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The Relocation Decisions of Homeowners for Young
Generation in Taiwan

Abstract

Previous literatures of housing tenure choice focus on the factors that
affect first-time housing buying and the transition from renting to owning for
households, but rarely analyze the relocation decisions of homebuyers. Due to
the moving and transitions costs, most homebuyers do not move routinely in
response to small change in household income and housing price. The
possible decisions for first time homebuyers include remaining
homeownership, second time home buying for housing adjustment, and the
transition to renting status. We would construct the proportional hazard model
model to analyze the relocation decisions of first time homebuyers from the
dynamic viewpoint, and we would classify the factors that affect the
relocation  decisions into three categories, including household
social-economic characteristics, housing market conditions and the
characteristics of current house. Our empirical data is retrieved from Panel
Study of Family Dynamics (PSFD) surveyed in Taiwan.

Keywords: Homeowners; Relocation Decision; Proportional Hazard model
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