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ABSTRACT

In the Asian area, there are five
countries with a remarkable growth 1in

economic and social development during
the last two decades. The outstanding
eases are Japan with the "Agian four
small dragons" -— Taiwan, Korea,
Singapore, and Hong Kong. Is housing
development also a "success story" in
these five countries? wWhat lessons of

housing development can we get from these
five countries? In what ways a
comparative study of housing development
in these five countries meaningful? This
paper attempts to answer these questions
by the analysis of housing context,
housing operation, and comparative study
in these five Asian countries,

INTRODUCTION

The ' success or fallure
development can be
different dimensions.
housging development,

of housing
measured Dby many
Some dimensions of
such as the physical

conditions, are more easy to Jjudge. Some
dimensions of housing development, such
as the housing operation system, however,

are difficult to evaluate.

At least two lessons can De provided
by studying these five countries. The
+irst, for instance, is what lessons can
Taiwan get from the experiences of Japan,

Xorea, Singapore, and Hong Kong? The
other is the lessons for those outside of
these five countries, particular for
developing countries,

Since there are many important
gimilar characteristics among these dfive

couniries, such as the same traditional
Confucian culture, the high population
density and urbanization, and high
economic growth, these countries should
have a similar housing approach, The
other side of the argument, however, is
that many important different
characteristics exist among them, such as
daifferences in scale (Singapore, Hong
Kong vs. Japan, Taiwan, Korea), different
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Kinds o#f political pressure in territory
(Japan, Singapore Vs, Talwan, Korea, Hong
Xong), different types of budget
constraint in defense allocation (Taiwan,
Xorea vs. Japan, Singapore, Hong Xong).
Considering these differences, these
countries cannct have a similar housing

approach, Tne most common notion in
Taiwan’s housing development is how we

can learn #from housing development in
Singapore, Japan, OI athers. In this
Kind of argument, at least three levels
of issues should be clear. Firsgt, what
Kind of characteristics are the Key
factors for the considerations of housing
development. Second, what are the
elements of housing development that can
be transferred. Third, what the
conflicts between the transfer elements
and local elements of housing development
can be compromised.

Asian transitional {or newly
country is a basic
characterizes these five couniries as the
study group for housing developmentd
Defining transitional country is as the
ambiguous as defining developing country.
A transitional country 1is only a concept
about the high economic growth and middle
stage of national development (ref.3).
The purpose of this classication 1is that
two Dbasic study types of traditional
housing development -- developed ang
developing countries are not appropriate
for this KkKind of national housing
development. Probably we need 1o
establish another type of housing
development study for the discussion of
these transitional countiries.
Furthermore, beyond the strategies of
site-and-services and upgrading in the
developing countries, what Kind of
strategies can be suggested to the
transitional countries. Eventually, many
developing countries will enter this
transitional stage.

In summary, this stuady attempts to
answer the #following four questions:

1. In what dimisions of housing
development are success or failure 1in
these £five countries?
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2. what lessons can be learned by these
five countries from each other and what
legssons can other countries, especially
developing countries, learn from these
five countries?

3. What 1s the process and level of
nousing development transformation for a
country, and how can the transformation
be adapted to the localization of housing
development?

4. How can the housing development types
be established in transitional countries?
Moreover, how can we provide
recommedations for Taiwan’s housing
development?

HATIONAL CONTEXT

To study national housing
development, the first step is the
national context study which can be
divided into the following five
dimensions: natural environment,
political environment, - economic
environment, so¢io-cultural environment,
and reéegional environment) In summary
the study of national context, the
following factors have particular
importance for the study of housing
development in these five countries: high
population density and lack of resources

in the natural environment; capitalism
and stability in the political
environment; high and stable growth in
the economic environment,; income

redistribution with saving and education
emphasized in the soclo-cultural
environment; and high urbanization with
small regional disparity in the regional
environment.

HOUSING CONTEXT

Housing context in these flve
countries is characterized by four main
dimensions: nousing 3tockK, housin
condlitions, housing occupancy, an
housing efforts. Although the data of
housing context come from various
resources, the recent data of housing

censuses of these countries will be the
bagic source® In summary, the current
housing situations in these five
countries are good, as no serious
problems of housing shortage, sgquatter
settlements, small dwelling size, lackK of
facilities, and crowdness etc. exist,
although they all face the problem of
very high density. Particularly,
compared with developing countries, the
housing situations of these five
countries are quite dlfferent. By
comparing housing contexts of these {five
countries, we may summarize that Japan
and Singapore both have a good housing
situation; Taiwan also has a good housing
situation except for a high vacancy rate;
Hong Xong has the problem of relatively
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poor conditions in housing occupancy
(such as, low proportion ot owner
occupants, tooc many persons per dwelling,
small floor area per person etc,); and
Korea has some relatively poor conditions

in housing stock, physical housing
conditions and housing efforts (such as,
low ratio of dwellings 1o households,
small dwelling size, lack of some
dwelling facilities, high housing
expenditure and housing value etc.).

From the viewpoint of progress made in
the housing situation, these five
countries have dramatically improved
their housing conditions after the war.
In spite of different approaches to
housing development in these five
countries (see next section), they all
have made improvements in their housing
situations. .

HOUSING OPERATION SYSTEM

Housing operation
discussed by the following founr
dimensions: housing policy, housing
insitution, housing finance, and housing
program. '

system c¢an De

Housing Policy

Housing policy refers to the range
of activities that public and private
sectors Jjointly undertake to provide
housing services for society. Since the
responsiblility of housing services and
housing conditions in every soclety
Aifferent (ref.8), there are different
degrees of public/private involvement 1in
housing. From the results o1
public/privaie housing stock, we can find
that housing policy in Singapore and Hong
Kong emphasize public involvement; Japan
and Korea emphasize both public and
private involvement; and Taiwan
emphasizes private involvement
Meanwhile, from the proportion of total
government expenditure on housing, it i:
clear that public involvement in housing
in Singapore and Hong Xong is more direci
and subsidary than that of Japan and
Korea.

Usually housing policy is given 1low
priority in mnational development policlies

in many countries, since housing is ar
expensive investment involving large
capital outlays. However, this is not

true, Particularly in Singapore and Hong
Kong. In these five countries, housing
is not only a service for social welfare
but also a tool for economic development
Therefore, there is a higher priority in
these countries than that of developing
countries in general.

There are multipolicies of national
housing policy which exist in these £five
countries. For instance, the policy of
"new towns" wused to decentralize urban



population 1is particularly emphasized in
Singapore, Hong Kong, and Japan. Japan
and Singapore also concentrate on the
policy of urban renewal, Land policy 1s
especially important in Korea. Real
estate management policy is really
concerned in Taiwan, Housing
industrialization is another policy
considered in Japan. We can see that
some different multipolicies of housing
are emphasized in these countries.

There are 1iwo important objectives
for housing policy -~-- housing supply and
houging distribution (ret.6). In these
five countries, the supply objective of
housing policy 1is emphasized, however,
there is less emphasis on the
distribution objective, For example,

public -housing 18 too expensive for low
income families 1in Taiwan and KXorea;:

there are loose eligible regulations for
the qualification of public housing 1in
singapore, Taiwan, and Xorea; there is
a lack of housing for handicapped and
elderly, In addition, large-scale, high-
density, .overcrowded and concentrated
public housing environment causes many
socio-cultural problems in these five
countries. Therefore, how fto emphasize
ihe distribution objective (spatial,
scale, target groups, and equity etc)
should be the dfuture housing policy in
these countries. in the . supply
objective, two dimensions -- quantity and
guality are provided for direction. In
these five countries, gquantity issue is
almogagt fulfilied except in Xorea,
therefore, the quality lssue of private
and public housing environment should be
tne future housing policy.

It is not easy to identify and
compare housing policy in these countries
for 1wo Ireasons. First, there 1is a lack
of agreement for levels and context of
housing policy (ref.d) second, there 18
a lack of official statements and
publication on housing policy. Policy
level, however, is still the most
important which should be carefully
discussed, formulated, and examined.
Since the government always plays the
dominant role in the aspect of housing
policy, there is a lack of detail of
policy and documentation for tihe private
sector’s involvement in these countries
except Japan, Tnis probably has less
impact on Singapore and Hong Kong, but it
is critical in the case of Taiwan.

Housing Institution

Housing institutions have been
reorganized in the 1960s and 70s in all
tnese countries except Japan. In the
early stage, housing institutions
inclunded: Taiwan Public Housing Committee
(1955-73), Korea Housging Administration
(1944-62), Singapore Improvement Trust
(1927-60), and Hong Kong Resettlement
Department, Housing Authority (1954 -73).

At present, housing institutions are
established by three types of
organization: public, semi-public (non-
profit or public support), and private
sectors in these countries. In Japan,
Korea, and Hong Xong, all three 1ilypes of
housing institutions exist, In Japan,
public sector includes local government
(Ministry of Construction) and other
ministries (Welfare, Labor, and Finance),
semi-public sector includes Japan Housing
Corperation (JHC: 1955) and Housing Loan
Corperation (HLC: 1950). In Korea,
public sector is local construction
Bureau (Ministry of construction) and
semi-public gector 1is Korea National
Housing Corperation (ENHC: 1962). In
Hong Kong, public sector is Hong Kong
National Housing Authority and semi-
public sector is Hong Xong Housing
Society (1951). In Taiwan, only public
and private two sectors provide housing
which 1local Public Housing Department
(Ministry of interior) regards as the
public housing institution. In
Singapore, only semi-public and private
sectors provide housing which Housing
Development Board (HDB: 1960) regards as
the entity of semi-public institution.

We may recognize how importance each
institution is Dby the proportion of
completed housing units during the last
two or three decades. From table 1 we
can see that the public sector plays an
important role in Hong Kong, Korea, and
Japan; the semi~public gector is
important in Singapore, Japan, and Korea;
and except Singapore, the private sector
still playse the majer role for the
housing supply in these countries,
particularly in Taiwan.

Table 4: Housing Supply in Publig/semi—
Public/Private Sectors
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*Eatimated.

From the relationship of housing
institutions and regidents’ income level,
there are different Thousing sSuppPly
systems 1In these countries. In Japan,
ljocal government provides only rental
housing to low-income families, JHC
provides nousing for rent or sale 1o
middle-income families, HLC provides loan
to individual or corporations for rental
or sale housing. Taiwan Public Housing
Deapriment and Korea Local Construction
Bureau and KNHC provide housing for sale
only. Otner public housing 1n Xorea,
Taiwan, and Japan is providead to
government officlals and military
families. singapore HDB and Hong Kong
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We find that
all have public
low-income families.

Housing
for rent or
middle income families.
these five countiries
housing programs for

housing

In Singapore, Japan, and Hong Kong, ihe
governments also provide housing to
middle-income families.

To sum up, the housing institutional
systems are gifferent among these five
countiries, Generally, they may be
dividea 1into five different housing

supply models. Japan L5 a model of
mu?aypublic and semi-public with private

Xorea 318 a model of single
and semi-public with private
sectors; Hong KXong 1is a model of single
public with private sectors® Singapore
is a model of single strong semi-public
with minor private sectors; and Talwan 1is
a model of private dominated with minor
public sectors. In general, we can
conclude that the housing insititutional

sectors;
public

systems in Singapore and Hong Xong are
centralized and have powerful authority;
Japan and Korea nave -decentralized
authority, and Taiwan lacks strong
authority.

Housing Finance

gince housing is not only a merit
and durable good Dbut also expensive,
housing finance plays an important role
in the housing operation system. Housing
finance has been defined by the United
Nations as money provided Dby any source

other than the residents or hbullders of
dwelling #for construction funds loaned to

puilders and mortgage funds loaned to
individual families Dy private or public
panks and by a wide variety of other
types of financial institutions (ref.2).

There are many Kinds of public and
private #financial institutions in these
five countries which are involved in 1ihe
housing sector. The important housing
financial 1institutions are the Housing
Loan Corporation and Banking Accounts of
Banks in Japan, Talwan Land Bank, Korea
Housing Bank, Singapore Housing
Development Board and Central Provident
Fund Board, Hong Kong National Housing
Authority and Building and Loan Agent,

Ltd, etc. Among these five countries,
only Taiwan lacks a professional housing
financial institution. This reflects
that little attention 1is paid to housing
finance in the formal sector 1in Taiwan.
Hence housing €inance shifts to 1the

informal sector like nousing presale for
developers and collective saving of a
group of friends or relatives for
homebuyers in Taliwan.

The common sources of housing funds
in these countries are: grants and loans
from central or local governments, bonds
and other borrowings, insurance
companies, pension funds, public and
private bands, saving and loan
associations and private savings. There

are some differneces, however, in the
main sources of housing funds in these
countries, which include government loans
and funds in Singapore and Hong Xongi
nousing bonds and private funds in Korea;
public and private banks 1in Japan,
private investment companies, insurance
companies and informal collective savings
in Taiwan.

Propensity to save is an important
factor for housing £finance 1in terms of
the sources of homebuyers or housing loan
lenders. Because of a tradition of thrif
in these five countries, there are high
saving rates. For example, the saving
rate in Taiwan is 2574 of family income
(‘81); in Japan 1is 227 (‘60) 1n Korea 1is
197  (*80). To compare many otherxr
developing and developed countiries, the
saving rates are around 5-407% only. one
of the important reasons for the high
saving rate in these Asian countries 1is
to accumulate funds to purchase a house,
This is part of the reason for the active

housing development in these five
countries,.
From the table 2 we can see how

conditions of mortgage loan in terms of
amount, period, and interest rate  differ
among these countries. Generally, the
conditions of mortgage loans 1n Taiwan
and Xorea are worse than in Singapore,
Japan, and Hong Kong, both in the aspect
of public and private housing (short
term, smaller amount and higher interest
rate of mortgage loan). Furthermore,
there are not many different conditions -
of mortgage loan Dbetween public and
private housing in Talwan and Xorea. As
for the conditions of constiruciion loans,
simialrly a worse situation exist in
Taiwan and Korea than in the other ihree
countries. In the past few Yyears,
nousing construction loans in Taiwan were
‘even prohibited by the government policy
from the formal financial institutions.

Pable 2: Conditions of Mortgage Loan
Sountry | Seeter MM*'MJM\;@E&M
5 Puklic 55-80, 20-35~ 55675
Japan
Private 80 20.25 9,5-11.5
20-30 15 P
- Pubiie 13020 [7 { 1o-14
Private 50 7 \ T0-14
3 Public 50 20 =13
Korea Private 70 (within) 520 i
" Public 80 520 6,25
Sdngapore Private 80.90 10-25 9.5-10,5
5 Publie 90 15 7.5-9
Hong Eong Private - -— —
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Sourcest ja Ce McGuirs, internationsl Housing Pollcies, 1981, p.226.

2. The figures are ostimated by the author {base on 1983's data).
3. The Koree Housing Bank, 1982. ’

4+ Korea Research Instiinte for Human Yettlementa, Housing Data Book,
1981,

5. Hong Kong Government Information Servicen, lliong Kong 1980, 1980,




In summary, the governmenti plays an
important role, particularly in Singapore
and Hong Kong, in housing finance 1in
these countries except Taiwan. It 1is
remarKable that the fundemental Dbase of
sufficient funds of housing finance in
these five countries i1s due to the stable
political and nigh economic growth
environments with low inflation and high
saving rate. These features in these
five Asian countries are very different
from that of developing countries.

Housing Program

A housing program 1is a plan for the
implementation of housing policy. In
general, after housing policy and
priorities have Dbeen set, the housing
authority designs a housing program which
breaks down into gpecific targets, such
as the number of housing units to be
constructed within a given 1time, The
targets are Justified on the basis of
expected housing needs and demands among
target groups and spatial allocation by
the public and private sectors, There is
a gap between targets and performance,
however, which should be realized. For
example, in the case of Taiwan, the 1976-
81 Six-Year Public Housing Program only
completed 30-70/ of target in quantity.

There are two basic types of housing
programs&: comprehensive and selective
(ret.8). Comprehensive housing program
is the Kind that considers the public and
private as a whole housing sector rather
than specific targeted groups. Japan and
Korea are of this type (other cases like
Germany, Scandinava etc.). Selective
housing program 1is the KkKind that is
targeted toward special groups rather
than applied to the housing sector as
whole, typical ¢ase 1liKe Taiwan (other
cases like United States, Switzerland
ete,). Singapore and Hong Kong may also:
be put into the category of selective:
ones, however, public housing in these
two countries 18 dominant in the whole
housing sector which covers a wide range
of target groups, they may also be regard
as the comprehensive type. Although this
categorization of two types housing
programs 1is not completely adeguate, it
provides the Dbasis of the government
concerns.

There are some c¢haracteristics of
housing program in these five countries.
Target, finance, and land are three main
components of housing programs which are
emphasized in these countries, Since
housing is not only used as a service for
social welfare but also a tool for
economic development, the housing program
is under the national economic
development plan particularly in Taiwan
and Korea, Except in the case of Hong
Kong, housing programe have been disigned
as five~year plan in these Aslan
countries. Meanwhile, housing programs

emphasize not only the gquantity of target
but also the gquality of living standards,
especially in the cases of Japan and
Singapore.

Tables 3 - T show the results of
housing programs in these five countries.
From the implementation point of view,
Singapore has the best credit in terms of
the percentage of housing Program
completed, Taiwan is farthest away from
the target after the end of housing
program period,

Table 3: Japan Five-Year Housing
Construction Program

Phase M PaBlic 2| Private | -%.| metm

18t Plan (A) 2,700,000 4o 4,000,000 60 6,700,000
g gﬁg” Completed (B) | 2,565,000 | 38 | 4,174,000 | 62 | 6,739,000
(1966-70) 8 B / A (%) % 10444 100,6
2nd Plan (A) 3,238,000 | 40 | 5,738,000 | 60 | 9,576,000
3-¥08% | gompleted (B) | 3,077,000 | 37 | 5,276,000 | &3 | 8,353,000

Plag .

(1973=75) | B 7 & (%) 80,2 | 91,9 87,2
3rd 5-year Plan (1976-80)| 3,500,000 | 41 5,100,000 - 5;9 a.Zdu.noo
Source: Japan l_luuningﬁuraa.u, Hinistry of Gonmtruction, o —

Table 4: Xorea Five-Year Housing
Construction Program
Sector
Phase Terget Public % Private $ |- Totel
Zet Plan {A) 40,300 8 435,100 92 475,400
prge | Completed (B) 39,900 1 12-| 2863000 | B8 | 325,900

(1962-66)f B / A (%) 99.9 . 65,7 T 8.6
:;hd Plau (A) 30,000 6 | 470,000 9% 500,000
piyear 1 Completed (B) 69,700 13 | 270,700 87 540,400

(1967-71)} B / A (%) 232,3 100,2 108.1
gra Plan (h) 250,300 30 582,600 70 832,900
-yoar
Pl Completed (B) 228,800 30 531,800 70 760,700

{1972-76) B 7 & (%) 91,5 9.3 91.3

éth Plan (A) 512,000 38 £18,000 62 | 1,330,000

P I Gomplated (B) 500,000 # 746,000 59 | 1,216,000
(197781} B / A (%) 97.6 87.5 . b
5th 5-year Plan (1982+86)| 570,000 39 890,000 61 -] 1,460,000

Souree! Korea Resemroch Institube fbr Human Settlements, mﬂ&&l’mﬁ. 1980

Table 5: Taiwan Public Housing Program

6oyeer | Plan (4) 6,931 )
Flan Completad (B)| 33,293 Underoownleted (C)] 41,329
(1976-81) § B/ 1 (%) 29 c /4 (%) 39

deyoar | Plan l Fublic b3 b - Total

Pian dndtind 1 100,000 42 140.005 210, Dot
(1982-85) leiﬁodi 69,600-100,000] 46-52 BD.‘)DD—?BJWlSL-LB 150,500+193,500
Source! Taiwvan Public Housing Dopertment, Hinistry of Interiar.

e ]

Table 6: Singapore HDB Five-Year
Public Houging Program

Prase  § Flan (1)] Completed (B)| B/A (%)| NIB Populatien (£)

1ot (1961.65% 50,000 | 527748 106 23 (9% 4n 1960)
208 {1966-70Y 60,000 | 66,212 110 3%

-3rd {(1971-75) 100,000 | 113,819 14 50

Ath (1976-00)] 425,000 | 137,670 10 [ :
stn (1981~85) 155,000 85 (astimated)

Bources Singapore Housing and Developwent Board, HDE Augusl Report 1980/81 1981,
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Table 7: Hong Xong Ten-Year Public

Housing Program

1973-83 first compr vu public progras. The dbjective m’w provids
inyoroved housing and sufficlent dwelling wnits for 1.8 pilljon psople.

1977-86 Heme Ovmership Schemws try 1o provide 42,000 flats, to loweto~middle imcome
flliliiloz

. Bouroat 1.S. Yeh & . laquimn, Houaipg Apie'y Milliopw, 1979. p.18.

- 2, Hong Kong Government Informstion Servises, Bopr Kogp 1980, 1980. p.93..

Summary

Through the discussion of housing
policy, institution, finance, and
program, we cah sSee that different
apptrroaches of Nousing operation exist
among these £ive countries. Singapore
and Horg Kong odbviously have a more
public direct-involved orientation; Japan
and Korea have a private and public
shared-involved  orientation; and Talwan
has a more private invelved orientation.
It is clear that no one
universal/appropreate model of the
housing operation can fit all these five
Asian transitional countries.

From the experience of the housing
operation study in these five countries,
we may {find ‘how to raise the priority of
housing sector in policy; how to develop
a strong and overall coordinated housing
authority in 4institution; how to get
sufficient funds from public and private
in finance; and how to formulate and
appreciate the strategies of
implementation in program. There are the
Key issues of housing operation. The
¢rucial point is that these
considerations should be adapted to their
own gsystems/environments f£rom the central
to the local levels,

From the progress of housing
operations, in terms of institution and
Program, Japan, Singapore, and Korea have
established stable housing operation
system from the early of 1960's, Hong
Kong in the early 1970‘s, and Taiwan in
the middle of seventies. Nevertheless,
the stable and continuous progress of
housing operation during the last one or
two decades is the most important £factor
for the remarkable housing development in
these five countries.

As for the +future directions of
housing operation, Japan and Singapore
seem already to have adapted tihelr
housing operation system to their own
socleties. Hong Xong might change 1its
housing operation system, if the
political system changes after returning
to the mainland China in 31997. Korea
could modify its housing operation system
because services do not differ at local
government and KXNHC, and because of the
regressive housing conditions. Talwan
Just started a new housing direction
which from the unpopular public housing
program shifts to incentives for the
private sector involved in the public

'housing program. The results of this are

not clear vyet,

COMPARATIVE ANALYSIS

i Studying the national context, the
housing context and the housing operation
in these five Asian transitional
countries, we understand the similar
macro-national backgrounds and the
different micro-housing operations among
them, Nevertheless, housing conditions
in these five countries are in good shape
when compared with the "basic-needg"
conditions in developing countries. This
section will discuss an internal overall
comparison using the following four
dimensions: housing lssues, housing
transformation, housing localization and
housing evaluation,

Housing Issues

Ma jor housing Problems and
directions in the national level are
identified Dbelow to clarify the housing
issues in these five transitional
countries. In Japan, a rising standard
of living has brought higher expectations
for what constitutes acceptable housing.
According to 1978 housing survey, 407 of
all of households were dissatisfied with
their present housing, Primarily because
of the small size of units and their age.
A high proportion of housing lacks fire
Proofing in high density neighborhoods
and serijious fire harzards exist,
According to the 1978 housing census,
over 804 of housing are wooden building
and about 70/ are non-fireproofed, The
most serious housing problem is in the
urban area, Urban housing problems exist
not only of high density with poor
quality but also too0 expensive.
Therefore, the shift to long distance
commuting become the other impact of the
urban housing problems. The main
direction of third five-year (1976-80)
housing program is emphasized on housing
quality which the minimum and ordinary
housing standards are intended to
achieve,

In Taiwan, there are several major
housing problems: unfairness of housing

transactions (such as Presale system);
insufficiency of government housing
institutions (including housing
authority, financial system etc.);

overstocking of vacant housing both in
Private and. public; dissatisfication of
Public housing for low-income families
(such as too expensive), and low quality
of neighborhood environment (such as
lllegal addition, lack of open space)
(ref.2), There are two main directions
for the government housing policy in the’
future. One is the incentive program for
the private sector involvement into
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public housing; the other is 1o establish
the real estate management system in the
housing market.

Housing <conditions in Korea have
regressed in terms of rates of housing
supply and homeownership during the last
decade, The overall physical housing
conditions in terms of dwelling size and
facilities or dwelling shared and density
are relatively poor among these five
countries. Public housing programs
cannot meet the needs of low-income
families in terms of quantity, quality,
and price, The most serious problem 1is
iand speculation causing high housing
prices in the market, Therefore, it is a
difficult task for the Korean government
1o solve these housing issues of
improving housing gquality and increasing
housing , guantity.

Housing 1s tne most successful in
Singapore. The government plays an
active role to take care of their people.
The main housing problem might Dbe the
social impact on high-rise, high-density
living environment. This is seriously
concerned by the government already. The
other problem is the shortage of labor
and materials which have to be imported
from the abroad. The government’s
direction is continuing the current
public housing policy in order that the
almost all people in Singapore can live
in public housing. . ’

Hong Xong and Singapore have a
gimilar homunsing background and approach,
they both face the problem of high-rise,
nigh-density housing environment. in
Hong Kong, however, two unigue housing
problems include relative poor housing
conditions due to the dramatic increase
in number of refugees ifrom mainland China
and Vietnam as well as very low rate of
homeownership due to the uncerniainty of
political future adfter 1997. At present,
it 1is a prodblematic period for the
direction of public and private housing
development.

Iin summary, there are similar
national backgrounds and better housing
conditions when compared with that of
developing countries, however, the
housing issues among these five countries
are guite different, The only common
igsue 1is of high density of housing
environment with very expensive land
cost. These different 1issues, such as
high proportion of housing
dissatisfaction in Japan; unfairness of
housing market transaction in Talwan;
shortage of housing stock in Korea;
shortage of labor and materials in
Singapore; and low rate of homeownership
in Homng Xong, exist, partly Dbecause of
the djifferences of national constraints
as well as the differences of public and
private housing seciors’ resources,
priorities, and approaches.

Housing Transformation

It is very common that experiences
in housing policy and approaches or

strategies are transferred among
countries. For example, sites~-and-
services or upgrading of housing
development strategies are widely

recommended to developing countries by
international agencies; housing standards
or regulations of developing countries
always Dborrow £rom that o#f developed
countries; some specific strategies, such
as rent control, housing allowances,
secondary housing market, and so on, are

used or to be considered in many
countries,

There are many levels of housing
transformation, Some levels relate to
technical processes, such as the
processes ot =~ policy and program
formulation, planning and design
criteria, building technology and
construction methods, management and
maintenance sKills etc., which may be
transferred more easily. Most 1levels,
however, relate to social-political

processes, such as institutional systems,
public . and private supply systems,
financial system, consumers behavior
etc., which may not be transferred so
easily. Even at the level of technical
process, many housing transformations
still involve some degree of social-
political adaption. This is probably the
reason why the difficulty of housing
transformation exists, which is quite
different £rom the *high-tech®
transformation. For example, housing
industrilization in Taiwan (from material
standardlization 1o housing
prefabrication) has been tried for. hardly
more than ten years, but it 1is still
unpopular. )

If these external effects are
examined carefully, we may find that
housing transformation is usually
introduced from the government to private
sector. This means that housing
transformation is commonly a "top-down"
process, Public housing programs are 2a
good example which shows the success of
housing transformation (large amount,
popular and cheap public housing) in
Singapore and Hong Kong, and failure of
that (small amount, vacant and expensive
public housing) in Taiwan. This is the
basic reason why success and failure

occurrs in the public and private
domain in Thousing in the different
countries. Since housing development is

dominated by the @private sector in
Taiwan, housing transformation is more
difficult.

Since the public-private
relationship in housing development 1is
important, consensus of housing
transformation provides an important
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particularly, for thease resources-
there is no Troom for

base.
jacking countries,

the diversity of housing transformation,
which {8 gquite aifferent from 1that of
couniries with abundant resources.
consensus formation is not only for
efficient efforis in housing
transformation, -but also for the priority
decision in nousing policy. Japan

probably is the pest example which makKes
a great efforts to provide this Kind of
channel (formal or informal) in order for
housing transformation to success (such
as Japan’s housing industrilization)
(ref.it). Taiwan and Korea, however, do
not pay much attention on these effort.

This may also explain the reason wvhy
nousing transformation 1is not successtul
in these two countries, The more

consensus making the country the bettier
¢hance of achieving nousing
transformation.

Through the experiences of housing
transformation 4in these #£ive countries,

the Following considerations may be
considered:

(1) To 4identify the national and local
housing issues and goals,

(2) To realize the public and private

housing domains, operation systems, and
resources.

(3) To recognize the levels, processes,
and impacts of housing transformation.
(#)y To provide formal and informal
channels for the consensus making of
housing transformation.

(5) To obtain the political support
continuously.

Since housing transformation plays
an important role in housing development,
it should e further explored in this

area. In other words, housing
development is way to have successful
transformation among countiries.
Especlally, as there is a close

relationship among housing officials in
these £five countries due to the similar
housing background and geographical
location, housing transformation is
frequently raised among them. It is no
doubt of difficult task,
1o develop some Kinds of housing
transformation guidelines for 1tinese five
countries and other developing countries
as well,

Housing Localization

There are two Kinds of sources for
the approaches of housing development.
One 1is £rom the external efforts which
have Dbeen discussed in the previous --
housing transformation, the other is the

internal considerations -~ housing
localization. There are some examples of
housing localization, which include

secondary housing market in the United
States; saving schemes in dermany and
central provident fund in

Austiria; a

but it is worthy,

B

presale system 1in Taiwan and
cooperative construction in
Taiwan, etc. Housing localization means
that those housing mechanism or
strategies come from inside tihe nation
itself, however, it is not necessarily
unigue only to one country.

Generally, housing development needs
large-scale and various sources of 1local
participation which include involvement
(such as private developer, mortgage
lender, designer, constructor, broker,
home-buyer, and local government
official, etc,) and capital invesiment
(such as public funds, bank and
institutions’ savings and loans,
developer, congtructor, and consumer’s
investment, etc.). Housing provision 1is
‘how the government structures incentives
for private/local sector rather than the
government itself acting as a monopoly
supplier of good and services® This
implies that housing development should
be the interest of the private/local
‘sector, whatever from the approaches of
‘'nousing transformation or localization.

the stable c¢ondition of

Singapore;
Korea;

In other words,

housing development is the results of
local adaption. It, however, does not
mean that housing localization 1is the

only way to achieve the local adaption.

By examining the process of housing
localization, we may find that it 1is
usually created +from the private/local
sector, then, public/national is
involved. This implies that housing
localization is commonly a "bottom-up"
process. vPresale system", “cooperative
construction”, and "cooperative finance"
in Taiwan are examples which show the
popular strategies <from local/private
sector to the national/public sector
(ref.2).

Ditferent issues are
housing transformation and
separately.

faced for
localization
The former faced the issue
of local adaption; 1ihe latier is 1ihe
issue of institutionalization, Usually,
housing localization starts with informal
agreement which lacks legal protection.
Taking the example of Taiwan’s presale
system, Decause of lack of a formal
financial system support, private
developers ask homebuyers to pay their
money before houses finished. There 1is
1ittle protection for the invesiment of
homebuyers when developers accept payment
and wvanish. It is an unfair risk for
homebuyers, since they 4o not undertake
the business. Therefore,
institutionalization (i.e, rules of game
have a legal Dbase) become the important
tagsk for the housing Ilocalization.
Through the understanding of housing

localization in these f£ive countries, 1ihe
following considerations may be.
considered:

(1) To recognize and clarify the
‘conditiong of hosuing localization.
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(2) To £ind out the reasons, problems,
and advantages of housing localization.
(3) To institutionalize the process and
legal base of housing localization.

(4) To obtain the government concerns and
intervention (if necessary) in housing
" localization.

Since housing localization may be a
easy and Dbetter way to adapt 1local
housing development, this bottom-up
approach should be further emphasized,
especially for the public sector which
always first consider housing
transformation. Housing 1localization 1is
also a basic reason why the differences
of housing development exist among
countries. There is a lot of potential
for the approach of housing localization,

particularlly as it has not been explored

systematically yet,
Housing Evaluation

Housing evaluation, particularly the
progressive performance during the last
decade will be considered here, In order
to evaluate the successes and failures of
housing  performance in these five
countries, the following four dimensions
are Provide: pelitical/effectiveness,
economic/efficiency, socio~-
cultural/equity, and physical/quality.
The purpose of housing evaluation here is
to have an overall picture of housing
performance in these countries.
According to the previous discussion in
the housing condition and housing

operation, we are able to evaluate each
dimension of housing performance below.

In the political dimension, the main
concern is the effectiveness of housing
performance, The following four factors
may be wused as the criteria for the
political evaluation: housing stock,
homeownership, public housing investment,
and squatter settlements/sub-standard
housing. From the progressive viewpoint,
Singapore and Japan have a good
performance in each factor, particularly
Singapore has a distinguished performance
in ihe public housing investment. Except
for low proportion of homeownership and
some squatter settlements, the reputation
of housing performance in Hong Xong 1is
. good, Taiwan has good performance in
housing stock and homeownership, although
1t has a bad performance in public
housing investment, Korea has a
regregsive performance in housing stock
and hownership, but it is better off in
public housing investment,

In the economic dimension, ithe main
concern 1s the efficiency of housing
performarnce, The factors of housing
production, housing delivery, housing
finance, and housing costs are provided
as the criteria for the economic
evaluation, Singapore has the Dbest
rerformance in every factor, Hong Xong

and Japan also have a good performance

except for rather a high vacancy rate.
Korea has problem in housing costs 1in
terms of high housing cost inflation and
land speculation. Except the similar
problem of housing c¢osts 1liKe KXorea, the
housing delivery system of Taiwan 1s
inefficient Dbecause of the high vacancy
rate,

In the socio-cultural dimension, the
main concern 1is the equity of housing

performance. The factors of housing
affordability, low~income housing,
locational cholce, and cultural

characterigstics are the c¢riteria for
socio-cultural evaluation. There 1is
little segreation in general, in terms of
income and ethnic groups, in all five
countries, the performance of locational
choice is especially good. Since
Singapore and Hong Xong concentrate on

- public housing investment,  they have
~performed very well in

housing
aftordability and low-income housing.
Japan has good performance in maintenance
of cultural characteristics, It iz very
difficult task for the dilemma of
modernization in other c¢ountries. Taiwan
and Korea have done little to solve the
problem of housing affordability during
the last decade.

In the physical dimension, the main
concern 1is the physical gquality. Living
gspace, 1living facilities, neighborhood
environment, and physical appearance are
the criteria +for physical -evaluation.
Again, Singapore and Japan have the Dbest
performance in these -factors. Hong Xong
and Korea are better off 1in living space
and facilities, but not in neighborhood
envirenment and physical appearance,
Taiwan has good performance in living
space and facilities, however, the
neighborhood environment and physical
appearance are worse off due to the lack
of open space and an overwhelming and
illegal addition of iron Dbars on windows
or Dbalconies.

Since evaluation involves some
degree -of subjective opinion, everyone
may have some different Judgements in
each dimension of housing performance.
If the progressive housing performance
better and worse off can be ranged from
the sacale of +2, +{, through 0, to -1, -
2, we may summarize housing evaluation in
these five countries to the following
table 8,

CONCLUSION

There are two levels of housing
development lessons that can be learned
from these five countries’ study. One 1is
the lesson these five countries can learn
from each other, the other 1is the lesson
outside countries can learn from these
five countries,

From the internal point of view,




Table 8 Housing Evaluation in Japan,
Taiwan, Korea, Singapore,

“and Hong Kong

Worse Off {Batter Off
’
.

42

4 Scale of housing perf: 3 2 * l.ﬂ * (During Last Decade)
R Wl +1

The i'ms

CRITERIA JAPAN TAIWAN KOREA SINGAPORE HONG KONG

Ae Pl

A4 Houping Btook

432 Homeownership

A3 Public Housing Investmant

Asdh Byuatter Setilenents
/_Subentandard llousing
Total

YEnes!
2
o

Ll

L2
+2
=1

~1
-1
+1

42
+2
+2

+2

+2

+1 +1 +1 42

+4 +4 +8 +4

B, Eoonomic Dimengion -- Efficienoy
B,1 Housing Production
B2 Housing Delivery
B.3 Housing Finance
B.4 Housing Costs
Total

12
0
12
0
+h

+1 +2

+1

42
+2
+2
+1
+7

+2
+1
+5

-2

€, Sociowculturnl Dimension ~- Foulty
C,1 Housing Affordability 0

C.2 Lov~incone Housing +
C.3 Locational Cholce 2
Cad OulturalsCharsoteristice 41

Total +4

42
+2
12

12
+2
+2
-1
+5

+1
12
-1
+2

L]
+2
-1
12

+

Dy, Physle nension =~ Oualit:
D, Living Spass

Da2 dving Faollitier

D.3 Neighborhood Environment
De4 Physical Appearance

Totsl

+
42
+1
+1
+5

+2
2
-1
-1
+2

+1
+1

+2
+2
+2
2
18

+1
+1

2 +2

Taiwan can learn the following from the
other four nations:

(1) Japan‘’s experience of close working
relationships between government
agencies and private housing development
entities 1is a very ¢good lesson for
Taiwan, since it is a particularly
important factor for Taiwan’s housing

Xorea,

‘development which has not worked out well

vyet.

(2) The way of Japan’s Housing Loan
Cooperation which indirectly involves
public housing development may provide a
lesson to Taiwan’s public housing
development.

(3) The experiences of Singapore and Hong
Kong public housing development may not
be suitable for Taiwan’s housing
development because of different national

constraints, housing priority and
regsources, and the power of housing
authority and private sector effects.

(4) Japan and Korea five-year
comprehensive housing programs which
consider public and private sectors as a

whole is an imporiant concept to Taiwan’s
housing authority, since Taiwan’s housing
authority does not pay attention to the
private sector at all,
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(6 Housing financial systems in Japan,
Singapore, and Hong Kong may have
some lessons for Taiwan in terms of
formal professional institution, sources
of housing funds, conditions of mortgage
loan etc, this is weak point of Taiwan’s
housing development,

(6) The efforts of cultural maintenance
in housing in Japan may alsoc give lesson
1o Taiwan which needs 1o pay more
attentions in this area,

(7T) The most important lesson 4for Taiwan
is that the government needs to pay more
attention to housing 1localization, and
not consider housing transformation
first.

As for
five countries,
be considered:
(1) Achieving

countries outside
the following

of these
lessons may

stable and continuous
housing policies and programs was the
initial base for successful housing
development in these five countries,

(2) Getting the higher priority and
investment as well as public and private
sectors’ supports in housing development
in these <five countries 1is a lesson for
other countries.

(3) Establishing and implementating five-
year housing programs which connect with
national economic and social development
policies was a strategy for housing
development in these five c¢ountries.

(4) .Maintaining close relationships’
between public and Private housing
sectors in Japan is also an important
lesson for other countries.

(5) The process of incremental
in terms of the improvement
and quantity of housing
Singapore 1is meaningful
countries. )
(6) Two  main current directions of public
policy in Taiwan the incentives public
housing program for the private sector’s
improvement and the management of real
estate development may be the future
considerations for some other countries
as well. .

(7) Some traditional cultural characters,
such as high saving propensity, high
education investment from family in these
five countries may be external lessons
for other countries,

{(8) From the different housing operation
systems in these five countries, we note
that different national conditions
develop different housing approaches, no
universal approach exist. In other
words, housing localization or the
bottom-up approach needs to be more fully
appreciated.

The following remarkKs need
addressed in the end of this paper:
(1) The relationship of mnational context
and housing development is important.
Since the discussion of housing
development cannot be isolated from the
political, institutional, economic, and

approach
of guality
in Japan and
lesson for other

to Dbe




social dimensions in the countries.

(2) The high-density housing environment
and the middle stage of socioeconomic
development in these five countries must
be recognized. Every lesson of housing
development £rom these five countries
should Keep these pre-conditions in mind.
(3) The levels of housing transformation
are important. There are many lessons we
get from these Zive countries, however,
some may be transferred more easily, some
may be transferred more difficultly, some
may not be transferred at all.

(4} The successful housing development
models in some countries may not also
mean success in the other, Some
successful housing policles, approaches,
or sirategies in these five countries may
not necessary be transferred to the other
countries.

(5) The criteria of overall
economic, soclo-cultural, and
congiderations and
necessary. It is impossible for housing
development without considering non-
housing factors.

.Since few papers discuss housing
development in these five countries, this
initial comparative study needs to be
further developed. The <Following four
areas may be suggest for the future
gtudies. First, through this study,
there 18 no one transitional housing
development pattern. Two groups, however,
can be established from these five
countries -- Japan, Taiwan, Korea versus

(political,
physical)

Singapore, Hong KXong for the futher
housing comprative studies. Second, two
main directions of housing public

ploicies in Taiwan nave a potential for
the further development, It is
worthwhile to develop theories, models,
policies, and strategies for these 1t1wo
directions of housing development.
Third, the processes of housing
transformation and localization are
important for 1ihe policies of housing
development. Since many countries also
face the problems of transformation and

localization, there 1s a potential for
the <urther theoretical and practical
studies, Fourth, an overall (political,

economic, soclo-cultural, and physical)
view of mnational housing development
needs to be developed further,
Particularly the political and
institutional viewpoints of housing
development studies are critical.

HOTES
@ Although Japan has already passed

through the transitional stage, it
nhas been included in this gtudy to

further understand the trend of
housing development in the
transitional countries.

® For detalled discussion of national

evaluations are .

context, see original research paper,
pp. 5 - 1L

® For detailed discussion of housing
context, see original research paper,
pp. 12 - 29.

@ Since few housing units are
constructed by the Hong Kong Housing
Society (374 of total from 19561), we
do not take these into account for
semi-public sector. This situation
{s similar to Singapore’s HUDC for
middle-income families.

® Singapore and Hong Kong may be the
special cases due to city-states and
public sector dominent in housing.
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