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Focus of the study

The post-socialist urban transition that has been taking place in residential areas over
the past 25 years rise concerns as to how these areas are perceived by the local
residents (e.g. long-term residents, in-migrants, youth and elderly people).

Although a number of studies have addressed post-socialist urban change (e.g. Andrusz
et al., 1996; Stanilov, 2007; Sykora, 2009), little is known about the self-reported
residential satisfaction, especially in the light of human mobility in Central Eastern
European cities (Temelova & Slezakova, 2014).



The nexus between
residential satisfaction and mobility

Residential (dis)satisfaction as the key determinant of population mobility behaviour (e.g. Lee et al., 1994; Lu,
1998; Dieleman, 2001; Diaz-Serrano & Stoyanova, 2010)

• Residential satisfaction and mobility behaviour, as mutually intertwined concepts, represent the
complexity of contemporary urban living

• A considerable body of literature has emerged concerning the role of attitudes of individuals towards their
neighbourhood to understand residential mobility (e.g. Diaz-Serrano & Stoyanova, 2010; Coulter et al., 2016)

• An important role of residential satisfaction research is related to residents’ moving behaviour following
their responses to their residential environment

• It is understandable that when residents like their neighbourhood, they are less likely to intend to move
out

• As a result, residential satisfaction can be seen as an intervening variable to help understand residential
mobility (e.g. Marans, 1976; Rossi, 1980; Speare, 1974)

However, one of the main drawbacks of the few studies dealing with the link between residential satisfaction
and mobility is that they analyze the relationship between residential satisfaction and mobility intentions,
which do not necessarily match actual mobility (Diaz-Serrano & Stoyanova, 2009)



Based on previous research, it is relevant to explore the individual’s perceptions of
changing residential environments and circumstances of daily life in urban
neighbourhoods that have been experiencing post-socialist transformations

RESEARCH QUESTIONS:

1) Which are the main determinants which affect neighbourhood quality assessment
among residents?

2) How do these determinants differ between residents who have different mobility
behaviour and history and live in different types of neighborhoods?



Spatial structure of Riga: 
neighbourhoods by urban zones

Population 
(2011) Share (%)

Survey 
sample 
(2015)

Inner city 112 578 17.1 361

Panel Housing Estates 500 036 75.9 1566

Outer city 46 026 7.0 116

TOTAL 658 640 100 2043

When it comes to the socio-spatial structure,
the majority of capital cities in Central-Eastern
Europe consists of three major urban zones:
the historical core (pre-socialist), socialist-era
housing estates and industrial areas, and
post-socialist suburbs (French & Hamilton, 1979;
Andrusz et al., 1996; Sykora, 2009; Kovacs & Herfert, 2012).



Data and methods
• Panel survey carried out in 2015 among Riga city residents aged 15-74

(n=2043)

• Multiple regression analysis

• Dependent variable: perceived residential satisfaction of the neighbourhood

• Positively or negatively associated predictors of residential satisfaction:

• neighbourhood infrastructure;

• accessibility and modes of transportation;

• household characteristics.

• Control variables (regression model was tested for different population
groups):

• mobile and non-mobile respondents;

• urban commuters and non-commuters;

• respondents living in different urban zones (neighbourhood types).
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Predictors

Household characteristicsQuality of transport and modes of 
transportationNeighbourhood infrastructure

• Quality of public transport
• Quality of transport infrastructure
• Frequency of public transport use
• Frequency of private transport use
• Frequency of bicycle use

• Water quality (infrastructure)
• Quality of lighting
• Assessment of USSR housing and

planning

• Household size
• Household income
• School age (0-18) children in 

household (yes or no)
• Dwelling type (flat or other)

• Residential mobility (mobile and non-mobile residents)

• Everyday mobility (urban commuters and non-commuters)

• Neighbourhood type (residents of inner- and outer-city, and panel housing estates)

Data and methods
Control variables



Results

• For all models, the overall statistical significance is high (P<0.001)
• The goodness-of-fit of the models ranges from low to moderate (R-

square ranging from 21% to 40%)



Assessment of Soviet planning and

housing

Water quality

Quality of lighting

+

ALL 
RESPONDENTS 

(n = 2043)

Type of housing: flat (vs private
house)

Household income
Quality of transport infrastructure

Quality of public transport
Size of family

-



Assessment of Soviet housing

Water quality

Quality of lighting

+

MOBILE 
RESPONDENTS 

(n = 1036)

Quality of public transport

Size of family
Household income

Quality of transport infrastructure

-



Children (0-18) in household (yes/no)

Water quality
Frequency of use of public transport

+

IMMOBILE 
RESPONDENTS 

(n = 988)

Type of housing: flat (vs private
house)

Quality of transport infrastructure
Size of family

-



Quality of lighting

Assessment of Soviet planning and
housing

Water quality

+

URBAN 
COMMUTERS 

(n = 1009)

Size of family

Household income
Quality of transport infrastructure

-



+

NON-
COMMUTERS 

(n = 459)

Type of housing: flat (vs private
house)

Quality of transport infrastructure
Quality of public transport

-



Quality of lighting

+

INNER CITY 
RESIDENTS 
(n = 361)

Quality of public transport

Quality of transport infrastructure

-



Water quality

Assessment of Soviet planning and
housing

Frequency of use of private
transport

Quality of lighting

+

PANEL HOUSING 
DISTRICT 

RESIDENTS 
(n = 1566)

Type of housing: flat (vs private
house)

Size of family
Quality of transport infrastructure

Household income

-



Quality of lighting

Frequency of use of bicycle

+

OUTER CITY 
RESIDENTS 
(n = 116)

-



Summary of results
• Results for all respondents:

- the main positive predictors are related to perception of neighbourhood
infrastructure quality;
- the main negative predictors are related to household life conditions and
positive perception of public transport and transport infrastructure in the Riga
city

• Results for sub-groups:
- For mobile respondents and panel housing residents, results are similar to
the general sample;
- Immobile respondents are more negatively influenced by the type of housing
and less by family conditions than mobile ones;
- Inner and outer city respondents consider housing characteristics and life
conditions, and water infrastructure quality as not relevant



Summing up...
• The findings suggest that residential satisfaction is influenced by the

individual circumstances of mobility. Results confirm that mobility
behaviour, family / housing characteristics and type of housing
significantly affect residential satisfaction

• The relevance of perception of neighbourhood infrastructure quality
(positive) and household conditions (negative) strongly depends on life or
everyday mobility behaviour and type of neighbourhood

• Transport infrastructure quality in the city is a negative predictor among
respondents from panel housing estates and inner city areas

• Actual habits of frequency of transport use have moderate significance
• In further research, various socio-demographic dimensions will be taken

into account



Paldies! 


