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A Studly on the Hidden Structure of Residents’ Segmentation and Evaluation Structure
on Residential Satisfaction, The Case of UDC Rental Housing Residents in Japan

This paper analyzes the hidden structure of residents’ segmentation and evaluation structure on
residential satisfaction using the dataset obtained from the recent UDC (Urban Development
Corporation) survey. Clustering of residents, evaluation criteria, and structural relationship of
satisfaction factors based on the evaluation of residential satisfaction are identified and clarified from
the viewpoint of housing supply and housing policy planning. The result shows that there are four
clusters of customers in the evaluation of residential satisfaction primarily determined by the two
factors; housing and residential environment. Also the concept of residential satisfaction which is
predominantly divided by these two major satisfaction components is further classified into seven
other satisfaction factors and their relationship is discussed. The result clearly demonstrates that
satisfaction from indoor housing is more influential in determining overall residential satisfaction

than that of outdoor environment.
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