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A method to measure consumers' housing consumption and

investment attitudes according to various dimensions was initiated.

In addition, construct validity of the measurement instrument was

initiated through use of personal variables.

Two scales were developed to measure homeownership consump-

tion and investment attitudes. The dimensions of homeownership con-

sumption and investment found in a review of the literature and

selected for use in the scales were as follows: consumption dimensions

including space, tenure, structure, quality, and neighborhood; and

investment dimensions including taxes, equity, rate of return, lever-

age, and risk. The research instrument included 35 Likert ranked

statements for each scale or a total of 7 0 statements plus the question-

naire. The data were collected in May and June, 1980, from 222

homeowners in Linn County, Oregon, who responded to the research

instrument.



Reliability of scale statements was determined by item-analysis

and Cronbach alpha. Statistical tests which included Pearson correla-

tion, analysis of variance, and stepwise multiple regression were used

to determine if relationships existed among Homeownership Consump-

tion Scale mean scores, Homeownership Investment Scale mean

scores, and various independent variables: housing satisfaction, num-

ber of rooms, total gross household income, social status, home-

ownership experience, investment experience, and recall of parents'

investment experience.

The internal-consistency method of item-analysis was used to

insure consistency in scoring direction of each scale item. Cronbach

alpha was computed for reliability of the Homeownership Consumption

Scale (.71273) and the Homeownership Investment Scale (.68323).

There was a positive linear relationship between the Homeownership

Consumption Scale mean score and the Homeownership Investment

Scale mean score 2846, p=. 001). Housing satisfaction level was

the only independent variable explaining differences among Home-

ownership Consumption Scale mean scores when using a one-way

analysis of variance test of significance (p < . 05). Five of the seven

independent variables were positively related to Homeownership

Investment Scale mean scores when using a one-way analysis of vari-

ance test of significance (p < . 05): number of rooms in dwelling, level

of total gross household income, level of social status, level of



investment experience, and recall of level of parents' investment

experience. In a stepwise multiple regression model, 15.83 percent

of the variation in Homeownership Investment Scale mean scores was

explained by social status, recall of parents' investment experiences,

and housing satisfaction.

An understanding of the consumer characteristics shown to be

related to homeownership consumption and investment decisions is

important to educators, government officials, and others who influ-

ence housing programs, policies, and the housing environment. Clari-

fication of the positive dual role between housing consumption and

investment should ultimately lead to more satisfactory housing deci-

sions on the part of consumers.
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HOMEOWNERSHIP CONSUMPTION AND INVESTMENT
ATTITUDE SCALES: DEVELOPMENT AND ANALYSIS

CHAPTER ONE

INTRODUCTION

All of the reasons why people buy homes can be divided into two

categories: (1) homeownership consumption and (2) homeownership

investment. In making the consumption decision, consumers consider

their needs for space, whether they wish to own or rent, the structure

type, quality aspects within their financial affordability, and the neigh-

borhood which meets their locational and social needs. Investment

decisions are also important to consumers and may include an assess-

ment of tax benefits, as well as equity position, leverage, rate of

return, and risk. Most important to consumers is the uniqueness of

the housing decision (relative to most other expenditure decisions)

whereby home buyers can attempt to maximize both the consumption

and investment aspects. The extent to which consumers recognize the

dual aspects of this decision, however, is not known.

The importance of these two categories in the thinking of housing

researchers and educators has been substantiated in the literature.

However, there is no research which draws the various aspects of

consumption and investment orientations together to substantiate their

viability in analyzing housing behavior. Researchers have looked
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explicitly at the housing consumption dimensions and have been able to

predict to some degree the effect of various independent variables.

Researchers have also written about the effects of investment dimen-

sions on the housing investment decision. However, little research

has been done which relates how consumers use investment tools as

they make the housing investment decision, and no research has been

identified which considers the potential interaction between housing

consumption and housing investment considerations.

The purpose of this study is to initiate a method to measure con-

sumers' housing consumption and investment attitudes according to

dimensions which, through a review of the literature, have been shown

to be relevant to housing consumption and housing investment behavior.

In addition, construct validity of the measurement instrument will be

initiated through the use of personal variables also determined to be

relevant through a review of the literature.

Further understanding of the importance of the consumption and

investment orientation on the part of home buyers could be beneficial

in the following ways. (1) Much of the literature identifying dimensions

which affect home buyers' decisions has been written by educators and

researchers in the field of housing. It is important for educators to

use models for teaching that have been shown to represent the actual

behavior of housing consumers. (2) Home buyers with an understanding

of their attitudes toward homeownership consumption and homeownership
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investment could make more satisfying homeownership decisions.

(3) Real estate brokers and agents with an understanding of the home-

ownership consumption and investment motives of buyers could provide

needed information and help home buyers to make more satisfying deci-

sions. (4) Home builders with an understanding of the homeownership

consumption and investment motives of home buyers could build a hous-

ing stock that would more closely meet home buyers' ideals. Carried

further, analysis of the relationships between particular personal vari-

ables and homeownership consumption and investment attitudes could

result in home builders meeting the homeownership ideals of special

segments of the home buying population. (5) Government officials who

work in agencies such as Department of Housing and Urban Develop-

ment, Farmers Home Administration, and Veterans Administration

design programs to establish the availability of housing assistance to

special family types. Past programs that seem to have met with the

most success were those that took consumer attitudes and background

variables into account. The proposed research could aid government

officials at the neighborhood, community, state, and national levels in

designing programs better able to meet the needs and ideals of consum-

ers.
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Research Problem

The primary goal of this research is to develop two scales, one

to measure homeownership consumption attitudes and one to measure

homeownership investment attitudes. These scales along with other

variables will be useful in predicting the behavior of consumers as they

make housing decisions.

Objectives of the Study

1. to develop scales that can be used by researchers to measure

homeowners' attitudes toward homeownership consumption and home-

ownership investment consistent with a hypothetical framework estab-

lished through a review of the literature

2. to assess the reliability of the scales

3. to revise the scales for further testing of useability and reli-

ability

4. to initiate an assessment of the construct validity of the scales

in relation to aspects of home buyers' knowledge, experience, or back-

ground variables which determine orientation to home buying

Research Hypotheses

In order to initiate construct validation of the overall consumption

and investment attitudes, the direction between the attitude score and

each independent variable is hypothesized through a review of the litera-

ture and intuitive reasoning.
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HI: Homeownership consumption and investment attitudes of

homeowners will be positively correlated.

H2: The homeownership consumption attitudes of homeowners

who report higher or lower housing satisfaction levels will be signifi-

cantly more positive than the homeownership consumption attitudes of

homeowners who report more neutral housing satisfaction.

H3: The homeownership investment attitudes of homeowners who

report higher or lower housing satisfaction levels will be significantly

more positive than the homeownership investment attitudes of home-

owners who report more neutral housing satisfaction.

H4: The homeownership consumption attitudes of homeowners

with greater number of rooms in their dwellings will be significantly

more positive than the homeownership consumption attitudes of home-

owners with fewer number of rooms in their dwellings.

H5: The homeownership investment attitudes of homeowners with

greater number of rooms in their dwellings will be significantly more

positive than the homeownership investment attitudes of homeowners

with fewer number of rooms in their dwellings.

H6: The homeownership consumption attitudes of homeowners

with higher total gross household income will be significantly more

positive than the homeownership consumption attitudes of homeowners

with lower total gross household income.

H7: The homeownership investment attitudes of homeowners with

higher total gross household income will be significantly more positive

than the homeownership investment attitudes of homeowners with lower
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total gross household income.

H8: The homeownership consumption attitudes of homeowners

with higher social status will be significantly more positive than the

homeownership consumption attitudes of homeowners with lower social

status.

H9: The homeownership investment attitudes of homeowners with

higher social status will be significantly more positive than the home-

ownership investment attitudes of homeowners with lower social status.

H10: The homeownership consumption attitudes of homeowners

with previous homeownership experience will be significantly more

positive than the homeownership consumption attitudes of first-time

homeowners .

H11: The homeownership investment attitudes of homeowners

with previous homeownership experience will be significantly more

positive than the homeownership investment attitudes of first-time

homeowners.

H12: The homeownership consumption attitudes of homeowners

with higher investment experience will be significantly more positive

than the homeownership consumption attitudes of homeowners with

lower investment experience.

H13: The homeownership investment attitudes of homeowners

with higher investment experience will be significantly more positive

than the homeownership investment attitudes of homeowners with lower
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investment experience.

H14: The homeownership consumption attitudes of homeowners

with recall of higher levels of parents' investment experience will be

significantly more positive than the homeownership consumption atti-

tudes of homeowners with lower recall of parents' investment experi-

ence.

H15: The homeownership investment attitudes of homeowners

with recall of higher levels of parents' investment experience will be

significantly more positive than the homeownership investment atti-

tudes of homeowners with lower recall of parents' investment experi-

ence.

The researcher also developed two regression models. The

first regression model relates the overall homeownership consumption

attitudes to the independent variables: housing satisfaction, number of

rooms, total gross household income, social status, homeownership

experience, investment experience, recall of parents' investment

experience. The second regression model relates the overall home-

ownership investment attitudes to the independent variables: housing

satisfaction, number of rooms, total gross household income, social

status, homeownership experience, investment experience, recall of

parents' investment experience.
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Limitations

1. The findings of this study are generally applicable only to

home buyers in Linn County, Oregon, and similar populations.

2. Home buyers of houses on lots of five acres or more in size

were eliminated from the population of the sample. Home buyers who

were also making land purchase decisions were systematically deleted

from the population.

3. There is no way to determine if homeowners who did not

return the research instrument are different from those who did.

Definitions

Consumption scale: a series of statements selected to measure indi-

vidual attitudes toward five discrete dimensions: space, tenure,

structure, quality, and neighborhood

Consumption scale mean score: the mean of the respondent's Likert

ranking of 35 attitude statements representing the five consump-

tion dimensions

Cultural norms: rules or standards, both formal and informal, for the

conduct and life conditions of members of a particular society; as

relating to housing include: space, tenure, structure, quality,

expenditure, and neighborhood

Discount points: one time charge by lenders at closing related to
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government insured or guaranteed mortgages because of ceiling

interest rates; one point equals one percent of principal

Equity: sales price or appraised value of the home minus any liens

Homeownership consumption attitude: the positive or negative feelings

that people have toward the several dimensions of homeownership

consumption; measured by the consumption scale mean score in

this study

Homeownership experience level: number of times involved in home-

ownership

Homeownership investment attitude: the positive or negative feelings

that people have toward the several dimensions of homeownership

investment; measured by the investment scale mean score in this

study

Housing satisfaction level: respondent's choice of one of the following

relative to general satisfaction with current housing: very satis-

fied, somewhat satisfied, neither satisfied nor dissatisfied,

somewhat dissatisfied, or not at all satisfied; assigned a value

from five to one, respectively

Investment: outlay of money or something of value over time for

income or profit in the future

Investment experiences: include owning a home, real estate other

than a home, open passbook savings account, time deposit pass-

book savings, certificates of deposit, U.S. Savings bonds,
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treasury notes or bills, money market certificates, gold or

coins, corporate stocks or bonds, mutual funds, municipal bonds,

own business, and other

Investment experience level: sum of respondent's number of investment

experiences; could range from one to 14

Investment scale: a series of statements selected to measure individual

attitude toward five discrete dimensions: taxes, equity, rate of

return, leverage, and risk

Investment scale mean score: the mean of the respondent's Likert

ranking of 35 attitude statements representing the five investment

dimensions

Leverage: use of borrowed funds to magnify or leverage the rate of

return on an equity investment

Marginal income tax bracket: highest bracket which is used in comput-

ing an individual's taxes on taxable income

Mortgage: pledge of real property as security for a debt or obligation

Number of rooms in dwelling: number of rooms in home not counting

bathrooms, porches, balconies, foyers, halls, or half-rooms;

could range from one to nine

Parents' investment experience level: sum of the different

investments known to be held by respondent's parents when

respondent still lived with parents; as recalled by respondent,

could range from zero to 14
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Primary house: an individual's or family's principal residence with

title held by that individual or family

Rate of return: measure of profitability to the investor

Reliability: a measurement to determine how much of the variation in

scores among individuals is due to inconsistencies in measure-

ment

Risk: chance of loss on an investment or from a hazard, for example,

fire, flood, or vandalism

Social status: status of an individual or a nuclear family (husband and

wife) as measured by a combination of information on sex, mari-

tal status, education, and occupation

Social status level: computed score for social status using

Hollingshead's Four Factor Index of Social Status; could

range from eight to 66

Sweat equity: amount of equity gain related to labor on the structure

and property by the homeowner

Tenure: holding or possessing of a housing unit, usually by renting

or ownership

Total gross household income level: total gross household income in

1979 as reported in 15 categories on the research instrument
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CHAPTER TWO

REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE

In recent years social scientists have considered the question

of what provides for quality of life. Dillm.an, Tremblay, and Dillman

(1979) found that housing is one of the most important components of

total life quality. Consumer spending in the single-family home mar-

ket made it one of the largest and fastest growing arenas for consumer

spending between 1971 and 1976 (National Association of Realtors,

1977). Homeowners have a double relationship to their housing units

as occupants (consumers) and as owners (investors) (Marcuse, 1972;

Real Estate-Now, 1974; Ricks, 1976). Literature relating to both

aspects will be reviewed.

Housing as a Consumer Good

The manner in which people select their homes is influenced by

their preferences. Montgomery and McCabe (1973) pointed out that

housing imagery significantly influences actual housing behavior.

Since preferences reflect people's images of desirable housing for

their families, they should also reflect predispositions to behave in

a particular manner when selecting housing.

Morris and Winter (1978) reviewed current literature, using a
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process of reflection and their own empirical analysis, to find that

the optimal package of housing services was influenced by six cul-

tural. norms: (1) space, (2) tenure, (3) structure, (4) quality,

(5) expenditure, and (6) neighborhood. The first norm, space,

refers to numbers of persons per room or per bedroom or square

footage per person. The second norm, tenure, refers to the posses-

sion of anything and when referring to housing the norm is home-

ownership. The third norm, structure, is a detached single-family

dwelling. The fourth and fifth norms, quality and expenditure, refer

to housing of a quality and expenditure level in accord with income

level. The sixth norm, neighborhood, is also in accord with income

level but also includes physical and social environmental considera-

tions. Each norm will be discussed separately, but interrelationships

will be noted where important.

Space

Morris and Winter (1978) defined the cultural space norm in

terms of two persons per bedroom. Age and sex of persons and rela-

tionship between persons must be considered. Rudd and Coveney

(1978) found that household head's satisfaction with their housing

increased when the number of bedrooms in the home approached the

bedroom norm. The personal bedroom norm for this sample of

unemployed and underemployed men in southeast Ohio was based on
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the number of bedrooms the household head said was needed by a

family similar to his own. The cultural norm was based on cultural

values according to age, number, and sex of family members (Morris

and Winter, 1978). The similarity of actual number of bedrooms,

personal bedroom norm, and cultural bedroom norm significantly

helped to explain the variation in the Housing Satisfaction Index scores

when used in stepwise multiple regression.

In addition to number of bedrooms and numbers of persons per

bedroom, two other factors were related to the space norm. House-

hold size and housing size and layout will now be discussed.

Household size. Household size has been found to be a major

variable in relation to housing satisfaction.

Families with five or more household members were more
dissatisfied with both the amount and the arrangement of
space in their present dwellings than four-person families
(McKown, 1975:13).

Rogers and Nikkel (1979) studied housing and community satisfaction

of families residing in the area of Dorchester, in Boston, Massachu-

setts. Large families were defined as ". . . the nuclear unit of

husband and/or wife with four or more own children presently resid-

ing in the dwelling" (Rogers and Nikkel, 1979:81). Larger families

tended to be more dissatisfied with the physical aspects of their hous-

ing units and tended to be more integrated into their community.

Dillman et al. (1979) found that large households, four or more,
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preferred owning detached structures, perhaps because of the outside

space and implied larger size. Larger families seem less satisfied

with their housing space.

Housing size and layout. Families tended to emphasize housing

space and layout when making housing decisions. Gallogly (1974)

found that the outstanding housing factor cited by his respondents as

the initial reason for moving was housing size and layout and that it

was also cited as the primary factor sought during the housing search.

However, as an attraction to the planned townhouse community in

which his respondents settled, housing size came in second to the

physical appearance of the neighborhood.

Goodman (1976) found size, i.e., floorspace of the housing

unit, to be one of the three primary components of overall level of

housing consumption. Level of housing consumption is measured by

a combination of size, quality, and location. Forty percent of all

moves resulted in substantially more or less space. Changes in

the family's required number of rooms as measured by family

income, family size, etc., increased the propensity to move

(Goodman, 1976).

Size was given as one of the four factors for analyzing a floor-

plan (Buying a House, 1977). The other three factors were zoning,

circulation, and storage. Rea (1978) found that respondents in the
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less advanced stages (lower income, smaller household size, and

younger household head) of the life cycle were motivated to change

their residential location by the physical space of the housing unit.

Rudd and Coveney (1978) found that the total square feet in the dwelling

unit was a significant variable in a stepwise multiple regression equa-

tion used to explain the variation in Housing Satisfaction Index scores

of their respondents. Hempel and Jain (1978) did a cross-cultural

house buying behavior study involving homeowners in two American

markets, southeastern Connecticut and the Hartford, Connecticut area,

and in the northwest England area. Residential change to acquire

more space and to trade-up ranked first with the Hartford, Connecticut

area respondents and second with respondents in the other two mar-

kets.

Inman (1978) studied differences in room use between blue and

white collar workers' families. She observed room use between 5:00

and 6:00 p.m. and found the use of residential living space was not

significantly different except for the use of the living room for leisure

activities and, therefore, advocated that similar design criteria is

appropriate for both types of families.

The space norm was very influential in these studies when indi-

viduals and families were making housing decisions. The space norm

was used to determine satisfaction with the current housing unit,
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moving from current housing unit, factors to look for in the next hous-

ing unit, and evaluation of alternative housing units.

Tenure

Tenure refers to the holding or possessing of anything, especi-

ally real property. "Strong norms in favor of home ownership have

existed since the founding of the United States" (Morris and Winter,

1978:107). Twenty percent of Gallogly's (1974) respondents indicated

that their reason for moving was the general desire for homeowner-

ship. Goodman (1976) found tenure to be a strong predictor of mobility

with over one-third of all moves resulting in a change in tenure status.

Michelson (1976) felt homeownership might be the most deeply imbedded

cultural norm in our society, and Rosen (1977) cited universal home-

ownership was a basic societal goal. Hempel and Jain (1978) found

that in all three of their market areas, respondents' desire to own the

primary housing unit was the major reason for moving. The majority

of respondents had been exposed vicariously to homeownership through

their parents' experience: 96 percent of the respondents of south-

eastern Connecticut, 88 percent from the Hartford, Connecticut area,

and 75 percent from northwest England.

Tenure and housing preferences. Morris and. Winter (1978) con-

cluded that the norm for homeownership is more important to people
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than the norm for a detached structure. Dillman et al. (1979) sup-

ported this conclusion based upon the housing preferences of a sample

of 2801 Washington households. Respondents were given choices

among seven housing situations: (1) buy a single-family dwelling,

(2) buy a mobile home and lot, (3) rent a single-family dwelling,

(4) buy a townhouse, (5) rent a duplex, (6) rent an apartment, and

(7) buy a mobile home and rent a space in a park. Each situation

satisfied between one and four norms: (1) ownership, (2) private out-

side space, (3) conventional structure, and (4) detached. Single-

family homeownership which satisfied all four given norms was the

first choice of three-quarters of the respondents. When the research-

ers combined respondents' first and second choices for a possible 200. 0

percent, 83. 0 percent preferred single-family ownership. Further-

more, 34. 8 percent of the respondents preferred owning a mobile home

and lot compared to 23.4 percent who preferred renting a single-family

home. Dillrnan et al. (1979) interpreted these data as support for the

dominance of the norm for homeownership over the norm for a detached

structure.

One variable, size of community of current residence, was iso-

lated to determine its relationship with housing preferences (Dillm.an

et al., 1979). The respondents' selection of single-family homes as

first or second preference, whether rented or owned, did not vary to

a significant degree according to the level of urbanization of current
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residence. Owning a mobile home and lot was preferred to a greater

degree by rural residents, i.e., 44.9 percent of those living in

places of less than 2, 500 selected it as their first or second prefer-

ence compared to only 17.4 percent of those living in cities of at

least 500, 000. This option is also more available to rural residents.

Urban residents preferred to a greater degree than rural residents

all three choices that required giving up a detached structure.

Thirty-one point one percent of those living in counties containing a

city of at least 500, 000 chose owning a townhouse as their first or

second preference.

Current tenure status was tested for its relationship to housing

preferences. Regardless of current tenure status, homeownership is

preferred. However, it is preferred to a greater extent by current

homeowners, 80.6 percent, than by current renters, 69.8 percent

( Dillman et al., 1979).

Household size. The preference for single-family homeowner-

ship increased as household size increased, from a low preference of

57.3 percent for one-person households to a high of around 90 percent

for households with four or more persons (Dillman et al., 1979).

Age. Dillrnan et al. (1979) found age to be the most important

of the household composition variables when examining housing

preferences. Both first and second preferences for housing choices

were used to determine respondents' preferences. Although
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respondents in all age categories preferred owning single-family homes,

preference for single-family homeownership continuously declined

with age category increases after the age category of 25 to 34. In the

age category of 25 to 34 years, 93.6 percent of the respondents

selected single-family homeownership. This percentage continuously

declined to a low of 45. 0 percent of those over 65 years. Respondents

in the older age categories, when compared to those in the younger

age categories, had higher preferences for renting a duplex, renting

an apartment, and buying a mobile home on a rented space.

Marital status.

When considering marital status, married respondents
preferred owning a single-family home and owning a mobile
home and lot to a greater extent than other marital status
groups (Dillman et al., 1979:13).

Social class. Social class and the housing norm, tenure, tended

to move in the same direction. Dillrnan et al. (1979) computed a

social class score using income, education, and occupational pres-

tige as determinants. Respondents' preference for single-family

homeownership was directly related to their social class as defined

by the three variables.

Sex. Sex did not appear to be an important variable in relation

to housing tenure preferences (Dillman et al., 1979).

The tenure norm, homeownership, was the primary force mov-

ing many housing consumers. It was seen as more important than
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the structure norm. Its use and relative importance was related to

several variables. Preference for homeownership increased with

increasing household size, decreased with age after the category of

25 to 34, was greater with the marital status group "married" than

with any other marital status group, and increased with increasing

level of social class.

Structure

The structure norm is characterized by ". . . the basic idea

that each family should have its own separate structure with a certain

amount of exterior space and relatively clear-cut boundaries" (Morris

and Winter, 1978:111). Dil lman et al. (1979) pointed out that living

in detached structures has long been encouraged as an idea separate

from homeownership as evidenced by: (1) the Homestead Act

required farmers to live on their own land, (2) zoning ordinances

often dictate certain minimum distances between dwellings and pre-

vent the construction of attached structures in many desirable loca-

tions within a community, and (3) zoning ordinances, in conjunction

with building codes, mandate the construction of detached structures

for reasons of health and fire protection.

Dillman et al. (1979) found that owning a single-family home

was chosen first by three-fourths of their respondents. The

researchers then added respondents' first and second choices, i.e.,
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200.0 percent, and found that three of the four given housing situa-

tions with detached structures placed first through third: first, buy a

single-family house, 83.0 percent; second, buy a mobile home and

lot, 34.8 percent; and third, rent a single-family house, 23.4 percent.

The fourth housing situation with a detached structure placed seventh

or last: buy a mobile home on a rented space, 7.5 percent.

Urban and rural respondents' preferences for living in a rented

or owned single-family home did not vary to a significant degree

(Dillman et al., 1979). However, urban residents did favor to a

substantially greater degree than rural residents those choices that

required giving up a detached structure, i.e., owning a townhouse,

renting a duplex, and renting an apartment.

Current housing structure type was tested for its relationship

to housing preferences ( Dillman et al., 1979). Respondents selected

owning single - family homes as their first or second preference of all

structure types. Therefore, respondents' experiences living in

alternative structure types did not significantly reduce their desire

to live in housing which meets the norm for a detached structure.

Mobile home dwellers were an exception to this pattern. They pre-

ferred owning a mobile home and lot, 72.9 percent, over single-

family homeownership, 61.2 percent.

A detached dwelling was especially important to large house-

holds (Dillman et al., 1979). The average number of rooms for a
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detached dwelling was greater than for an attached dwelling, there-

fore, more space would be available in the detached dwellings (U. S.

Bureau., 1970). Overall, the structure norm for a detached structure

was supported by the current literature.

Quality

Quality is the most difficult of the six cultural norms to mea-

sure. Morris and Winter (1978) felt that quality norms prescribed a

quality level congruent with the family's social status.

Thus the definition and measurement of housing quality
requires knowledge of the objective attributes that con-
tribute to quality through the subjective reactions of
families to those attributes (Morris and Winter, 1978:
126).

Goodman (1976) found quality, e .g . , quality of construction and

lot characteristics, to be one of the three primary components of

overall level of housing consumption. Harris (1976) used housing

quality as an independent variable in predicting housing quality satis-

faction. A correlation between housing quality and housing quality

satisfaction was significant at the one percent level. The researcher

then introduced various controls to further explain the relationship

between housing quality and housing quality satisfaction. Using a

multiple regression framework, Harris (1976) found that

. . . for any given level of quality, the older the household
head, the more satisfied the respondent was with housing
quality. It was also concluded that satisfaction increased
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with income and education of the head when quality is
held constant. Marital status, sex of head, and race
have no significant effect (Harris, 1976:11).

Rudd and Coveney (1978) also found that household heads' satisfac-

tion with their housing increased with the quality. In this study,

quality was measured as (1) decreased need for maintenance and

improvement and (2) more completely screened, weatherproofed,

and insulated home. Satisfaction also increased with an increase in

the household heads' experience in doing maintenance and improve-

ment tasks. The comfort index as measured by amount of screening,

insulation, and weatherproofing, when used in stepwise multiple

regression, was significant in helping to explain the variation in

Housing Satisfaction Index scores (Rudd and Coveney, 1978). Rea

(1978) found that his respondents in less advanced stages of the life

cycle, i.e., lower income, smaller household size, and younger

household head, were motivated to change their residential location

in response to housing quality.

Housing quality has been measured by using quality of construc-

tion variables, lot characteristics, level of maintenance and

improvement required, and weatherization factors contributing

to comfort. No single or composite measure of housing quality

has been researched.

The independent variables that were shown to be related to

housing quality satisfaction included: housing quality, age, income,
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and education of head of household, and stage of the life cycle. The

quality, expenditure, and neighborhood housing norms are closely

related (Morris and Winter, 1978).

Expenditure

Expenditure norms, like quality norms, prescribe an expendi-

ture level congruent with the family's socio-economic status (Morris

and Winter, 1978). Housing cost was noted as one factor considered

as respondents looked for housing with slightly more than 40 percent

reporting that they had exceeded their housing budgets (Gallogly,

1974). Housing expenditures were found to be most dependent on

current family money income. Also, propensity to move was found

to be greater with an income change than if no change occurred

(Goodman, 1976). Rea (1978) found respondents in the less advanced

stages of the family life cycle were motivated by cost. Hempel and

Jain (1978) found that residential change to "trade-up" and acquire

more space ranked first among their respondents in the Hartford,

Connecticut area and second among respondents in their two other

markets. Segal (1979) found that income was related to several

housing related choices among respondents in Cleveland, Ohio:

selecting a neighborhood with high school quality and choosing a

neighborhood without a crime problem. Rogers and Nikkel (1979)

found community satisfaction scores were highly correlated with
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annual family income.

The expenditure norm was shown to be closely related to hous-

ing satisfaction as was the quality norm. The neighborhood norm is

closely related to both the quality and expenditure norms and will be

discussed in the following section.

Neighborhood

The location of the dwelling unit and the nature of its
immediate area are prime determinants of the family's
ability to accomplish nonhousing goals (Morris and
Winter, 1978:138).

Morris and Winter (1978) have found two principal characteristics of

the neighborhood norm, site norms and the physical and social envi-

ronment.

Site norms. The relationship of the housing unit and neighbor-

hood to community facilities and employment centers is seen as

important by planners (Morris and Winter, 1978). Research on the

importance of workplace accessibility from the residence has

resulted in conflicting evidence. Gallogly (1974), working with a

population in a planned townhouse community in a large Standard

Metropolitan Statistical Area (SMSA), found that housing located near

employment was not an important attraction to where his respondents

settled. Also, ease of access to work was not related to satisfaction

with housing. Goodman (1976) worked with a sample of 5, 000
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families which was weighted to be representative of the United States

population, excluding Alaska, Hawaii, and residents of group quar-

ters and institutions. Workplace accessibility was measured by

costs of commuting and the hours spent commuting. He found accessi-

bility to jobs to be included as one of three primary components of

overall level of housing consumption. One-third of moves made by

his respondents resulted in reducing by half the costs and time spent

in commuting.

The accessibility of the housing unit and neighborhood to commu-

nity facilities has also been researched. Gallogly (1974) found shop-

ping and houses of worship were not important attractions to his

planned townhouse community. Goodman (1976) found accessibility

to shopping centers and schools to be included within the three pri-

mary components of overall level of housing consumption. Rea (1978)

found that respondents in the relatively more advanced stages of the

family life cycle, i.e., higher income, larger household size, and

older household head, were motivated to change residential location

through neighborhood qualities including proximity of shopping and

other facilities. This is in contrast to respondents in the less

advanced life cycle stages who were motivated to change their resi-

dential location in response to the physical space, quality, and cost

of the housing unit. Rea (1978) did not find proximity to park/recrea-

tion to be a primary motivator for changing residences; however,
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Gallogly (1974) found respondents citing recreation facilities as

important in their attraction to the townhouse community.

Some consumers consider the relationship of site and public

services. Gallogly's (1974) respondents did not consider quality of

public services as important in the housing factors they sought.

Conversely, Rea (1978) found respondents in more advanced family

life cycle stages were motivated to relocate because of fire and police

protection.

The physical and social environment. The second principal

characteristic of the neighborhood norm includes the physical and

social environment: mainly residential structures, detached single-

family dwellings, low-density developments, adequate to high-quality

municipal services, good school districts, safety from hazards and

crime, homogeneity in socio-economic characteristics of the resi-

dents of the neighborhood, and a perception that people are like one-

self and are friendly (Morris and Winter, 1978).

Research on neighborhood characteristics has supported the

norm. Gallogly's (1974) respondents rated a number of variables

including physical appearance of the neighborhood in three categories:

(1) reasons for moving, (2) factors sought, and (3) attractions. He

found the physical appearance of the neighborhood to be the most

important attraction and the second most important housing factor as

well as a reason for moving. Goodman (1976) also found neighborhood
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characteristics to be important, and included within the three pri-

mary components of overall level of housing consumption, which

included space, quality, and location.

The social environment of the neighborhood can be an impor-

tant determinant of neighborhood satisfaction. Gallogly (1974) found

the social environment to be a factor related to moving, but housing

located near family and friends was not an important attraction to

where his respondents settled. Fish (1974) classified neighborhoods

as homogeneous or heterogeneous by summing the standard deviations

of the neighborhood for four variables: (1) Hollingshead's score of the

husband's job, (2) years of education of the wife, (3) income per capita,

and (4) amenity score of the house. She found that person-oriented

behavior, i. e. , identity and sense of belonging derived from interacting

with a social group, depends on homogeneity of the neighborhood and

that satisfaction with housing and with neighborhood is highest in

homogeneous neighborhoods. Rea (1978) found respondents in the

more advanced stages of the life cycle are motivated to change their

housing locations through their attitudes toward neighbors. Segal.

(1979) found crime avoidance to be a much more important factor in

neighborhood selection when compared to neighborhood racial mix or

the quality of the public schools.

The neighborhood norm has been a determining factor in resi-

dents' housing satisfaction. The site norms, i. e. , relationship of

the housing unit to community and employment facilities, and the
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physical and social environment, i.e., homogeneity or heterogeneity

of residential structures, socio-economic characteristics of resi-

dents, and quality of services, were the two principal areas deter-

mining neighborhood satisfaction. Satisfaction was higher in

neighborhoods that were characterized by homogeneity of the physi-

cal and social environment and high quality of services.

In summary, a considerable amount of research has been done

on the six cultural housing norms as described by Morris and Winter

(1978). The tenure norm has been shown to be the most important

of the six norms. The space and structure norms were considered

as two distinct norms but had interrelationships as to the amount of

space available in owned and detached structures. The quality,

expenditure, and neighborhood norms were closely related and were

primary factors in residential satisfaction. The degree to which

norms or characteristics of norms were important varied somewhat

relative to specific pieces of research and characteristics of the

sample, including its location and its environment.

Housing as an Investment

There is ample evidence in the literature that housing is con-

sidered as an investment by society. Ricks (1976) stated that a

properly selected and managed residence would be " . . . the best

financial asset in almost every family's portfolio" (Ricks, 1976:96).
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The following review of literature will address the considerations of

housing as an investment including the economics of the investment

decision.

Federal Income Tax Advantages

Homeownership is ". . . one of the best (tax) shelters there

is (Tax Shelter, 1978:8). The federal income tax laws encourage

families to seek homeownership (Case, 1979). Taxes are perceived

as most important for buying a home when compared to the tax impor-

tance of six other investment types: bonds, collector items, insur-

ance, options, savings account, and stock (Wofford and Preddy,

1978). Federal income tax advantages are based on two factors:

(1) yearly tax deductions, and (2) preferential treatment of capital

gains.

The two yearly tax deductions related to homeownership are

real property taxes and interest paid on the home mortgage (Depart-

ment of the Treasury, 1979A). In addition, part of the settlement

costs are deductible (Department of the Treasury, 1979A; Tax

Shelters, 1978).

When mortgage interest is deducted on income tax returns, the

effective rate of mortgage interest is reduced. The degree of reduc-

tion depends on the mortgage interest rate and the homeowner's

marginal tax bracket (Getting a Home, 1975).
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The tax on capital gain is also important and is realized by

selling a principal residence and postponing the tax on the gain

(Department of the Treasury, 1979B). If the purchase price of the

newly owned principal home is at least as much as the adjusted sales

price of the old home, total tax on all the gain from the sale can be

postponed. Some or all of the capital gain realized from the sale of

a principal residence can be excluded by the homeowner meeting

. . certain age, ownership, and use tests at the time of the sale"

(Department of the Treasury, 1979B:117). Two advantages for home-

owners by postponing tax on capital gain include increased investment

potential and lower taxes. The increased investment potential is a

result of the homeowner's use of the money that would have been paid

in taxes. The homeowner can also lower the amount paid in taxes

by postponing the taxes until a lower tax rate can be applied.

Equity Position

The desire to build equity and add to net worth was a major

orientation of home buyers studied by Hempel and Jain (1978). The

equity position of the homeowner will increase gradually because of

reduced principal on the mortgage, given that the value of the

property does not decrease and that the mortgage payments cover

monthly principal and interest charges (Ricks, 1976). The equity

position of the homeowner could also change because of the effect of
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inflation (Best Real Estate, 1977; Buy a House, 1975; Can You Afford

to Buy, 1979; Levinson, 1974B; Wendt, 1977). A higher rate of infla-

tion regarding the homeowner's particular piece of property would

result in an increased equity position given proper selection, mainte-

nance, and resale timing (Ricks, 1976). Continued housing apprecia-

tion at a rate greater than the overall cost of living is an incentive for

homeownership (Dillm.an et al. , 1979; Harsham, 1974; Real Estate

Still, 1978).

The decline in home affordability in the 1970's is smaller than

that predicted by methods which only consider incomes and costs of

houses. Equity positions can be used to explain the current rate of

housing acquisition, i. e., home affordability (Weicher, 1978). Con-

sidering that approximately two-thirds of American households already

own homes, the affordability of homes more nearly matches what has

actually occurred in the housing market when these households' equi-

ties are taken into account.

Some homeowners are cashing in on their equity positions by

either refinancing or adding a second mortgage (Comarow, 1978). By

refinancing through a savings and loan association or a commercial

bank, homeowners can usually obtain a new mortgage for 75 to 80

percent of the newly appraised market value of the house. The new

mortgage will probably be larger and carry a higher interest rate

than the existing mortgage. The second alternative is the second
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mortgage, called in the West a second deed of trust (Comarow, 1978).

The usual second mortgage would probably be 80 percent of equity, a

term ranging from five to 15 years, and a ceiling loan amount. How-

ever, the homeowner would avoid settlement costs in refinancing.

Rate of Return

The homeowner's personal rate of return expectations are

identified as the second of two primary variables in the housing

investment decision (Roulac, 1974). To figure true annual growth

rate, the investor must consider total dollar input from time of

purchase to time of sales, which could include down payment, interest

payments, real property taxes, survey, sales commission, legal

expenses, etc. (Investing in Real, 1975). In addition, the time period

in which the sales money is collected should be considered, whether

it is a single cash payment or payments over time (Investing in Real,

1975). Wofford and Preddy (1978) found that home investment was

perceived as giving the highest return among eight types of invest-

ments, following options and real estate. Respondents indicated that

they would purchase these investment media in ranked order: (1) sav-

ings account and (2) and (3) home and real estate (Wofford and Preddy,

1978). As a percentage of total funds to be invested, real estate

received the largest percentage (26. 05 percent) followed by home

(23.04 percent) and savings account (19.74 percent).
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Labor and Management

Through labor and entrepreneurship, a homeowner can increase

the resale value of a home without having to pay a current tax on the

"sweat equity" (Ricks, 1976; Real Estate Still, 1978). The close

proximity of the homeowner to the principal home makes it suitable

for personal management (Levinson, 1974A).

It is important to distinguish between repairs and improvements,

however, repairs maintain the home in an ordinarily efficient operat-

ing condition and do not add to the value of the home (Department of

the Treasury, 1979A). Repairs are considered personal expenses and

are not deducted from taxable income. Labor for improvement adds

materially ". . . to the value of your home, appreciably prolongs its

useful life, or adapts it to new uses" (Department of the Treasury,

1979A:3). Dollar value of improvements can be added to the value of

the home, thus increasing the total for computed capital gains.

Leverage

"Leverage is the use of borrowed money to magnify gains--or

losses" (Layne, 1974:129). Leverage has been a factor encouraging

the seeking of homeownership (Case, 1979). Consumers, in using a

buy-in-advance strategy as a hedge against future inflation, are lever-

aging themselves to the limit in buying big ticket items such as new
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homes because they know they will be paying off their debts with

cheaper dollars (Rising Prices, 1978). The realized return on pri-

mary houses has been much higher than the rate by which prices have

gone up because most people bought houses with relatively small down

payments and had a mortgage to cover the difference (Real Estate Still,

1978). It is estimated that the average rate of return before taxes for

homeownership during this decade has probably been around 25 percent

a year when the leverage effect is taken into account (Real Estate Still,

1978). However, the high leverage positions created by mortgages

make homeowners vulnerable to real estate market fluctuations (Young

Investors, 1978). For example,

. . . assume you buy a $50, 000 house with a $10, 000 down
payment and a $40, 000 mortgage. With a price-equity
ratio of 5 to 1 it takes only a 4 percent, or $2, 000, rise
or fall in price to produce a 20 percent gain or loss on your
$10, 000 investment (Young Investors, 1978:7).

Any advantages in investing the difference between a large and

small down payment and in having larger mortgage interest income tax

deductions may be offset by the lower interest rate available with a

larger down payment (Can You Afford to Buy, 1979). To maximize

leverage, homeowners must sell, exchange, or renegotiate mortgages

at the right time (Layne, 1974). The right time for income property as

estimated by Oregon real estate broker William Dennison Clark, Jr.

is when the equity has grown to twice the original investment in the

property (Layne, 1974).
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Risk

Single family houses are a relatively low risk investment

(Levinson, 1974A; Young Investors, 1978). Respondents in a study

done by Wofford and Preddy (1978) ranked buying a home as the third

lowest in perceived investment risk. However, consumers cannot

automatically assume that investments suitable for other people will

be good for them, including owning their own homes (Young Investors,

1978). Since 1969, the trend in risk factors associated with home-

ownership has been from financial to market to inflation, as they relate

to instability and rapid change (Case, 1979).

Inflation

Inflation has been especially high in the houRinw sector and has

encouraged the seeking of homeownership (Case, 1979). The home

buyer must face increased sales prices of new and existing residences,

increased mortgage interest rates, increased utility and maintenance

costs, and increased down payment requirements, i.e., in actual

dollars (Rosen, 1977). However, at the same time, inflation provides

a way for passing on any and all of these inflated costs (Case, 1979).

In summary, the discussion of investment principles illustrates

the investment possibilities for individuals or families through pur-

chase of the primary house. The federal income tax advantages for
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homeowners encourage homeownership. The home as an investment

was characterized as low risk, high return. Overall, as an invest-

ment, the home is perceived as one of the major places where investors

want to put their funds. Inflation rates have considerably increased the

equity positions of homeowners, and leverage possibilities coupled with

higher inflation rates can greatly increase rate of return.

Home Buyer Profile

Three recent studies were analyzed in this review of the litera-

ture to produce a home buyer profile. These three studies were chosen

because the home buyers represented were purchasing homes during

the same period as the home buyers in this study. Therefore, the

home buyer profile based on the three national studies could be used

as the basis for comparing the home buyer profile of the respondents

of this study.

The first profile used was completed by the National Association

of Home Builders (NAHB) (Sumichrast, Ahluwalia, and Sheehan, 1979).

A stratified random sample of 2, 000 new home buyers was selected out

of 120, 000 new home buyers who registered in NAHB's Home Owners

Warranty program during the period July 1, 1977 to June 30, 1978.

In this study, 68.3 percent of the home buyers were repeat home

buyers, and 31.7 percent were first-time home buyers. These data

were not analyzed relative to the respondents' previous home buying
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experience.

The second profile, completed by the Family Housing Bureau

(1979) which is a public information service of the Chicago Title

Insurance Company, was based on the Bureau's fourth annual survey

of recent home buyers. The survey was conducted in 11 representative

markets nationwide and involved 400 completed interviews. Both first-

time (36.6 percent) and repeat (63.4 percent) home buyers were

analyzed in this study.

The third profile was completed by economists at the United

States League of Savings Associations (USL) and was

. . . based upon data taken from more than 14,000 conven-
tional mortgage loans on single- family homes made in the
second quarter of 1979; these loans were randomly selected
from 350 savings associations across the nation. To pre-
vent any bias from oversampling or undersampling in a
particular region or city size group, the national sample
was weighted according to the conventional mortgage lending
activity in each region and each city size group (Parliment,
Kaden, Melton, and Thygerson, 1980:xii).

This study distinguished between first-time home buyers (17.8 percent)

and repeat home buyers (82.2 percent). Because this sample was

limited to conventional mortgages, those home buyers who qualified

for a subsidy were not included.

Home Buyer Profile

Age. The median age of the home buyer was approximately

33 years (Family Housing Bureau, 1979; Parliment et al., 1980;
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Sumichrast et al., 1979). For first-time home buyers, median age

ranged from 27 to 28. 4 years compared with the repeat home buyers

range of 34 to 34.7 years (Family Housing Bureau, 1979; Parliment

et al., 1980).

Household size. The median household size varied from 2.5

to 3.5 persons. The Family Housing Bureau (1979) found average

household size for all home buyers to be 3. 1 persons. The average

household size for first-time buyer households was 2.5 persons and

3.5 persons for repeat buyer households. Sumichrast et al. (1979)

found household size of their respondents to be 3.4 persons.

The USL study found 51. 9 percent of their home buyers were

composed of only one or two people (Parliment et al., 1980). First-

time home buyers were more likely to be composed of one and two

person households (65.5 percent). Repeat home buyers were nearly

evenly split between one and two person households and three or more

person households, 48. 1 and 51. 9 percent, respectively.

Marital status. The majority of home buyers were married;

however, a growing percentage of unmarried home buyers was evident.

Ninety-two percent of the NAHB respondents were married (Sumichrast

et al., 1979). Eighty-two point eight percent of the Family Housing

Bureau (1979) respondents were married. Seventy-seven point six per-

cent of the USL survey respondents were married. For first-time

buyers, 69. 3 percent were married and 79.4 percent of repeat home
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buyers were married (Parliment et al., 1980).

Income. Median income for home buyers ranged from around

$24, 000 to $29, 000 (Family Housing Bureau, 1979; Parliment et al.,

1980; Sumichrast et al., 1979). Median income in the United States

in 1977 for families with male married heads with wives in the paid

labor force was $20, 456 and with wives not in the paid labor force,

$15, 419 (U.S. Department of Commerce, 1979). Median income for

first-time home buyers ranged from $24, 070 to $25, 230 and for repeat

home buyers was $28, 796 (Family Housing Bureau, 1979; Parliment

et al., 1980).

Earners per household. The percentage of home buyers with

secondary wage earners ranged from 47.2 to 49.1 percent (Family

Housing Bureau, 1979; Sumichrast et al., 1979). Among first-time

home buyers, 64.1 percent of the married women were employed, and

among repeat home buyers, 41. 0 percent (Family Housing Bureau,

1979). Parliment et al. (1980) found that 47.7 percent of households

containing two adults had income contributed by a second earner that

accounted for 20 percent or more of household income. That percen-

tage increased to 61. 0 percent for first-time home buyers and dropped

to 45.0 percent for repeat home buyers.

Reasoning behind decisions. The NAHB home buyer study

included check lists for assessing the home buyers' reasons for pur-

chase, neighborhood selection, and home selection ( Sumichrast et al.,
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1979). The most frequently given reason for purchase was "wanted to

own a house, " 35.2 percent. The reason for purchase which placed

second at 20.3 percent was "wanted to change. " Third and fourth rea-

sons were "needed a larger home, " 18.5 percent and a "job transfer, "

15.6 percent.

"A better neighborhood, 48.9 percent, was given as a reason for

neighborhood selection. A second most given reason was "proximity

to work, " 30.5 percent.

Three reasons were given for the selection of the particular

home. Sixty-three percent of the respondents indicated style as the

reason. Price was a reason for 47.6 percent, and 28.2 percent gave

builder's reputation as a reason.

Purchase price. The range in median purchase price among the

three studies was from $49, 000 to $60, 500 (Family Housing Bureau,

1979; Parliment et al. , 1980; Sumichrast et al., 1979). The NAHB

study included only new units, and the median purchase price was

$51, 523 (Sumichrast et al. , 1979). The USL study included new and

existing housing units, and the median purchase price was $58, 000

(Parliment et al., 1980). The median purchase price for first-time

buyers was $48, 950 and for repeat home buyers, $60, 500. The Family

Housing Bureau (1979) included new and existing housing units and found

a median price of homes purchased to be $58, 100. The median price

for first-time buyers was $50, 800 and for repeat buyers was $64, 600.



43

Monthly housing expenses. Housing expenses included mortgage

payments of principal and interest, real estate taxes, hazard insur-

ance premiums, and utilities. There was approximately $100 differ-

ence in median housing expenses among the three studies. The Family

Housing Bureau (1979) reported an average monthly mortgage payment

of $449. NAHB respondents were paying $495 monthly housing expenses

(Sumichrast et al., 1979). Respondents in the USL study were paying

$550 monthly housing expenses (Parliment et al., 1980). The range of

monthly housing costs for first-time home buyers was $421 to $501 and

for repeat home buyers was $466 to $563 (Family Housing Bureau,

1979; Parliment et al. , 1980).

Down payment. Down payment as a percentage of purchase price

varied considerably. Parliment et al. (1980) found 57 percent of their

respondents paid 20 percent or more down. Sumichrast et al. (1979)

found 26.4 percent of their respondents made down payments of 21

percent or more. The Family Housing Bureau (1979) found their

respondents paid an average down payment of 24. 9 percent. Parliment

et al (1980) found 38. 0 percent of first-time home buyers paid a down

payment of 20 percent or more while 61.3 percent of repeat home

buyers paid 20 percent or more down. First-time home buyers in the

Family Housing Bureau (1979) study paid an average down payment of

17.6 percent and repeat home buyers, 29. 0 percent.

The sources of down payments were predominantly household
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savings, help from relatives, and equity from the sale of a previous

home. The NAHB respondents relied on both household savings (39. 8

percent of the respondents) and equity (42.7 percent) (Sumichrast

et al. , 1979). In the Family Housing Bureau (1979) study, first-time

home buyers relied on own savings and investments (43.8 percent) and

help from relatives (32.6 percent).

Type of mortgage. The conventional mortgage was the most

used. The sample of Parliment et al. (1980) was chosen from conven-

tional mortgage applications. The majority, 72.9 percent, of the

NAHB respondents had conventional mortgages (Sumichrast et al.,

1979). Other mortgage types used in the NAHB study included Veteran

Affairs, 14. 9 percent, Federal Housing Administration, 7. 9 percent,

and Farmers Home Administration, 1.9 percent.

In summary, the home buyers described by the three national

studies had a median age of 33 years. Median household size ranged

from 2.5 to 3.5 persons. There was nearly an even split between

households composed of one and two persons and households composed

of three or more persons. The majority of the home buyers were

married but an increasing percentage were single. Median household

income ranged from $24, 000 to $29, 000. Approximately 50 percent

of the home buyer households had two wage earners. The majority of

married women in first-time buyer households were wage earners.

The three most given reasons for the housing decision, in ranked
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order, were "wanted to own a house, " "wanted to change, " and

"needed a larger home." The median purchase price of homes ranged

from $49, 000 to $60, 500. Monthly housing expenses included mortgage

payments of principal and interest, real estate taxes, hazard insurance

premiums, and utilities and ranged from $449 to $550. Down payment

as a percentage of purchase price varied considerably among the home

buyers. The conventional mortgage type was the most used.

Scale Development

The development of scales to measure attitudes has been exten-

sive in the twentieth century. Attitudes have been defined as pre-

dispositions of persons to react in some degree either positively or

negatively toward some psychological object, and arrived at through

the socialization process (Adams, 1964; Edwards, 1957; Shaw and

Wright, 1967). Psychological objects "mean(s)any.. . . phrase,

. . . ideal, or idea toward which people can differ with respect to

positive or negative effect" (Edwards, 1957:2). Attitudes can guide

and direct the overt behavior of persons. Shaw and Wright (1967)

consider an attitude to be an evaluative reaction based upon evalua-

tive concepts which are closely related to other cognitions and to

overt behavior. Attitude has been assumed to mean the same thing

as interest, opinion, value, and feeling (Edwards, 1957; Wick, 1973).

Attitudes, as defined for this study, are the positive or negative
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feelings toward homeownership consumption and investment that people

possess which guide and direct the overt behavior of those people.

More specifically, homeownership consumption attitude is the

positive or negative feeling that people have towards the several dimen-

sions of homeownership consumption that guides their housing decision.

Homeownership investment attitude is the positive or negative feeling

that people have toward the several dimensions of homeownership

investment that guides their housing decision.

Restricting attitude to evaluative reactions based upon cognitive

processes has the advantage of relating the theoretical construct most

closely with attitude scales (Shaw and Wright, 1967).

The scales are composed of statements of varying degrees
of positivity and negativity regarding the attitude referent,
and endorsement of the statement serves as the basis for
inferring the existence of positive or negative evaluations
on the part of the endorser (Shaw and Wright, 1967:3).

Within the review of the literature, no homeownership consump-

tion or investment attitude scales were found to have been developed.

However, there are guidelines to use in the development of such scales,

based on prior research relating attitude measurement to behavior.

Literature relating to concepts used in scale construction and Likert's

(1932) method of attitude scale construction will be reviewed in order

to establish the procedures used for the development of the Homeowner-

ship Consumption Attitude Scale and the Homeownership Investment

Attitude Scale used in this study.
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Concepts Used in Attitude Scale Construction

Three concepts used in attitude scale construction will be

reviewed: equality of units, unidimensionality, and the zero point.

Equality of units within a scale is desirable in regard to being able to

equate differences in scores. This equality of units would allow a

comparison of the scores of one person on a scale with the scores of

a second person on the same scale (Shaw and Wright, 1967). The

difference between two scores is equal to the difference between two

other scores, e. g., the difference between eight and ten compared to

the difference between 12 and 14. Shaw and Wright (1967) state that

. . the units of some scales approximate equality more closely than

others" (Shaw and Wright, 1967:20).

An attitude scale which measures a single attitude is called uni-

dimensional (Shaw and Wright, 1967). Unidimensionality is necessary

if the person's attitude score is to reflect his position on only one

underlying attitude. It is also necessary so that two or more persons

with the same score will actually be in the same position on the attitude

continuum (Shaw and Wright, 1967). Care must be taken in evaluation

of the attitude scale statements so that only one attitude is measured in

each. In scales where two dimensions are measured simultaneously,

direction of attitude cannot be determined.

Then a person who has very favorable attitudes toward (one
attitude) and very unfavorable attitudes toward (a second
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attitude) might earn the same attitude score as a person
whose attitudes toward these two objects were exactly
reversed (Shaw and Wright, 1967:20).

The identification of a zero point or an alternative choice of

"undecided" is seen as advantageous for attitude measurement (Shaw

and. Wright, 1967). For example, the movement of individuals from

one position to another or the likelihood of a neutral person conform-

ing to the group could be measured. The problem of the identification

of a zero point has not been solved. Shaw and Wright (1967) have taken

the position of other theorists that

. . . attitudes always have either a positive or negative
sign; if they have no sign (i.e. , are neutral or at the zero
point) they cannot be called attitudes at all (Shaw and
Wright, 1967:21).

Fishbein and Ajzen (1975) agree with Shaw and Wright (1967) regarding

neutral statements in believing that ambiguous or neutral statements

should be eliminated.

Likert Method of Attitude Scale Construction

Likert was most concerned with unidimensionality or being sure

that all items in an attitude scale would measure the same thing

( Oppenheim, 1966). He was also interested in eliminating the use of

judges as used in the construction of a Thurstone scale. He accom-

plished this by having ". . . subjects in a trial sample 'place them-

selves' on an attitude continuum for each statement" (Oppenheim,

1966:133).
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Likert (1932) found the following five criteria valuable in con-

structing attitude scales.

1. All items must be expressions of desired behavior. Likert

(1932) felt that two persons with different attitudes could agree on

questions of fact. Therefore, expressions of desired behavior and not

statements of fact were to be used. "A very convenient way of stating

a proposition so that it does involve desired behavior is by using the

term should" (Likert, 1932:90).

2. All items must be stated in clear, concise, straightforward

statements. In writing statements, (1) use the simplest vocabulary,

(2) avoid use of double negatives or other involved or confusing word-

ing, (3) avoid or separate double-barreled statements or separate

them into single statements, e.g., unidirnensionality, and (4) avoid

ambiguous statements.

3. Word the questions so ". . . that the modal reaction to some

is more toward an end of the attitude continuum and to others more in

the middle or toward the other end" (Likert, 1932:91). Ambiguous or

neutral statements, e.g., the zero point, are eliminated (Fishbein

and Ajzen, 1975).

4. Word statements so that they may be separated fairly evenly

into positive and negative statements. "Items on a Likert scale do not

reflect different 'degrees' of favorableness; instead, they are classified

as either positive or negative" (Fishbein and Ajzen, 1975:80).
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alternatives should involve 'only a single attitude variable' and not

several" (Likert, 1932:91).

Likert's (1932) scaling technique requires monotone items,

. i. e., items having the characteristic that the more favorableIt
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the individual's attitude toward the attitude object, the higher his

expected score for the item" (Shaw and Wright, 1967:24).

It is desirable to prepare more statements than will be needed

for the final instrument (Likert, 1932). The statements should be

given to a group representative of the group whose attitudes will be

measured by the scale. The group or sample used should be of a

size to use statistical analysis.

Likert (1932) found that allowing five alternatives for choice

was reasonable for scale construction (Oppenheim, 1966). The

researcher can decide the numerical arrangement from one through

five or five through one for continuum designations, e.g., strongly

agree, agree, undecided, disagree, and disagree strongly (Fishbein

and Ajzen, 1975). The form of words or symbols used as continuum

designations seem to be immaterial (Likert, 1932).

With Likert scales, (1) no attempt is made to insure equality of

units, (2) high item correlations do not infer unidimensionality, and

(3) the scale should be standardized on a sample drawn from the

target population (Shaw and Wright, 1967).
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Scale Reliability Analysis

The simplest definition of reliability is the degree to
which a scale yields consistent scores when the attitude
is measured a number of times (Shaw and Wright,
1967:16).

Reliability measurement includes two types of variance: (1) error

variance, i. e., that variance which is attributable to reasons other

than those being measured and (2) true variance, i. e., that variance

which is being measured (Stanley, 1971). Stanley (1971) identified

possible sources of error variance on scores on a particular test and

developed a chart for use with tests. Those possible sources of vari-

ance that the researcher assessed as applicable to a particular attitude

scale include the following: (1) respondent's general abilities which

operate across scales, (2) respondent's ability to understand general

directions, (3) respondent's level of ability on traits required in these

particular scales, (4) stable. response sets, (5) "chance" element that

a respondent does or does not know a particular fact, (6) temporary

but general characteristics of the respondent which include health,

fatigue, motivation, emotional strain, test-wiseness, understanding

of mechanics of testing, and external conditions of heat, light, and

ventilation; (7) respondent's comprehension of the specific test task,

and (8) conditions of the scale response--freedom from distraction and

clarity of instructions.

The second variance contained in a measurement is true variance
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or the variance which is being measured, i.e., that variance that

results because of the range of positive and negative feelings toward

the dimensions.

Two procedures for estimating reliability of measurements

include item-analysis and Cronbach alpha. The item-analysis method

can be used with comparable parts of the same scale (Likert, 1932;

Shaw and Wright, 1967). Cronbach alpha can be used to identify the

degree to which homogeneity exists among items on one test and will

be more fully discussed on page 53. Researchers report that the reli-

ability for a large variety of Likert Scale items generally runs very

high (Fishbein and Ajzen, 1975; Oppenheim, 1966).

Internal-consistency method of item-analysis. Item-analysis is

used to determine which statements are the best for the scale.

Ideally, the item-analysis should take place by correlating
each item with some reliable outside criterion of the atti-
tude that it is supposed to measure and retaining only the
items with the highest correlations. Such external cri-
teria are, however, almost never available (Oppenheim,
1966:138).

Therefore, in the internal-consistency method of item-analysis, the

correlation coefficients for each item are calculated with the total

score. The items with the highest correlations are retained.

To be totally accurate, the total score minus the score for the

item in question should be used in calculating the correlation coeffici-

ents (Oppenheim, 1966). However, since the total scores will
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probably be grouped to compute the correlations, this substraction

prccedure will not make very much difference in the results, especi-

ally when the item pool is large.

Item-analysis can be used to determine if the numerical values,

e.g., one through five or five through one, are properly assigned

and if the statements are differentiating with respect to measuring

what the other statements measure.

If a negative correlation coefficient is obtained, it indicates
that the numerical values are not properly assigned and that
the ONE and FIVE ends should be reversed. If a zero or
very low correlation coefficient is obtained, it indicates that
the statement fails to measure that which the rest of the
statements measure. Such statements will be called undiffer-
entiating (Likert, 1932:91-92).

Undifferentiating statements are discarded.

Another widely used index of item discriminability is the criti-
cal ratio based upon the means and variances of the upper
and lower 25 percent (or 27 percent) of the distribution of
total scores (Shaw and Wright, 1967:24).

Cronbach alpha. Cronbach alpha can be used in several ways in

reliability testing. Cronbach alpha is ". . . the mean of all possible

split-half coefficients" and is also ". . . the value expected when two

'random' samples of items from a pool like those in the given test are

correlated" (Cronbach, 1951:331). In both cases the degree of corre-

lation is a measure of reliability. Although acceptable reliability

levels are based on subjective opinion, Helmstadter (1964) set .50 as

a minimum acceptable level for measuring the overall attitude of a

group.
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Cronbach alpha can also be used to identify the degree to which

homogeneity exists among items on one test or among a battery of

subtests and to identify the

. . . upper bound to the concentration in the test of the
first factor among the items. Interpretability of a test
score is enhanced if the score has a high first-factor
concentration (Cronbach, 195.1:332).

The ideal set of items is one which has a substantial alpha and is not

further divisible into discrete smaller blocks of items (Cronbach,

1951).

Scale Validity Analysis

The degree to which the scale measures what it is supposed to

measure is validity. The four general procedures for estimating the

validity of attitude scales are predictive validity, concurrent validity,

construct validity, and content validity. Predictive and concurrent

validity are related to the accuracy with which some future perform-

ance on an external criterion, e.g., housing decision, can be guessed

from the knowledge of an attitude score, e.g., overall consumption

attitude score or overall investment attitude score (Shaw and Wright,

1967). They differ in that with predictive validity, the attitude score

is obtained first and the criterion score at some future date and with

concurrent validity, the criterion measure and attitude scale are

administered at approximately the same point in time.
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Construct validity refers to "the theoretical notions that we have

about the attitude (that) lead us to postulate various kinds and degrees

of relationships between the attitude and other specified variables" (Shaw

and Wright, 1967:19). Construct validity is evaluated by hypothesizing

the direction of relationships between the attitude score and an inde-

pendent variable. In this study, the direction of relationships between

the Homeownership Consumption and Investment Attitude Scales and

seven independent variables was hypothesized.

Content validity refers to the degree to which the statements are

representative of the attitudes.

Content validity is evaluated by determining the degree
to which the items of the scale sample the content of the
attitude domain, i. e. , the degree to which the content of
the attitude scale corresponds to the content of the atti-
tude system (Shaw and Wright, 1967:18).

The evaluation of content validity is usually a subjective, judgmental

procedure. Two judgments are necessary: (1) whether and to what

degree the content of each item pertains to the attitude, and (2) the

degree to which the set of items represents all aspects of the attitude.

For the scales in this study content was determined through a

review of previous research. It is possible to view the six dimen-

sions of homeownership norms, identified by Morris and Winter (1978),

as the content area of the overall attitude homeownership consumption.

These dimensions are supported by other researchers and have been
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judged to represent all aspects of the attitude (Morris and Winter,

1978).

No framework was found in the literature for understanding how

the investment dimensions relate to each other or how they might

contribute to an overall approach to home buyers' views of housing

as an investment good. However, it is possible to identify important

content areas as a basis for understanding investment as a whole. Six

content areas relating to investment were found in reviewing the litera-

ture and were discussed in Chapter Two.

Hypothetical Framework to Assess Attitudes Toward
Housing Consumption and Investment
for Analyzing Housing Decisions

In the proposed hypothetical framework (see Figure 1), the

overall attitude a person has toward housing consumption and invest-

ment are perceived as guiding or directing that person's housing deci-

sions. This hypothetical framework is consistent with the definition of

attitude for this study: the positive or negative feelings toward home-

ownership consumption and investment that people possess which guide

and direct their overt housing behavior.

A person's overall consumption attitude is hypothesized to be

made up of that person's attitudes toward the consumption dimensions

which include attitudes toward space, tenure, structure, quality,

expenditure, and neighborhood. A person's overall investment



Figure 1. HYPOTHETICAL FRAMEWORK TO ASSESS ATTITUDES TOWARD HOUSING
CONSUMPTION AND INVESTMENT, FOR ANALYZING HOUSING DECISIONS.
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attitude is hypothesized to be made up of that person's attitudes toward

the investment dimensions which include attitudes toward taxes, equity,

rate of return, labor and management, leverage, and risk.

Through the socialization process, a person has arrived at atti-

tudes, i. e., predispositions to react in some degree either positively

or negatively toward homeownership consumption and investment. Per-

sonal variables that might have a significant effect on homeownership

consumption attitude and homeownership investment attitude were

identified in Chapter Two. Persons with higher income, higher social

status, greater homeownership experience, higher investment experi-

ence, and with parents with higher investment experience are hypothe-

sized to have a more positive overall consumption and investment

attitude.

Not included in the model are two current housing variables that

might also be related to homeownership consumption attitude and home-

ownership investment attitude. They were identified in the review of

the literature as variables that are not cultural (socialization) but of

interest because they occur repeatedly in housing research studies as

significant in explaining housing choices or decisions. Persons whose

current housing has greater number of rooms or for whom current

housing satisfaction or dissatisfaction is high are hypothesized to have

a more positive overall consumption attitude and overall investment

attitude.
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CHAPTER THREE

METHODOLOGY

Introduction

The development of the Homeownership Consumption Attitude

Scale, Homeownership Investment Attitude Scale, and questionnaire;

selection of the sample; collection of the data; and statistical analysis

will be discussed in this chapter.

Research Instrument

The research instrument (see Appendix A) contains the Home-

ownership Consumption and. Investment Attitude Scales and the ques-

tionnaire.

Development of the Scales

The dimensions of homeownership consumption and investment

that were identified through the review of the literature were used in

the development of the statements to be included in the respective

scales. The dimensions used in the development of the Homeowner-

ship Consumption Attitude Scale include: (1) space, (2) tenure,

(3) structure, (4) quality, and (5) neighborhood. Although expendi-

ture was a sixth homeownership consumption norm identified in the



60

review of the literature, it was considered to be highly related to the

quality and neighborhood norms and heavily influenced by the inde-

pendent variable "income." Thus it was not included as a separate

dimension. The dimensions used in the development of the Homeowner-

ship Investment Attitude Scale include: (1) federal income tax advan-

tages, (2) equity position, (3) rate of return, (4) leverage, and (5) risk.

A sixth dimension, labor and management, was not included as a sepa-

rate dimension in this scale. Labor and management as a content area

in the investment attitude was seen to be different from the other

dimensions to the extent that it could also be viewed in a consumption

context. For example, it is possible to view the use of one's skills to

enhance the quality of one's home as a consumption motive--exclusive

of the investment aspects of the outcomes. Thus, for this study, labor

and management was excluded as a distinct content area.

Statements. Two homeowners were asked to provide statements

regarding attitudes toward their homes in relation to each of the ten

selected dimensions. Using their statements and the review of the

literature, 35 to 65 statements for each dimension, or a total of 510

statements, were constructed following Likert (1932) guidelines.

Statements for each dimension were analyzed by two members

of the Survey Research Center, Oregon State University. After sev-

eral revisions, 35 statements for each scale or a total of 70 state-

ments (see Appendix B) were selected as best meeting the Likert
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(1932) scale criteria. Seven statements were selected for each of the

ten dimensions. Following the criteria for content validity, the

researcher was as thorough as possible in determining that each con-

cept in the review of the literature for each dimension was covered by

the seven attitude statements written for each of the ten dimensions

included in the scale. The dimension statements were judged to be

approximately half positive and half negative in format. The final

Homeownership Consumption Attitude Scale contained 18 positive and

17 negative statements. The Homeownership Investment Attitude Scale

contained 17 positive and 18 negative statements.

Questionnaire

The questionnaire was developed to elicit responses from home-

owners; collect information regarding the independent variables; collect

demographic data; collect data to compile a home buyer profile; and to

collect data consistent with other regional housing projects.

Pilot Test

The research instrument was pilot tested with 12 persons. From

recommendations made by these respondents, changes were made in

the research instrument. For additional demographic data, a question

related to respondent's ethnic origin was added. Approximately 35 of

the 70 scale statements were rewritten into the first person and five
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scale statements were completely rewritten in an attempt to make sure

that they were attitude statements and to remove as much error vari-

ance as possible. Several professionals with research and housing

background reviewed the statements to verify consistency of the state-

ments with the concepts in the review of literature to facilitate content

validity.

Procedure

Sample

A yearly study, September 1 through August 30, of real estate

sales based on property classes is done by each county assessor's

office in Oregon. Property classes are based on lot size, improve-

ments, and zoning or use. The property classes by code include:

(100) residential land only, (101) residential property with a resi-

dence, (200) commercial land only, (201) commercial property, (300)

industrial land only, (301) industrial property, (400) tract land only,

(401) tract property, (501) farm and range property, (7 00) multiple

housing land only, (701) multiple housing, and (801) recreation

property. The yearly study for 1978-79 in Linn County, Oregon,

included the following property classes that had housing units that

were owned by residents: (101) residential property, 1527 sales;

(401) tract property, 86 sales; (501) farm and range property, five
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sales; (701) multiple housing, 114 sales; and (801) recreation property,

two sales.

For this study a random sample of every fourth owner on a list

of the property class (101) residential property was selected from the

1978-79 study done by the staff of the Linn County Tax Assessor's

Office, resulting in a total sample of 384 homeowners. Certain sales

on the list were rejected for inclusion in the study done by the

assessor's office and, thus, were rejected from inclusion in this

study. Rejected sales included those with a land sales contract, house

not completely built on January 1, related seller and buyer, personal

property included in sale, seller or buyer being a religious, financial,

or nonprofit organization, etc. The (101) residential property class

was selected as most closely aligned to the purposes of this study.

This property class was comprised of all housing units located on 4. 99

acres or less. The other property classes included characteristics

not relevant to this study, e.g., (401) tract property and (501) farm

and range property containing larger amounts of land or income

sources; (701) multiple housing containing a majority of rented hous-

ing units; and (801) recreation property.

Total Design Method

The Total Design Method (TDM) is a research methodology

designed by Dillman (1978) to encourage the highest possible
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completion rate. This prototype was used in constructing the (1)

research instrument format, (2) the two forms of the letter of intro-

duction, both format and content, (3) the personalized typing of names

and addresses on the letter of introduction and the envelopes sent to the

homeowners, (4) the follow-up post card sent to all homeowners, both

format and content, (5) the two forms of the follow-up letter, both

format and content, and (6) the personalized typing of names and

addresses on the follow-up letter. The TDM includes sending a

follow-up post card one week following the initial mailing and a

follow-up letter with a research instrument three weeks following

the initial mailing. It also includes allowing respondents to order a

copy of the results of this study. This order was placed by the

respondents writing "copy of results requested" on the business reply

post card which contained their names and addresses.

Data Collection

Following the Total Design Method, the research instrument was

mailed to each of the 384 homeowners along with a letter of introduc-

tion, a business reply envelope, and a business reply post card with

each homeowner's name and address.

The research instrument had two forms. The scale statements

were arranged in different order in the two forms of the research

instrument to attempt to alleviate bias resulting from statement
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response fatigue. Homeowners were randomly selected to receive one

of the two forms of the research instrument. The completed research

instrument was to be returned in the business reply envelope.

The letter of introduction also had two forms (see Appendix C).

In households where the property owner was a male, the letter of

introduction indicated that an adult male should complete the research

instrument, but that if none were available, an adult female should

complete the research instrument. In households where the property

owner was a female, the letter indicated that an adult female should

complete the research instrument. In households where the property

owners included both a male and a female, the form of the letter of

introduction was randomly selected. Respondents were asked to return

the research instrument in the business reply envelope.

Each respondent was asked to return the business reply post

card, which contained each name and address, separate from the

research instrument, This method was used to assure anonymity of

respondents and to prevent those who had completed the research

instrument from receiving the follow-up letter and research instru-

ment.

Follow-up. One week following the initial mailing, a follow-up

post card (see Appendix D) was mailed to all homeowners. It basically

thanked those homeowners who had returned the research instrument

and asked those who had not to complete and return the research

instrument.

Three weeks following the initial mailing, one of two forms of
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a follow-up letter (see Appendix E), a research instrument, and a

business reply envelope were sent to all homeowners in the sample who

had not returned the business reply post card with each homeowner's

name and address. The forms of the follow-up letter and research

instrument sent were matched to those sent in the first mailing.

Statistical Analysis

The responses on the scale and questionnaire were coded by the

researcher. Professional keypunchers transferred the coded responses

to computer cards.

Questionnaire

Frequency distributions were used to report information collected

on the questionnaire.

Scales

Each scale was statistically analyzed for reliability by two

methods: (1) item-analysis and (2) Cronbach alpha.

Hypotheses Testing

Pearson correlation statistic was used to test the null hypothesis

that there is no linear relationship between the Homeownership Con-

sumption Attitude Scale mean score and the Homeownership Investment
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Attitude Scale mean score (Nie, Hull, Jenkins, Steinbrenner, and Bent,

1975). The hypothesis was tested at the . 05 level of significance.

Analysis of variance was used to test the null hypotheses that

there is no significant difference in each of the two dependent variables

(Homeownership Consumption Attitude Scale and Homeownership

Investment Attitude Scale) and the independent variables as given in

research hypotheses two through 15 (Nie et al. , 1975). The hypotheses

were tested at the . 05 level of significance.

Two regression models were used to test for relationships

between the mean scores of the two scales with the independent vari-

ables (Nie et al. , 1975). If the probability of the calculated F ratio

was less than . 05, the hypothesis was rejected, and it was concluded

that some or all of the independent variables were related to the

respective dependent variables. A stepwise method was used to deter-

mine which independent variables could be deleted from the regression

equations. This method was appropriate because of the causal rela-

tions among the independent variables (Nie et al. , 1975). The first

independent variable included in each regression equation was the one

making the greatest contribution in explaining the variability in the

dependent variable. The second independent variable included in each

of the two regression equations was the one that made the greatest

contribution in the regression sum of squares given that the first inde-

pendent variable was already in the equation. Then, the third, fourth,
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etc. , variables in each regression equation were similarly determined

until the resulting F ratio for adding one additional independent variable

was not significant at the . 05 level.
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CHAPTER FOUR

FINDINGS

Following a description of Linn County, this chapter includes a

reporting of the sampling response rate, a home buyer profile, addi-

tional description of the sample, results of item-analysis reliability

testing of the five dimensions of both the Homeownership Consumption

and Investment Attitude Scales, results of hypotheses testing, and

revision of the Homeownership Consumption and Investment Attitude

Scales.

Description of Linn County

Linn County is located in western Oregon approximately 60 miles

south of Portland. In 1978, the county population was estimated at

88, 300 and median family income at $16, 068 (Department of Human

Resources, 1979). Three cities were classified as urban under the

census definition of incorporated places with more than 2, 500 popula-

tion; Albany, 26, 150 population; Lebanon, 9, 560 population; and

Sweet Home, 7, 250 population (Department of Human Resources,

1979). The result was nearly an even split in the population in urban

and rural areas, 48.7 and 51.3 percent, respectively (Department of

Human Resources, 1979).
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Sampling Response Rate

Research instruments were mailed to 384 residential property

owners in Linn County, Oregon, and 222 usable research instruments

were returned. The completion rate was 63.6 percent and was com-

puted:

Completion Returned and usable research instruments x 100.
Rate Total number mailed - ineligible

Of the 35 who were ineligible, 22 research instruments were undeliv-

erable, four were returned but unusable, and nine were sent to rental

housing units. Using the above formula, the completion rate was as

follows:

Completion 222 x 100 = 63. 6 %..
Rate 384 - 35

Home Buyer Profile

The home buyer profile of this study was based on the same

characteristics as the national home buyer profiles reviewed in the

literature (p. 37): age, marital status, income, earners per

household, reasoning behind decision, and purchase price.

Age

The median age of respondents was 32.3 years and the mean
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age was 36.3 years. For first-time home buyers, median age was

27.5 years and mean age was 28.4 years. For repeat home buyers,

median age was 35.1 years and mean age was 40.0 years.

Household Size

The median household size was 3.0 persons and mean house-

hold size was 3.1 persons. For first-time home buyers, median and

mean household sizes were 2.8 and 2. 9 persons, respectively.

Median and mean household size for repeat home buyers was 3.2

persons.

Composition of households was as follows: one or two persons,

37.2 percent; three or more persons, 62.8 percent. First-time and

repeat home buyers were similarly divided between one and two per-

son households (41.2 and 35.3 percent, respectively) and three or

more person households (58.8 and 64.7 percent, respectively).

Marital Status

The majority of home buyers were married (78.8 percent) (see

Table 1). The majority of both first-time and repeat home buyers

were married (85.3 and 79.1 percent, respectively). There was a

higher percentage of single repeat home buyers (20. 9 percent) than

single first-time home buyers (14.7 percent).



Table 1. Marital status of respondents.

Marital All First-time Repeat
Status Respondents Home Buyers Home Buyers

# ( %) # (%) # (%)

Married 175 (78. 8) 58 (84.1) 117 (76.5)

Single 41 (18.5) 10 (14.5) 31 (20.3)

No response 6 (2.7) 1 (1.21) 5 (3.2)

Total 222 (100.0) 69 (100. 0) 153 (100. 0)
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Income

Median income for home buyers was $21, 149 (see Table 2).

For first-time home buyers median income was lower, at $19, 677,

and for repeat home buyers was higher, at $22, 594.

Earners Per Household

The proportion of households with one adult wage earner and

with two adult wage earners was evenly split at 50. 0 percent each.

For first-time home buyer s, 37.3 percent of the households had one

adult wage earner and 62.7 percent had two adult wage earners.

Among repeat home buyers, 56.3 percent had households with one

adult wage earner and 43.7 percent had households with tw-o adult

wage earners.

For households with married couples, 57.1 percent of the mar-

ried women were wage earners. For first-time home buyers, 72.4

percent of the married women were wage earners and for repeat home

buyers, 49.6 percent.

Reasoning Behind Respondents' Decision to Buy

The research instrument contained a check list for assessing

the home buyers' reasons for the housing decision. Included in the

check list was an "other" category in which the respondents could



Table 2. Total gross household income of respondents.

Categories All
Respondents

First-time
Home Buyers

Repeat
Home Buyers

# ( %) # (%) # (%)

Less than $9, 000 9 (4.1) 1 (1.4) 8 (5.2)
$ 9, 000-11, 999 14 (6. 3) 1 (1.4) 13 (8. 5)
$12, 000-14, 999 17 (7.7) 7 (1 O. 1) 10 (6.5)
$15, 000-17, 999 25 (11.3) 14 (20.3) 11 (7. 2)
$18, 000-20, 999 39 (17.6) 17 (24.6) 22 (14.4)
$21, 000-23, 999 21 (9. 5) 5 (7. 2) 16 (1 O. 5)
$24, 000-26, 999 25 (11.3) 7 (10.1) 18 (11.8)
$27, 000 -29, 999 15 (6. 8) 6 (8. 7) 9 (5. 9)
$30, 000 -32, 999 14 (6. 3) 3 (4. 3) 11 (7. 2)
$33, 000-35, 999 9 (4. 1) 1 (1. 4) 8 (5. 2)
$36, 000-38, 999 6 (2.7) 1 (1.4) 5 (3. 3)
$39, 000-41, 999 5 (2. 3) 1 (1. 4) 4 (2. 6)
$42, 000-44, 999 3 (1.4) 0 (---) 3 (2. 0)
$45, 000-47, 999 1 (. 5) 0 (---) 1 (.7)
$48, 000 and over 7 (3. 2) 1 (1.4) 6 (3. 9)
No response 12 (5.4) 4 (5. 8) 8 (5.2)
Total 222 (1 00. 0) 69 (1 00. 0) 153 (1 00. 0)
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write in a reason that was not named in the checklist. Multiple respon-

ses were possible. The most frequently given reason for purchase was

"wanted to own a home" (41.0 percent) (see Table 3). The reason for

purchase which placed second (26.1 percent) was "wanted to change. "

The third reason was "needed larger house" (23.4 percent). For first-

time home buyers, the most selected reason for the housing decision

was "wanted to own a home" (91.3 percent). The second most given

reason for the decision was "high cost of rent" (43.5 percent) and third

was "anticipating increasing interest rates" (26.1 percent). The rank-

ing was different for repeat home buyers. "Wanted to change" (28. 1

percent) was ranked first; "needed a larger house" (24.8 percent),

second; and "new job" (20.9 percent), third.

Purchase Price

The median purchase price of homes was $44, 238 (see Table 4).

For first-time home buyers median purchase price was $42, 999 and

for repeat home buyers, $47, 499.

Summary

A comparison of the home buyer profile of this study with the

home buyer profile developed from the three national studies (Family

Housing Bureau, 1979; Parliment et al., 1980; Sumichrast et al.,

1979) was done, and the following similarities and differences were

noted. Home buyers in this study were like the home buyers in the



Table 3. Respondent' reasoning behind decisions to buy current home. *

Reason

Respondents
All

(N=222)

First-time
Home Buyers

(Nr---69)

Repeat
Home Buyers

(N=153)
Rank # (%) Rai # (%) Rank # (%)

Wanted to own a home 1 91 (41.0) 1 63 (91.3) 4 28 (18.3)

Wanted to change 2 58 (26.1) 4 15 (21.7) 1 43 (28. 1)

Needed larger house 3 52 (23.4) 5 14 (20.3) 2 38 (24.8)

High cost of renting 4 43 (19.4) 2 30 (43.5) 6 13 (8.5)

New job 5 39 (17.6) 6 7 (10.1) 3 32 (20.9)

Anticipating increased
interest rates 6 28 (12.6) 3 18 (26.1) 7 10 (6.5)

Job transfer 7 23 (10.4) 7 4 (5.8) 5 19 (12.4)

Divorced/separated 8 7 (3.2) 8 1 (1.4) 8 6 (3.9)

Other (not included in ranking) 59 (26.6) 10 (14.5) 49 (32.0)

*Respondents checked all that applied.



Table 4. Purchase price of respondents' homes, September 1, 1978-August 30, 1979.

Purchase Price
by Category

All
Respondents

First-time
Home Buyers

Repeat
Home Buyers

(%) (%) I (%)

Less than $20, 000 7 (3. 2) 3 (4. 3) 4 (2 6)
$20, 000-24, 999 10 (4. 5) 3 (4. 3) 7 (4. 6)
$25, 000-29, 999 18 (8.1) 7 (1 0.1) 11 (7. 2)
$30, 000-34, 999 21 (9.5) 11 (15. 9) 10 (6. 5)
$35, 000-39, 999 19 (8. 6) 6 (8. 7) 13 (8. 5)
$40, 000-44, 999 40 (18. 0) 21 (30. 4) 19 (12.4)
$45, 000-49, 999 31 (14. 0) 8 (11.6) 23 (15. 0)
$50, 000-54, 999 21 (9. 5) 4 (5. 8) 17 (11.1)
$55, 000-59, 999 14 (6. 3) 2 (2. 9) 12 (7. 8)
$60, 000-64, 999 10 (4. 5) 2 (2. 9) 8 (5. 2)
$65, 000-69, 999 15 (6. 8) 1 (1. 4) 14 (9.2)
$70, 000-74, 999 5 (2. 3) 1 (1.4) 4 (2.6)
$75, 000-79, 999 4 (1. 8) 0 (---) 4 (2. 6)
$80, 000-84, 999 2 (. 9) 0 (---) 2 (1. 3)
$85, 000 and over 1 (. 5) 0 (---) 1 (. 8)
No response 4 (1.8) 0 (:--) 4 (2.6)
Total 222 (1 00. 0) 69 (1 00. 0) 153 (100.0)
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national studies in median age, median household size, marital status,

earners per household, and the top three reasons behind the housing

decision. Home buyers in this study were different from home buyers

in the national studies in four ways. First, the majority of home

buyers in this study were in larger households (three or more per-

sons). Second, home buyers in this study had a lower median income

($21, 149 vs. a range of $24, 000 to $29, 000). Third, a larger percen-

tage of married women in this study were wage earners than in the

national profile (first-time homeowners, 72.4 vs. 64.1 percent,

respectively, and repeat home buyers, 49.6 vs. 41. 0 percent, respec-

tively). And fourth, the median purchase price of homes in this study

was lower than for that of the national studies ($44, 238 vs. a range of

$49, 000 to $60, 500).

Additional Description of the Sample

Additional information regarding the respondents, households,

homeownership background, and current housing will be presented in

this section.

Respondent and. Household Information

There was nearly an even split between female and male

respondents, 48.2 and 49.5 percent, respectively (see Table 5).

The majority of the households (86. 0 percent) were composed
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of related individuals (see Table 6), while unrelated individuals and

single person households were in the minority.

Table 5. Sex of respondents.

Sex
Respondents

(%)

Female 107 (48.2)

Male 110 (49.5)

No response 5 (2.3)

Total 222 (100. 0)

Table 6. Number of respondent households with persons
who were related, unrelated, or single.

Persons
Households

( %)

Related 191 (86. 0)

Unrelated 7 (3.2)

Single 14 (6.3)

No response 10 (4. 5)

Total 222 (100.0)

A check list was provided in the research instrument for

assessing respondents' ethnic groups, and respondents were reminded

that their responses were voluntary. Respondents could check as

many categories as were applicable. The majority of the respond-

ents (85.1 percent) were of a "white, not of hispanic origin" ethnic
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group (see Table 7).

Table 7. Ethnic group identification by respondents.*

Ethnic Group

Respondent
(N=222)

(%)

White, not of Hispanic origin 189 (85.1)

American Indian or Alaskan Native 17 (7.7)

Hispanic 5 (2.3)

Asian or Pacific Is Lander 3 (1.4)

Black 0 (---)
No response 15 (6. 8)

Respondents selected all that applied.

Social status scores were calculated using Hollingshead's (Refer-

ence Note 1) "Four Factor Index of Social Status. " The range of com-

puted scores was a composite of the following factors: sex, marital

status, education, and occupation. The household's social status level

was based on the employed respondent's score for single or unrelated

person households. For households with married persons, the social

status score was based on the employed person's score in one wage

earner households and on an average score in two wage earner house-

holds. The highest percentage of households (28.4 percent) placed in

the social status level range of 40 to 54, medium business, minor

professional, or technical social strata (see Table 8).



Table 8. Hollingshead's social status level for respondent households.

Range of Respondent
Computed Households
Scores* Social Strata # (%)

66-55 Major business and professional 35 (15.8)
54-40 Medium business, minor professional, technical 63 (28.4)
39-30 Skilled craftsmen, clerical, sales workers 51 (23.0)
29-20 Machine operators, semiskilled workers 45 (20. 3)

19- 8 Unskilled laborers, menial service workers 9 (4.0)

No response 19 (8.5)

Total 222 ( 100.0)

*(Hollingshead, Note 1)
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A check list was provided in the research instrument for

assessing the investment experience of the respondents and of

respondents' parents (as recalled by the respondents) for the time

respondents were living with parents. The three most held invest-

ments for respondents and respondents' parents were ranked the same:

(1) home, 100. 0 and 69.8 percent, respectively; (2) open passbook sav-

ings account, 69.8 and 46.4 percent, respectively; and (3) real estate

other than your home, 26.6 and 32. 9 percent, respectively (see Table

9). The fourth through sixth most held investments were the same for

respondents and respondents' parents but were not ranked exactly in

the same order.

The investment experience level was defined as the sum of the

number of investment experiences. The median investment experi-

ence level for respondents was 2.2 (see Table 10). The range for

respondents was from one to nine out of a possible 13. For respond-

ents' parents the median investment experience level was lower at 1.6,

however the range was greater, from zero to 13.

Homeownership Background

The majority of the respondents were repeat home buyers

(68. 9 percent) (see Table 11). More than half (60.4 percent) of the

respondents owned their previous housing unit (see Table 12). Of these

60.4 percent, 82.8 percent had owned a detached single family unit.



Table 9. Investment experience of respondents and respondents' parents as recalled by respondents. *

Respondents

(N=222)

Respondents' Parents

(N=222)

Investment Rank # (%) Rank # (%)

Home 1 222 (100.0) 1 155 (69.8)
Open passbook savings account

2 155 (69.8) 2 103 (46.4)
Real estate other than your home

3 59 (26.6) 3 73 (32.9)
Corporate stocks or bonds

4 45 (20.3) 6 37 (16.7)
U. S. Savings Bonds 5 44 (19.8) 4 52 (23.4)
Own business 6 34 (15.3) 5 50 (22.5)
Gold or coins

7 29 (13.1) 8.5 11 (5.0)
Money market cretificates

8 28 (12.6) 12 5 (2.3)
Time deposit passbook savings 9 23 (10.4) 7 25 (11.3)
Certificates of deposit 10 19 (8.6) 10 10 (4.5)
Mutual funds 11.5 5 (2.3) 8,5 11 (5.0)
Treasury notes or bills 11.5 5 (2.3) 11 6 (2.7)
Municipal bonds 13 2 (. 9) 13 2 (.9)
Don't know (not included in ranking) (--) 41 (18.5)

*Respondents selected all that applied.
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Table 10. Investment experience level for respondents and respondents' parents.

Investment Experience Level Respondents Respondents'
Parents

(%) ( OA)

0 ( - -) 44 (19.8)

1 41 (18.5) 47 (21.2)

2 59 (26.6) 31 (14.0)

3 45 (20.3) 32 (14.4)

4 36 (16.2) 31 (14.0)

5 17 (7.7) 12 (5.4)

6 9 (4.1) 13 (5.9)

7 9 (4.1) 8 (3.6)

8 3 (1.4) 2 (. 9)

9 3 (1.4) 1 (. 5)

10 0 (--) 0 ( - -)

11 0 ( - -) 0 (--)

12 0 ( ) 0 ( - -)

13 0 (--) 1 (...5 )

Total 222 (100.0) 222 (100.0 )



Table 11. Homeownership experience level.

Number of times
a homeowner

Respondents
(%)

1 69 (31.1)

2 61 (27.5)

3 48 (21.6)

4 16 (7.2)

5 18 (8.1)

6 6 (2.7)

7 1 (.5)

8 0 (---)
9 1 (.5)

10 1 (.5)
11 0 (---)
12 0 (---)
13 0 (---)
14 1 (.5)

Total 222 (100.0)

85
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Table 12. Respondent's previous housing tenure and structure type.

Tenure and structure type Respondents
(%)

Owned:

Detached single family unit 111 (50. 0)

Multi-family (4 or fewer attached units) 6 (2. 7)

Multi-family (more than 4 attached units) 2 (. 9)

Mobile home 14 (6.3)

Other 1 5)

Rented:

Detached single family unit 39 (17.6)

Multi-family (4 or fewer attached units) 30 (13.5)

Multi-family (more than 4 attached units) 11 (5. 0)

Mobile home 5 (2.3)

Other 1 (.5)
No response 2 (.9)

Total 222 (100.0)
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For the majority of the respondents (88.7 percent), the previous

housing unit was located within Oregon, with only 11.3 percent of

respondents moving into Oregon at the time of the most recent pur-

chase. The majority of the respondents (58.1 percent) moved ten

miles or less from their previous housing unit to their current hous-

ing unit (see Table 13).

Table 13. Distance to previous housing unit.

Respondents
Miles (%)

Up to 5 97 (43.7)

6 to 10 32 (14.4)

11 to 25 32 (14.4)

26 to 50 17 (7.7)

51 to 100 10 (4.5)

Greater than 100 31 (14. 0)

No response 3 (1.4)

Total 222 (100.0)

Current Housing

The median number of rooms in the respondent's current hous-

ing unit was 5.3 rooms (see Table 14). A check list was provided in

the research instrument to assess respondents' satisfaction with their

current housing units. The majority of the respondents (50.5 percent)

checked the highest level of satisfaction (see Table 15).



Table 14. Number of rooms in respondent's current
housing unit.

Number of Rooms
Respondents

(%)

1 0 (---)
2 2 ( 9)
3 0 (---)
4 22 (9.9)
5 62 (27.9)
6 70 (31.5)
7 33 (14. 9)
8 21 (9.5)
9 or more 9 (4.1)
No response 3 (1.4)

Total 222 (100.0)
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Table 15. Respondent's housing satisfaction level.

Level
Respondents

(%)

Very satisfied
Somewhat satisfied

112
74

(50.5)
(33.3)

Neither satisfied nor dissatisfied 11 (5. 0)
Somewhat dissatisfied 13 (5. 9)
Not at all satisfied 4 (1.8)
No response 8 (3.6)

Total 222 (100.0)
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Discussion of Homeownership Consumption
and Investment Attitude Scales

Before the hypotheses were tested, the Homeownership Consump-

tion and Investment Attitude Scales were analyzed and tested for relia-

bility and analyzed for validity, the research instrument was analyzed

for possible sources of error variance and reliability tests including

item-analysis and Cronbach alpha were computed. Validity analysis

included assessment of the statements to assure attitude measurement.

Assessment of Scale Reliability

Possible sources of error variance. Based on Stanley's (1971)

classification, possible sources of error variance on the Homeowner-

ship Consumption and Investment Attitude Scales were identified as

the following: (1) respondent's reading ability, (2) understanding

directions, (3) level of ability relative to the various scale dimensions

included in the research instrument, (4) tendency to "guess" on a

response when the statement is not comprehended, (5) health, fatigue,

emotional strain, understanding of mechanics of research, and exter-

nal conditions, (6) comprehension of the task, i. e. , completion of the

research instrument, and (7) possible distraction or interruptions.

Attempts were made through methodological design procedures

to control two possible sources of variance: (1) stable response sets

and (2) motivation. Stable response sets may have been averted by
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using a relatively even number of positive and negative statements and

two different orders of scale statements to avoid patterning. A stable

response set might have developed by respondents selecting the middle

response among the five possible responses. A review of each

research instrument was done to be sure that this was not the case.

Motivation was enhanced by selecting recent home buyers to be the

sample. It was assumed that people who had recently been through

the process would be more likely to respond to an instrument designed

to aid future home buyers. Also, the "Total Design Method" was used

to elicit as high a response rate as possible.

Item-analysis reliability testing. An internal-consistency method

of item-analysis reliability testing was run on each of the ten dimen-

sions of the Homeownership Consumption and Investment Attitude

Scales. The purpose of these reliability tests was to determine if

the numerical values, i.e., one through five or five through one, for

the statements were properly assigned. Sixteen negative correlation

coefficients were obtained. Based on Likert guidelines, the numerical

values of those 16 statements were reversed, i. e., one equaled

five, two equaled four, four equaled two, and five equaled one (see

Appendix B). The revision of numerical values resulted in the

Homeownership Consumption Attitude Scale containing 20 positive

and 15 negative statements. The Homeownership Investment

Attitude Scale as revised contained 15 positive and 20 negative

statements. The internal-consistency method of item-analysis
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reliability testing was rerun on each of the ten dimensions of the

Homeownership Consumption and Investment Attitude Scales. All

positive correlation coefficients were obtained.

The 16 statements that were reversed in numerical direction

were analyzed and possible reasons are as follows. Overall, a num-

ber of statements were probably not measuring the attitudes they had

been designed to measure. Some may have been viewed as statements

of fact, others misleading or not understood by the respondents, and

some were probably miscoded. Nine out of 16 of the statements where

direction was reversed were not especially helpful in tests of reli-

ability using Cronbach alpha and were eliminated early in the step-wise

procedure to improve reliability (see Tables 17 and 18).

In three statements (8, 41, and 66) (see Appendix B) regarding

structure and tenure, i.e., mixed housing types, mobile homes, and

condominium ownership, it seems reasonable for appropriate response

direction to vary according to rural or urban location and the type of

current housing mix. In Dillman, Tremblay, and Dillman's (1979)

study, the acceptance of mobile homes in rural areas and of condo-

minium ownership in urban areas (probably not an alternative for most

respondents in this study) was noted. Also, any negative impact of

mixed housing types may be less clear in more rural or small town

areas because of the general lack of crowding.
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Statement number five (see Appendix B) regarding water supply

and quality may have been viewed as a fact as it was stated. The

language used in two statements (22 and 31) (see Appendix B) may

have contributed to the reverse scoring. With statement number 22,

the first part of the sentence, "housing to sell at a loss, " may have

overwhelmed the last part of the sentence which dealt with taxes.

Thus, the direction of the statement was contrary to that predicted

by the literature review. Statement number 31 regarding refinancing

of the home may have been too general to define the desired attitude.

In statement number 14 (see Appendix B), prompt payment of taxes

may have overpowered the reason for the postponement of capital gains

taxes.

Statement number 46 (see Appendix B), rate of return on a home,

may have been written to be too restrictive, i.e., interpreted as being

the only reason for wanting a home and, therefore, viewed as negative.

Statement number 28 (see Appendix B) may have been viewed as a

reality for some, given the general economic situation where high

inflation rates cause pressure on family budgets. Also, the relation-

ship of the tax dimension may not have been explicitly considered in

answering the question since tax was not mentioned in the statement.

Three of the reversed statements were intended to measure the

risk dimension (20, 55, and 65) (see Appendix B). As statements num-

bered 20 and 55 are stated, they may not be worded specifically enough
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so as to bring the risk dimension to mind. They may be related more

to an attitude toward home maintenance and improvement. In that con-

text, a positive direction would be predicted. In statement number 65,

the concept of professional inspection may have been vague relative to

the risk aspect.

Statements numbered 42, 49, 68, and 70 (see Appendix B) were

probably miscoded by the researcher. Regarding statement number

42, the relationship of equity and available mortgage money, the state-

ment may have been too complex to be understood by many. With

statement number 68, there are many additional ways to realize a

return from a housing investment, e. g. , taxes, refinancing, and

imputed rent. Statement number 70 may have been viewed as a struc-

ture question, and the negative position would be as predicted by the

literature.

Suggestions for statement revisions. The statements could be

revised and then retested to determine if the statements are compre-

hended by the respondent and the intended attitude is more closely

measured. Also a factor analysis technique to suggest possible new

dimensions or new ways to group statements that related to each other

could lead to a different set of dimensions for each attitude scale.

Linear relationships among the ten dimensions. A Pearson

correlation was used to determine if linear relationships existed

among the ten dimensions (see Table 16). For the five dimensions



Table 16. Dimension correlations computed by Pearson correlations.
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on the Homeownership Consumption Attitude Scale, significant (p<. 05)

linear relationships existed when each of the dimensions (space, ten-

ure, structure, quality, and neighborhood) was paired with another

except between the space and quality dimensions (r=. 1257, p=. 071).

The space and quality dimensions also had the lowest Cronbach alpha

in the scale (see Table 17). For the five dimensions on the Home-

ownership Investment Attitude Scale, significant (p < . 05) linear rela-

tionships existed for each of the dimension pairs (taxes, equity, rate

of return, leverage, and risk) except between the taxes and risk dimen-

sions (r=. 1176, p=. 092) and the leverage and risk dimensions (r=. 0229,

p=. 743). The reliability testing of the taxes and risk dimensions

resulted in low Cronbach alpha scores; however, the Cronbach alpha

for the leverage dimension was the highest score of any of the five

investment dimensions. It is possible that a revision of the statements

will lead to higher correlations between the attitude dimensions on each

scale, and pairs currently not significantly correlated may become

correlated.

The Pearson correlation among the dimensions on both scales

resulted in eight significant (p < . 05) linear relationships, one of

which was negative, out of a possible 25. In summary, the majority

of the five dimensions on the Homeownership Consumption Attitude

Scale and the majority of the five dimensions on the Homeownership

Investment Attitude Scale were positively correlated within each scale.
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The majority of the dimensions between the two scales were not corre-

lated.

Cronbach alpha reliability testing. Cronbach alpha was first

computed for reliability of the Homeownership Consumption Attitude

Scale (Cronbach alpha = .71273) and the Homeownership Investment

Attitude Scale (Cronbach alpha = . 68323). Then, each of the ten dimen-

sions (seven statements each) of the Homeownership Consumption and

Investment Attitude Scales was tested for reliability using Cronbach

alpha (see Tables 17 and 18). In each dimension, the statement that

had the lowest "corrected item-total correlation" and would yield the

highest "alpha if item deleted" was eliminated. Then, each of the ten

dimensions with its six remaining statement was tested for reliability

using Cronbach alpha. Using the same procedure, the second, third,

fourth, and fifth least contributing statements were eliminated, and the

resulting dimensions each with five, four, three, and two statements,

respectively, were retested.

Future use of the Homeownership Consumption and Investment

Attitude Scales could be based on a desired level of reliability

(Cronbach alpha), on desired length of scales, or on a combination

of level of reliability and length of scales. Where Cronbach alpha was

low, e. g. , space dimension, statements should be rewritten to attempt

to obtain a dimension with a higher level of reliability. An overall

approximate balance of positive and negative statements in each scale,



Table 17. Homeownership Consumption Scale revision using Cronbach alpha reliability test.

Dimension Seven Cronbach Six Cronbach live Cronbach Four Cronbach Three Cronbach Two Cronbach
Statements alpha Statements alpha Statements alpha Statements alpha Statements alpha Statements alpha

Space

Tenure

Structure

Quality

1 1 1 1 10 10
10 10 10 10 47 47
39 39 39 47 51
47 .26775 47 .26764 47 27787 51 .29661 .28801 .32180
51 SI 51

69 69
70

6 6 6 6 6 32
7 7 32 32 32 38

32 32 38 38 38
38 . 39182 38 , 41634 59 .44607 66 . 51113 . 53775 . 48203
45 59 66
59 66
66

3 II 11 11 11
11 23 41 56 56
23 41 56 60 64
41 . 51777 56 .52877 60 . 55986 64 .52050
56 60 64
60 64
64

. 58247

56
64

. 54273

26 33 33 33 33 33
33 37 37 37 37 49
37 44 44 44 49
44 . 37937 49 .41785 49 . 40165 49 . 38914 . 36391 . 35328
49 57 61
57 61
61

Neighborhood 5 5 5 5 15 36
8 8 IS 15 36 52

12 15 35 36 52
15 . 44394 35 .45275 36 49985 52 .50797 .47990 . 39661
35 36 52
36 52

52



Table 18. Homeownership Investment Scale revision using Cronbach alpha reliability test.

Dimension Seven Cronbach Six Cronbach Five Cronbach Four Cronbach Three Cronbacb Two Cronbach

Statements alpha Statements alpha Statements alpha Statements alpha Statements alpha Statements alpha

Taxes

Equity

9 9 9 9 9 13

13 13 13 13 13 30

14 14 14 30 30

22 .33178 22 .36474 30 .45905 53 .55291 .57477 .57594

28 30 53

30 53

53

2 2 18 18 18 18

18 18 19 19 19 27

19 19 27 27 27

27 .42522 27 .46199 40 .45960 40 .41939 .38852 .35629

31 40 42

40 42

42

Rate of Return 24 34 43 43 43 43

34 43 46 48 67 68

43 46 48 67 68

46 .37487 48 .40761 67 .41834 68 .42560 .40098 .31718

48 67 68

67 68

68

Leverage 4 4 4 4 4 4

16 16 25 25 25 25

25 25 29 29 62

29 .65935 29 .66974 54 .674S4 62 .65901 .66995 .59779

54 54 62

58 62

62

Risk 17 17 17 17 20 20

20 20 20 20 55 65

21 50 50 55 65

50 . 37904 55 . 40050 55 . 41903 65 . 39802 . 38402 . 27807

SS 63 65

63 65

6S
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or in each dimension, could also be attempted by rewriting statements

where necessary. Revised statements could also be submitted to a

factor analysis procedure to determine if there are better ways to

define or label dimensions related to overall homeownership attitude

scales.

Assessment of Scale Validity

Statement assessment. The development of the scale statements

was discussed in the methodology. Attitudes, as defined for this study,

were the positive or negative feelings toward homeownership consump-

tion and investment that people possess which guide and direct the overt

behavior of those people. One concern is that the statements measure

attitudes and not knowledge. The problem lies in the fine line between

an attitude and knowledge. Shaw and Wright (1967) consider an attitude

to be an evaluative reaction based upon evaluative concepts whicla are

closely related to other cognitions, i. e., knowledge and to overt

behavior.

In further analysis of scale statements, some statements were

apparently seen as attitude statements. Responses to some statements,

however, raise questions about whether the statements were measuring

factual information. All scale statements should be reviewed, using

scale development criteria, and tested to assure statements which

measure attitudes independent of a person's specific knowledge.
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Repeated refinement and use of the instrument for research purposes

will contribute to increased validity of the scales.

Results of Hypotheses Testing

Frequency distributions of the independent variables were

analyzed to determine whether or not to combine responses to form

categories for hypotheses testing. The responses were not combined

for the following independent variables: housing satisfaction level and

number of rooms in dwelling. The responses were combined into

categories for the following independent variables: level of total

gross household income (less than $9, GOO, $9, 000 through $14, 999,

$15, GOO through $20, 999, $21, OGO through $26, 999, $27, 000 through

$32, 999, and $33, 000 and over), level of social status (eight through

19, 20 through 29, 30 through 39, 40 through 54, and 55 through 66),

homeownership experience level (first-time and repeat home buyers),

level of investment experience (one, two, three, four, and five through

nine), and level of parents' investment experience (zero, one, two,

three, four, and five through 13).

The research hypotheses were used to initiate the investigation

for construct validity. The hypotheses were then restated as null

hypotheses for the purpose of statistical analysis.
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Hypothesis 1. There is no linear relationship between the Homeowner-

ship Consumption Attitude Scale mean score and the Homeownership

Investment Attitude Scale mean score.

The null hypothesis was rejected when tested by the Pearson

correlation statistic (see Appendix F). There was a positive linear

relationship between the Homeownership Consumption Attitude Scale

mean score and the Homeownership Investment Attitude Scale mean

score (r=. 2846, p=. 001).

Hypothesis 2. There is no significant difference in the Homeownership

Consumption Attitude Scale mean scores by housing satisfaction level.

The null hypothesis was rejected when tested by analysis of vari-

ance (see Appendix F). There was a significant difference in the

Homeownership Consumption Attitude Scale mean scores by level of

housing satisfaction (p=. 0229). The Newman-Keuls multiple compari-

son technique is a statistical technique used with analysis of variance

to determine significant differences between response categories. In

this study, Newman-Keuls was used to determine if significant differ-

ences existed between mean scores by the various categories of the

independent variable being tested in each hypothesis. For hypothesis

two, no pairwise significant differences were detected.
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Hypothesis 3. There is no significant difference in the Homeownership

Investment Attitude Scale mean scores by housing satisfaction level.

The null hypothesis was not rejected (p=. 0578) when tested by

analysis of variance (see Appendix F).

Hypothesis 4. There is no significant difference in the Homeownership

Consumption Attitude Scale mean scores by number of rooms in dwell-

ing.

The null hypothesis was not rejected (p=. 9856) when tested by

analysis of variance (see Appendix F).

Hypothesis 5 . There is no significant difference in the Homeownership

Investment Attitude Scale mean scores by number of rooms in dwelling.

The null hypothesis was rejected when tested by analysis of vari-

ance (see Appendix F). There was a significant difference in the

Homeownership Investment Attitude Scale mean scores by number of

rooms in the dwelling (p=. 0315). The Newman-Keuls multiple com-

parison technique was used to detect two pairwise significant differ-

ences. Mean scores for respondents with four rooms in the dwelling

were significantly lower than mean scores for respondents with eight

rooms in the dwelling, and with nine or more rooms in the dwelling.

Mean scores for respondents with eight when compared to nine or
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more rooms in the dwelling were indistinguishable.

Hypothesis 6. There is no significant difference in the Homeownership

Consumption Attitude Scale mean scores by level of total gross house-

hold income.

The null hypothesis was not rejected (p=. 9409) when tested by

analysis of variance (see Appendix F).

Hypothesis 7. There is no significant difference in the Homeownership

Investment Attitude Scale mean scores by level of total gross household

income.

The null hypothesis was rejected when tested by analysis of vari-

ance (see Appendix F). There was a significant difference in the

Homeownership Investment Attitude Scale mean scores by level of

total gross household income (p=. 0339). The Newman-Keuls multiple

comparison technique was used to detect two pairwise significant

differences. Mean scores for respondents with total gross household

incomes from $9, 000 to $14, 999 and $21, 000 to $26, 999 were signifi-

cantly lower than mean scores for respondents with total gross house-

hold incomes of $33, 000 and over. Mean scores for respondents with

total gross household incomes that ranged between $9, 000 to $14, 999

and $21, 000 to $26, 999 were indistinguishable from each other.
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Hypothesis 8. There is no significant difference in the Homeownership

Consumption Attitude Scale mean scores by level of social status.

The null hypothesis was not rejected (p=.7367) when tested by

analysis of variance (see Appendix F).

Hypothesis 9. There is no significant difference in the Homeownership

Investment Attitude Scale mean scores by level of social status.

The null hypothesis was rejected when tested by analysis of vari-

ance (see Appendix F). There was a significant difference in the

Homeownership Investment Attitude Scale mean scores by level of

social status (p=. 0002). The Newman-Keuls multiple comparison tech-

nique was used and no pairwise significant differences were detected.

Hypothesis 10. There is no significant difference in the Homeowner-

ship Consumption Attitude Scale mean scores by homeownership

experience level.

The null hypothesis was not rejected (p=. 5189) when tested by

analysis of variance (see Appendix F).

Hypothesis 11. There is no significant difference in the Homeowner-

ship Investment Attitude Scale mean scores by homeownership experi-

ence level.

The null hypothesis was not rejected (p=. 3294) when tested by

analysis of variance (see Appendix F).
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Hypothesis 12. There is no significant difference in the Homeowner-

ship Consumption Attitude Scale mean scores by level of investment

experience.

The null hypothesis was not rejected (p=. 9552) when tested by

analysis of variance (see Appendix F).

Hypothesis 13. There is no significant difference in the Homeowner-

ship Investment Attitude Scale mean scores by level of investment

experience.

The null hypothesis was rejected when tested by analysis of

variance (see Appendix F). There was a significant difference in the

Homeownership Investment Scale mean scores by level of investment

experience (p=. 0051). The Newman-Keuls multiple comparison tech-

nique was used and two pairwise significant differences were detected.

Mean scores for respondents with one or two investments were lower

than mean scores for respondents with five through nine investments.

Mean scores for respondents with one or two investment experience

levels were indistinguishable from each other.
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Hypothesis 14. There is no significant difference in the Homeowner-

ship Consumption Attitude Scale mean scores by recall of level of

parents' investment experience.

The null hypothesis was not rejected tp.. 0890) when tested by

analysis of variance (see Appendix F).

Hypothesis 15. There is no significant difference in the Homeowner-

ship Investment Attitude Scale mean scores by recall of level of

parents' investment experience.

The null hypothesis was rejected when tested by analysis of

variance (see Appendix F). There was a significant difference in the

Homeownership Investment Attitude Scale mean scores by reported

level of parents' investment experience (p=. 0012). The Newman-Keuls

multiple comparison technique was used, and four pairwise significant

differences were detected. Mean scores for respondents with parents

who had zero investments were significantly lower than mean scores

for respondents with parents who had five through 13 investments.

Mean scores for respondents with parents who had one investment were

significantly lower than mean scores for respondents with parents who

had two investments. Pairwise significant differences were also

detected for two other pairs. Mean scores for respondents with

parents who had- one investment were significantly lower than
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mean scores for respondents with parents who had four investments,

and five through 13 investments. Mean scores for respondents with

parents' investment level of zero or one were indistinguishable. Par-

ents' investment levels of zero, two, and four; and of two, four, and

five were also indistinguishable.

Multiple Regression Models

Multiple regression was used to estimate the variation in Home-

ownership Consumption Attitude Scale mean scores which could be

explained by the combined effect of the independent variables: housing

satisfaction, number of rooms, total gross household income, social

status, homeownership experience, investment experience, and recall

of parents' investment experience. When the actual values of all of the

independent variables except for income (which was an indicator vari-

able because it was reported in 15 categories) were used, none of the

independent variables fit into the regression equation.

Multiple regression was used to estimate the variation in Home-

ownership Investment Attitude Scale mean scores which could be

explained by the combined effect of the same independent variables.

A stepwise multiple regression procedure was used, and three inde-

pendent variables were found to be significant. The squared multiple

correlation coefficient (R2) was . 1583 (F=8. 4983, p=. 0031) indicating

that 15.83 percent of the variation in Homeownership Investment
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Attitude Scale mean scores was explained by social status, recall of

parents' investment experience, and housing satisfaction. The mul-

tiple regression model was (Neter and Wasserman, 1975):

Yi = Bo + B
1

+ B2Xi.2 + B3 Xj.3 + ei

where Y = attitude scale mean score,

X1 = social status (range of possible scores from

eight through 66),

X2 = parents' investment experience (range of zero

through 13),

X3 = housing satisfaction (range of one through five),

e. = independent N (0, a- 2
) .

The fitted equation was:

Homeowner ship
Investment Attitude = 2. 76276 + . 00458131 Social Status
Scale Mean Scores

. 0282785Parents' Investment Experience

+ . 0605198 Housing Satisfaction'

Unstandardized beta weights were used in this analysis.
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Discussion of Findings Related
to the Hypotheses

The extent to which consumers recognize the dual aspects of the

housing decision, consumption and investment, has not been recognized

in the literature. In this study, attitudes toward homeownership con-

sumption and investment were measured directly through the use of

two attitude scales (Hypothesis 1). It was found that homeownership

consumption and investment attitudes do, in fact, have a positive linear

relationship (r=. 2846, p=. 001). Based on this finding it might be

expected that typical home buyers - at least in Albany, Oregon and

similar areas - would attempt to maximize their housing decision rela-

tive to both aspects, rather than emphasizing one or the other.

Homeownership Consumption Attitude Scale

Even though no previous research was found where the dual

aspects of the housing decision had been studied, the consumption

category has been researched extensively. However, only a few of

the various dimensions were included in any one study. In this study

five of the six identified dimensions were used in determining respond-

ent's overall consumption attitude. These five dimensions were shown

to be positively linearly correlated except for two dimensions, space

and quality (p=. 071). In actuality, these two dimensions approach the

significance level (p < . 05). The fact that space and quality statements
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had the two lowest Cronbach alpha levels (see Table 17, page 97)

could contribute to the relatively low correlation between these two

dimensions.

The Homeownership Consumption Attitude Scale also had a

Cronbach alpha reliability level of .71273, an acceptable level when

testing the reliability of the total scale and using a composite of

respondent's attitudes. To reliably measure an individual's attitude

a level of .90 or above would be needed.

The only independent variable useful in explaining variance (one-

way ANOVA) in the overall consumption attitude was housing satisfac-

tion (p=. 0229). It seems reasonable that the degree to which one is

satisfied with one's current housing would directly relate to the

strength of that person's at titude toward housing consumption. This

finding is probably consistent with the set of housing norms as

hypothesized by Morris and Winter (1978); that is, housing satisfac-

tion is a composite measure which encompasses all of the dimensions

(or norms) of the concept "housing consumption. " The fact that no

personal variables were significantly associated with the consumption

attitude scale is consistent with the view that the dimensions which

comprise the scale are also widely held norms in the U.S. and would

be expected to cut across all strata in the society. The value of con-

structing the consumption attitude scale, then, is that it allows the

measurement of these norms. A quantifying of the housing
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consumption attitudes allows the assessment of these norms among

subgroups, over time in one culture or across cultures.

Homeownership Investment Attitude Scale

Researchers in the past have not been concerned with the degree

to which home buyers are oriented to the investment aspect of their

housing decisions. Thus, no model was available to predict important

independent variables. Rather, the investment literature was useful

only in identifying potential investment dimensions of an overall invest-

ment attitude. The five selected dimensions were, for the most part,

intercorrelated in a positive linear direction. The Cronbach alpha

(.68323) of the Homeownership Investment Attitude Scale is anindica-

tion of an acceptable level of reliability.

The two intercorrelations that were not significant were taxes

and risk kp=. 092) and leverage and risk (p=.743). The correlation for

the first pair approaches significance and revisions of statements

could result in significant correlation. Three of the seven statements

for both of the taxes and risk dimensions had the numerical values

reversed when analyzed by use of item-analysis. The researcher's

assessment of the six statements that reversed scoring direction was

that the statements were vague or poorly worded. This could have

contributed to the lack of correlation. It is more difficult to explain

the lack of correlation between leverage and risk since conceptually
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these dimensions would seem to be related. Reworking of both sets of

statements for clarity of ideas could yield a higher correlation.

Four of the personal variables (see Figure 1, page 57) and one

of the two additional independent variables tested were found to be

significantly (p < . 05) related to respondent's overall investment atti-

tude. A more positive overall investment attitude was significantly

related to greater numbers of rooms in the dwelling (p=. 0315), highest

level of total gross household income (p=. 0339), higher levels of social

status (p=. 0002), higher levels of investment experience (p=. 0051),

and higher levels of parents' investment experience (p=. 0012). Thus,

the degree to which home buyers will be interested in the investment

aspect of home buying would seem to be highly related to a number of

relatively easily assessed independent variables.

Additional support for the overall consumption and investment

attitudes as hypothesized for this study can be found by analyzing the

intercorrelations between the dimensions of the two scales. Out of the

25 possible correlations only eight were significant (p < . 05), and one

of those was negative. Thus, the two attitude scales would seem to be

measuring different concepts.

Multiple Regression Model

The combined effect of level of social status, level of recall of

parents' investment experience, and current housing satisfaction
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was found to explain 15. 83 percent of the variation in Homeownership

Investment Attitude Scale mean scores. Because more of the independ-

ent variables were found to be significant when using analysis of vari-

ance, a Pearson correlation was used to determine the relationships

between the independent variables (see Appendix G). Number of rooms

in dwelling, level of total gross household income, level of social sta-

tus, level of investment experience, and recall of level of parents'

investment experience were found to be significantly interrelated.

Therefore, even though more than two of the above may contribute to

the variation in Homeownership Investment Attitude Scale mean scores,

because of their interrelatedness, only two of these independent vari-

ables fit into the multiple regression best model.

In this study as well as in previous research the majority of cur-

rent homeowners were found to have had parents who had owned a home.

In the same way, the degree to which parents were involved in invest-

ment activities could foster positive investment attitudes and behavior

by their children. This variable could be especially helpful in predict-

ing potential behavior of young people who have not had the time or

opportunity to realize attitudes developed in their youth. An under-

standing of the attitude formation process could be helpful both in

understanding current behavior and bringing about attitude change in

appropriate situations.



114

CHAPTER FIVE

SUMMARY AND IMPLICATIONS

The purpose of this research was to initiate a method to mea-

sure consumers' housing consumption and investment attitudes accord-

ing to dimensions - which, through a review of the literature, were

shown to be relevant to housing consumption and housing investment

behavior. In addition, construct validation of the measurement instru-

ment was initiated through the use of personal variables also deter-

mined to be relevant through a review of the literature. Statistical

tests were used to determine if relationships existed among Home-

ownership Consumption Attitude Scale mean scores, Homeownership

Investment Attitude Scale mean scores, and various independent vari-

ables: housing satisfaction, number of rooms, total gross household

income, social status, homeownership experience, investment experi-

ence, and recall of parents' investment experience.

The dimensions of homeownership consumption and investment

found in the review of the literature and selected for use in the scales

were as follows: consumption dimensions included space, tenure,

structure, quality, and neighborhood, and investment dimensions

included taxes, equity, rate of return, leverage, and risk. The

research instrument included 35 Likert ranked statements for each

scale or a total of 70 statements plus the questionnaire.
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The data were collected in May and June, 1980, from 222 home-

owners in Linn County, Oregon, who responded to the research instru-

ment.

Summary of Findings

The home buyers in this study had a median age of 32.2 years.

Median household size was 3. 0 persons. The majority of the home

buyers lived in households composed of three or more persons and were

married. Median household income was $21, 149. There was an even

split between one and two adult wage earner households. The majority

of married women were wage earners. Married women in first-time

home buyer households were more likely to be wage earners than were

married women in repeat home buyer households. The three most fre-

quently given reasons for the house buying decision were "wanted to own

a house, " "wanted to change, " and "needed a larger home." The med-

ian purchase price of the home was $44, 238.

The respondent to the research instrument in this study was

nearly as often a female as a male. The majority of respondents lived

in households containing related individuals and were the ethnic group

"white, not of hispanic origin." The highest percentage of households

were categorized in the social status level identified as medium busi-

ness, minor professional, or technical.

The top three investment experiences of respondents and of their

parents were the same: home, open passbook savings account, and

real estate other than your home. The median investment experience
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level for respondents was higher than for their parents.

The majority of the respondents were repeat home buyers, had

their previous housing unit within Oregon, and had moved ten miles or

less from their previous housing unit to their current housing unit.

The median number of rooms in the current housing unit was 5.3

rooms. The majority of the respondents were very satisfied (the high-

est category for satisfaction) with their current housing unit.

A comparison of the home buyer profile of this study with the

home buyer profile developed from the three national studies (Family

Housing Bureau, 1979; Parliment et al., 1980; Sumichrast et al. , 1979)

was done and the following similarities and differences were noted.

Home buyers in this study were like the home buyers in the national

studies in median age, median household size, earners per household,

and the top three reasons behind the housing decision. Home buyers in

this study were different from home buyers in the national studies in

five ways. First, the majority of home buyers in this study were in

larger households (three or more persons). Second, there were more

single home buyers, consistent with a national trend toward homeowner-

ship among singles. Third, home buyers in this study had a lower

median income ($21, 149 vs. a range of $24, 000 to $29, 000). Fourth,

a larger percentage of married women in this study were wage earners

than in the national profile (first-time homeowners, 72.4 vs. 64.1 per-

cent, respectively, and repeat homeowners, 49.6 vs. 41.0 percent,

respectively). And fifth, the median purchase price of homes in this

study was lower than that of the national studies ($44, 238 vs. a range
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of $49, 000 to $60, 500).

The reliability of the scales was assessed by checking for pos-

sible sources of error variance, and by item-analysis (see Appendix B).

Item-analysis was computed on each dimension with seven statements.

Sixteen negative correlations were found, and the numerical values

were then reversed, resulting in a second item-analysis with all posi-

tive correlations. The dimensions were also tested for linear relation-

ships by the use of the Pearson correlation statistic (see Table 16).

The majority of the dimension pairs within the Homeownership Con-

sumption Attitude Scale and within the Homeownership Investment Atti-

tude Scale were found to have positive linear relationships. The one

exception within the Homeownership Consumption Attitude Scale was

between space and quality. The two exceptions within the Homeowner-

ship Investment Attitude Scale were between the taxes and risk dimen-

sions and between leverage and risk dimensions. The majority (18 of

25) of the dimension pairs between the two scales were found to have no

positive linear relationships when tested by the Pearson correlation

statistic (see Table 16). Thus, the existence of two separate constructs

was supported.

To revise the scales for further testing of useability and reli-

ability, the Cronbach alpha reliability test was used (see Table 17).

The Cronbach alpha level of the Homeownership Consumption Attitude

Scale was . 71273 and the Homeownership Investment Attitude Scale was

.68323. The reliability test was computed with the dimensions

prised of all seven statements down to two statements with one

corn-
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statement deleted before each additional reliability test. The state-

ment to be deleted in each dimension was selected based on the lowest

tt corrected item-total correlation" or the highest "alpha if item deleted."

The selection of statements for revised Homeownership Consumption

and Investment Attitude Scales could be based on the Cronbach alpha,

on the length of scales that was desired, or on a combination of both.

For some dimensions, e.g., space, the Cronbach alpha was low com

pared to other dimensions. Scales could be revised by substituting

newly developed statements in an attempt to achieve higher levels of

Cronbach alpha.

The construct validation of the Homeownership Consumption and

Investment Attitude Scales was initiated by assessing the scales in rela-

tion to the independent variables. Housing satisfaction level was the

only independent variable that was significant in explaining differences

among Homeownership Consumption Attitude Scale mean scores.

Five of the seven independent variables were significantly related

to Homeownership Investment Attitude Scale mean scores: number of

rooms in dwelling, level of total gross household income, level of

social status, level of investment experience, and recall of level of

parents' investment experience. Housing satisfaction was also a sig-

nificant independent variable in explaining variance in Homeownership

Investment Attitude Scale mean scores when used in the multiple

regression model where actual values (other than the precategorized

income variable) were used. More positive Homeownership Investment

Attitude Scale mean scores were related to greater numbers of rooms
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in dwelling, highest level of total gross household income, higher

levels of social status, higher levels of investment experience, and

higher levels of parents' investment experience.

Implications

Two attitude scales were developed and found to have acceptable

levels of reliability. These two attitude scales can now be revised to

make them more manageable in length and to attempt achievement of

higher reliability levels. Retesting the scales with additional independ-

ent variables could contribute to additional construct validation. The

attitude scales would then become operational within the hypothetical

framework. Further research on the hypothetical framework could be

focused on the predictive capability that overall consumption and invest-

ment attitudes have on housing decisions.

Educators and researchers benefit from the development and sub-

stantiation of new and existing housing models. Findings of this

research provide empirical evidence as a basis for teaching housing

behavior and continued research endeavors related to housing models,

i. e., (1) Do home ownership consumption and investment attitudes

change with renter or condominium ownership status? (2) Do neighbor-

hood satisfaction scores explain variance in homeownership consumption

and investment attitudes? and (3) Are two additional variables, the pro-

pensity to move and the propensity to alter one's residence, related to

the investment and consumption attitudes? Researchers could also use

techniques proposed in this research to refine the scales for use in
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additional research studies.

Home buyers could be made aware of the positive relationship

between the dual aspects of the housing decision, consumption and

investment, through educational programs including Cooperative Exten-

sion or publications. With this knowledge, home buyers might better

be able to consider how their attitudes influence their housing decision.

Also, home buyers with higher total gross household income, level of

social status, level of investment experience, level of parents' invest-

ment experience, and greater number of rooms in the dwelling could be

expected to have a better understanding of their own housing investment

attitudes. As scales become reliable for individual use, home buying

partners who hold opposing attitudes could benefit from this awareness,

and compromises to best satisfy both sets of attitudes could be facili-

tated.

Real estate brokers and agents could also benefit from an under-

standing of the research findings. Some agencies have programs that

provide an analysis of clients' needs. Real estate brokers and agents

would enhance these programs by balancing information relative to

consumption and investment. Thus, brokers and agents could better

understand motives which their clients might possess and do a better

job of providing needed information to home buyers. Also, by under-

standing the significant relationship of higher levels of income, social

status, investment experience, parents' investment experience and

greater number of rooms in dwellings, brokers and agents could look

critically at their clients to determine if any of these significant client
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characteristics might be working to influence the home buying situation.

Such knowledge could improve the success rate of these professionals.

Home builders directly affect the housing stock through construc-

tion and their influence on public policy. Therefore, if they understood

the positive relationship between overall consumption and investment

attitudes, they could plan and build housing that would have the potential

of satisfying these attitudes. They could also lobby for legislation that

would subsidize homeownership for consumers who would otherwise be

kept out of the homeownership market thereby benefitting both the hous-

ing industry and potential home buyers.

Government officials who work in agencies that establish the

availability of housing assistance to special family types could use the

findings regarding the dual aspects of the housing decision as well as the

home buyer characteristics that were found to be related to an overall

investment attitude in building as much success into future assistance

programs as is possible.

Thus, home builders and government officials could use the find-

ings regarding the dual aspects of the housing decision and the home-

owner characteristics that indicate a significantly more positive home-

ownership investment attitude to support homeownership assistance

programs. Consumers who do not possess the characteristics that were

found to significantly reflect a more positive homeownership investment

attitude could have the support of homeownership subsidy programs that

include educational programs, e.g., Cooperative Extension Service,

through which they could gain knowledge, i. e., maintenance, tax breaks,
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leverage, risk, and equity information, to enable them to be more

successful as homeowners.

Need for Further Study

1. The Homeownership Consumption and Investment Attitude

Scales need to be retested on additional samples to further substantiate

the reliability of the scales. Some dimension statements could be

rewritten in an attempt to increase reliability scores. It seems pos-

sible that a Cronbach alpha of .90 or above could be achieved which

would make the scales useful in identifying attitudes for individual con-

sumers.

2. The Homeownership Consumption and Investment Attitude

Scales could be retested to further construct validation. Retesting

should incorporate additional independent variables hypothesized to be

related in some way to the constructs. The two attitude scales could

also be compared with any other scales that have been validated and/or

tested with a sample hypothesized to have a predetermined orientation

relative to the constructs.

3. The same and additional independent variables need to be

tested for relationships with the attitude scales, giving special attention

to the Consumption Attitude Scale, continue the construct validation

process to increase validity of the constructs.

Suggested additional independent variables include:

(a) neighborhood satisfaction scores, (b) propensity to move, (c) pro-

pensity to make housing alterations or additions, (d) length of time liv-
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ing in current housing unit, (e) renter status and attitude toward rent-

ing, and (f) psychological variables, e. g., internal/external locus of

control and willingness to take risk.

4. Home buyers at the extreme ends of the scales or those with-

out positive between scale correlations could be identified and grouped

to analyze differences in attitudes. The relationship between these dif-

ferences in attitudes and various independent variables could also be

tested. Such knowledge would give insights into individual attitude-

behavior linkages that would seem to vary from established norms.

5. Factor analysis could be used on the 70 Likert scale state-

ments to determine if the sort would result in a similar or different

set of dimensions,
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REFERENCE NOTE

1. Hollingshead, A. B. Four Factor Index of Social Status.
Working paper, Department of Sociology, Yale University.
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HOUSING DECISIONS

In this study the term "home" refers to your current primary residence.

Q-1 Do you presently ( ) rent or ( ) own this home.

If you checked rent, you have completed the questionnaire.
Will you please return the questionnaire in the enclosed
envelope and return the post card separately? Thank you
for your cooperation. If you checked own, please continue.

Q-2 What type of housing unit did you live in immediately before you
bought this home? (Please check only one.)

OWNED:
( ) DETACHED SINGLE FAMILY UNIT
( ) MULTI-FAMILY (4 OR FEWER ATTACHED UNITS)
( ) MULTI-FAMILY (MORE THAN 4 ATTACHED UNITS)
( ) MOBILE HOME
( ) OTHER

(specify)

RENTED:
( ) DETACHED SINGLE FAMILY UNIT
( ) MULTI-FAMILY (4 OR FEWER ATTACHED UNITS)
( ) MULTI-FAMILY (MORE THAN 4 ATTACHED UNITS)
( ) MOBILE HOME
( ) OTHER

(specify)

Q-3 Was this previous residence in the State of Oregon?

( ) YES
( ) NO

Q-4 About how many miles is it from your present home to your previous
place of residence? (Please check only one.)

( ) UP TO 5 MILES
( ) 6 TO 10 MILES
( ) 11 TO 25 MILES

( ) 26 TO 50 MILES
( ) 51 TO 100 MILES
( ) OVER 100 MILES

Q-5 Have you owned a home previously? (Check only one.)

( ) NO, FIRST TIME OWNER ( ) FOURTH TIME OWNER
( ) SECOND TIME OWNER ( ) FIFTH TIME OWNER
( ) THIRD TIME OWNER ( ) SPECIFY NUMBER OF TIMES

Q-6 Why were you looking for your present house? (Check all that apply.)

( ) JOB TRANSFER ( ) ANTICIPATING INCREASED INTEREST RATES
( ) NEW JOB ( ) HIGH COST OF RENTING
( ) NEEDED A LARGER HOUSE ( ) WANTED TO OWN A HOUSE
( ) DIVORCE/SEPARATED ( ) OTHER
( ) WANTED TO CHANGE (specify)
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Q-7 What was the purchase price

( ) LESS THAN $20,000 ( )

( ) $20,000 to 24,999 ( )

( ) $25,000 to 29,999 ( )

( ) $30,000 to 34,999 ( )

( ) $35,000 to 39,999 ( )

of your home that you and seller agreed upon?

$40,000 to 44,399 ( ) $65,000 to 69,999
$45,000 to 49,999 ( ) 370,000 to 74,999
$50,000 to 54,999 ( ) $75,000 to 79,999
$55,000 to 59,999 ( ) $80,000 to 84,999
$60,000 to 64,999 ( ) $85,000 AND OVER

Q-8 How satisfied are you with your present home? Are you...

( ) VERY SATISFIED ( ) SOMEWHAT DISSATISFIED
( ) SOMEWHAT SATISFIED ( ) NOT AT ALL SATISFIED
( ) NEITHER SATISFIED NOR DISSATISFIED

Q-9 In or near what town or city do you live?

TOWN OR CITY
(speci:y)

Q-10 Do you now live:

( ) INSIDE THE CITY LIMITS
( ) OUTSIDE THE CITY LIMITS

Q-11 What type of heating/cooling system(s) do you have in your home? (Check

all that apply.)

( ) GAS ( ) WOOD
( ) ELECTRICITY ( ) SOLAR
( ) OIL-COAL ( ) OTHER
( ) SAWDUST (specify)

Q-12 How many rooms do you have in you home? Do rot count bathrooms, porches,
balconies, foyers, halls, or half-rooms.

( ) 1 ROOM ( ) 4 ROOMS ( ) 7 ROOMS
( ) 2 ROOMS ( ) 5 ROOMS ( ) 8 ROOMS
( ) 3 ROOMS ( ) 6 ROOMS ( ) 9 OR MORE RCCMS

Q-13 Homeowners have made choices in deciding which home to own and have opin-
ions about homeownership. We would like to ask the extent to which you
personally agree or disagree with the following statements. Please circle
the number of the response that best describes how strongly you agree or
disagree with each of the statements.

STRONGLY AGREE UNDECIDED DISAGREE STRONGLY
AGREE DISAGREE

If I had three children of the same
sex, I would expect them to share
one bedroom. 5 4 3 2 1

Housing is one of the best hedges
against inflation. 5 4 3 2 1

I would like to be able to have my
own yard. 5 4 3 1.

A home buyer should make the largest
down payment he/she can. 5 4 3 2 1
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STRONGLY AGREE UNCEGIDES DISAGREE STRCNGLY
AGREE DISAGREE

Water supply and quality are not
problems for homeowners living
inside the city limits.

I think that homeowners are the
backbone of our country.

Mere should be a larger share
of rental units in the area
where I live.

I would prefer to live in a neigh-
borhood with mixed housing types,
ie., single family, townhouse,
apartment, etc.

Federal income tax laws dis-
courage homeownership.

I do not believe in the "one
person per room" rule for
adequate housing space.

Children should not be brought
up in apartments.

Ideally housing should not be
located close to shopping.

Homeownership is one of the
best tax breaks.

I would prefer that capital gains
tax on my home be paid during the
year in which my home is sold.

Neighbors should take care of each
other's home when either is away.

I am comfortable with the idea of
being in debt.

I would hesitate to buy a home in
an area where homes are hard to sell.

As my equity position in my home
Increases, it will be harder for
me to buy a more expensive home.

Buyers coming into the homeowner-
ship market for the first time are
the least affected by inflation.

3 1

5 4 3 2 1

5 4 3 2 1

5 4 3 2 1

3 2 1

5 3

5 4 3 2 1

5 4 3 2 1

5 4 3 2

5 4 3 2 1

5 4 3 2 1

5 4 3 2 1

5 4 3 2 1

5 4 3 2 1

5 4 3 2 1
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STRCNGLY AGREE UNDECIDED DISAGREE STRCNGIZ
AGREE DISAGREE

Home improvements add to a home's
resale value.

I should be able to sell my home
the day I put it on the market.

If a homeowner has to sell his/her
home for less than he/she paid for
it, this loss ought to be tax
deductible.

If I were an urban resident, I
would be willing to own a unit in
a multiple family dwelling.

he rate of return on real estate
is greater than inflation.

I would not pay cash for my home
even if I could.

When it comes to home construction,
I believe you get what you pay for.

Inflation does not help my equity
position.

If I sold my home, I would buy one
that cost less.

Credit for any purpose should be
used sparingly.

I bought my home to take advantage
of the federal income tax deductions.

Homeowners should consider refinan-
cing their homes so that they can have
their equity in cash.

I believe that families with enough
Income ought to own their own homes.

A family's home is not a good indi-
cator of the family's social status.

I believe that the percent of return
on my housing investment should in-
crease as my down payment increases.

People should move if they don't
like their neighbors.

411,

5

41,

4

41,

3

41. 4V

3 2 1

5 4 2 1

5 4 3 2 1

5 4 3 2 1

5 4 3 2

5 4 3 2 1

5 4 3 2 1

5 4 3 2 1

5 4 3 2 1

5 4 3 2 1

5 4 3

5 4 3 2 1

5 4 3 2

5 4 3 2 1

5 4 3 2 1
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STRONGLY AGREE UNDECIZE: DISAGREE STRONGLY
AGREE :DISAGREE

Workers should live close to the
place they work. 5 4 3 2

Cheaper houses look shabby. 4 3

Young people should get into home-
ownership as soon as possible. 5 4 3 2 1

The floorplan of a house is not
very important when I am buying a
home. 5 3 2

In any one period of time the
value of two homes can increase
at different rates. 5 4 3 2 1

I would not Live in a mobile home. 5 4 3 2 1

If I wanted to sell my house the
amount of equity I have in it is
affected by the availability of
mortgage money. 5 3 2 1

I find it too difficult to figure
percent of return on my housing
investment. 5 4 3 2

Multi-family units are usually
well-built. .4 4 3 2 1

In general I believe that people who
rent do so because they prefer it
to homeownership. 5 4 3 2

want a house that will give me
the largest percentage return on
the money I have to put into it. 5 4 3 2 1

If there were more people living in
my household, I would be dissatis-
fied with my housing space. 5 4 3 2 1

my down payment on my home would
have earned more in the bank. 5 4 3 2 1

Good quality can only be found in
custom built homes. 5 4 3 2 1

Currently, if homeowners own their
homes more than a year they can
easily recover their equity when
they sell. 5 4 3 2



The ideal amount of housing space
for me is not related to the amount
I can afford.

I prefer to live in a neighborhood
where people have similar incomes.

I consider annual income tax deduc-
tions in determining how much hous-
ing I can afford.

Individuals should only take on
one Major debt at a time.

When a home is sold, the price should
allow the seller to recover the re-
pairs done to that home.

Home buyers ought to buy detached
single family dwellings.

My housing satisfaction is not
related to the quality of the house.

I think its a good idea to sell or
refinance a home when equity has
zrown to twice the original invest-
ment in the property.

I expect my preference for owning
my home (as compared to renting) to
change as I get older.

Mobile homes are satisfactory places
to live.

My house should be built to last.

A home buyer should pay cash for
a house.

The value of my house would increase
if my neighborhood changed in
racial mix.

Large households should Live in
detached single family dwellings.

A home you plan to buy should be
inspected by a professional.

Home buyers should consider condo-
minium ownership.

STRONGLY AGREE UNDECIDEL DISAGREE STRONGLY
AGREE DISAGREE

5

+

4

41. +
2

41,

1

5 4 3 2 1

5 3 2 1.

5 4 1

5 4 3 2

5 4 3 2 1

5 4 3 2 1

5 4 3 2 1

5 4 3 2 1

5 4 3 2 1

5 4 3 2 1

5 4 3 2 1

5 4 3 2 1

5 4 3 2 1

5 4 3 2 1

5 4 3 2 1
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STRONGLY AGREE UNDECIDED DISAGREE STRONGLY
AGREE DISAGREE

The amount of closing costs I paid
should not affect the amount of
money I make when I sell my home.

A homeowner must sell his/her home
to realize a return on investment.

If I were dissatisfied with my
housing space I would move or
remodel.

I would only live in an apartment if
it had the same amount of floor
space as a single family home.

5 4 3 2 1

5 4 3 2

5 4 3 2 1

5 4 3 2 1

Now I would like to ask you a few questions about your household.

Q-14 In the table below, please list the adult members (18 years and older)
of your household and give their occupations, if any, their sex, and
age. Also indicate the highest level of education each has completed.
Please begin with yourself.

YOURSELF

PERSON 2

PERSON 3

PERSON 4

KIND OF WORK INDUSTRY OR SEX AGE HIGHEST LEVEL
BUSINESS (M OR F) OF EDUCATION

Q-15 Which of these best describes the individuals living in your household?
(Check all that apply,)

( ) RELATED BY BLOOD OR MARRIAGE
( ) UNRELATED INDIVIDUALS
( ) OTHER

(specify)

Q-16 Please indicate the total number of children, if any, in the following
age groups in your household.

( ) NO CHILDREN
NUMBER LESS THAN 3 YEARS (ENTER NUMBER.)
NUMBER 3 THROUGH 6 YEARS
NUMBER 7 THROUGH 10 YEARS
NUMBER 11 THROUGH 17 YEARS

Q-17 Please check 2111 category which best describes your TOTAL gross house-
hold income for 1979.

( ) LESS THAN $9,000

)

( ) 9,000 to 11,999
12,000 to 14,999(

1

( ) $15,000 to 17,999
( ) $18,000 to 20,999

( )

( )

( )

( )

( )

1,000 to 23,999
4,000 to 26,999
7,000 to 29,999
30,000 to 32,999
33,000 to 35,999

( )

( )

( )

( )

( )

14

36,000 to 38,999
39,000 to 41,999
2,000 to 44,999

$45,000 to 47,999
OVER $48,000
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What types of investments, if any, do you have? (Check all that apply.)

( ) HOME
( ) MONEY MARKET CERTIFICATES

( ) REAL ESTATE OTHER THAN ( ) GOLD OR COINS
YOUR HOME

( ) CORPORATE STOCKS OR BONDS
( ) OPEN PASSBOOK SAVINGS ACCOUNT ( ) MUTUAL FUNDS
( ) TIME DEPOSIT PASSBOOK SAVINGS ( ) MUNICIPAL BONDS
( ) CERTIFICATES OF DEPOSIT

( ) OWN BUSINESS
( ) U.S. SAVINGS BONDS

( ) OTHER
( ) TREASURY NOTES OR BILLS (specify)

Q-19 What would you estimate the investments checked in question 18, includ-
ing your home, are worth in dollars today?

( ) IMPOSSIBLE TO ESTIMATE

Q-20 And, what types of investments, if any, did your parents have when you
lived at home? (Check all that apply.)

( ) DON'T KNOW ( ) MONEY MARKET CERTIFICATES
( ) HOME ( ) GOLD OR COINS
( ) REAL ESTATE OTHER THAN ( ) CORPORATE STOCKS OR BONDS

YOUR HOME ( ) MUTUAL FUNDS
( ) OPEN PASSBOOK SAVINGS ACCOUNT ( ) MUNICIPAL BONDS
( ) TIME DEPOSIT PASSBOOK SAVINGS ( ) OWN BUSINESS
( ) CERTIFICATES OF DEPOSIT ( ) OTHER
( ) U.S. SAVINGS BONDS (specify)
( ) TREASURY NOTES OR BILLS

Q-21 Your ethnic group is... (This is voluntary information; check all that
apply.)

( ) AMERICAN INDIAN OR ALASKAN NATIVE
( ) BLACK, NOT OF HISPANIC ORIGIN
( ) HISPANIC
( ) WHITE, NOT OF HISPANIC ORIGIN
( ) ASIAN OR PACIFIC ISLANDER

Q-22 Is there anything else you would like to comment about your home or
this questionnaire?

Your contribution to this effort is very greatly appreciated.
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APPENDIX B

Numbered Statements on Homeownership Consumption

and Investment Scales by Dimensions,

Direction, and Direction Revisions
after Item Analysis
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Reversed after
Positive ( +) Item-Analysis
Negative ( - ) (*)

1. If I had three children of the same sex,
I would expect them to share one
bedroom.

Space

2. Housing is one of the best hedges Equity
against inflation.

3. I would like to be able to have my Structure
own yard.

4. A home buyer should make the largest Leverage
down payment he/she can.

5. Water supply and quality are not problems Neighborhood
for homeowners living inside the city
limits.

6. I think that homeowners are the
backbone ofour country.

7. There should be a larger share of
rental units in the area where I live.

Tenure

Tenure

8. I would prefer to live in a neighborhood Neighborhood
with mixed housing types, i. e. , single
family, townhouse, apartment, etc.

9. Federal income tax laws discourage
homeownership.

10. I do not believe in the "one person per
room" rule for adequate housing space.

11. Children should not be brought up in
apartments.

12. Ideally housing should not be located
close to shopping.

Tax

Space

Structure

Neighborhood

13. Homeownership is one of the best tax Tax
breaks.

14. I would prefer that capital gains tax on Tax
my home be paid during the year in
which my home is sold.

*

*



# Statement

15. Neighbors should take care of each
other's home when either is away.

16. I am comfortable with the idea of
being in debt.

17. I would hesitate to buy a home in an
area where homes are hard to sell.

18. As my equity position in my home
increases, it will be harder for me to
buy a more expensive home.

19. Buyers coming into the homeownership
market for the first time are the least
affected by inflation.

20. Home improvements add to a home's
resale value.

21. I should ne able to sell my home the day
I put it on the market.

22. If a homeowner has to sell his/her home
for less than he/she paid for it, this loss
ought to be tax deductible.

23. If I were an urban resident, I would be
willing to own a unit in a multiple family
dwelling.

24. The rate of return on real estate is greater
than inflation.

25. I would not pay cash for my home even if
I could.

26. When it comes to home construction, I
believe you get what you pay for.

27. Inflation does not help my equity position.

28. If I sold my home, I would buy one that
cost less.

29. Credit for any purpose should be used

sparingly.
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Dimension
Positive (+)
Negative (-)

Reversed after
Item- Analysis

(*)

Neighborhood +

Leverage +

Risk +

Equity

Equity

Risk - *

Risk

Tax + *

Structure

Rate of return +

Leverage +

Quality +

Equity

Tax *

Leverage



Positive (+)
Statement Dimension Negative (-)
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Reversed after
Item-Analysis

(*)

30. I bought my home to take advantage of Tax
the federal income tax deductions.

31. Homeowners should consider refinancing Equity
their homes so that they can have their
equity in cash.

32. I believe that families with enough income Tenure
ought to own their own homes.

33. A family's home is not a good indicator Quality
of the family's social status.

34. I believe that the percent of return on
my housing investment should increase
as my down payment increases.

Rate of return

35. People should move if they don't like Neighborhood
their neighbors.

36. Workers should live close to the place Neighborhood
they work.

37. Cheaper houses look shabby. Quality

38. Young people should get into homeowner- Tenure
ship as soon as possible.

39. The floorplan of a house is not very Space -
important when I am buying a home.

40. In any one period of time the value of Equity
two homes can increase at different rates.

41. I would not live in a mobile home. Structure

42. If I wanted to sell my house the amount Equity
of equity I have in it is affected by the
availability of mortgage money.

43. I find i t too difficult to figure percent Rate of return
of return on my housing investment.

44. Multi-family units are usually well-built. Quality



Statement Dimension
Positive (+)
Negative (- )
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Reversed after
Item-Analysis

( *)

45. In general I believe that people who rent Tenure -
do so because they prefer it to homeowner-
ship.

46. I want a house that will give me the largest Rate of return
percentage return on the money I have put
into it.

47. If there were more people living in my Space
household, I would be dissatisfied with
my housing space.

48. My down payment on my home would have Rate of return
earned more in the bank.

49. Good quality can only be found in custom Quality
built homes.

50. Currently, if homeowners own their homes Risk
more than a year they can easily recover
their equity when they sell.

51. The ideal amount of housing space for me Space
is not related to the amount I can afford.

52. I prefer to live in a neighborhood where Neighborhood
people have similar incomes.

53. I consider annual income tax deductions Tax
in determining how much housing I can
afford.

54. Individuals should only take on one major Leverage

debt at a time.

55. When a home is sold, the price should allow Risk
the seller to recover the repairs done to
that home.

56. Home buyers ought to buy detached single Structure
family dwellings.

57. My housing satisfaction is not related to Quality
the quality of the house.

*
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Reversed after
Positive (+) Item-Analysis

# Statement Dimension Negative (-) (*)

58. I think it's a good idea to sell or
refinance a home when equity has
grown to twice the original invest-
ment in the property.

59. I expect my preference for owning
my home (as compared to renting)
to change as I get older.

60. Mobile homes are satisfactory places
to live.

61. My house should be built to last.

62. A home buyer should pay cash for
a house.

63. The value of my house would increase
if my neighborhood changed in racial
mix.

64. Large households should live in detached
single family dwellings.

65. A home you plan to buy should be
inspected by a professional.

66. Home buyers should consider condo-
minium ownership.

67. The amount of closing costs I paid
should not affect the amount of money
I make when I sell my home.

68. A homeowner must sell his/her home
to realize a return on investment.

69. If I were dissatisfied with my housing
space I would move or remodel.

70. I would only live in an apartment if
it had the same amount of floor space
as a single family home.

Leverage +

Tenure

Structure

Quality +

Leverage

Risk -

Structure +

Risk +

Tenure + *

Rate of return -

Rate of return + *

Space +

Space +
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Appendix C

Two Forms of Letter of Introduction



School of
Home Economics

May 13, 1980

Oregon
steate .

University Corvallis, Oregon 97331 (503) 754-3551

People make many decisions about which home to buy. Little is known about why people buy the
houses they do. Would you help by sharing with us the decisions you made when you chose your
present home?

145

Your household is one of a small number being asked to give an opinion on these matters. Your

name was drawn randomly from a list of homeowners in Linn County. In order for the results of
the survey to be truly representative of all homeowners, it is important that each questionnaire be
completed and returned. To assure that about one-half of the questionnaires are completed by adult
males and about one-half are completed by adult females, we would like an adult female in your
household to complete the questionnaire. If none is present, then it should be completed by an adult
male.

We guarantee you complete confidentiality of your responses. To do this we ask you to return the
post card separately when you return the questionnaire. This will enable us to send reminders, if
necessary, without further imposing upon those who have completed and returned their questionnaires.

The results of this research will be made available to housing professionals who work in business,
industry, and education. You may receive a summary of the results by writing "copy of results
requested" on the back of the post card you return.

We would be most happy to answer any questions you might have. Please write or call. The
telephone number is 754-4992.

Thank you for your help.

Sincerely,

Geraldine I. Olson
Department Head
Department of Family Resource

Management

Jeanette A. Brandt
Instructor
Department of Family Resource

Management



School of
Home Economics

May 13, 1980

Otegon
state .

University Corvallis, Oregon 97331 (503) 754-3551

People make many decisions about which home to buy. Little is known about why people buy the
houses they do. Would you help by sharing with us the decisions you made when you chose your
present home?
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Your household is one of a small number being asked to give an opinion oz these matters. Your
name was drawn randomly from a list of homeowners in Linn County. In order for the results of
the survey to be truly representative of all homeowners, it is important that each questionnaire be
completed and returned. To assure that about one-half of the questionnaires are completed by adult
males and about one-half are completed by adult females, we would like an adult male in your
household to complete the questionnaire. If none is present, then it should be completed by an adult
female.

We guarantee you complete confidentiality of your responses. To do this we ask you to return the
post card separately when you u return the questionnaire. This will enable us to send reminders, if
necessary, without further imposing upon those who have completed and returned their questionnaires.

The results of this research will be made available to housing professionals who work in business,
industry, and education. You may receive a summary of the results by writing "copy of results
requested" on the back of the post card you return.

We would be most happy to answer any questions you might have. Please write or call. The
telephone number is 754-4992.

Thank you for your help.

Sincerely,

Geraldine I. Olson
Department Head
Department of Family Resource

Management

Jeanette A. Brandt
Instructor
Department of Family Resource

Management
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Appendix D

Follow-up Post Card
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May 20, 1980

Last week a questionnaire seeking your opinion about housing choices made by homeowners
was mailed to you. Your name was drawn in a random sample of homeowners in Linn County.

If you have already completed and returned it to us please accept our sincere thanks. If not,
please do so today. Because it has been sent to only a small, but representative, sample of
Linn County homeowners it is extremely important that yours also be included in the study if
the results are to accurately represent the attitudes of Linn County homeowners.

If by some chance you did not receive the questionnaire, or it got misplaced, please call us
right now, collect 754-4992, and we will get another one in the mail to you.

Sincerely,

Geraldine I. Olson Jeanette A. Brandt
Department Head Instructor

Department of Family Resource Management
School of Home Economics
Oregon State University
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Appendix E
Two Forms of Follow-up Letter



School of
Home Economics

June 2, 1980

Oregon
state .

University Corvallis, Oregon 97331 (503) 754-3551

150

About three weeks ago we wrote to you seeking your opinion on the choices that home buyers make
when deciding which home to own. As of today we have not yet received your completed question-
naire.

We have undertaken this study because of our belief that citizen opinions should be taken into account
by housing professionals in business, industry, and education as they study the increasing gap between
homeownership costs and Americans incomes.

We are writing to you again because of the significance each questionnaire has to the usefulness of
this study. Your name was drawn through a scientific sampling process in which all homeowners who
purchased their homes between September 1, 1978 and August 30, 1979 had an equal chance of being
selected. This means that one out of every four of these homeowners in Linn County are being asked
to complete this questionnaire. In order for the results of this study to be truly representative of the
opinions of all of these Linn County homeowners it is essential that each person in the sample return
his/her questionnaire. As mentioned in our last letter, the questionnaire from your household should
be completed by an adult female . If there is no adult female present, then it should be completed
by an adult male.

In the event that your questionnaire has been misplaced, a replacement is enclosed.

Your cooperation is greatly appreciated.

Cordially,

Geraldine I. Olson
Department Head
Department of Family

Resource Management

Jeanette A. Brandt
Instructor
Department of Family

Resource Management



School of
Home Economics

June 2, 1980

Otegon
state .

University Corvallis, Oregon 97331 (503) 754-3551
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About three weeks ago we wrote to you seeking your opinion on the choices that home buyers make
when deciding which home to own. As of today we have not yet received your completed question-
naire.

We have undertaken this study because of our belief that citizen opinions should be taken into account
by housing professionals in business, industry, and education as they study the increasing gap between
homeownership costs and Americans incomes.

We are writing to you again because of the significance each questionnaire has to the usefulness of
this study. Your name was drawn through a scientific sampling process in which all homeowners who
purchased their homes between September 1, 1978 and August 30, 1979 had an equal chance of being
selected. This means that one out of every four of these homeowners in Linn County are being asked
to complete this questionnaire. In order for the results of this study to be truly representative of the
opinions of all of these Linn County homeowners it is essential that each person in the sample return
his/her questionnaire. As mentioned in our last letter, the questionnaire from your household should
be completed by an adult male. If there is no adult male present, then it should be completed by an
adult female.

In the event that your questionnaire has been misplaced, a replacement is enclosed.

Cordially,

Geraldine I. Olson
Department Head
Department of Family

Resource Management

Jeanette A. Brandt
Instructor
Department of Family

Resource Management
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Appendix F

Results of Statistical Tests
Hypotheses 1-15



H 01: There is no linear relationship between the Homeownership Consumption Scale mean score and the Homeownership Investment Scale
mean score.

Consumption

Investment

Consumption Investment

1.0000 .2846
(0) (222)

p = ****** p = . 001

. 2846 1.0000
(222) (0)

P 001 p r-- *****

Ho 2: There is no significant difference in the Homeownership Consumption Scale mean scores by housing satisfaction level.

Analysis of Variance

Source D. F. Sum of Squares Mean Squares F Ratio F Prob.

Between Groups 4 1.0200 . 2550 2.901 .0229
Within Groups 209 18. 3722 . 0879
Total 213 19. 3921

Standard
Level Count Mean Deviation

Not at all satisfied 4 3. 5857 . 1503
Somewhat dissatisfied 13 3. 5202 . 3367
Neither satisfied nor 11 3. 2347 . 1813

dissatisfied
Somewhat satisfied 74 3. 4986 . 3130
Very satisfied 112 3. 5472 . 2920
Total 214 3. 5134



Ho 3: There is no significant difference in the Homeownership Investment Scale mean scores by housing satisfaction level.

Analysis of Variance

Source D. F. Sum of Squares

Between Groups 4 .7971
Within Groups 209 17.9254
Total 213 18.7226

Level

Mean Squares

. 1993
0858

Standard
Count Mean Deviation

Not at all satisfied 4 3.0143 . 1330
Somewhat dissatisfied 13 3.1121 . 3107
Neither satisfied nor 11 3.1704 . 2292

dissatisfied
Somewhat satisfied 74 3.2780 . 2792
Very satisfied 112 3.2995 . 3075
Total 214 3.2688

F Ratio F Prob.

2.324 .0578



H
o

4: There is no significant difference in the Homeownership Consumption Scale mean scores by number of rooms in dwelling.

Analysis of Variance

Source D. F. Sum of Squares

Between Groups 6 .0918
Within Groups 212 19.5701
Total 218 19.6619

Mean Squares

0153
. 0923

Standard
Number of Rooms Count Mean Deviation

2 2 3.4429 . 5051
4 22 3.5243 . 2935
5 62 3.5159 . 2698
6 70 3.4918 . 3332
7 33 3.5351 . 2668
8 21 3.5457 . 3147
9 or more 9 3.4822 . 3784
Total 219 3.5127

F Ratio F Prob.

.166 .9856



H 05: There is no significant difference in the Homeownership Investment Scale mean scores by number of rooms in dwelling.

Analysis of Variance

Source D. F. Sum of Squares

Between Groups 6 1.2003
Within Groups 212 17.9679
Total 218 19.1683

Mean Squares

. 2001
0848

Standard
Number of Rooms Count Mean Deviation

2 2 3.2429 . 1010
4 22 3.1316 . 2750
5 62 3.2463 . 3117
6 70 3 2549 . 2550
7 33 3.2794 . 2850
8 21 3.3934 . 3429
9 or more 9 3.4825 . 3541
Total 219 3.2663

F Ratio F Prob.

2.360 .0315



Ho 6: There is no significant difference in the Homeownership Consumption Scale mean scores by level of total gross household income.

Analysis of Variance

Source

Between Groups
Within Groups
Total

D. F.

5

204
209

Sum of Squares

. 1151
19. 0085
19. 1236

Mean Squares

.0230

. 0932

F Ratio

.247

F Prob.

. 9409

Level

Less than $9, 000
$9, 000 to 14, 999

Count

9

31

Mean

3. 5524
3.5166

Standard
Deviation

. 3941

. 2988
$15, 000 to 20, 999 64 3. 5271 . 2999
$21, 000 to 26, 999 46 3. 5502 . 3115

$27, 000 to 32, 999 29 3.4901 . 3304

$33, 000 and over 31 3. 4867 . 2582

Total 210 3. 5206



Ho 7: There is no significant difference in the Homeownership Investment Scale mean scores by level of total gross household income.

Analysis of Variance

Source

Between Groups
Within Groups
Total

D. F.

5

204
209

Sum of Squares

1.0456
17.2893
18.3349

Mean Squares

.2091

. 0848

F Ratio

2.468

F Prob.

.0339

Level Count Mean
Standard
Deviation

Less than $9, 000 9 3.2349 . 1789
$9,000 to 14,999 31 3.2134 . 2723

$15,000 to 20,999 64 3.2520 . 2724
$21,000 to 26,999 45 3.2318 . 2989
$27, 000 to 32,999 29 3.3046 . 3269
$33, 000 and over 31 3.4324 . 3225

Total 210 3.2750



Ho 8: There is no significant difference in the Homeownership Consumption Scale mean scores by level of social status.

Analysis of Variance

S ource

Between Groups
Within Groups
Total

D. F.

4

193
197

Sum of Squares

. 1833
17.7304
17.9137

Mean Squares

.0458
.0919

F Ratio

.499

F Prob.

. 7367

Level Count Mean
Standard
Deviation

66-55 35 3.4940 . 3255
54-40 63 3.5321 . 3301
39-30 48 3.5616 . 2792
29-20 43 3.5104 . 2642
19- 8 9 3.434S . 3117
Total 198 3.5233

Ho 9: There is no significant difference in the Homeownership Investment Scale mean scores by level of social status.

Analysis of Variance

Source D. F. Sum of Squares Mean Squares F Ratio F Prob.

Between Groups
Within Groups
Total

4

193
197

1.8147
14.9969
16.8117

. 4537

. 0777
5.839 .0002

Level Count Me an

Standard
Deviation

66-55 35 3.3653 . 2965
54-40 63 3.3645 . 2906
39-30 48 3.1949 . 2759
29-20 43 3.1580 . 2462
19- 8 9 3.1526 . 2851
Total 198 3.2690



Flo10: There is no significant difference in the Homeownership Consumption Scale mean scores by homeownership experience level.

Analysis of Variance

Source D. F. Sum of Squares Mean Squares F Ratio F Prob.

Between Groups 1 . 0376 . 0376 . 417 . 5189

Within Groups 220 19.8016 . 0900

Total 221 19.8392

Level

Standard

Count Mean Deviation

First-time Homeowners 69 3.4916 . 2585

Repeat Homeowners 153 3,5197 . 3168

Total 222 3.5110

Hon: There is no significant difference in the Homeownership Investment Scale mean scores by homeownership experience level.

Analysis of Variance

Source D. F. Sum of Squares Mean Squares F Ratio F Prob.

Between Groups 1 .0831 .0831 . 955 . 3294

Within Groups 220 19.1445 . 0870

Total 221 19.2277
Standard

Level Count Mean Deviation

First-time Homeowners 69 3.2368 . 3009

Repeat Homeowners 153 3.2788 . 2923

Total 222 3.265E



Ho 12: There is no significant difference in the Homeownership Consumption Scale mean scores by level of investment experience.

Analysis of Variance

Source D. F. Sum of Squares Mean Squares F Ratio F. Prob.

Between Groups 4 . 0607 . 0152 . 167 . 9552
Within Groups 217 19.7785 .0911
Total 221 19.8392

Level Count Mean
Standard
Deviation

1 41 3.4921 . 2887
2 59 3.5297 . 2779
3 45 3.5268 . 3671

4 36 3.4957 . 2579
5-9 41 3.4992 . 3044

Total 222 3.5110

H 13: There is no significant difference in the Homeownership Investment Scale mean scores by level of investment experience.
0

Analysis of Variance

Source

Between Groups
Within Groups
Total

D. F.

4
217
221

Sum of Squares

1.2644
17.9633
19.2277

Mean Squares

. 3161

.0828

F Ratio

3.818

F Prob.

.0051

Level Count Me an
Standard
Deviation

1 41 2.1800 . 2555

2 59 3.1991 . 3082

3 45 3.2800 . 2544
4 36 3.3162 . 2837

5-9 41 3.3868 . 32 32 t-...
as

Total 222 3.2656 1--.



H
o

14: There is no significant difference in the Homeownership Consumption Scale mean scores by recall level of parents' investment experience.

Analysis of Variance

Source

Between Groups
Within Groups
Total

D. F.

5

216
221

Sum of Squares

. 8524
18.9868
19.8392

Mean Squares

. 1705

. 0879

F Ratio

1.939

F Prob.

.0890

Level Count Mean
Standard
Deviation

0 44 3.4526 . 2825
1 47 3.5056 . 3197

2 31 3.6459 . 2595
3 32 3.4523 . 2355
4 31 3.4990 . 2663
5-13 37 3.5352 . 3722

Total 222 3.5110

H 15: There is no significant difference in the Homeownership Investment Scale mean scores by recall level of parents' investment experience.
o

Analysis of Variance

Source D. F. Sum of Squares Mean Squares F Ratio F Prob.

Between Groups
Within Groups
Total

5

216
221

1.6998
17.5279
19.2277

. 3400
. 0811

4.189 .0012

Level Count Me an

Standard
Deviation

0 44 3.1775 . 2801
1 47 3.1548 . 2339
2 31 3.3307 . 3232
3 32 3.2829 . 3383
4 31 3.3450 . 2901

5-13 37 3.3753 . 2600
Total 222 3.2656
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Appendix G

Statistical Test by Chi Square to Determine
Significant Relationships between

Independent Variable Pairs



Homeownership Experience

Housing Satisfaction p=. 3402

Number of Rooms in Dwelling p=. 0068 p=, 3155

Total Gross Household Income p=. 0348 pin. 1334 pc 0121

Investment Experience p.-. 1430 1)=.2134 pm. 0300 p=. 0033

Parents' Investment Experience p=. 2955 pa:. 2672 p=. 5827 p=. 0903 1)=.4024

Social Status p=. 5928 1)=.4437 p=. 1203 p =.0206 p=. 0000 p=. 0004


