
ity, as well as social organizations and public spaces such as

© ASCE 04022021-3 J. Urban Plann. Dev.
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playgrounds, where casual social interactions may occur. There-
fore, the SWB level of apartment residents is expected to be higher
than those of old low-rise dwellings due to easy maintenance, con-
venience facilities, safety, and the social environments, both formal
and informal, of apartment complexes.

How do Individuals’Residential Satisfaction and Social Capital
Play a Role in the Correlation between Their Housing Type
and Subjective Well-Being?
While housing type can be directly correlated with SWB levels, the
physical and social environments of different housing types may
intervene in their impact on SWB. For example, residents living
in apartments may be more satisfied with their residential environ-
ments than those in low-rise residential areas because of apartment
amenities, easy parking, better security, and centralized manage-
ment, which may eventually improve the SWB of apartment resi-
dents. In terms of social environments, apartments, due to their
high-rise structure, are perceived to discourage social contact
and, thus, are disadvantageous to the formation of social capital
that can improve SWB. In this case, living in apartments may be
indirectly and negatively associated with SWB through social cap-
ital. However, the rival hypothesis is that the social capital levels of
residents in apartments are greater than those in low-rise residential
areas because of formal social contact led by a management orga-
nization and communities connected to the school district.

By testing these hypotheses, the authors seek to reveal the influ-
ence of residential environments on the residential satisfaction, social
capital, and overall SWB of residents. The results are expected to en-
hance a comprehensive understanding of the relationship between
physical and social environments and SWB in urbanized regions.

Setting and Method

Context

Gyeonggi-do, the area under study, is a province that forms the cap-
ital area of the Republic of Korea, along with Seoul and Incheon.
Gyeonggi-do has 28 cities and three counties, occupying an area
of 10,183.46 km2. The population of Gyeonggi-do is approximately

13.7 million citizens, which is 26.5% of the Korean population. It
includes a wide range of urban environments, from relatively under-
developed northern areas facing North Korea to the ICT and semi-
conductor industrial areas in the southern part of the province. A
total of 16 new towns have been developed in Gyeonggi-do since
Bundang New Town was developed in the late 1980s. These new
towns provided large-scale, high-rise apartments, creating residential
environments different from low-rise dwellings in the old urban
areas. This combination renders Gyeonggi-do a suitable area to
study the impact of various residential environments on residents’
SWB. Further, Gyeonggi-do has prepared for more new towns, in-
cluding apartment housings for 54,000 people in 2028.

Survey Design and Data

The Gyeonggi Research Institute conducted a quality-of-life survey
in 2016, concentrating on the domains of family, housing, employ-
ment, household finance, transportation, social integration, SWB,
and other basic information. This survey focused on subjective in-
dicators of well-being levels rather than objective indicators, be-
cause the researchers and policymakers judged that economic
factors such as GDP growth and household income cannot fully
measure actual well-being levels.

To measure the residential satisfaction, social capital, and quality
of life of Gyeonggi-do residents, the researchers of the Gyeonggi Re-
search Institute developed survey questions based on previous in-
struments (Brajsa-Zganec et al. 2011; Pavot and Diener 1993; Ha
2010; Yanmei 2012; Lin 2019; Wilkerson et al. 2012; Hoogerbrugge
and Burger 2018). A focus group of experts was formed to finalize
the indicators by modifying questions inappropriate for the Korean
context and adding indicators suggested by the experts. The finalized
indicators were categorized into three latent constructs: SWB, social
capital, and residential satisfaction (Table 1). The indicators for
SWB were categorized into three dimensions: positive emotion,
healthy habits, and relaxation. Similarly, three dimensions (i.e.,
sense of community, neighboring, and political participation) made
up the social capital construct. The residential satisfaction construct
consisted of three dimensions: amenities, parking, and traffic safety
satisfaction. Lastly, the survey instruments included questions about
residents’ housing and socioeconomic status (Table 2). The survey

Fig. 2. Conceptual model.
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Table 2. Descriptive statistics of personal variables (n= 20,000)

Variables Indicators Mean SD Min. Max.

Apartment Type of house (0, otherwise; 1, apartment) 0.41 — 0 1
Own house Type of house occupation (0, otherwise; 1, own house) 0.60 — 0 1
Residence period Residence period (year) 10.58 10.68 1 88
Ln(Residence period) Log transformation of residence period 2.01 0.82 0 4.48
Ln(Residence period)2 Squared log transformation of residence period 4.71 3.54 0 20.05
Male Gender (0, female; 1, male) 0.85 — 0 1
Age Resident’s age (10 years old) 5.13 1.43 1.9 9.5
Age2 Squared resident’s age 28.34 15.20 3.61 90.25
College Education level (0, otherwise; 1, college or higher) 0.47 — 0 1
High school Education level (0, otherwise; 1, high school) 0.41 — 0 1
Middle school (base) Education level (0, otherwise; 1, less than middle school) 0.12 — 0 1
Income Average monthly household income ($10) 342.71 169.76 30 4,500
Ln(Income) Log transformation of average monthly household income (continuous variables) 5.71 0.52 3.40 8.41
Regular worker Occupational status (0, otherwise; 1, regular worker) 0.63 — 0 1
Irregular worker Occupational status (0, otherwise; 1, irregular worker) 0.15 — 0 1
Self-employed Occupational status (0, otherwise; 1, self-employed) 0.07 — 0 1
Unemployed (base) Occupational status (0, otherwise; 1, unemployed) 0.15 — 0 1

Table 1. Descriptive statistics of latent variable indicators (n= 20,000)

Underlying constructs Dimensions Indicators Mean S.D.

Subjective well-being Positive emotion I think I am living the ideal lifea 3.265 0.773
I am satisfied with my present lifea 3.520 0.713

I have felt a sense of accomplishment in the last week 2.690 0.703
I have felt a sense of comfort in the last week 2.976 0.627

I have felt happiness in the last week 2.986 0.570
Average 3.087

Health I exercise regularly for good health 2.681 0.738
I manage my eating habits for my health 2.744 0.710

I am interested in health (4-point Likert scale) 2.942 0.658
Average 2.789

Relaxation I am not stressed by my amount of sleep 2.989 0.546
I am getting enough sleep 2.910 0.568

I am not stressed by the quality of my sleep 2.960 0.578
I have enough leisure time 2.780 0.658

Average 2.910

Residential satisfaction Amenity satisfaction I am satisfied with the cultural space of our district 2.712 0.759
I am satisfied with the neighborhood facilities in our district 2.884 0.700

I am satisfied with the public institutions in our district 2.910 0.684
I am satisfied with the welfare facilities in our district 2.870 0.645

I am satisfied with my local medical institution 3.120 0.569
I am satisfied with my local market 2.982 0.656

Average 2.913
Parking satisfaction I am satisfied with the safety of the parking lot 2.788 0.718

The parking lot has sufficient capacity 2.777 0.682
Illegal parking enforcement is well implemented 2.741 0.683

Average 2.769
Traffic safety satisfaction The child protection zone in our area is safe 2.861 0.701

The commuting routes around schools are safe 2.889 0.705
Crosswalks in our area are safe 2.737 0.671

Average 2.829

Social capital Sense of community I feel a sense of belonging in the neighborhood where I live 2.956 0.728
I feel a sense of belonging in my village/town 3.067 0.720

I feel a sense of belonging in my city 2.907 0.723
I feel a sense of belonging in Gyeonggi-do, where I live 2.888 0.690

Average 2.955
Neighboring I often help my neighbors 2.492 0.824

I often get help from my neighbors 2.529 0.779
I trust my neighbors 2.757 0.776

Average 2.593
Citizen participation I recently voted in a local election (0, not voted; 1, voted)b 0.763 —

I recently voted in a congressional election (0, not voted; 1, voted)b 0.800 —
I recently voted in a presidential election (0, not voted; 1, voted)b 0.889 —

Average 0.817
a5-Point Likert scale.
bDummy; otherwise, 4-point Likert scale.
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samples proportional to each local population were adults living in
28 cities and 3 counties in Gyeonggi-do. Using telephone and
email, 22,000 respondents were recruited from the residents of
Gyeonggi-do who were more than 19 years old. There were at
least 600 respondents for each city or county. The respondents
were stratified by housing types, according to the share of each hous-
ing type in Gyeonggi-do (see Appendix). Trained surveyors con-
ducted face-to-face surveys between July 1 and August 5, 2016,
until 20,000 completed survey sheets were collected (Fig. 3).

Structural Equation Modeling

Measuring latent constructs such as “quality of life” is the analyti-
cal change of the present study. Previous studies, which have ap-
plied statistical methods without latent variables, are limited in
identifying and measuring the concepts’ underlying dimensions
(Wilkerson et al. 2012; Liu et al. 2017; Hoogerbrugge and Burger
2018). However, simple regression models are limited to explain-
ing the intermingled relationship among the latent constructs.
This limitation can be overcome by employing SEM, which is a so-
phisticated multivariate analysis that can examine the complex re-
lationship between exogenous, mediating, and endogenous latent
variables and observed variables (Ryu et al. 2018). SEM simultane-
ously estimates a measurement model that extracts latent variables
from indicators and a structural model that examines the correlation
between the latent variables and the other observed variables. The
authors used structural equation models to analyze the influence of
housing type on SWB, both directly and indirectly via a perceived
evaluation of physical and social environments, controlling for so-
cioeconomic factors (Fig. 4). The models in this study were esti-
mated using the statistical software Stata 16.

Measurement Model

I1i = L1α + ε, ε ∼ N (0, ψε diagonal) (1)

where L1= residential noise satisfaction

I2i = L2β + ε, ε ∼ N (0, ψε diagonal) (2)

where L2= residential satisfaction

I3i = L3γ + μ, μ ∼ N (0, ψμ diagonal) (3)

where L3= social capitalFig. 3. Research area.

Fig. 4. SEM equations estimating relationships among quality of life: residential satisfaction, social capital, and the objective socioeconomic char-
acteristics of residents.
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Structural Model

L1 = L2η + L3θ + Xϑ + ς, ς ∼ N (0, φςdiagonal) (4)

L2 = Xρ + δ, δ ∼ N (0, φδ diagonal) (5)

L3 = Xω + τ, τ ∼ N (0, φτ diagonal) (6)

where L= latent variables; X= socioeconomic characteristics; α,
β, γ, η, θ, ϑ, ρ, ω= unknown parameters; I= indicators of
L; ψ, φ= covariances of random disturbance term; and
ε, μ, ς, δ, τ = random disturbance term.

Measures and Descriptive Statistics
The definitions and descriptive statistics of indicators for latent var-
iables are listed in Table 1. The survey includes 60 indicators that
are designed to measure latent variables in the three constructs: res-
idential satisfaction with 19 indicators, social capital with 27 indi-
cators, and SWB with 14 indicators. The authors conducted
exploratory factor analysis to select appropriate indicators from
the 60 total indicators to extract latent variables. Most indicators
are measured on a 4-point Likert scale, but some are measured
on a 5-point Likert scale or binary scale. Therefore, the indicators
are standardized before the exploratory factor analysis to deal
with different scales. As a result, a total of 34 indicators were se-
lected (12 indicators for residential satisfaction, 10 indicators for
social capital, and 12 indicators for SWB) to hypothesize a latent
variable structure with three latent variables (Positive Emotion,
Health, and Relaxation) for SWB, three latent variables (Sense of
Community, Neighboring, and Citizen Participation) for social
capital, and three latent variables (Amenity Satisfaction, Parking
Satisfaction, and Traffic Safety Satisfaction) for residential
satisfaction.

The definitions and descriptive statistics of personal variables
are presented in Table 2. The question predictor, Apartment, is a
dummy variable that discerns apartment residents from those living
in low-rise dwellings. Approximately 42% of the participants live
in apartments. Other personal variables are included in the analysis
to control for the influence of individual attributes. About 60% of
respondents own their homes. On average, the participants have re-
sided in their current housing for 10.58 years. In the sample, 85% of
the participants are male. The sample areas are quite aged neighbor-
hoods, in that the residents’ average age is 51.3 years old. Most re-
spondents are well-educated: 47% have a college degree or higher
and 41% finished high school as their highest attained education.
The respondents’ median monthly income is approximately
$3,400. Most respondents are employed, including regular workers
(63%), irregular workers (15%), and self-employed workers (7%).
Two continuous variables (Residential Period and Income) are
natural-log-transformed to remedy their skewed distributions. The
quadratic form of Age is included to account for nonlinear relation-
ships between Age and other variables.

Results

A SEM is composed of two models: a measurement model and a
structural model. The measurement model that measures latent var-
iables is reported in Table 3, and the structural model that examines
the relationship between the latent and the observed variables is
shown in Tables 4–6.

Measurement and Model Fit

To confirm the validity of the latent variable structure with the se-
lected indicators through the exploratory factor analysis, the au-
thors carried out confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) that is used
to determine which indicators are most highly correlated with the
latent variables (Table 3). The measurement model results indicate
that the latent variables are successfully extracted because the indi-
cators’ coefficients are statistically significant and sufficiently large
(greater than 0.60 except for one). The values of the fit indexes, in-
cluding the root-mean square error of approximation (RMSEA),
comparative fit index (CFI), Tucker–Lewis index (TLI), and stan-
dardized root mean square residual (SRMR), evaluate the SEM
to be fit. The values of the fit indexes in Table 3 (RMSEA:
0.033, CFI: 0.912, TLI: 0.901, and SRMR: 0.055) show that the la-
tent variable structure reasonably fits the data, satisfying general
guidelines for the fit indices: RMSEA less than 0.06, SRMR less
than 0.08, and CFI and TLI values greater than 0.90 indicate an ac-
ceptable model fit (Hu and Bentler 2009).

Direct Effects on Residential Satisfaction

The structural model is employed to test the impact of living in
apartments on residential satisfaction, social capital, and SWB
(Tables 4–6). The full SEM model result is summarized in
Fig. 5. The authors excluded insignificant effects in Fig. 5 to em-
phasize the significant effects between the variables.

The SEM results confirmed the hypothesis that living in apart-
ments affects the satisfaction levels of the residents (Table 4).
The results indicated that Apartment is correlated with the three di-
mensions of residential satisfaction (Amenity satisfaction, Parking
Satisfaction, and Traffic Safety Satisfaction), implying that people
living in apartments tend to be more satisfied with their residential
environments than those living in low-rise residential areas.

Regarding covariates, homeowners are more likely to be satis-
fied with their residential environments than their counterparts.
The models identified the nonlinear relationship between length
of residence and amenity satisfaction and parking satisfaction lev-
els. The correlations between residents’ age and amenity satisfac-
tion and traffic safety satisfaction levels are also nonlinear.
Residents with higher education levels and higher income levels
tend to show higher satisfaction levels in the three dimensions.
Regular workers are less likely to be satisfied with the amenities
of their neighborhoods, while irregular workers and the self-
employed are more likely to be satisfied with the parking
environments.

Direct Effects on Social Capital

The SEM results in Table 5 partially confirm the hypothesis that
living in apartments affects social capital levels. Apartment is sig-
nificantly and negatively correlated with Neighboring, while not
significantly associated with Sense of Community and Citizen Par-
ticipation. This result indicates that residents of apartments tend to
have casual interaction with neighbors less frequently compared
with those in low-rise residential areas. However, the model
found no evidence to confirm a significant difference in sense of
community and citizen participation levels between apartment
and low-rise dwelling residents.

Homeowning, male, and higher-income residents tend to have
higher social capital levels, including all three dimensions: Sense
of community, Neighboring, and Citizen Participation. The models
found a nonlinear relationship between length of residence and
sense of community levels. Residents’ age is also nonlinearly
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correlated with neighboring and citizen participation levels. Upon
evaluating the relationship between education level and social cap-
ital, the results found that the higher the education levels, the lower
the social capital level. Compared with the unemployed, regular
workers have a lower sense of community levels; irregular workers
have lower neighboring and citizen participation levels; and the
self-employed have lower citizen participation levels.

Direct Effects on SWB

The direct effects of the residential satisfaction dimensions, social
capital dimensions, and observed variables on SWB dimensions

are displayed in Table 6. The model identified statistically signifi-
cant and positive effects of all residential satisfaction and social
capital dimensions on all SWB dimensions, confirming that resi-
dential satisfaction and social capital are determinants of SWB.
However, no significant effects of Apartment on SWB dimensions
were detected.

Homeowners tend to have higher positive emotion and relaxa-
tion levels; male residents tend to have higher SWB levels in all
three dimensions; and higher-income residents tend to have
higher positive emotion and health levels. The models found non-
linear relationships between length of residence and health levels,
as well as between residents’ age and positive emotion and

Table 3. Measurement model for structural equation modeling (SEM) (n= 20,000)

Measurement model Coeff. (SE) P-value

Subjective well-being
Positive emotion

I think I am living the ideal life 1.000
I am satisfied with my present life 0.909* (0.010) 0.000
I have felt a sense of accomplishment in the last week 0.922* (0.014) 0.000
I have felt a sense of comfort in the last week 0.765* (0.013) 0.000
I have felt happiness in the last week 0.743* (0.012) 0.000

Health
I exercise regularly for good health 1.000
I manage my eating habits for my health 0.988* (0.014) 0.000
I am interested in health 0.674* (0.011) 0.000

Relaxation
I am not stressed by my amount of sleep 1.000
I am getting enough sleep 0.971* (0.012) 0.000
I am not stressed by the quality of my sleep 0.859* (0.011) 0.000
I have enough leisure time 0.838* (0.013) 0.000

Residential satisfaction
Amenity satisfaction

I am satisfied with the cultural space of our district 1.000
I am satisfied with the neighborhood facilities in our district 0.912* (0.013) 0.000
I am satisfied with the public institutions in our district 0.857* (0.012) 0.000
I am satisfied with the welfare facilities in our district 0.828* (0.012) 0.000
I am satisfied with my local medical institution 0.754* (0.012) 0.000
I am satisfied with my local market 0.607* (0.010) 0.000

Parking satisfaction
I am satisfied with the safety of the parking lot 1.000
The parking lot has sufficient capacity 0.859* (0.010) 0.000
Illegal parking enforcement is well implemented 0.844* (0.010) 0.000

Traffic safety satisfaction
The child protection zone in our area is safe 1.000
The commuting routes around schools are safe 0.871* (0.011) 0.000
Crosswalks in our area are safe 0.751* (0.010) 0.000

Social capital
Sense of community

I feel a sense of belonging in the neighborhood where I live 1.000
I feel a sense of belonging in my city 0.863* (0.009) 0.000
I feel a sense of belonging in my village/town 0.869* (0.016) 0.000
I feel belong in Gyeonggi-do, where I live 0.717* (0.014) 0.000

Neighboring
I often help my neighbors 1.000
I often get help from my neighbors 0.952* (0.007) 0.000
I trust my neighbors 0.741* (0.007) 0.000

Citizen participation
I recently voted in a local election 1.000
I recently voted in a congressional election 0.847* (0.014) 0.000
I recently voted in a presidential election 0.524* (0.010) 0.000

RMSEA 0.033
CFI 0.923
TLI 0.906
SRMR 0.042

*P< 0.05.
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Table 4. Structural model for structural equation modeling (SEM) estimating the residential satisfaction dimensions

Endogenous variables

Amenity satisfaction Parking satisfaction Traffic safety satisfaction

Coeff. (SE) P-value Coeff. (SE) P-value Coeff. (SE) P-value

Apartment 0.123* (0.008) 0.000 0.108* (0.009) 0.000 0.028* (0.009) 0.003
Own house 0.029* (0.010) 0.003 0.047* (0.011) 0.000 0.043* (0.011) 0.000
Ln(Residence Period) 0.030 (0.019) 0.106 −0.181* (0.021) 0.000 −0.041 (0.021) 0.055
Ln(Residence Period)2 −0.017* (0.004) 0.000 0.048* (0.005) 0.000 0.002 (0.005) 0.691
Male 0.020 (0.011) 0.067 −0.002 (0.013) 0.844 0.014 (0.013) 0.272
Age −0.074* (0.023) 0.002 −0.009 (0.027) 0.725 −0.080* (0.027) 0.003
Age2 0.010* (0.002) 0.000 0.002 (0.003) 0.360 0.011* (0.003) 0.000
High school 0.032* (0.015) 0.031 −0.062* (0.017) 0.000 −0.055* (0.017) 0.001
College 0.059* (0.017) 0.001 −0.057* (0.019) 0.003 −0.037 (0.019) 0.055
Ln(Income) 0.106* (0.010) 0.000 0.102* (0.011) 0.000 0.075* (0.011) 0.000
Regular worker −0.042* (0.015) 0.006 0.019 (0.017) 0.269 −0.014 (0.017) 0.434
Irregular worker 0.005 (0.016) 0.741 0.082* (0.018) 0.000 0.020 (0.019) 0.269
Self-employed −0.010 (0.020) 0.627 0.074* (0.023) 0.001 0.041 (0.023) 0.077
Equation-level R2 0.039 0.030 0.013

*P< 0.05.

Table 5. Structural model for structural equation modeling (SEM) estimating the social capital dimensions

Endogenous variables

Sense of community Neighboring Citizen participation

Coeff. (SE) P-value Coeff. (SE) P-value Coeff. (SE) P-value

Apartment −0.005 (0.010) 0.607 −0.136* (0.011) 0.000 0.007 (0.005) 0.213
Own house 0.068* (0.012) 0.000 0.070* (0.013) 0.000 0.050* (0.007) 0.000
Ln(Residence Period) −0.069* (0.022) 0.002 0.054* (0.025) 0.031 0.014 (0.012) 0.259
Ln(Residence Period)2 0.027* (0.005) 0.000 0.008 (0.006) 0.159 0.000 (0.003) 0.969
Male 0.032* (0.013) 0.015 −0.035* (0.015) 0.018 0.075* (0.007) 0.000
Age 0.022 (0.028) 0.424 0.127* (0.031) 0.000 0.144* (0.016) 0.000
Age2 0.004 (0.003) 0.178 −0.008* (0.003) 0.008 −0.010* (0.002) 0.000
High School −0.097* (0.017) 0.000 −0.135* (0.020) 0.000 −0.010 (0.010) 0.317
College −0.122* (0.020) 0.000 −0.187* (0.023) 0.000 0.016 (0.011) 0.148
Ln(Income) 0.111* (0.011) 0.000 0.086* (0.013) 0.000 0.048* (0.006) 0.000
Regular worker −0.053* (0.018) 0.003 −0.070* (0.020) 0.000 −0.004 (0.010) 0.661
Irregular worker −0.005 (0.019) 0.784 −0.055* (0.022) 0.011 −0.031* (0.011) 0.004
Self-employed −0.030 (0.024) 0.201 −0.027 (0.027) 0.318 −0.059* (0.014) 0.000
Equation-level R2 0.072 0.075 0.069

*P< 0.05.

Table 6. Structural model for structural equation modeling (SEM) estimating the SWB dimensions

Endogenous variables

Positive emotion Health Relaxation

Coeff. (SE) P-value Coeff. (SE) P-value Coeff. (SE ) P-value

Amenity satisfaction 0.218* (0.010) 0.000 0.118* (0.011) 0.000 0.060* (0.009) 0.000
Parking satisfaction 0.112* (0.009) 0.000 0.143* (0.011) 0.000 0.065* (0.008) 0.000
Traffic safety satisfaction 0.046* (0.010) 0.000 0.089* (0.011) 0.000 0.080* (0.009) 0.000
Sense of community 0.076* (0.009) 0.000 0.127* (0.010) 0.000 0.079* (0.008) 0.000
Neighboring 0.079* (0.006) 0.000 0.035* (0.007) 0.000 0.061* (0.006) 0.000
Citizen participation 0.199* (0.014) 0.000 0.194* (0.016) 0.000 0.043* (0.013) 0.001
Apartment 0.004 (0.008) 0.563 −0.013 (0.009) 0.142 −0.001 (0.007) 0.845
Own house 0.073* (0.009) 0.000 0.007 (0.010) 0.478 0.036* (0.008) 0.000
Ln(Residence period) −0.012 (0.017) 0.493 −0.005 (0.020) 0.786 0.008 (0.015) 0.618
Ln(Residence period)2 0.003 (0.004) 0.421 −0.012* (0.005) 0.011 −0.004 (0.004) 0.308
Male 0.052* (0.010) 0.000 0.032* (0.012) 0.007 0.021* (0.009) 0.022
Age −0.295* (0.022) 0.000 −0.036 (0.025) 0.152 −0.138* (0.019) 0.000
Age2 0.026* (0.002) 0.000 0.002 (0.002) 0.501 0.015* (0.002) 0.000
High school 0.054* (0.014) 0.000 −0.005 (0.016) 0.747 −0.028* (0.012) 0.023
College 0.149* (0.016) 0.000 0.014 (0.018) 0.427 −0.023 (0.014) 0.103
Ln(Income) 0.242* (0.009) 0.000 0.121* (0.010) 0.000 −0.004 (0.008) 0.594
Regular worker 0.028 (0.014) 0.050 −0.059* (0.016) 0.000 −0.068* (0.012) 0.000
Irregular worker −0.001 (0.015) 0.945 −0.073* (0.017) 0.000 −0.092* (0.013) 0.000
Self-employed 0.055* (0.019) 0.004 −0.047* (0.022) 0.031 −0.112* (0.017) 0.000
Equation-level R2 0.294 0.157 0.117

*P< 0.05.
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relaxation levels. Although the residents with higher education
levels are likely to have higher positive emotion levels, residents
with a high school degree are likely to have lower relaxation lev-
els than those who have lower education levels. Relative to the un-
employed, regular workers and irregular workers have lower
health and relaxation levels. The self-employed have higher pos-
itive emotion levels, although they have lower health and relaxa-
tion levels.

Indirect and Total Effects of Apartment on SWB

The direct, indirect, and total effects of Apartment on the SWB
dimensions are summarized in Table 7. Although the direct ef-
fects of Apartment on SWB dimensions are insignificant, some
indirect effects of Apartment are significant. However, the

indirect effects via residential satisfaction dimensions (amenity,
parking, and traffic safety satisfaction) are positive, while the in-
direct effects via the social capital dimension (neighboring) are
negative. Consequently, the negative indirect effects via social
capital countervail positive indirect effects via residential satis-
faction, attenuating the positive total effects of Apartment on
the SWB dimensions.

Implications and Conclusions

In the process of urbanization in many regions of the world, mod-
ern apartments have been newly built on green land or have re-
placed traditional low-rise dwellings, which has brought about a
major change to the physical and social environments experienced

Fig. 5. Path diagram and SEM results. Results from models in Tables 3–6; *P < 0.05. (Sources: Esri, DeLorme, HERE, MapmyIndia.)
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by residents. This study aimed to assess the influence of residential
environments, comparing the two housing types, on residents’
SWB, accounting for their evaluation of both physical and social
environments, which are measured as residential satisfaction and
social capital, respectively. While previous research has focused
on the association between residential satisfaction and SWB or be-
tween social capital and SWB (Abass and Tucker 2018; Bramley
and Power 2009), the present study comprehensively investigated
the complex relationship between them. The authors analyzed the
large-scale survey data that collected 20,000 responses from resi-
dents in Gyeonggi-do, Republic of Korea, utilizing the SEM to
test the hypothesized relationship between housing type and
SWB, as well as intervening latent variables: residential satisfaction
and social capital dimensions. Therefore, the SEM tested the direct
effects of housing type and indirect effects via residential satisfac-
tion social capital on SWB.

Implications of the Analysis Results

Previous research has suggested that increasing residential satisfac-
tion and social capital could lead to benefits for the public good
(Light 2004; Prieto-Flores et al. 2011; Vidal 2004; Wang et al.
2019). In this vein, residents’ residential satisfaction and social cap-
ital might represent desirable neighborhood environments to foster
residents’ SWB.

The EFA and CFA results are generally consistent with those of
previous studies (Brajsa-Zganec et al. 2011; Pavot and Diener
1993) that categorized residential satisfaction dimensions (Amenity
Satisfaction, Parking Satisfaction, and Traffic Safety Satisfaction), so-
cial capital dimensions (Sense of Community, Neighboring, and Citi-
zen Participation), and SWB (Positive Emotion, Health, and

Relaxation). Based on the latent structure and the relationship between
the latent variables, the SEM showed that housing type plays a role in
the level of residents’ residential satisfaction, social capital, and SWB.

The results indicated that people living in apartments tend to be
more satisfied with their residential environments such as ameni-
ties, parking lots, and safety from traffic, compared with those liv-
ing in low-rise residential areas. This result disagrees with that in
studies conducted in Western countries that found higher satisfac-
tion levels among residents for single-family detached dwellings
than for high-rise multifamily apartments (Hoekstra 2005; Howley
2010; Reid 1994). However, the results of this study reflect the Ko-
rean housing market, where people tend to prefer apartments to
single-family or low-rise multifamily dwellings (Lim 2014; Kim
and Lee 2018). Studies of other Asian housing markets also iden-
tified higher satisfaction with apartments than with single-family
dwellings. For example, in a study on Tokyo’s housing demand,
Tiwari (2000) showed that 60% of homeowners had switched
their preference from spacious single-family houses to apartments
or condominiums because of the high cost of housing. The housing
market of Beijing has also shifted toward medium- and high-rise
apartment buildings over twenty stories (Wang and Li 2004).

Because of the Korean law on building permits, high-rise apart-
ments can be built only when developers secure an amount of land
large enough that it can be designed and developed as an apartment
complex with community parking spaces, playgrounds, and other
community facilities. Because building high-rise apartments is
much more profitable than building single-family houses or low-
rise apartments, Korean developers with large tracts of developable
land do not want to build low-rise apartments. Therefore, multifam-
ily apartment complexes in Korea typically include convenience fa-
cilities such as community gyms, daycare, community rooms, and

Table 7. Direct, indirect, and total effects of Apartment on the SWB dimensions

Endogenous variables Intervening variables

Indirect effect
Direct effects
of apartment
on SWB

dimensions

Total effects
of apartment
on SWB

dimensions

Direct effects of
apartment on

intervening variables

Direct effects of
intervening variables
on SWB dimensions

Indirect effects of
apartment on

SWB dimensions

Positive emotion Residential satisfaction
Amenity satisfaction 0.123 0.218 0.027 — 0.027
Parking satisfaction 0.108 0.112 0.012 0.012
Traffic safety satisfaction 0.028 0.046 0.001 0.001

Social capital
Sense of community — 0.076 — — —
Neighboring −0.136 0.079 −0.011 −0.011
Citizen participation — 0.199 — —

Healthy habits Residential satisfaction
Amenity satisfaction 0.123 0.118 0.015 — 0.015
Parking satisfaction 0.108 0.143 0.015 0.015
Traffic safety satisfaction 0.028 0.089 0.002 0.002

Social capital
Sense of community — 0.127 — — —
Neighboring −0.136 0.035 −0.005 −0.005
Citizen participation — 0.194 — —

Relaxation Residential satisfaction
Amenity satisfaction 0.123 0.060 0.007 — 0.007
Parking satisfaction 0.108 0.065 0.007 0.007
Traffic safety satisfaction 0.028 0.080 0.002 0.002

Social capital
Sense of community — 0.079 — — —
Neighboring −0.136 0.061 −0.008 −0.008
Citizen participation — 0.043 — —

Note: Only significant effects at the 0.05 alpha level are reported.
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on-site parking lots. Moreover, new apartment complexes are de-
signed with large underground parking lots that not only provide
ample parking space but also separate pedestrian and traffic circu-
lation. Therefore, residents can use the outdoor space in their com-
plexes that is safely separated from traffic circulation, while
occupying at least a single parking spot. Also, management offices
operate the apartment complexes, and common security offices
oversee safety.

On the other hand, under the same permit law, developers with
small tracts of land are forced to build multifamily residential struc-
tures. These are called “villas” in Korea, which is contrary to the
original Italian meaning. The villas are mostly three- to four-story
buildings that do not have community facilities. In addition, both
low-rise apartment complexes and stand-alone high-rise apartment
buildings rarely exist in Gyeonggi-do. This is unusual, since stand-
alone high-rise apartments are common in other countries, includ-
ing Japan. Because of this housing market structure in Korea, most
nonapartment residents in Gyeonggi-do live in single-family
houses and low-rise multifamily housing without their own ameni-
ties, management and security offices, and sufficient parking
spaces. Therefore, residents in low-rise residential areas must use
public or private amenities, which are less accessible than facilities
in their own residences and which compete with neighbors to se-
cure on-street parking spaces because of insufficient on-site parking
spaces. These differences between apartment complexes and low-
rise residential areas may lead to higher satisfaction levels of apart-
ment residents.

In terms of social capital, although no discernible differences in
positive emotion and citizen participation are identified, apartment
residents tend to interact with their neighbors less actively than
those in low-rise residential areas. This result is generally consis-
tent with that of previous studies (Kleinhans et al. 2007; Kwak
2003; Seo and Ha 2009) that criticized modern apartment develop-
ments that discourage informal social contact with neighbors. De-
spite formal social contact led by a management organization and
community facilities that may induce casual contacts among neigh-
bors, the architectural structure of a high-rise multifamily apart-
ment might not be advantageous for encouraging interaction with
neighbors to build social capital.

Another reason for the lower level of social capital of apartment
residents may be the process of developing apartment complexes
that replace old residential neighborhoods or green fields. Aged
low-rise neighborhoods tend to form long-term community
bonds, which enhance the social capital of the residents. However,
when large-scale apartment complexes replace old towns, only a
few original residents can move into the new apartments. This
means that it is almost impossible to maintain the social capital
of the old towns. Also, most apartment residents are newcomers
who relocate from diverse areas and, therefore, will have little
time to build social capital with neighbors.

The results showed that individual residents’ residential satis-
faction and social capital levels play a role as intervening factors
when housing type influences SWB. The model detected no di-
rect impact of living in apartments on the three SWB dimen-
sions: positive emotion, health, and relaxation (Table 4).
However, because all residential satisfaction and social capital
dimensions are positively associated with all SWB dimensions,
living in apartments is indirectly correlated with the SWB di-
mensions (Tables 4 and 5).

The direct, indirect, and total effects of living in apartments on
the SWB dimensions, shown in Table 7, revealed that housing
type’s negative indirect effects via neighboring compensate for
the positive indirect effects via residential satisfaction dimensions.
Although residents living in apartments may be more satisfied with

their apartments’ amenities, easy parking, better security, and cen-
tralized management, which can improve their SWB, their high-rise
structure, which discourages social contacts and, therefore, the for-
mation of social capital, may weaken their SWB.

These countervailing effects raise crucial challenges for plan-
ners and policymakers. High-rise apartment complexes are one of
the most popular development patterns in many developed and rap-
idly developing countries. In Korea, the higher satisfaction levels of
apartment residents reflect their preference for apartment dwellings.
Moreover, high-rise apartment development is an attractive option
for housing policymakers who aim to rapidly provide mass dwell-
ings. Consequently, apartments have become the most popular
housing type in the Korean market. However, urbanization that
has focused on apartment development replacing old towns has
brought along with it social side effects by accelerating the disso-
lution of existing communities. The residents of “new towns” are
from various regions and become neighbors without local traditions
or social ties. In addition, the structure of apartment buildings is
disadvantageous to social contacts and interactions among neigh-
bors, which weakens social capital and quality of life.

Therefore, to minimize the negative influence of
apartment-oriented developments and improve SWB, it is crucial
to implement urban development in a way that secures the social
capital of the new towns and maintains the social networks of ex-
isting cities. Apartment complexes should be designed to facilitate
social interactions by including more common spaces and commu-
nity facilities where neighbors can meet. Physical design may not
be sufficient to promote social interactions. Social programs such
as recreation programs, education programs, and flea markets
may promote social activities using community facilities and in-
crease interactions among neighbors. Also, new developments
should be in harmony with old towns that have established social
capital rather than demolishing them. In the long term, such
urban developments that balance physical improvements and social
capital will contribute to better SWB of citizens in cities that face
similar problems of urbanization.

Shortcomings and Future Research

Although the present study sheds light on the influence of residen-
tial environments on SWB, the results are relevant only to a spe-
cific region and may not be generalized. Some results of the
present study are quite different from those of previous studies
conducted in Western countries, which reported lower satisfaction
levels of apartment residents (Howley 2010; Reid 1994). Parallel
studies in other regions with demographic and geographic con-
texts different from that of Gyeonggi-do should decipher the
mechanism, such as cultural and economic contexts, that leads
to the conflicting results and enhance the external validity of the
present study.

Also, the present study cannot fully interpret all dimensions of
residential satisfaction, social capital, and SWB. While developing
indicators from relevant studies (Brajsa-Zganec et al. 2011; Pavot
and Diener 1993; Ha 2010; Yanmei 2012; Lin 2019; Wilkerson
et al. 2012; Hoogerbrugge and Burger 2018), the authors excluded
indicators that cannot effectively extract latent variables through
exploratory factor analysis and confirmatory factor analysis. Better
indicators, developed from pilot studies, may make it possible to
test more latent structures. Future studies that investigate more
comprehensive residential satisfaction, social capital, and SWB di-
mensions should shed light on the social influence of neighborhood
revitalization through resident participation.

© ASCE 04022021-12 J. Urban Plann. Dev.
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Appendix. Survey Samples by City or County

Data Availability Statement

Some or all data, models, or code generated or used during the
study are proprietary or confidential in nature and may only be pro-
vided with restrictions.

Acknowledgments

This work was supported by the Ministry of Education of the
Republic of Korea and the National Research Foundation of
Korea (NRF-2019S1A5A2A01047678).

References

Abass, Z. I., and R. Tucker. 2018. “Residential satisfaction in low-density
Australian suburbs: The impact of social and physical context on neigh-
bourhood contentment.” J. Environ. Psychol. 56: 36–45. https://doi.org
/10.1016/j.jenvp.2018.02.005.

Amerigo, M., and J. I. Aragones. 1997. “A theoretical and methodological
approach to the study of residential satisfaction.” J. Environ. Psychol.
17: 47–57. https://doi.org/10.1006/jevp.1996.0038.

An, R., Y. Yang, and K. Li. 2017. “Residential neighborhood amenities and
physical activity among U.S. children with special health care needs.”
Matern. Child Health J. 21 (5): 1026–1036. https://doi.org/10.1007
/s10995-016-2198-3.

Beard, J. R., M. Cerdá, S. Blaney, J. Ahern, D. Vlahov, and S. Galea. 2009.
“Neighborhood characteristics and change in depressive symptoms

among older residents of New York City.” Am. J. Public Health
99 (7): 1308–1314. https://doi.org/10.2105/AJPH.2007.125104.

Brajsa-Zganec, A., M. Merkas, and I. Sverko. 2011. “Quality of life and
leisure activities: How do leisure activities contribute to subjective well-
being?” Social Indic. Res. 102: 81–91. https://doi.org/10.1007/s11205
-010-9724-2.

Bramley, G., and S. Power. 2009. “Urban form and social sustainability:
The role of density and housing type.” Environ. Plann. B 36 (1): 30–
48. https://doi.org/10.1068/b33129.

Brody, S. D., D. R. Godschalk, and R. J. Burby. 2003. “Mandating citizen
participation in plan making: Six strategic planning choices.” J. Am.
Plann. Assoc. 69 (3): 245–264. https://doi.org/10.1080/0194436030
8978018.

Burby, R. J. 2003. “Making plans that matter: Citizen involvement and gov-
ernment action.” J. Am. Plann. Assoc. 69 (1): 33–49. https://doi.org/10
.1080/01944360308976292.

Cho, H., H. Y. Tan, and E. Lee. 2020. “Importance of perceived teammate
support as a predictor of student-athletes” positive emotions and subjec-
tive well-being.” Int. J. Sports Sci. Coaching 15 (3): 364–374. https://
doi.org/10.1177/1747954120919720.

De Jong, K., M. Albin, E. Skärbäck, P. Grahn, and J. Björk. 2012.
“Perceived Green qualities were associated with neighborhood satisfac-
tion, physical activity, and general health: Results from a cross-
sectional study in suburban and rural Scania, southern Sweden.”
Health Place 18 (6): 1374–1380. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.healthplace
.2012.07.001.

Diener, E. 1984. “Subjective well-being.” Psychol. Bull. 95 (3): 542–575.
https://doi.org/10.1037/0033-2909.95.3.542.

Diener, E., R. E. Lucas, and S. Oishi. 2002. “Subjective well-being: The
science of happiness and life satisfaction.” In Handbook of positive psy-
chology, edited by C. R. Snyder and S. J. Lopez, 463–473. Oxford:
Oxford University Press.

Diener, E., E. M. Suh, R. L. Lucas, and H. L. Smith. 1999. “Subjective
well-being: Three decades of progress.” Psychol. Bull. 125 (2): 276–
302. https://doi.org/10.1037/0033-2909.125.2.276.

Evans, G. W. 2003. “The built environment and mental health.” J. Urban
Health 80 (4): 536–555. https://doi.org/10.1093/jurban/jtg063.

Evans, G. W., N. M. Wells, and A. Moch. 2003. “Housing and mental
health: A review of the evidence and a methodological and conceptual
critique.” J. Soc. Issues 59 (3): 475–500. https://doi.org/10.1111/1540
-4560.00074.

Florida, R., C. Mellander, and P. J. Rentfrow. 2013. “The happiness of cit-
ies.” Reg. Stud. 47 (4): 613–627. https://doi.org/10.1080/00343404
.2011.589830.

Franke, K., E. Huebner, and K. Hills. 2017. “Cross-sectional and prospec-
tive associations between positive emotions and general life satisfaction
in adolescents.” J. Happiness Stud. 18 (4): 1075–1093. https://doi.org
/10.1007/s10902-016-9763-8.

Frey, B. S., and A. Stutzer. 2000. “Happiness, economy and institutions.”
Econ. J. 110 (446): 913–938.

Friedman, H. S., M. L. Kern, and C. A. Reynolds. 2010. “Personality and
health, subjective well-being, and longevity.” J. Pers. 78 (1): 179–216.
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-6494.2009.00613.x.

Gelézeau, V. 2007. La république des appartements. Regards d’une
géographe française sur les grands-ensembles sud-coréens. Seoul:
Humanitas.

Gibson, M., H. Thomson, A. Kearns, and M. Petticrew. 2011.
“Understanding the psychosocial impacts of housing type: Qualitative
evidence from a housing and regeneration intervention.” [In Korean.]
Hous. Stud. 26 (4): 555–573. https://doi.org/10.1080/02673037.2011
.559724.

Ha, S. 2010. “Housing, social capital and community development in Seoul.”
Cities 27: S35–S42. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cities.2010.03.004.

Helliwell, J. F. 2006. “Well-being, social capital and public policy: What’s
new?” Econ. J. 116 (510): C34–C45. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1468
-0297.2006.01074.x.

Hoekstra, J. 2005. “Is there a connection between welfare state regime and
dwelling type? An exploratory statistical analysis.” Hous. Stud. 20:
475–495. https://doi.org/10.1080/02673030500062509.

Cities and counties Apartment Other Total

Suwon-si 453 506 873
Seongnam-si 417 500 834
Goyang-si 453 439 805
Bucheon-si 356 484 768
Yongin-si 539 303 760
Ansan-si 259 538 722
Anyang-si 335 406 679
Namyangju-si 329 388 653
Hwaseong-si 233 473 637
Uijeongbu-si 251 433 624
Siheung-si 276 411 619
Pyeongtaek-si 150 535 619
Paju-si 215 449 607
Uiwang-si 322 338 600
Yeoncheon-gun 77 583 600
Icheon-si 189 467 600
Pocheon-si 167 489 600
Hanam-si 188 472 600
Osan-si 387 273 600
Gapyeong-gun 138 522 600
Yeoju-si 79 581 600
Yangpyeong-gun 87 573 600
Yangju-si 236 425 600
Dongducheon-si 193 471 600
Gimpo-si 249 411 600
Gunpo-si 421 240 600
Guri-si 262 402 600
Gwangju-si 157 503 600
Gwangmyeong-si 242 412 600
Gwacheon-si 334 326 600
Anseong-si 177 483 600
Total 8,171 13,836 20,000

© ASCE 04022021-13 J. Urban Plann. Dev.

 J. Urban Plann. Dev., 2022, 148(3): 04022021 

D
ow

nl
oa

de
d 

fr
om

 a
sc

el
ib

ra
ry

.o
rg

 b
y 

Ja
e 

Se
un

g 
L

ee
 o

n 
04

/1
9/

22
. C

op
yr

ig
ht

 A
SC

E
. F

or
 p

er
so

na
l u

se
 o

nl
y;

 a
ll 

ri
gh

ts
 r

es
er

ve
d.

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jenvp.2018.02.005
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jenvp.2018.02.005
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jenvp.2018.02.005
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jenvp.2018.02.005
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jenvp.2018.02.005
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jenvp.2018.02.005
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jenvp.2018.02.005
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jenvp.2018.02.005
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jenvp.2018.02.005
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jenvp.2018.02.005
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jenvp.2018.02.005
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jenvp.2018.02.005
https://doi.org/10.1006/jevp.1996.0038
https://doi.org/10.1006/jevp.1996.0038
https://doi.org/10.1006/jevp.1996.0038
https://doi.org/10.1006/jevp.1996.0038
https://doi.org/10.1006/jevp.1996.0038
https://doi.org/10.1006/jevp.1996.0038
https://doi.org/10.1006/jevp.1996.0038
https://doi.org/10.1006/jevp.1996.0038
https://doi.org/10.1006/jevp.1996.0038
https://doi.org/10.1006/jevp.1996.0038
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10995-016-2198-3
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10995-016-2198-3
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10995-016-2198-3
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10995-016-2198-3
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10995-016-2198-3
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10995-016-2198-3
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10995-016-2198-3
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10995-016-2198-3
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10995-016-2198-3
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10995-016-2198-3
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10995-016-2198-3
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10995-016-2198-3
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10995-016-2198-3
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10995-016-2198-3
https://doi.org/10.2105/AJPH.2007.125104
https://doi.org/10.2105/AJPH.2007.125104
https://doi.org/10.2105/AJPH.2007.125104
https://doi.org/10.2105/AJPH.2007.125104
https://doi.org/10.2105/AJPH.2007.125104
https://doi.org/10.2105/AJPH.2007.125104
https://doi.org/10.2105/AJPH.2007.125104
https://doi.org/10.2105/AJPH.2007.125104
https://doi.org/10.2105/AJPH.2007.125104
https://doi.org/10.2105/AJPH.2007.125104
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11205-010-9724-2
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11205-010-9724-2
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11205-010-9724-2
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11205-010-9724-2
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11205-010-9724-2
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11205-010-9724-2
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11205-010-9724-2
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11205-010-9724-2
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11205-010-9724-2
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11205-010-9724-2
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11205-010-9724-2
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11205-010-9724-2
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11205-010-9724-2
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11205-010-9724-2
https://doi.org/10.1068/b33129
https://doi.org/10.1068/b33129
https://doi.org/10.1068/b33129
https://doi.org/10.1068/b33129
https://doi.org/10.1068/b33129
https://doi.org/10.1068/b33129
https://doi.org/10.1068/b33129
https://doi.org/10.1068/b33129
https://doi.org/10.1080/01944360308978018
https://doi.org/10.1080/01944360308978018
https://doi.org/10.1080/01944360308978018
https://doi.org/10.1080/01944360308978018
https://doi.org/10.1080/01944360308978018
https://doi.org/10.1080/01944360308978018
https://doi.org/10.1080/01944360308978018
https://doi.org/10.1080/01944360308978018
https://doi.org/10.1080/01944360308978018
https://doi.org/10.1080/01944360308976292
https://doi.org/10.1080/01944360308976292
https://doi.org/10.1080/01944360308976292
https://doi.org/10.1080/01944360308976292
https://doi.org/10.1080/01944360308976292
https://doi.org/10.1080/01944360308976292
https://doi.org/10.1080/01944360308976292
https://doi.org/10.1080/01944360308976292
https://doi.org/10.1177/1747954120919720
https://doi.org/10.1177/1747954120919720
https://doi.org/10.1177/1747954120919720
https://doi.org/10.1177/1747954120919720
https://doi.org/10.1177/1747954120919720
https://doi.org/10.1177/1747954120919720
https://doi.org/10.1177/1747954120919720
https://doi.org/10.1177/1747954120919720
https://doi.org/10.1177/1747954120919720
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.healthplace.2012.07.001
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.healthplace.2012.07.001
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.healthplace.2012.07.001
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.healthplace.2012.07.001
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.healthplace.2012.07.001
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.healthplace.2012.07.001
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.healthplace.2012.07.001
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.healthplace.2012.07.001
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.healthplace.2012.07.001
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.healthplace.2012.07.001
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.healthplace.2012.07.001
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.healthplace.2012.07.001
https://doi.org/10.1037/0033-2909.95.3.542
https://doi.org/10.1037/0033-2909.95.3.542
https://doi.org/10.1037/0033-2909.95.3.542
https://doi.org/10.1037/0033-2909.95.3.542
https://doi.org/10.1037/0033-2909.95.3.542
https://doi.org/10.1037/0033-2909.95.3.542
https://doi.org/10.1037/0033-2909.95.3.542
https://doi.org/10.1037/0033-2909.95.3.542
https://doi.org/10.1037/0033-2909.95.3.542
https://doi.org/10.1037/0033-2909.95.3.542
https://doi.org/10.1037/0033-2909.95.3.542
https://doi.org/10.1037/0033-2909.95.3.542
https://doi.org/10.1037/0033-2909.95.3.542
https://doi.org/10.1037/0033-2909.125.2.276
https://doi.org/10.1037/0033-2909.125.2.276
https://doi.org/10.1037/0033-2909.125.2.276
https://doi.org/10.1037/0033-2909.125.2.276
https://doi.org/10.1037/0033-2909.125.2.276
https://doi.org/10.1037/0033-2909.125.2.276
https://doi.org/10.1037/0033-2909.125.2.276
https://doi.org/10.1037/0033-2909.125.2.276
https://doi.org/10.1037/0033-2909.125.2.276
https://doi.org/10.1037/0033-2909.125.2.276
https://doi.org/10.1037/0033-2909.125.2.276
https://doi.org/10.1037/0033-2909.125.2.276
https://doi.org/10.1037/0033-2909.125.2.276
https://doi.org/10.1093/jurban/jtg063
https://doi.org/10.1093/jurban/jtg063
https://doi.org/10.1093/jurban/jtg063
https://doi.org/10.1093/jurban/jtg063
https://doi.org/10.1093/jurban/jtg063
https://doi.org/10.1093/jurban/jtg063
https://doi.org/10.1093/jurban/jtg063
https://doi.org/10.1093/jurban/jtg063
https://doi.org/10.1093/jurban/jtg063
https://doi.org/10.1111/1540-4560.00074
https://doi.org/10.1111/1540-4560.00074
https://doi.org/10.1111/1540-4560.00074
https://doi.org/10.1111/1540-4560.00074
https://doi.org/10.1111/1540-4560.00074
https://doi.org/10.1111/1540-4560.00074
https://doi.org/10.1111/1540-4560.00074
https://doi.org/10.1111/1540-4560.00074
https://doi.org/10.1111/1540-4560.00074
https://doi.org/10.1111/1540-4560.00074
https://doi.org/10.1111/1540-4560.00074
https://doi.org/10.1080/00343404.2011.589830
https://doi.org/10.1080/00343404.2011.589830
https://doi.org/10.1080/00343404.2011.589830
https://doi.org/10.1080/00343404.2011.589830
https://doi.org/10.1080/00343404.2011.589830
https://doi.org/10.1080/00343404.2011.589830
https://doi.org/10.1080/00343404.2011.589830
https://doi.org/10.1080/00343404.2011.589830
https://doi.org/10.1080/00343404.2011.589830
https://doi.org/10.1080/00343404.2011.589830
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10902-016-9763-8
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10902-016-9763-8
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10902-016-9763-8
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10902-016-9763-8
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10902-016-9763-8
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10902-016-9763-8
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10902-016-9763-8
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10902-016-9763-8
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10902-016-9763-8
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10902-016-9763-8
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10902-016-9763-8
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10902-016-9763-8
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10902-016-9763-8
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10902-016-9763-8
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-6494.2009.00613.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-6494.2009.00613.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-6494.2009.00613.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-6494.2009.00613.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-6494.2009.00613.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-6494.2009.00613.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-6494.2009.00613.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-6494.2009.00613.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-6494.2009.00613.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-6494.2009.00613.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-6494.2009.00613.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-6494.2009.00613.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-6494.2009.00613.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-6494.2009.00613.x
https://doi.org/10.1080/02673037.2011.559724
https://doi.org/10.1080/02673037.2011.559724
https://doi.org/10.1080/02673037.2011.559724
https://doi.org/10.1080/02673037.2011.559724
https://doi.org/10.1080/02673037.2011.559724
https://doi.org/10.1080/02673037.2011.559724
https://doi.org/10.1080/02673037.2011.559724
https://doi.org/10.1080/02673037.2011.559724
https://doi.org/10.1080/02673037.2011.559724
https://doi.org/10.1080/02673037.2011.559724
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cities.2010.03.004
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cities.2010.03.004
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cities.2010.03.004
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cities.2010.03.004
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cities.2010.03.004
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cities.2010.03.004
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cities.2010.03.004
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cities.2010.03.004
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cities.2010.03.004
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cities.2010.03.004
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cities.2010.03.004
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cities.2010.03.004
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1468-0297.2006.01074.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1468-0297.2006.01074.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1468-0297.2006.01074.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1468-0297.2006.01074.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1468-0297.2006.01074.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1468-0297.2006.01074.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1468-0297.2006.01074.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1468-0297.2006.01074.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1468-0297.2006.01074.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1468-0297.2006.01074.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1468-0297.2006.01074.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1468-0297.2006.01074.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1468-0297.2006.01074.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1468-0297.2006.01074.x
https://doi.org/10.1080/02673030500062509
https://doi.org/10.1080/02673030500062509
https://doi.org/10.1080/02673030500062509
https://doi.org/10.1080/02673030500062509
https://doi.org/10.1080/02673030500062509
https://doi.org/10.1080/02673030500062509
https://doi.org/10.1080/02673030500062509
https://doi.org/10.1080/02673030500062509


Hoogerbrugge, M. M., and M. J. Burger. 2018. “Neighborhood-based so-
cial capital and life satisfaction: The case of Rotterdam, The
Netherlands.” Urban Geogr. 39 (10): 1484–1509. https://doi.org/10
.1080/02723638.2018.1474609.

Howley, P. 2010. “‘Sustainability versus liveability’: An exploration of
central city housing satisfaction.” Int. J. Hous. Policy 10 (2): 173–
189. https://doi.org/10.1080/14616718.2010.480857.

Hu, L., and P. M. Bentler. 2009. “Cutoff criteria for fit indexes in covari-
ance structure analysis: Conventional criteria versus new alternatives.”
Struct. Equation Model. Multidiscip. J. 6 (10): 155.

Huang, Z., and X. Du. 2015. “Assessment and determinants of residential
satisfaction with public housing in Hangzhou, China.” Habitat Int. 47:
218–230. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.habitatint.2015.01.025.

Hughey, J., P. W. Speer, and N. A. Peterson. 1999. “Sense of community in
community organizations: Structure and evidence of validity.”
J. Community Psychol. 27 (1): 97–113. https://doi.org/10.1002/(SICI)
1520-6629(199901)27:1<97::AID-JCOP7>3.0.CO;2-K.

Hwang, G., B. Lee, S. Choi, S. Lee, M. Bin, W. Sohn, S. Park, and H. Jung.
2017. 2016 briefs on the quality of life in Gyeonggi-Do. [In Korean.]
Gyeonggi-do, South Korea: Gyeonggi Research Institute.

Inglehart, R., and C. Welzel. 2005. Modernization, cultural change, and de-
mocracy: The human development sequence. New York: Cambridge
University Press.

Innes, J. E. 1996. “Planning through consensus building: A new view of the
comprehensive planning ideal.” J. Am. Plann. Assoc. 62 (4): 460–472.
https://doi.org/10.1080/01944369608975712.

Kim, B., and D. Lee. 2018. “The effects of residential mobility character-
istics on residential satisfaction—Focused on the Incheon Metropolitan
City.” [In Korean.] J. Korean Reg. Dev. Assoc. 30 (3): 117–132.

Kleinhans, R., H. Priemus, and G. Engbersen. 2007. “Understanding social
capital in recently restructured urban neighbourhoods: Two case studies
in Rotterdam.” Urban Stud. 44 (5/6): 1069–1091. https://doi.org/10
.1080/00420980701256047.

Kuykendall, L., L. Tay, and V. Ng. 2015. “Leisure engagement and subjec-
tive well-being: A meta-analysis.” Psychol. Bull. 141 (2): 364–403.
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0038508.

Kwak, H. 2003. “A study on influential factors on neighborhood-related so-
cial capital.” [In Korean.] Korean Soc. Public Admin. 14 (3): 259–285.

Li, H., Y. D. Wei, Y. Wu, and G. Tian. 2019. “Analyzing housing prices in
Shanghai with open data: Amenity, accessibility and urban structure.”
Cities 91: 165–179. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cities.2018.11.016.

Light, I. 2004. “Social capital’s unique accessibility.” J. Am. Plann. Assoc.
70 (2): 145–151.

Lim, J. H. 2014. “Analysis on the residential satisfaction and residential
mobility of the residents in the vicinity of Naepo New Town.” [In
Korean.] J. Korean Reg. Dev. Assoc. 26 (5): 179–200.

Lin, C. 2019. “Gratitude, positive emotion, and satisfaction with life: A test
of mediated effect.” Soc. Behav. Personal. 47 (4): 1–8. https://doi.org
/10.2224/sbp.4398.

Liu, Y., F. Zhang, Y. Liu, L. Zhigang, and W. Fulong. 2017. “The effect of
neighbourhood social ties on migrants” subjective wellbeing in Chinese
cities.” Habitat Int. 66: 86–94. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.habitatint.2017
.05.011.

Long, D. A., and D. D. Perkins. 2007. “Community social and place predictors
of sense of community: A multilevel and longitudinal analysis.”
J. Community Psychol. 35 (5): 563–581. https://doi.org/10.1002/jcop.20165.

McMillan, D.W., and D.M. Chavis. 1986. “Sense of community: A definition
and theory.” J. Community Psychol. 14 (1): 6–23. https://doi.org/10.1002
/1520-6629(198601)14:1<6::AID-JCOP2290140103>3.0.CO;2-I.

Newman, D. B., L. Tay, and E. Diener. 2014. “Leisure and subjective well-
being: A model of psychological mechanisms as mediating factors.”
J. Happiness Stud. 15: 555–578. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10902-013
-9435-x.

Nickelson, J., A. R. Wang, Q. P. Mitchell, K. Hendricks, and A. Paschal.
2013. “Inventory of the physical environment domains and subdomains
measured by neighborhood audit tools: A systematic literature review.”
J. Environ. Psychol. 36: 179–189. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jenvp.2013
.07.009.

OECD. 2018. “OECD better life index.” Accessed March 13, 2020. http://
www.oecdbetterlifeindex.org/.

Pavot, W., and E. Diener. 1993. “Review of the satisfaction with life scale.”
Psychol. Assess. 5: 164–172. https://doi.org/10.1037/1040-3590.5.2.164.

Perkins, D. D., and D. A. Long. 2002. “Neighborhood sense of community
and social capital.” In Psychological sense of community, edited by
A. T. Fisher, C. C. Sonn, and B. J. Bishop, 291–318. Dordrecht,
Netherlands: Springer.

Prieto-Flores, M., G. Fernandez-Mayoralas, M. J. Forjaz, F. Rojo-Perez,
and P. Martinez-Martin. 2011. “Residential satisfaction, sense of be-
longing and loneliness among older adults living in the community
and in care facilities.” Health Place 17 (6): 1183–1190. https://doi.org
/10.1016/j.healthplace.2011.08.012.

Putnam, R. D. 1995. “Tuning in, tuning out: The strange disappearance of
social capital in America.” Polit. Sci. Polit. 28 (4): 664–683. https://doi
.org/10.1017/S1049096500058856.

Reid, H. 1994. “Demand for housing types in the Sydney Regions.” Urban
Futures 3 (3): 33–37.

Rovai, A. P. 2002. “Building sense of community at a distance.” Int. Rev.
Res. Open Dis. 3 (1): 1–16.

Ryu, H., J. S. Lee, and S. Lee. 2018. “Participatory neighborhood revital-
ization effects on social capital: Evidence from community building
projects in Seoul.” J. Urban Plann. Dev. 144 (1): 04017025. https://
doi.org/10.1061/(ASCE)UP.1943-5444.0000416.

Seo, J., and S. Ha. 2009. “The effect on social capital and apartment com-
munities in Korea.” [In Korean.] J. Korea Plann. Assoc. 44 (2): 183–
193.

Steptoe, A., A. Deaton, and A. A. Stone. 2015. “Subjective wellbeing,
health, and ageing.” Lancet 385 (9968): 640–648. https://doi.org/10
.1016/S0140-6736(13)61489-0.

Svendsen, G. L. H., and G. T. Svendsen. 2004. The creation and destruc-
tion of social capital entrepreneurship, co-operative movements and in-
stitutions. Cheltenham, UK: Edward Elgar.

Tiwari, P. 2000. “Housing demand in Tokyo.” Int. Real Estate Rev. 3 (1):
65–92. https://doi.org/10.53383/100022.

Van Dyck, D., G. Cardon, B. Deforche, and I. De Bourdeaudhuij. 2011.
“Do adults like living in high-walkable neighborhoods? Associations
of walkability parameters with neighborhood satisfaction and possible
mediators.” Health Place 17 (4): 971–977. https://doi.org/10.1016/j
.healthplace.2011.04.001.

Veenhoven, R. 2000. “The four qualities of life: Ordering concepts and
measures of the good life.” J. Happiness Stud. 1 (1): 1–39. https://doi
.org/10.1023/A:1010072010360.

Vidal, A. C. 2004. “Building social capital to promote community equity.”
J. Am. Plann. Assoc. 70 (2): 164–168.

Wang, D., S. He, C. Webster, and X. Zhang. 2019. “Unravelling residential
satisfaction and relocation intention in three urban neighborhood types
in Guangzhou, China.” Habitat Int. 85: 53–62. https://doi.org/10.1016/j
.habitatint.2019.01.004.

Wang, D., and S. M. Li. 2004. “Housing preferences in a transitional hous-
ing system: The case of Beijing, China.” Environ. Plann. A 36: 69–87.
https://doi.org/10.1068/a35263.

Wilkerson, A., N. E. Carlson, I. H. Yen, and Y. Michael. 2012.
“Neighborhood physical features and relationships with neighbors:
Does positive physical environment increase neighborliness?”
Environ. Behav. 44 (5): 595–615. https://doi.org/10.1177
/0013916511402058.

Winston, N. 2017. “Multifamily housing and resident life satisfaction in
Europe: An exploratory analysis.” Hous. Stud. 32 (7): 887–911. https://
doi.org/10.1080/02673037.2017.1280776.

Woldoff, R. A. 2002. “The effects of local stressors on neighborhood at-
tachment.” Soc. Forces 81 (1): 87–116. https://doi.org/10.1353/sof
.2002.0065.

Yanmei, L. 2012. “Neighborhood amenities, satisfaction, and perceived
livability of foreign-born and native-born U.S. residents.” J. Identity
Migr. Stud. 6 (1): 115–137.

Yun, Y. H., Y. E. Rhee, E. Kang, and J. A. Sim. 2019. “The satisfaction
with life scale and the subjective well-being inventory in the general
Korean population: Psychometric properties and normative data.”
Int. J. Environ. Res. Public Health 16 (9): 1538. https://doi.org/10
.3390/ijerph16091538.

© ASCE 04022021-14 J. Urban Plann. Dev.

 J. Urban Plann. Dev., 2022, 148(3): 04022021 

D
ow

nl
oa

de
d 

fr
om

 a
sc

el
ib

ra
ry

.o
rg

 b
y 

Ja
e 

Se
un

g 
L

ee
 o

n 
04

/1
9/

22
. C

op
yr

ig
ht

 A
SC

E
. F

or
 p

er
so

na
l u

se
 o

nl
y;

 a
ll 

ri
gh

ts
 r

es
er

ve
d.

https://doi.org/10.1080/02723638.2018.1474609
https://doi.org/10.1080/02723638.2018.1474609
https://doi.org/10.1080/02723638.2018.1474609
https://doi.org/10.1080/02723638.2018.1474609
https://doi.org/10.1080/02723638.2018.1474609
https://doi.org/10.1080/02723638.2018.1474609
https://doi.org/10.1080/02723638.2018.1474609
https://doi.org/10.1080/02723638.2018.1474609
https://doi.org/10.1080/02723638.2018.1474609
https://doi.org/10.1080/02723638.2018.1474609
https://doi.org/10.1080/14616718.2010.480857
https://doi.org/10.1080/14616718.2010.480857
https://doi.org/10.1080/14616718.2010.480857
https://doi.org/10.1080/14616718.2010.480857
https://doi.org/10.1080/14616718.2010.480857
https://doi.org/10.1080/14616718.2010.480857
https://doi.org/10.1080/14616718.2010.480857
https://doi.org/10.1080/14616718.2010.480857
https://doi.org/10.1080/14616718.2010.480857
https://doi.org/10.1080/14616718.2010.480857
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.habitatint.2015.01.025
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.habitatint.2015.01.025
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.habitatint.2015.01.025
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.habitatint.2015.01.025
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.habitatint.2015.01.025
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.habitatint.2015.01.025
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.habitatint.2015.01.025
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.habitatint.2015.01.025
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.habitatint.2015.01.025
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.habitatint.2015.01.025
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.habitatint.2015.01.025
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.habitatint.2015.01.025
https://doi.org/10.1002/(SICI)1520-6629(199901)27:1%3C97::AID-JCOP7%3E3.0.CO;2-K
https://doi.org/10.1002/(SICI)1520-6629(199901)27:1%3C97::AID-JCOP7%3E3.0.CO;2-K
https://doi.org/10.1002/(SICI)1520-6629(199901)27:1%3C97::AID-JCOP7%3E3.0.CO;2-K
https://doi.org/10.1002/(SICI)1520-6629(199901)27:1%3C97::AID-JCOP7%3E3.0.CO;2-K
https://doi.org/10.1002/(SICI)1520-6629(199901)27:1%3C97::AID-JCOP7%3E3.0.CO;2-K
https://doi.org/10.1002/(SICI)1520-6629(199901)27:1%3C97::AID-JCOP7%3E3.0.CO;2-K
https://doi.org/10.1002/(SICI)1520-6629(199901)27:1%3C97::AID-JCOP7%3E3.0.CO;2-K
https://doi.org/10.1002/(SICI)1520-6629(199901)27:1%3C97::AID-JCOP7%3E3.0.CO;2-K
https://doi.org/10.1002/(SICI)1520-6629(199901)27:1%3C97::AID-JCOP7%3E3.0.CO;2-K
https://doi.org/10.1002/(SICI)1520-6629(199901)27:1%3C97::AID-JCOP7%3E3.0.CO;2-K
https://doi.org/10.1002/(SICI)1520-6629(199901)27:1%3C97::AID-JCOP7%3E3.0.CO;2-K
https://doi.org/10.1002/(SICI)1520-6629(199901)27:1%3C97::AID-JCOP7%3E3.0.CO;2-K
https://doi.org/10.1002/(SICI)1520-6629(199901)27:1%3C97::AID-JCOP7%3E3.0.CO;2-K
https://doi.org/10.1002/(SICI)1520-6629(199901)27:1%3C97::AID-JCOP7%3E3.0.CO;2-K
https://doi.org/10.1002/(SICI)1520-6629(199901)27:1%3C97::AID-JCOP7%3E3.0.CO;2-K
https://doi.org/10.1002/(SICI)1520-6629(199901)27:1%3C97::AID-JCOP7%3E3.0.CO;2-K
https://doi.org/10.1002/(SICI)1520-6629(199901)27:1%3C97::AID-JCOP7%3E3.0.CO;2-K
https://doi.org/10.1080/01944369608975712
https://doi.org/10.1080/01944369608975712
https://doi.org/10.1080/01944369608975712
https://doi.org/10.1080/01944369608975712
https://doi.org/10.1080/01944369608975712
https://doi.org/10.1080/01944369608975712
https://doi.org/10.1080/01944369608975712
https://doi.org/10.1080/01944369608975712
https://doi.org/10.1080/00420980701256047
https://doi.org/10.1080/00420980701256047
https://doi.org/10.1080/00420980701256047
https://doi.org/10.1080/00420980701256047
https://doi.org/10.1080/00420980701256047
https://doi.org/10.1080/00420980701256047
https://doi.org/10.1080/00420980701256047
https://doi.org/10.1080/00420980701256047
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0038508
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0038508
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0038508
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0038508
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0038508
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0038508
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0038508
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0038508
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cities.2018.11.016
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cities.2018.11.016
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cities.2018.11.016
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cities.2018.11.016
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cities.2018.11.016
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cities.2018.11.016
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cities.2018.11.016
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cities.2018.11.016
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cities.2018.11.016
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cities.2018.11.016
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cities.2018.11.016
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cities.2018.11.016
https://doi.org/10.2224/sbp.4398
https://doi.org/10.2224/sbp.4398
https://doi.org/10.2224/sbp.4398
https://doi.org/10.2224/sbp.4398
https://doi.org/10.2224/sbp.4398
https://doi.org/10.2224/sbp.4398
https://doi.org/10.2224/sbp.4398
https://doi.org/10.2224/sbp.4398
https://doi.org/10.2224/sbp.4398
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.habitatint.2017.05.011
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.habitatint.2017.05.011
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.habitatint.2017.05.011
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.habitatint.2017.05.011
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.habitatint.2017.05.011
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.habitatint.2017.05.011
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.habitatint.2017.05.011
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.habitatint.2017.05.011
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.habitatint.2017.05.011
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.habitatint.2017.05.011
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.habitatint.2017.05.011
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.habitatint.2017.05.011
https://doi.org/10.1002/jcop.20165
https://doi.org/10.1002/jcop.20165
https://doi.org/10.1002/jcop.20165
https://doi.org/10.1002/jcop.20165
https://doi.org/10.1002/jcop.20165
https://doi.org/10.1002/jcop.20165
https://doi.org/10.1002/jcop.20165
https://doi.org/10.1002/jcop.20165
https://doi.org/10.1002/jcop.20165
https://doi.org/10.1002/1520-6629(198601)14:1%3C6::AID-JCOP2290140103%3E3.0.CO;2-I
https://doi.org/10.1002/1520-6629(198601)14:1%3C6::AID-JCOP2290140103%3E3.0.CO;2-I
https://doi.org/10.1002/1520-6629(198601)14:1%3C6::AID-JCOP2290140103%3E3.0.CO;2-I
https://doi.org/10.1002/1520-6629(198601)14:1%3C6::AID-JCOP2290140103%3E3.0.CO;2-I
https://doi.org/10.1002/1520-6629(198601)14:1%3C6::AID-JCOP2290140103%3E3.0.CO;2-I
https://doi.org/10.1002/1520-6629(198601)14:1%3C6::AID-JCOP2290140103%3E3.0.CO;2-I
https://doi.org/10.1002/1520-6629(198601)14:1%3C6::AID-JCOP2290140103%3E3.0.CO;2-I
https://doi.org/10.1002/1520-6629(198601)14:1%3C6::AID-JCOP2290140103%3E3.0.CO;2-I
https://doi.org/10.1002/1520-6629(198601)14:1%3C6::AID-JCOP2290140103%3E3.0.CO;2-I
https://doi.org/10.1002/1520-6629(198601)14:1%3C6::AID-JCOP2290140103%3E3.0.CO;2-I
https://doi.org/10.1002/1520-6629(198601)14:1%3C6::AID-JCOP2290140103%3E3.0.CO;2-I
https://doi.org/10.1002/1520-6629(198601)14:1%3C6::AID-JCOP2290140103%3E3.0.CO;2-I
https://doi.org/10.1002/1520-6629(198601)14:1%3C6::AID-JCOP2290140103%3E3.0.CO;2-I
https://doi.org/10.1002/1520-6629(198601)14:1%3C6::AID-JCOP2290140103%3E3.0.CO;2-I
https://doi.org/10.1002/1520-6629(198601)14:1%3C6::AID-JCOP2290140103%3E3.0.CO;2-I
https://doi.org/10.1002/1520-6629(198601)14:1%3C6::AID-JCOP2290140103%3E3.0.CO;2-I
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10902-013-9435-x
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10902-013-9435-x
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10902-013-9435-x
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10902-013-9435-x
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10902-013-9435-x
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10902-013-9435-x
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10902-013-9435-x
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10902-013-9435-x
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10902-013-9435-x
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10902-013-9435-x
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10902-013-9435-x
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10902-013-9435-x
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10902-013-9435-x
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10902-013-9435-x
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jenvp.2013.07.009
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jenvp.2013.07.009
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jenvp.2013.07.009
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jenvp.2013.07.009
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jenvp.2013.07.009
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jenvp.2013.07.009
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jenvp.2013.07.009
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jenvp.2013.07.009
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jenvp.2013.07.009
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jenvp.2013.07.009
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jenvp.2013.07.009
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jenvp.2013.07.009
http://www.oecdbetterlifeindex.org/
http://www.oecdbetterlifeindex.org/
http://www.oecdbetterlifeindex.org/
http://www.oecdbetterlifeindex.org/
http://www.oecdbetterlifeindex.org/
http://www.oecdbetterlifeindex.org/
http://www.oecdbetterlifeindex.org/
http://www.oecdbetterlifeindex.org/
https://doi.org/10.1037/1040-3590.5.2.164
https://doi.org/10.1037/1040-3590.5.2.164
https://doi.org/10.1037/1040-3590.5.2.164
https://doi.org/10.1037/1040-3590.5.2.164
https://doi.org/10.1037/1040-3590.5.2.164
https://doi.org/10.1037/1040-3590.5.2.164
https://doi.org/10.1037/1040-3590.5.2.164
https://doi.org/10.1037/1040-3590.5.2.164
https://doi.org/10.1037/1040-3590.5.2.164
https://doi.org/10.1037/1040-3590.5.2.164
https://doi.org/10.1037/1040-3590.5.2.164
https://doi.org/10.1037/1040-3590.5.2.164
https://doi.org/10.1037/1040-3590.5.2.164
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.healthplace.2011.08.012
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.healthplace.2011.08.012
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.healthplace.2011.08.012
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.healthplace.2011.08.012
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.healthplace.2011.08.012
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.healthplace.2011.08.012
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.healthplace.2011.08.012
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.healthplace.2011.08.012
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.healthplace.2011.08.012
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.healthplace.2011.08.012
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.healthplace.2011.08.012
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.healthplace.2011.08.012
https://doi.org/10.1017/S1049096500058856
https://doi.org/10.1017/S1049096500058856
https://doi.org/10.1017/S1049096500058856
https://doi.org/10.1017/S1049096500058856
https://doi.org/10.1017/S1049096500058856
https://doi.org/10.1017/S1049096500058856
https://doi.org/10.1017/S1049096500058856
https://doi.org/10.1017/S1049096500058856
https://doi.org/10.1061/(ASCE)UP.1943-5444.0000416
https://doi.org/10.1061/(ASCE)UP.1943-5444.0000416
https://doi.org/10.1061/(ASCE)UP.1943-5444.0000416
https://doi.org/10.1061/(ASCE)UP.1943-5444.0000416
https://doi.org/10.1061/(ASCE)UP.1943-5444.0000416
https://doi.org/10.1061/(ASCE)UP.1943-5444.0000416
https://doi.org/10.1061/(ASCE)UP.1943-5444.0000416
https://doi.org/10.1061/(ASCE)UP.1943-5444.0000416
https://doi.org/10.1061/(ASCE)UP.1943-5444.0000416
https://doi.org/10.1061/(ASCE)UP.1943-5444.0000416
https://doi.org/10.1061/(ASCE)UP.1943-5444.0000416
https://doi.org/10.1061/(ASCE)UP.1943-5444.0000416
https://doi.org/10.1061/(ASCE)UP.1943-5444.0000416
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0140-6736(13)61489-0
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0140-6736(13)61489-0
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0140-6736(13)61489-0
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0140-6736(13)61489-0
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0140-6736(13)61489-0
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0140-6736(13)61489-0
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0140-6736(13)61489-0
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0140-6736(13)61489-0
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0140-6736(13)61489-0
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0140-6736(13)61489-0
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0140-6736(13)61489-0
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0140-6736(13)61489-0
https://doi.org/10.53383/100022
https://doi.org/10.53383/100022
https://doi.org/10.53383/100022
https://doi.org/10.53383/100022
https://doi.org/10.53383/100022
https://doi.org/10.53383/100022
https://doi.org/10.53383/100022
https://doi.org/10.53383/100022
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.healthplace.2011.04.001
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.healthplace.2011.04.001
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.healthplace.2011.04.001
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.healthplace.2011.04.001
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.healthplace.2011.04.001
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.healthplace.2011.04.001
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.healthplace.2011.04.001
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.healthplace.2011.04.001
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.healthplace.2011.04.001
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.healthplace.2011.04.001
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.healthplace.2011.04.001
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.healthplace.2011.04.001
https://doi.org/10.1023/A:1010072010360
https://doi.org/10.1023/A:1010072010360
https://doi.org/10.1023/A:1010072010360
https://doi.org/10.1023/A:1010072010360
https://doi.org/10.1023/A:1010072010360
https://doi.org/10.1023/A:1010072010360
https://doi.org/10.1023/A:1010072010360
https://doi.org/10.1023/A:1010072010360
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.habitatint.2019.01.004
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.habitatint.2019.01.004
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.habitatint.2019.01.004
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.habitatint.2019.01.004
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.habitatint.2019.01.004
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.habitatint.2019.01.004
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.habitatint.2019.01.004
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.habitatint.2019.01.004
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.habitatint.2019.01.004
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.habitatint.2019.01.004
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.habitatint.2019.01.004
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.habitatint.2019.01.004
https://doi.org/10.1068/a35263
https://doi.org/10.1068/a35263
https://doi.org/10.1068/a35263
https://doi.org/10.1068/a35263
https://doi.org/10.1068/a35263
https://doi.org/10.1068/a35263
https://doi.org/10.1068/a35263
https://doi.org/10.1068/a35263
https://doi.org/10.1177/0013916511402058
https://doi.org/10.1177/0013916511402058
https://doi.org/10.1177/0013916511402058
https://doi.org/10.1177/0013916511402058
https://doi.org/10.1177/0013916511402058
https://doi.org/10.1177/0013916511402058
https://doi.org/10.1177/0013916511402058
https://doi.org/10.1177/0013916511402058
https://doi.org/10.1080/02673037.2017.1280776
https://doi.org/10.1080/02673037.2017.1280776
https://doi.org/10.1080/02673037.2017.1280776
https://doi.org/10.1080/02673037.2017.1280776
https://doi.org/10.1080/02673037.2017.1280776
https://doi.org/10.1080/02673037.2017.1280776
https://doi.org/10.1080/02673037.2017.1280776
https://doi.org/10.1080/02673037.2017.1280776
https://doi.org/10.1080/02673037.2017.1280776
https://doi.org/10.1080/02673037.2017.1280776
https://doi.org/10.1080/02673037.2017.1280776
https://doi.org/10.1353/sof.2002.0065
https://doi.org/10.1353/sof.2002.0065
https://doi.org/10.1353/sof.2002.0065
https://doi.org/10.1353/sof.2002.0065
https://doi.org/10.1353/sof.2002.0065
https://doi.org/10.1353/sof.2002.0065
https://doi.org/10.1353/sof.2002.0065
https://doi.org/10.1353/sof.2002.0065
https://doi.org/10.1353/sof.2002.0065
https://doi.org/10.1353/sof.2002.0065
https://doi.org/10.3390/ijerph16091538
https://doi.org/10.3390/ijerph16091538
https://doi.org/10.3390/ijerph16091538
https://doi.org/10.3390/ijerph16091538
https://doi.org/10.3390/ijerph16091538
https://doi.org/10.3390/ijerph16091538
https://doi.org/10.3390/ijerph16091538
https://doi.org/10.3390/ijerph16091538

	 Introduction
	 Theoretical and Empirical Background
	 Subjective Well-Being
	 Residential Satisfaction and Subjective Well-Being
	 Social Capital and Subjective Well-Being
	 Housing Type and Residential Satisfaction, Social Capital, and Subjective Well-Being
	 Conceptual Model and Research Questions
	 Does Housing Type Influence Residents' Subjective Well-Being?
	 How do Individuals' Residential Satisfaction and Social Capital Play a Role in the Correlation between Their Housing Type and Subjective Well-Being?


	 Setting and Method
	 Context
	 Survey Design and Data
	 Structural Equation Modeling
	 Measurement Model
	 Structural Model
	 Measures and Descriptive Statistics


	 Results
	 Measurement and Model Fit
	 Direct Effects on Residential Satisfaction
	 Direct Effects on Social Capital
	 Direct Effects on SWB
	 Indirect and Total Effects of Apartment on SWB

	 Implications and Conclusions
	 Implications of the Analysis Results
	 Shortcomings and Future Research

	 Survey Samples by City or County
	 Data Availability Statement
	 Acknowledgments
	 References

