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Abstract: Using data from 8 historical blocks in China, the influence of social-
demographic characteristics and residential satisfaction on intended residential 
mobility is analysed. The results of a mixed logit model indicate that higher 
residential satisfaction will lead to a lower intention to move house, and that 
housing satisfaction and satisfaction with the residential environment have a 
higher impact compared with satisfaction related to other life domains. 
Younger residents and residents who live in blocks during early or late 
renovation are more interested in relocating. 

1. INTRODUCTION 

Residential mobility has a long history of intensive study in urban 
planning and housing research. As mobility is significant in understanding 
residential preference and behaviour, the question how families move began 
to attract the interest of scholars since at least the middle 1950s. In the 
1980s and 1990s, identifying variables that influence residential mobility 
was a popular topic of research. Even though recent years have witnessed a 
decrease in the analyses of residential mobility due to the shift of interest to 
international immigration (Coulter, Ham, Findlay and Coulter, 2013), 
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residential mobility remains a significant topic to discuss, especially in 
developing countries. 

Initially, Clark (1983) defined the housing, neighbourhood and 
accessibility as three main reasons for voluntary residential mobility. Boehm 
(1986) and Lee (1994) found that neighbourhood variables play an 
significant role in predicting mobility. Clark (2003, 2006a) checked the 
influence of neighbourhood satisfaction and stated that people who like their 
neighbourhood are less likely to move out. In another paper, Clark et al. 
(2006b), further addressed the trade up in housing and neighbourhood 
quality and found people often improve both. Kan (2007) used social capital 
to replace the nearby neighbourhood and found it has a negative effect on 
residential mobility. 

Since Rossi (1955), tenure has always been included in analyses of 
residential mobility. It was found to have a salient effect on residential 
mobility as raised by Clark (2003), Van der Vlist (2002) and Lu (2002). 
Baker (2002) soon added that homeowners are more satisfied with their 
housing and community characteristics than tenants. Huang (2006) found 
that homeowners are less likely to move than renters. Besides tenure, length 
of stay has been subjected to analyses using months as an independent 
variable in residential mobility studies. Studies have found varying effects. 
McGinnis (1968) concluded that increasing length of stay will decrease the 
propensity to move. However, Ioannides (1987) asserted that length of stay 
will effect mobility jointly with tenure status. Onaka (1983) also found 
length of stay does not have a consistent effect on mobility. Only for young 
couples without children, a negative effect could be observed.  

Residential mobility is also considered to be the function of lifecycle 
events. Different events happening in an individual’s life are potentially 
triggering the need of moving house. Rossi (1955) mentioned that life 
course is placed at the top of the list of reasons of residential mobility. Clark 
(1983) argued that life cycle is a more important determinant compared with 
cost, tenure, etc. Two years later, Courgeau (1985) applied a retrospective 
survey and found that the birth of the first child has a significant effect on 
increasing mobility rates. He also pointed out that divorce has a significant 
effect mainly for woman while the influence of marriage changes over time. 
Later Clark (2003), Feijten (2007) and Rabe (2010) confirmed the 
importance of lifecycle for couples in explaining residential mobility.  

Change of job can also be regarded as a lifecycle event, which 
potentially leads to residential mobility. Many scholars already found the 
positive link between job change and moving house (van Ommeren et al., 
2000; Clark and Davies Withers, 1999). By analysing job change, Böheim 
(2002) found that unemployed people are more likely to move than 
employees in the UK, while Diaz-Serrano (2010) argued that the influence 
of job change depends on the country where respondents live.  
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The relation between residential satisfaction and residential mobility also 
attracted lots of attention in housing research. A significant influence of 
residential satisfaction (or dissatisfaction) on the intention to move was 
found by many scholars (Clark and Onaka, 1983; Kearns and Parkes, 2003; 
Oh, 2003; Kwon and Beamish, 2013). Speare (1975) applied path analysis to 
study the influence of residential satisfaction on mobility. His model was 
confirmed by Landale (1985) and showed that satisfaction is a strong 
predictor of thought of moving and the thought of moving will influence the 
real move. Earhart (1996) and Oh (2003) argued that residential satisfaction 
influences the intention to move house by working together with other 
variable like feeling of home attachment and social bonding. Diaz-Serrano 
(2010) used panel data collected from 12 countries to find that residential 
satisfaction also triggers real moves. By studying the reverse causality 
between residential satisfaction and mobility, scholars also found that 
previous residential mobility will affect current residential satisfaction, in 
spite of the fact that those studies are based on different scales of relocation 
(Barcus, 2004; Lu, 2002; Posthumus et al., 2014).  

Residential mobility has also interested an increasing number of Chinese 
scholars in the past decade (e.g.; Fang, 2006; Li and Song, 2009; He, 2015). 
However, Chinese findings are inconsistent with western results. Using data 
from Beijing, Fang (2006) found that in contrast to the Western literature, 
lower residential satisfaction causes a high intention to move house, but will 
not lead to more real moves. Li (2009) also found that life course, including 
marriage and childbirth, is not influential for residential mobility, which is 
different from findings in the Western world. Even for tenure status, Li 
(2003) and Wu (2006) found it does not necessarily drive residential 
mobility and migrant tenants are less likely to move. The main reason for 
this discrepancy may be that Chinese are faced with stronger constraints and 
hence have less opportunity to act on their preferences and intentions. 

The influence of the special Chinese hukou system on mobility was 
analysed by Huang (2014). He found that it only has effects in more-
developed municipalities. Huang and Deng (2006) found that changes in 
housing supply and housing qualification trigger residential mobility in 
Chinese cities while He (2015) asserted that the intention to move house is 
generated by a combined effect of various factors.  

Although the number of studies in China has been increasing, the study 
of Chinese residential mobility is still at an early phase and systematic 
analysis of the influence of both residential satisfaction and social- 
demographic variables is still lacking.  

The aim of this paper therefore is to analyse how social-demographic 
variables and residential satisfaction jointly influence residential mobility 
intentions. Consistent with the mainstream residential mobility studies that 
concentrated on the propensity to move (Kestens, 2004), our analysis will 
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only consider the mobility intention rather than real moves. The specific 
focus of this study is on historical blocks in selected Chinese cities. These 
blocks are of great theoretical and applied interest because on the one hand 
various constraints may operate more strongly in these urban environments, 
but on the other hand, particularly the renovated blocks have gone through 
upgrading schemes. It is thus important to accumulate evidence of 
residential satisfaction and intentions to move house in such blocks. 
Although life course is always considered  to be significant determinant, 
they are excluded in this analysis as it is hard to collect data associated with 
life course. 

The remainder of this paper is structured as follows: the introduction 
section is followed by a description of the data collection. Then, the method 
of analysis will be presented and results will be discussed. Based on the 
results, some conclusions will be drawn in the last section. 

2. DATA COLLECTION 

Data used for this paper was collected from 8 historical blocks from two 
Chinese cites: Chongqing and Shanghai. Chongqing is located in the 
western part of China while Shanghai is located in the eastern part. Both 
cities are first-tier cities with a high GDP growth (> 7%). In order to protect 
their culture heritage from being engulfed in economic development, both 
cities established their own historical preservation areas. Considering the 
ratio of remaining protection areas (8 in Chongqing and 14 in Shanghai), 3 
blocks from Chongqing and 5 from Shanghai were randomly selected. All 
these blocks experienced different degree of renovation. 

In order to better understand the relations between residential 
satisfaction and mobility, our questionnaire measured satisfaction based on 
7 dimensions in line with traditional mobility research (Clark, 1982, 1983), 
including housing, environment, historical atmosphere and tourism, 
neighbourhood relationship, family, work and economy.  Every dimension 
contains 3 to 10 variables. Based on judgements of all these variables, 
overall satisfaction of each dimension was measured on a seven-point rating 
scale, ranging from ‘very unsatisfied’ to ‘very satisfied’. Finally, the 
intention to move was measured.  After the survey, at least 3 interviews 
were taken in every blocks that over than 30 interviews were recorded in 
total. 

The data was collected from April to June 2015. 400 questionnaires were 
distributed and 384 valid questionnaire were completed. Thus, the response 
rate equals 96 percent. Table 1 shows the collective results of the mobility 
choice. As data was collected in a detailed way to obtain more information, 
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some categories were merged during analysis to reduce the number of 
estimated parameters. Table 2 gives descriptive information about the data. 
The percentage of women (51.3) is slightly higher than the percentage of 
men (48.7). Over half of the families does not need to support any child 
(56.8%) or elderly (63.3%). A large share of the sample (79.7%) has a lower 
level of education, compared with average citizens (75%1). Most 
respondents have the hukou from the same city (89.1%) while very few have 
it from other cities or villages (10.9%). 64.6% of the respondents have lived 
in the blocks for over 20 years. 52.4% of the families have a family income 
less than 5000 yuan (around 714 euros) and only 2.9% earns a family 
income over 20000 yuan (around 2857 euros) per month. As for the stage of 
renovation, 2 blocks (25.3% of respondents) are still at the early stage of 
renovation and only underwent a few rounds of small renovations before 
and might encounter more larger scale renovation soon; very few natives 
have moved out until now. 4 blocks (51.6% of the respondents) are during 
the middle stage of renovation, which means they have already experienced 
at least one around of large scale renovation. There are no immediate plans 
of further renovation; nothing will change much in the short run, but these 
blocks still have the potential of renewal again in the future. Another 2 
blocks (23.2% of respondents) are already at a late stage of renovation. They 
have experienced several rounds of renovation and will not have huge scale 
renovation soon. A large percentage of local residents has already been 
replaced. Figure 1 displays the distribution of age showing that residents in 
historical blocks tend to be relatively old with 43.8% of the respondents 
being 60 or over and their average age is 55 years old. 

 
Table 1. Description of mobility data 
Variable Category Frequency(%) 

N=384 
Residential Mobility Move 44.3 
 Stay 55.7 
 
 
Table 2. Description of social-demographic data 
Variable Category Frequency(%

) 
N=384 

Gender Male 48.7 
Female 51.3 

Family composition live alone  12.2 
with partner 30.2 

 
1 http://www.stats.gov.cn/tjsj/pcsj/rkpc/6rp/indexce.htm 
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with children/with parents/with 
others 

24.0 

with partner+ children+ parents/ 
with partner+ children 

33.6 

Number of raising 
children 

0 56.8 
1 37.8 
2 and over 5.5 

Supporting elderly Yes 36.7 
No 63.3 

Education Level Junior high school and under 45.1 
Senior high school 34.6 
Junior college and over 20.4 

Hukou This city 89.1 
Other city 6.3 
Village 4.7 

Length of stay 20 years and under 35.4 
21-40 years 34.1 
41-60 years 20.1 
Over 60 years 10.4 

Family Income <2000 yuan 7.6 
2000-5000 yuan 44.8 
5000-20000 yuan 44.8 
>20000 yuan 2.9 

Job Yes 47.7 
No(including retired) 52.3 

Renovation Stage  Early stage of renovation 25.3 
Middle stage of renovation 51.6 
Late stage of renovation 23.2 
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Figure 1. Age frequency 

3. METHOD AND RESULTS 

A mixed logit model was used to estimate the influence of residential 
satisfaction and social-demographic characteristics on residential mobility. 
By specifying the random parameters in the mixed logit model, unobserved 
heterogeneity between individuals can be captured. As different renovation 
stages changed the living environment for residents, they are assumed to 
affect residents’ thoughts about housing individually and used as random 
parameters to estimate taste variation between residents in renovated 
historical blocks. Also, in order to check the influence of renovation stages 
on satisfaction, interactions between those two groups of variables were 
estimated. All the categorical attributes were effect coded and n-1 variables 
(every attribute has n categories) were involved in the estimation. 

To show the effects of taste variation, the multinomial logit model was 
also estimated. The results of both models are listed in Table 3. Compared 
with the multinomial model (Rho squared= 0.239), the mixed logit model 
resulted in only a slightly better fit (Rho squared= 0.246). It suggests that 
the sample of respondents is rather homogeneous and that much of the taste 
variation is already captured by the observed socio-demographics, although 
as we will see soon, even most of the socio-demographic variables are not 
significant. Because by and large, the estimates of the models are consistent, 
only the results of mixed logit model will be interpreted in detail.  

 
 
Table 3. Results of multinomial model and mixed logit model 
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Variables 
Coeffic

ient  z  

Pro
b. 
|z|>Z* 

 

Constant 8.94366***      (8.94263***) 5.09 (5.1) 0.0000 (0.0000) 

Renovation stage 1 0.19805** (0.19848) 0.09 (0.09) 0.9273 (0.9271) 

Renovation stage 2 -4.03464 (-4.03416**) -2.25 (-2.25) 0.0243 (0.0242) 

Job -0.17192 (-0.17192) -0.92 (-0.92) 0.3602 (0.3601) 

Gender 0.08339 (0.08338) 0.61 (0.61) 0.5423 (0.5423) 

Age -.03731*** (-.03730***) -2.60 (-2.60) 0.0094 (0.0094) 
Family composition 
1 -0.01848 (-0.01850) -0.06 (-0.06) 0.9537 (0.9536) 
Family composition 
2 0.05844 (0.05844) 0.25 (0.25) 0.7995 (0.7994) 
Family composition 
3 -0.13178 (-0.13177) -0.54 (-0.54) 0.5875 (0.5874) 
Number of raising 
children 1 -0.06561 (-0.06559) -0.25 (-0.25) 0.8051 (0.8051) 
Number of raising 
children 2 -0.01001 (-0.01001) -0.04 (-0.04) 0.9687 (0.9686) 

Supporting elderly 0.09221 (0.09220) 0.63 (0.63) 0.5270 (0.5269) 

Education level 1 0.15977 (0.15975) 0.77 (0.77) 0.4437 (0.4437) 

Education level  2 0.06497 (0.06497) 0.34 (0.34) 0.7313 (0.7313) 

Hukou 1 0.12905 (0.12901) 0.37 (0.37) 0.7082 (0.7083) 

Hukou 2 -0.48253 (-0.48247) -1.17 (-1.17) 0.2407 (0.2406) 

Length of stay  1 -0.05601 (-0.05601) -0.22 (-0.22) 0.8223 (0.8223) 

Length of stay 2 0.22758 (0.22755) 1.04 (1.04) 0.2984 (0.2983) 

Length of stay  3 0.02940 (0.02941) 0.11 (0.11) 0.9103 (0.9102) 

Family income  1 0.58273 (0.58263) 1.32 (1.32) 0.1853 (0.1852) 

Family income  2 -0.31055 (-0.31055) -1.08 (-1.08) 0.2790 (0.2789) 

Family income  3 -0.03360 (-0.03361) -0.12 (-0.12) 0.9014 (0.9013) 
Renovation stage 1  
× Satisfaction of 
housing -0.20850 (-0.20852) -0.90 (-0.90) 0.3662 (0.3661) 
Renovation stage 1 
× Satisfaction of 
environment -0.25650 (-0.25650) -0.87 (-0.87) 0.3848 (0.3847) 
Renovation stage 1 
× Satisfaction of 
historical 
atmosphere and 
tourism 0.17001 (0.16998) 0.51 (0.51) 0.6099 (0.6099) 
Renovation stage 1 
× Satisfaction of 
neighbourhood -.72426** (-.72420**) -2.01 (-2.01) 0.0445 (0.0445) 

Renovation stage 1 .71956** (.71948**) 2.16 (2.16) 0.0311 (0.0311) 
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× Satisfaction of 
family 
Renovation stage 1 
× Satisfaction of 
economy 0.40245 (0.40241) 1.58 (1.58) 0.1151 (0.1151) 
Renovation stage 2 
× Satisfaction of 
housing 0.06790 (0.06792) 0.37 (0.37) 0.7101 (0.7100) 
Renovation stage 2 
× Satisfaction of 
environment 0.18126 (0.18126) 0.80 (0.80) 0.4233 (0.4232) 
Renovation stage 2 
× Satisfaction of 
historical 
atmosphere and 
tourism 0.14499 (0.14496) 0.56 (0.56) 0.5728 (0.5728) 
Renovation stage 2 
× Satisfaction of 
neighbourhood .59712** (.59706**) 2.16 (2.16) 0.0306 (0.0306) 
Renovation stage 2 
× Satisfaction of 
family -0.15281 (-0.15282) -0.58 (-0.58) 0.5618 (0.5617) 
Renovation stage 2 
× Satisfaction of 
economy -0.03406 (-0.03407) -0.17 (-0.17) 0.8647 (0.8647) 
Satisfaction of 
housing -.56477*** (-.56471***) -3.81 (-3.81) 0.0001 (0.0001) 
Satisfaction of 
environment -.45233** (-.45229**) -2.30 (-2.30) 0.0215 (0.0214) 
Satisfaction of 
historical 
atmosphere and 
tourism 0.05292 (0.05292) 0.24 (0.24) 0.8115 (0.8115) 
Satisfaction of 
neighbourhood -0.26670 (-0.26669) -1.11 (-1.11) 0.2672 (0.2672) 
 Satisfaction of 
family -0.28587 (-0.28581) -1.26 (-1.26) 0.2062 (0.2061) 

Satisfaction of job -0.14946 (-0.14943) -0.82 (-0.83) 0.4094 (0.4093) 
Satisfaction of 
economy 0.05523 (0.05523) 0.30 (0.30) 0.7608 (0.7607) 

Random parameters 
Standard 
deviation 

 
z 

 

Prob. 
|z|>Z* 

 Constant 0.01764 
 

0.01 
 

0.9904 
 Renovation Stage 1 0.00116 

 
0.00 

 
0.9997 

 Renovation Stage 2 0.01868 
 

0.01 
 

0.9903 
 Note: 1 The numbers in the parentheses are results of multinomial model. 

          2 ***, **, * ==>  Significance at 1%, 5%, 10% level. 
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Figure 2.  Utilities of main effect variables 

 
An examination of Table 3 shows that the estimated constant is positive 

and significant. It illustrates that the propensity to move house is larger than 
the intention not to move. Results also indicate that stage 2 (middle 
renovation stage), age, interaction between renovation stages and 
satisfaction of neighbourhood and family, housing satisfaction and 
satisfaction with the environment are statistically significant at conventional 
levels (Figure 2). The middle stage of renovation is found to be influential 
variable for residential mobility (-4.034). Compared with people from other 
renovation stages, residents living in blocks during middle renovation are 
less likely to move. As the renovation continues, the intention to move 
increases in the early and late stages. This may suggest that renovation from 
government more or less changed both the tangible and intangible living 
environment. This quantitative result was confirmed during our qualitative 
interviews in which residents mentioned that after few rounds of renovation, 
they do find their living conditions improved. So they were happy about 
their houses and less interested in moving out. However, because the 
historical buildings were partly made from wood and always need repair, 
few rounds of small scale renovation cannot stop the trend of deterioration. 
Therefore, after some time, in spite of more rounds of renovation, residents 
were more inclined to move as they think the renovation cannot solve the 
fundamental problems, such as housing structure and house size. Age also 
significantly impacts the mobility intention (-0.037). Its negative sign shows 
that the older the residents, the lower the intention to move house. 
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As for the various satisfaction variables, housing satisfaction contributes 
significantly to the intention to move house (-0.564). Its negative impact 
suggests that lower housing satisfaction leads to a higher intention to move, 
which is consistent with previous research (Kearns and Parkes, 2003) (Oh, 
2003). Housing satisfaction is also the most important variable influencing 
residential mobility compared with other satisfaction variables. Following 
housing, satisfaction with the environment also significantly influences the 
mobility intention (-0.452). The negative coefficient also indicates that the 
higher environmental satisfaction, the lower the propensity to move. 
Similarly, neighbourhood satisfaction, job satisfaction and satisfaction with 
family life have a negative sign, showing that the intention to move house 
decreased with increasing satisfaction with neighbourhood, job and family. 
In this context, it should be mentioned that job satisfaction includes a 
variable depicting the work commuting time. Historical and economic 
satisfaction show an unexpected positive sign; however none of them are 
statistically significant. Here economic satisfaction involves variables 
depicting rent increase, house price increase and family business. In this 
context, it should also be emphasised that all satisfaction variables are 
strongly intercorrelated. If we examine the single correlations, results 
indicate that historical satisfaction and economic satisfaction are negatively 
correlated with the intention to move house as we would assume. Thus, the 
negative signs in the logit model is likely due to the multicollinearity among 
the satisfaction variables. 

Although renovation stages are assumed to display taste variation, the 
standard deviation of these random parameters are statistically insignificant. 
It means residents living in blocks of different renovation stages do not 
exhibit significant differences in their propensity to move house. However, 
estimates of interaction between renovation stage and satisfaction variables 
suggest that the neighbourhood and family satisfaction significantly interact 
with several renovation stages. Specifically, with same neighbourhood 
satisfaction, residents living in blocks of early renovation (-0.724) have a 
lower inclination to move compared with those from blocks of later 
renovation (0.597), which is different from results of renovation stage. A 
likely explanation is that social bonding was destroyed during renovation as 
more neighbours were replaced. The same trend is found in interaction with 
environmental satisfaction. In contrast, for residents with same family 
satisfaction level, those who live in blocks during early renovation stage are 
most likely to move, which is consistent with the main effect of stage. Then 
lower housing satisfaction is found may decrease the (base) preference of 
moving in early renovation stage. As historical and economic satisfaction 
exhibit unexpected signs, so their interactions will not be interpreted. 

Regarding other social-demographic variables, although the results 
suggest that they are statistically insignificant maybe due to relatively small 
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sample size, some trends can still be observed. The negative sign of having a 
job indicates that people who have a job are less likely to move out 
compared with those retired or having no job. It might be because people 
with a job are more stable than those without a job. Some respondents 
mentioned in the interviews that they cannot move because their work 
places are nearby and it would be inconvenient for their commuting if they 
would relocate. Gender positively influences residential mobility, which 
means that males have a higher intention to move compared with females. 
The changing signs of family composition indicate that residents who lives 
alone and live with children or parents or other relatives are less interested 
in moving compared with residents living with a partner or extended family. 
The result is consistent with researches focusing on life course that marriage 
will lead to higher moving intention (Clark and Huang, 2003; Feijten and 
van Ham, 2007; Rabe and Taylor, 2010). Parameters of the number of raised 
children demonstrate that families having more children are more likely to 
move compared with having less children, which is reasonable as more 
children need more space and families might consider moving. Similarly, 
supporting more elderly at home will also induce a higher mobility 
intention. In terms of length of stay, residents who live less than 20 years 
and longer than 60 years in the historical block are less likely to move. 
Although tenure has been studied intensively in residential mobility 
research, it is not involved in this analysis as the model indicated singular 
when tenure is included, which might be due to its high correlation with 
other variables. 

Education level also displays a negative effect in the sense that residents 
with a higher education level have a lower inclination to relocate. Residents 
holding hukou of the current city and village have higher moving intention 
compared with those holding hukou of other cities, which is confirmed in 
the interviews that residents holding hukou from other cities are more 
reluctant to move as they have much less expectations about change. For 
family with lowest income, they are more interested in moving than families 
having other levels of income, which might be because some respondents 
with low family income mentioned that they intend to get high 
compensation from government from relocation to improve their economic 
situation. 

4. CONCLUSIONS 

The aim of this paper is to systematically understand residential 
satisfaction and social-demographic characteristics as determinants impact 
residential mobility. The results of mixed logit model indicate that 
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residential satisfaction is an important impactor of residential mobility, 
which is consistent with previous researches (Kwon and Beamish, 2013). 
Renovation stage and age are also found to significantly influence mobility 
intention. 

Most satisfaction variables have negative impact on residential mobility. 
It means when certain dimension of satisfaction increases, the intention to 
move decreases. Housing satisfaction is found to be the most influential 
variable compared with other satisfaction variables. As for social-
demographic characteristics, length of stay is found not to affect mobility 
consistently, which is consistent with Onaka (1983), but because of distinct 
reasons. Another variable, age, negatively influences the intention to move, 
which confirms earlier findings (Earhart and Weber, 1996; Clark and 
Huang, 2003). Holding the special Chinese ID, hukou, of other city may also 
reduce the propensity to move compared with those having local hukou. 
Consistent with previous Western studies (Clark and Huang, 2003; Feijten 
and van Ham, 2007), people living with a partner or extended family are 
more likely to move compared with those living alone or with few relatives, 
which is, however, inconsistent with finding from urban areas in Shanghai 
(Li and Song, 2009). Therefore, different from most other Chinese findings, 
the residential preferences in renovated Chinese historical blocks are more 
similar with Western literatures. 

The study also revealed that there is no difference in residents’ taste 
regarding renovation stage. Residents living in blocks of the same 
renovation stages have similar preference contributing to the mobility 
intention. However, the joint effects of renovation stage and neighbourhood 
and family satisfaction are influential in the propensity to move. For 
residents having the same neighbourhood satisfaction, those who live in 
early renovation stage are less likely to move out, which might be because 
increasing number of local residents are replaced as the renovation 
continues. In contrast, under the same satisfaction level of family, residents 
living in the early stage are more inclined to move home. As renovation 
stage and its interaction with neighbourhood satisfaction influence 
residential mobility significantly and residents are more inclined to move in 
later stages, how to improve the renovation to create better living 
environment and reduce deterioration of social fabric is worthy 
consideration by policy makers. Although this study provides some insights 
into the influence of social-demographic characteristics and residential 
satisfaction on intended residential mobility, further investigation about the 
effect of more detailed attributes behind satisfaction variables on residential 
mobility still remains for further study. 
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