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1 Introduction 
 
The privatization of social housing transformed many transitional countries in Central and Eastern 
Europe into societies with predominant home ownership and a marginalized rental sector. The 
relevant question arising from the current housing situation in these countries is whether the current 
tenure structure is sustainable in the long run (Mandič, 2000). The answer is probably negative since 
the high rate of home ownership is not being sustained by a corresponding housing policy. With 
reduced affordability due to rising housing prices, fewer possibilities of building one’s own home, 
lower job security, the shortfall in the supply of building land and other reasons, these countries will 
sooner or later be forced to rethink their position on the rental sector. 
 
The rental sector in Slovenia has suffered from the serious reductions brought about by the 
privatization of socially rented dwellings in the period 1991 to 1993. Census data from 2002 reveal 
that only 7 percent of households are found in the socially rented sector and 3 percent live in privately 
rented accommodation concentrated mostly in larger towns (Statistical Office of the Republic of 
Slovenia, 2003). The home ownership rate is thus high at 82 percent, while 8 percent of the 
population use the dwellings of their parents or relatives. On one hand, the affordability of owner-
occupied housing is low since the price-to-income ratio reached the level of 7 (Pichler-Milanović, 
2001). On the other hand, there is a severe shortfall in affordable rental housing. With highly 
restricted qualification criteria, the government’s low housing priorities and unattractive conditions 
for private capital to invest in the provision of non-profit housing, we cannot expect renting to become 
an appropriate substitute to home ownership in the near future. However, there is also a private rental 
sector. Although limited in size, it could be efficiently stimulated by proper property taxation. In what 
circumstances could the private rental sector present an alternative to home ownership in Slovenia is 
the question we deal with in this paper. 
 
The article is organized as follows. The introduction is followed by a description of the housing 
situation in Slovenia. In Section 3 we draw from the existing literature on housing tenure choice and 
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housing preferences in order to introduce hypotheses and form a conceptual model of housing tenure 
preferences. An empirical test of the proposed model is conducted in Section 4. Conclusions are 
presented in the final section of the paper. 
 
2 Housing in Slovenia 
 
In Slovenia the introduction of a market economy in the housing sector meant the introduction of 
extensive reforms in housing policy that led to the disappearance of some mechanisms previously 
contributing to the maintenance of relatively stable housing supply. New housing construction almost 
came to a halt after 1991 due to new regulations that abolished the system of public financing of new 
public housing in the form of financial contributions from the salaries of employees and enterprise 
profits. This has affected construction activity most severely since it left construction companies 
without the resources needed to finance new construction. On the other hand, the rate of housing built 
by individual families and households has more or less retained its pre-transitional level since such 
housing has always been predominantly constructed on individual family initiatives (Sendi, 1999).  
 
Figure 1: Dwellings completed in the 1975-2000 period 
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Source: Statistical Office of the Republic of Slovenia, 2003. 
 
The consequences of the drop in construction activity, along with privatization and restitution in the 
1990s, left an impact on the owner-occupied and rental housing sectors. House prices have since 
grown substantially. Prices in Ljubljana (denominated in EUR) grew on average by 5 to 7 percent a 
year in the 1996-2001 period. Comparative studies with European Union countries show that 
Slovenian dwellings are on average comparable to the European average regarding the amenities 
provided within the dwelling, however they were considerably smaller and only a very small 
proportion was rented out (Mandič, 1999). This implies that Slovenian households have less access to 
quality affordable housing.  
 
Privatization not only reduced the number properties for rental but also their quality (Mandič, 
ibidem). Before the 1990s rental housing offered high security of tenure at a relatively low cost. After 
the new housing legislation was introduced in 1991 the rental sector became highly differentiated 
internally. On one hand, there is a rental sector with highly favourable costs involving rental contracts 
for unlimited time periods with controlled rent in the non-profit rental sector. But, on the other hand, 
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there is the very unfavourable private rental market that often does not involve any rental contracts1 
nor therefore any legal protection or contracts for shorter time periods and market rents.  
 
The reduced affordability of housing has also resulted in an increase in the proportion of the non-
autonomous type of housing tenure (living with one’s parents or relatives), especially among young 
households. In 1994 their number increased by one-third compared to 1984 (Mandič, 1999a). The 
situation was further aggravated by demographic trends with an increasing share of single-member or 
single-parent households. Compared to dual-earner households, these households often do not have 
sufficient financial resources to buy a dwelling nor to pay high rent in the private-rental sector 
(Mandič, 1999b). 
 
Table 1: Households by tenure in Slovenia in 1997-2001 
 

Housing tenure 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 
Home ownership 82.6 86.1 83.8 84.2 83.1 
Living in apartment owned by family, relatives 9.4 7.1 8.3 9.2 9.3 
Private rental housing 2.4 2.1 1.8 2.2 2.4 
Non-profit rental housing 5.7 4.6 6.0 43 5.2 

Source: Households' Consumption Survey, Statistical Office of the Republic of Slovenia, 2003.  

 
While the private rental sector is characterized by the low security of tenure, high prices and low 
quality, there is a simultaneous huge deficit in non-profit rental housing. Especially in larger cities the 
qualification criteria are very restrictive.2 Therefore, with residualized private rental housing and the 
large deficit of affordable rental housing, rental tenure presents no real alternative to home ownership. 
Although taxation and housing finance subsidies are quite tenure-neutral, Slovenian pro-ownership 
housing policy is fully in line with the dual housing policy defined by Kemeny (1995) due to the 
marginalization of rental housing. As a result, the pressure for home ownership is high since this 
tenure offers households the only viable option for independent housing. 
 
3 Housing Tenure Preferences  

3.1 Theoretical Background and Research Hypotheses 
Housing preferences are an important element of housing tenure choice. The latter is a very complex 
decision. Its multidimensionality is evident from the model of Henderson and Ioannides (1983) 
showing the consumption and investment dimensions of housing demand. In line with this model, we 
can also treat preferences in two dimensions. 
 
Kemeny (1981; 1995) and Forrest, Murie and Williams (1990) underlined additional aspects of 
housing tenure choice. They pointed out that general cultural norms and characteristics of the social, 
economic and political environments affect preferences for a specific tenure. Influential factors for 
housing tenure preferences were also systematically studied by Merrett and Gray (1982). They 
emphasized that tenure preferences are a multidimensional construct influenced by feasible choices 
and constraints on those choices. Effective demand for owner-occupation is a function of the financial 
ability and willingness of households to enter into home ownership.  
 
                                                      
1 The 1995 survey among tenants in the capital city Ljubljana reveals that over one-third of all tenants did not 
have rental contracts (Mandič, 1995). 
2 In Ljubljana only 10 percent of applicants can be housed within municipal rental housing. 
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A household attempting to resolve its housing problem must deal with three constraints: the flow of 
vacancies (availability of vacant dwellings to rent or buy), the control exercised by landlords and 
others over access to the vacancy flow (constraints imposed by private landlords or restrictive 
qualification criteria in the socially rented sector) and economic constraint (requiring that payments 
for a dwelling are compatible with the household’s current and prospective income). Based on these 
constraints a household will consequently form its portfolio of feasible choices. 
 
According to Merrett and Gray (1982), a dwelling should be understood as an activity centre required 
to meet a diverse range of cultural needs. Every dwelling can be described in terms of six major 
predicates – six sets of attributes enjoyed by the dwelling itself or associated with its form of tenure. 
The first two predicates appraise the function of a dwelling as an activity centre and therefore specify 
the physical character of the dwelling and the control exercised over its use by the occupant. The third 
and fourth predicates, namely the environmental locus (neighbourhood of the dwelling) and relative 
locus (availability and costs of transport) of the dwelling, describe the accommodation’s location in 
space. The authors subsume the first four predicates into the concept of the use-value of a dwelling. 
The fifth predicate is housing mobility (relative ease or difficulty to move from the accommodated 
dwelling to a different comparable dwelling). The sixth predicate is financial and relates to the 
financial attractiveness of a dwelling (the stream of payments and receipts associated with the 
possession of a specific dwelling). 
 
The thesis of our paper builds on the work of Merret and Gray. By using the said predicates we can 
measure the degree of distinction in the perceptions of different dimensions of each tenure. This 
degree of distinction defines the rate of possible substitution between rental-occupation and owner-
occupation and is reflected in housing tenure preferences. In line with the work of Merret and Gray 
we can therefore formulate the following hypothesis: 
 
H1: The formation of housing tenure preferences is influenced by the characteristics of 

housing in an individual housing tenure. They are also affected by existing constraints in 
the flow of vacancies, the control exercised by landlords and in economic constraints that 
limit the household’s portfolio of feasible choices.  

 
Considering their multidimensional approach, we can also add the following hypotheses on how 
housing preferences are formed: 
 
H2: Characteristics of housing within a certain housing tenure are characterized by the use-

value, housing mobility and financial attractiveness of a dwelling in a certain housing 
tenure. 

 
H3: The physical character, control exercised by households, environmental loci of the 

dwelling and its relative locus define the use-value of a dwelling. 
 
H4: The lower the perception of the use-value of rented dwellings compared to owner-

occupied dwellings, the lower is the acceptance of rental tenure. 
 
H5: Mobility in the owner-occupied sector is related to high transaction costs. The higher 

households perceive transaction costs, the better the perceptions of renting. 
 
H6: The greater financial attractiveness of home ownership is compared to renting, the higher 

is the inclination to owner-occupation. 
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The influence of vacancy constraints, constraints in the control imposed over vacancies and economic 
constraints on household preferences are included in following hypotheses: 
 
H7: The higher the flow of vacancies in the rental market, the better is the perception of 

renting. 
 
H8: The more stringent is the control exercised by landlords over access to vacant rental 

dwellings, the lower the inclination to rent. 
 
H9: The easier it is for households to synchronize the stream of payments for a rented 

(relative to owner-occupied) dwelling with their current and prospective income, the 
more they are inclined to rent.  

 
Traditional analysis of housing tenure choice deals with this choice in relation to a set of demographic 
and economic variables. These variables either explain households’ housing tenure preferences or 
relate to budget and wealth constraints. Since we are interested in the way households’ characteristics 
influence housing tenure preferences, we propose the following hypothesis: 
 
H10a: The demographic and economic characteristics of households influence their housing 

tenure preferences. 
 
Relating traditional tenure choice analysis to the work of Merrett and Gray (1982) also leads to the 
following hypothesis: 
 
H10b: The demographic and economic characteristics of households influence their perceptions 

of specific attributes of housing and the relevance of certain constraints and therefore 
indirectly influence their housing tenure preferences. 

 
The model of housing tenure choice by Henderson and Ioannides (1983) offers some directions as to 
which household characteristics potentially influence their housing tenure preferences. With high 
transaction costs of moving into the owner-occupied sector this tenure will more probably attract 
households with a lower rate of mobility. This rate is influenced by a household’s family and financial 
stability. In the context of the model by Henderson and Ioannides, lower stability causes the 
investment demand for housing to fall (Rosenthal, 2001). Empirically this has been confirmed by 
several studies on housing tenure choice explicitly modelling for income uncertainty (Haurin, Gill, 
1987; 1991; Robst, Deitz, McGoldrick, 1999) and by research on housing preferences (Yip, 
McLaverty, 1993; Ford, Burrows, 2000). Variables measuring family stability usually include age, 
marital status and the number of dependent children in the household. On the other hand, financial 
stability is measured by income and job security. 
 
Henderson and Ioannides’ model also reveals that due to rental externality the rental market does not 
adequately compensate households with a greater sense and ability to maintain. Therefore, households 
with such characteristics will find home-ownership financially better. Consideration of this aspect of 
tenure choice calls for the inclusion of variables measuring a household’s ability to handle the burden 
of maintaining (state of health, availability of time to conduct or organize any repair work). 
 
The household’s wealth also plays an important role in a housing tenure decision. Fu (1991) 
emphasized that if housing consumption is regarded as a normal good and absolute aversion to risk 
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declines with growing wealth, the riskiness of a housing investment will cause the investment demand 
for housing to increase more than the consumption demand for housing. Following his presumptions, 
home ownership will be a more desired form of tenure among wealthier households. On the other 
hand, the higher the current wealth the less the restrictions households face in terms of borrowing 
constraints and required down-payments (Jones, 1989; Linneman, Wachter, 1989; Engelhardt, Mayer, 
1998).  
 
Another important integral part of the model of housing tenure choice is the discount factor. The 
theoretical model of liquidity constraint by Brueckner (1986) shows that with a higher current income 
and discount factor the forced accumulation imposed by the down-payment constraint leads to little or 
no distortion of the natural savings pattern and the benefits of home ownership can be enjoyed at little 
cost. The size of discount factor depends on the subjective interest rate that measures the time value of 
money and averseness to risk. For both elements, Donkers and Soest (1999) established that they 
depend on the household’s demographic and economic background, above all on the gender and age 
of the household’s head. Lower explanatory power is attributed to variables like income, level of 
education, family characteristics and employment status. 
 
However, since housing tenure preferences are not formed in a vacuum but reflect the characteristics 
of the decisional environment (Forrest, Murie, Williams, 1990), these characteristics have to be 
accounted for in the model of housing tenure preferences. This is also supported by the work of Yip 
and McLaverty (1993). Their study of housing tenure preferences shows that tenure preferences are 
highly dependent on current tenure status. 

3.2 Conceptual Framework 
In the existing body of literature on housing tenure choice and housing preferences authors research 
into these two phenomena by using two approaches that differ in the way they define the dependant 
variable. Especially in the economic literature, the dependant variable is a directly expressed 
preference for housing tenure or the market outcome of a housing tenure choice confronted by a set of 
variables for households’ characteristics. Ford and Burrows (2000) used another approach. They infer 
the tenure preference from the positions interviewees take on certain characteristics of the different 
tenure forms and confront these positions with households’ characteristics. The advantage of their 
approach lies in measuring preferences on Likert’s scale and not only by using the dichotomic choice 
between owning and renting. However, the disadvantage of this approach is that is does not show how 
the positions on the characteristics of the different tenure forms influence one’s housing tenure 
preference. 
 
We combine both approaches in our conceptual model. In Slovenia, the rate of home ownership is 
very high. Further, 9.3 percent of the country’s inhabitants live in dwellings owned by their family or 
relatives. Consequently, most of the population has home ownership experience. Much research also 
indicates that most transitions between tenure types run in the direction from renting to owning, and 
that the children of homeowners are very likely to be homeowners themselves (Jenkins, 
Maynard,1983; Boehm, Schlottmann, 1998). Therefore, a binary-formed question of choice between 
owning and renting would not provide a good foundation for analysing home ownership in Slovenia. 
In order for the measurement to be more sensible and to measure various aspects of both tenure forms, 
we use the second approach to housing tenure analysis and measure all dependent variables by using a 
5-point Likert scale. However, in order to avoid the disadvantages of not establishing the link between 
the positions on characteristics and tenure preference, we include the positions on housing 
characteristics and constraints as defined by Merrett and Gray (1982) in the model as intervening 
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dependent variables (Saris, Stronkhorst, 1984) and housing preference as a dependant variable. We 
present our model in Figure 2. 
 

Figure 2: Theoretical model (conceptual framework) of housing tenure preferences 
 
 
The conceptual model builds on thesis that, when forming their preferences, households weigh up the 
characteristics of renting and owning (define the rate of substitutability among both forms of tenure) 
and consider the constraints that apply to them due to the characteristics of the property and financial 
market and their own economic position. The positions households take about these housing 
characteristics and constraints depend upon the household’s characteristics. 
 
4 Model Estimation 

4.1 Data and Methodology 
The data collection took place in two steps. Since we did not find any established measurement scales 
to measure housing characteristics, constraints and tenure preferences in the examined body of 
literature, we first held a focus group on housing tenure preferences and then conducted a pilot study 
of the questionnaire on a smaller sample of 12 households. In the second step, the data for testing the 
model on housing tenure preferences in Slovenia was collected through a telephone interview on a 
random sample of 300 Slovenian households3 in November 2002. With a response rate of 42 percent, 
the final sample of data consists of 272 households.4 The model was tested using structural equation 
modelling with latent variables in LISREL VIII (Joereskog, Soerbom, 1993). The size of the sample 
                                                      
3 The respondent was the head of the household. 
4 The final sample size was reduced due to missing variables, especially regarding household income. 
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corresponds to the criteria demanding the number of units to be adequate for the model to converge 
and to be estimated, but not too large for the method to become too sensitive (Andreson, Gerbing, 
1988; Hair, 1995). Descriptive statistics of the variables are presented in Table A1 in the Appendix.  
 
To test our model we use the two-stage approach proposed by Andreson and Gerbing (1988). In the 
first stage we estimate the measurement model that specifies the indicators for each of our latent 
variables (constructs) and assesses the reliability of each construct for estimating causal relationships.  
In order to avoid the interaction of measurement and structural models the structural model is 
estimated in the second step. 
 
The Maximum Likelihood method implemented in the LISREL programme estimated parameters in 
the model. This approach assumes at least approximately normally distributed variables. In our case 
this assumption was not entirely satisfied, however, based on the studies indicating the relative 
robustness of the LISREL model regarding these assumptions (Satorra, 1990) the deviation of our 
variables is estimated to be within the range of tolerance.5,6 

4.2 The Measurement Model 
Based on the work of Merrett and Gray (1982), the characteristics of housing within a certain housing 
tenure is characterized by the use-value, housing mobility and financial attractiveness of dwellings in 
that housing tenure (Hypothesis 2). Further, the physical character, control exercised by households, 
environmental locus and relative locus of a dwelling define the use-value of a dwelling (Hypothesis 
3). Variables entering the model of housing characteristics were analysed using exploratory and 
confirmatory factor analyses.  
 
The model of housing characteristics consists of three latent variables measuring the use-value of 
housing, housing mobility and financial attractiveness. According to Merrett and Gray (1982), the 
use-value of housing is defined by the physical character of housing (variables QUALITY, 
MAINTEN, SUITABLE), the control exercised by households (variables PRIVACY, SECURITY, 
FREEDOM, CONFLICT, PERM, SELFWILL), relative locus (LOCATION) and environmental loci 
of a dwelling. (ACCESS). Housing mobility is measured by the variables MOBCOST and 
MOBTIME. We also use the variables FININV, PRICE, PROFIT, RISK, BEQUEST, MTNCOST, 
RENTPAY, RENTCHNG and CHEAPER that serve as indicators of financial attractiveness. 
 
Exploratory factor analysis (Principal Axis Factoring, Oblimin Rotation) of variables, measuring four 
housing characteristics of the use-value of housing, does not confirm the existence of four factors but 
only a single one. The final factor solution with a single factor, as recommended by the exploratory 
factor analysis, includes the following variables: QUALITY, MAINTEN, PRIVACY, SECURITY, 
CONFLICT, PERM and SELFWILL (Table 2). Other variables were excluded from further analysis 
due to their communalities and low factor loadings in the exploratory factor analysis. 
 
Table 2: Factor loadings – the use-value of housing 
 

Variable Factor 1: Use-value of Housing 
QUALITY 0.45 

                                                      
5 (-1.36< S<0.78; -1.05<K<0.79). 
6 There is a serious asymmetry in the distribution of the variable FREEDOM (S=-2.16, K=4.76). However, this 
variable was already excluded by the exploratory factor analysis in the first step of the analysis and does not 
enter any further models. 
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MAINTEN 0.44 
SUITABLE 0.24 
PRIVACY 0.35 
SECURITY 0.44 
FREEDOM 0.25 
CONFLICT 0.54 
PERM 0.50 
SELFWILL 0.52 
LOCATION 0.16 
ACCESS 0.24 

Method: Principal Axis Factoring. 
 
According to Merrett and Gray (1982), there are two more dimensions of housing characteristics 
besides the use-value of housing: housing mobility and financial attractiveness. The exploratory factor 
analysis solution of the selected indicators of the use-value of housing and indicators of housing 
mobility and financial attractiveness reveals the existence of three factors, as expected (Table 3). Also 
with this solution some variables were excluded from further analysis due to their low values. 
Bartlett’s test of sphericity (χ2=489, DF=91; α<0.001) and Kaiser’s measure of sampling adequacy 
(0.71) indicate the correlation matrix is suitable. 
 
Table 3: Factor loadings of variables measuring the use-value of housing, housing mobility and 

financial attractiveness 
 

Variable 
1st Factor: 

Use-value of Housing 
2nd Factor: 

Housing Mobility 
3rd Factor: 

Financial Attractiveness 
QUALITY 0.39 0.11 0.12 
MAINTEN 0.39 0.01 0.18 
PRIVACY 0.34 0.18 0.13 
SECURITY 0.47 0.27 0.10 
CONFLICT 0.59 0.27 0.04 
PERM 0.50 0.19 0.15 
SELFWILL 0.53 0.23 0.09 
MOBCOST 0.18 0.76 0.19 
MOBTIME 0.32 0.58 0.08 
FININV 0.19 0.04 0.55 
PRICE 0.07 0.12 0.06 
PROFIT 0.21 0.06 0.72 
RISK 0.06 0.18 -0.11 
BEQUEST 0.12 0.06 0.32 
MNTCOST 0.19 0.26 -0.10 
RENTPAY 0.23 0.06 0.31 
RENTCHNG 0.25 0.15 0.15 
CHEAPER 0.12 0.06 0.53 

Method: Principal axis factoring, Oblimin Rotation. 
 
Based on exploratory factor analysis, we estimate the measurement model with LISREL VIII on a set 
of selected variables. The results of the measurement model show that the proposed model with 14 
indicators and 3 latent variables of housing characteristics cannot be rejected (χ2=88.98 DF=74, 
α=0.11; GFI =0.96; AGFI= 0.94; RMSR=0.05). It confirms the existence of the three dimensions of 
housing characteristics regarding the mode of tenure: the user-value of housing, housing mobility and 
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financial attractiveness. All parameters are statistically significant. A standardized solution of the 
estimated measurement model is given in Table 4 and Figure 5. 
 
Figure 3: Operational measurement model of housing characteristics 
 

 
 
Table 4: Standardized solution and t-values 
 

Parameter t Parameter t Parameter t 
λY1 0.43 6.06 ε1 0.82 10.44 φ12 0,30 3,60 
λY2 0.43 6.06 ε2 0.82 10.44 φ23 0,25 2,95 
λY3 0.36 5.09 ε3 0.87 10.84 φ31 0,42 5,06 
λY4 0.47 6.63 ε4 0.78 10.14 
λY5 0.53 7.56 ε5 0.72 9.54 
λY6 0.49 6.94 ε6 0.76 9.96 
λY7 0.52 7.43 ε7 0.73 9.62 
λY8 0.63 6.87 ε8 0.60 5.58 
λY9 0.75 7.35 ε9 0.44 3.18 
λY10 0.57 8.03 ε10 0.67 9.05 
λY1 0.76 10.77 ε11 0.41 4.97 
λY12 0.34 4.95 ε12 0.88 11.04 
λY13 0.34 4.91 ε13 0.88 11.05 
λY14 0.49 7.15 ε14 0.76 10.09 
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Figure 5: Estimated measurement model of housing characteristics 
 

 
 
Table 5 gives an insight into the reliability and validity of the proposed measurement model. 
Convergent validity is already confirmed by the statistical significance of the λ parameters. 
Comparison of the extracted and shared variance also confirms the discriminant validity, while the 
reliability can be regarded as moderate.  
 
Table 5: Validity and reliability of measurement 
 

 
Dimension 

Extracted 
variance 

Shared 
variance 

Reliability 

Use-value of Housing 0.21  0.65 
Use-value of Housing * Housing Mobility  0.09  
Use-value of Housing * Financial Attractiveness  0.18  
Housing Mobility 0.48  0.65 
Housing Mobility * Financial Attractiveness  0.06  
Financial Attractiveness 0.29  0.64 

 
 
Based on the results of the estimated measurement model we confirm Hypothesis H2. Characteristics 
of housing within a certain housing tenure have three dimensions: use-value of housing, housing 
mobility and financial attractiveness. However, Hypothesis H3 is only partially confirmed. The use-
value of housing is measured only by the variables of the physical character of housing and the 
control exercised by households. Variables of the relative locus and environmental loci of a dwelling 
did not prove to be a significant dimension of the use-value of housing and were omitted from the 
model due to their low factor loadings in the exploratory factor analysis.  
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4.3 The Structural Model of Housing Tenure Preferences 
The leading hypothesis of this paper is that housing tenure preferences are built upon the feasible 
choices of households and any constraints on those feasible choices. Our model also presupposes that 
perceptions of feasible choices and constraints depend on households' characteristics and the 
characteristics of the relevant housing market. The proposed model is very complex due to the 
inclusion of housing characteristics and constraints as intervening variables. Therefore, we will again 
build our final model in several stages. In the first stage, we will test partial models of housing 
characteristics and constraints and a partial model of housing tenure preferences. Significant 
variables, as indicated by the partial model estimations, will be included later in the final model of 
housing tenure preferences. All partial models are tested using LISREL VIII. 

4.3.1 Partial Models of Housing Characteristics 
Dependent variables in the partial models of housing characteristics are the three latent variables as 
defined by the measurement model: the use-value of housing, housing mobility and financial 
attractiveness. Since many variables enter the partial models, the inclusion of all indicators of latent 
variables could affect convergence of the model. Therefore, we define the latent variables of the use-
value of housing and financial attractiveness by two parcels, calculated as mean values of the 
measured indicators. Independent variables in the partial models are AGE, MARRIED, NMEMBERS, 
CHILDREN, INCOME, INCSECUR, HEALTH, TIME, WEALTH, GENDER, EDUC, UNEMPL, 
TENURE_R, EXPER_R (see Table A1 in the Appendix for a description of the variables). Structural 
coefficients of the three models are presented in Table 6. 
 
Table 6: Standardized solution of partial models of housing characteristics 
 

Use-value of housing Housing mobility Financial characteristics 
 Gamma SEE t Gamma SEE t Gamma SEE t 

AGE 0.08 0.08 0.56 0.07 0.06 0.77 -0.13 0.04 -1.46 
MARRIED 0.08 0.07 1.11 -0.04 0.05 -0.63 0.06 0.03 0.92 
NMEMBERS -0.10 0.08 -1.06 0.14 0.06 1.34 -0.05 0.04 -0.61 
CHILDREN 0.05 0.07 0.61 -0.12 0.05 -1.37 -0.02 0.04 -0.31 
INCOME -0.05 0.08 -0.52 -0.24** 0.06 -2.36 -0.18* 0.05 -1.91 
INCSECUR 0.12 0.07 1.58 0.18** 0.05 2.09 0.04 0.03 0.53 
HEALTH -0.04 0.07 -0.55 -0.01 0.05 -0.09 0.01 0.03 0.15 
TIME -0.05 0.06 -0.75 0.09 0.05 1.09 0.13* 0.04 1.66 
WEALTH -0.13 0.07 -1.47 -0.02 0.05 -0.09 -0.03 0.03 -0.47 
GENDER -0.02 0.06 -0.33 -0.04 0.04 -0.23 0.17** 0.04 2.23 
EDUC -0.19** 0.07 -2.37 0.06 0.05 0.58 -0.07 0.04 -1.00 
UNEMPL -0.03 0.06 -0.40 -0.02 0.04 -0.65 -0.01 0.03 -0.10 
TENURE_R -0.16** 0.06 -2.28 -0.14* 0.05 -1.82 0.08 0.03 1.21 
EXPER_R -0.03 0.06 -0.49 -0.08 0.04 -1.06 0.08 0.03 1.30 
χ2 , DF=13 6.86; α=0.91 12.53; α=0.49 12.82; α=0.46 
GFI 0.99 0.99 0.99 
AGFI 0.97 0.94 0.94 
RMSR 0.02 0.01 0.02 

Note: *** statistically significant at 0.01 ** statistically significant at 0.05  * statistically significant at 0.10.  
 
The results show that differences in the use-value of housing between rental and owner-occupied 
dwelling depend on the education of the household’s head and the household’s current tenure status. 
Households with more educated heads and those with rental tenure ascribe fewer deficiencies to rental 
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housing (compared to owner-occupied housing). The variable, indicating current rental tenure, also 
gives an indication of the bias homeowners have toward rental housing.  
 
Households with higher income per capita find the high transaction costs and time-consuming 
mobility in owner-occupation (in contrast to rental housing) less of a problem than their counterparts 
with a lower income. Comparative advantages regarding housing mobility in the rental sector are 
more acknowledged among households with lower income security. Those households have higher 
potential mobility. These findings are also in line with the theoretical model of Henderson and 
Ioannides (1983). On the other hand, households with rental tenure ascribe to rental tenure less 
advantages in terms of transaction costs and time-consumption upon moving, however the 
significance is relatively weak. 
 
Households’ positions on the financial attractiveness of home ownership (in contrast to renting) 
depend significantly on the households’ income and gender of the household’s head. The higher the 
income per capita, the less attractive owner-occupation seems to be. This finding is in contrast with 
the work of Fu (1991) if income is considered as a proxy for a household’s wealth.7 However, higher 
income also means that rent payment presents a lower monthly burden on a household’s budget 
(lower risk) and those households have more opportunities for other types of investment.8 The 
positive coefficient for the variable TIME gives some support to the findings of Henderson and 
Ioannides (1983) on rental externality, causing those renters with more time to maintain their 
dwellings not to be sufficiently compensated for this. Again, the significance is weak. 
 
It is very interesting that female household heads ascribe higher financial attractiveness to home 
ownership compared to their male counterparts. We can look for an explanation for this in the risk 
premia, acting as a constituent part of the subjective discount factor. Due to the marginal rental sector 
in Slovenia, with rental contracts either not existing or concluded for a limited time period along with 
long waiting lines for non-profit housing, the risk of frequent increases in rent and landlords 
cancelling is substantial. This is reflected in the discount rate and subsequently also in the greater 
financial attractiveness of owning your own home. 

4.3.2 Partial Models of Constraints 
In the partial models of constraints we have three dependant variables: VACANCY for vacancy 
constraint, CONTRL_C for the control imposed by landlords over vacancies and ECON_C for 
economic constraint. Since all dependant variables are directly measured, we use a regression model 
to estimate the three partial models of constraints. 
  
The position of households on the availability of vacant rental dwellings depends on the 
characteristics of the local property market. Since studies for Slovenia show that a rental market only 
exists in urban areas, we include the variables URBAN and RCENTER as independent variables in 
the model. Due to the potential influence of households’ characteristics on their positions on the 
availability of rental housing, we also include the following independent variables: NMEMBERS, 

                                                      
7 The variable WEALTH is not statistically significant, although it shares the same sign as INCOME. The 
reason for this might lie in the fact that WEALTH is a self-reported variable on a household’s relative wealth 
position in society and is as such very subjective. 
8 This is evident from the inspection of the bivariate correlation of variables of financial attractiveness with 
income. Income displays the highest negative correlation with CHANGE_R (the risk of rental changes; ρ=-0.22; 
α<0.01), followed by BEQUEST (bequest motive; ρ=-0.17; α<0.01) and PROFIT (profitable investment in 
housing; ρ=-0.17; α<0.01). 
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INCOME, WEALTH and AGE (proxy for the average age of the household).9 In addition, we also 
include the variables TENURE_R and EXPER_R in order to control for the experience of former and 
current renters on availability. 
 
The control over the flow of vacancies reflects the qualification rules applied by landlords. These 
rules can refer either to the composition of the household or its economic position. Independent 
variables in this model are variables that could be used as a basis for the discrimination of certain 
households: NMEMBER, CHILDREN, AGE, INCOME, WEALTH. As with the availability of rental 
dwellings we again include the variables TENURE_R and EXPER_R. 
 
Economic constraints apply to the household’s ability to cope with payment requirements related to 
rental or owner-occupation. Therefore, the following variables serve as independent variables: 
INCOME, INCSECUR, WEALTH and AGE (acting as a proxy for the position in the lifecycle of 
income). Rental experience is again controlled by the variables TENURE_R and EXPER_R. Results 
of the three models are shown in Table 7. 
 
Table 7: Standardized regression coefficients of partial models of constraints 
 

Vacancy Control by landlords Economic constraint 
Variable Beta SEE t Beta SEE t Beta SEE t 

INCOME -0.03 0.00 -0.33 -0.14* 0.00 -1.89 -0.06 0.00 -0.85 
WEALTH 0.05 0.11 0.78 -0.10 0.06 -0.90 -0.10 0.12 -1.47 
INCSECUR       0.02 0.07 0.32 
CHILDREN    0.13* 0.16 1.65     
NMEMBERS -0.16** 0.07 -2.08 -0.11 0.06 -1.45     
AGE -0.22*** 0.01 -3.31 0.05 0.01 0.72 0.15** 0.01 2.18 
RCENTER -0.15** 0.19 -2.09         
URBAN 0.23*** 0.18 3.22         
EXPER_R 0.04 0.15 0.70 -0.14** 0.26 -2.13 -0.10 0.16 -1.57 
TENURE_R -0.06 0.31 -0.99 -0.03 0.13 -0.53 -0.06 0.33 -1.03 
 F =3.19. DF=8. α<0.00 F =2.59. DF=7. α=0.02 F=2.40. DF=6. α=0.03 

Note: *** statistically significant at 0.01  ** statistically significant at 0.05  * statistically significant at 0.10.  
 
Results of the partial analysis reveal that the position of households on the availability of vacant rental 
dwellings depends on the age of the household’s head, the household’s size and indicators of the local 
housing market. Older households and larger sized households take the position of lower availability 
of vacant rental dwellings. There is a higher supply of vacant rental dwellings in urban areas, except 
in bigger regional centres where the vacancy rate is lower. 
 
The households in the survey generally take the stance that the owners of rental dwellings lay down 
stringent qualification criteria when renting out their housing. On a 1 to 5 scale (1-strongly disagree, 
5-strongly agree), the average value of the variable CONTROL_C is 3.84. Our empirical analysis 
does not reveal discrimination in terms of the size or age of the household. Although the statistical 
significance is weak, there is some indication that the constraining criteria imposed by landlords more 
often affect households with children. Due to a wider range of available opportunities, households 
with a higher income feel less affected by these constraints. The significant negative coefficient for 

                                                      
9 If there is a lack of vacancies of larger apartments, this can only affect larger households and if there is a lack 
of supply of cheaper rental housing this primarily affects low-income households. 
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current rental status might show some bias against the rental sector in the answers given by 
homeowners.  
 
The model on economic constraints shows that older households in particular believe that in the long 
run it would be financially easier for them to rent instead of owning their home. This is probably due 
to the fact that older households are closer to retirement or are retired already. Their retirement is 
associated with a lower income stream and more difficulties in paying for and getting a mortgage. 

4.3.3 Partial Model of Housing Tenure Preferences 
With our last partial model we tried to find what housing characteristics and constraints significantly 
influence the housing tenure preferences taken by households. The dependent variable in this model is 
the variable PREFER that measures a preference for renting in contrast to home ownership. Like with 
the partial models on housing characteristics, latent variables on the use-value of housing 
(USEVALUE), housing mobility (MOBILITY) and financial attractiveness (FINATTR) have only 
two indicators (parcels). The results are presented in Table 8. 
 
Table 8: Standardized solution of the estimated partial model of housing tenure preferences 
 
Variable Gamma SEE T 

USEVALUE -0.07 0.14 -0.93 
MOBILITY -0.04 0.13 -0.54 
FINATTR -0.14** 0.07 -2.16 
VACANCY 0.13** 0.06 2.18 
CONTRL_C 0.07 0.08 1.06 
ECON_C 0.12** 0.06 1.99 
χ2 , DF=13 6.86; α=0.91 
GFI 0.99 
AGFI 0.97 
RMSR 0.02 
R2 0.09 

Note: *** statistically significant at 0.01  ** statistically significant at 0.05  * statistically significant at 0.10.  
 
Based on the results we can infer that a preference for renting is influenced by the financial 
attractiveness attribute of housing, by the availability of vacant rental housing and by a household’s 
position on its economic ability to synchronize their income inflow with the cash outflow needed for 
rental payments. Since the use-value of housing, housing mobility and landlords’ control over the 
flow of vacancies do not have a statistically significant influence on housing tenure preferences, they 
were omitted from further analysis within the comprehensive structural model of housing tenure 
preferences. 

4.4 Comprehensive Structural Model of Housing Tenure Preferences 
On the basis of the partial models we can now construct and test our structural model of housing 
tenure preferences as proposed by the conceptual framework. Since the inclusion of numerous 
variables could affect the model’s convergence, we only include variables that demonstrated a 
statistical significance (α<0.10) in the partial models. Therefore, we include the following dependant 
variables in the model: INCOME, TIME, GENDER, NMEMBERS, AGE, RCENTER and URBAN. 
Among attributes for housing characteristics only the latent variable of financial attractiveness is 
included. This variable is measured by the five indicators confirmed by the measurement model. 
Additional intervening variables are VACANCY and ECON_C. The independent variable is 
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PREFER. Although the theoretical model of Merrett and Gray (1982) does not explicitly define the 
relationships between their attributes, it is reasonable to introduce a path between financial 
attractiveness and the availability of vacant rental housing. The model was tested with the LISREL 
VIII programme package. The results are given in Table 9 and Figure 7. 
 
Figure 6: Operational comprehensive model of housing tenure preferences 

 
 
Table 9: Standardized solution of structural parameters of the comprehensive structural model 

of housing tenure preferences 
 

Parameter t Parameter t Parameter t 
λY2 0.58*** 6.75 γ21 -0.25*** -3.56 εY2 0.79 9.15 
λY3 0.75 - γ22 0.10 1.46 εY3 0.31 5.50 
λY4 0.36*** 4.74 γ23 0.15** 2.13 εY4 0.88 10.96 
λY5 0.36*** 4.80 γ34 -0.15** -2.12 εY5 0.88 10.94 
λY6 0.48*** 6.04 γ35 -0.20*** -3.18 εY6 0.84 10.19 
β12 -0.20*** -2.75 γ36 -0.14** -2.07 ψ11 0.93 11.44 
β13 0.15** 2.52 γ37 0.20*** 3.10 ψ22 0.87 5.31 
β14 0.14** 2.29 γ41 -0.10* -1.75 ψ33 0.92 11.64 
β23 0.19*** 2.77 γ45 0.15** 2.52 ψ44 0.96 11.64 

Note: In the model λY3 was normed to 1, therefore we cannot give the t-value. 
 *** statistically significant at 0.01  ** statistically significant at 0.05   * statistically significant at 0.10.  
 
The estimated model has adequate statistical properties (χ2=79.33; DF=66, α=0.13; GFI =0.96; 
AGFI= 0.93; RMSR=0.04). The model explains 20 percent of total variability. The results confirm the 
results of previously tested partial models and allow us to partially verify Hypothesis 1. A preference 
for renting is influenced in Slovenia by differences in the financial attractiveness of housing in both 
tenures, by a household’s perceptions of availability and perceptions of economic constraints. Since 
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the influence of the use-value of housing, housing mobility and landlord’s control over vacancy was 
not statistically significant in the partial models; we can reject Hypotheses 4, 5 and 8. Although more 
educated households and current renters see fewer differences in the user-value of rented in contrast to 
owner-occupied housing, these differences have no significant influence on the expressed housing 
tenure preference (H4). The advantages of lower transaction costs and possibility to move out faster 
are acknowledged especially among households with a lower income and lower income security. 
However, the influence on housing tenure preference is statistically insignificant and leads us to reject 
Hypothesis H5. With the well-known low housing mobility in Slovenia, this result is not surprising.10 
 
Figure 7: Estimated comprehensive structural model of housing tenure preferences 

 
 
 
According to the results of our model, housing tenure preferences in Slovenia are most strongly 
affected by perceptions of the financial attractiveness of housing. The superiority ascribed to housing 
as an investment due to the cheaper consumption of housing services and lower exposure to the risk of 
rent changes is reflected in strong preferences for home ownership. The more households perceive 
these advantages the less they are inclined to favour renting (β12=-0.20; α<0.01). These results verify 
Hypothesis 6. 
 
The comprehensive structural model also gives the same result regarding the negative influence of 
income on the perception of the financial attractiveness of owner-occupied housing (γ21=-0.25; 
α<0.01) and confirms the influence of gender (γ23=0.15; α<0.05). Women and households with a 
lower income are strongly in favour of the financial attractiveness of owner-occupied housing 
compared to male household heads and households with a higher income. The variable TIME 
                                                      
10 Housing mobility in Slovenia in estimated to be around 3 percent in contrast, for example, to the USA with 
17.2 percent (Mandic, 2001). 
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(available time to carry out or organize necessary maintenance work) has no significant effect on 
housing tenure preference. However, the structural model reveals a strong and significant positive 
effect of VACANCY on the financial attractiveness of owner-occupation. Although a negative effect 
would be expected, this result can be explained by the fact that the effective supply of rental housing 
is higher in markets with effective demand. This mainly concerns urban areas with most of them 
having seen high growth in real-estate prices in the last decade.  
 
Housing tenure preferences are also significantly influenced by the availability of vacant rental 
housing. According to the work of Kemeny (1981,1995) and Merrett and Gray (1982), a high 
preference for owner-occupation is a reflection of existing cultural norms and characteristics of the 
social, economic and political environments. With a general shortfall in rental housing, rental 
accommodation serves as a poor alternative to home ownership. It is evident from the model that 
higher availability of rental housing leads to a higher preference for renting (β13=0.15; α<0.05) and 
enables us to verify Hypothesis H7. 
 
The availability of vacant rental apartments is better in urban areas (γ37=0.21; α<0.01). However, our 
research shows there is a deficit of vacant rental housing in larger regional centres (γ36=-0.14; 
α<0.05). Statistically significant coefficients for AGE (γ35=-0.20; α<0.01) and NMEMBERS (γ34=-
0.15; α<0.05) indicate that shortfalls in supply are predominantly perceived for larger housing and 
housing suitable for the elderly.11   
 
The partial model of housing tenure preferences does not support Hypothesis 8. Although the 
responses of surveyed households show that landlords often have certain demands concerning to 
whom they will rent out their apartment, these do not affect housing tenure preferences. These 
constraints are perceived to be more restrictive among households with children and households 
whose portfolio of choices is limited by their lower income. As already noted, there is an indication of 
some bias in homeowners’ perceptions of landlords’ imposed constraints. 
  
The housing tenure preference is also influenced by a household’s ability to meet the cash outflows of 
their tenure status with their current and prospective stream of income (β14=0.14; α<0.01). 
Households taking the position that in the long run it would be easier for them manage the stream of 
payment associated with renting compared to owner-occupation are more in favour of renting. This 
result confirms Hypothesis 9. Households’ positions regarding their ability to meet the required 
payments in a specific tenure with their income depend on the age of the household’s head. The older 
the head, the closer they are to retirement which is usually linked with a reduction of income (γ45=-
0.20; α<0.01). The negative influence of income is only weakly significant (γ41=-0.10; α<0.10) and 
indicates it is difficult for low-income households to make the payments required by home ownership.  
 
The comprehensive model shows that households’ characteristics influence their housing tenure 
preferences. However, we have to be cautious when verifying Hypothesis 10. Households’ 
demographic and economic characteristics do influence their preferences. They influence their 
perceptions of differences in financial attractiveness, the availability of vacant dwellings and 
restrictions imposed by economic constraints between the two tenures, and those perceptions later 
shape their housing tenure preferences. Nevertheless, the total effects are relatively low. The total 
effect of income is slightly positive (0.06) while the total effect of gender is slightly negative (-0.05). 
                                                      
11 This is also evident from the analysis of the structure of supply. The analysis of rental offers reveals that in 
the period 2000-2002 only 27 percent of apartments had 2 or more bedrooms, the rest were smaller apartments 
(Cirman, 2003).  
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Also very small are the negative total effects of the number of members of a household and living in a 
regional centre and the positive total effect of living in urban areas. The effect of age on the 
availability of vacant rental housing and financial attractiveness bring the total effect close to zero. 
 
5 Conclusion 
 
In our paper we model housing tenure preferences using structural linear modelling. Based on our 
results, we can establish that the high preference for home ownership in Slovenia can be at least 
partially ascribed to the financial attractiveness households attribute to owner-occupation and to the 
absence of any proper alternative to home ownership. Although it would probably be financially 
easier for many households to rent instead of owning their home, the lack of proper rental alternatives 
forces them to opt for owner-occupation.  
 
These results are in line with the work of Kemeny (1981) who took the position that a preference for 
home ownership arises from the existing housing policy that discriminates against the rental sector in 
comparison to owner-occupation and therefore reduces the portfolio of households’ feasible 
alternatives. The privatization of social housing caused the marginalization of the rental sector. 
Housing policy in the last decade has not provided appropriate measures to make the rental alternative 
a sound alternative and to bring it into the portfolio of feasible choices households have. Since there is 
practically no rental alternative, the question is not of renting or owning but only when a household 
will be able to own. Especially among low-income households, this question is difficult to answer. 
With one of the highest price-to-income ratios among transitional countries, the number of these 
households is high. The current high rate of home ownership is unsustainable in the long run. 
 
Our research also supports the view that housing preference is a complex construct affected by 
housing characteristics and decisional constraints. However, there are also other factors that were not 
included in our model and might be linked to cultural norms and other factors we did not consider in 
our model. Many of them are also not linked to households’ characteristics. Future research definitely 
calls for an improvement especially in the measurement instruments and the model itself. 
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Appendix 
 
Table A1: variables, means, standard deviations and measurement scales 
 

Variable Mean Std. Dev. Label Scale 

QUALITY 3.20 1.11 
The quality of rental housing is worse than the quality 

of owner-occupied housing 
ordinal* 

MAINTEN 3.77 1.13 
Rental housing is worse maintained than owner-

occupied housing 
ordinal 

SUITABLE 3.21 1.19 
It would be difficult for us to find suitable rental 
housing in terms of size, quality and amenities 

ordinal 

PRIVACY 3.24 1.28 
Privacy in rental housing is lower compared to owner-

occupied housing 
ordinal 

SECURITY 3.79 1.11 
Security of tenure in rental housing is lower than in 

owner-occupied housing 
ordinal 

FREEDOM 4.61 0.73 
It is very important to me to have freedom to renovate 

and make changes to my dwelling 
ordinal 

CONFLICT 3.90 1.01 
There is a great risk of conflict with landlords in 

rental housing 
ordinal 

PERM 3.70 1.16 
It is difficult to rent out an apartment for a longer 

period of time (couple of years) 
ordinal 

SELFWILL 3.83 1.06 
The renter is not sufficiently protected against the 

landlord’s self-willed behaviour  
ordinal 

LOCATION 2.61 1.05 
Rental apartments are in better and more attractive 

locations compared to owner-occupied ones 
ordinal 

ACCESS 2.76 1.19 
Rental apartments have better access to amenities 
such as shops, schools, kindergartens, parks etc.  

ordinal 

MOBCOST 3.32 1.13 
Moving out of a rented dwelling is associated with 
lower costs compared to owner-occupied housing 

ordinal 

MOBTIME 3.42 1.02 

It is possible to move out of a rented dwelling in a 
much shorter period of time compared to owner-

occupied housing 

ordinal 

FININV 4.17 1.02 
I see an owner-occupied home as a financial 

investment 
ordinal 

RISK 2.34 1.38 
I regularly watch for price movements on property 

markets 
ordinal 

PROFIT 3.80 1.12 To own your own home is a profitable investment ordinal 
RISK 2.30 1.24 To own your own home is a risky investment ordinal 
BEQUEST 4.18 1.18 It is important for me to be able to bequeath my house ordinal 

MNTCOST 3.98 1.07 
Own housing brings a large financial burden of 

maintenance and repair 
ordinal 

RENTPAY 3.93 1.05 Continuous obligation of paying rent is a big burden ordinal 
RENTCHNG 4.04 0.91 There is a big risk of rent changes  ordinal 
CHEAPER 3.57 1.23 Owning is cheaper than renting ordinal 

VACANCY 2.20 1.21 
In the area I live there is plenty of vacant rental 

housing 
ordinal 

CONTRL_C 3.84 1.21 
Landlords impose restrictive constraints when 

selecting their tenants 
ordinal 

ECON_C 3.25 1.29 
Financially it would be easier for us to rent than to 

own 
ordinal 

PREFER 2.68 125 
In deciding between renting and owning I would 

prefer renting 
ordinal 

AGE 47.52 13.52 Respondent’s age numeric 
MARRIED 0.66 0.48 Married? (1-yes/ 0-no) dichotomic 
NMEMBER 3.26 1.37 How many members are there in your household?  numeric 
CHILDREN 0.42 0.49 Presence of children under 18? (1-yes/ 0-no) dichotomic 
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INCOME 76.34 53.77 Average monthly income per capita ratio 

INCSECUR 2.39 1.31 

What is the danger of family members with a regular 
income losing their monthly income? (1-no danger, 5-

very high danger) 

ordinal 

HEALTH 3.58 0.98 
How would you describe the health status of your 

household? (1-very poor, 5-exellent) 
ordinal 

TIME 3.59 1.32 
Our household has enough spare time to spend on 

repairing or maintaining our home 
ordinal 

WEALTH 2.83 0.74 

How would you judge your wealth position compared 
to the average household in Slovenia? (well below-

average, below-average, average, above-average, well 
above-average) 

ordinal 

GENDER 0.58 0.49 Respondent’s gender (1-female/0-male) dichotomic 

EDUC 3.82 1.19 

Respondent’s education level (uncompleted primary 
school, completed primary school, high school, 

gymnasium, higher education, university, master’s, 
doctoral degree) 

ordinal 

UNEMPL 0.07 0.26 Currently unemployed? (1-yes/ 0-no) dichotomic 
TENURE_R 0.07 0.25 Currently in rental tenure? (1-yes/ 0-no) dichotomic 
EXPER_R 0.39 0.50  Prior rental experience? (1-yes/ 0-no) dichotomic 

Note: *all ordinal scales are 5-point Likert scales: 1-strongly disagree, 5-strongly agree; except for INCSECUR, HEALTH, 
WEALTH and EDUC (see labels in Table A1). 
 


