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Abstract: This study quantitatively evaluated South Korean residents’ housing satisfaction and
factors affecting shared housing and made recommendations for policy establishment for the supply
and revitalization of shared housing in South Korea. Using an online and offline survey, the study
analyzed the relationship between the satisfaction with shared housing, intention to reside again in
shared housing, and intention to recommend shared housing to others among young people living in
shared housing in Seoul. The results showed that shared housing characteristics significantly affected
the housing satisfaction but not the intention to reside again and intention to recommend. Housing
satisfaction significantly affected the intention to reside again and the intention to recommend.
Residents of public-supply shared housing showed no significant correlation between the shared
housing characteristics and housing satisfaction; those of private-supply shared housing showed
increased housing satisfaction. Housing satisfaction did not significantly affect the intention to reside
again among people in public-supply shared housing; however, it affected the intention to reside
again among those in private-supply shared housing. The physical location and environment and
community factors did not significantly affect overall housing satisfaction in public-supply shared
housing but significantly affected the housing satisfaction and intention to reside again in private-
supply shared housing. These results support the need for regulation and policy to guide housing
adjustments and facilitate lifestyles, the need for diversification in housing types, and the importance
of uniform management and operations of public-run units.

Keywords: housing patterns; housing satisfaction; shared housing; single-person households; youth
housing problems

1. Introduction
1.1. Background and Purpose of the Study

In recent years, challenges to the global housing market have been trending among
international stakeholders. This scrutiny stems from adverse conditions such as urban
sprawl, reduced housing stock, migratory patterns, societal aging, quality and affordability,
and government policies [1–5]. As a consequence of young people having been particularly
affected as governments have not always kept pace with contemporary social changes [2],
housing policies have not always addressed constraints that hinder young people from
accessing equal opportunities to live independently or suitable and available accommoda-
tions [2]. Currently, limited housing options have forced single young people into shared
housing arrangements with mixed experiences [5,6]. Bricocoli and Sabatinelli note that
sharing spaces is not always a happy medium despite the economic benefits [7]. One
recommendation from their Mediterranean study was a need for more supportive housing
policies for alternative housing. This is an acute requirement also in the U.K., where limited
rentals, planning restrictions, high rents, and reduced housing benefits have forced young
people into shared accommodations [4]. The provision of housing benefits and subsidized
rentals as in the USA [8] has been a precarious panacea to support single living because of
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urbanization [9]. In this regard, fit-for-purpose and satisfactory living space is important
in the shared housing market. In places such as Amsterdam, the housing shortage for
young adults is exasperated by its reputation as a university city [3]. Additionally, not all
countries are well-regulated and able to provide subsidized or specialized housing options.
In post-socialist countries such as Serbia, the private rental market is unregulated, and
government-subsidized housing is diversified [10]. Where the renewed scholarship in
shared spaces aims to understand how youths engage within their economic and social
environments [1,6,7], this research adds to the literature by examining the relationship
between housing satisfaction and structural variables as an important driver for change
among single young people within the urban city of Seoul, with the overall result of these
disruptions being that young people worldwide are often left without the vital infrastruc-
ture to help them maneuver the housing market and positively affect available, satisfactory
accommodation and housing policies. The renewed scholarship in shared spaces aims to
understand how youths engage within their economic and social environments [1,6,7]; this
research adds to the literature by examining the relationship between housing satisfaction
and structural variables as an important driver for change among single young people
within the urban city of Seoul.

South Korea’s housing patterns are changing rapidly, with low birth rates, low growth,
an increase in single-person households, and emerging housing problems for the younger
generation. According to data from the National Statistical Office’s “2020 South Korea
Social Indicators,” the South Korean population has continued to decline since 2010, while
the proportion of single-person households has steadily increased from 23.9% in 2010 to
33.4% in 2021. In particular, the proportion of young single-person households in the Seoul
metropolitan area of 59.2% is higher than in other regions, has more than doubled over the
past 20 years, and is predicted to increase until 2047 [11]. According to the Population and
Housing Survey (National Statistical Office), there has been some improvement in housing
poverty among domestic households. In this paper, housing poverty is defined as “the basic
problems of housing shortage, poor physical conditions and overcrowding; the suitability
of the dwelling stock in terms of tenure, type, size, location and other qualitative aspects of
the dwelling and the neighborhood environment; and the ability of households to access
suitable dwellings” [12]. However, youth housing poverty is worsening because of the
increase in single-person households that fail to meet the minimum housing standards. In
South Korea, minimum standards are based on floor space (4 persons at a minimum of
37 sq m), facilities, structure, and environment [12]. The housing poverty rate is worse for
youth living in Seoul than elsewhere in the country. There is an increase in single-person
youth households, exacerbating the youth housing poverty problem in two aspects: the
burden of housing costs and the high-cost housing environment for young people with low
economic stability [13] where single-person youth households bear housing costs about
twice as much as three to four households in the family unit.

Until now, although the central government and local governments provide rent
deposits to assist young people with public rental housing, South Korea’s housing policy
has focused on apartments for three- to four-people households, while small houses, in
which most young single people live, have been highlighted as the cause of youth housing
problems owing to their relatively poor environment. Nevertheless, there is a lack of
housing supply because of the difficulty in securing land and relatively weak support for
young people with low economic credibility. Consequently, shared housing has emerged as
a new type of housing for single-person households to reduce the burden of housing costs
and improve the quality of housing as social awareness of sharing has recently expanded
along with the youth housing problem.

The sharing economy has expanded globally, as the paradigm of consumption has
shifted from owning to sharing owing to stagnant economic growth. As such, new al-
ternative housing types such as room sharing and shared housing are emerging in the
housing market to reduce housing costs. As such, new alternative housing types such as
room sharing and shared housing are emerging in the housing market to reduce housing
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costs. The room-sharing type of housing, which involved remodeling existing houses in
the early days of its introduction in South Korea, is gradually changing into a structure
that is planned, designed, developed, and operated for shared housing [14]. Although
the supply of shared housing in South Korea is mainly carried out by the private sector,
the government has recently expanded the supply of shared housing as part of its youth
housing policy by recognizing shared housing supply as a national task and promoting
projects related to shared housing in Seoul [15], with the shared housing market evolving
as the purpose of residents is taking a step beyond home sharing to community relations
and facility sharing.

Shared housing can be defined as a type of housing that allows several non-blood-
related tenants to live in one house and share common spaces or facilities such as living
rooms and kitchens [16]. Such an arrangement has the advantage of reducing the burden of
housing costs, improving the residential environment through sharing physical spaces, and
forming social relationships, thus relieving loneliness and increasing the preference for such
housing types among young people living in single-person households [6,17]. According
to the “2020 Population and Generation Status Analysis” conducted by the Ministry of
the Interior and Safety, while it is expected to grow to 200,000 units and KRW 1.3 trillion
by 2025, as of 2020, the market size of shared housing in South Korea is approximately
20,000 units, which is about 1% of rental households for young people. In the case of
developed overseas markets such as the USA and Europe, the number of young single-
person households is expected to increase because of young people’s desire to live in
the city, network, and experience consumption, convenience, and flexibility during their
employment periods [1,6,9]. Additionally, while the supply of shared housing has increased
rapidly since 2015, the exact concept and guidelines for shared housing are still insufficient
under South Korea’s domestic law.

As such, young single-person households in South Korea are becoming increasingly
interested in and aware of shared housing as an alternative.

Research on shared housing in South Korea has focused on two main aspects—the
type of shared housing, mainly the characteristics of space planning of shared housing that
can be introduced in South Korea through case studies [18–20]; and the demand preferences
of single-person youth households, which are the main potential demand group for shared
housing [20,21]. Moreover, to identify and derive reasonable and applicable standards
for the supply of shared housing, a balanced approach to the demand and supply of
shared housing is necessary; while many studies exist on space planning characteristics of
shared housing and demand characteristics and preferences, few studies exist on residents’
satisfaction with shared housing. Therefore, this study aimed to quantitatively evaluate
housing satisfaction and factors affecting residents to address problems related to shared
housing in South Korea. Using a housing satisfaction survey, the study identified the
differences in consumer aspects, including state-led and private-sector-led supply types,
which are representative suppliers of shared housing. The difference was then confirmed by
comparing and analyzing the impact of housing satisfaction on the intention to reside again
and the intention to recommend to others, and the basis for the public- and private-sector-
led supply and revitalization of shared housing. This can enhance the understanding of the
rapidly growing domestic shared housing market and highlight implications for the rational
supply of shared housing as alternative housing in the future and for improvement in the
living environment. This study would prove useful for policymakers and governments in
their attempts to manage urban sprawl and private real estate markets, force the design
of more inclusive and sustainable cities [20], and satisfy young people’s entitlement to
sustainable habitation.

1.2. Scope and Method of Research

This study was limited to the active shared housing market of Seoul. Shared housing
is divided into state-led and private-sector-led markets based on supply and operation;
both types were adopted as subjects of this study to identify their differences. The survey
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was limited to residents (19–39 years old) of shared housing in Seoul. Respondents in this
age group were selected because they are subject to the housing policy for young people
proposed by the Ministry of Land, Infrastructure, and Transport.

2. Literature Review

Shared housing is a type of housing with shared spaces for cooking, and separate
private spaces for resting [22], provided in a moderate residential environment at a relatively
low cost. The term “shared housing” or “collective living” is a commonly understood
concept internationally and originated in the 19th century with boarding houses and urban
transplants. With the concept of shared housing spans, a diverse range of accommodations
including transitional houses, rooming and lodging houses; life cycle changes; income
levels; and housing conditions [23], the commodification of shared housing continues to
represent a lucrative real estate deal for investors, especially since affordable dwelling
has become a priority with the rise of cities and urban sprawl. In areas throughout the
U.K. and Europe, inner-city and shared housing developed in response to workers’ and
students’ demand for flexible and affordable accommodation [3]. Nowadays, although in
this study, shared housing focuses on an implicit tenant demographic, i.e., young single
people within public-led or private-led shared accommodations in the dense population
city of Seoul, shared housing and all its formats reflect the global shift of “urban living and
urban housing markets, characteristic of late-capitalist urbanization” [24]. However, in
this study, shared housing focuses on an implicit tenant demographic, i.e., young single
people within public-led or private-led shared accommodations in the dense population
city of Seoul.

Recently, shared housing has attracted the attention of young single people, albeit
the concept of shared housing in academia and housing industries is sometimes mixed
with community housing, co-housing, and collective housing. Byeon [25] defines shared
housing as a generic term for housing types and housing methods whereby residents share
residential facilities or spaces and classifies other sub-concepts according to the degree of
physical and social sharing related to housing. Shared housing is not yet included in the
housing type classification system under the Domestic Building Act or the Housing Act.
However, the legal definition encompasses physical and social sharing as a “new type of
housing where single-person households with common characteristics or interests gather
to share some space such as kitchens and living rooms”.

Currently, shared housing for single youth households is divided into public-led and
private-led supplier types. Under the state-led supply type, capital, such as land and
buildings, is initially provided by the public sector and then entrusted to the private sector
to operate and manage. Recognizing the need for an alternative housing method amid high
housing costs for young people, the government is increasingly attempting to introduce
shared housing types in housing support projects for single-person youth households. In
the case of state-led projects, low housing costs are an advantage, but there are limitations,
such as operation management after supply. Further, with private-led shared housing being
supplied in the form of construction or remodeling by a private business entity without
state support, there is not much public land available in the city, which makes continuous
provision difficult. In terms of location, there is a wide range of choices, and businesses
can be expanded quickly, but the housing stability, including housing cost savings, is
relatively reduced.

Domestic shared housing is at a nascent stage because shared housing methods are
still uncommon, despite research on shared housing for single-person households hav-
ing been actively conducted in the past five years since the supply of shared housing
in South Korea [11,14]. However, models of alternative housing are being attempted by
various suppliers in the private sector. Related previous studies have mainly focused on
the characteristics of space planning through case analysis of shared housing at home and
abroad and consumers’ housing needs and preferences to inform shared housing plan-
ning [24–26]. Regarding the spatial composition and operational characteristics of shared
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housing, Hee-won Lee et al. [22] and Min-ho Seong [26] analyzed domestic and foreign
shared housing cases to derive the architectural planning characteristics of shared housing.
Oh Jung et al. [16] analyzed the demand characteristics and influencing factors of shared
housing for young single-person households, and Ji Eun-young [27] suggested ways to
improve young single-person households’ satisfaction with shared housing. Demand char-
acteristics and preference surveys of potential demand groups in shared housing have been
conducted, often suggesting the direction of planning for shared housing. Nevertheless,
few studies have been conducted on actual shared housing residents. This study aimed to
differentiate itself from existing studies by selecting residents living in shared housing in
Seoul as study subjects, analyzing their housing satisfaction, and deriving factors affecting
the performance of shared housing by supply type.

The concept of housing satisfaction is not limited to the physical aspects of the resi-
dence but also satisfaction with the overall housing, including the surrounding environ-
ment [28]. Morris and Winter’s conceptual and theoretical framework of housing adjusting
behavior posit that unsatisfactory housing gives rise to dissatisfaction and may result in
relocation or adaptation when housing does not meet expectations [29]. Some twenty years
earlier, Rossi posited that mobility was a housing adjustment but of a rudimentary type [30].
While authors concurred that adjustment is a multi-decision process related to adjusting
housing and a decision to select an alternative, it was Morris and Winter who identified
the perceived gap between actual and desired housing as a source of dissatisfaction [29].
Where overall these theories highlight the shortcomings of these models in addressing this
demographic based on the difference in structural variables, i.e., young, single, childless,
and in rental accommodation, Speare also interpreted housing dissatisfaction as a predictor
of housing adjustments but introduced the sociodemographic variable of age, contending
that young people are more likely to move than old people if they are less satisfied with
their housing [31]. Marans and Rodgers [32] presented a housing satisfaction model that
considers the subjective factors of individual residents. Each subjective factor corresponds
to an individual’s demographic characteristics and becomes a criterion for evaluating
the residential environment of local communities, neighborhoods, and unit houses. The
conceptual model of housing satisfaction for evaluating residential environment quality
has been studied by many researchers. In particular, Fried and Gleicher [33] emphasized
the importance of housing satisfaction, stating that among the various concepts and forms
of housing, housing satisfaction is the most appropriate criterion for evaluating housing
quality. Housing satisfaction is also the perceived difference between the resident’s need or
desire for housing and their current housing state [34], and the extent to which residents
evaluate their current state and future needs. Previous studies mainly set several variables
as factors influencing housing satisfaction and verified them through structural equations
and regression analysis. According to Oh Soo-cheol [35], the influencing factors of housing
satisfaction were mainly economic issues, social issues, education, stability, environment,
and comfort. Recently, with the subject and range of spatial aspects of research related to
housing satisfaction having been expanded to neighborhood and community characteris-
tics [36,37], Kim Bu-sung [38] set and analyzed housing satisfaction factors as economic,
cultural, environmental, educational, and social and urban infrastructural factors and
concluded that they all, excluding cultural factors, affect housing satisfaction. In terms
of traditional housing satisfaction, demographic characteristics, housing performance,
housing support services, public facilities, neighborhood living facilities, and the social
environment are also important factors.

The performance evaluation of shared housing can be examined based on the intention
to reside again and the intention to recommend to others. The intention to recommend to
others increases the willingness to settle in the current residence and leads to conveying
one’s housing satisfaction positively to others. Nam Young-woo [39] states that the fre-
quency of movement decreases with higher housing satisfaction, and higher satisfaction
leads to tenants’ lease extensions. In a study on housing satisfaction, long-term residence
intention, and recommendation intention for residents in new cities and downtown, Moon
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Hyun-seung [40] analyzed that housing satisfaction had a positive (+) effect on the long-
term residence intention and recommendation intention. In summary, the higher the
housing satisfaction, the higher the intention to continue living in the same residence and
the lower the intention to move. However, with it being necessary to analyze the influence
of housing satisfaction in shared housing on residents’ intention to reside again and their
recommendation intention, in terms of the relationship between housing satisfaction and
recommendation intention, studies have yielded varying results. Notably, the intention to
reside again may be low owing to the non-housing characteristics of young single-person
households, such as switching jobs.

Summary

The concept of shared housing is still in the nascent stages in South Korea. While
it has not been included within domestic laws, the state has become aware of the issues
related to housing poverty for young singles. Accordingly, state-led agencies have been
cooperating with the private sector by constructing these units and allowing them to
operate and manage them. How much young single residents are satisfied with these
units forms the basis of this structural equation modeling (SEM) quantitative research.
Previous international and local studies have focused on space planning, and consumer
needs and preference in housing satisfaction. Theoretical and conceptual studies have
hypothesized housing adjustment models in response to unsatisfactory habitation and
shown robust relations; however, the models are limited in their coverage of the structural
variables of this unique population. Specifically, in research that addresses these limitations
and adds to the literature on policy challenges in housing for this demographic, these
theories occlude single young person households. Moreover, while economic, educational,
social, and social characteristics have been used as performance evaluators for traditional
housing satisfaction, these evaluators have not been used within the context of returning
rental residents or for recommending rental units to others. The research addresses these
limitations and adds to the literature on policy challenges in housing for this demographic.

3. Materials and Methods
3.1. Research Model

The structural equation model is a statistical analysis method that combines a latent
variable model. It represents a causal relationship between latent variables and is a mea-
surement model in which latent variables are measured by observation variables [41]. The
SEM is more reliable than regression analysis in this case because it considers measurement
errors, and multiple independent variables can be analyzed simultaneously for dependent
variables. Therefore, a single analysis can confirm causality and direct and indirect effects.
Based on the theoretical relationship between the factors affecting housing satisfaction in
previous studies, the following figure suggests that physical, economic, environmental,
safety, community, and operation management factors of shared housing characteristics
affect residents’ housing satisfaction. Further, housing satisfaction can affect residents’
intention to reside again and recommend to others.

Figure 1 is the measurement model of the study. The measurement model analysis
illustrates whether indicators of the variables showed acceptable suitability using a single
factor model before the hypothesis test of the proposed model and evaluated concentrated
validity and discriminant validity. These are the most rigorous evaluation methods. Third-
level variables indicate measurement errors related to latent variables in the SEM using
AMOS and do not mean differences between variables. This discussion is elaborated on
further in Section 4.2.
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3.2. Research Model

The researchers used a purposive and snowball sampling technique. Both techniques
were included to better estimate population parameters. Snowball sampling was particu-
larly useful to expand the sampling target by introducing other respondents that meet spe-
cific conditions. The inclusion criteria for respondents were young mixed-gender persons
between the ages of 20 and 39, unmarried, and residents in shared rental housing in Seoul.

A total of 620 sample data were collected through the survey of an on/offline ques-
tionnaire, but only 595 copies were valid. A pilot study was conducted before the main
survey was conducted. After making amendments to the instruments based on feedback
from the preliminary pilot, the survey was conducted over four weeks after revising and
supplementing the questionnaire.

The study was conducted from 10 June to 20 July 2022. The sampling culminated in
young people between the ages of 18 and 40 who were residents of or had resided in shared
housing in Seoul. The 595 viable questionnaires collected through the online and offline
surveys were reviewed by two expert researchers to eliminate duplicates.

The case study evaluation was considered an appropriate method to develop an in-
depth analysis of this phenomenon. The approach required detailed collection of a variety
of data-collection procedures [42]. Accordingly, the study involved three stages: first,
based on the literature review, a theoretical background of the concept, the encompassing
characteristics of shared housing, and single-person households’ satisfaction with shared
housing were established. An instrument was designed that included indicators that
could measure variables such as housing satisfaction and intention to reside again and
were modified for use on single-person shared housing residents (see Table 1). Second,
the proposed research model was pilot tested by conducting a survey of residents of
shared housing using the selected indicators. This involved in-person visits to distribute to
this end; confirmatory factor analysis, measurement model analysis, and a measurement
model validity test were performed for each variable, and the research model was tested.
Third, a multi-group analysis was conducted to test the differences in each parameter
according to the type of supplier of shared housing for single-person households. By
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analyzing the structural impact relationship between housing satisfaction, intention to
reside again in single-person shared housing, and recommendation to others, the study
presents recommendations for improving the living environment of shared housing.

Table 1. Summary of survey questions.

Measure Characteristics Contents

Characteristics of Shared Housing

Physical

The appropriate size of the area of private and
public spaces

Parking lot status

The degree of deterioration of facilities

Furniture and storage space

Indoor space environment (lighting,
ventilation, soundproofing, etc.)

Economic

A decrease in deposit

A decrease in monthly rent

Joint burden of housing maintenance expenses
(public charges, equipment expenses, etc.)

Environmental

Park and green conditions

Harmful surroundings

Accessibility to Convenience Facilities

Traffic accessibility

Distance from school and work

Safety

Presence of a crime prevention system (CCTV,
streetlights, crime prevention facilities, etc.)

An image of a residential area

Located on the side of the boulevard

Community

Organization of various community facilities
(lounges, co-working spaces, etc.)

Activating a Community Program

Active exchanges with local residents

Management

Diversity of services (cleaning, laundry,
delivery storage, etc.)

Kindness and initiative in handling the duties
of managers

Tenant management protocol status

Evaluation of Shared Housing

Location
Intention to reside again

Willingness to live in a shared house when
moving in the future

Intention to recommend Willingness to recommend living in a shared
house to others

All variables were measured using the 5-point Likert scale. Specifically, the characteris-
tics of shared housing that affect the housing satisfaction and performance of single-person
shared housing comprise seven factors: physical, economic, environmental, location, safety,
community, and management characteristics. These were used as detailed factors of overall
housing satisfaction, which in this study was determined as the overall satisfaction level of
shared housing perceived by residents living in shared housing. Five questions were used
to measure participants’ housing satisfaction on a 5-point Likert scale (1 point: very dissat-
isfied; 3 points: neutral; 5 points: very satisfied). Additionally, the performance of shared
housing was defined as the result of the overall evaluation of shared housing perceived
by residents living in single-person shared housing. It was measured as the intention to
reside again in shared housing after moving owing to reasons such as job changes and the
intention to recommend shared housing to others. To measure this, a questionnaire used by
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Park Jong-hee [43] and Kwon Chil-Kwan [44] was modified. The questionnaire was based
on a 5-point Likert scale and comprises eight items: four items related to the intention to
reside again in shared housing and four items related to recommending shared housing to
others. A summary of the instrument is provided in Table 1.

3.3. Establishment of Research Hypotheses

A modified research model was used to measure the factors influencing people’s satisfaction with
shared housing, their intention to reside again in shared housing, and their intention to recommend
shared housing to others.

Hypothesis 1. The characteristics of shared housing for single-person households will have a
significant effect on their housing satisfaction.

Hypothesis 2. The characteristics of shared housing for single-person households will have a
significant effect on their intention to reside again in shared housing.

Hypothesis 3. The characteristics of shared housing for single households will have a significant
effect on their intention to recommend shared housing to others.

Hypothesis 4. Housing satisfaction will have a significant effect on the intention of single-person
households to reside again in shared housing.

Hypothesis 5. Housing satisfaction will have a significant effect on the intention of single-person
households to recommend shared housing to others.

Furthermore, here, an indirect effect was estimated to test the mediating effect of
housing satisfaction on the relationship between shared housing characteristics and the
intention to reside again in shared housing, as well as the intention to recommend shared
housing to others. Additional research hypotheses were established.

Hypothesis 6. The characteristics of shared housing will have a significant effect on housing
satisfaction and the intention to reside again in shared housing.

Hypothesis 7. The characteristics of shared housing will have a significant effect on housing
satisfaction and the intention to recommend shared housing to others.

Hypothesis 8. The differences between each parameter will depend on the provision of shared hous-
ing on the structural relationship among the characteristics of shared housing, housing satisfaction,
intention to reside again in shared housing, and intention to recommend shared housing to others.

4. Result
4.1. Analysis of Descriptive Statistics of Research Subjects and Variables
4.1.1. Descriptive Analysis

This study analyzed the structural influence relationship between satisfaction with
shared housing, intention to reside again in shared housing, and intention to recommend
shared housing to others among young people in their 20s and 30s living in shared housing.
Study participants’ sociodemographic characteristics are shown in Table 2.
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Table 2. Respondent sample configuration.

Variable Range Frequency
(n)

Percentage
(%) Variable Range Frequency

(n)
Percentage

(%)

Gender
Male 271 45.5

Housing type
Shared house 297 49.9

Female 324 54.5 * Co-living 298 50.1

Age

19–25 71 11.9

Occupation

Employed 407 68.4

26–30 304 51.1 Self-
employed 47 7.9

31–35 188 31.6 Student 69 11.6

36 and above 32 5.4 Unemployed 72 12.1

Number of
residents

<10 people 67 11.3

Period of
residence

<3 months 40 6.7

10–19 people 190 31.9 3 to <6
months 186 31.3

20–29 people 229 38.5 6 months to
<1 year 224 37.6

30–49 people 81 13.6 1 to <2 years 106 17.8

50 people or
more 28 4.7 2 years and

above 39 6.6

Level of
education

High school
or lower 74 12.4

Operating
entity

Public 146 24.5

College 492 82.7 Public–
private 263 44.2

Graduate
school 29 4.9 Private 186 31.3

+Average
monthly
income

<KRW 2 mn 139 23.4

Monthly rent

<KRW 300 k 116 19.5

KRW 2 mn to
<3 mn 256 43.0 KRW 300 k to

<500 k 366 61.5

KRW 3 mn to
<4 mn 174 29.2 KRW 500 k to

<600 k 78 13.1

KRW 4 mn or
above 26 4.4 KRW 600 k or

above 35 5.9

* Co-living provides the option of a private bathroom and kitchen; shared housing means sharing these facilities
with flatmates. +Conversion rates are: KRW 1 = USD 0.00070– KRW = EUR 0.00071.

4.1.2. Analysis of Descriptive Statistics for Each Variable

The results of the descriptive statistics analysis of the variables used in this study
are shown in Table 3. First, the results of the mean and standard deviation for each
variable were as follows: characteristics of shared housing (M = 3.50, SD = 0.622), housing
satisfaction (M = 3.73, SD = 0.607), intention to reside again (M = 3.55, SD = 0.669), and
recommendation intention (M = 3.68, SD = 0.773). Further, the skewness and kurtosis
values of all variables were less than the absolute value of descriptive statistics of 2, and all
variables formed a normal distribution. Finally, the minimum value of each variable was
distributed between 1.00 and 1.89, and the maximum values were all 5.00 points.
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Table 3. Technical statistics analysis results.

Factor Average Standard
Deviation Skewness Kurtosis Minimum Maximum

Shared housing
characteristic 3.50 0.622 −0.512 −0.627 1.89 5.00

Housing
satisfaction 3.73 0.607 −0.606 1.179 1.33 5.00

Intention to
reside again 3.55 0.669 −0.823 1.418 1.00 5.00

Intention to
recommend 3.68 0.773 −0.572 0.475 1.00 5.00

4.2. Measurement Model Analysis

Measurement model analysis was used to investigate whether indicators of the vari-
ables showed acceptable suitability using a single factor model before the hypothesis test
of the proposed model and evaluate concentrated validity and discriminant validity. These
are the most rigorous evaluation methods. As a result of the measurement model analysis,
the indicators were found to have a very good fit level with sufficient acceptability. The
specific results were as follows: χ2 = 338.280, df = 84, p = 0.000, GFI = 0.927, AGFI = 0.896,
CFI = 0.900, TLI = 0.875, RMR = 0.055, RMSEA = 0.071. Moreover, looking at the stan-
dardized regression coefficient value of the variables used in the measurement model, all
variables, excluding re-reside #1 (β = 0.443) and re-reside #3 (β = 0.420), showed a value of
0.5 or above, implying a strong explanatory power. Next, the construct reliability value
was calculated to investigate convergent validity. The results were as follows: shared
housing characteristics, 0.890; housing satisfaction, 0.762; intention to reside again 0.801;
recommended intention, 0.730. All variables showed higher than the general standard (0.7
or higher), thus securing concentrated validity [45].

As a result of the measurement model analysis, the indicators were found to have a
very good fit level with sufficient acceptability. Hypothesis 4, ‘Housing satisfaction will
have a significant effect on the intention to reside again in shared housing’, can be found in
Table 4. Moreover, housing satisfaction had a statistically significant effect on the intention
to reside again (t = 6.435, p = 0.000) and intention to recommend (t = 5.135, p = 0.000); thus,
Hypothesis 5 was accepted. This indicates that as the housing satisfaction increases, the
intention to reside again in shared housing and the intention to recommend shared housing
to others increase. The research model for this can be confirmed in Figure 2.
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Table 4. CFA result.

Factor Variable
Name

Non-
Standardized

Coefficient

Standardized
Coefficient

Standard
Error

Measurement
Error

Concept
Reliability AVE

Shared
housing

characteristic

Management 1.000 0.763 - 0.315

0.890 0.576

Community 0.950 0.766 0.053 0.279

Safety 0.844 0.697 0.051 0.330

Environment 0.861 0.678 0.054 0.382

Economic
characteristic 0.900 0.624 0.062 0.556

Physical
characteristic 0.637 0.632 0.043 0.268

Housing
satisfaction

Housing
satisfaction 1 1.000 0.601 - 0.293

0.762 0.516
Housing

satisfaction 3 0.979 0.619 0.173 0.394

Housing
satisfaction 5 1.834 0.606 0.233 0.354

Intention to
reside again

Intention to
reside again 1 1.000 0.443 - 0.313

0.801 0.505

Intention to
reside again 2 1.155 0.501 0.129 0.287

Intention to
reside again 3 0.850 0.420 0.106 0.148

Intention to
reside again 4 1.160 0.557 0.123 0.164

Intention to
recommend

Intention to
recommend 3 1.000 0.606 - 0.347

0.730 0.575
Intention to

recommend 4 1.086 0.672 0.089 0.256

Degree of suitability χ2 = 338.280, df = 84, p = 0.000, GFI = 0.927, AGFI = 0.896, CFI = 0.900, TLI = 0.875,
RMR = 0.055, RMSEA = 0.071

Note: In the measurement model, the parameter estimate of the measurement variable was fixed at 1. A total
of five questions were asked to measure the overall satisfaction with shared housing, and among them, 1, 3,
and 5 were found to be appropriate. The performance of shared housing was measured by dividing it into
residential intentions and recommended intentions. For this purpose, the questionnaire consisting of four items
for residential intentions and four items for residential intentions is suitable.

The average variance extracted (AVE) value was used to test the discriminant validity.
The method of evaluating discriminant validity using AVE values is said to have secured
discriminant validity if the square values of all correlation coefficients between variables
are lower than AVE values [46]. The correlation analysis in Table 5 shows that the highest
correlation coefficient was 0.612, which is between the intention to reside again and recom-
mended intention. This squared value was 0.374, and it is said that discriminant validity is
secured if all AVE values are greater than this value. The results show that the AVE values
of all variables used in this study were 0.374 or higher, indicating that discriminant validity
was also secured.

4.3. Causal Relationship Test Results

In this study, an SEM analysis was conducted using the maximum likelihood method to
verify the set research model. The goodness-of-fit test results showed acceptable suitability,
with χ2 = 349.715, df = 86, p = 0.000, GFI = 0.924, AGFI = 0.894, CFI = 0.896, TLI = 0.873,
RMR = 0.056, RMSEA = 0.072. Further, as shown in Table 6, three out of five hypotheses
were accepted in this study, as explained below.
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Table 5. Correlation analysis results.

Factors Shared Housing
Characteristic

Housing
Satisfaction

Intention to
Reside Again

Intention to
Recommend

Shared housing
characteristic 0.576

Housing
satisfaction 0.318 0.516

Intention to
reside again 0.512 0.491 0.505

Intention to
recommend 0.343 0.474 0.612 0.575

Note: AVE values are represented diagonally.

Table 6. Hypothesis verification.

Parameters B β S.E. C.R Significance
Probability

(H1)
Shared

housing char-
acteristic

→ Housing
satisfaction 0.305 0.687 0.041 7.375 0.000 **

(H2)
Shared

housing char-
acteristic

→ Intention to
reside again 0.035 0.045 0.073 0.477 0.633

(H3)
Shared

housing char-
acteristic

→ Intention to
recommend −0.006 −0.006 0.084 −0.066 0.947

(H4) Housing
satisfaction → Intention to

reside again 1.685 0.959 0.262 6.435 0.000 **

(H5) Housing
satisfaction → Intention to

recommend 1.393 0.719 0.271 5.135 0.000 **

Model fit χ2 = 349.715, df = 86, p = 0.000, GFI = 0.924, AGFI = 0.894, CFI = 0.896,
TLI = 0.873, RMR = 0.056, RMSEA = 0.072

** p < 0.01.

It was found that shared housing characteristics had a statistically significant effect on
housing satisfaction (t = 7.375, p = 0.000); therefore, Hypothesis 1 was accepted. However,
in terms of the characteristics of shared housing, it was found that there was no statistically
significant relationship between intention to reside again (t = 0.477, p = 0.633) and intention
to recommend (t = −0.066, p = 0.947). This indicates that the higher the characteristics of
shared housing, the greater the overall housing satisfaction. Moreover, housing satisfaction
had a statistically significant effect on the intention to reside again (t = 6.435, p = 0.000)
and intention to recommend (t = 5.135, p = 0.000); thus, Hypothesis 5 was accepted. This
indicates that as housing satisfaction increases, the intention to reside again in shared
housing and the intention to recommend shared housing to others increase.

4.4. Mediation Effect Test Results

In this study, the indirect effect was estimated to test the mediating effect of housing
satisfaction in the relationship between the characteristics of shared housing and the
intention to reside again and intention to recommend. The results are shown in Table 7.
The indirect effect of shared housing characteristics on the intention to reside again through
housing satisfaction was 0.659 (0.687 × 0.959). As the 95% confidence interval did not
include zero, it appears to be statistically significant (p = 0.002); thus, Hypothesis 6 was
accepted. Further, it was found that there was no statistically significant relationship
between the characteristics of shared housing and the intention to reside again; therefore, it
was found to have a complete mediating effect. This result indicates that as the detailed
influencing factors of shared housing characteristics increase, housing satisfaction increases,
and the intention to reside again also increases.
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Table 7. Bootstrapping results of indirect effects.

Parameters Indirect Effect
(Standard Error)

95% Confidence Interval p
Lower Limit Upper Limit

(H6)

Shared
housing

characteristic→
Housing

satisfaction→
Intention to
reside again

0.659
(0.137) 0.458 0.997 0.002 *

(H7)

Shared
housing

characteristic→
Housing

satisfaction→
Intention to
recommend

0.494
(0.105) 0.326 0.726 0.003

* p < 0.05.

The indirect effect of the shared housing characteristic factor on the intention to
recommend through housing satisfaction was 0.494 (0.687 × 0.719). It was statistically
significant because it did not include 0 in the 95% confidence interval (p = 0.003); therefore,
Hypothesis 7 was accepted. Additionally, there was no statistically significant relationship
between the characteristics of shared housing and the intention to recommend it; thus,
it had a complete mediating effect. This result indicates that as the detailed influencing
factors of the shared housing characteristics increase, housing satisfaction increases, and
the intention to recommend to others increases.

4.5. Multi-Group Analysis Using Structural Equations
4.5.1. Verification of Measurement Model Identity

In this study, a multi-group analysis using SEM was conducted to determine whether
the parameter between the latent variables suggested in the research model showed a
significant difference according to the supply type of single-person households—public-
and private-supply. The identity test of the measurement model was performed first, as
shown in Table 8.

Table 8. Measurement model identity test result.

Model χ2 df CFI TLI RMSEA ∆df ∆χ2

Unconstrained model 447.788 168 0.891 0.863 0.053 - -
Model 1

(λ constraint) 461.632 179 0.889 0.870 0.052 11 13.844

Model 2
(λ, Ø constraint) 484.981 189 0.884 0.871 0.051 21 37.193

Model 3
(λ, Ø, θ constraint) 543.262 204 0.867 0.863 0.053 36 95.474

The unconstrained model refers to a value without inter-group constraints, and
Model 1 is a value that equally constrains the factor load between groups. Model 2 is
a value that constrains factor load and covariance equally between groups, and Model 3 is
a value that constrains factor load, covariance, and error variance equally. The x2 difference
between the non-pharmaceutical model and Model 1 was 13.844 (461.632–447.788). When
the degree of freedom was 11 (179–168) at the level of 0.05, the x2 value was 19.675. In
other words, as it was found to be smaller than the x2 value corresponding to the statistical
threshold, there was no problem with the equality of the factor load for the measurement
tool. Additionally, in terms of the model fit of the CFI, TLI, and RMSEA indices, there was
no difference in all models because the fit index of the model was almost similar [47]. In
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other words, the cross-validity was tested, and the scale used in this study was recognized
equally by those living in public-supply housing and those in private-supply housing.

4.5.2. Analysis Result of Multi-Group Model by Supply Type

Table 9 shows the test results for Hypothesis 8, which proposed that the relationships
among the parameters will be different depending on the supply type of single-person
household shared housing (whether public- or private-supply housing) regarding the struc-
tural relationship between shared housing characteristics, housing satisfaction, intention to
reside again, and intention to recommend to others.

Table 9. Multi-group analysis results by shared housing operator.

Parameter

G Supply Private-Supply
Differences

between
Parameters

Standardized
Coefficient

Value
C.R. p-Value

Standardized
Coefficient

Value
C.R. p-Value

Shared housing
characteristic → Housing

satisfaction 0.251 1.779 0.075 0.664 6.801 0.000 2.075 *

Shared housing
characteristic → Intention to

reside again 0.372 1.816 0.069 −0.015 −0.148 0.882 −1.649

Shared housing
characteristic → Intention to

recommend 0.305 1.895 0.058 −0.048 −0.378 0.705 −1.741

Housing
satisfaction → Intention to

reside again 0.441 1.909 0.056 0.877 6.156 0.000 2.771 *

Housing
satisfaction → Intention to

recommend 0.440 1.743 0.081 0.789 4.227 0.000 −0.233

Adjustment effect test result
Differences in the degree of freedom between constrained and unconstrained models = 5

χ2 difference = 12.779
p = 0.025

* p < 0.05.

After separating people living in public-supply housing from those living in private-
supply housing, a constrained model and an unconstrained model were established. Here,
the unconstrained model was identified as a model superior to the constrained model,
judged by the difference in χ2 value. In other words, if the difference in χ2 value based on
the degree of freedom was above the threshold, it was interpreted that there is a difference
between models. Here, the difference in the parameter between “public-supply” and
“private-supply” housing was significant.

The χ2 value difference between the constrained model and the unconstrained model
was 12.779, and the difference in degree of freedom was 5. When the difference in degrees
of freedom is 5, the χ2 threshold of significance level 0.05 is 11.071, which is larger than the
value in this study (p = 0.025). Thus, the difference in parameters between groups can be
interpreted as being significant. Therefore, Hypothesis 8 was accepted.

Differences between parameter (DBP) values are used to interpret the differences
between parameters. If this value is greater than the absolute value of 1.96, it means that the
parameter differs between groups. The analysis showed that there was a difference in the
parameter between shared housing characteristics and housing satisfaction (DBP = 2.075)
and between housing satisfaction and the intention to reside again (DBP = 2.771).

Specifically, there was no significant relationship between shared housing characteris-
tic factors and housing satisfaction (β = 0.251) for people living in public-supply housing.
It was found that the housing satisfaction of people living in private-supply housing also
increased when the detailed influencing factors of shared housing characteristics were
high (β = 0.664). Further, while the housing satisfaction of people living in public-supply
housing had no statistical effect on their intention to reside again (β = 0.441), the housing
satisfaction of people living in private-supply housing had a significant effect on their
intention to reside again (β = 0.877).
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The above results indicate that when comparing private-supply single-person house-
holds with public-supply single-person households, higher-detailed influencing factors of
shared housing characteristics increase the housing satisfaction and intention to reside again.

5. Discussion

This study was conducted to identify the relationship between young, single-person
households’ satisfaction with shared housing, the intention to reside again in shared hous-
ing, and the intention to recommend shared housing. The results should be useful to
provide recommendations for policy establishment for the supply and revitalization of
shared housing in South Korea. Specifically, the study examined the effect of the character-
istics of shared housing on housing satisfaction and shared housing performance given the
efforts to reduce housing costs and improve quality following the increase in single-person
households. Based on the theoretical relationships among the factors affecting housing satis-
faction, the study hypothesized that physical, economic, environmental, safety, community,
and operation management factors, which are sub-factors of housing satisfaction, affect
residents’ overall housing satisfaction. It also hypothesized that housing satisfaction affects
residents’ intention to reside again in shared housing and their intention to recommend
shared housing to others. The main results of this study are summarized as follows.

5.1. Statistical Analysis

First, this study, which was conducted using a survey analysis method, showed that
the standardized regression coefficient values of the variables used in the measurement
model, excluding some variables on “intention to reside again,” had strong explanation
power, with a value of 0.5 or higher. Further, the calculation of construct reliability yielded
the following results: shared housing characteristics, 0.890; housing satisfaction, 0.762;
intention to reside again, 0.801; and intention to recommend to others, 0.730. Therefore,
concentrated validity was achieved given that all variables were higher than the general
standard (0.7 or more). This study appeared to be similar to the work by Woo et al. [48], who
investigated a similar population in South Korea to ascertain their preference for shared
housing. However, their study differed in that they used a binary logistic regression model
to analyze multiple determinants such as sociodemographic, personal, accommodation,
and locational characteristics with a larger population (1000). More importantly, both
studies were able to review these preferences across the city and diverse neighborhoods
and concur on the stratification of rental throughout the city. The study advocates the need
for policy to support young people in their choice of shared living arrangements.

5.2. Shared Housing Satisfaction

Second, the detailed influencing factors of shared housing characteristics were found to
have a statistically significant effect on housing satisfaction. Satisfaction could be attributed
to interpersonal relationships in shared accommodations, as Milić and Zhou found on the
residential satisfaction of young people in Serbia [10], as did Green and McCarthy and
Bricoli and Sabatinelli [4,7]. However, the characteristics of shared housing were found
to have no direct significant influence on the intention to reside again and the intention
to recommend to others. James and colleagues found that the operations factors were
important in satisfaction but mainly in the private-led market [49]. Various physical,
emotional, social, and convenient factors derived from the shared housing characteristics
of young, single-person households can affect the housing satisfaction of residents [50].
Nevertheless, it is considered that they have no statistically significant relationship between
the intention to reside again and the intention to recommend to others, given that intention
to reside again may decrease because of housing costs and a change in jobs. This supports
the housing adjustment theories submitted by Morris and Winter, Rossi, and others that
each unit had its own threshold for dissatisfaction [29–31]. Therefore, it suggests that
while respondents may have experienced some levels of discomfort, it was not enough
to trigger a major housing adjustment such as relocating. Moreover, housing satisfaction
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had a statistically meaningful effect on the intention to reside again and the intention to
recommend to others, indicating that as housing satisfaction increases, the intention to
reside again and the intention to recommend to others also increase. Housing satisfaction
was found to have a positive effect on both the intentions to reside again and intention to
recommend to others. These characteristics indirectly suggest that the overall satisfaction
level of shared housing residents of single-person households is high.

5.3. Supply and Demand in the Private-Public Sector Housing Market

Third, this study examined whether there are differences in the relationships among
the parameters depending on the type of supply (public or private), which are the main sup-
pliers of single-person housing, given the structural relationship between the characteristics
of shared housing, housing satisfaction, the intention to reside again, and the intention to
recommend to others. The results showed that residents of shared housing supplied by
the state did not show a significant correlation between the detailed influencing factors of
shared housing characteristics and housing satisfaction. However, the residents of shared
housing supplied by the private sector showed increased housing satisfaction depending
on the degree of positive evaluation of the detailed influencing factors of shared housing
characteristics. This supports research conducted by Khozaei et al. that demonstrated
students’ attachment and preference for their hall when they were satisfied with the accom-
modations [51]. In China, Li and others reported higher satisfaction among private tenants
in China’s urban cities still depended on a tier system [52]. Further, the housing satisfaction
of people living in public-supply shared housing had no statistical effect on their intention
to reside again, but that of those living in private-supply shared housing had a significant
effect on their intention to reside again in shared housing. According to Najib et al., this
could be supported by social relationships within the co-living arrangement [53].

5.4. Recommendations Arising from the Research

Previous studies defined potential demand groups and researched young people in
general, but this study is meaningful as it collected research data and analyzed experiences
based on young people currently living in shared housing. Discussions on shared hous-
ing projects and policies for youth housing support are actively underway in Seoul, as
evidenced by the government’s recently announced “Housing Support Roadmap,” which
plans to supply shared housing for single young people. With supporting policies and sys-
tems in place, it is essential to increase the quantitative supply through the diversification
of supply types to cater to diverse preferences. Accordingly, one recommendation is that
governments consider creating and maintaining a pleasant living environment in shared
housing and not focus only on economic factors. Therefore, policymakers, architects, and
developers must consider designs and concepts and take into account preferences for living
arrangements. These should go beyond the construction of multi-dwellings to preserve
land space but include a pragmatic urban growth management strategy [5,12,52].

There is still a lack of domestic awareness of shared housing. Therefore, marketing cam-
paigns should be developed to alert young people to the available options [13,16,18,48,54].

While the supply of shared housing is planned as a way to solve the youth housing
problem, appropriate architectural design and operational guidelines have not been put
in place. Therefore, the results of this study can be helpful as basic data in preparing
guidelines for each supply type that reflect consumer characteristics and for informing the
directions for the supply [12,18].

There is a need for state policy to regulate the provision of shared housing to en-
sure minimum standards are accessible to renters. While this may be difficult given the
housing poverty in South Korea, state agencies can be established to assist landlords will-
ing to conform. To this end, state policy should incorporate all dwelling types, choices,
and mobility and strengthen institutional frameworks to develop and manage human
settlements [12,16,55].
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The preference for private-led accommodation was evident in this study; perhaps
state-run agencies may consider removing barriers to encourage more private-sector entities
to invest in shared housing [12,56,57].

To help with sustainable development, it might be useful to encourage the decentral-
ization of high-paying jobs and population relocation to minor cities to assist with the
efficient management of resources [58].

5.5. Limitations

This study had several limitations. The first is the regional limitation as the research
was not conducted nationwide but concentrated in Seoul. However, Seoul has the largest
market of shared housing and was selected as a representative area. A sample survey was
conducted to derive general rather than regional characteristics. Further, the characteristics
of shared housing and housing satisfaction were examined according to the operating
entity, but the effect of individual preferences on housing satisfaction was not systematically
analyzed. Although factors and motivations for moving into shared housing can affect
residents’ expectations and satisfaction in terms of space and social aspects, the effect
of these factors on housing satisfaction was not analyzed. In future studies, qualitative
research methods, including interviews and in-depth studies on the effect of individual
characteristic factors and motivation for moving into shared housing on housing satisfaction
and performance, should be conducted. In this way, a better understanding of shared
housing will be possible, with detailed housing-related problems and needs identified
and addressed through an enhanced qualitative study of housing and business types.
Finally, the study neglected to survey young persons in shared housing in illegal or squatter
housing, despite the prevalence of these sub-standard dwellings within city limits. These
conditions, however, confirm an emerging market segment for this demographic.

6. Conclusions

Housing for young single persons remains a significant issue in South Korea. Low-
income earners coupled with the cost of high-density developments that fail to provide
sufficient infrastructure for housing satisfaction are also problematic [12,14]. More needs to
be carried out to create partnerships with private developers and landlords as residents
of private-supply shared housing appeared to have higher housing satisfaction [35,40,51].
Their satisfaction depended on the degree of positive evaluation of detailed influencing
factors of shared housing characteristics compared to public-supply single-person house-
holds and a higher intention to reside again. In the case of public-supply shared housing,
cheap deposits and rents, which are economic characteristics, are the main drivers. These
are advantages in terms of housing costs compared to private-supply housing but depend
on factors such as income standards and government subsidies. This suggests that detailed
influencing factors other than economic factors, such as physical, location, environment,
and community factors, had no significant effect on overall housing satisfaction. Never-
theless, in the case of private-supply shared housing, the detailed influencing factors of
shared housing characteristics had a significant effect on housing satisfaction and intention
to reside again [19]. This shows that apart from housing cost reduction, which is an im-
portant advantage of shared housing, other factors, including facility sharing and reduced
social isolation, influence judgment when looking at the housing problem among young,
single-person households. Clearly, shared housing can be recognized from an economic
standpoint and physical and emotional quality, suggesting that living quality should be
considered when supplying shared housing. Therefore, when supplying private-led shared
housing, it is necessary to increase the housing satisfaction by raising the quality of living to
the level of consumers’ expectations, which can lead to the revitalization of shared housing
and housing stability.
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