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[bookmark: _Toc318119272]Abstract

Mainstream economics has persistently failed to predict housing market outcomes, and with a growing body of evidence to suggest that its foundational tenets are unrealistic, applied researchers are showing a renewed interest in the microstructures of housing markets and behavioural economics. The process of searching for and purchasing a dwelling to live in is one of the most complex consumption decisions a household will make. Yet many households undertake it successfully. It is intuitively and theoretically clear that households are likely to have varied experiences of the search process, yet there is a dearth of evidence of their actual behaviours, or the variations between different types of behaviours. This research is a response to this substantial gap in knowledge: it aims to describe the variation in search behaviours and to construct a typology by clustering similar search behaviours together. A conceptual model is created to distinguish the key variables across different stages of the search process that potentially exhibit variation between households. A bespoke postal survey was designed to gather households’ perceptions of their behaviour in the housing market in Sheffield in 2010. From this it is evident that households do exhibit very different behaviours and do not conform to the standards of homo economicus. However, there is a spectrum of behaviour from households that exhibit some similarity to utility maximisers through to satisficers.  Using the survey responses, in an original application of a combined categorical principal components analysis and cluster analysis method, four distinct clusters are evident. The clusters: relational satisficers, financial responders, discontents and petite, lifestyle decisives exhibit different behaviours in the housing market. This typology has potential to be used in modelling of housing markets and in supporting the creation of nuanced policies designed for specific behaviours and outcomes. 
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The structure of the thesis is outlined in the table of contents on page vii. As you will see it follows a broad, but standard, movement from introduction of the research topic, through philosophical perspectives and economic theory to the empirical methods, before the results of the study and conclusions are provided to finish. It will be a long route for you to take, not as long as the route taken to provide you with this thesis, but long enough. To aid your journey each chapter has a series of bullet points at the start, which flag up the key issues that will be explored in the chapter. Far be it for me to call the reader rational, irrational or procedurally rational, but heuristics often emerge for a purpose….
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· The process of searching for, and buying a home is a significant and extraordinary process for most households that engage in it
· However, housing search has largely been neglected as a research subject for long periods in the twenty and twenty first centuries by the major schools of economics
· Little is currently known about the variety of household behaviours in the search process and there is a dearth of empirics about actual behaviour
· The renewed political and academic interest in the behaviour of households in the housing market suggests that this is an opportune time for a research project into the search process
· This study aims to explore the variation in housing search behaviours and to construct a typology of those behaviours
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The purchase of a dwelling to live in constitutes a major event for the many people that undertake it. The process they go through, of searching for and purchasing a dwelling, is often cited as one of the most stressful periods in life (Raviv et al., 1990). It is dissimilar to the processes in the majority of their routine purchases; in which a known product, with a known utility is purchased from a known retailer at a known price. The search for a dwelling to own and live in is, in contrast, a deliberative step towards purchasing a product that has not been consumed previously, in a market that changes rapidly, at a price that is likely to be unknown precisely. For many households it does not feel like a “small world” problem (see Savage, 1954; Berkeley and Humphreys, 1982; Marsh and Gibb, 2011) that they make routinely as part of their everyday experience. For the household, at the experiential level, the search process itself is a significant aspect of the overall transaction. Despite the complexity of finding a dwelling to live in, with its emotional impact and uncertainty, many households surmount these difficulties and manage to move dwelling. Yet, relatively little is known about the process they go through or the impact that their search process has on market dynamics (Maclennan, 1982; Munro, 1987, Dunning and Watkins, 2012).  
Economics, in an attempt at simplification, frequently skips the search process in its analysis of housing markets, focussing solely on the outcomes of moves (McCarthy, 1982; Smith et al., 2006; Marsh and Gibb, 2011; Butler and Hamnett, 2012). Where economic research does model the process, it frequently homogenises households and their behaviour. Arguably, however, the justification for simplifying households’ search behaviours is weak; the housing search process does matter; it intervenes at a crucial stage of the potential movement from dwelling to dwelling, in some cases determining if, to where and to what, a household moves (Wolpert, 1965). It is therefore essential to understand the search process if we are to understand moving behaviour and the housing market (McCarthy, 1982). 
Intuitively, the complexity of the search and decision making process can be recognised, and also that households’ experiences are unlikely to be homogeneous. Households, with different characteristics, move dwelling for different reasons, they also have different aspirations and different search processes. The life events and life course literature suggests that births, deaths, changing jobs, leaving the parental home and other significant events often precipitate a move of dwelling and those households constitute different combinations of socio-demographic groups (Rossi, 1955; Clark and Dieleman, 1996; Groot et al, 2011; Van Ham, 2012). 
Households, with different motivations for purchasing a dwelling, are presented with multiple sources to gather information about the market and vacant dwellings (Dunning and Watkins, 2012). These information sources are rarely neutral, frequently facilitated by agents with vested interests (Levitt and Syverson, 2008) who may use different linguistic and emotive devices in different market conditions and in different locations (Pryce and Oates, 2009). 
The extensive variation in household characteristics and the complexity of gathering information about vacancies combine to make the housing search process a highly complex and variable economic activity. Therefore, approaches to the analysis of housing markets need to consider the variation in housing search behaviours, likewise policy makers interested in intervening in the owner-occupier housing market need to understand the differences between search behaviours before they design policies to influence outcomes (Ferrari et al, 2011; Gibb, 2013).
Interest in the functioning of housing markets and the economic activity of agents is understandably high given the impact of housing finance products on the wider economy through the Global Financial Crisis and subsequent fall in house prices in real terms across many housing markets (e.g. Smith and Searle, 2010). Neoclassical economic models, based on the rational behaviour of individuals, have however persistently failed to consider the observed behaviour of actors in markets (Simon, 1994; Marsh and Gibb, 2011) and subsequently have failed to predict market outcomes (Meen, 2003; Munro and Smith, 2009). 
Despite the absence of housing search processes in most neoclassical economic accounts there have been intermittent calls to describe and explain the manner of searching for a dwelling and to recognise the importance of search as part of the overall dwelling purchase process (McCarthy, 1980; Clark, 1982; Maclennan, 2012). Greater attention is now being paid to the microeconomic foundations of housing than was the case in the latter half of the twentieth century (Watkins, 2009). The microstructures approach aims to better understand the behaviours of households in the housing market, and is now more frequently addressed through multidisciplinary alliances, in the hope of shedding more light on the causes of economic variability than neoclassical economics has supplied (Smith and Munro, 2009; Smith, 2013). Despite this need research into housing search behaviour has developed only spasmodically (McPeake, 1998).
[bookmark: _Toc299718574][bookmark: _Toc318118969][bookmark: _Toc318119281]Motivation for studying housing search behaviour
Outcomes act as signals to both buyers and vendors in the market place and to those seeking to shape or respond to market pressures, not least local authorities with responsibility for overseeing the development process and with political concerns about the state of the housing market. However, focussing only on outcomes precludes information that could lead to a more detailed understanding of those outcomes and therefore potential policy actions and interventions. Maclennan and O’Sullivan (2012) argue that studying search behaviour has the potential to reveal information about constraints, substitutability and latent demand that may not be easily observed from an outcome-only perspective, and is therefore of intrinsic interest to policy makers as well as housing researchers. 
Housing economics has a history of focussing on the outcomes rather than the processes of housing search (Maclennan, 2012). But this is not the case in all fields of economics. Labour market search, for example, has a long history of relaxing the assumptions of perfect rationality and substituting satisficing behaviour in the job search process in order to explain spatial variation in the labour market (Wolpert, 1964; Clark and Moore, 1982).
The complexity and high costs of obtaining accurate information about buyer search behaviour is another reason why housing search studies have been less popular, but with the availability of new data sources on search behaviour this may change (Rae, 2014). Search behaviour is also being considered by organisations, such as the Bank of England, as early indicators of price changes and pressures within a market that may not have translated into increased sales volumes or prices yet (McLaren and Shanbhogue, 2011; Hohenstatt and Kaesbauer, 2014).  While neoclassical accounts have marginalised search, not all economic approaches have ignored behaviour in the housing market.
The rationales for modelling housing search largely fall into two categories: enabling prediction of behaviour and/or outcomes (the normative); and, for clarification of conceptual differences between approaches to understanding the reality of the housing search process (the descriptive). The first rationale has been more popular and traditionally received more attention from economists (Simon, 1959), but is coming under more pressure as contestation over the predictive power of mainstream models increases (e.g. Marsh and Gibb, 2011a; but see Boelhouwer, 2011 for a rejection of this argument). Pursuit of the second rationale is also useful in order to provide a clear differential of the various models of housing search. 
[bookmark: _Toc299718575][bookmark: _Toc318118970][bookmark: _Toc318119282]Justification for interest in Behavioural Economics
Interest in housing search and household behaviour has not arisen in isolation from wider trends in housing studies and land and property economics. One such driver is the recent revival in interest amongst both academic and policy makers in the potential use of ideas from behavioural economics to shape public housing policy (Hincks et al., 2013; Adams and Watkins, 2014). Driven by frustrations with the limitations of neoclassical economic models, and their weak behavioural and psychological underpinnings, attention has turned to alternatives in the work of behavioural economists such as Herbert Simon, Daniel Kahneman and Amos Tversky. Political attention is illustrated at a general level by the coalition government’s expansion of the Behavioural Insights Team and specifically in housing policy through DCLG’s commissioning of behavioural research (e.g. Ferrari, 2011a; Dunning et al., 2014a; Dunning et al., 2014b; Watkins et al., 2014). Evidence of the resurgence of academic interest is widespread at both the general economics level (Wilkinson and Klaes, 2012) and in the case of housing economics specifically (see below).
The revival of research interest in housing search has been heralded previously (e.g. Maclennan, 1982) but has been propounded by the focus issue of Housing, Theory and Society (Vol. 28, No.3, 2011). The issue is devoted to the topic of behavioural economics and housing theory, frequently turning to the issue of housing search. A short overview of the issues follows. Marsh and Gibb (2011) lament the failure of theoretical and empirical studies to build on earlier behavioural research that critiqued mainstream economics (e.g. Maclennan, 1982) and call for alternative, behavioural theorisations of search. Smith (2011) is a strong proponent of utilising behavioural insights in housing economics, particularly where augmented from sociological studies. Clark (2011), critiquing Marsh and Gibb’s and Smith’s papers, supports the recommendation for a further exploration of housing search and draws the links between housing search models and previous alternatives to the expected utility model (e.g. Clark and Smith, 1985). Boelhouwer (2011) remains sceptical about the failure of mainstream economics, but argues that where behavioural models are useful for understanding housing market processes, they also need to be useful for modelling purposes. The creation of search typologies fits Boelhouwer’s argument that there is a balance between detailed insight and abstractions to describe broader processes. Watkins and McMaster (2011) are supportive of the application of behavioural approaches to housing: “we argue that the failure of mainstream economics to adequately explain housing choice processes is central to the weakness of prominent econometric models” (Watkins and McMaster, 2011, P.281). Their support is caveated by the call for clarity in the theorisation of housing economics, warning against the assumption that behavioural approaches are uniform and mutually inclusive. Clapham’s (2011) critique is the most scathing, but largely hinges around the positivistic application of behavioural economics and its support of rationality (even if bounded). In a nuanced and culturally sensitive way, however, Clapham argues that there is a need to consider the behaviour of households in housing search: 
“I accept fully Susan Smith’s plea for more empirical work. Rather than being based on simplified a priori assumptions of behaviour, frameworks need to be based on empirical findings of the behaviour of agents in specific markets.” (Clapham, 2011, P.291).
These frameworks need to account not only for an overview of search processes, but also variation in the behavioural processes between households. 
[bookmark: _Toc299718576][bookmark: _Toc318118971][bookmark: _Toc318119283]Segmentation of supply and demand
Segmentation in housing analysis does not normally focus on demand; more routinely dissecting markets by supply, or dwelling characteristics (see Islam and Asami, 2009, for a fuller review of housing market segmentation). In these types of study hedonic regression analysis is frequently used to differentiate between submarkets based on property characteristics and price differentials (Goodman, 1978; Adair et al., 1996; Sheppard, 1999; Malpezzi, 2003), but these studies are based on assumptions of standardised demand. Some studies also segment households, but these are normally based on socio economic or demographic attributes rather than search processes or household economic behaviour (e.g. race: see Kain and Quigley, 1972, sexuality: see Ahmed et al, 2008; religion: see McPeake, 1998). 
Brown and Moore (1970) argued that housing research needs to conduct surveys to explore the variation in the urban population’s housing needs and the variation in their search experiences (primarily the information sources used). Demand should be considered as segmented as households seek different attributes from the dwellings that they hope to purchase, and have different approaches to the search process (Megbolugbe et al., 1991; Gibler and Nelson, 1998). Demand segmentation may vary from area to area, as households’ cumulative preferences are non-uniform between locations (Munro and Lamont, 1985). Kaynak and Meidan (1980) found different preferences and consumer segments between Yorkshire, England (including Sheffield) and Nova Scotia, Canada, suggesting that there are cultural differences between attribute preferences. Within housing markets preferences vary across a wide range of household characteristics, including income, employment status and household composition (Tu, 2003). Households’ experiences of the housing market also differ and are likely to be reflected in the characteristics of their search (Anglin, 1997).
Studies into buyer search behaviour have also shown that a range of institutional market factors can influence the process, including market conditions (Baryla et al., 2000; Chernobai and Hossain, 2012), constraints in supply (Butler and Hamnet, 2012) and are shaped by real estate agent actions (Jud and Frew, 1986; Elder et al., 1999).
Gibler and Tyvimaa’s (2014) segmentation of consumer demand creates four categories based on life cycle stages, recreational activities and financial expenditures, suggesting that consumer demand is more varied than the new build dwellings currently developed. Feitelson (1993) segments owner-occupier demand using a hierarchical approach according to societal constraints, life-style choices and situation (stage in life cycle and income). These are two of the few examples of studies on consumer segmentation, but they are based on the premise that the search process plays little role in mediating inputs and outcomes of residential demand. One notable area of exception in consumer search segmentation is elderly migration and decision making, which has received a disproportionate amount of attention compared to the whole market. Wiseman and Roseman’s (1979) research sparked a cottage industry of gerontology housing search studies that reacted to the earlier premise that elderly households were considered a homogeneous group (e.g. Speare and Meyer, 1988), although many of these studies resorted to aspiration, preference or motivation based typologies, rather than behaviour or actions in the housing search process (e.g. Gibler and Taltavull, 2010). If elderly households are heterogeneous in their search behaviour, the whole population (all age groups) is likely to display greater variation than an elderly-only subset. 
However, there has been relatively little research into the segmentation of behaviour in the housing search process. Piazzesi et al., (2014), in the only major consumer segmentation study based on search behaviour, found that in San Francisco households’ behaviours varied between more and less expensive neighbourhoods, with more expensive neighbourhoods being searched less often and properties there sold less frequently. 
The lack of evidence of household variation in the housing search process has led to calls for more research.
“Analysis of household search processes can reveal key pressures and linkages within local markets and suggest where latent demands really exist. More work needs to be done in this area, not least in identifying the search patterns of different consumer groups and the extent to which consumers use hierarchical search processes: that is, establishing whether households focus on area, or type or some other attribute in selecting possible dwellings and then refocus on a second attribute and so on. Evidence already suggests that households have different and hierarchic search processes. For instance, whereas many Scottish households first select housing tenure, there is evidence that some younger households have strong area/ house-type preferences that dominate the tenure attribute. Some households may place house type and size ahead of area.” (Maclennan, 2012, P.20)
This thesis, therefore, seeks to make a contribution to the newly (re)energised applied behavioural research agenda in housing economics. It has an explicit demand side orientation and is intended, in particular, to explore the complexity of the search process of households who are purchasing a dwelling to live in[footnoteRef:1], in a way that draws on behavioural economics analysis. It also seeks to move beyond the assumption that behaviour is a uniform concept, explicitly drawing out the variation in different households’ search behaviours.  [1:  These households are referred to as owner-occupiers in the thesis, i.e. they are identified by their outcome tenure. Whilst some of these households were owner-occupiers in the previous dwelling others were previously renting (either privately, from the council or from a registered social landlord) and yet others were also living as part of another household (for example they were living with parents). ] 


[bookmark: _Toc270002139][bookmark: _Toc299718577][bookmark: _Toc318119284]1.2 Aim of the study
The aim of this research is to create a typology of household search behaviour in the owner occupied sector in Sheffield.
The objectives of the study are:
1. To review the literature on developing a conceptual model of housing search
2. To create a conceptual model of the types of variation between housing search behaviours
3. To test the variation in housing search behaviour through empirical research
4. To devise a typology of housing search behaviour and relate this typology to the existing literature
5. To critically assess the implications for applied research of the typology

[bookmark: _Toc299718578][bookmark: _Toc318119285]1.3 Research design and methods
There are broadly five phases in the research process, which relate to the five study objectives. An overview of these phases is provided below. Individual steps are not described, but are broadly developed in section 1.4, on the structure of the thesis, which follows the five phases sequentially. 
The first phase is to review competing theories of housing search and to create the theoretical framework for the research. This involves considering the various philosophical positions for researching land and property economics, and selecting an ontological position and economic theory that enables an understanding of search behaviour, notably critical realist and old behavioural economics. A review of the literature on conceptualisations of housing search behaviour provides the context of the research and the justification for creating a typology of housing search behaviour as an original contribution to existing knowledge, theory of housing markets and housing policy.
Second, using the literature review, the key areas of variation in housing search behaviour will be identified and these aggregated into a conceptual model. 
Third, an empirical programme of work will be devised to explore the variation in housing search behaviour identified in phase two. This empirical programme will focus on households’ behaviour across a single housing market. It will build on a critical realist philosophy and old behavioural economics approach, using a mixed methods approach to provide both extensive and intensive accounts. Interviews will be undertaken in the early stages of research before a large-scale postal survey, incorporating both qualitative and quantitative data, will be deployed. Descriptive statistics will be used to analyse the variation in household search behaviours, triangulated and exemplified from qualitative insights from the survey. 
Fourth, to build an original typology of housing search, categorical principal components analysis will be used to provide an interpretation of the key variations in the quantitative data. The results of the categorical principal components analysis will then be used in a programme of cluster analysis in order to ascertain where divisions in the data occur, signifying different patterns of search behaviours. These clusters will then be analysed using descriptive statistics to understand the key variables describing the variation in behaviours. 
Fifth, the typology will be used to reflect on the implications for policy and practitioners concerned with housing search behaviour. 
The methods and approaches undertaken to achieve the five research objectives are précised in Fig 1.1, which shows which chapters of the thesis relates to each of the research objectives. Further details of the structure of the thesis are provided in section 1.4.
In many ways Sheffield might be seen as a typical housing market area. The market is divided into areas of higher and lower demand and varied house prices (Dabinett and Walshaw, 2014). It has experienced new development in recent years but second hand housing remains the dominant product at the market area level[footnoteRef:2] (HMLR, 2010). The city has undergone a period of boom, decline and stabilisation in house prices, in a similar fashion to much of the country, but has avoided the extremes of price rises and falls that other markets have experienced (Dunning et al., 2013). 
 [2:  There were 5,183 dwelling transactions in 2010 in Sheffield, of which 4,771 were second hand and 412 were new build according to HMLR data.] 

Fig. 1.1. The relationship between objectives, methods and chapters
	Objective
	Method
	Relevant chapter and contents

	1. To review the literature on developing a conceptual model of housing search
	Literature review
	Two: a review of the meta-theoretical context and competing economic theories of housing market analysis, including: Neoclassical, Marxist, Austrian, Institutional and both ‘New’ and ‘Old’ Behavioural economic approaches.
Three: a review of key stages in the housing search process and the behaviour of households in the housing market. From each of the above theoretical positions broad aspects of the search process are reviewed: the decision to form a household; the decision to move; dwelling attributes and search; location search; and the housing search strategy. 
Four: a detailed review of housing search models from behavioural economic theories, across a spectrum from neoclassical to ‘Old’ behavioural economics.


	2. To create a conceptual model of the types of variation between housing search behaviours
	Literature review
	Four: building upon the review of behavioural economic models of housing search, a conceptual model is created to show the key stage and variables in the housing search process. 


	3. To test the variation in housing search behaviour through empirical research
	Interviews, Household survey, Descriptive statistics
	Five: the research methods employed to test variation in search behaviour, including the research ontology and relationship between interviews, surveys and quantitative analysis in behavioural economics research
Six: the Sheffield housing market context and statistical analysis of the variation in search behaviours across the search process


	4. To devise a typology of housing search behaviour and relate this typology to the existing literature
	Categorical Principal Components Analysis, Cluster Analysis
	Five: the research methods employed to construct a typology of search behaviour, with a review of different forms of statistical analysis and defence of the use of categorical principal components analysis combined with cluster analysis.
Seven: the analysis from the categorical principal components analysis and cluster analysis to construct a typology of search behaviour in the owner-occupier housing market.


	5. To critically assess the implications for applied research of the typology
	Analytical thinking, Policy analysis
	Eight: assessment of the aims and objectives in the light of the research results and a critical assessment of the typology and methods for applied research and policy. An overview of future research.



The research focuses on a single tenure outcome of the search process: owner-occupation. Households may have been in any tenure previous to their current tenure, but the outcome of this search resulted in owner-occupation. The choice of a singular tenure simplifies the analysis as behaviours may vary between tenures. Whilst private rental and owner-occupation may use similar market mechanisms for changing occupancy they represent different entry points into the market and have dissimilar search processes (Wood and Maclennan, 1982). Owner-occupation is also the single largest tenure across the city[footnoteRef:3]. The market for owner-occupied dwellings is not isolated, it is a joint market inhabited by both owner-occupiers and buy to let actors. Over time the size of these types of actors in relation to each other has altered, in the UK the twentieth century saw trends of both a decline in the proportion of dwellings sales being achieved by landlords and then an increase in the closing stages, although with significant geographical variation (Leyshon and French, 2009). Whilst in competition for the supply of dwellings the behaviour of buy to let actors and owner-occupiers is unlikely to be homogeneous. Whilst both may be motivated by financial gain, the role in determining location, dwelling characteristics and stock selection decision is likely to play different roles. In order to segment owner-occupier behaviour this thesis excludes buy to let landlords, although it recognises the competition between owner-occupier households and buy to let landlords.  [3:  In 2011, 58.3% of all households in Sheffield lived in owner-occupied properties, compared to 15.6% in the private rental sector and 24.8% in the social rented sector. The variation in the proportion of households in owner-occupation was significant between market areas in the city, ranging from 12.8% in the City Centre to 78.1% in the Rural Upper Don Valley area of the city (ONS, 2011).] 


[bookmark: _Toc270002141][bookmark: _Toc299718580][bookmark: _Toc318119286]1.4 Structure of the Thesis
[bookmark: _Toc270002142]The remainder of this thesis is organised in seven further chapters; the relationship between objectives, research methods and chapter contents is summarised in Fig 1.1.  
Chapter two corresponds to the first thesis objective by considering the topic rationale as it is situated in housing economics, in its historical and contemporary context. It explores how conceptual models of housing search have emerged as a topic of interest within economics due to the shift from neoclassical to behavioural economics. 
Chapter three considers a definition of housing search and the various elements of housing search are described, exploring how alternative economic schools perceive the stages of search. The housing formation decision is considered first, followed by the decision to move, then housing tenure choice, attributes and dwelling selection, neighbourhood selection and the selection of a search strategy. The housing search stages are not considered as sequential stages of search, rather they are explored here as discrete stages given their prominence in many conceptualisations. 
Chapter four explores how different behavioural economics approaches have conceptualised housing search. It provides an overview of the difference between new behavioural economics, which attends more closely to neoclassical economics, primarily seeking to shore up the psychological assumptions behind it, and old behavioural economics, which has an alternative conceptualisation of rationality and housing search that is more akin to institutional economics and sociological insights. It also suggests that there is a gap in both the theorisation of housing search behaviours from an old behavioural economics perspective and a paucity of empirics to verify or challenge this approach. A conceptual model of the variation in housing search is presented in chapter four to complete the second research objective. 
Chapter five discusses the research methodology. This chapter expands on the use of a critical realist ontology in relation to the theoretical framework outlined in chapter four. The ontological position is discussed with reference to old behavioural economics, exploring how both perspectives combine to provide a nuanced and philosophically grounded approach to exploring housing search processes. A description and justification of survey and interview based methods then follows. The sampling framework and the analytical techniques used are then explored An extensive explanation of principal components analysis and cluster analysis is provided as crucial stages in the analytical and typology building process. Chapter five also introduces the study area: Sheffield. This chapter contains an explanation of how objectives three and four will be achieved.
Chapter six begins with an overview of the housing market context in Sheffield in 2010, before moving on to the survey analysis. Descriptive statistics of each of the stages of search, relating to the conceptual model identified in chapter four, are presented. This chapter answers the third research objective by providing a picture of the variation in household behaviours across search stages; it uses an a priori classification based on household composition as well as standard descriptive statistics. 
Chapter seven presents the results of the principal components analysis and cluster analysis in completion of the third research objective. The typology of housing search, bespoke to the situation in Sheffield in 2010, is explored. It suggests that housing economics should redress the perspective that housing search is an insignificant process in decision-making. 
Chapter eight is the conclusion. It reviews the aims and objectives of the research and presents a summary of the results in response to these objectives, situated within the context of the city and the theoretical framework. These findings suggest that this original research has extended our understanding of the variation and types of search behaviour within a housing market and provides evidence of the tractability of behavioural analysis of housing markets. It explores the limitations of the research and suggests that several further stages of research are necessary in order to build up a more complete empirically grounded understanding of the housing search process. It suggests that the findings are useful for market analysis in response to the final objective of the study. 
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[bookmark: _Toc318119287]Chapter Two: Behaviour and the Theoretical Context of Housing Market Analysis



[bookmark: _Toc299718582][bookmark: _Toc318119288]Key points from chapter two
· Housing economics has overlooked the behavioural underpinnings of the market
· The philosophical significance, and therefore empirical evidence, of housing search behaviour varies widely between schools of economic thought. 
· Neoclassical Economics, supporting a rational decision making process, based on perfect knowledge, competition, equilibrium and focuses on outcomes rather than processes.
· Marxist Economics is concerned primarily with class-based trends in behaviour. Individual actors are rational, but actions are contingent on historical outcomes.
· Austrian Economics sees each transaction as unique, with actors only containing partial knowledge of the market.
· Institutional Economics typically highlights the culturally embedded nature of decision-making norms and the role of social structures in search processes.
· Behavioural Economics highlights sub-optimal, or procedurally rational behaviour, drawing on both psychology and sociology to provide realistic descriptions of behaviour
· 















[bookmark: _Toc299718583][bookmark: _Toc318119289]2.1 Introduction
As seen in chapter one, housing research has frequently overlooked housing search. Part of the explanation for this is because the behaviour of actors is not a key interest in the dominant forms of economics. The aim of this chapter is to review the behavioural underpinnings of different schools of economic thought and the impact on studies of housing market.
As with all social phenomena, conceptions of housing search are approached and considered from a range of disciplinary perspectives. Whilst these conceptions may be derived from the data in question, the boundaries of these conceptions are contingent upon the philosophical presuppositions that underpin the discipline, or school of thought within the discipline. The presuppositions may lead researchers to ask particular questions at the expense of other questions or review particular types of data to inform their theory of housing search[footnoteRef:4].  [4:  Economics is often criticized for not recgonising the normative position it embraces (Berg, 2003; Davis, 2006a) or the normative positions of actors in those theories (Etzioni, 1988)] 

There are almost as many variations of economics as there are economists, however some perspectives have a high degree of commonality and can be considered briefly to represent coherent schools of economic thought[footnoteRef:5] (Negru, 2013). Some schools of economic thought are more concerned with the actions of individuals, whilst others are more concerned with social structures or historical meta-narratives. Ha-Joon Chang’s (2014) popular book, which argues for greater pluralism in economics, discusses nine discrete schools of economic thought: Classsical, Neoclassical, Marxist, Developmentalist, Austrian, Schumpterian, Keynesian, Institutionalist and Behaviouralist[footnoteRef:6]. These nine schools are not all equally prominent in economic analysis, housing studies or in political decision making in the UK. By far the most common in housing economics is the Neoclassical school, which is frequently referred to as the mainstream (Wallace, 2008). This chapter considers in detail the Neoclassical economics perspective, before relating the key issues in Marxist, Austrian, Institutionalist and Behavioural Economics schools.  [5:  There is currently a debate between theorists arguing against the concept of schools in economic thought and those for their existence. There is legitimacy to the dual concern that differentiation by school type masks variation between economists categorized within schools and overlaps in their theories between schools, and also erect barriers to communication between economists. This deconstructionist approach can be extended to question whether economics as a field is stable over time (Davis, 2006b), and therefore whether it is possible to categorise distinct schools if the field is changing. However, avoiding this level of regress, schools also represent heuristics for exploring key issues in conceptualizing markets and the behaviour of actors in those markets, and are used in this thesis as a way of segmenting a large and diffuse literature.]  [6:  There are also almost as many variations of definition of significant schools as there are economists. For example, Brue and Grant (2012) in a more susbstantive overview of the evolution of economics consider: The Mercantilist School, The Physiocratic School, The Classical School, Marxian Socialism, The German Historical School, The Marginalist School, The Neoclassical School, The Institutionalist School, the Keynesian School and the Chicago School. Samuels, Biddle and Davis (2003), also include Ancient and Medieval Economics, Post-Ricardian British Economics, Utopian Economics and Feminist Economics.  Others, such as Tsoulfidis (2010) segment economic thought by principal authors (e.g. Smith, Ricardo, Marx and Keynes) rather than defined schools. In short, there is no agreed definition of schools of thought. ] 

The perspectives outlined are simplifications and mask some of the variation within the schools. The schools of economic thought can be viewed from many different angles, and the resultant similarities and differences between them are largely contingent on the angle adopted. For example, from the vantage points of macroeconomics and microeconomics respectively different aspects of the schools would be apparent. With a more detailed focus on particular issues, such as the methodologies employed, or their ontologies of money different issues would be pertinent. For this study, the focus is on search, and therefore the conceptualisation of human behaviour across the schools is of key concern.  
[bookmark: _Toc318119638]Fig 2.1 A spectral diagram of the relative realism of assumptions about human behaviour in different schools of economic thought 
[image: Macintosh HD:Users:richard:Downloads:Schools of economic thought - rationality - New Page.png]
This research draws most heavily from Behavioural Economics[footnoteRef:7], which is treated in more detail in relation to other schools on the issue of housing search in the next chapter, and then a detailed exploration of the approaches to housing search is undertaken in chapter four. [7:  There is an element of overlap between the schools. BE has some similarities to IE and some adherents also link it to NCE. As well as the schools discussed here BE has also drawn inspiration from other economic perspectives which are not expanded here including, Schumpeterian, game theory and public choice theory (Coats, 2014).] 


[bookmark: _Toc299718584][bookmark: _Toc318119290]2.2 Neoclassical Economics
Many accounts of the history of economics suggest that Neoclassical Economics (NCE) was born in the early 1870’s (although the term was coined in 1900), through the work of three men (Carl Menger, Leon Walras and William Stanley Jevons) who each worked on separate aspects of microeconomics, equilibrium theory and consumer behaviour respectively, and are also broadly the founders of Austrian Economics (AE), as NCE differentiated its focus, becoming more mathematically, equilibrium and perfect competition driven. Some accounts also include Francis Edgeworth and the later work of Vilfredo Pareto as an instrumental foundation of neoclassical thinking, whilst others define two distinct periods, one of revolutionary thinking (ca. 1870-1890) and a second period of consolidation and acceptance in the mainstream (ca. 1890-1939) (Backhouse, 1985). However, Ekelund and Hebert (2002) have made a robust argument that the concepts and mathematical principles of NCE were widely understood prior to 1870, broadening the common picture of the NCE genesis. Whether the ideas were prevalent pre or post 1870 is not the major point, the crux here is that the conceptions of how price and markets work fundamentally shifted from the classical view of value depending on the cost of production to the neoclassical view that ‘value’ is dependent upon the relationship between the purchaser and the object during the latter half of the nineteenth century (Weintraub, 2002)[footnoteRef:8]. [8:  Neoclassical economics is not a uniform field and its use as a label may even be unhelpful in masking the widespread variation (see Colander, 2000). Even some of the most famous NCE economists have questioned some of the foundational tenets. For example Adam Smith (1759) wrote: “How selfish soever man may be supposed, there are evidently some principles in his nature, which interest him in the fortune of others, and render their happiness necessary to him, though he derives nothing from it except the pleasure of seeing it” (Smith [1759] 2002, 11). 
] 

The key assumptions in NCE, which are of relevance here, are those relating to decision making and consumer behaviour. In this sense NCE may be seen as an attempt to summarise the fundamentals of human behaviour in the form of utility maximisation. Humans are essentially hedonists, pursuing maximum personal gain from each economic decision (Heinrich et al., 2001). NCE includes constraints on the individual, such as prevailing price, which the individual cannot affect. Utility maximisation argues that individuals make rational choices between the type and number of products they consume in order to maximise their satisfaction. Humans are essentially determined by economic considerations, in which political, social and aesthetic influences are no more than subsets of utility maximisation (Wallace, 2004). 
In the pursuit of utility maximisation, humans have access to and are able to compute all necessary information. Once the situation they are living in no longer provides the maximum utility of all possible options, they will adjust their accommodation to match their desires. The adjustment through the housing market moves the household from one state of maximum utility to another. The assumption is that households are able to instantaneously compute what their preferred outcome will be in the housing market regardless of the complexity of the market or the decision. Thorstein Veblen teasingly described the abilities of this rational human:
“The hedonistic conception of man is that of a lightning calculator of pleasures and pains, who oscillates like a homogeneous globule of desire of happiness under the impulse of stimuli that shift him about the area, but leave him intact. He has neither antecedent nor consequent. He is an isolated, definitive human datum, in stable equilibrium except for the buffets of the impinging forces that displace him in one direction or another. Self-imposed in elemental space, he spins symmetrically about his own spiritual axis until the parallelogram of forces bears down upon him, whereupon he follows the line of the resultant. When the force of the impact is spent, he comes to rest, a self-contained globule of desire as before.”  (Veblen, 1899, P.73)
Veblen’s criticism of hedonistic human ability, in the NCE sense, is not limited to its reduction of computational complexity, but also to the causes of desires and wants. Veblen argues that humans in NCE are total individuals, with discrete desires and whilst impacted upon by market forces, their preferences and aspirations are not (Hodgson, 1998a). Tomer (2001) identifies five key attributes of economic man: ultimately interested in providing satisfaction for themselves; mechanistically rational in comparing potential satisfaction from a range of goods; separated and distinct from other actors and the physical world; preferences and character are stable; and satisfaction processing is the dominating thought process (i.e. no reflection on morality unless this is a factor in satisfaction). Given these characteristics it is possible to make some assumptions about the outworkings of the market. The outcomes of exogenously determined preferences are determined by changes in relative price and not by changes in the preference structure of households (McMaster and Watkins, 1999). The sum of individual’s hedonistic actions are able to be aggregated to explain social phenomena (Ball et al., 1998), using for example hedonic regression analysis as the outcomes of their choices reflect the maximum utility gained. 

There is a wide consensus that many NCE analyses are based upon rational choice, with the purpose of growing a technical rather than theoretical improvement. The NCE approach is elegant in its ability to waive messy accounts of human behaviour in favour of explaining outcomes. This enables a mathematical purity (divorced from the experiences of decision makers) to explain and predict future outcomes.  Yet these technical studies, whilst based on flawed behavioural assumptions, have still arguably contributed much to understanding housing markets (Wallace, 2004; Ferrari et al., 2011a). The following section explores four of the major assumptions in NCE pertaining to housing search: perfect knowledge; perfect competition; equilibrium; and the discrete exchange framework.
Perfect Knowledge
Each individual is imbued with complete knowledge of the options available to them and the prevailing price for each option, and information about changes in prices are transmitted instantly and uniformly. This knowledge allows the individual to weigh up every possible outcome and select the most fulfilling options. Individual optimisation is only possible if they can use this perfect knowledge to discount future gains, i.e. the future is predictable. Without the ability to predict the future benefits of purchasing a dwelling it is impossible to undertake a rational cost benefit analysis. The second assumption regarding perfect knowledge is that there is equality of information within the group of potential purchasers and across the supply side. That housing markets are informationally efficient has been repeatedly disproved (Cho, 1996). Perfect knowledge is impossible in a market with information asymmetries and prevents perfect competition because demand will be constructed according to aggregate advantages and disadvantages, which will not be universally understood. Bid prices will therefore not compete for a product, rather for a variation in perceived benefits, where the highest price will not necessarily arise from the bidder with most complete knowledge. Where a household has perfect knowledge of the options available for purchase, the search process is less interesting. Indeed, under these conditions the search process becomes largely obsolete. That house prices reflect full information in the purchase process has been rejected by a growing number of studies (e.g. Case and Shiller, 1989; Rouwendal and Longhi, 2009) 
Equilibrium
Equilibrium is important at both micro and macro level studies in NCE. This abstraction assumes that supply and demand are balanced at each level of the market (Wallace, 2004). In housing terms this means that at a given price there are enough properties available to satisfy demand, with no excess stock remaining, i.e. the market clears quickly . Some research has attempted to integrate a more refined concept of equilibrium arguing that prices adjust very slowly (DiPasquale and Wheaton, 1994). McMaster and Watkins (1999) consider both dynamic models and partial equilibrium models and argue that the premise remains that the market naturally is moving towards a state of equilibrium, even if in multiple forms.  

Discrete Exchange Framework
The discrete exchange framework within NCE assumes that there is no relationship between vendor and buyer. This assumption may hold true with many economic examples, for example the purchase of a souvenir by a tourist, yet is not self-evident in the case of housing. The importance here is that neither vendor nor buyer’s relationships get in the way of undertaking a smooth transaction where rights are clearly defined. In housing the intermediary role of estate agents, who may relate to both parties for considerable time periods questions this assumption. Over the course of the relationship parties may hold greater power or lesser power, which may or may not fluctuate according to circumstances. As actors are aware of these power relations their ability to maintain a discrete exchange wanes. 
In an attempt to understand and model housing markets NCE views the actions and abilities of purchasers and suppliers in a reductionist manner. These reductionist assumptions are neither logically deduced nor empirically proven (Maclennan, 1977). Whilst NCE models have provided useful conceptual frameworks, where these abstractions are shown to be in error the model cannot accurately represent or predict reality (Maclennan and Tu, 1996). 
Two options are available, to incorporate the limitations of abstractions, or to change the view of the housing market away from a traditional NCE analysis (Smith et al, 1988). In defence of retaining NCE as a useful tool, Gibb (2009) argues that there are three reasons not to reject it yet. First, empirical research using NCE theory bears a remarkable resemblance to outcomes. Second, NCE is and has been adapted to improve the insights available. Third, NCE can be used to ask counter factual questions about policy, for example the pluperfect subjunctive question; if income tax had been raised what would have happened to housing demand (Frank, 2008)? With this in mind, neoclassical economics should only be dismissed as an avenue for further discussion if a more complete model is available, one which makes less theoretically flawed assumptions about the behaviour of individuals. 

[bookmark: _Toc299718585][bookmark: _Toc318119291]2.3 Marxist economics 
Marxist Economics (ME) was founded with the writings of Karl Marx in the 19th century, in response to perceived errors in the classical school (Marxian Economics seeks to retain Marx’s concepts, whilst ME develops the ethos (Luithlen, 1992). ME, built upon the methodological foundations of historical materialism; the mode of production; the class struggle; and the theory of value, it views the behaviour of households in the housing market as part of a wider structural framework (Arvanitidis, 2015). Whilst not the only school to adopt a structuralist approach, ME like others, argues that the housing system and outcomes of the housing choice process are contingent upon underlying social relationships shaped by historic and spatial circumstances (Lawson, 2012). Historical materialism contends that any changes in society are based on resolutions of inter group conflict for collective resources; therefore emerging structures in the housing market reveal bouts of contestation. 
Given the focus on structures, there is less research from a ME perspective on the individual search process, or agency in the owner-occupation housing market. The role of housing consumption, as a mechanism for class identification and separation provides an explanation for differences in housing outcomes (e.g. segregation), as households seek to identify with particular classes through the built form (Clapham and Kintrea 1984; see also Bourdieu, 2005, although his research may not be considered Marxist, it pertains to the structuralist tendencies prominent in ME research on housing markets). Preferences come from the consciousness of the individual which is entirely class determined, and antagonistic towards all other classes (Arvanitidis, 2015). The structures of other markets, such as the geographic availability and distribution of housing finance are likely to determine the outcomes of housing decisions in the housing market. The deterministic approach of ME suggests that individuals play very little role in determining their own futures, and indeed therefore the housing market itself is only the outworking of other social clashes, and is not intrinsically of interest beyond the standard characteristics of a commodity. 
 “In many respects, the Marxist-inspired housing research that has emerged over the past 15 years constitutes a fundamental break with the views of the traditional social sciences. No longer is society seen as a collection of autonomous individuals whose pre-given wants must be satisfied from limited resources. The voluntarism inherent in such conceptions of society, where individuals and the state are always conceived as choosing options subject to constraints, is rejected. Developments within societies are determined instead by social conflicts whose contents are fundamentally influenced by the dynamics of the dominant mode of production. The situation of individuals, the nature of their needs, and the extent to which they are satisfied all depend in a variety of ways on the characteristics of the general social dynamic.” (Ball, 1986, P. 155)
Variation therefore in the housing search process is reflective of class divisions and capitalist pressures on land values and the identification of individual households with wider social groups. Structuralist approaches pay close attention to social trends and historical movements, but (arguably) pay less attention to the individual decision maker. 

[bookmark: _Toc299718586][bookmark: _Toc318119292]2.4 Austrian Economics
The genesis of Austrian Economics (AE) is normally attributed to the work of Carl Menger in the 1870’s and emerged as a response to the German Historical School (Butler, 2010). The initial differentiation between the two schools was methodological, with the AE architects arguing that theoretical knowledge should be the source of economic analysis rather than economic history (Taylor, 1980). Menger’s principal contributions to the discussion were to highlight that value was subjective rather than an inherent value in the good, and therefore reflected the subjective satisfactions of the seller and highest bidder, and that people seek their most urgent needs first before moving on to satisfy less urgent wants if it is possible (marginal utility). The price a dwelling achieves on the open market therefore is contingent on the subjective valuations of the individuals involved in the transaction and therefore is place and time specific. It also reflects competition between the primary desires and wants of individuals and their ability to satisfy secondary wants. The significance of the individual therefore led the AE school into a methodological individualism from which it is possible to aggregate up to trends in society, but these are rarely evident from simple analysis of macro level trends (Butler, 2010). 
In AE, human rationality differs from the supra-rationality of NCE, rather it is an individualised purposeful process of moving towards a goal. This means that there is logical explanation for human action (i.e. it is not random or meaningless), but that it may be imperfect, based on flaws in either knowledge or cognitive foresight (Rozeff, 2006). Given the information deficit, uncertainty over the future and complex balance between hope and fear AE does not consider humans capable of making consistently optimizing decisions (Jaffe, 1976; Langlois, 1985). 
The focus on the individual, personalised valuations and choice are key themes in AE, and are frequently the focus of studies rather than the aggregated outcomes of economic processes. The focus on explanation rather than prediction is in sharp contrast to the mainstream approach, which (sometimes unfairly) is frequently caricatured as caring only about accurate prediction and not about the accuracy of understanding of the process. It is also very different from ME approaches: the individual is not determined by external forces and wider social trends, instead they are an independent actor with unique motivations and unique perspectives of the utility of a dwelling. Each person’s opportunity cost will vary too, therefore not only will financial costs be different, but individuals approach to the housing search process will be varied as they value time and effort independently. 	
Because of the role of individual valuations and opportunity costs, prices act as signals of the common willingness to exchange goods for cash (rather than underlying costs of production or ‘market values’ for example). These signals are not precise as each transaction is unique, and therefore markets and indeed competition between actors in the housing market is a process of discovery, rather than a priori understanding. 
 “Lachmann (1986) stresses the contrast of neoclassical and Austrian perspectives on markets. The economics of Hayek, Von Mises and others emphasises the subjectivity of decision, the complexity of processes and the multitude of networks or connections within a (single) market. That more micro, even messy, view of markets forms a useful contrasting intellectual standpoint to the Walrasian synthesis. Modern economic psychology and political economy would not necessarily finish with the same subjectivist assumptions and free-market conclusions as the Austrians (Anderson, 1996). But their emphasis on real market processes remain valid. After the Walrasians it was only the relatively disregarded Austrians who stressed the nature of markets as real discovery processes (Langlois, 1986).”  (Maclennan, 2012, P.7)
Austrian Economists are largely dismissive of planned economies, because only through the transaction process can the price of a good be confirmed, and therefore the relative priority for satisfying people’s demands (marginal utility). They argue that, as all human logic is flawed, no politician or policy maker should have the ability to persuade others to take a particular form of action (i.e. no behavioural intervention is permitted), as this is equally likely to be flawed (Rozeff, 2006). The focus in AE on the individual has been rejected by many economists and social theorists as reductionist because it fails to account for key social trends and the limitations of individuals’ abilities to maximise their subjective utility. The individual’s housing search process therefore doesn't relate to wider social trends of search behaviour, which is normatively problematic for policy related research and dismissive of relational components of pre-search understandings of the market and of the role of institutions in influencing search behaviours. 
[bookmark: _Toc299718587][bookmark: _Toc318119293]2.5 Institutional Economics
Institutional Economics (IE) is a broad school of economic thought, but coheres around the role of institutions as the fundamental concept in economic analysis (Arvanitidis, 2015). The IE critique of NCE is often built upon the work of Thorstein Veblen John Commons, Wesley Mitchell and Clarence Ayers, who wrote in the latter 19th and early 20th century (Rutherford, 2001). Veblen himself did not challenge his contemporaries’ classical presuppositions to the extent his later advocates have purported, in part because of the realignment of focus in the movement from classical to NCE schools. Veblen’s fundamental argument was to situate economic questions, and in particular production, within the wider social, cultural, spatial and historic context (Veblen, 1919), and how individuals both conform to institutional norms and mutate them (Veblen, 1909). The economy therefore is more than simply the pure market conceived in NCE, as the market imbibes the values and norms of the institutions that act in them and are embodied by them (Samuels, 1995).
Hodgson (2000) and Rutherford (2001) cite Walton Hamilton as the original source of the term ‘Institutional Economics’, as a refocusing of economic theory away from the outcomes of independent rational utility maximisers, towards an interest in the mechanisms of exchange and the role of external influences on human behaviour in the exchange process.
	“According to Hamilton [1919, 314-318], institutional economists recognized that:
The proper subject-matter of economic theory is institutions….Economic theory is concerned with matters of process….Economic theory must be based upon an acceptable theory of human behaviour…
	This was expanded by the following observations:
neo-classical economics…neglected the influence exercised over conduct by the scheme of institutions…Where it fails, institutionalism must strive for success…it must discern in the variety of institutional situations impinging upon individuals the chief source of differences in the content of their behaviour [1919,318].”  (Hodgson, 2000, 317)
The focus in IE is therefore on the role of social norms and institutions in shaping (constituting) the preferences and actions of buyers and sellers. Tomer (2001) identifies the difference between IE’s approach to economic man to NCE’s approach as:
“Recall that EM [Economic Man] is self-interested, rational, unchanging and separate. To begin, IEM [Institutional Economic Man] does not have a given, unchanging character like EM. IEM behaves in line with habits and rules, is strongly influenced by institutions and learns from his social and technical experience” (Tomer, 2001, P.287)
This type of definition of IE, alongside the one provided by Hamilton, is a broad definition, which has been criticised for appearing as if it is all things to all people (Guy and Henneberry, 2000). Masahiko Aoki (in Menard, 2000), elaborating on North’s analysis of institutionalism, considers three extensions in detail of this definition. First, institutions have been regarded simply as organisational establishments. Second, institutions can be seen as the formal or informal ‘rules’ of economic interaction, which actors abide by. The third definition sees agents in the market as recursive ‘rule makers’ who shape and are shaped by the processes of economic interaction. When an agent approaches an economic decision they have the ability to adapt, break or create rules. 
There is some disagreement about the precise definitional focus of IE. As with NCE, IE resultantly is not a unified school of economic thought. Many commentators argue that there are two major groups of IE research, broadly ‘Old’ and ‘New’ (Hodgson, 1998b; Dequech, 2002; Kauko, 2012). 
Old Institutional Economics
Old Institutional Economics (OIE) is concerned with the specific social and cultural context of housing markets. OIE makes a clear break from the tenets of NCE, especially methodological individualism, maximising economic behaviour and static equilibrium states (Arvanitidis, 2015). Hodgson (2000, re-working Hamilton’s definition of institutionalism) suggests there are five main propositions in IE, but that there is one key proposition that differentiates OIE from the later NIE. The refuted proposition is that the NCE tenet that individual agents are utility maximisers should be rejected. In OIE individuals’ preferences (for both outcomes and processes) are not independent, but are “molded by cultural or institutional circumstances” (Hodgson, 2000, P.327). Commons definition of IE was that of collective action controlling individual action (Commons, 1934), in other words the cultural norms in a society determined individual preferences, and in the case of this research the housing search process. The focus, therefore is not simply on the outcomes, but on the habits of buyers and sellers as well as customs that are spatially and temporally located, in part through the history of agency and the evolution of institutions (Gibb, 2012).  
 “Habit, inertia and routine behaviour are central to the older institutionalist framework (Hodgson, 1997). This is closely related to the social dimension of consumption, harking back to Veblen (1899) but also Dusenberry” (Gibb, 2012, P. 133)
OIE argues that the framing of both questions about dwelling ownership and housing search and responses to these questions are defined by institutions (Kauko, 2012).
“OIE approaches are propagated as versatile attempts to explain behaviour based on social, political, administrative and cultural factors that constitute external conditions as well as internal non-economic determinants of the market process.” (Kauko, 2012, P. 159)
There has been some criticism that OIE is incomplete as a conceptual framework because it is too broad (Kauko, 2012) and methodologically imprecise (Langlois, 1989). This flaw, combined with the rise of positivist NCEs with its simplistic axioms and mathematical precision, caused a shift and simplification in the focus of institutional economics towards a new version (Hodgson, 1998b). 
Smith et al (2006), from an OIE perspective, explore the relationship between property professionals and the ‘market’ in Edinburgh using a cultural economy and economic sociology approach. In-depth interviews with 20 professionals forms the basis of the research. Smith et al build upon Callon’s (1998) explanation of the performance of markets rather than economics as an explanation of its function and Miller’s (2002) explanation of economics as a virtual market, not led by forces but by belief in those forces. Interviewees believed broadly in the role of economic forces that mainstream economic theory was played out in reality regardless of their actions. Concepts of supply and demand and the rational hand determining prices was evident throughout the market. However, attempting to abide by the rules of neoclassical economics Smith et al suggest led actors to act in a way that made the market perform in a manner inconsistent and unpredictable when compared to normal macro-economic factors. 
“Far from being the economy, markets have to be made ‘economic’, through a complex interplay of cultural, legal, political and institutional arrangements.” (Smith et al, 2006, P.95)
Smith et al end by arguing that no longer is a qualitative look at the ideas, behaviour and cultural context opposed to economic thought, rather including them will provide a richer understanding of what housing markets actually are and what they should be.
Wallace (2008) expands on the call for greater pluralism in housing market research and takes a cultural-economy approach. The research comprise of 40 interviews with key actors in the buy to let new build housing market in York. Wallace found that there was a culture of using NCE theory to describe the market, although, in practice many of the agents relied on intuition or feeling rather than using a NCE assessment of the levels of supply and demand. This relationship between perceptions and practice raises questions for Wallace about the validity of using traditional NCE theory to explain or predict market behaviour. Wallace provides the example of estate agents sharing their understandings of the market, which often conflicted. Despite these conflicting perceptions of how the market was performing, other instances occurred where estate agents acted together to change the way in which the market was perceived by other actors, such as investors or potential renters. Wallace builds upon Miller’s (2002) argument that actors perform markets rather than perform within them. 
McMaster and Watkins (1999) expand on the potential of OIE in housing studies. Housing models in the UK have traditionally assumed that these institutional influences are fixed, and essentially determined by economic reasoning, yet there has been no attempt to show to explore variation in these routines of purchasing behaviour. Indeed if there are different institutions between cultures, there is also a case for exploring variation in the routines and rules of economic interactions within cultures in single markets (McMaster and Watkins, 1999).
New Institutional Economics
New Institutional Economics (NIE) is guided by the principle that institutions emerge to reduce frictions and uncertainties collectively regarded as transaction costs (North, 1990). Jaffe’s (1996) work on transaction costs and housing markets focuses on contractual issues as key costs and rights in explaining housing markets, identifying: listing agreements; sales contracts; mortgages; leases; and management agreements are significant in the performance and constraint of markets.
NIE as a term was coined by Oliver Williamson (1975) and is often referred to as originating in the work of Williamson along with Ronald Coase and Douglas North (Rutherford, 2001). It is conceptually narrower than OIE, in that it does not seek to replace the axioms of NCE, but is an extension to NCE following its methodological individualism, but incorporating issues of rights, costs and norms (Klein, 1990)[footnoteRef:9]. Coase (1984) argued that NIE was errant in assuming that human action was rational, however this call has not resulted in a shift in most NIE approaches to rationality. Institutions are not only reinforced through practice, giving certainty and stability to social interaction, but also change and develop over time according to circumstances and experience (D'Arcy and Keogh 2002). That is, the NIE approach stresses that individual identities and preferences are actively constructed in social contexts, distinguishing it from NCE which assumes actors with rational preferences to maximise their utilities (Healey 1999).  [9:  Some commentators make a distinction between NIE and Neo-Institutional Economics (NeoIE). They argue that NeoIE does not break with the rational tenets of NCE (e.g. Eggertsson, 1990), grafting on insights about institutions to mainstream theory, but NIE does (Furubotn and Richter, 2008; Arvanitidis, 2015).] 

Given the relational approach, it is acknowledged that systems are not given, but are made, in a complex interaction between the imaginary and the material world. That is, it leads that attitudes and values are also formed through the particular contexts of geographies and histories (Healey 1999). Therefore, values in NIE are not related to the cost of production directly, but are achieved in the way of being embedded in institutions, social structures and behaviour, and becoming the cultural underpinnings of everyday life (Samuels 1995).
Social constructions are not a neutral process as power is apparent in social and political relations (Samuels, 1990; Healey 1999). In other words, the distribution of resources is ultimately determined not by simple market mechanisms, but institutions which are structured by power. New Institutional Economics, therefore, focuses on the allocation of power in society and markets to pay attention to the perspectives and values of the working class and masses, retaining some distance from established powers (Samuels 1995). 
Adams et al. (2005) summarise the relationship between institutionalism and housing markets at a theoretical level:
“Although regarded as a social institution, the market is not considered by institutional theory to be a single uniform entity. Indeed, a strong disaggregated view is taken of market structures, with each particular market seen as having its own routines and procedures alongside its own distinctive relations with a particular social culture and other institutions.” (Adams et al., 2005, P.39)
Healey’s (1992) IE theory (following Giddens [1984] structuration theory) of the property development process is an attempt to provide a universal analysis of development. Healey explores the social relationships between agents during the development process and in the analysis explains the instability of institutional relations as a cause of the frequent breakdown in partnerships. Ball’s (1998) critique of Healey’s work is that it minimises economic fundamentals, which may have a greater impact than relationships. The dichotomy between institutions and economics is errant according to Ball’s (1998) Structures of Building Provision theory, which argues that there is a continuum between (mainstream) economics and institutions. 
Guy and Henneberry also provide a critique of Healey’s work (2000), drawing out the lack of meso level theory linking the local framework and wider economic processes, which they argue can be explained realistically from a macro economic perspective. They conceive of property markets not as a continuum of economic and institutionalism (as Ball does), rather as “two interrelated aspects of a wider process of urban change in which structure and action are recursively linked” (Guy and Henneberry, 2000, P.2405). They use the example of irrational investor preoccupation with investment in London and the South East of England, in which according to NCE, investors will conclude that they acted irrationally and would soon change their behaviour. Yet, research (Rowley and Henneberry, 1999) suggests that although investors are aware of the NCE mantra, they refuse to change their investment patterns. The discovery requires an explanation built upon two spheres of social relations and economics. 
Institutionalism takes a multitude of forms and embraces a plethora of complexity, yet, or perhaps because of this it is an ill-defined perspective and offers only generalisable policy solutions. Since the 1960’s Institutional theories have had little influence on the nature and direction of housing policy. Research into institutional aspects of housing faces a particular challenge to develop operationalisable models that have sufficient specificity over processes and outcomes to be useful. Institutionalism has led to the operationalization of other perspectives in housing demand studies including behavioural economics (Gibb, 2012). Institutional Economics’ emphasis on the cultural and legal institutions that influence the aspirations and behaviour of actors in the housing market struggles to explain behaviour that is not inline with the norms in society. 

[bookmark: _Toc299718588][bookmark: _Toc318119294]2.6 Behavioural Economics
Behavioural Economics (BE) emphasises the role individuals’ play in the housing market as well as their limitations, and is able to situate these decisions within wider social trends and norms. Herbert Simon is viewed by many as the key contributor to the school[footnoteRef:10]. Educated at the University of Chicago, Simon’s views came to vary significantly from the common view of the economic school of thought in Chicago. Simon is most commonly recognised for the theory of bounded rationality, although his work was much broader than this theory, and frequently outside of economics (Augier and March, 2003; Tomer, 2007).  [10:  The term ‘school’ is used here, as it has been used to distinguish between NCE, AE, ME and IE. There is some disagreement about whether BE can be considered as school given the extensive variation between economists defining themselves in relation to BE. Tomer (2007) argues that there are substantive differences between strands of BE, and these strands may more appropriately be called schools rather than BE as a school, however given the overall consensus in BE that the great problem is NCE’s incapacity to accurately describe or predict behaviour, in this sense BE may be called a school. ] 

Herbert Simon engaged in a prolonged engagement with (and attack on) the NCE foundations in homo economicus. Whilst his work has been presented as an adaptation or extension of the NCE model, his own view of the extent of his divergence from the NCE rational tenets is expressed clearly in the Quarterly Journal of Economics (1955):
“Broadly stated, the task is to replace the global rationality of economic man with a kind of rational behavior that is compatible with the access to information and the computational capacities that are actually possessed by organisms, including man, in the kinds of environments in which such organisms exist.” (Simon, 1955, p.99)
Simon expands on the capability of economic man in the first paragraph of the essay A Behavioral Model of Rational Choice (1955):
“This man is assumed to have knowledge of the relevant aspects of his environment, which, if not absolutely complete, is at least impressively clear and voluminous. He is assumed to have a well-organized and stable system of preferences, and a skill in computation that enables him to calculate, for the alternative courses of action that are available to him, which of these will permit him to reach the highest attainable point on his preference scale.” (Simon, 1955, P.99)
This approach is critiqued by Simon, suggesting that there is limited empirical evidence to support it. The main thesis supported by Simon is not that there are limitations to the preferences or choice set rather, in the capacity of the individual to process the relevant information at a speed that would enable maximising of the preferences. Simon poses an alternative proposition of rationality, that economic man should not be considered as having the characteristics outlined above, but an approach that remains purposively rational, but with limitations.
“The broader aim, however, in constructing these definitions of “approximate” rationality is to provide some materials for the construction of a theory of the behaviour of a human individual or of groups of individuals who are making decisions in an organizational context. The apparent paradox to be faced is that the economic theory of the firm and the theory of administration attempt to deal with human behaviour in situations in which that behaviour is at least “intendedly” rational; while, at the same time, it can be shown that if we assume the global kinds of rationality of the classical theory the problems of internal structure of the firm or other organization largely disappear. The paradox vanishes, and the outlines of theory begin to emerge when we substitute for “economic man” or “administrative man” a choosing organism of limited knowledge and ability.” (Simon, 1955, P.114)
Simon’s view of economic ability developed from being “intendedly rational” and of “limited knowledge and ability” to an alternative description: bounded rationality. Simon developed this idea across a wide number of publications, both amongst individuals and organizations, over five decades. Simon was not alone in using these terms, Wolpert (1965) used the phrase ‘intendedly rational’ to describe migration behaviour that is limited in capacity but is able to differentiate between search activity and pursue options with higher expected utility. By 2000, Simon defined bounded rationality as:
“the idea that the choices people make are determined not only by some consistent overall goal and the properties of the external world, but also by the knowledge that decision makers do and don't have of the world, their ability or inability to evoke that knowledge when it is relevant, to work out the consequences of their actions, to conjure up possible courses of action, to cope with uncertainty (including uncertainty deriving from the possible responses of other actors), and to adjudicate among their many competing wants. Rationality is bounded because these abilities are severely limited.” (Simon, 2000, P.25)
All adherents to BE argue that humans struggle to act according to the full rationality assumed in NCE. There are some different views on the alternative rationality within BE, broadly divided into New and Old commitments within the school (expanded further below). ‘New’ behavioural economists, associated with Kahneman and Tversky, for example, highlight the inability of humans to process large volumes of complex information in a rational manner leading to mistakes, or irrationalities (Kahneman and Tversky, 1979). When viewing a property, buyers struggle to understand and process the breadth of detail that is represented in the building in front of them, prohibiting a NCE rationality. Old Behavioural economists (Herbert Simon, 1972, for example) argued that these limitations do not prevent rational behaviour, rather rationality should be understood as the use of reasonable assumptions to overcome these limitations. Purchasers in this instance would use rough guides or comparisons to cross the threshold of a minimum outcome of satisfaction, or an outcome that is good enough, known as satisficing (Hodgson, 1997). The rough guides or rules can be learnt from a myriad of sources: personal previous experience of purchasing property; the experience of friends and family; or ‘knowledgeable sources’ such as the media. Bounded rationality also counters the infinite regress inherent in NCE. In reality, people do not ask a continuum of cost-benefit questions weighing up the advantage of considering the next question in order to understand completely the housing search on which they could embark. Instead Conlisk (1996) argues that when an option, which is ‘good enough’ arises individuals accept this option rather than perpetually consider the basis of their decision and other options. The decision to choose a ‘good enough’ option, or satisfice, may in part be encouraged by emotional responses to a situation, which may or may not be in a strict sense the optimal economic outcome of the household (Elster, 1998), yet the emotion enables a decision to be made. More than simply acting as a backup for difficult decisions emotions influence the very choice itself:
“The role of emotions cannot be reduced to that of shaping the reward parameters of rational choice. It seems very likely that they also affect the ability to make rational choices within those parameters.” (Elster, 1998, P. 73)
Whilst New Behavioural economists, such as Thaler (1980) also build upon Herbert Simon’s idea of Bounded Rationality, they tend to focus on evidence of the derivations of normative behaviour of consumers from the predicted behaviour of utility maximisation, suggesting that search behaviour, opportunity cost and sunk costs prevent individuals from acting in neoclassic predictable ways.
In the essay by Simon (2000), he is at pains to evidence that the idea of bounded rationality is not new, but space for it can be found in the work of the ancient Greek philosophers, and in Voltaire and Adam Smith’s work. Interestingly, Simon departs from the standard text to prove Smith’s perspective. Instead of turning to the Theory of Moral Sentiments (as outlined above), Simon uses examples from the Inquiry into the Nature and Causes of the Wealth of Nations (1776) to show that Smith was sceptical of human capacity to utility maximise. Despite the long lineage of potential collaborators on a project of utility non-maximising behaviour, Simon’s thesis suggests that by 2000 the field has remained diffuse with no systematic effort to build a general theory of bounded rationality that has been worked through different topics:
“The verdict stands: In spite of these and other efforts, anyone who undertook today to prepare an elementary or intermediate level economics textbook would not find a ready-made bounded rationality theory that could frame formally the discussion of such central topics as markets, the firm, or uncertainty, although he or she would fund (and textbook authors like Peter Earl and Robert Frank have found) a large body of empirical material that provides a rich qualitative description of the phenomena.” (Simon, 2000, P.34)
We could add to the list provided by Simon, housing economics and the range of decision-making processes that form strands of the field, including the housing search process. 
Collet (2009) raises three objections to Simon’s work, based on the work of Pierre Bourdieu. First, Bourdieu provides a more comprehensive framework for unconscious modes of operating than Simon, who tends to focus on memory as a stimulus-response mechanism. This critique, is also picked up by Dequech (2003), although in a more nuanced fashion suggesting that the general form of Simon’s argument fails to address the subconscious adequately: 
“it seems right to say that Simon's theory tends to focus on fully conscious behavior. This implies a relative neglect not only of habits (which, like Simon's rules of thumb, may be strictly individual) but also of important aspects of non-organizational institutions and organizational routines. Much of our rule-following behavior is subconscious, be it strictly individual or not.” (Dequech, 2003, PP.526)
In this regard, in Simon’s approach there would be some difficulty for agents who were faced by new decisions to make (first time buyers for instance). Habits however, may have formed as part of the institutional norms in society, and whilst they may embody tacit knowledge, there is no assumption that they are optimal norms. 
Second, Simon did not develop a thorough view of how an individual’s knowledge, whilst social, related to other people’s knowledge. Bourdieu’s conceptualisation of habitus provides a richer mechanism for socially related knowledge. Third, Simon succumbed to the error of “scholastic bias”, suggesting that his simplified models of behaviour were actually how agents acted. 
The third point in Collett’s critique doesn’t require much attention given it is essentially ad hominem rather than substantive for the BE position largely addressed by Simon. The first two require greater consideration. They are critique’s of a particular individual (of great import) in BE, rather than the field as whole. The main issue is whether the perspective of Simon was appropriately sociologically oriented (a perspective supported by the work of institutional economists e.g. Langlois (1986)). Whilst, Simon recognised his work as a sociological, psychological, economics nexus, the emphases in his work is heavily focussed on the relationship between psychology and economics. Later in this chapter we will deal with a significant division within BE, those who attempt to draw psychological insights into NCE and those who would like to readdress the fundamental economic tenets in light of psychological and sociological research. Simon’s work is cited by both camps as emblematic of their approach. Researchers situated in the second camp (psychological and sociological) as yet have done little to consider Bourdieu’s work expressly in relation to BE, although the concept of habitus is now frequently applied more generally to housing studies (e.g. Flint and Rowlands, 2003, Flint, 2011). The exploration below of the two camps, will suggest that a recognition of the socially embedded actor is significant for BE, and indeed does suggest that some of the methodologically individualistic approaches in BE will require significant philosophical segwaying in order to be compatible with a sociologically orientated approach. 
[bookmark: _Toc270002148]Competing theories in Behavioural Economics
Within BE different perspectives about the assumptions about rational man have drawn from other disciplines, predominantly sociology and psychology (Gilad et al, 1984; Kahneman, 2003; Camererer and Loewenstain, 2002; Camerer, 2005) leading to two strands of BE, described by some commentators as ‘New’ and ‘Old’ respectively (Sent, 2004; Kapeliushnikov, 2015)[footnoteRef:11].  [11:  There are a number of papers which are particularly complex to locate in this bfuraction between old and new. Lindenberg (1990) for example argues that sociology promises a more fruitful line of inquiry than psychology, but ends by augmenting homo sociologicus with homo economicus, and thus retaining some of the disputed tenets from both OBE and NBE in homo socio-economicus.] 

New Behavioural Economics
Behavioural economists pertaining to the NBE school is often an extension of NCE with adaptations to the parameters of models. Berg and Gigerenzer (2010) argue that BE is now commonplace in NCE journals, and is primarily being used to provide names to psychological elements in the utility function[footnoteRef:12].  [12:  The focus on psychology in NCE has caused some commentators to refer to it as ‘Psychological Economics’ rather than NCE, but the substantive distinctions identified remain the same as a strand of research within BE (e.g. Tomer, 2007)] 

“We have tried to investigate to what extent behavioral economists’ attempts to filter data through more complexly parameterized constrained optimization problems succeeds in achieving improved empirical realism and, in so doing, distinguishing behavioral from neoclassical economics. The primary finding is that of widespread similarity in the neoclassical and behavioral research programs.” (Berg and Gigerenzer, 2010, P. 162)
The New Economics Foundation (NEF) (2005) is an example of the type of overview of decision making from an NBE perspective. They suggest six key principles shed light on decisions:

1. Other people’s behaviour matters 
When making decisions, ideas and values prevail which are not original to ourselves, particularly as humans copy behaviour when they are unfamiliar with the situation (Simon, 1996). It is possible that when making decisions about housing individuals adopt the practices of others they have observed purchasing dwellings. This observation-repetition may have more effect when the behaviour is reinforced by cultural norms and public acceptance, or where an actor is inexperienced (Cialdini and Goldstein, 2004). Copying behaviour is contra rational choice, as the choice may have an optimum outcome yet the individual rejects this outcome in order to follow previous behavior (Hodgson, 1997). 
2. Habits are important
NBE suggests that people do not consider the full range of opportunities for each decision, they use habits or previous behaviour as a guide. Where the decision is made frequently the habit is likely to build momentum and become habitual. With the decision to purchase a house the infrequency of transactions for most household limits the ability to build up habits for the entire process, yet previous habits of consumption of housing, including the necessity of housing attributes (such as a second bathroom) may result in habit-like behaviour, and be supported by wider cultural norms or collective habits (McMaster and Watkins, 1999).
3. People are motivated to ‘do the right thing’
People are motivated by altruism, and may act not in their economicly rational self-interest (e.g. giving blood). They may be concerned with general equity and the even distribution of resources or concerned about the intentions and motivations of others, wanting to reward the positive behaviour of others (Rabin, 2002). In housing search as the process is relational and rarely completely arms length, feelings of association may influence searchers’ attitudes to estate agents and vendors, perhaps considering a ‘fair’ rather than minimum price. 
4. People’s self-expectations influence how they behave 
Values and commitments are expressed by individuals over a range of topics, including their expectations about housing. Where publicly expressed these values may hold greater influence in behaviour. Whether publicly or privately held, individual and household values and commitments will impose themselves on the decision-making process. The perceptions that people hold about their own values are also used to predict the behaviour of others, whether compared directly or used as an anchor to adjust their initial prediction (Davis et al., 1986)
5. People are loss-averse
NEF relies upon the work of Kahneman and Tversky (1974 and1979) to show that people are not equally impartial to gains and losses. Discounting future potential losses may make people more cautious than is reasonable in a strict NCE rationality (Wilkinson, 2008). Owner-occupiers will be particularly reticent to make a loss on their properties, as the investment is frequently the largest single purchase they have made, and as an owned good have endowment effect feelings (Gibb, 2009). Evidence of seller behaviour in placing reserve prices during a period of economic instability in Boston has revealed significant loss aversion behaviour (Genesove and Mayer, 2001). Nominal loss aversion even has a greater impact on residential mobility than low equity levels in the case of owner-occupiers changing dwellings (Engelhardt, 2003). 
6. People are bad at computation
NEF highlights seven areas of computational bias that individuals may exhibit. Salience – individuals may overestimate the potential of exciting phenomena and underestimate the everyday and mundane. Discounting – distant events are not considered with the same depth as immediate events, for example the future dilapidation of property, where future costs are not discounted at the same rate as immediate costs or benefits (Wilkinson, 2008). Framing – where one option in a decision is presented more favorably to an actor, without regard to the actual characteristics of the properties. The frame of reference affects the decisions people make where the options are presented neutrally (Tversky and Kahneman, 1986; Jin and Gallimore, 2010). Gibb (2009) suggests that homebuyers and sellers are more susceptible to framing than most commodity buyers and sellers because dwellings are complex and traded infrequently, requiring further research (Thaler, 2000). Defaults – where actions are determined for an actor, with the opportunity to opt out if they prefer. Intuition – where the cost is low, people may jump to intuitive answers without regard to considering their action. In housing decisions the magnitude of the costs and potential risks may focus the minds of decision makers; however intuition may play a greater role in determining search patterns. Fundamental attribution error – causality is placed upon the wrong agent or characteristic and can not therefore be included appropriately in a cost benefit analysis. An example of this is that a poorly maintained house may be considered to be faulty structurally, where as a property with positive veneer may have greater structural problems, yet the poor upkeep in the first property is attributed to the house rather than the previous owners. Price can signal value – NEF gives the example of a course, whereby as the price increased so did the number of students enrolling. 
With these discrepancies with the NCE account of human maximising behaviour, there is a focus on the psychological elements of decision-making and a limited emphasis on the role of social structures. There is also a focus on proving cases of irrational behaviour (often proved in laboratory settings), which may underplay both (collective) human abilities and ignores actors own accounts of their experiences in the housing market. Old Behavioural Economics provides an alternative account. 
Old Behavioural Economics
Old Behavioural Economics, in comparison to NBE, is less popular amongst academic economists, and has not been integrated into the NCE literature. It is a more radical departure from the main tenets of NCE than NBE, in both its conceptualisation of human’s intellectual capacity and their relation to social trends and norms. As raised above, it rests heavily on the work of Herbert Simon and the concept of bounded rationality. 
OBE economists argue that information deficiency is problematic in the pursuit of optimal outcomes, but also that people are fundamentally unable to act with the (Olympian) rationality suggested in NCE. Instead humans act imaginatively to take short cuts to enable them with limited capacity, to take action[footnoteRef:13]. These short cuts, known as heuristics, are often social and culturally embedded, so that norms and conventions have arisen which act as routes through complex issues (which may or may not lead to optimal outcomes).  [13:  Simon’s work on bounded rationality was never fully integrated into a precise definition of economic humans. Issues of the amount of information, social relations and emotions were frequently highlighted, but not systematically integrated (Lindenberg, 2001).] 

OBE is much more methodologically diverse than NBE, largely as a result of its greater willingness to distance itself from positivist theories of science than NBE. Methodologically it is more likely to abduct methods from sociology than psychology. 
Susan Smith defends the use of BE in housing research, but argues that BE is often diluted to focus on simple psychological failures in human behaviour, i.e. their irrationality. 
“My own enthusiasm for these now-standard behavioural accounts is dampened, however, by the extent to which the language of behavioural economics so often implies that households’ calculative practices are naïve, underdeveloped, uncivilised, or impaired. To be sure, debtors may be deliberately duped by predatory service providers, but in the UK, where predatory lending was relatively constrained, my experience is that home buyers have capabilities and competencies that are often underestimated (e.g., Cook, Smith and Searle, 2009). To enlarge the canvas, therefore, it is worth recognizing that once the Pandora’s box of interdisciplinarity is opened up, there are perspectives from subjects other than psychology that might demand attention. A wider disciplinary sweep could indeed prove helpful as the cutting edge of behavioural economics is drawn toward styles of psychology – experimental, clinical, neurobiological-that may not be best placed to illuminate housing market activity. A more sociological oeuvre might, moreover, identify other sensibilities at work in the housing economy.” (Smith, 2013, P. 78)
This reductionist view of BE is not one that Simon or Veblen would have recognised, but is a feature of the now prominent NBE turn in economics, that emphasises extensions to homo economicus rationality rather than the alternative OBE rationality endorsed by Simon. 	

[bookmark: _Toc299718589][bookmark: _Toc318119295]2.7 Conclusion
The schools of economic thought discussed in this chapter have different views of the behaviour of agents in the market. In particular economists from the different schools have different views of buyers’ motivations, aspirations and preference formation; actors’ level of knowledge about the market; actors’ ability to learn about the market; and actors’ computational abilities in assessing the range of possibilities. The differences are, in places, a reflection of antithetical ontologies of human behaviour, and in places a result of different focuses on the same processes with shared ontologies. Whilst some pluralist economists are content to take insights from each of the schools in an ad hoc way, the differences in ontology need to be respected. Table 2.1 summarises the main behavioural underpinnings of housing economics for each of the schools. 
The existing housing search literature has made steps towards describing the foundational behaviours of households in the housing market. Whilst there have been NCE avenues of thought that have closed down questions about behaviour and focussed on outcomes, repeatedly dissenting voices have reaffirmed the necessity to consider actual behaviour in the housing search process. 
The prevalence of NCE is partly explained by its ability to be modelled mathematically and therefore the perception of precision and accuracy (including knowing errors) is attractive to policy makers as an evidence base for policy. Despite its widespread use, there is an almost as widespread acknowledgment that the assumptions underpinning NCE are erroneous. The challenges of IE and ME have shown that actors in the housing market are influenced by the societal norms, habits and social structures that carry meaning in economic decision making.  AE has shown that the process of transacting is an individual endeavour, undertaken with partial knowledge and reflective of the marginal utility available. BE has challenged the assumption that human behaviour is as economically rational as homo economicus and has provided alternative conceptualisations of human rationality, both from cognitively limited and procedurally rational perspectives. The concept of satisficing is clearly different from the assumptions made in NCE, ME, NIE and AE which all operate with variants of utility maximisation. OBE offers a more plausible rebuttal of the tenets of NCE and its greater proximity to sociology than other schools allows it to absorb insights from OIE. 
[bookmark: _Toc299718590][bookmark: _Toc318119675]Table 2.1: Behavioural underpinnings of housing economics 
	Neoclassical Economics
	Individuals act independently of others, but contingent on exogenously determined preferences. They are capable of knowing and understanding the whole market. They act consistently and rationally with regard their own preferences and the whole market. Empirical focus is the individual outcome. 

	Marxist Economic Approaches
	Buyers are historically and socially contingent, the buying process is an enactment of social conflict between classes. They are selfish and rational with respect to capital accumulation, capable of understanding the market. Empirical focus is classes.

	Austrian Economic Approaches
	Every individual acts independently of all others, but in light of their unique preferences and view of the market. Agents are unable to view the ‘whole’ market. Transactions represent a single negotiation rather than trends. Empirical focus is the individual’s action.

	Institutional Economic Approaches
	Agents’ perceptions and aspirations are contingent on social norms. Their actions are largely based on the legal rules, social conventions and habits of behaviour. Behaviour will change as these rules adapt and as actors reflect and learn from experience. Actions are likely to be highly constrained by transaction costs. Empirical focus is institutions.

	‘New’ Behavioural Economic
	Individual’s preferences and aspirations are related to cultural norms. Agents have limited cognitive power, but will attempt to utility maximise in their actions. They are likely to have a partial understanding of the market. Empirical focus is the individual, and departures from ‘rationality’ in processes and outcomes.

	‘Old’ Behavioural Economics
	Institutions influence, but do not determine, preferences. Actors have independent constructions of the market based on experience and partial knowledge of others in the market. They have limited cognitive powers, but are imaginative and look for short cuts to enable them to overcome barriers. Households housing search experiences will share some similarities based on institutional similarities and differences based on individuality. Empirical foci are the individual and institutions, processes and outcomes. 




· 
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[bookmark: _Toc318119296]Chapter Three: The Economic Structure of the Housing System and the Behaviour of Search Actors



[bookmark: _Toc299718592][bookmark: _Toc318119297]Key points from chapter three
· Housing is a peculiarly complex product for economic analysis, and as such requires more detailed explanations of the search process than simple goods 
· Housing search is a process which is frequently conceptualised as discrete stages, events or decisions, but there is limited empirical evidence that these stages are discrete or isolated 
· The approaches to housing search are discussed from the perspective of different economic schools across search stages: household formation; decision to search; attribute and dwelling type choice; location selection and the housing search process
· Variation in search behaviour is likely to occur across many aspects of the search process, including: previous experiences; motivations; perceptions of the market; aspirations; information sources; number of properties viewed; number of properties placed an offer on; and outcomes.


















[bookmark: _Toc299718593][bookmark: _Toc318119298]3.1 Introduction
Chapter Two covered the fundamental differences in behavioural underpinnings of housing market analysis across five schools of economic thought. The aim of this chapter is to chart how the variant schools from chapter two apply their conceptualisations of human behaviour to the housing search process. 
[bookmark: _Toc270002151]Before the schools’ approaches to housing search can be discussed it is first necessary to define what housing search is. Consumer search behaviour for generic products is not well defined in the economics academic literature, and housing economics has not faired much better. Housing, is an interdisciplinary topic and explanations of variation in the implicit definitions of housing search are partly attributable to the various disciplinary perspectives that have had an impact on housing studies, for example geography, psychology, sociology and economics (Clark and Flowerdew, 1982). Housing search studies and generic consumer search studies have both likewise tended to focus on the pre-purchase aspects of search undertaken actively by the buyer. This focus on pre-purchase could be criticised for not taking into account accumulated tacit knowledge and the extensive information gathering which may take place passively prior to the active participative stage (Bloch et al, 1986). For example a household’s preferences may be shaped by their experiences of friends and family’s dwellings and hearing of their housing search experiences. However, a starting point to the housing search process is frequently needed in order to prevent a historical regress into the pre-search experiences of households, and therefore often focuses on the active stage. 
Wood and Maclennan’s (1982) definition of housing search focuses on the active stage of search:
“We define the housing market search process as comprising those activities which aid the potential mover’s acquisition of knowledge pertinent to the successful attainment of aspirations.” (Wood and Maclennan, 1982, P.55)
The definitions of housing search in studies infused with ideas from BE or with a concern about the behaviour of individuals in the housing market are sufficiently broad and flexible to incorporate a wide range of activities and decisions undertaken by the household. 
Clark and Flowerdew (1982) identify five key concepts in defining housing search. First it must be a goal-oriented search process, which is organised to pursue those goals (however imprecisely defined). Second, search will include gathering and processing complex information. Third, movers act with uncertainty as information is unknown, but actors must still pursue a course of action to achieve their goals. Fourth, it must be possible to define an end point to the search (i.e. moved or not). Fifth, search is constrained by the limitations of the households and the housing market. 
The housing search process for this thesis is defined as: the process by which a household identifies, selects and agrees the transition from one dwelling to another. The process is likely to include a movement from less information to greater information about the property market and the characteristics of properties available[footnoteRef:14]. The housing search process is only in a limited way analogous to the search for everyday products undertaken by households because of the characteristics associated with dwellings. These characteristics are explored in more detail below.  [14:  Financial search is often considered as part of the housing search process, as many households have to both sell a previous home and agree a loan in order to purchase a new home. It is, however, not included in the above definition because the search for a dwelling and the search for finance take place in different market places (although they impact on each other). Homebuyers finance search is heterogeneous (Duffy and Roche, 2005), adding to the complexity of the variation between households purchase behaviour. 
] 

The complexity of the search and decision making process is, for the purposes of analysis, then divided into different stages. The approaches of the five economic schools are then explored in relation to the different stages of housing search, exemplified by empirical insights into behaviour at the various stages. 

[bookmark: _Toc299718594][bookmark: _Toc318119299]3.2 Housing: A complex product 
Before considering the housing search process in detail it is necessary to recognise that housing is an unusually complex economic commodity. Dwellings possess attributes that rarely apply to other consumption decisions (Quigley, 1979), therefore the standard conditions for economic theories of simple goods may not fit housing, when viewed as a commodity. 
“Revealed preference theory implicitly assumes that chosen commodities are well defined and particular commodities are uniform, with few choice relevant characteristics. We shall call such commodities simple commodities. Housing has all the characteristics of a complex commodity, the housing stock is highly varied and this variation occurs with respect to a large number of locational, neighbourhood and internal characteristics.” (Maclennan, 1977, P.112)
The complexity of the search process is partly a result of the complexity of housing as a composite good. A dwelling is a bundle of goods that cannot be easily separated from each other; the housing search process is therefore simultaneously a search combining location, size, style and quality (Van Ham, 2012). Whilst there may be ‘irrational’ behaviours in the market of other consumables (such as second hand cars, see Akerlof, 1970 for one of the key original papers on information asymmetries and economic rationality), these issues combine even more complexity in the housing market. Four key complexities are explored: spatial fixity; product heterogeneity; expense; and joint consumption and investment purchases.
Spatial fixity
The purchase of a dwelling involves not only ownership of a building but also a specific space of fixed position, size and shape (Meen, 2001). Unlike goods, such as second hand cars, art, or chocolate bars, which can be moved from location to location at the will of the owner, space is a key component of a dwelling (whilst it is possible to relocate the physical structure of a property it is prohibitively expensive in the vast majority of cases, and therefore the product can be considered as spatially fixed). The housing market takes into account not only the physical characteristics of the property, but also the exact location and the space surrounding it. This is important for purchasers motivated by consumption of access to other amenities that the dwelling affords (Galster, 1996). The search for a dwelling amongst all opportunities is therefore also a spatial search, in which locations as well as opportunities are sifted (McPeake, 1998).
Smith, Rosen and Fallis (1988) include distance from employment or cultural locations, the land use types in the neighbourhood and the local government jurisdiction as key spatially fixed attributes of housing. Socioeconomic characteristics of the neighbourhood as well as its physical nature are included in Megbolugbe et al, 1991). Spatial fixity is also important for investment motivated purchases because the space cannot be relocated to take advantage of prices in another location (unlike arbitrage processes in many other markets), or in changes to the neighbourhood (Maclennan, 2012). Attempts have been made to account for spatial fixity in NCE models, although specifying the location variables to be included in a model remains complex (Megbolugbe et al, 1991).  
Product heterogeneity
Dwellings are heterogeneous in a strict sense spatially and are frequently heterogeneous in their non-spatial characteristics (Meen, 2001; Tu, 2003). A row of terraced houses may occupy very similar locations (but not exactly the same) and may have similar physical characteristics. However, properties are regularly changed by occupants and micro geography plays a key role in the desirability of a dwelling[footnoteRef:15]. NCE often assumes that housing services are a homogeneous good, or if heterogeneous, the housing characteristics are objectively measurable and any dwelling can be operationalized in an economic model based on their characteristics as a vector (Fallis, 1985). However, in reality all properties are different and heterogeneity prevents dwellings being bought and sold as a standardised good as parties need to gather information about the specific characteristics of the properties available (Smith et al., 1988). The characteristics of the property (size, style etc) allow a household to satisfy a range of household activities in a limited way. The ability for a property to satisfy the desire for household activities introduces the concept of derived demand, whereby the property provides the ability for a subset of desires to be achieved rather than the property in itself satisfying household demands.  [15:  It is not unusual to see properties, which were originally designed to be uniform, that have been substantially altered. Le Corbusier famously found the changes occupiers made to their properties a frustration to his identikit designs.  ] 

“Adopting Lancaster's perspective, housing should not be viewed as being desired as a good per se (a point which immediately casts doubt upon the validity of studies, which estimate elasticities of "housing" demand). Rather, housing can be viewed as a collection of attributes (or characteristics) which in conjunction with the household's consumption technology, are used to satisfy more basic consumption objectives such as shelter, comfort, aesthetics, accessibility, etc. That is, goods are only intermediaries in the consumption process.” (Maclennan et al., 1987, P. 33)
Dwelling heterogeneity is key therefore in considering the satisfaction of desires. 
“Supply does not, however, take the form of modules of a homogeneous commodity. Indeed, housing units are enormously heterogeneous. They differ in numerous structural characteristics, lot features, neighbourhood characteristics, local public services and access to desired destinations. Occupants demonstrate the importance of these features through their behaviour. Therefore, housing is a package of many salient attributes, only some of which are under the control of the owner. And this heterogeneity ensures a wide spectrum of degrees of substitutability among dwellings. Housing is not, then, a single commodity but rather a complex of variously related commodities.” (Galster, 1996, P.1798)
Heterogeneity is more significant if the dwelling purchase acts as a communicative aspect of consumption, both reflecting and potentially defining the household’s values (Bourdieu, 2005; Kauko, 2006). The similarity of properties in location and dwelling attributes may be so close that they can be considered functional substitutes for each other and therefore part of the same sub-market (McMaster and Watkins, 1999). However, defining a sub-market in an academic study is not necessarily the same as the consumer’s process of searching for information on the type of property and the areas available. The lack of a uniform product places the emphasis on consumer search behaviour as consumers seek to bring together their household aspirations and the varied characteristics and geographically distributed products available (Maclennan, 1982, also see below).
Expense
The purchase of a dwelling is often the largest single expenditure a household has made, particularly for first time buyers. The scale of the purchase is often a magnitude order above everyday purchases, and the household’s annual income. In addition to the price paid for the dwelling, other transaction costs make the venture more expensive including: search, legal and administration, adjustment, finance costs, and the cost of uncertainty (Quigley, 2003).[footnoteRef:16] [16:  Although it is not a part of this study, given the significant expenses, finance is often required in order to undertake the purchase, increasing the complexity as a joint good (Gibb, 2009). The availability and cost of debt finance influences the price of housing, as for many households both finance and the dwelling are purchased simultaneously. Likewise, Tenure is not considered in this study, however The possibility of living in different tenure accommodation adds a further layer of complexity to the housing market, as in theory, different tenures compete against each other for residents’ selection according to the households’ beliefs in the benefits (Bogardus Drew, 2014). A comparison therefore between renting and owning a dwelling may also play a part in housing search decisions and may add to the complexity of both financial calculations and projecting lifestyles. Whilst this is a major complexity in many circumstances, it is not considered as part of this thesis. ] 

“The considerable search warranted by the extreme heterogeneity and immobility of housing, the complex legal and other transactional services, and the household move itself require a heavy outlay of time, effort and money. Both current and capital cost aspects are mingled, and liquidity as well as income constraints are involved. An important consequence is that most households change occupancy infrequently.” (Galster, 1996, P.1798)

Joint consumption and investment
For many households the purchase of a dwelling acts as both a consumption choice, and an investment decision (Rothenberg et al., 1991). The high cost of dwellings emphasises the cost of the purchase and the potential to both make money and lose money on the purchase. Increases in the prices of dwellings also raises the aspirations of households to not only recoup the cost of purchase, but also to sell the property for a higher price than was paid for it. This investment potential suggests that the owner-occupier housing market cannot be considered as simply the market for a consumption good.[footnoteRef:17]  [17:  There is some variation in the relationship between consumption and investment at the national scale, suggesting that institutional considerations are significant for understanding the relationship (see Henderson and Ioannides, 1983 and the comparative work of Arrondel and Lefebvre, 2001)] 

Housing choice in the complex market
The complexity of housing choice therefore suggests that housing demand is particularly unsuitable for economic assumptions that are designed for small world problems (Ferrari et al, 2011a). A more appropriate economic approach to the decision making process is to consider the choice of a dwelling from a BE perspective that considers the complexity of decision making in light of these characteristics (Marsh and Gibb, 2009).
“Households engage in a search process that involves formulating aspirations, gathering information, learning and revising plans before making a decision to adjust their housing consumption. The process would not be necessary if the assumptions of the neoclassical person were all satisfied.” (Megbolugbe et al., 1991, P. 390)

[bookmark: _Toc299718595][bookmark: _Toc318119300]3.3 The stages of housing search
As discussed in chapter two, economic schools have very different approaches to housing markets and the appropriate subjects of study. Using the above definition of housing search, this section provides an overview of the viewpoint of the schools of economic thought outlined earlier. A more detailed exploration of the variations within BE is provided in the following chapter. 
Most theoretical approaches to housing search, which are sensitive to some of the complexity of the decision, break the process down into multiple stages. Rossi’s (1980) seminal book Why Families Move sparked a considerable research agenda in geography of housing and migration patterns. He distinguishes three stages in the housing search process: the decision to leave the old dwelling; the search for a new place; and the choice among alternatives (Rossi, 1980, P.222). McCarthy (1982) likewise uses three stages, although refers to the choice among alternatives as the housing outcome. There are, however, many different views about the number of stages in household’s economic decision making.
“It is well documented that the decision-making process follows a number of stages, although there has been little consensus on the number of stages an individual goes through before making a final choice (Lee and Marshall, 1998). Studies using self-reports have included three stages (Davis and Rigaux, 1974), four stages (Moschis and Mitchell, 1986) and nine stages (Woodside and Motes, 1979).” Levy and Lee, 2004, P.323
Levy and Lee’s (2004) research with estate agents suggested that for the housing market five stages in the decision-making process are discernible: problem recognition, product specification, information search, alternative evaluation, and final choice. 
[bookmark: _Toc318119639]Fig. 3.1: Alternative views of housing choice
(left side represents a linear process through the stages of purchasing a dwelling, the right hand side represents an iterative process which may skip stages and occur non-sequentially)
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Marsh and Gibb (2009), expanding on Maclennan and Wood’s (1982) model, suggest that there are six major steps: selection of a search strategy, orientation to an area, establish the possible properties (vacancies), personally visit those properties, evaluate in detail the characteristics of the properties and then form and place a bid. There is a linear progression in this model through the stages, yet this may be an over-simplification of the progress involved in many cases. Figure 3.1 shows two alternative ways of conceptualising the process of housing choice, based upon Marsh and Gibb (2009). The left side suggests that the household progresses through the decisions systematically, narrowing the housing selection until a decision to move or stay is reached, a view typically associated with NCE (e.g. Boehm, 1982). An alternative conceptualisation of housing choice is that it is messy, with previous decisions being reformulated throughout until a decision to move or stay is made. 

Whilst NCE has viewed decisions about housing choice as a straightforward progression from motivation to outcome, there is growing evidence to suggest that the decision is rarely experienced as a logically linear process and may look and feel more like a ‘muddling process’ (Park, 1982). Levy et al. (2008) summarise the unstructured approach to housing search:
“It is clear from the interviews that although certain distinct stages can be identified within the decision-making process, these stages may not take place in a structured linear fashion.” (Levy et al., 2008, P.285).
The alternative, non-linear progression through stages of the housing search process, signifies that the purchase of a dwelling is not a “small world” problem. In order to analyse and theorise the housing search process it is necessary to create a linear description and analytical structure. Although this structure necessarily simplifies the process it is possible to understand the stages as iterative and recursive, whilst potentially moving towards the goal of purchasing a home to love in. Figure 3.2 provides a conceptualisation of the different stages of the search process, which is linear but includes feedback between each stage. Thus it is possible to conceptualise a movement in the search process from left to right whilst recognising that the search may stop at any stage, and that stages may in essence run concurrently (e.g. search and visiting properties). 
[bookmark: _Toc318119640]Fig. 3.2 A conceptualisation of the different housing search stages and the recursive feedback links between each stage 
[image: Macintosh HD:Users:richard:Downloads:SearchProcess-2.png]
NB: Different housing search stages are in red text and the recursive feedback links are black dotted lines
In the text that follows the stages are considered in a sequential manner, however this is for analytical purposes and it should be remembered throughout that in practice search processes may be non-linear. Each stage is described and a review of key research is provided. A very brief illustration of the types of view from the five different schools (OBE and NBE are separated) allows some comparison of the approaches. 

[bookmark: _Toc299718596][bookmark: _Toc318119301]3.3.1 Household Formation
The decision to form a new household is not always considered as a key stage in the housing search process as many household moves are entire households relocating. However there are concealed households moving out (e.g. adult children moving out of the parental dwelling) and divisions of existing households (e.g. separation). The relationship between household growth determined housing demand and supply is a two-way relationship as new supply opportunities may facilitate new household formation (Mulder, 2006). 
[bookmark: _Toc299718597][bookmark: _Toc318119676]Table 3.1 Decision to form a household, adapted from Ferrari et al (2010b)
	Neoclassical Economics Approach
	New households form when financial calculation of utility of living with parents or in multiple occupation is exceeded by move to new household.

	Marxist Economic Approaches
	A socially and historically embedded decision. Framed or determined by identification with class norms. Means of enhancing capital.

	Austrian Economic Approaches
	Individual is primary. Forms a household when costs of doing so are outweighed by the satisfaction gained of doing so.

	Institutional Economic Approaches
	Legal and social norms determine possible household formation times. Inertia and routine inhibit extensive changes to household formation.

	‘New’ Behavioural Economic Approach
	Based on calculation of benefits and costs; incentive structure influenced by potential conflict between emotions and cognition.

	‘Old’ Behavioural Economics Approach
	Shaped by cultural norms; social status; emotions. Satisficing. 



The various schools have very different perspectives about the decision to form a household. An OBE approach suggests that in voluntary cases of new household formation the decision is likely to be a satisficing rather than utility maximising decision. The limited experience of living as a new household is likely to cause difficulties for the individuals involved in forecasting their experience and utility in the new household, but is also likely to reflect a movement from an existing situation which is less satisfactory than the perceived future in the newly formed household. The AE and NCE schools are more confident that the decision can be made as a rational calculation, although made under conditions of uncertainty. 
“Although much of the literature actually assumes households have already formed as discrete prior step, there has been some attempt to model this decision using mainstream theories and techniques. The work of Haurin et al (1993) is instructive. They suggest that households will compare financial benefits of remaining with parents with those associated with independent living. The key drivers of the decision to form independent or multiple occupant households are expectations of wages and housing costs. In contrast, the behavioural models used by demographers to explore household formation and dissolution decision would place greater emphasis on the importance of cultural norms and social status (Burch, 1995).” (Ferrari et al., 2011, P.22)
Extensions of the NCE approach have been developed and are regularly used to explore the relationship between property process and household formation amongst younger people leaving the parental dwelling (Ermisch and Di Salvo, 1997; Ermisch, 1999), but is less frequently used to explore separation or divorce. 
Household formation has played a role in many housing studies, yet the form of the household had been a relatively minor issue in attempts to understand the actual decision-making process. The household form presents a complex problem for analytical purposes, as there are questions over who or what the analytical focus should be: the individual, the head of household, the whole household, etc? Homo economicus is self evidently an individual, yet it is possible that decisions about location, tenure type and search processes are determined jointly within households. Understanding the household as an institution may provide greater insight. Levy and Lee (2004) summarise four characteristics of families, which may influence the decision process; the family life cycle, social class (family income), culture and sex-role orientation. Previous studies have also emphasised that within the process gender roles may exert influence at different points in the process and with different emphases (Davis and Rigaux, 1974), although Engel et al (1986) suggest that the gender roles are blurring. Within gender roles cultural influence may also affect the public and private roles, Levy and Lee (2004) suggest that Asian ethnicity families in particular reveal a public front of male dominance in the decision process, yet women exert a great influence privately. 
Levy and Lee (2004) also consider the role of children exerting a direct or indirect influence over the process and suggest that the age of children will influence the decision, but not simply with a straightforward positive correlation. The importance here is not that gender or children per se influence, rather they serve to illustrate that household consumer decisions are collective decisions, and that the collective nature may vary from household to household. Levy and Lee’s review of literature reveals five distinct strategies that may be used to influence at points within the decision. Previous experience or knowledge places the holder in a better position to exert influence. Legitimacy of knowledge may be context dependent, for example where the mother is primary child carer, her knowledge is legitimised in understanding the needs of the family. Coalition occurs between groups to strengthen a particular preference. Emotional appeals rather than reason are used to add weight to the argument for or against a decision (Levy et al., 2008). Bargaining is the first strategy, where issues are traded to reach a perceived mutually optimal outcome. The ability of households to understand who exerted what influence and how decisions have been made in the past is itself questionable, yet highlights the complexity of joint decision-making (Park, 1982). The communal decision is further extenuated by relations with the wider society, partially dependent upon the institutional context of housing sales, such as the role of estate agents or the role of extended families and friendships, confirming housing choice as a social rather than discrete and isolated decision (Levy et al., 2008, Smith et al., 2006). Emphasising the communal nature of decisions, whether in a firm or household, is a direct contradiction of the NCE tradition of assuming that the individual is the decision maker (Munro, 1995). 
As intimated above, the decision to form a household is often not included in housing analysis; part of the reason for this is the complexity in determining the analytical unit. Whilst the whole household may be an analytically defensible unit for analysing the final choice of dwelling, it is less clear what the unit should be in analysing the decision to form a household. In some cases, forced exit from the previous household may necessitate a move which was not desired by the new household unit, for example children leaving the parental dwelling or relationship breakdown between couples.  
[bookmark: _Toc299718598][bookmark: _Toc318119302]3.3.2 Decision to move 
The decision to move is often related to the decision to form a new household, or the life cycle stage that a household is in (Coolen et al., 2011). However, whilst this could appear to be deterministic, these moves are often considered to be voluntary by the household involved. 
“Typically, then, most moves are undertaken voluntarily and are motivated by the changes in family size which rendered the old dwelling’s space inadequate to requirements. The decision to move out is primarily a function of the changes in family composition which occur as a family goes through its life cycle.” (Rossi, 1980 P.223) 
The decision to move in NCE is constantly revised by the household, so that the current dwelling is the current optimum that could be achieved by the household (cost of moving taken into account). If the household does not think that their current dwelling is their optimum they will make the decision to move.
“people are more or less constantly evaluating their housing situation and location of residence and, on the basis of this evaluation, decide whether a move is necessary. That concept of rationality leads to approaches assuming continuous-time housing choice.” (Mulder, 1996, p.211)
Migration patterns have been related to the differential between income, minus living costs, across locations, when the transaction costs of moving have been factored in (Clark, 1983). From a NCE perspective households should move to maximise real income and satisfaction at global then local scales. However, the OBE critique of this ultra-rational behaviour, combined with IE limitations suggests an alternative explanation (Cadwallader, 1992). From an OBE perspective information may be scarce and households are unlikely to know the whole range of labour and dwelling options in order to be able to compute comparable utilities. Instead they are more likely to have partial information, stylised expectations and satisfice (Ferrari et al., 2010). Mulder (1996) continues:
“Alternatively, the concept of rationality may be used in the sense of satisficing behaviour, or bounded rationality. In this view people are not assumed to be constantly maximising their utility. [...]search and moving, and even a constant evaluation of one’s housing situation, are major efforts. An obvious procedural shortcut, therefore, is not to consider moving unless there is an important reason to do so.” (Mulder, 1996, p.211)
[bookmark: _Toc299718599][bookmark: _Toc318119677]Table 3.2: Decision to move, adapted from Ferrari et al. (2010b)
	Neoclassical Economics
	Compare relative expected income at origin and possible destination after moving costs; evaluation process ongoing; multiple moves to maximise utility. 

	Marxist Economic Approaches
	Historically and socially contingent. Selfish and rational capital accumulation. 

	Austrian Economic Approaches
	No macro trend discernible. Individuals move when subjective interpretation of utility and price signals (plus opportunity costs) suggests greater individual satisfaction in move. 

	Institutional Economic Approaches
	Perceptions of transaction costs and the norms of life stages for moves will determine the decision. Current situation reflects constraints on decision to move as well as utility maximisation 

	‘New’ Behavioural Economic
	Calculation of expected net benefits, but recognition of bounded rationality and incentive structure influenced by potential conflict between emotions and cognition.

	‘Old’ Behavioural Economics
	Initiated by stressors / triggers mainly surprises or life cycle stage; vague awareness of options and relative wages; limited scope for re-adjustment if move sub-optimal



The incentive to move is likely to only induce a move if it is greater than the incentive to remain in the current dwelling, whether that is because of proximity to services or family, property characteristics, or identification with the dwelling. For this reason, Hickman et al. (2007) suggest that the push to move is likely to be a combination of factors rather than one ‘rational economic’ motivation. It is possible to understand the decision not to consider moving perpetually as a decision to satisfice, in that the current dwelling is seen as ‘good enough’ for the household, until a lifecycle change or other influence alters the household preferences, opportunities or property characteristics. 
The decision to form a new household or to move dwelling has traditionally been seen as either a forced decision i.e. there is a ‘trigger’ or ‘push-pull’ emphasis for example dilapidated housing conditions or a change in family circumstances, or an adjustment move to improve housing circumstances (Clark and Onaka, 1983), yet recent research has questioned this assumption and argued for a more nuanced view of the reason for household moves. Hickman et al. (2007) suggest that new formation is a result of a complex interaction between four key variables: resources; identity and dispositions; residential perceptions and interpretations and notions of place. This suggest that the decision to form a new household is a culturally conditioned decision and reflects both wider social trends and individual perceptions of those trends and personal identities. 
[bookmark: _Toc299718600][bookmark: _Toc318119303]3.3.3 Specific attributes and dwelling search
[bookmark: _Toc299718601][bookmark: _Toc318119678]Table 3.3: Selection of a dwelling, adapted from Ferrari et al. (2010b)
	Neoclassical Economics
	Maximise utility function that incorporates implicit value of dwelling attributes.  Direct comparison of benefits of each possible attribute.

	Marxist Economic Approaches
	Reflective of historical and cultural class values. Rational pursuit of class identifying attributes. 

	Austrian Economic Approaches
	Personal decision based on subjective values and individual order of preferences for needs and wants. Transaction process is key, prices reflect specific negotiations not market trends.

	Institutional Economic Approaches
	Perspectives shaped by availability and cultural norms (variants of exogenous determination). Transaction costs preclude consideration of all attribute / dwelling possibilities.

	‘New’ Behavioural Economic
	Subjective, and bounded rational, assessment of benefits potentially subject to trade-offs with emotions.

	‘Old’ Behavioural Economics
	Attributes of varying importance; some features harder to evaluate than others; cognitive limits significant; emotional responses



A household’s search for a dwelling is rarely a search for shelter alone. It is a search for characteristics, or attributes of a dwelling. These attributes may be the size, style or particular features of a property (or location, see below). A household may not have a fixed notion (preference) of every attribute of a dwelling, but they are likely to have a good idea of some of the attributes that they value.
“Only a very small proportion of families stated that they would take any dwelling offered to them. Most families were looking for particular kinds of places. Practically every family was looking for a new place of a particular size or design. Some families were searching only in particular sections or neighbourhoods within the city. Others wanted homes near their relatives or friends or which had congenial – to them- social composition. The modal family in its search for a new home was looking for a dwelling of a particular size and having certain essential design features.” (Rossi, 1980, P.223-224)
Neoclassical economists make extensive use of hedonic analysis to reveal the price of each major housing characteristic that makes up overall property prices (Witte et al., 1979; Keskin, 2008). These analyses assume that homo economicus can compare the details of properties to determine the value of an added bathroom or even the decorations. Both BE views consider mankind’s ability to compute this with less certainty and therefore draw on Simon’s (1978) ideas of bounded rationality. The emotional state of household’s prior to and as they view a property may influence their response to the property and may therefore be reflected in the decision to place an offer, or the level of offer. Institutional Economics analysis, such as Veblen’s (1899) idea of conspicuous consumption may also influence a household’s decisions about the required attributes. Institutional factors do not necessarily remain constant across time and space, and therefore across submarkets. Within submarkets therefore groups with varied influences may value characteristics differently. Wiest (2011) found that when comparing similar property characteristics across a range of ex-Soviet countries housing markets were influenced by both globalising trends and very local factors as well as social trends, suggesting that institutional trends are operating at local, national and international levels. 
“While housing preferences may appear to be the result of transnational influences and the transmission of cultural patterns in globalizing urban societies, the social composition and residential mobility of the housing estates studied here are influenced by the local housing market, the social structure of urban societies and local peculiarities.” (Wiest, 2011, P.428)
The variation in international and local institutional trends that impact the popularity of housing characteristics may impact differently on long distance and short distance movers as they have different cultural references and norms about what property characteristics signify in society.  
3.3.4 Housing location search
The search for a dwelling is a spatial search, and involves sifting of locations (McPeake, 1998). A household’s location preference is a spatial manifestation of multi-layered spatial attributes, and is likely to lead to differences in the extent of search between households (Maclennan, 1992). Kauko (2006) identified seven spatial attributes that are likely to impinge on households’ preferences for locations (and therefore the value that households place on the location in the overall price paid): accessibility and proximity (e.g. distance to work or services); neighbourhood social factors (e.g. social/class signifiers); service infrastructure (e.g. hospitals, schools); physical environment (e.g. density, green space); presence of water (net effect of water as amenity and risk); municipality (e.g. political image or local government policy); and supply-side friction (e.g. lack of substitutable dwellings). Whilst each of these seven characteristics contains multiple concepts, the lightning fast calculator of NCE is required to determine their value for each overlapping layer, though they may be operating at different spatial scales (although households may not value each characteristic, so may not be concerned with every layer). Structuralist approaches to analysing housing markets argue that social trends in the perceptions of locations and neighbourhoods will influence preferences. Rational structuralist models assume that households will maximise utility within these trends, whilst behavioural structuralist models assume that households will have impressionistic views at best, and will take short cuts in their information gathering and deliberation (therefore prices will reflect impressions rather than precise values). 
There has been a critique of the NCE position on the behaviour of consumers in relation to housing location search since the 1970’s. Ferrari et al (2010b) cite Grigsby’s (1978) work as critical in rebuffing the concept of an access space trade off, which suggests that demand is determined by a calculation of the distances from important places, such as the shopping district and central business district (see Muth, 1969 or Gibb, 2003). The complexity of some models is such that they can incorporate a large number of subsidiary locations, yet the concept underpinning this is that people rationally determine housing location by considering the cost of travel (most often to a place of work). 
Wolpert (1965) expanding on the notion of bounded rationality and Simon’s idea of action-space suggests that housing search is likely to include a sample bias. When considering housing households are most likely to consider properties in their immediate environment, to produce a spatially biased set of information (Silk, 1971; Barrett, 1976). Behavioural geography has explored the possibility of understanding search patterns based on questioning searchers perceptions of mental maps and mental schemata (e.g. Adams, 1969). Although progress in this area has proved difficult, there have been some useful insights. Aitken (1987), for example, found that location search patterns were predicated on the expectation of housing opportunities in those locations, therefore outcomes were partially contingent on perceptions of the housing market prior to searching. Whilst this decision to focus on the immediate can be understood in terms of transaction costs, there is no guarantee that limiting transaction costs produces a more economically rational outcome:
“In the absence of a homogeneous surface, however, the difference in cost may be more than outweighed by the loss in representativeness of a given cluster.” (Wolpert, 1965, P. 164)
The extent of this bias may be limited to greater or lesser extents, the range of contacts and search effort to consider other locations will shift the bias, but it is likely that even with extensive effort some bias will remain due to the nature of information availability (Brown and Moore, 1970). 
Analysis of different housing markets in Finland has shown that the qualities of a preferential location and neighbourhood are variable between markets (Kauko, 2006b).  In more recent work, with low-income inner-city African American families, Wood (2014) found that interviewees sought to maximise the physical characteristics of the property as their priority and were more willing to satisfice on location as a secondary order issue. Whilst this study focuses on just one group of people, it is possible to see both a social trend amongst this group, and to imagine other groups with different priorities (for example middle class families in urban England seeking locations as the priority and willing to satisfice on physical characteristics in order to be located near to ‘good’ schools). 
[bookmark: _Toc299718602][bookmark: _Toc318119679]Table 3.4: Housing location search, adapted from Ferrari et al (2010b)
	Neoclassical Economics
	Trade-off access and space. Knowledge of all neighbourhood possibilities. 

	Marxist Economic Approaches
	Reflective of historical and cultural class values. Rational pursuit of class identifying neighbourhood.

	Austrian Economic Approaches
	Personal decision. Movement between locations reflect partial knowledge of price differences and marginal utility of needs and wants. 

	Institutional Economic Approaches
	Social structures and localised norms (contingent on power) hinder or encourage viewing and perceptions of neighbourhoods. Rational action in relation to these structures. 

	‘New’ Behavioural Economic
	Potentially inaccurate assessments of costs and benefits of access-space trade-offs; utility derived from social ties/spatial capital and bonds (emotions).

	‘Old’ Behavioural Economics
	Complex and emotional interactions between household members; Neighbourhood attachment; Social ties; Attitudes towards and perceptions of quality matter



Whilst both NBE and OBE suggest that there are computational limitations in the ability of consumers to act in line with the access space trade off, OBE distances itself further from the NCE position. Social bonds within neighbourhoods limit the extent to which people are prepared to relocate to different locations, which are more ‘optimal’ (Watkins, 2008). 
There is scope for further research into the intra-household relations in relation to location preferences, particularly in relation to the engagement with the local environment by different types of household, for example with children or without. 
3.3.5 Housing Search Strategy 
Household’s move home only infrequently, and therefore are unlikely to have up to date information about the market (Watkins, 2009). In order to bridge the information deficit, households must select mediums to obtain further information about the housing market and opportunities that might meet their aspirations within the households’ constraints. The importance of different information sources varies from study to study, suggesting variation in importance across time and space, yet remains poorly understood (McPeake, 1998). The selection of information sources, intensity of search and the length of search all require some level of decision by the household, and results in significant multidimensional variation between households (Clark and Smith, 1982). Whilst NCE models suggest that full information is available to the mover at the start of the search process, most NCE researchers recognise that this is an unrealistic assumption. The searcher, however, is able to optimise the information sources, duration of search and intensity and will stop at the optimal point where no further search could provide greater utility. 
[bookmark: _Toc299718603]
[bookmark: _Toc318119680]Table 3.5: Search strategy, adapted from Ferrari et al (2010b)
	Neoclassical Economics Approach
	Optimise duration and intensity; stopping when expected utility of future search is less than costs. Information and search are subsumed as transaction costs and do not influence behaviour.

	Marxist Economic Approaches
	Search processes are outworkings of social trends and segmentation. Class based ability to access technological and expertise facilitate advantageous search experiences. Rational within all classes.

	Austrian Economic Approaches
	Information is partial and hard to obtain. Search is personal. Opportunity cost of search is personal.

	Institutional Economic Approaches
	Shaped by cultural norms and power structures (including estate agents). May be rational, when viewed by cultural constraints.  

	‘New’ Behavioural Economic Approach
	Profound information problems suggest sub-optimal strategy and calculations of net benefits

	‘Old’ Behavioural Economics Approach
	Emotionally shaped; trust and reliance on agents as legitimate ‘short cut’; Highly impressionistic due to knowledge characteristics and uncertainty



The extent of search needed is unknown at the beginning of the search process, yet the cost of searching for the perfect dwelling is likely to be prohibitively high causing households to limit their search pattern and settle at an acceptable standard of characteristics (Anglin, 2003). 
Rossi (1980) found that half of all households undertaking a search for a dwelling (including rental accommodation) selected the first dwelling they considered in detail. This might suggest a very limited search stage and that the transaction costs (including emotional and opportunity costs of search) play a role, or that households may be satisficing rather than utility maximising. 
“Half of the families made their choice of a new home after looking at only one possibility. They found this single opportunity close enough to their desires to take it without looking further. The other half of the families studied made their choices from among several alternative possibilities.” (Rossi, 1980, P. 224)
Both NBE and OBE perspectives argue that the NCE view of the search strategy fails to consider again the inability of humans to gather and process enough information to make a decision about the optimal duration of a search and to know when exactly the search costs have overtaken the utility of the future dwelling (Ferrari et al., 2010b). In NCE, the dwelling purchaser needs to be able to understand price and transaction volume trends in the housing market in order to be able to create a rational search strategy. 
“How housing consumers respond to house price movements varies (Kiel, 1994): some intensify search in the face of house prices increases and others reduce the intensity of search or postpone search altogether. A key question for our purposes is, if we reject standard assumptions that housing consumers can form rational expectations, because they are unsupported by the evidence (e.g. DiPasquale and Wheaton 1994, Muellbauer and Murphy 1997, Poterba 1991), how do consumers form expectations regarding the future path of house prices upon which they base their strategy?” (Marsh and Gibb, 2011, P.221)
From an OBE perspective determining the extent and intensity of the search strategy will be partially dependent upon the attempts others make to influence the process. Estate agents may play a pivotal role not only in guiding negotiations when a dwelling has been determined (Smith et al, 2006), but also in encouraging or discouraging an extensive search, or to satisfice early (Smith and Mertz, 1980). Indeed estate agents may influence households to search in different ways, in part depending on the household characteristics (Teixeira, 1995; Galster, 1992). Perceptions of changes in market conditions will also influence both estate agents and household decisions about the urgency of finding a property. OBE analysis should consider further the social influences upon determining a search strategy. 
Ferrari et al. (2010) expand on how IE and OBE can be brought together, expanding on Maclennans approach, to a fuller understanding of housing search strategies.
“Maclennan (1982) offers the prospect of an institutionally oriented behavioural approach (akin to the Original Behavioural Economics) to exploring the search process. This encapsulates three distinct phases: (i) an emotional and social stage, where experiential knowledge, and hence norms and habits are prominent and where the paths or future evaluatory processes are shaped and aspirations are formed on the basis of highly impressionistic and subjectively interpreted generalised information from sources such as the media; (ii) considered scrutiny (a form of more ‘conscious deliberation’) during which an ordered search will take place on the basis of aspirations and perceived constraints, which may engender other emotional influences such as counterfactual emotions – disappointment – social emotions such as liking as well as experiential and social referent emotions all of which shape deliberation and, drawing from Earl (2005), begin to reconcile aspirations with more realistic, feasible options; and (iii) detailed intensive evaluation (involving, for instance, formal surveys) of specific properties within clearly established price ranges and submarkets, ending ultimately in most cases in bid formation.” (Ferrari et al., 2011, P.24-25)
[bookmark: _Toc299718604][bookmark: _Toc318119304][bookmark: _Toc270002155]3.4 Conclusion 
NBE approaches to housing search places the consumer’s rights and ability to determine the outcome of their decision as a priority. The consumer is likely to struggle to gather enough information to make rational decisions about the location and search strategy. They will also have to maximise their outcome within bounded rationality, in particular emotional attachments, preventing an optimal outcome. OBE studies highlight the role of habits more than NBE, habits which are shaped by cultural norms as well as socially constructed emotions and social status, compounded by relationships within the decision-making process. These habits and culturally shaped affects will lead the consumer to inaccurate understandings of the benefits of particular characteristics or location of a property. 
There exists a body of literature (as highlighted above) that has described the housing search processes from a broadly OBE perspective in various contexts across the globe over time. However, some of the information sources have changed over time and the growth in the amount of information available to households has increased significantly, particularly for households situated a remote distance from the geographical search area. Therefore, whilst previous models of behaviour provide a historic insight into housing search, new models are needed to describe and understand the contemporary patterns. 
There is little evidence of the behaviour of households, and the variation between household types, across the different stages of the search process. Figure 3.3 summarises the areas where variation may occur in the search process across stages, building upon figure 3.2. 
[bookmark: _Toc318119641]Fig. 3.3: Aspects of variation across stages of housing search
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[bookmark: _Toc318119305]Chapter Four: Behavioural Economics and Housing Search


[bookmark: _Toc299718606][bookmark: _Toc318119306]Key points from chapter four	
· This chapter reviews behavioural economics housing search models, across a spectrum from neoclassical to old behavioural economics, to reveal the variation in perspectives.
· The models move from very simplistic, homogenised assumptions about economic rationality, through more complex iterations taking account of institutional influences and sub-optimal behaviour, through to satisficing and relational models of the search process.
· Each model highlights particular aspects of housing search that may not conform to a wholly integrated position on the economic spectrum utilised elsewhere in the model.
· There is, to date, little empirical evidence to support behavioural models of housing search, particularly with regard to the amount of variation that exists between different households’ search behaviours.
· A conceptual model of the variation in housing search processes is provided as a framework for research. 















[bookmark: _Toc299718607][bookmark: _Toc318119307]4.1 Introduction
Models of housing search reflect the underlying assumptions of behaviour and the underlying ontological presuppositions of models of search. NCE models reflect the view of rational utility maximising behaviour, while BE models represent alternative conceptualisations of human behaviour. The behaviour of households is identified as the unit of analysis in this chapter, and hereafter in the thesis[footnoteRef:18]. This chapter provides a detailed account of BE perspectives on housing search.   [18:  The housing search can be considered from a wide number of perspective, and determining the unit of analysis is not straightforward. The rationale for using the term household, rather than individual is developed further in Chapter Five. ] 

Housing search models are contingent upon their ontological assumptions therefore differences are evident between models based on differences between undergirding economic theories. They also seek to capture something of the changes in housing search undertaken by households as those processes alter with new trends and technologies. For example, institutional arrangements for the provision of information about housing markets and opportunities have shifted. The impact of the Internet on housing search has changed over time. A decade ago Ford, Rutherford and Yavas (2005) found that Internet advertised properties took longer to sell, but were sold for a higher price. However, since then the role of real estate advertising has changed and grown and Internet usage in housing search grown overall, even if variable with market conditions and household characteristics (Richardson and Zumpano, 2012; Dunning and Watkins, 2012). 
This chapter use schematic models to explore the relationship between behavioural search theories and ontologies of human behaviour. Schematic diagrams are arguably more accessible than other forms of modelling (e.g. mathematical) to a range of researchers interested in housing search from across the BE spectrum, and avoids the reductionism to numeric values (e.g. Clark and Smith, 1979, Cronin, 1982). They also assist in providing an overall view of the search process, rather than the isolating tendencies of textual descriptions of different stages of search (Rossi, 1980). As simplifications they routinely struggle to relate variations in the types of housing search between households, including intensity and length of different types of housing searcher (Dunning and Watkins, 2012; Maclennan and O’Sullivan, 2012). 
The bifurcation of NBE and OBE was identified in chapter three. This is a helpful micro-taxonomy to simplify the potential division within behavioural economics, but defining each behavioural model of housing search within one of these two types is difficult. An alternative is to consider the bifurcation as the extremes of a spectrum.  At one end of the spectrum is NCE (with NBE close to it) and the other end is a radical alternative based on satisficing and culturally embedded behaviour (see fig 4.1). 
[bookmark: _Toc318119642]Fig 4.1: A diagram of the spectrum of housing search behaviour from Neoclassical to Old Behavioural
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A similar spectral stance is expounded by Tomer (2007), who considers nine distinct strands of thought within behavioural economics, comparing the philosophy of science within each to mainstream economics. This approach suggests that the division between NBE and OBE is unlikely to support a comprehensively unified group of models. The task here is to draw out the links between perspectives as well as the limitations of each, highlighting ontological divides and incomplete application of philosophical commitments. 
The ambiguity about precise philosophical stance is accentuated because of the manner in which the behavioural research agenda has been dissected to consider single assumptions or heuristics individually (Fudenberg, 2006). A NBE approach is more common in mainstream economics currently, having embedded its perceived legitimacy (Sent, 2004), however within the realm of land and housing economics the mainstream has to adapt to peculiar characteristics that do not apply elsewhere in economics (e.g. Smith, Rosen and Fallis, 1988), and hence, heterodox perspectives are perhaps perceived as less irreverent. Incremental approaches to refining theory are not uncommon, but require holistic or narrative approaches to understand the movement and broader integration of a research paradigm.
The remainder of this chapter expressly uses the approach of a decision maker in OBE to consider the models of housing search in two ways. First, the schematics chosen are taken from a large sample, too large to constructively deal with, so a rule of thumb approach has been taken to select what are perceived as the most appropriate examples, without knowing the entire possibility set. Second, the level of detail discussed for each schematic presented is perceived to be enough to cross the threshold for building a cogent historical argument and narrative locating the broad position of the paper, rather than a maximized level of engagement. The paper outlines the movement across the spectrum from NCE through NBE to NCE. The models chosen represent stages across the spectrum, and are: Tu and Goldfinch (1996); Smith, Rosen and Fallis (1988); Speare, Goldstein and Frey (1975); Maclennan and Wood (1982); Maclennan (1982); Wong (2002); Marsh and Gibb (2011); Rae (2014): and, Levy and Lee (2002). As is apparent from this list, the movement is not historically linear. 

[bookmark: _Toc299718608][bookmark: _Toc318119308]4.2 A Neoclassical approach to housing search: Tu and Goldfinch, 1996
Neoclassical models of housing search come in a range of forms and with different emphases. However, one of the key denominators is the conceptualisation of human behaviour in the model. The model for consideration here, by Tu and Goldfinch (1996) has been selected as an example of a NCE approach to human behaviour in the housing search process, it uses a two-stage model. Its theory and model are closely linked to NCE, and the antecedents of the model are lined to the assumptions of human behaviour in the housing market that conform to some of the major tenets of homo economicus. 
The amount of information possible and appropriate to acquire is contested. Some models assume that the household has incomplete information at the beginning, but through the search process they obtain perfect information and then are able to maximize their utility (or at least satisfice with complete information). Tu and Goldfinch (1996) adopt this approach in their model in Fig. 4.2. They argue that:
“A buyer’s housing market information level will influence his/her final choice only if the choice is made under imperfect market information. As a result, this choice is probably not his/her maximum utility choice. However, this will not happen very often. The reason is that buying a dwelling is the largest expenditure and probably one of the biggest decisions that a household makes. A household will therefore be very careful in choosing a dwelling. If they cannot find a suitable dwelling they may quit the market. So it is reasonable to assume that each buyer will buy a dwelling only after obtaining full market information. Under this assumption, a buyer’s final choice will not be influenced by his/her market information level.” (Tu and Goldfinch, 1996, PP.519-520)
Tu and Goldfinch (1996) maintain the language of choice in the decision making process, despite the challenge to NCE understandings of the process where utility maximisation essentially removes the deliberation of preference and simplifies it to an information sourcing problem (Latsis, 1972; Ferrari et al, 2011). Tu and Goldfinch translate this approach into a schematic diagram, see Fig X. This approach assumes that the search process does not influence preferences, nor that individual’s have limitations in their abilities to gather information or to process the optimum stopping point based on a rational approach. 
[bookmark: _Toc318119643][image: Macintosh HD:Users:richard:Downloads:Tu & Goldfinch - New Page.jpeg]Fig 4.2: Decision-making, search and choice: Tu and Goldfinch, 1996
 


Acquisition of information in the housing search stage is also contested. 






Source: Tu and Goldfinch (1996, P.521)
In Tu and Goldfinch’s model the order of properties viewed, indeed whether the area or the type of property chosen first is insignificant as the household will gather complete information about their housing opportunities, and maximise the utility of their purchase in a rational manner. The ‘housing search’ box therefore is a simple black box, the inner mechanisms of which are not of interest. The choice is separated into spatial and non-spatial characteristics (utility functions) in Tu and Goldfinch’s model, and is divided into sub-groups of housing searcher based on life-cycle stage. Preferences are explained in terms of life-cycle stage, and outcomes are modelled accordingly. There is no variation in search behaviour between sub-groups as they are all assumed to obtain perfect knowledge and act rationally with regard to that knowledge. This approach is symptomatic of a mainstream approach. The research agenda therefore is concerned less with the mode of information acquisition or the decision making process, instead it focuses on defining the choice set and preferences. This approach is unlikely to be described as behavioural, and would be on the extreme left of our simple taxonomical spectrum. The remainder of the models discussed offer variations on this model, incrementally developing richer behavioural models. 

[bookmark: _Toc299718609][bookmark: _Toc318119309]4.3 A small step away from NCE: Utility maximising under uncertainty - Smith, Clark, Huff and Shapiro (1979) 
The failure to deal with decision-making under uncertainty is a major criticism of NCE. Smith et al’s (1979) model of the search and mobility process provides one example of an attempt to fuse uncertainty with utility maximisation. 
[bookmark: _Toc318119644]Fig. 4.3: Schematic diagram of decision making model: Smith et al (1979) 
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Source: Smith, Clark, Huff and Shapiro (1979, P.9)
Smith et al’s (1979) model attempts to fuse a utility maximizing approach with decision rules for intra-urban migration.  This approach recognizes that household’s are unable to know all possible housing opportunities at the beginning of the decision making process about moving, and therefore have to collate information and refine expectations. The household has broad generalised views of the housing market, neighbourhood characteristics and opportunities at the start and learns more about them as the search progresses, learning also about the costs of information sources. Smith et al (1979), maintain that the household is utility maximizing through the information feed back loops, extended to include sequential decision making under uncertainty and with risk aversion. The utility maximisation suggests that decision makers have defined and ordered preferences and can compute the ‘best housing situation discovered’. This model, as with standard economics models, may incorporate the varied costs of gathering information and refining expectations (e.g. Zhou et al, 2014). As with all models, some assumptions apply, including the homogeneity of property characteristics within neighbourhoods. The model finds that the housing market lumpiness leads to satisficing behaviour.

[bookmark: _Toc299718610][bookmark: _Toc318119310]4.4 Simplifying choice as a departure from NCE: Speare, Goldstein and Frey, 1975
Within a bounded rationality perspective the search process itself does have a significant role in influencing human decision-making (the three p’s: processes, preferences and prospects). This may be at odds to other views of housing decision-making, migration and household mobility. Dielemen (2001) for example reviews the literature on household decision-making and residential mobility, but excludes a discussion on the search for information and housing opportunities, and how households interact with those housing opportunities. 
Speare, Goldstein and Frey’s (1975) model is the first identified here to consider an expressly behavioural model of housing search, building on the work of Herbert Simon:
“This work grows out of a conception of human decision making that is perhaps best represented in the work of Simon (1957). Simon views the individual decision maker as limited in the capacity to formulate and solve problems and to acquire and retain information. To cope with these problems the individual constructs a simplified model of the situation and acts rationally with respect to that model. Simon suggests that in this simplified model only a subset of the alternatives are perceived and payoffs are evaluated only as satisfactory or unsatisfactory. No action is taken if the current state is judged to be satisfactory. If it is unsatisfactory a search is made for outcomes that are satisfactory and the search is terminated when a satisfactory alternative is found (Simon, 1957:198-201)” (Speare, Goldstein and Frey, 1975, PP.172-173)
Fig. 2 is a combination of three models outlined by Speare, Goldstein and Frey (1975). Following Brown and Moore (1970) they separate the housing search process into three stages. They do also include a single mobility process model (see p.191), but this removes much of the detail of the decision making process. The three stages are: the development of a desire to consider moving, the selection of an individual location, the decision to move or to stay. Citing Simon, the model can be seen to be procedurally rational, in that the households determines a course of action, which may be suboptimal and then acts rationally with regard to it.  
[bookmark: _Toc318119645]Fig. 4.4: An adaptation of three models of mobility: Speare, Goldstein and Frey, 1975
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Source: Adapted from Speare, Goldstein and Frey (1975, PPs 177, 180 and 182)
This model explores satisfaction thresholds, drawing on Wolpert’s behavioural geography work (1965, 66), rejecting a utility maximization approach. In voluntary moves, dissatisfaction must rise above a person’s threshold, in essence households satisfice in their existing dwellings until pushed beyond their stress threshold. Information is also viewed as constrained to awareness of alternatives too, rejecting the full market information outlined by mainstream models, such as that of Tu and Goldfinch (1996).
Search for information about opportunities and the evaluative stage are based on limits (primarily awareness spaces). The decision whether to move is then a (modified) cost-benefit calculation. The limited explanation of the roles of intermediaries in the housing market and wider socio-cultural trends means their work misses key influences on the decision making process and on outcomes. 
Speare, Goldstein and Frey (1975) develop their schematic diagram into a mathematical model, supporting the role of mathematical models within BE approaches. In order to expand on the conceptual framework of individual mobility into aggregate decision making. Speare, Goldstein and Frey (1975) recognise the necessity to simplify behaviour, including making the decision to consider moving and to move are expressed as linear functions. 

[bookmark: _Toc299718611][bookmark: _Toc318119311]4.5 A NBE approach: Maclennan and Wood, 1982 
Modelling Housing Market Search edited by William Clark (1982) remains one of the most highly cited texts on housing search. The chapter, Information acquisition: patterns and strategies, by Duncan Maclennan and Gavin Wood, likewise is frequently referred to as one of the key staging posts in understanding information acquisition in housing search. The conceptual model presented by Maclennan and Wood is referred to as the chain of search stages, whilst the text enhances this title: 
“a successful search for housing is not a single activity but can be more appropriately viewed as consisting of a linked series of distinctive information seeking actions” (Maclennan and Wood, 1982, P134). 
As with Smith et al (1979), Maclennan and Wood (1982) consider search as decision making under uncertainty and the search process as iteratively revealing more about the market. One of the most significant elements in Maclennan and Wood’s model is the feedback loops to revise aspirations and the information sources used. Households, whose experiences vary may, for example, select one information source (message service) at the start of their search, and then change to a different information source once they have begun area orientation, or if the source is not revealing the information it is perceived to be needed. Whilst Maclennan and Wood assert that households rationally select information sources, they do so from a position of limited information, and may re-choose the information sources accessed. 
The stages of housing search are sequential, although they may be recursive. There is a logic to the process though, based on event decision-making, for example the decision to enter the market precedes message service selection. This process suggests that whilst the decision-maker brings with them reasons for searching (e.g. push and pull motivations to start searching) they make conscious decisions to begin a process of search, for example by selecting from a range of information services and undertaking a determined intensity of search through it. There is, however, no discussion about the limitations of the decision maker’s capacity. All determinants of limitations are external (e.g. the sources and amount of information). In this sense whilst Maclennan and Wood open up a behavioural model of housing search, it remains an extension of the mainstream rather than alternative culturally embedded approach. 
[bookmark: _Toc318119646]Fig. 4.5: The chain of search stage: Maclennan and Wood, 1982
[image: Macintosh HD:Users:richard:Downloads:Maclennan and Wood 1982 - New Page.jpeg]
Source: Maclennan and Wood, 1982, P.136
[bookmark: _Toc299718612][bookmark: _Toc318119312]4.6 A NBE approach, with a view to OIE: Maclennan, 1982
In the same year (1982) that Clark’s edited volume was published, Duncan Maclennan’s book Housing Economics was also published. The book is widely viewed as a seminal staging post in the movement towards institutional and behavioural approaches being adopted in housing economics. Maclennan expresses the intent to create a new approach to conceptualizing housing search, although does not reference institutional or behavioural economic approaches directly: 
“it is intended to outline the first tentative stages of an escape route from the simple neoclassical equilibrium box. Compared with the grand elegance of Arrow-Debeu equilibrium theory, the approach may seem, at first sight, somewhat piecemeal and non-rigorous. The approach is drawn generally from the seminal contribution of Hahn and more specifically from two sources which have much in common. These are, first, models of mobility and spatial search behavior developed in urban geography (Moore 1972; Clark 1980) and, second, the information and adjustment models of the ‘new’ microeconomics (Phelps et. al. 1970; Pisarides 1976).” (Maclennan, 1982, PP.64-65)
Discerning the intellectual antecedents of a conceptual model is a complex task given the integrated paths of ideas and their diffuse paths, it is interesting that papers which align Maclennan’s work with the OBE and IE antecedents of economic research (e.g. Watkins and McMaster, 2011) do so without Housing Economics referencing the works of Herbert Simon or Thorstein Veblen. The chapter on analysing housing choice and demand (from which these quotes and conceptual framework outlined are taken) moves towards a BE approach, but maintains some links to NCE:
“the framework can be linked to existing models and measurement techniques. For instance, an acceptance of the neoclassical access-space framework merely requires… that the housing market search and adjustment ‘boxes’ are excluded.” (Maclennan, 1982, P.75)
Maclennan (1982) proposes that the model has certain characteristics, which are necessary to understand in order to assess the model.
(a) The framework is relatively loose and does not make important a priori assumptions regarding the objects or processes of choice. Further a specific spatial structure of the housing market is not assumed to exist a priori nor is neoclassical equilibrium a necessary component of the conceptual organization.
(b) The conceptual framework does make some broad assumptions regarding the structure of the housing choice decision.
(c) Whilst the framework can be said to be behavioural in that the decision structure is outlined and in that it allows the relevant objects of choice to be identified no prior assumption is made regarding the behavioural processes by which the stages of the choice decision are linked. The boxes, representing the choice process sequence, are outlined in Fig. 3.1 and may be linked by either optimizing or satisficing modes of behavior. However, the appropriate specification of the structure of the housing choice decision should mean that ‘behavioural’ and ‘neoclassical’ models should no longer be seen as polar alternatives but that they tend to converge as the decision structure is appropriately specified. 
(d) The direct linkages between individuals and housing market institutions are identified.
(e) To make the framework operational and measureable certain additional conceptual boxes are introduced. For instance the concept of pre-search ‘aspiration’ is potentially more readily identifiable than the concepts ‘preference’ and ‘constraint’.
Maclennan, 1982, PP.66-67
The model outlined suggests that households search process includes both extensive and intensive elements. The extensive search element is related to both the households’ initial preferences and their revised aspirations in an iterative process as the household adjusts their expectations depending on the types of housing opportunity presented. The intensive housing and finance search flow from the extensive search as individual opportunities are considered within defined area and financial parameters. Maclennan here acknowledges that distinguishing empirically between the extensive and intensive phases here is problematic. One possibility suggested by Maclennan in the owner-occupier tenure is the use of house surveys and approaches to lending institutions about the possibility of purchasing a particular property. The intensive phase feeds directly into the bid formation and offer process. 
[bookmark: _Toc318119647]Fig. 4.6: Housing choice processes: Maclennen ,1982
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Source: Maclennan, 1982, P.68
The model acknowledges that a household may endure a sustained search process, working through recursively the boxes (e.g. initial aspiration to extensive search to revised aspiration to extensive search etc). The manner in which the household does this however gives the appearance of moving between rational boxes, whilst the actuality may be different. Consider a household viewing a property, engaged in intensive search, but at the same time asking questions about their aspirations and preferences. It may be through the actual experience of viewing a property that a household determines whether it is prepared to trade one housing attribute for another. 
Maclennan’s book argues that a BE and IE driven approach is more likely to describe (and therefore predict) housing market processes and outcomes than the NCE approach, in part because of the unique characteristics of housing: infrequency of dwelling owners acting in the market (as buyers or sellers); the complex bundle of characteristics comprising a house; the geography of housing; and the difficulty in obtaining appropriate information (Clark, 2011). Maclennan’s (1982) model goes someway to incorporating these concerns. Take for example gathering information about opportunities. The household brings aspirations to the extensive search phase, but the housing market institutions also impact on the extensive search phase. This phase may then alter the housing aspirations as the buyer discovers new possibilities and has their aspirations shaped by the market institutions. 

[bookmark: _Toc299718613][bookmark: _Toc318119313]4.7 Procedural rationality with a hangover of NCE: Wong, 2002 
Wong discusses the disciplinary divisions in housing search study (with a broad exposition of utility maximization), but focuses on an economic approach to decision making, before adopting a bounded rationality approach to conceptualizing search. The approach is one of the most explicit antecedents of Herbert Simon’s concepts of rationality: 
“The concept of search arises primarily because of incomplete knowledge on the part of the decision-maker. As decision alternatives are usually not given but have to be sought, the search for alternatives is the “concept of satisficing” (Simon, 1978/82). In other words, instead of searching for the best alternative that could be time-consuming or even impossible in view of imperfect information and uncertainty of events, the decision-maker is usually concerned with finding an alternative that satisfies his preferences. This heuristic search for alternatives basically illustrates the essence of “the utility satisficing model”.” (Wong, 2002, P.221)
Wong then applies this satisficing approach to a two-stage housing search process, first the decision to move, then the selection of a new residence. These decisions are structured on a decision tree, inline with Cyert and March (1992). The stages of the decision tree are:
“likely to involve establishing or ranking of housing preferences; searching for alternatives such as moving to a new home or improving the existing home; evaluating alternatives that have been found; selecting an alternative if it satisfies the household’s preferences; and finally providing feedback whether to continue or terminate the search” (Wong, 2002, P.221)
This procedurally rational approach includes the types of decision inherent in the standard economic approach, and similar forms of decision-making (e.g. ranking of housing preferences) but in a longer computational and information poor form. This approach is repeated more explicitly later: 
“According to the “utility satisficing model”, the household would first of all establish and rank its housing preferences, followed by a heuristic search for alternatives including moving to a new home and improving the existing residence.” (Wong, 2002, P.225)
The approach follows the basic two-stage model of a decision to move and the selection of a new dwelling. Within this framework the decision maker moves through the stages of search sequentially, with decision building on previous stages of the model:
“the household conducts a heuristic search for alternative dwellings where in the course of the search, supply-side constraints are taken into account in the housing selection process. In view of the available housing supply, the household decides which are the probable housing characteristics and then establishes a range of housing options that are likely to be a reduced version of the range of preferred housing characteristics. From this limited range of probable housing options, the household then proceeds to select the bundle of housing characteristics that best satisfies its housing preferences.” (Wong, 2002, P. 226)
In contrast however to this rational, list based decision making, Wong finds that households do not break their satisfaction down into individual housing characteristics. This finding questions whether it is possible for a household to define the individual housing characteristics required to either utility maximize or satisfice by matching them to vacancies.
This approach continues the incremental approach to endorsing a BE approach to housing search. Both Wong’s (2002) text and schematic model suggest that satisficing is a more appropriate concept than utility maximization given the unique complexity of housing search and mobility decision-making. The focus on satisfaction and stress threshold levels in the top half of the model places the emphasis further on the psychological and emotional aspects of decision-making. This addresses the behavioural preference shortcomings of Maclennan and Wood’s (1982) model, and extends the preference/aspirations of Maclennan’s (1982).
The insertion of a recursive loop for household’s that cannot find their housing preferences within the available housing opportunities enables the model to cope with changes in housing preference at stages of the model. This is in line with Maclennan’s (1982) model and a BE approach, in which household’s preferences may change throughout the course of the housing search process. 
[bookmark: _Toc318119648]Fig. 4.7: Housing search and choice: Wong, 2002
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Source: Wong, 2002, P.224
Whilst all conceptual models are simplifications and abstractions of the actual housing search process, Wong’s (2002) model does seem to support a rationalistic progression through stages of the housing search process. This approach, whilst behavioural, stops short of suggesting that households may differ substantively from a rational approach. One example of this is decision to rather select a new residence or improve a current residence, may be the insertion of a binary option where one does not exist. A household may continue to search for properties whilst enhancing their current property, this may be a utility maximization rational process in order to increase the price of their existing property, but may also be to decrease stress in the short term whilst the search for an alternative (longer term?) property continues. 


[bookmark: _Toc299718614][bookmark: _Toc318119314]4.8 Straddling the border of NBE and OBE: Marsh and Gibb, 2011
Marsh and Gibb (2011) argue that the standard economic theory of decision-making under uncertainty doesn’t hold for housing markets. Whilst other goods and services may conform more closely to the pre-conditions for standard economic theory, housing’s peculiarly complex attributes (heterogeneity etc) make it particularly unsuitable. In line with Maclennan, (and IE and BE) they argue for more robust behavioural assumptions about human decision-making. Decision-makers’ cognitive power is a scarce resource, and simpler decision-making rules will be necessary for most decisions. Within the context of housing search, Marsh and Gibb explore these simple decision-making rules several components: selection of search strategy; area orientation; establishing vacancies; personally visit vacancies; evaluation in detail; and form and place a bid. The components are non-necessarily sequential, and decision-making occurs throughout these components meaning that someone may enter housing search process and leave without working through all of the components, or they may repeat components. 
Marsh and Gibb (2011) highlight the significance of market conditions on the selection of a search strategy by the searcher. They suggest that in a buyers’ market housing search may be less intense than in a sellers’ market, as the full range of vacancies may be viewed prior to making a decision. In a sellers’ market the searcher is less likely to be able to view all of the vacancies at any point in time before they are purchased, and hence time is constrained, and would lead to more intense search behaviour. The behavioural element is that as the cost of search (intensity) increases the household is more likely to follow substantively rational suboptimal rules of behaviour. Herbert Simon, however suggests that a more dynamic explanation is needed between search and aspirations:
“The aspiration level, which defines a satisfactory alternative, may change from point to point in the sequence of trials. A vague principal would be that as the individual, in his exploration of alternatives, finds it easy to discover satisfactory alternatives, his aspiration level rises; as he finds it difficult to discover satisfactory alternatives his aspiration level falls.” (Simon, 1955, P.111)
Whilst extolling the likelihood of rules of behaviour Marsh and Gibb (2011) give no indication of what these rules might be, or indeed how these rules or habits are learnt or influenced. A more institutionally rich discussion would cover the role of market intermediaries and the media in influencing expectations of search length and intensity. A more behaviourally rich approach may also consider how rules are adapted and might consider intensity as a flexible concept throughout the search process. The fundamental question here is, do households rationally select a search strategy (information sources, intensity etc), or do they pursue norms of behaviour and engagement and adapt the search strategy as they prove more or less fruitful? In Simon’s (1972) on the Theories of Bounded Rationality, a chess game is considered as analogous to strategizing and the competing rational and bounded rational approaches are discussed. Simon defines the strategy problem as “one of finding a set of accurate evaluations for the alternative moves immediately before the player” (Simon, 1972, P.165). Rejecting the rational approach that is able to compute all of the possible permutations of moves on the chessboard, Simon suggests that a more realistic approach in chess is to select a move (i.e. the next stage that satisfices the aspirations of the player rather than a complete strategy). This approach suggests that in housing search far from selecting an over-arching search strategy (where the amount and quality of housing opportunities is unknown), households are more likely to select individual heuristic events of housing search (e.g. looking in an estate agents window), and routinely undertake new search events as they re-analyse (with partial, but potentially increasing knowledge) opportunities in the housing market. In practice then a precise strategy is unlikely to be evidenced in empirical research, instead iterative cycles of search are likely to emerge until a satisfactory opportunity emerges, or the household considers that their aspirations are unlikely to be met through a different search event. A bounded rational approach therefore may be more akin to a trial-and-error approach than rational strategic decision-making. 
Area orientation is a fully institutionalized concept in Marsh and Gibb’s (2011) account, with social signals and culturally referenced aspirations the norm amongst homebuyers. These socio-cultural aspects will have an influence on the areas and tenures considered by a housing searcher, and may prevent switching between areas and tenures regardless of financial optimization. Marsh and Gibb focus on tenure rather than geographic areas within a market (sub-markets or neighbourhoods for examples). The relationship between the two though will in part reflect the tenure distribution of markets, in the UK for example different areas of the market may have very different housing tenure profiles, where as in other countries such as the US or Australia the variation in housing tenure profiles may be less stark. 
This institutional approach to area orientation does extend the standard economic explanation to a more appropriate account of how area selection and orientation may conform to social and cultural influences rather than rational financial decisions. Further work is needed though to understand the behavioural elements or area orientation, and in particular why and how searchers change the area they consider. More work is also needed in conceptualizing what area orientation means to households in the Internet information rich era, where national and international comparisons are possible. This stage also needs further conceptualization of the heuristics used by long distance and short distance movers. 
Marsh and Gibb (2011) combine their discussion on personally visiting vacancies and evaluating in detail. Their approach is a retort to Tu and Goldfinch’s (1996) model and the possibility of a buyer’s ability to correctly predict the utility they will obtain from purchasing a house:
“evaluating a dwelling as a potential home involves constructing a scenario regarding what life – in all its diverse aspects – will be like in a particular location. It may also involve trying to make an assessment of the likely saleability of the property at some indistinct point in the future. Importantly, it is upon the basis of these scenarios that choices are made: where future prospects are inaccuarately perceived choice may appear, from some “objective” viewpoint or with hindsight, perverse and the decision maker may miss the global, or even local, optimum” (Marsh and Gibb, 2011, PP.224-225)
Marsh and Gibb review five BE theories: difference in experienced utility and expected utility; reference levels; loss aversion, endowment effects and the status quo bias; anchoring and adjustment bias; and preferences for improving over declining sequences.
[bookmark: _Toc318119649]Fig. 4.8: Housing market mobility, search and choice decisions: Marsh and Gibb, 2011
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Source: Marsh and Gibb, 2011, P. 230
The experience of living in the vacancies can only be projected by a household, and whilst the accuracy of these projections is likely to be enhanced by personally visiting the properties, they will inevitably rely on speculation, and partial information. Where information is difficult to obtain, or where information masks the likely lived experience of the household, projections may be less realistic. These perceptions again may be less realistic in the case of long-distance movers who have not experienced living in the locality. This is contrasted to a classical concept of rationality, which suggests that the household need not know the definitive experience, but they must know the definitive range of the experience (pay-off). A behavioural retort questions not whether the household can accurately predict the definitive experience level, but whether they can predict the precise range that the experience will occur within  
The array of BE findings suggested for inclusion in a model of housing search does suggest that whilst incremental studies on particular behavioural heuristics have proved fruitful, further empirical research is needed to bring these findings together and confirm their combined effects on housing search, as they accept: “only through empirical research can the nature of the rules employed be established” (Marsh and Gibb, 2011, P.228).
Marsh and Gibb’s model provide a more appropriate behaviourally and institutionally rich account of the housing search and decision-making process, and attempts to link the micro and macro levels together. The model frames the search process in the wider housing market mobility decision, in this regard the details about how behaviours and institutions work through the search process are limited. Certainly more detail could be added to the role of institutions in the housing market, which would mark a further distinction between the model and the individualism of NBE approaches (Clapham, 2011). 

[bookmark: _Toc299718615][bookmark: _Toc318119315]4.9 A pragmatic synthesis of BE for empirical exploration: Rae, 2014
The last four decades have seen the creation of various housing search conceptualizations, the most popular of which have been outlined in this paper. However, recently with the rise of technological changes, including the Internet, there has been a change in the information sources available to housing searchers. The use of online housing search engines is now a popular research tool (Dunning and Watkins, 2012), and has allowed a greater number of vacancies to be established over a wider geographic area in a short period of time, but relatively little is known about how the Internet is shaping housing search behaviour (Dunning and Grayson, 2014). The rise of these online information sources requires addressing in any contemporary conceptualization of housing search, although there is scepticism over whether this changes the fundamental problems in decision making facing buyers (Marsh and Gibb, 2011). In Simon’s (1972) essay on bounded rationality one of the limits of rationality is the level of limited information an actor has. Simon considers both incomplete information in the form of a lack of awareness of the full set of alternatives and incomplete information about the consequences of these alternatives. In the past, as searching for information has been time consuming, and frequently relied on multiple sources, it is likely that few individuals were aware of the full set of alternatives. However, with the rise of Internet based multiple listing services it is conceivable that in some markets the website hosts a list of the full set of alternatives[footnoteRef:19].  In this instance, incomplete information about consequences may pose a larger challenge to economic man than alternatives.   [19:  There is a caveat to this claim. This view does not consider time, and the delays between a property becoming available and marketed online. In slow markets this may be of little concern, but it is feasible that in hot markets the property may be transacted before the details have been submitted online. This may be more likely in the rental market than in the freehold market, where time may be of greater significance.] 

[bookmark: _Toc318119650]Fig. 4.9: A framework for understanding online housing search: Rae, 2015
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Source: Rae, 2015, P.461
Rae (2015) uses a unique dataset to assess the housing search process, focusing on online search behaviour. It is the first attempt to bring ‘big data’ to support conceptualization of housing search understanding in the twenty first century, although others have used big data to consider the relationship between search engines and online multiple listing services (Kaesbauer, et al., 2012). Rae (2015) questions whether the new opportunities for housing search and information acquisition enabled through the Internet, and the extensive number of housing opportunities located in one ‘place’, require a new model of housing search. Whilst Rae is not attempting to create a data driven model of the whole housing search process, a conceptual framework for understanding online housing search is provided (Fig. 10.).  
The framework elaborates the extensive search phase, internalizing three phases of Maclennan and Wood’s (1982) and Marsh and Gibb’s (2011) models: select areas, establish vacancies and specify housing requirements. The framework focuses, online multiple listing services (Rightmove is the data source for Rae’s empirical work). Rae’s model suggests that housing search should not now be viewed as a single intensity process, and that there is a distinction now between the ability of a household to undertake housing search virtually and physically viewing properties and dealing with estate agents. In a standard economic view of the housing search process, the ability of households to establish vacancies and orient on various areas as well as specifying their housing requirements may all exist as examples of a rational reduction in transaction costs (Maclennan and O’Sullivan 2012). Inviting Marsh and Gibb’s (2011) work into this model would suggest that households may still not conform to a substantively rational process, using heuristics and culturally shaped concepts even within the extensive search phase. 

[bookmark: _Toc299718616][bookmark: _Toc318119316]4.10 A culturally embedded, but limited OBE approach: Levy and Lee, 2004
Levy and Lee’s (2004) approach to the housing decision making process expressly breaks the decisions down to the sub household level, considering the role of individual family members across the search process. 
Conceptually the decision is closer to organizational decision making than individualistic approaches. Levy and Lee approached the research using a four-stage approach to the decision-making process (problem recognition, search, evaluation of alternatives and final choice), but added a fifth stage (product specification) as the estate agents interviewed suggested a further decision occurred. This stage included specifying the general location, price range and main attributes. At this stage family members had different roles, for example the men specifying location requirements and women the physical requirements. This was in part a reflection of culturally embedded norms of behaviour, and as such differed across groups in society. The issue here is not the precise roles, rather their work reveals that not only are aspirations and preferences culturally formed, but the decision making process internally is itself culturally formed. The relationship between estate agents and households may also transgress sterile information provision and relate emotionally (Levy et al., 2008). In this sense, the decision process may reflect the role of estate agents and households performing the market, and has the potential for new forms of arrangement between them to change behaviour (Smith, 2006). 

[bookmark: _Toc318119651]Fig. 4.10: Role players and family decision process: Levy and Lee, 2004
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Source: Levy and Lee, 2004, P.330

Levy and Lee’s model shows that information gathering is an iterative and deepening process. The household begins with a broad specification of requirements, and pursues more specific information as the process continues. They suggest that household members are likely to take different roles in the information search process at different stages. 

[bookmark: _Toc318119317][bookmark: _Toc299718617]4.11 A new conceptual model of key variation within the housing search process
The models of housing search presented so far in this chapter are representative of the existing literature on housing search on a spectrum from NCE to OBE. Each of the models has a slightly different emphasis (which is partially a reflection of their various economic philosophical stances). Chapter three argued that an OBE approach to housing search model would consider the institutional and cultural context of housing searchers and therefore would vary between households. In contrast to the simplistic assumptions of economic rationality underpinning NCE, from an OBE perspective it is necessary to expand our view of housing search to incorporate variation in attitudes and motivations as well as variation in the processes, timing and behaviour of searches. 
Fig 4.11 presents a simplified model of the housing search process, building on the various models discussed in this chapter and Fig 3.3 from chapter three from an OBE perspective. Its purpose is to highlight the variables that could exhibit variation in the housing search process across the different stages of search. The variables are the blue boxes, for example variation may occur in the household’s previous experiences of housing search depending on their previous tenure, period of search and location. The information sources used may vary, both in households’ perceptions of their importance and the frequency of their use (across different stages). 
[bookmark: _Toc318119652]Fig. 4.11: Simplified model of the housing search process and key variables 
[image: Macintosh HD:Users:richard:Downloads:VariablesSearchProcess-2.png]
Source: Author’s own – Stages in red text, Variables in blue boxes, Categories in Grey boxes
The housing search process is presented across five stages of housing search, from pre-search to an actualised move as an outcome. This search depiction from left to right, provides a framework to explore the relationships between stages, through which it is possible for a household to move recursively. The emphasis in the model on variables highlights the likelihood that different households will have different routes through the total search process. Some households will move quickly from defined aspirations and motivations to visiting opportunities, whilst others may take significant time in the search phase, prior to visiting a dwelling, during which their very aspirations may change. Whilst each household’s experience of the housing search process will be unique, this theoretical model, building upon chapters two to four provides an overview of the major variations likely in the housing search process, and therefore provides the framework to create an empirical analysis of this variation and therefore creates the possibility of a typology of search behaviours based on grouping of households’ behaviours around these variations.  
Given the focus on variation in search behaviour at the household level, this model is distinct from the previous models discussed for a number of reasons. The model is most clearly different from the rational model presented by Tu and Goldfinch (1996); whilst the search process involves engaging with information sources, this model does not suggest that households move from imperfect to perfect knowledge of the market. Like Smith et al (1979) the model in Fig. 4.11 recognises that households have pre-conceived notions of the housing market and search process, in part based on previous experience, but that these are partial and that the decision making process takes place under uncertainty (hence the role of information sources). However, in contrast to Smith et al (1979) this model does not suggest that utility maximisation under uncertainty is possible, or likely to reflect actual behaviour, and therefore does not offer a homogenising stopping rule for all households. In line with OBE, this model presents the search process as a household decision, and therefore differs from the decision-making process identified by Levy and Lee (2004), which considers the internal dynamics between members of a household. The focus in this research is explicitly concerned with the search process and not the wider economic environment and therefore differs from Marsh and Gibb’s (2011) model, which links the micro and macro-levels. In contrast to Marsh and Gibb (2011) it makes no reference to expected utility improvements as the determining factor in moving between stages of the model, and justifies an empirical analysis of whether household aspirations are met through the search process (rather than being assumed).  As suggested by Wong (2002) and in contrast to Rae (2015), there is no suggestion in this model that all households explicitly identify their precise housing requirements (termed ‘housing characteristics’ by Wong (2002)), instead households search on the basis perceptions of the housing opportunities available to them which may satisfy their aspirations and motivations. 
This model of housing search is, as with the previous models, a simplification. However, it avoids some of the excessive simplification exhibited in the NCE models presented earlier in this chapter. The model presents the stages of housing search without presenting a path deterministic model and without suggesting that the search process is linear. The recursive feedback loops between stages reveal that a household may move ‘backwards’ as well as ‘forwards’ through the housing search stages, refining or changing their understanding and/or approach to previous stages. This builds upon the recursive links found in Maclennan and Wood (1928), Maclennan (1982) and Rae (2015), and extends their use, explicitly linking information sources and properties viewed to aspirations across multiple stages. One example of this is a household that genuinely reconsiders its housing aspirations after visiting a number of properties in a learning process. This is in contrast to NCE, in this model the household is able to alter its aspirations through the process and not just alter its search parameters to reflect the market opportunities. 
In Fig. 4.11, the time spent in different stages is explicitly presented. This emphasis on the temporal nature of housing search is significant in the context of changing housing market conditions and for policy makers as they consider opportunities to intervene in the housing search process. 
The major contribution of this model is to highlight the extent and location of variation in the housing search process. In this respect it is in stark contrast to previous housing search models, which seek to represent average behaviour in practice, or functionally average behaviour for the purpose of economic modelling. This model enables the creation of a theoretically driven empirical analysis of the variation in housing search behaviour, and ultimately therefore the creation of a typology.

[bookmark: _Toc318119318]4.12 Conclusion
This chapter has shown the breadth of models of housing search across a spectrum from NCE to OBE. These models are only ever representations of the process, and by necessity conflate and mask much of the complexity of the housing search process. There are a number of dangers though with these forms of models:
· they present the process as deterministic (path dependency)
· they present the process a temporally
· they often struggle to present the process recursively, with sequential stages common
· the significance of stages / elements is masked
· they suggest that housing search follows a homogenous pattern
From and OBE perspective and as a response to these dangers an innovative model of the housing search process has been constructed which focuses on recursive processes and variation in search behaviour and attitudes, whilst framed against a structured process across the five key stages identified in chapter three (Fig, 3.2 and 3.3). This model is depicted graphically in Fig 4.11. 
Fig 4.12 presents an interpretation of the relative position of conceptual models of housing search across a spectrum from NCE to OBE. No representation can fully encompass the range of ontological commitments for each aspect of the model. However, this figure provides a broad representation of the relative positions of theoretical models of housing search.  
[bookmark: _Toc318119653]Fig. 4.12: Existing housing search models on a spectrum from NCE to OBE
[image: Macintosh HD:Users:richard:Downloads:Behavioural Spectrum PhD - New Page-4.png]
The growing acceptance of heterodox economic accounts has opened up the possibility of more variety in the ontological perspectives prescient in housing search conceptualizations in the mainstream economic literature. Considering schematics of housing search has revealed something of the conceptual categories considered important by theorists. Whilst they have never fully provided a holistic account of the theoretical position, they do explore the outlines of significant elements. In this light we can see that BE perspectives vary considerably from each other, and that there is a greater difference between some and NCE. The models of housing search discussed over the course of this paper reveal how progress towards an OBE model has not been chronologically incremental. The movement has not been fluid, and inline with the variations in philosophical presuppositions between factions of behavioural economics there has been no coherent movement from mainstream economics to either a NBE perspective or an OBE perspective, founded on a bounded rationality approach. Therefore, whilst there have been many positive steps, the search for a bounded rationality model of housing search is not complete, further work is needed. In part this is a reflection of the pervasiveness of the NBE perspective, and the unwillingness to make a clear break from the neoclassical tenets. 
A more concerted effort towards either NBE or OBE perspectives would be possible if research into behavioural economics made more explicit their statements of the necessary preconditions of human behaviour (Watkins and McMaster, 2011, Marsh and Gibb, 2011b). If OBE economists are wedded to an alternative ontological position, a clearer research agenda is needed, which systematically works through the housing search process taking an explicitly OBE perspective at every stage. Likewise, some of the disagreement between positions across this spectrum can be resolved empirically by investigating housing search behaviour. 
[bookmark: _Toc270002149]The models explored in this chapter have focussed on the illustrating the process of housing search, yet one of the key gaps in knowledge evident from this chapter and from chapter three is that there is only a limited understanding of the extent of variation in household behaviour across the aspects of search. The original model constructed to answer this gap in the literature, presented in Fig. 4.11, provides an opportunity to identify and theoretically link the location of variation. It presents a non-deterministic model of search behaviour and the recursive loops across the different stages. 
In order to test the level of variation in households’ housing search behaviour, and to construct a typology of the different types of search behaviour it is necessary to be able to measure households’ behaviours according to these variables. Chapter five describes the methods that underpin these measurements, their analysis and the creation of a typology.
[bookmark: _Toc299718618][bookmark: _Toc270002157]










[bookmark: _Toc318119319]Chapter Five: Research Methods and Design


[bookmark: _Toc299718619][bookmark: _Toc318119320]Key points from chapter five
· This research responds to the limited evidence of housing search behaviour as described in chapter four 
· An interpretation of critical realism, brought together with old behavioural economics provide the methodological framework for the research
· Quantitative methods and surveys are discussed in theoretical terms in relation to critical realism, behavioural economics and the variation in search behaviour
· The research design process is described to show how the methods build on the conceptual model of housing search variation 
· The data analysis is described, including a detailed explanation of the combined use of principal components analysis and cluster analysis as means of grouping similar housing search behaviours to create a typology
· Sheffield is introduced as the case study area 
















[bookmark: _Toc299718620][bookmark: _Toc318119321]5.1 Introduction
This research is a response to the lack of empirical evidence from an OBE perspective of households’ housing search behaviour. There is little evidence currently about the types of information source used, the length and extent of search, its intensity and the influences of different actors on search outcomes. In order to understand the norms and variations in behaviour, as well as to construct a typology of different housing search behaviours, evidence of the actual behaviours of households is needed. This chapter has two aims: to justify and relate the research methods used to obtain information about the housing search process, and to justify Sheffield as the case study housing market used in this thesis. 
Chapters three and four explored how different ontologies of housing search are discernible in the different schools of economic thought. The conclusion of chapter four showed that from an OBE perspective there is a gap in knowledge of the variation in search behaviours across a range of variables across the different stages of search. Research is needed to answer the question, do households exhibit variations across these variables, and if so, can a typology of this variation extend our understanding of the housing market? These questions relate to the research objectives discussed in chapter one, and the methods required to answer these questions are outlined in this chapter.
The different schools have also led to different types of research method being operationalized. In NCE housing researchers have most frequently used quantitative techniques exploring secondary data about search outcomes (for example hedonic analyses using census and land registry information). Many of these research methods have been refined and expanded to increasing levels of technical complexity and have revealed many insights about housing markets. Yet many of these econometric approaches remain unsuitable for exploring the variation in housing search behaviour. There have been repeated calls from those working in housing and property markets to explore a wide range of methods and assemble pluralistic panoply of research methods that are suitable to exploring alternative questions (Kauko, 2001; Guy and Henneberry, 2002; Gibb, 2009), including qualitative and survey based insights (Watkins, 2008). 
A survey approach is considered most suitable for exploring the variation in owner-occupiers’ housing search processes. Breadth of explanation is needed to explore the variability in housing search processes and depth is needed to explain the complex iterative process of determining household housing choice. To satisfy both the breadth and depth necessary a household survey across a housing market (with detailed interviews prior to the survey implementation, to test and refine the survey questions) is suitable. This fulfils the requirement for both the quantitative data to measure the extent of variation and qualitative insights into the rationales and details of search. Whilst it would be possible to gain some insight from local housing officers, planners, property professionals and developers about their perceptions of the household search process; there is a sturdier logic to asking the subjects themselves.

[bookmark: _Toc270002159][bookmark: _Toc299718621][bookmark: _Toc318119322]5.2 Philosophical underlabouring: the methodological framework
Chapters two to four revealed that housing economics contains many varied ontologies of human behaviour. The relationship, however, between philosophical perspectives and economic models and methods is rarely made explicit. As chapter four outlined BE is a broad school: NBE has a commitment to studying individuals as atomised, whilst OBE has a commitment to studying their behaviours in relation to others and wider trends of behaviour. The methods used in OBE relate to both process and outcomes of economic activities, as both are of interest in understanding the holistic economy. The focus here is on the individual household’s experience as well as the similarities and differences between households’ search processes and the norms within the housing market. Given the difference in emphases between NBE and OBE, it is not prudent to assume that methods can be substituted within BE variants, or that the insights from them are intrinsically transferable, despite the frequent calls for greater pluralism in housing and property economics research. A shared philosophical understanding is required before sharing methods, analysis or observations about the housing market. 
Watkins and McMaster (2011) caution against pursuing a pluralist agenda without being explicit about the philosophical foundations of the project. Marsh and Gibb (2011) likewise argue that clarity of philosophical commitments is needed, and suggest that a Critical Realist perspective may be fruitful in housing economics:
“We would add the observation that another potential avenue for exploration is work invoked by critical realism. There has been some work in housing that has explicitly invoked critical realism (e.g. Dickens, Duncan, Goodwin and Gray 1985, Fitzpatrick 2005), but this has largely passed by the housing economics community. This can be contrasted with other areas of economics; there has been a lively debate on critical realism as a mechanism for retaining aspirations relating to the nature of explanation in economics, without that necessitating a commitment to positivist account of closed systems, covering laws and constant conjunctions (e.g. Fleetwood 1999, Fullbrook 2009, Lawson 1997). We would suggest that an examination of these ideas in the housing market context is overdue.” (Marsh and Gibb, 2011, P.298)
[bookmark: _Toc270002162]Whilst further work is needed to identify possible overlap in methods in OBE and other schools of economics, CR offers several advantages as an ontological (and epistemological) approach to understanding the housing market from which it is possible to judge potential synthesis of methods.  
Open World systems
Critical realism rejects the closed world system of some economic modelling (Bhasker, 1998). Closed world systems may be appropriate when considering non-agency based structures, such as astrophysics, yet the introduction of a conscious actor into the system leads to questioning of the clarity of a closed world in housing economics. In a closed world an event will always produce the same output, for example under specified conditions an interest rate rise will have a defined decrease upon the level of borrowing, although in the social sciences these conditions frequently only occur in laboratory settings (Sayer, 1992). Experimental work therefore needs to be verified in open world contexts before it can be applied (Benton and Craib, 2011). These laws are representations of both the inputs and outputs of a housing market, they will therefore explain event regularities. However, the failure of deductivist models to predict individual and market behaviour suggests that there is a failure in either the laws constructed or the antecedents of deductivist modelling where agents are involved. Lawson (1997, 2001) argues persuasively that the failure is due to the unrealistic assumptions involved in using a closed world deductivist model. Naess (2004) argues that under open world assumptions, it is still possible to study social phenomena in the urban realm for prediction purposes for planners.
Those working within critical realism have been criticised for their lack of work in bridging from their theoretical position to the methods employed in social science research (Pratt, 1995; Oliver, 2011). This is, in part, due to the success that critical realism has had in crossing paradigm boundaries. Indeed, critical realism spans research paradigms from theology to natural sciences and economics (e.g. Wright, 1992; McGrath, 2004; Lawson, 2001). The heterogeneity within critical realist accounts likewise lends itself to the lack of a clear relationship between theory and methods (Danermark et al, 2002). In this context it is unsurprising that criticism has been raised relating to methods, when in each paradigm critical realism must grapple with the prevailing epistemology and methodological considerations, yet maintain that the method should remain subservient to the ontology of the discipline. The diffuse range of methods utilised in critical realist accounts of social phenomena could be seen as a strength of the philosophical outlook. Danermark et al (2002) argue that there should not be a predefined set of methods, rather the method should be informed by the question under consideration. 
Quantitative methods
Quantitative methods, de rigueur in economics, have at times reached an almost unassailable credibility. The quantitative hegemony in economics is in part due to the philosophical assumptions of NCE and its position within the discipline, and in part due to the numeric nature of economic subjects of interest, chiefly money (Sayer, 1992).
The hegemony of quantitative methods and mathematical abstraction may actually damage the credibility of economics if the subjects under consideration are not suitable for quantitative analysis, or if the assumptions underpinning a mathematical formula are inaccurate. Indeed, mathematical purity may detract from a greater understanding of economic activity if the collective energy of researchers is focussed on improving mathematical modelling and not critiquing the underlying assumptions that have been taken for granted. Mathematical tractability and accuracy of prediction has been one of the main arguments in favour of maintaining a NCE outlook, yet as has been argued above, when the ability to accurately predict fails, two options remain; readdress the maths or the assumptions underpinning the model. It is becoming increasingly common to address all quantitative modelling as an instrumentalist straw man, for example: 
In the context of modern economics, the central oppositions, dividing mainstream economists and their more heterodox opponents, are, if not always so expressed, between those who insist, or at least prioritise, closed-systems formalistic modelling methods and those who do not; between those who think that mimicking natural-scientific method is a sufficient basis for fashioning the methods of social science and those who do not; between those who neglect ontology and those who do not; and between reductionist and non-reductionist approaches to science. (Lawson, 2001, 178)
Lawson admits that this is a crude generalisation; however it serves to point out the necessity of considering ontology, methods and the relationship between them. Any credible quantitative analysis in economics must therefore be able to justify the abstractions made; research methods within a quantitative framework must therefore only be selected if the subject under consideration lends itself to quantitative abstraction and definitions. This is particularly the case when the research aims and objectives are not primarily focussed on prediction but description or modelling behaviour. An instrumentalist may be able to argue that, where prediction is paramount explanation of the structure of the world is unimportant. It is not the purpose of this section to provide a comprehensive discussion of the arguments for and against this ‘Friedman style’ affirmation (see Lawson, 1997 for more), merely to highlight the inherent contradiction in pursuing an instrumentalist argument where the research agenda is focussed on contemplating social structures. Given, therefore, the research aims and objectives of this research, instrumentalism is rejected and consideration is given to the structure of reality and therefore the methods used to explain that reality must be contingent upon it. 
In rejecting deductivist logic some research has rejected the methods associated with it. Within critical realist, OBE and IE there have been calls to adopt a new set of methods (see below for a discussion on behavioural methods), however, whilst this would highlight the differences between those philosophical positions and NCE, the rejection of current methods is a logic step beyond the fundamentals of critical realism, instead the method should be related to the structure being studied. In short, the majority of methods are not precluded from critical realist research, however, the method must by dependent upon the theoretical understanding of reality in question, and based upon realistic assumptions about the makeup of that reality. 
[bookmark: _Toc270002172]Relation to behavioural economics
Behavioural economics’ diversity is seen not only in its philosophical foundations, but also in the methods that it employs. The rise of BE has occurred at the same time as a rise in experimental economics. They have, in part, fed from each other, but have also been found separate, for example closed world experiments in game theory[footnoteRef:20]. The clear distinction between NBE and OBE requires that the differences are respected when considering the methods employed.  [20:  Sheila Dow (2000) argues that the difference between closed and open systems is the key division between orthodox and heterodox economics (respectively). Orthodox systems rely on the knowability of all relevant relationships and variables, whilst heterodox systems suggest that these cannot be full known as they evolve.] 

The prevalence of experimental research methods in NBE is fitting given the proximity of the philosophy to a closed-world ontology. In this context experimental economics may reveal transfactual regularities, such as loss aversion, that will prevail in the real world. The logic steps between these philosophical assumptions and methods may be sound, however, as has already been argued, where there is a fundamental failure of theories, based upon these experiments, to predict actual behaviour in non-controlled environments they lose the tractability argument and hence concern over the underlying assumptions re-emerges. This is not to discount experimental research or its results per se, the work done on loss aversion, for example, may indeed have a great deal of relevance to research into the behaviour of households as they seek to sell a property. The concern is how experimental results are related to models of real world behaviour. Again, using loss aversion, controlled experimental results may provide a picture of a transfactual, however, the necessary closed world ontology may in fact prevent translation, as there is no guarantee in an open world system that an agent would change the course of their behaviour. This argument, at the very least, places an emphasis on humility and complete description of the contextual limitations of incorporating such evidence into a model of the housing market. 
Old behavioural economics, with its emphasis on the agency of actors, builds an alternative grounded approach to understanding behaviour. The use of experiments therefore may be of some use, but will have its limitations. Simon (1994) argues that experimental conditions may be suitable for testing human economic behaviour, although he is perhaps overoptimistic about directly relating these findings to real world situations. 
“Computer simulation of individual and organizational problem solving and decision-making has become an important way of stating theories in rigorous and testable form. Finally, there has been a recent vigorous development of experimental economics, especially the laboratory study of markets. All of these improved and new techniques facilitate progress in our understanding of human decision-making, and as a consequence, our understanding of human bounded rationality in the operation of business firms, markets and the economy.” (Simon, 1994, P4)
Elsewhere, Simon continues to support methods that gather both quantitative and qualitative data for interpretation by researchers, calling for a broader range of research skills, including importing research methods from non-economic disciplines (Simon, 2000). This approach needs to be applied across the housing search process and not limited to one aspect.
OBE ontology of housing search
Given the above discussion about studying behavioural analysis within markets, it is now necessary to turn to the precise objects of analysis within the market. In this open- multi dimensional world, what ontological objects should be considered to meet the research goals of this study?
In order to answer the research questions in accordance with the research framework information is needed about the whole search process. As figure 4.12 depicts, information should include: previous experiences of housing search; perceptions of the market; aspirations; motivations; search length; search intensity; information sources used; the timing of stages in the search process; properties viewed and offered and the extent to which aspirations were achieved. Whilst it is not necessary for the typology construction, data should also be collected about the household characteristics, as it is useful to explore whether some of the variation in search behaviour conforms to variation in household characteristics (e.g. household size or type). It is necessary therefore to gather a mixture of attitudinal and factual information about the search process and household characteristics. These questions are about two types of data: attitudinal and factual attribute (search event and household characteristics), which therefore require two different types of question in the research (see survey design section below).
Who needs to be represented in the data?
The term household is used throughout this thesis, and refers to the unit moving, whether an individual or a group of people (and indeed whether people living in more than one dwelling prior to the search or not). The decision making process is akin to a firm’s, or organizations approach and is hence considered as a singular entity for housing search here (Brown and Moore, 1970; Simon, 1972). In reality a multi-person household is likely to have competing notions of aspiration and resources, and decisions may be taken in the course of the housing search by different members that reveal these differences (Levy and Lee, 2004), and wider social networks may also play a role in shaping the decision (Levy et al., 2008). However, the search process is viewed as a response to a household’s collective aspirations, preferences and level of satisfaction (Ferrari et al., 2011). The household is therefore considered as a singular unit, this simplifies the models of search, but may given an overly simplistic representation of some households.
What data is possible to be collected? (epistemeology)
Questions of epistemology rarely enter NCE, but are more frequently addressed in heterodox economics. Whilst there is limited space here to expand on the details of the epistemological nature of economic research, or indeed of the epistemological assumptions underpinning each variable of the data required to answer comprehensively the research objectives, it is necessary to briefly address the issue of whether it is possible to learn about the search behaviour of households. 
Critical realism has been criticised for its emphasis on ontology at the expense of engagement with questions of epistemology (Downward et al, 2002), although this critique does not take into account proponents of CR in economics who argue that the participant can know (at least approximately enough to constitute knowledge) some things and communicate these to the researcher (Lawson, 1997). The question of epistemology also relates to the issue: whether it is possible to combine a range of understandings of social objects. Critical realism recognises that meanings are frequently shared by social groups as part of an underlying structure (Sayer, 1992) and therefore it is possible to compare perceptions of events where shared meaning is likely. Given the relationship between OBE and OIE and conceptualisations of shared meaning through enduring habits, behaviours, laws and customs, it is reasonable to assume that there is some shared conceptualisation of housing search processes, which is known by the housing searcher and communicable to the researcher. In this research instance most of the objects of enquiry (the variables) relate to concepts that are intuitively shared between households in the housing market, and the clarity of these concepts can be tested through the pilot stages of the research. 
The use of quantitative methods (particularly econometric) has received some criticism by CR theorists. However, Downward and Mearman (2002) argue that the tensions between CR and statistical methods in economics are no greater than the tensions with other methods, and therefore “the applied researcher wishing to face up to the philosophical criticisms made by critical realism should make sensible use of whatever empirical methods are at disposal.” (Downward and Mearman, 2002, P.412). Extending Downward and Mearman’s argument from Post-Keynesian economics to OBE, which likewise supports the non-duality between quantitative and qualitative methods, the use of statistics in empirical work is suitable. 

[bookmark: _Toc270002170][bookmark: _Toc299718622][bookmark: _Toc318119323]5.3 Questionnaire and Quantitative methods
A range of methods is suitable for building up a description of social phenomena. Interviews, for example, could provide a rich source of data about the sources of housing market information obtained by households in their search, they could be used to describe in detail the emotional response and collective housing search process of households as they view properties and decide whether or not to place an offer. Within the behavioural tradition in housing, interviews are increasingly being used as a valid research tool (see for example, Levy and Lee, 2002; Smith et al., 2006 and Wallace, 2008). The insights from interviews have broadened our understanding of crucial elements of the decision-making process. Yet, the disadvantage of interviews lies in the pragmatic limitations of carrying out extensive research using interviews. Whilst this is of limited concern in highlighting the limitations of economic models, and in further clarifying the distinction between actors, it is of limited scope in trying to provide a more comprehensive model of the extent and variation in housing search behaviour.
Where NCE has in the past relied on econometric methods using a range of aggregated data sources; OBE concern with the search process and not simply outcomes questions this approach. To understand the range of search behaviours, and in this instance a behavioural approach to housing search, social scientists turned to other methods, including surveys to provide the evidence base.
“While not ignoring such data, behavioural economists have sought more direct ways to observe actual decision-making in organizations, as well as the behaviour of consumers. Survey research aimed at collecting data about expectations, provided much of the early information about departures of actual behavior from perfect rationality." (Simon, 1994, P.4)
The empirically related research goals outlined in chapter one are numbers three and four. They are:
3. Test the variation in search behaviour through empirical research
4. Create a typology of housing search behaviour and relate this typology to the existing literature
 These goals require data that can be used to exhibit the variation and similarity in search behaviours. The primary emphasis here is not to explain why behaviour may vary (i.e. there is no attempt to prove causality), but if and how it varies. The appropriate research method for answering these goals is different therefore to the research methods that would be appropriate if explanatory goals dominated the research. Whilst questions of explanation are relevant here, the weighting for the selection of a research method is lower than that given to the description of variation.  With these goals in mind it necessary to select a research method that is capable of representing information from across the population, which is capable of reflecting the variation within that population. 
Prior to the utilisation of primary research it is necessary to question the necessity of collecting new information. Secondary data analysis represents a frequently inexpensive and expedient research process for housing market research. Data sets such as the British Social Attitude Survey and English Housing Survey represent potential secondary data sources that could be utilised. However, neither of these data sets (nor any other which the author is aware of) represents information across the full range of stages of housing search behaviours. It is necessary therefore to undertake primary research to collect this information. 
Given the breadth of information required to answer questions about variation across the whole search process (see Fig. 5.1) it is necessary to use a research method that is capable of reflecting this breadth across the population. Interview research methods would be capable of gathering detailed information across the whole range of stages of the search process, but would be expensive and time-consuming to undertake a representative study. Open-ended interviews would also be a useful research method for engaging with explanatory questions, but may prove difficult to analyse comparatively for the research goals of testing variation and constructing a typology of behaviour. 
[bookmark: _Toc270002173]A survey method is therefore selected as the most suitable method to explore the variation in search behaviours across the population of owner-occupier dwelling purchasers. Sun and Manson (2010) argue that questionnaires have long been recognised as a suitable method for detecting variations in housing search behaviour, but have been under utilised because of their cost. Buckingham and Saunders (2004) set out nine questions to analyse whether a survey is the most suitable research method. The issues they raise cover the type of research questions, the level of detail and extent of coverage necessary, the timing of events, the complexity of behaviours, sensitive topics, units of analysis and the size of population. Under these criteria a survey is considered a relevant and robust research method for gathering the data necessary to complete the research goals[footnoteRef:21].     [21:  The full criteria, and responses in this research instance are set out in Appendix A ] 

The survey method required several stages of work: survey design, piloting, sampling, distribution, data entry and data analysis. An overview of these stages follows. 
[bookmark: _Toc299718623][bookmark: _Toc318119324]5.3.1 Survey Design
The survey design was a balance between asking enough detailed questions to build up a picture of the variation in search behaviour across the stages of housing search and limiting the extent of the survey to encourage as many households as possible to complete it (longer surveys tend to receive much fewer respondents (Edwards et al., 2002; Bryman, 2008)). The survey was therefore limited to eight pages. 
Three groups of questions were included in the survey: household, housing and search characteristics. Questions about the household covered the composition of the household (number of people, relationship between members of the household) and indicators of their stage in life and relation to wider social structures (e.g. employment, education). The housing characteristics collected covered the type of dwelling, size, age, garage and presence of a garden. Using the HMLR data, the location of the dwelling was known prior to distribution.  The remainder of the survey was about the search process. 
Four events were identified as key in the search process, which would be used to distinguish between stages of search: the first time you considered moving from your previous home; first physical viewing of a property; first offer on a home; and moved into this home. These events were used to identify the time for each stage (between events) as well as changes in the household’s aspirations across the search process and household’s perspectives on the pressure their search was under. The survey covered households’ experiences of the search process at various stages: pre-search attitude towards searching and the dwelling (e.g. satisfied and not regularly looking for a dwelling etc), the motivations for moving dwelling, the experience of moving dwelling and reflections on the outcome and process of searching. The survey also covered the information sources used and their importance, frequency of use and timing of use, on the search process[footnoteRef:22].  [22:  Appendix B contains the key references for each of the variables used in the survey ] 

[bookmark: _Toc299718624][bookmark: _Toc318119681]Table 5.1 List of survey variables and data types: across stages, household and dwelling characteristics 
	Aspect
	Pre-Search
	Search
	Visit
	Offer
	Move
	Variables
	Data type description

	Previous experience
	X
	
	
	
	
	Tenure
	Categorical

	
	X
	
	
	
	
	Time
	Date

	
	X
	
	
	
	
	Location
	Postcode

	Perceptions
	X
	
	
	
	
	Size
	Likert (Agree) 

	
	X
	
	
	
	
	Type
	Likert (Agree) 

	
	X
	
	
	
	
	Location
	Likert (Agree) 

	Attitude to search
	X
	
	
	
	
	Search consideration
	Likert (Agree) & text

	
	X
	
	
	
	
	Opportunity availability
	Likert (Agree) & text

	
	X
	
	
	
	
	Dwelling & finance satisfaction
	Likert (Agree) & text

	
	X
	
	
	
	
	Event changed perception
	Likert (Agree) & text

	Motivations
	X
	
	
	
	
	Economic
	Likert (Agree) & text

	
	X
	
	
	
	
	Family
	Likert (Agree) & text

	
	X
	
	
	
	
	Size/Design dissatisfaction
	Likert (Agree) & text

	
	X
	
	
	
	
	Location stress
	Likert (Agree) & text

	
	X
	
	
	
	
	Finance stress
	Likert (Agree) & text

	Aspirations

	X
	
	
	
	
	Wealth
	Likert (Importance) & text

	
	X
	
	
	
	
	Social Status
	Likert (Importance) & text

	
	X
	
	
	
	
	Comfort
	Likert (Importance) & text

	
	X
	
	
	
	
	Stimulation
	Likert (Importance) & text

	
	X
	
	
	
	
	Enable personality
	Likert (Importance) & text

	
	X
	
	
	
	
	Proximity to friends
	Likert (Importance) & text

	
	X
	
	
	
	
	Good social influence
	Likert (Importance) & text

	
	
	X
	X
	X
	
	Change in aspirations
	Binary & text

	Sources of information
	
	X
	X
	X
	X
	Importance
	Likert (Importance) & text

	
	
	X
	X
	X
	X
	Frequency
	Likert (Often) & text

	Time
	
	X
	X
	X
	X
	Time
	Date

	
	X
	Time pressures
	Likert (Agree)

	Properties
	
	
	X
	X
	X
	Properties viewed
	Number

	
	
	
	
	X
	
	Properties offered
	Number

	Outcomes
	
	
	
	
	X
	Aspirations met
	Likert (Agree)

	
	
	
	
	
	X
	Dwelling - Type
	Categorical

	
	
	
	
	
	X
	Dwelling - Bedrooms
	Number

	
	
	
	
	
	X
	Dwelling - Bathrooms
	Number

	
	
	
	
	
	X
	Dwelling - Garage
	Categorical

	
	
	
	
	
	X
	Dwelling - Garden
	Categorical

	
	
	
	
	
	X
	Dwelling - Age
	Categorical (ordinal)

	Experience
	X
	Search experience
	Likert (Agree) & text

	Household
	
	
	
	
	X
	Tenure
	Categorical

	
	
	
	
	
	X
	Income
	Ordinal

	
	
	
	
	
	X
	Ethnicity
	Categorical

	
	
	
	
	
	X
	Relationship types
	Categorical

	
	
	
	
	
	X
	Age
	Interval

	
	
	
	
	
	X
	Sex
	Categorical

	
	
	
	
	
	X
	Working status
	Categorical

	
	
	
	
	
	X
	Employment group
	Categorical

	
	
	
	
	
	X
	Educational qualifications
	Categorical

	
	
	
	
	
	X
	Employment/education location
	Postcode


A key survey design question related to the use of measurements for variables. As can be seen from Table 5.1, the variables, which are necessary to answer the research objectives, were coded according to data type (e.g. ordinal, Likert). The decision about the appropriate data type for each variable is based on two questions: what data types can represent the variable (epistemology), and what data types are needed to reveal the variation in behaviour and to construct a typology. In this case the response to every variable is not comprised of the same data type, as for some variables the data would be difficult to accurately obtain (or may not be possible to represent in this way). The full survey can be found in Appendix C.
There are nine different data types in table 5.1[footnoteRef:23]. Some of these data type descriptions relate to intuitive categories (e.g. date [month and year] of an event), some are less intuitive (e.g. Likert). The following section describes the survey design considerations relating to the data types: Likert; text; binary; and categorical. [23:  These are: categorical; dates; postcodes; Likert; binary; text; number; ordinal; and interval] 

Likert 
The use of Likert items, based on semantic differentials, was determined for the survey in order to provide a flexible scale, but with regular intervals that would be comprehensible for respondents. The use of Likert items is very common in social science research, particularly for the measurement of attitudes (Brill, 2008) across a range of declarative statements (Peterson, 2000) and has been used in housing market studies in identifying buyer preferences and behaviours (Bible and Brown, 1981; Greaves, 1985; Munro and Lamont, 1985). The use of Likert items also includes the possibility of extensive use of quantitative methods in the analytical stages of the research, as the items are readily quantifiable through the use of representative consecutive integers. Five point scales were used; although adding points to this scale allows additional granularity there is a trade off in terms of the precision with which people can accurately identify their attitudes with extensive scales[footnoteRef:24]. Even number point scales (forced choice scales) were rejected, as it was considered important that households could indicate that they neither agreed nor disagreed. Two potential biases occur with Likert items that may be of issue here; acquiescence bias and central tendency bias (Welkenhuysen-Gybels et al., 2003; Bertram, 2003). These biases are normally overcome by asking multiple questions on the same topic, but framed differently, for example some positive and some negatively (Brill, 2008). However, given the extensive nature of the research topic this was not possible as the survey would have been overly lengthy. [24:  There are competing opinions about the appropriate number of points on a Likert item (Likert Scales are multiple questions, items are single questions). Dawes (2008) found that in marketing research there was no significant difference between respondents (re-scaled) answers on five and seven point scales, although forced choice scales had the effect of lowering mean scores. Cummins and Gullone (2000) likewise argue that there is no reliability issue, although for some measures a seven-point scale can increase sensitivity. Ease of completion for the survey was a key issue (Fowler, 2009) especially given the size, therefore the decision to use a five point scale was taken to minimize the complexity of each question (on the basis that it is easier to decide intuitively between Strongly Agree and Agree than four points on a scale encompassing Strongly Agree and Agree). ] 

[bookmark: _Toc318119654]Fig. 5.1: An example of the Likert item questions in the survey[image: Macintosh HD:Users:richard:Dropbox:Screenshots:Screenshot 2015-07-23 13.30.28.png]
A horizontal scale for the Likert items was selected (over a vertical scale). A horizontal scale allows respondents to move quickly through the range of questions that are grouped together (e.g. factors influencing the decision to search) and there is less ambiguity about where the tick should be placed (Bryman, 2008). Horizontal scale can be clearly related to numeric values (e.g. Strongly Agree (1), Agree (2) etc.) in order to save space in the survey, and hence avoid length based non-response or missing data (e.g. Fig 5.1).
Text based data
The survey included some free text boxes for respondents to reply in an open setting (see Fig 5.2 for an example). Whilst free text boxes allow greater detail into respondents’ perceptions of their behaviour their use may increase non-response rates (Bryman, 2008), and hence were used for only some of the questions, which were priorities for open text (see Table 5.1 for variables containing free text boxes). The text from these boxes could be transformed to quantitative data (for example counts of the numbers of specific words), but in this research project the quantitative variables required for analysing the variation and creation of the typology are all included in the survey in other forms (e.g. Likert and binary). The inclusion of text based questions enables qualitative checks on the survey responses and also provides examples to illustrate the narrative of housing search variation and classification.
[bookmark: _Toc318119655]Fig. 5.2: An example of a text based question in the survey
[image: Macintosh HD:Users:richard:Dropbox:Screenshots:Screenshot 2015-07-23 13.32.35.png]
Binary data
Some variables required only a binary response, these variables relate to the presence or absence of the variable. For example, for variables relating to the characteristics of the dwelling purchased this might relate to the presence or absence of a garden (a binary distinction). For these forms of question a tick box for ‘Yes’ and a tick box for ‘No’ were selected (see Fig 5.3 for an example). Other forms of binary response are possible, for example writing ‘Yes’ or ‘No’, but tick boxes were selected to require as little work as possible from the respondent (and therefore minimise fatigue) and to facilitate the coding of surveys upon completion. Horizontal options were selected in order to limit the space taken up by the questions and to follow a similar format to the more frequently used, Likert item, questions.
[bookmark: _Toc318119656]Fig. 5.3: An example of a binary question in the survey
[image: Macintosh HD:Users:richard:Dropbox:Screenshots:Screenshot 2015-07-23 13.57.17.png]
Categorical data
Categorical data is required for some variables relating to household and housing characteristics. Variables that use categorical data must be capable of being represented by discrete (non overlapping) options, for example property types are normally known by discrete categories (e.g. semi-detached).  For the same reasons as those for binary data, categorical data options were horizontally embedded in the survey.
A note on sensitive questions
Questions on household income typically receive the highest non-response rate in surveys (Ross and Reynolds, 1996). This may be because of concerns about the personal nature of the topic and confidentiality (Peterson, 2000). In this instance three measures were undertaken to mitigate non-response for this question. Respondents may also be concerned about their income being low on the list of options; the inclusion of low-income brackets may therefore encourage responses from low-income households (Peterson, 2000). First, the introductory letter highlighted the confidentiality and anonymity of respondents. This was repeated in the instructions for the income question, including the phrase “This information will be treated in the strictest confidence.” Second, sixteen categories of income ranges were selected for the survey so that households will not be required to reveal their precise income.[footnoteRef:25] Third, the question categories began with low-income levels (Below £5,000) in order to encourage owner-occupiers to respond.  [25:  Questions of household income may be understood if it is not clear whether the income is before or after tax, or what the period of income should cover (Peterson, 2000). The question was carefully phrased therefore to be clear that the answer should relate to annual and gross income.] 

Introductory letter
[bookmark: _Toc270002174]The survey included an introductory letter setting out the research agenda, funding for the survey and that the research was conducted by the University of Sheffield, as there is some evidence to suggest that response rates are higher for university based research than other research bodies (Edwards et al., 2002). This letter was designed to fulfil these three aims in a clear and brief manner and perspicuity and brevity have been shown to increase response rates (Couper, 1997).

[bookmark: _Toc299718625][bookmark: _Toc318119325]5.3.2 Piloting the survey
Surveys have been habitually piloted since the 1940s to “determine whether problems exist that need to be addressed prior to putting the production survey in the field” (Rothgeb, 2008, online), normally problems relate to the internal validity of the questionnaire (Persaud, 2010). Pilots may, for example be used to test the logic of the survey, to verify that the survey’s measurement methods are appropriate, to test the variability of responses within a defined type of respondent as well as to understand whether those surveyed have the time and inclination to complete the survey with appropriate levels of care. The various means of undertaking a pilot are more or less useful in answering these tests. The piloting of a survey should not be confused with a pilot study, which seeks to gather some empirical insight into the phenomena investigated (perhaps as a means to prove an initial concept is worth pursuing in a larger scale project) (van Teijlingen and Hundley, 2001). Whilst this difference appears clear initially the boundaries between the two may be less obvious in practice. The main emphasis here of piloting the survey is to test its validity, although as can be seen below (in the section on Visual monitoring of survey completion) the responses of pilot interviewees had an impact upon the survey design, and hence could be seen to amend (or improve) the questions used in the research. The survey was piloted in three ways, discussed further below: critical expert review; visual monitoring of survey completion; and a full postal sample pilot.
Critical expert review
This technique normally involves an ‘expert’ reviewing the survey to analyse its logic and verify the use of measurements for particular questions. It is routine to use expert reviews alongside other forms of pilot, given experts are often not representative of the sample population, but do have knowledge of typical failures of surveys (Brancato et al, 2006). Two advantages of this are low economic cost and the speed with which responses can be returned to the survey designer. To an extent the success of this method relies on the ability of the ‘expert’ and their understanding of the subject and audience to be surveyed. Whilst this was undertaken informally, through critical comments on drafts by two senior academics within the Department of Town and Regional Planning, the ability of the testers to project how respondents with very different backgrounds and experiences in the housing market would answer the questions is limited and therefore was used primarily in the first stages of survey design rather than a formal pilot, and given these issues was used to compliment the cognitive interviews (for more on the relationship between expert reviews and cognitive interviews see Dillman and Redline, 2004). 
Three significant changes were made to the survey after the critical reviews. First, the order of questions was changed. Questions about the household characteristics were moved from being the first set of questions to being the last set of questions. The rationale provided was that respondent fatigue will occur later in the survey, and therefore asking questions which would be less taxing for them (e.g. age) should occur later in the process. 
Second, the language used throughout the survey was critiqued through the review. Technical language (such as heuristics) was replaced with language that should be more accessible (e.g. search process).
Third, the design of the survey was refined. Section boxes were inserted to visualise the breaks between stages in the search process and between sections of the survey. 
Visual monitoring of survey completion (Cognitive Laboratory Interviews)
Once the critical expert review had taken place and the survey refined, it was then tested on potential participants. Asking respondents to complete the survey in front of a monitor is an effective means of testing how well people understand each question (Fowler and Cosenza, 2009), and is particularly important for respondents who may struggle to answer the questions (Jobe and Mingay, 1990). By attempting to see hesitation or mistakes that are subsequently corrected and questions ignored until the end of completion all help the survey designer to improve the language used in the survey and the logic ‘flow’. This technique is often used with an ex-ante interview to enable the monitor to ask why the respondent struggled at certain questions. This method is very helpful especially when the post-survey interview also asks respondents to reflect on why they completed the questions in that way (e.g. to test likert items). 
Two interviews were conducted with two participants, divided into two parts. The first part of the interview was open, in which the interviewee was asked to describe their approach to searching for and purchasing a property for owner-occupation and to describe why they searched in that way (for more on the methods of cognitive interviewing see Willis, 2004). This approach allowed participants to describe in their own words their experiences. The second half of the interview focussed on clarification of the survey questions. Interviewees worked through the survey in detail, considering each question in turn and explaining what they thought the question meant and how they would undertake answering it[footnoteRef:26]. Simon played a prominent role in the expansion of the use of cognitive interviews, arguing (in a paper with Anders Ericsson, 1980) that the process of verbalizing does not necessarily produce an alternative thought process, and therefore participants’ behaviour in the interview may be comparable to participants in completing the survey.  [26:  This method may, in some cases overestimate question understanding as respondents simply repeat the phrases used in the questions (Foddy, 1998). This was avoided by asking the participants to elaborate on the meaning of the questions in detail and therefore test their cognition.] 

The two interviewees were selected not from the sample, but instead from the researcher’s personal contacts with recent movers. Personal contacts, rather than address based random sampling allows selection based upon respondent characteristics rather than dwelling characteristics (e.g. data from the household location or data available through Land Registry). This enabled the selection of two households with distinct characteristics, an individual male of British ethnicity who purchased a three bedroom terraced house in S6, and a mixed ethnicity couple with a child who purchased a one bedroom flat in S11. 
From these interview it was apparent that the questions about search intensity (initially several Likert items) were inadequate, as they were not well understood by the interviewees. These questions were therefore replaced with the more straightforward questions about the number of properties viewed. These questions, when combined with the questions on the length of search, will provide an insight into the intensity of physical viewings.
Full postal sample pilot
Once the refinements had been made after the cognitive laboratory interviews, the third pilot method is to run the survey in conditions as close as possible to the expected final version as possible, it is in essence a full dress rehearsal for the main sample (Presser et al, 2004). This allows respondents as close to the sample population as possible to respond to the survey, and therefore resembles problems that the sample population will face in completing it appropriately than ‘critical friends’. This method provides some evidence of question fatigue that may not appear in settings other than the proposed setting for completion (Persaud, 2010). For example respondents may complete answers differently (less care, or more honestly etc) when answering the questions on the survey at their dwelling (through a postal survey) than respondents completing it in front of a ‘monitor’. One disadvantage of this method is its inability to question why a respondent completed the survey in a particular manner. The pilot survey is normally based on a much smaller percentage of the study population and therefore may have little or no significance statistically. Whilst this may not appear as a problem (as their results are not scrutinised or necessarily taken as representative of the population), care should be taken with assuming that the overall sample population will respond to the questions in a similar fashion. In this instance a pilot survey therefore needed to be distributed via postal mail. 
50 pilot questionnaires were sent out to households selected at random to verify the layout and wording of the questions. The pilot questionnaires were sent out on 20th October 2011, using second-class postage. The envelope included an addressed and Freepost stamped return envelope, so that no monetary costs should be incurred in the sampling, and to increase the response rate (Yammarino et al., 1991; Bryman, 2008).
The addresses chosen to receive a questionnaire were selected at random from the Land Registry database, covering the sale of all dwellings registered with the Land Registry in Sheffield in 2010. The database was input into SPSS 19 and the random case selection tool was used to derive 50 addresses. The addresses were not weighted, as the purpose of the pilot was not to gather a representative sample, or even to ensure a particular absolute level of responses from a particular group, rather, simply to provide a series of responses that could identify weaknesses in the questionnaire. It is unclear whether or not a particular subset in society would provide responses that were more helpful for analysing the quality of the questionnaire, and were not therefore weighted in their favour. 
The introductory letter on the pilot questionnaire asked for a response by 5th November 2011, two weeks after the date that the pilot was due to arrive at the address. Six responses were received within that timeframe; none were received after the deadline. The total response rate therefore for the pilot questionnaire was 12%. This response rate is slightly lower than some other housing surveys. It is unclear why the survey response rate is lower than others, although the short time frame and length of the survey may be contributory factors (Bryman, 2008). Given the extensive requirements of the research design for data from different stages of the search process the overall length of the survey was not reduced as this would hinder achieving the research objectives.
The pilot survey responses were not included in the overall number analysed as part of this research. No significant changes were made to the survey as a result of the pilot survey. 
[bookmark: _Toc270002179][bookmark: _Toc299718626][bookmark: _Toc318119326]5.3.3 Survey Implementation
After testing the survey design through critical expert review, observation interviews, and the postal pilot, the questionnaire was distributed. The addresses identified by the Land Registry as residential properties that were registered as changing ownership in 2010 (sample frame), and provided by Sheffield City Council, were used to select the sample addresses. The target population is every household that purchased a dwelling for owner-occupation in 2010 in Sheffield. It is not possible to identify households that purchased a dwelling through secondary sources, however from the HMLR database the dwellings that have been purchased can be identified, and therefore act as a proxy (the sample population)[footnoteRef:27].  [27:  It is possible that the ownership of a dwelling changed hands, but the transaction was not registered with the HMLR. This informal market activity cannot accurately be quantified, or the addresses identified. Therefore using HMLR data for the sample population may underrepresent the target population, but this is the most suitable solution for identifying addresses. ] 

This method for selecting addresses provides a reliable method for identifying residential properties that have exchanged ownership. Despite the property changing ownership, there is no certainty that the residents at the selected address are the owners of the property. Buy to let properties are unidentifiable from the HMLR records and these properties are therefore included in the sample. A question about the tenure of dwellings in the survey was included in order to be able to remove respondents who were not owner-occupiers. The data records the changing of ownership of a property, and whilst the majority of dwellings change hands through a market exchange, some households change hands through other mechanisms (e.g. inheritance). The HMLR data includes price paid information, therefore it is possible to remove addresses that have very low-recorded transaction prices, based on the assumption that these are non-market transactions. Dwellings exchanged for less than £15,000 were removed; this resulted in ten dwellings being removed. Despite these limitations in the data, HMLR data provides the most reliable source of property transactions in the UK. 
A total of 4,843 dwellings, which were recorded by HMLR, were deemed to have been sold on the market in 2010, and therefore comprise the sampling frame. A sample was selected from the sampling frame using a simple random sample to derive the addresses to send the survey to. This study uses inferential statistics from the sample to suggest the behaviour of the target population. It does not, however, argue that the research represents with complete accuracy the behaviour of all households, nor that the typology is based on all transactions, rather it infers behaviour from the sample to the target population. This is a limitation of the research, but is in line with most quantitative methods in social sciences, where analysing the behaviour of the whole population is not possible. The reason for using a random sample is outlined below against the context of other sampling methods. 
No sampling method can guarantee that the target population is exactly represented (Blaikie, 2010). Convenience, stratified random and random sampling methods were all considered. Convenience sampling was disregarded, as it offers no clear advantage in selecting addresses for a postal survey given the equal costs in time and money in distributing the surveys regardless of address. The disadvantages of using a convenience sample, where differences in behaviour may relate to housing types that are unevenly distributed across the city, neighbourhoods, or household characteristics that vary with location are clearly evident. 
Stratified random sampling could have been used to provide a clear division between the housing type and neighbourhood characteristics outlined above. Using secondary data (e.g. census) it would also be possible to stratify the sample based upon the household characteristics that most frequently occur within an output area (or larger geographical unit), but it would be uncertain that the specific addresses selected within the sample would necessarily represent these household types. Stratified sampling also represents a complexity when attempting to build a typology of behaviour from the data (e.g. through the use of principal component analysis which is described later). As it is not certain, ex-ante, whether the typology should be determined by the location, type or household characteristic it would not necessarily be clear how to stratify the survey based upon these characteristics, i.e. which element(s) should take precedent. Leishman (2003) suggests that stratified random sampling should be used in real estate research where the segmentation of groups is known, but not necessarily where it is not clear. 
“One drawback to the stratified sampling method is that its use requires that we know, at the outset, the parameters that define segmentation. Sometimes that is not the case and we cannot therefore use quotas in the data collection phase of the research project. In these circumstances it is prudent to collect information on a range of parameters such as age, sex, marital status and so on. We can test for variation in responses with respect to these parameters statistically” (Leishman, 2003, P.41)
Random samples, of a large sample size, are likely to represent the overall population. In this study the target population is every household that purchased a dwelling in Sheffield in 2010 for owner occupation. Given the discussion above about the need not to pre-determine the selection criteria based on household or housing characteristics and the limitations of information about the household characteristics, a random sample gives a more intuitive possibility for selection than a stratified sample. One issue for random sampling is selecting a procedure to create the random sample, given that there is an inherent contradiction between ‘random’ and ‘process’ the method for selection can only approximate a random approach. For this SPSS was used to select a random sample, this in essence is an automated approach to random selection and follows an approximation rather than a strict random selection. 
4,000 addresses were randomly selected to receive the postal survey (wave A). The surveys were distributed in envelopes using second-class postage. Inside the envelope was the paper survey and an addressed, Freepost stamped return envelope with the university Freepost address (see Appendix D for the envelope). The survey did not include a monetary reward for completion or entry into a competition[footnoteRef:28].  [28:  There is competing evidence about the impact of monetary rewards on response rates. Yammarino (1991) and Edwards et al (2002) argue that payments are likely to increase rates, although Fowler (2009) provides evidence from a number of studies, which suggest only cash advance payments have an impact. 
] 

The survey response rate for wave A was 10%, with 399 responses received. 
In order to increase the number of responses a second wave of surveys was distributed. Second waves of survey distribution can either be sent to the addresses of households who have already been sent a survey, or to addresses that have not yet been sent one. 1,000 more surveys were distributed, of which 843 were to addresses that had not yet been sent a survey (thus after wave B, every address in the target population had been sent the survey), and 157 to randomly selected addresses that had already previously been sent a survey (respondent addresses were removed from the database prior to selecting the wave B addresses, therefore would not be re-sampled). 


Survey response rate
The response rate as a proportion of the whole population of dwellings sold in 2010 is 9.7%, at 469 responses. This reflects that survey response rate, when waves A and B are combined, as all 4,843 dwellings sold in 2010 were sampled. 
[bookmark: _Toc318119657]Fig. 5.4: Map of all sold dwellings in 2010 and survey responses
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Source: Author’s own, Sold property data from HMLR, 2010
There is some variation in the proportion of responses by variables that are known from the HMLR data set, or can be imputed from it. Tables 5.2 to 5.5 show the population proportions (of all dwellings sold in 2010) and the proportion of all responses for location, month of completion, new property, and type variables. Fig. 5.1 shows a map of all sold dwellings in 2010 (the target population and addresses of all distributed surveys) and the survey responses. It is evident that some areas of the city had few dwelling transactions in 2010, and therefore market outcomes were spatially uneven. It is unknown whether the reasons for this variation in spatial outcomes are predicated on variation in dwelling locations (and tenure locations) or search behaviour. It is likely that the market was equally active for all price points given the impact of the Global Financial Crisis on employment and access to finance for mortgages. It is also evident from the map that there are some areas with transactions, but with very few survey responses.  
The proportion of responses for different locations shows some large variations. The East, North and South East housing market areas are all underrepresented by more than 3%, whilst the South West and North West were both overrepresented by more than 3%. Of the four largest housing market areas, by the number of dwellings that changed ownership in 2010, two were over represented (South West and North West Urban) and two underrepresented (South East and City Centre). Broadly, the housing market areas in the west of the city had higher response rates than those in the east of the city. This may reflect socio-economics divisions between the two sides of the city, but proving causality is not possible from the response rates. 
[bookmark: _Toc299718627][bookmark: _Toc318119682] Table 5.2: Location: population and survey response rate (by Housing Market Area)
	Housing Market Area
	Population percentage
	Response rate
	Difference

	City Centre
	2.9
	0.9
	2.06

	City Centre West
	10.6
	13.4
	-2.83

	East HMR Area
	5.3
	1.2
	4.17

	North HMR Area
	7.0
	3.2
	3.83

	North Sheffield
	7.4
	6.4
	1.01

	North West Rural
	1.4
	1.5
	-0.09

	North West Urban
	15.8
	19.5
	-3.73

	Peak District National Park
	0.1
	0.0
	0.14

	South East Sheffield
	19.2
	15.2
	3.99

	South HMR Area
	4.2
	3.8
	0.40

	South West Sheffield
	23.9
	32.4
	-8.44

	Stocksbridge and Deepcar
	2.1
	2.6
	-0.50



There is no discernible pattern of the under and overrepresentation of responses by month of exchange completion (see table 5.3), which suggests that there will be no systematic impact on the validity of the survey analysis as a result, and weighting of the responses is not required by month of completion.


[bookmark: _Toc299718628][bookmark: _Toc318119683]Table 5.3: Month of exchange completion: population and survey response rate
	Month of registration
	Population Percentage
	Sample Percentage
	Difference

	January
	5.8
	6.6
	-0.79

	February
	6.9
	7.0
	-0.18

	March
	6.6
	6.6
	0.04

	April
	8.0
	7.2
	0.76

	May
	8.6
	9.2
	-0.58

	June
	8.7
	10.2
	-1.54

	July
	11.0
	9.6
	1.39

	August
	9.1
	9.4
	-0.26

	September
	9.2
	7.2
	1.98

	October
	9.2
	11.3
	-2.11

	November
	8.1
	9.2
	-1.12

	December
	8.8
	6.4
	2.40


	
Table 5.4. shows, however, that there is an underrepresentation of new dwellings in the survey respondents. Whilst the differences is just over 3% of all responses, given the total new dwelling population is just 7.5%, this is a significant amount. There is greater confidence therefore that the results represent accurately the second hand housing market, but it is not known whether this will have an impact on the variation in search behaviour exhibited between the received responses.
[bookmark: _Toc299718629][bookmark: _Toc318119684]Table 5.4: New or previously sold property: population and survey response rate
	New property?
	Population Percentage
	Sample Percentage
	Difference

	No 
	92.5
	95.7
	-3.27

	Yes
	7.5
	4.3
	3.27



According to the HMLR data on property type (see table 5.5), there is an underrepresentation in the survey responses of flat or apartments, and terraced dwellings. There is an overrepresentation of detached dwellings (and a very small overrepresentation of semi-detached dwellings). 
[bookmark: _Toc299718630][bookmark: _Toc318119685]Table 5.5: Property type: population and survey response rate
	Property Type
	Population Percentage
	Sample Percentage
	Difference

	Detached
	16.7
	24.1
	-7.39

	Flat
	14.3
	8.7
	5.59

	Semi-Detached
	36.8
	37.1
	-0.33

	Terrace
	32.2
	30.1
	2.13



Once the surveys had been returned, they were entered into SPSS manually. SPSS was used as both the database for containing the survey responses and the analytical software to conduct both the descriptive, explorative and typology creating statistics (descriptions of which follow).
Weighting of survey response
[bookmark: _Toc270002183]It is common in survey analysis to weight the response to reflect the differences between the responses and the target population. This weighting is usually conducted by comparing the proportion of respondents from the survey responses that are identifiable against a single variable or composite of multiple variables that is known to be true for the population as a whole. For example, in a housing condition survey responses might be weighted according to the tenure of respondents and the known breakdown of tenures for the target population. The validity of weighting depends upon knowing that a key variable (or composite of variables) influences the research outcomes. In the case of this research, there is no single variable, which is known a priori, that is correlated with variation in the housing search process. Therefore, weighting the survey responses may mask the actual level of variation in the housing market[footnoteRef:29]. No weighting was used in the survey analysis, therefore the analysis reflects the under and over representation according to tables 5.2. to 5.5.  [29:  Further research is needed to test the results of this research in other market conditions before any assumptions of the correlation between housing or household characteristics found in this research can be applied to housing search behaviour in other studies. ] 


[bookmark: _Toc299718631][bookmark: _Toc318119327]5.4 Data analysis
The survey was first analysed using descriptive analysis (see chapter six) in order to provide an overview of the housing search process in the market and the variation across aspects of the sample of households’ search. The analysis was undertaken on a question-by-question basis, using both the whole sample and a simple a priori household classification: Single Person; Couple (no children); Couple (with children); Lone Parent and Extended Household. This form of typology is regularly used by statisticians in the UK, and frequently used in official statistics about the housing market by organisations such as the Office of National Statistics and DCLG (for more see chapter six). 
The descriptive statistics enable a picture to be built of the areas of variation within and between housing search stages and processes. 
[bookmark: _Toc270002184]To create a typology of behaviour a range of techniques could be used. The purpose of this typology is to create groups that emerge from variation in the search behaviour (rather than a priori socio-economic differences, although socio-economic variation can emerged through the search characteristics) therefore is created using answers from the questions on the search process in the survey. There are two stages in the creation of the typology, depicted in fig. 5.5. First, PCA, then the key component scores for each households are used in CA. Cluster analysis is used to differentiate between the types of search behaviour by creating groups of relatively homogeneous behaviour. The survey has 83 questions (variables) related to the housing search process (and the additional questions about the outcome and household characteristics). Given the absence of a clear theory or empirical evidence of the extent of variation in the housing search process, each variable may or may not include significant variation, and the relationship between variable variations may not be even. To apply a cluster analytic technique to all of these variables may prejudice certain variables over others. In order to create a typology that considers as much of the variation as possible between variables it is necessary to reduce the number of variables included in the cluster analysis. There are two ways of doing this. First it is possible to simply select the variables that have maximum variance and discard the remaining variables manually. Whilst this may be attractive, it is also possible that small variations may account for significant differences in the search process (particularly where numeric differences with variable answers may be small, e.g. likert scales). The second option is to use a statistical data reduction technique, which contains as much of the variation as possible, but reduces the number of variables included in the CA. This approach has been pioneered in housing market segmentation (Bourassa et al 1999)[footnoteRef:30]; office market (Dunse et al., 2001); retail market segmentation (Jackson, 2001); and land-use classification (Owen et al., 2006): it remains however untried in segmenting (clustering) household’s search behaviour.  [30:  A significant number of other residential segmentation studies use PCA and CA in a single study, but simply use PCA to reduce the number of original variables in the CA, by selecting those with the highest eigenvalues (e.g. Maclennan and Tu, 1996), although this accounts for a significantly reduced amount of the variation.] 

[bookmark: _Toc318119658]Fig 5.5: A depiction of the combined methods: categorical principal components analyses and cluster analysis for the construction of a typology
[image: Macintosh HD:Users:richard:Downloads:CATPCA and CA.png]
NB: The dark grey boxes are analytical stages, lighter grey are variables or component scores per household. Household variables and component scores are colour coordinated to support ease of identification between households. 
[bookmark: _Toc299718632][bookmark: _Toc318119328]5.4.1 Principal Components Analysis
Principal components analysis (PCA) is a statistical technique frequently used in multivariate data analysis (Jackson, 2001). Where there are multiple variables the array of data may appear too large to realistically analyse, or may be unwieldy for further statistical techniques, therefore a method of reducing the number of variables, whilst maintaining as much of the original information as possible is needed (DeCoster, 1998).
 PCA attempts to contain as much of the variation in the data as is possible in a simplified representation of the overall picture. Many analogies have been used to explore the fundamental aim of PCA to varying degrees of success. Photographs of an object from different angles provides one mode of visually conceptualising the role of PCA, as the photographer seeks to take photos of the object from as many different angles as possible to represent the object accurately. Imagine a photographer is asked to provide an accurate record of an object (a person in this case), but is also asked to keep the number of photos taken to a minimum, so that the whole can be represented as economically as possible. The photographer could take the photos of the person from any angle. Intuitively they would not choose photographs of the person at similar angles, because whilst this would portray one aspect of the person well, it would miss alternative angles, which may be of greater interest when trying to represent the whole person. It is likely therefore that the selected photographs would be taken from as varied angles as possible, with the final number of photos selected when the photographer believes that the whole person is represented, and adding extras photos would only add nuances. Each selected photo is analogous to each component in PCA. In other words, PCA helps to represent the data as accurately as possible with as few components as possible. 
The antecedents of PCA may be traced back throughout the history of maths[footnoteRef:31]. Brubaker (2009) argues that the essential aspects of PCA (that multivariate distributions will have a set of principal axes, and these axes can be viewed through the eigenvectors of the covariance matrix of the variables) can be seen dating back to the 18th century. This argument is also outlined briefly by Leeuw (2013), who argues that, “equations for the principal axes of quadratic forms and surfaces, in various forms, were known from classical analytic geometry” (Leeuw, 2013, P.1) [31:  This section draws together accounts provided in Joliffe (2002, p.6-9), entitled A Brief History of Principal Component Analysis, in the preface to Jackson (1991), and in Brubaker’s PhD (2009). 
] 

Despite these earlier precursors, the application of the statistical technique of PCA to multivariate data though is normally recognised as first described by Karl Pearson at the turn of the twentieth century (1901), and then expanded by Harold Hotelling in 1933 to the form recognised today. Pearson’s approach was an attempt to produce lines of best fit to points in space using a correlation ellipsoid. Hotelling used Von Mises iterations of the data to produce orthogonal linear combinations that contain the maximum variance (Leeuw, 2013). These two papers are widely viewed as the theoretical genesis of PCA, although between the publication of these two papers others did adopt similar approaches (e.g. Frisch). The papers do vary in approach, with the most commonly used technique for PCA today bearing a close resemblance to Hotelling’s work. Hotelling introduced the term component to the approach, intending that independent variables (components) may be found that determine the values of the original variable. 
Between the 1930s and 1960s small, but incremental advances, in the technique of determining principal components continued, with further work by Hotelling and others. By the 1960s substantive gains were made, most notably by Anderson (1963) for expanding the theoretical approach; by Rao (1964) for work on the uses of PCA; by Gower (1966) for linking PCA to other statistical methods; and, by Jeffers (1967) for case studies on PCA.
PCA works by creating a covariance matrix of the variables from the given datum; from this data the dominant eigenvectors are computed to represent this matrix. These vectors are the prime principal components and are unrelated to each other (orthogonal (Shlens, 2003), and hence are able to describe the data in a more holistic way). The components are not only unrelated, but also provide different levels of variance in the data, with the first component explaining the greatest variance (i.e. the ‘principal’ component). To return to the photography metaphor, the first photograph reveals the clearest representation of the object. Subsequent photos are taken from other angles to represent other features of the object not present in the first photo, and hence second, third and so on, components represent different angles (with less variation) (Joliffe, 2002).
An eigenvector is the direction of the component (line of best fit) through the data. In a two-dimensional space, the eigenvector would correspond to the line in relation to horizontal and vertical axis. In a three-dimensional space, this direction would correspond to the three axes, and so on. The number of axes in the analysis relates to the number of variables entered. The number of dimensions in space is theoretically unlimited in PCA, and therefore the eigenvector is a theoretical direction through the number of dimensions in space. The number of eigenvectors will match the number of variables, as the number of directions through the data can be any number up to the number of axes. The corresponding eigenvalue is the amount of information in the data set that is contained in the eigenvector. 
Returning to the photographer analogy, it may be assume that the first eigenvector is a photo taken by the photographer kneeling at the lower right of the person towards their front. This photo reveals a great deal of information about the individual’s features, however it cannot reveal everything, for example it does not represent the individual’s back. The photo is therefore the eigenvector and the eigenvalue is how much of the person is captured by that photo. 
A second photo would then be taken at an angle that is uncorrelated to the first photo (orthogonal), in order to capture as much of the variance in the individual as possible. One could imagine the second photo being taken from the back of the person, followed by a third photo from the top. Beyond this stage each new photo would only be adding a small amount of detail (describing more of the variation of the individual). 
The total number of eigenvectors (and corresponding eigenvalues) possible is equal to the number of variables in the data set. Therefore an eigenvector with an eigenvalue of above one accounts for more of the data variance than an original variable. The photography analogy breaks down here, as there are theoretically an infinite number of angles to take the photograph. If however, a smaller number of variables is envisaged, the total number of eigenvectors would match this. If for example, a study was conducted on the number of bedrooms, number of people and age of properties, there would be three variable and three eigenvectors. The PCA technique provides alternative planes through which to view the whole dataset. The first eigenvector describes as much of the variance as possible, the second then describes as much of the remaining variance as possible (because it is orthogonal to the first), and the third eigenvector the remaining variance. In this example, we can provide notional amounts for the variance: the first plane (eigenvector) may account for 65% of the data, the second eigenvector 30% and the third eigenvector 5%.  According to Kaiser’s criterion eigenvectors with eigenvalues above one should be retained (Bryman and Cramer, 2005), although alternative methods suggest as Scree tests (Cattell, 1966) are also suggested to find the appropriate number of eigenvectors (components).
This stage is vital for use of PCA as a data reduction technique. From the above example it is clear that the earlier eigenvectors explain more of the variance in the data than the later eigenvectors. If we intended to reduce the number of variables therefore, we could describe 95% of the variance using just the first two eigenvectors. Where components are orthogonal to each other, these components may be used as variables in further analysis without the concern of multicollinearity between variables (Jackson, 2001), an approach undertaken frequently in housing research (e.g. Bourassa et al., 1999; Des Rosiers et al., 2000; Leishman, 2009; Bonnafous and Kryvobokov, 2011) and in survey based methods (e.g. Zani and Berzieri, 2008)
PCA also enables the identification of outliers in multivariate data (Johnson, 1998) and can be combined with other analytical techniques (such as cluster analysis, see below) to identify groups of cases with different response patterns, which may be a result of outliers in the data.  
Limitations of PCA
One limitation of standard PCA is its reliance on covariance that is linear. Where the data violates this assumption there are difficulties in computation. In some cases it is be possible to transform the data into a linear covariance, for example by squaring one of the original variables, to change the best-fit line to a straight line. Linearity may be viewed as a positive element of PCA as it simplifies the assumptions within the data and provides a basis for interpolation between the individual survey responses to suggest outcomes at any stage along the relationship (Shlens, 2003). Despite these advantages the necessity of an assumption of linearity within the data is a limitation on the use (and explanatory power) of standard PCA. 
A second limitation of PCA is its assumption that the data is distributed evenly around the mean, i.e. the variance is actually a Gaussian distribution (Shlens, 2003). The likelihood of this assumption being met perfectly by data in any discipline, and especially in the social sciences, is very low. The question of great significance from this limitation, is the extent of divergence from a Gaussian distribution, if it is only a minor discrepancy the assumption is likely to be worthwhile given the clarity and explanatory power of PCA. If, however, the distribution is very different, then this violation of PCAs assumptions renders the components less meaningful. 
A third limitation of PCA is the assumption that there are few outliers, whether because the data do not have outliers or because they have been removed by the analyst prior to PCA. A large number of methods have been suggested to envelop these outliers statistically in PCA (Chen, undated) in response to large data sets where it impractical for the analyst to remove outliers. Whilst a complexity for many projects, this is unlikely in this project given the parameters of the research responses were set through the questionnaire design, with limited scope for outliers (the use of Likert items for example limits the potential for outlier responses. Outliers will also be checked through the PCA and CA process (see section Multiple Rounds of PCA and CA).
The fourth limitation of PCA is in the type of data that it is able to represent. PCA was designed to use continuous data and not ordinal data. This is because the distance between points in Euclidean space are measured by PCA, and given ordinal data is an arbitrary numerical scale, where the distance between numbers does not represent a ‘real’ scale, then the data cannot be assumed to have a standardised distance between points. Whilst PCA is often used on variables without a pure infinite continuous scale (e.g. a finite scale such as age measured in years), the distance in these cases is assumed to be fixed and of equal length. However, with non-continuous data this assumption is problematic (Vyas and Kumaranayake, 2006). Socio-economic data often falls into this later category, with variables such as salary (seemingly continuous) often collected in a form that is actually categorical (e.g. income brackets of unequal size). Given the frequency with which non-continuous data is used in the social sciences a non-continuous form of PCA is helpful. 


Alternative versions of PCA for non-continuous data
Several alternative versions of PCA have been created to use non-continuous data. These include non-linear PCA, Standard PCA using binary data and Categorical PCA (CATPCA). Whilst each of these approaches has their advantages and disadvantages, CATPCA is developed here as the logical extension of PCA for this project, as much of the data collected is in categorical/ordinal form.
Categorical Principal Component Analysis is used to provide an optimal scaling approach to understanding the relationship between variables (Gifi, 1981). PCA normally considers the linear relationship between numeric variables, but with the case of Likert scales (nominal and ordinal data can be used), this is often problematic. The ‘distance’ between strongly agree and agree, is not the same as the relationship between agree and neither agree nor disagree, yet they are frequently coded with numerical values which have the same distance, i.e.:
Category			Code
Strongly agree			1
Agree				2
Neither agree nor disagree		3
Disagree				4
Strongly disagree			5
The distance between disagrees and strongly disagrees (4-5 = -1) is the same as the distance between agrees and neither agree nor disagrees (2-3 = -1).
The differences between answers to categorical variables preclude an intuitive linear approach to describing the variation in survey responses. Socio economic variables can be included in a linear relationship if there was evidence that the relationship between numbers within the variables is linear (e.g. income, age or length of residence can all be considered as having internally linear relationships where the data were appropriate). Likert items are used primarily as a code for understanding the different perspectives to the declarative statements that make up variables and have no certain unit of measurement. Responses to Likert items are not considered interval units, either internally (within the variable) or externally (between variables), although responses are frequently combined to make Likert scales. Therefore their use in PCA requires a process of transformation for the original answers to conform to an appropriate scale to model the relationship between variables. 
An alternative approach to standard PCA, which can use Likert items, is available in the form of CATPCA with optimal scaling (Linting and van der Koolj, 2012). This approach does not assume a linear relationship, nor does it require multivariate normal data, and therefore solves the issues of linearity with the standard PCA approach (Manisera et al., 2010). CATPCA uses an optimal scaling approach to model the non-linear relationship between variables, where a linear transformation is applied to the original data by scaling the data from the mean to the edges of the data. This does not therefore require all data to be in the same form and scale (Meulman and Heiser, 2001). In this study this allows the variable measuring the number of properties viewed to be included in the same PCA as the Likert item data about the importance of information sources. The process of transformation is termed the optimal scaling transformation. The term optimal relates to the specific data being transformed internally to the technique rather than an external value or system. The transformation creates values for the purposes of PCA that are distinct to the project and cannot be directly applied elsewhere. For example the transformed data for understanding the exact neighbourhood households wanted to live in does not create a scale which can be used externally, although the factors examined in the PCA may enable descriptives of relationships that can be applied elsewhere (depending on the original questions, sample representation and factors influencing the variable). 
“Optimality is a relative notion, however, because it is always obtained with respect to the particular data set that is analyzed.” (Meulman et al., undated, P.50)
The optimal scaling approach has other advantages too, including the ability to work with missing data and with data on disproportionate scales. It is possible to weight the variables in CATPCA for a forced classification (when using a centroid model rather than a vector model), although this requires an understanding of the appropriate variable to be weighted prior to the PCA. In this instance, no variable is weighted to prevent prejudicing the clustering of results. 
The outcome of a CATPCA is to reduce the original number of variables into a smaller number of components that are uncorrelated to each other (Meulman and Heiser, 2001). These components are representations of the wider data set, in a similar manner that a photograph reduces the actual information, but maintains a representation of the original. This metaphor (as described above) can be used to explain the purpose of principal components analysis and is not discrete to CATPCA, which in essence has the same outcome as a standard PCA, but using categorical data. 
The CATPCA metaphor of a photographer taking a picture of an object is useful for consideration of the number of CATPCAs to undertake. Whilst the entire housing search process could be considered a single object, any photograph of the process would necessarily need to be a wide angle to take into consideration the different stages. If the housing search process is considered as combined of discrete objects then it is possible to consider the variation in each of these objects in more detail and it is appropriate to undertake the data reduction in stages. The use of multiple PCAs is not common in housing research, but occurs frequently in other analyses of multi-stage (or object) phenomena (e.g. Yang et al, 2002)

[bookmark: _Toc299718633][bookmark: _Toc318119686]Table 5.6: Variables to be used in the CATPCA
	CATPCA
	Aspect
	Variables
	Question type and Data type [in square brackets]

	a) Pre-Search perceptions
	Perceptions
	Size
	Likert (Agree) [Categorical]

	
	
	Type
	Likert (Agree) [Categorical]

	
	
	Location
	Likert (Agree) [Categorical]

	
	Attitude to search
	Search consideration
	Likert (Agree) [Categorical]

	
	
	Opportunity availability
	Likert (Agree) [Categorical]

	
	
	Dwelling & finance satisfaction
	Likert (Agree) [Categorical]

	
	
	Event changed perception
	Likert (Agree) [Categorical]

	b) Motivations
	Motivations
	Economic
	Likert (Agree) [Categorical]

	
	
	Family
	Likert (Agree) [Categorical]

	
	
	Size/Design dissatisfaction
	Likert (Agree) [Categorical]

	
	
	Location stress
	Likert (Agree) [Categorical]

	
	
	Finance stress
	Likert (Agree) [Categorical]

	
	Aspirations

	Wealth
	Likert (Importance) [Categorical]

	
	
	Social Status
	Likert (Importance) [Categorical]

	
	
	Comfort
	Likert (Importance) [Categorical]

	
	
	Stimulation
	Likert (Importance) [Categorical]

	
	
	Enable personality
	Likert (Importance) [Categorical]

	
	
	Proximity to friends
	Likert (Importance) [Categorical]

	
	
	Good social influence
	Likert (Importance) [Categorical]

	c) Search process
	Sources of information
	Importance
	Likert (Importance) [Categorical]

	
	
	Frequency
	Likert (Often) [Categorical]

	
	Time
	Time
	Time (Months) [interval]

	
	
	Time pressures
	Likert (Agree) [Categorical]

	
	Properties
	Properties viewed
	Number [interval]

	
	
	Properties offered
	Number [interval]


Table 5.1 shows the extent of the variables that should be included in the survey and therefore the possibility set for the CATPCA. However, not every variable is necessary for the construction of the typology of search behaviour, and therefore some of the variables (such as housing outcome and household characteristics, which are used for the descriptive statistics in chapter six) are not included in the CATPCA. The search variables are considered as three different types (objects). These are: (a) pre-search perceptions; (b) motivations for searching; and, (c) the search process itself. The variables for each of these objects are outlined in table 5.6, and are therefore to be analysed using discrete CATPCAs for each. The results of the three CATPCAs are discussed in chapter seven and all data for them is provided in Appendix E.
It is possible to define different scales and weights for the data used in PCA. Options for re-scaling the data include re-ordering the response so that they are not in the same order as the original response options (Joliffe, 2004). In this study, re-ordering the data would might mean that strongly agree and strongly disagree answers were located next to each other, instead of at opposite ends of the scale. This might be appropriate if the categories are not ordered (e.g. profession). In this study the data scale is defined as Ordinal so that the optimally scaled variable reflects the original order[footnoteRef:32] (Meulman and Heiser, 2001).  [32:  There are two options for ordinal data in CATPCA: Spline Ordinal and Ordinal. Spline ordinal requires a chosen degree for the line and interior knots, ordinal does not require this and produces a closer fitting line, but may be less smooth (Meulman and Heiser, 2001).] 

Weighting can be applied to any of the variables used in PCA (Rao, 1964). This study does not give a priori additional significance to any of the variables included in the analysis (over and above their inclusion as variables). Weighting would suggest that one of the variables is more important for the analysis in its correlation with respondents and other variables than other variables. Therefore, no weighting was applied to the variables. 
Missing data can be dealt with in two ways in CATPCA: cases may be removed from the analysis, or a value may be given to the missing data in order to be able to include the cases. The first option provides a precise dataset with no missing data, however in many instances (particularly those based on survey data) the removal of all cases with some missing data would decrease the number of cases significantly, and therefore increase the likelihood that the analysis does not represent the target population. The alternative, to insert a value in the place of the missing data is therefore frequently used as (Meulman et al, undated). The modal value is selected for the missing data as the least likely value to impact on the correlation between variables, and is imputed to the cases. 
[bookmark: _Toc299718634][bookmark: _Toc318119329]5.4.2 Cluster Analysis 
Once the CATPCA components have been created it is possible to conduct the Cluster Analysis (CA). CA is a statistical procedure used to segment cases into groups of cases that exhibit homogeneity across variables (Aldenderfer and Blashfield, 1984; Kaufman and Rousseeuw, 2005). 
CA can be undertaken without PCA on the original variables, however in housing research where there are multiple variables for different types of underlying structure (e.g. the difference between variables of pre-search aspirations and the search process itself) it is common to use PCA to identify linear (orthogonal) trends in the data that can then be used to cluster households (e.g. Bourassa et al., 1999, and Wu and Sharma, 2012, both use PCA and CA to identify housing submarkets, the latter building a more refined analysis of the spatial contiguity of submarkets). In this study CA uses multiple variables (components) from the three PCA and groups households according to their homogeneity across these variables. The resultant groups should contain households with as similar as possible internal scores on the components and as different as possible scores with households in other groups.

Limitations of CA
Aldenderfer and Blashfield (1984) argue that there are four limitations of applied CA. First, CA is relatively simple, used for heuristic purposes and may not be supported in all instances by statistical reasoning. Second, CA studies are embedded in their disciplines and do not critique the biases within the discipline. The opening four chapters of this study have provided an extensive critique of the discipline that this study belongs to. Although it is possible that some of the biases inherent in the discipline have been absorbed into this research, the typology purpose is to be applied within the discipline and therefore will not encounter cross-disciplinary biases which conflict with the groupings. Third, different techniques for CA produce different result using the same data. This limitation applies to most mathematical methods, particularly when applied in the social sciences. In this study, a check of the cluster groups is necessary to confirm that they are groups of households that exhibit some homogeneity of behaviour that may be theoretically combined. Fourth, in CA, as all cases are required to be placed in a cluster, the analysis imposes a structure on the data, although its purpose is to look for structures within the data. This limitation may be countered by analysis of the created groups in order to check that they represent cases that can be theoretically linked. 
Methods of CA
There are multiple methods for conducting cluster analysis that can be considered according to three categories: First, the data type being clustered (e.g. binary or continuous), in this case the data are continuous as a numeric loading on each component (distance from the component). Second, whether the method for determining each group is based on distance metrics of analysis of variance between components. Third, whether the method for combining households is hierarchical or non-hierarchical. Within the hierarchical approach there is a sub-set variation between agglomerative and divisive clustering processes.  
Ward’s method is slightly different from other CA methods, although it has been used previously in housing demand segmentation studies (e.g. Gibler and Taltavull, 2010), in that it conducts an analysis of variance to measure the distance between clusters (squared Euclidean distance in this case). The total sum of squared deviations from the mean of a cluster is measured and then households amalgamated where the increase in variation is the smallest (Mooi and Sarstedt, 2011). This happens by combining the closest two households, then measuring the similarity between that cluster and all other households before combining the next two closest (whether part of the original two or not), then re-measuring the similarity between all clusters and continuing until all clusters have been combined to a single solution. At each stage the aim is to reduce the number of clusters with the minimum within-cluster sum of squares for each cluster. Ward’s CA can therefore be conducted without knowing the final number of clusters (unlike for example K-means clustering where the number of clusters is known beforehand). Given the aim of the research is to create a typology, which can be utilised by policy makers and practitioners, it is unlikely that a large number of clusters would be suitable as a solution, therefore the number of cluster solutions was limited to seven clusters. 
In this study Ward’s method is selected as the most appropriate given the PCA components being used for the analysis, the requirement to cluster based on proximity membership, and the lack of knowledge over the precise number of clusters in the data.  
In most CA there is a trade-off between reducing the number of clusters and the similarity between cases within each cluster. The greater the number of clusters the easier the descriptive process is likely to be given the greater the shared characteristics. There is a balance therefore between reducing the number of clusters from the respondent population to a size which accounts for some of the greatest differences between households’ search behaviours and which could be useful for policy makers and actors in the housing market. The number of clusters is not determined precisely before the clustering, although a range of three to seven cluster solutions was used to constrain the cluster outputs as the parameters of the useful range of clusters. At the lower end, using fewer than three clusters would likely constrain the variation between households to an extent that large numbers of divergent households would be in the same cluster. Above seven clusters and the number would begin to hinder the ability to operationalize the typology in policy and practice. Statistical techniques can be used to determine the number of clusters, but there is also a subjective element in most cases (Sage, undated). It is possible to use the plot of the coefficients of each cluster to judge where the coefficient gain from increasing the number of clusters is marginal. 
A number of methods are available to test the variation that emerges from the different clusters. These post hoc analyses are contingent on the types of data. They test that the clusters do not share the same characteristics, normally the means. 
ANOVA can be used on the clusters, using the PCA components as the data to be compared as the components are parametric data (the original variables which were non-parametric, but the components loadings are parametric as they are interval data regarding the distance from the component line).  The ANOVA results are considered in chapter seven and are provided in full in Appendix E.
Tukey’s post hoc method of analysis provides an analysis of the minimum difference between the means of the different clusters against the PCA components. As it is concerned with the minimum difference between means it is considered to be a conservative test for dissimilarity. The Tukey results are considered in chapter seven and are provided in full in Appendix E.
CA cannot provide an interpretation of the cluster characteristics themselves. However, the cluster memberships are recorded in SPSS and then, by splitting the file and comparing groups the differences between the groups can be analysed according to either the PCA components or the original variables. As the PCA component loadings are not interpretable directly (they are the distance from the line of best fit through the nth dimensional data, Johnson, 1998), the PCA components are not used to interpret the CA clusters; rather the original variables are used. It is therefore possible to compare, using descriptive statistics, the average scores for households within the groups as well as the amount of variation. 
The full results of the PCA and the CA are presented in Appendix E. 
Multiple rounds of CATPCA and CA
Principal component analysis and cluster analysis is usually only performed once, after which the clusters are presented and analysed. However, where the extent of the impact of the correlation of the variation in the original data is unknown it is possible to use CATPCA and CA to highlight outliers in the data set. Outliers, or cases with some missing data could be removed from the dataset at any stage of the analysis, but there is an advantage in keeping the outliers in the dataset until after the CA has been conducted. The inclusion of all responses enables the identification of clusters of cases that may share similar properties across the range of variables. In this study some respondents may visit very large numbers of dwellings, these cases could be removed from the dataset at the start of the analysis, but this would prejudice their search behaviour against others. Including them in the PCA and CA enables the data to be grouped naturally and outliers to emerge through this process. 
Where there are outliers in the CA, they are likely to form a separate cluster from the remaining clusters, and can be analysed according to their descriptive statistics. In the case of outliers, or groups of similar behaviour because of missing data, these cases may then be removed and the CATPCA and CA re-run. This may be an iterative process if further outliers are identified. This is a standard practice in research using PCA, but is rarely written up in papers, where the final PCA is normally presented as the only PCA. 
[bookmark: _Toc299718635][bookmark: _Toc318119330]5.4.3 Why use PCA and CA together?
Cluster Analysis and PCA may be used separately or conjointly in order to create a typology, and are more frequently used in both ways in studies. Combining the two methods is particularly relevant where there is a concern that the data may exhibit some collinearity, or where there is a concern that multiple variables may be exhibiting similar trends for underlying behaviours. It is highly likely that variables in housing behaviour research will exhibit some multicollinearity (Greaves, 1985). In these instances CA may not produce groups that are exhibiting different trends between underlying search behaviours. PCA is useful because it not only reduces the number of variables in the CA, but it also produces orthogonal components, which distinguish between the correlations in the original variables (this is evident from the different component loadings from the original variables). Therefore, combining the orthogonal components of PCA and the minimisation of the distance between component scores for cases, enables the groupings of cases which are likely to exhibit greater differences in their behaviours. The combination of PCA and CA has not been undertaken in the case of housing search behaviour, but has been used to classify housing submarkets; Bourassa et al (1999) define the benefits of combining PCA and CA in that context:
The second stage of the analysis was to apply principal component analysis to the LGA data for each city and then to the combined LGA and individual dwelling data for each city. The PCA extracts factors, which are then used in cluster analysis to combine the LGAs or individual dwellings into the appropriate number of submarkets. This step permits the cluster analysis to focus on orthogonal factors in the data rather than multiple variables that may be explaining the same factor or factors. (Bourassa et al., 1999, P.172)

[bookmark: _Toc299718636][bookmark: _Toc318119331]5.5 Case Study Approach: Where?
A typology of housing search could be constructed at multiple scales and in multiple locations. A clear idea of the boundaries (both scale and location) of the search behaviour under consideration is needed in order to explore the variation within it and the potential for clustering behaviours. 
Housing economics is studied at multiple scales, from the international to the neighbourhood scale. Search behaviour likewise can be considered from the aggregate international migration scale down to the individual scale. In an attempt to understand the grouping and variation in behaviours the decision about the scale of study is likely to make a significant contribution. Most housing analysis for policy making occurs at two scales, the national and the housing market level. Whilst it is theoretically possible to understand the variation in behaviours at the national scale, this misses local market dynamics (Robinson, 1979), and the size of study required to be confident in the results would be significantly greater than at the housing market scale. It is necessary to briefly consider therefore the definition of boundaries of housing markets in order to select an appropriate scale for survey distribution. 
The geography of housing markets is frequently contested, with ontological, definitional and empirical disagreements. Housing market areas (HMAs), likewise, have no singular agreed definition (e.g. Jones, 2002; Hincks and Baker, 2012) and may represent either outcomes of search processes, or both (Maclennan, 1992; Maclennan and Tu, 1996; Jones, 2002; Watkins et al., 2012). Empirically, they are variously defined by their level of self-containment (Jones, 2002); access space and the city centre (Halleux, 2009); travel to work areas (Blank and Winnick, 1953; Jones, 2002; Coombes, 2013); house price conformity (Stigler and Sherwin, 1985) across different tenures (Jones and Coombes, 2013); and for analytical purposes may be defined by administrative areas (Baker and Watkins, 2009; Scottish Government, 2010; Ferrari et al., 2011; Hincks and Baker, 2012). Each of these mechanisms for defining housing market boundaries have their strengths and weaknesses. 
Capturing housing search in a consistent and extensive manner has hindered its inclusion in HMA definitions. Some of the practical limitations of measuring housing search are being overcome through the use of new technology. As more housing search is conducted online (Dunning and Watkins, 2012), the search behaviour of more individuals can be captured on websites. The ground-breaking work of Alasdair Rae in this regard with data on the use of Rightmove’s draw-a-search function in Sheffield’s Strategic Housing Market Assessment (Dunning et al., 2013) highlights how some of the practical limitations may be overcome. 
In commenting on the Special Issue in Town Planning Review Hincks et al. (2013) argue that the current range of tools for housing market analysis need to be broadened to include heterodox approaches:
“There is also considerable scope to expand the depth and coverage of our behavioural and institutional analyses. The adoption of different methodological perspectives – such as institutional and behavioural approaches – will offer valuable insights in their own right but they will also enrich the behavioural underpinnings of our econometric models (see Watkins and McMaster, 2011). Again, this requires a research community that is less segmented along disciplinary or methodological lines and that is more willing to embrace intellectual diversity” (Hincks, Leishman and Watkins, 2013, p.5)
Justification for Sheffield as the case study
Having discussed multiple methods for constructing the boundaries of a housing market, a precise market needs to be selected and the boundaries of it demonstrated. Housing markets vary significantly in their size and in their geography; there is therefore no single ‘typical’ housing market. Despite the variation, some markets are less alike than others. The housing market in London for example has a range of trends that are very different to other areas in England, including the size, level of in-migration and house price inflation. Sheffield, whilst unique in its precise characteristics can be considered as representative of wider trends in housing economics in England. Fig. 5.6 shows that whilst there is significant variation between the ten largest cities in England (plus London, which has been discounted above), Sheffield follows a broadly mid placed trend. 


[bookmark: _Toc318119659]Fig 5.6: Median house prices to median earnings ratio, 1997 to 2013
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The boundaries of the Sheffield housing market may be drawn in multiple ways (as discussed above). One key assessment of housing markets undertaken by local governments for the purposes of planning for future housing growth is Strategic Housing Market Assessments. In Sheffield SHMAs were undertaken in 2007 and 2013. At the point of determining the case study, the 2013 SHMA had not been commissioned, but its production since draws heavily on the state of the housing market around the period 2010-2013 as a fundamental part of the trends, and is therefore used here to represent the hosing market in 2010. The use of the 2013 SHMA has two major advantages over the 2007 version. First, it represents historic data, and therefore is more accurate about the state of the housing market in 2010 than a forecast three years into the future. Second, the 2011 census provides extensive information about household characteristics that are relatively close in time to 2010 (compared to the 2001 census). 
The SHMA in 2013 (Dunning et al., 2013) considers the extent of the Sheffield housing market area according to four categories: migration self-containment, TTWAs, search patterns and the administrative boundary of the local authority. According to measures of self-containment using the 2011 census 72.3% of moves had their origin and destination within the local authority boundary (which is in part a reflection of the over-bounded borders of the authority). The TTWA suggests that labour movements occur at a greater scale than the housing market, as the area includes neighbouring towns (e.g. Chesterfield), but that Sheffield City Centre is at the heart of the TTWA, and therefore that the housing market area can be considered as operating within the TTWA boundary. Third, the SHMA uses a unique approach to identifying HMA boundaries, by using online search information from a property portal (Rightmove.com) in order to ascertain the location of people’s search boundaries. The research finds that 80% of searches are significantly smaller than the local authority boundaries, suggesting the market is bounded by the administrative boundaries. Fourth, the local authority boundary is used as the boundary for all further discussion and disaggregation of the market trends in the report, including identification of submarkets. 
The 2013 SHMA (Dunning et al., 2013) defined 13 submarkets within Sheffield. The submarkets cover a range of urban and rural areas, as can be clearly seen from Fig. 5.7, a map of the submarket areas and the building footprints. The Peak District National Park area evidently contains significant areas without buildings, whilst the City Centre appears (at this scale) to have a higher proportion of covered with buildings. 
[bookmark: _Toc318119660]Fig.5.7: Map of the 13 Housing Market Areas (sub-markets) in Sheffield, according to the 2013 Strategic Housing Market Assessment and Building Footprints
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Source: Author’s own


[bookmark: _Toc299718637][bookmark: _Toc318119332]5.6 Conclusion
This chapter has set out the philosophical position of the study and has revealed the appropriate methods to be use in the research in order to meet the research objectives of testing the variation in search behaviour through empirical research and to create a typology of housing search behaviour. 
The open world of CR and OBE precludes the accurate prediction of economic activity, but argues that it is necessary to understand the types of behaviour in a housing market in order to be able to understand the market and to be able to make inferences about how the market might behave. The household is an appropriate level of analysis according to the philosophical assumptions of CR and OBE, and represents an opportunity to discern the variation in behaviours directly from households.
There is no attempt to prove causality in the research; instead the research aims to test whether variation in behaviour exists, and whether types of behaviour can be clustered together. Surveys have been shown to represent an appropriate method to gather the extensive amount of information necessary to consider the whole search process for a sample of the population, from which it is possible to infer up to the whole population. It has also shown that there is no conflict between the ontology of variables requiring analysis and surveys as a method, provided that the survey is robustly piloted. 
Two statistical methods (CATPCA and CA) are recommended in the chapter, to be combined in an original way for a survey of housing search behaviour. This represents a novel extension to existing methods of classification used in behavioural segmentation, and is recommended for application to the search process to construct an innovative typology. 
The penultimate section of this chapter (section 5.5) introduces the case study location, Sheffield. This feeds into chapter six, which provides an overview of the housing market in Sheffield in 2010 and the initial analysis to test the variation of housing search behaviour in that market. 
[bookmark: _Toc270002201][bookmark: _Toc299718638]










[bookmark: _Toc318119333]Chapter Six: Analysis of the Variation in Search Behaviour in Sheffield, 2010

[bookmark: _Toc299718639]
[bookmark: _Toc318119334]Key points from chapter six
· Key trends in the Sheffield housing market are analysed to place the research results into their historical context, revealing a city with multiple divisions across the housing market 
· Variation between households occurs in the search process across every aspect of the conceptual model of housing search and between household types
· Whilst some households exhibit defined and stable preferences, many households do not. At each stage 20% of households alter their hopes for their new dwelling.
· Prior to searching most households are not constantly considering moving and many are unaware of where and to what they would choose to move to if it was available.
· 50% of household moves are motivated by a change in family circumstances
· Increasing the comfort of the household is the most frequent aspiration for households as they search, and relatively few consider increasing their wealth or social status as important.
· The Internet is a very significant source of information for most households, second only to households personal knowledge of the market. 
· It is clear that homo economicus is not evident from the data, but it is also clear that households exhibit a range of behaviours, some of which conform more closely to satisficing behaviour than others.














[bookmark: _Toc299718640][bookmark: _Toc318119335]6.1 Introduction
Chapter six has two goals: to situate the empirical analysis in the housing market context in Sheffield in 2010 and to present the results of the large-scale postal survey of owner-occupier search behaviour in that context. Section 6.2 covers the housing market analysis and sections 6.3 to 6.10 cover the stages of the survey analysis.
The housing market analysis situates the research in the wider context of socio-economic and housing trends, which according to IE and OBE accounts (as discussed in chapter three) play key roles in influencing household behaviour. The survey analysis depicts the overall responses, providing a picture of the combined results. In addition to the overall picture of the presence, extent and location of any variation in search behaviours, chapter six extends this analysis using an a priori household typology. A simple household classification is used to explore the variation within search behaviours. The classification is: Single Person; Couple (no children); Couple (with children); Lone Parent; and, Extended Household. It is a similar classification to many others classifications used for socio economic purposes in housing research (e.g. Adair and McGreal, 1994). The precise typology used is by national and local governments for reporting statistical variation between households is contingent upon the purpose of the study. The closest in this case is that used by the Department for Communities and Local Government for household projections[footnoteRef:33]. This will therefore set the context for chapter eight to explore variation in housing search behaviour using CATPCA and CA to interrogate the survey and form the basis of a typology of housing search.   [33:  The DCLG (2013) household typology for household projections has two layers. The first includes: One Person, One family and no others, A couple and one or more other adults, Lone parent and one or more other adults, and Other households. The second layer differentiates between couple and single parent households and the number of children in the household. The typology used in this research includes the first category distinctions in the second layer (lone parent or couples), but not the number of children (although this is recorded in the survey) and conflates the multiple adult households where they are not a couple ] 

The results presented in this chapter therefore tend to take the form of averages and deviations from the average. This is to provide an understanding of the mean household behaviour and the extent of variation around the mean in Sheffield. This provides answers to three interlinked questions: Is there any variation in the behaviour of households? If yes, how much variation is there? What stages of search, if any, does variation occur?
The tables for each section include the total number of respondents per question by answer. Not every question was answered by every respondent, and therefore these figures are provided to improve the perspicuity of results revealing where the results are contingent on smaller numbers. Percentage responses are provided for both the total response data set and sub-divided by household classification. Therefore, in the analysis the first table for each question includes the number of respondents, whilst subsequent tables omit this. Figures in the text are rounded to the nearest whole number, numbers in the tables are rounded to the first decimal place where appropriate.  
The variations in housing search are evident from a wide range of potential variables. Chapter five presented a diagram (Fig 5.1) of a simplified model of the housing search process, for the purpose of revealing where variation occurs.  The survey was designed to capture the extent of the variation across all variables in all stages: pre-search experiences; perceptions; motivations and aspirations; time; information sources; number of properties viewed and placed offers on; and whether aspirations were met[footnoteRef:34]. [34:  As with the discussion on search processes in chapter three, there is no suggestion that households will move through each of these stages sequentially, but the model is provided as a mechanism to show where variation may occur.] 


6.2 [bookmark: _Toc299718641][bookmark: _Toc318119336]Housing market context, Sheffield 2010
Chapters two to four explored the complexity of housing markets, and the behaviour of actors in the housing search process within those markets. The IE and BE schools in particular stressed the significance of understanding behaviour in the housing market within the wider institutional (including social and economic) trends in society. This section aims to set the context across key trends for the housing market in Sheffield in 2010. These variables include: social divisions; house prices; rental prices; affordability ratios; the housing stock; and new house building.
Division across the city 
The city’s rich industrial heritage has provided unequal blessings to areas of the city since the 19th century. Areas in the South West of the city have benefited from the development of large high quality housing and substantial gardens, created to support the growing managerial class through their wealth created through steel and associated industries in the city centre and east of the city. The managers and owners of industry not only built large housing for themselves but also laid out leisure areas such as the Botanical Gardens, a university and schools for their families. These facilities continue to benefit residents of the south and west of the city and are a driver for many households to move to these areas. In contrast, the workers accommodation was not built to the same construction or design standard and much of it was demolished in the east of the city in the middle of the twentieth century making space for social housing. To an extent these social and dwelling differences remain evident in 2010. 
[bookmark: _Toc318119661]Fig 6.1 Map of location of all dwelling sales in Sheffield, 2010
[image: Macintosh HD:Users:richard:Desktop:PhD:Maps:OpenStreetMapHSales2010.jpeg]
Source: Author’s own – HMLR and Open Street Map
[bookmark: _Toc270002192]House prices, it is frequently argued, are related to access to services, employment and education (e.g. access-space trade offs). In recent work on the Sheffield housing market, Ferrari and Green (2013) found that there was a moderate, but positive and significant, relationship between house prices, the distance to a school and the quality of the nearest school. This effect reinforced some of the geographical division within the city.
The volume of dwelling transactions also varies across the city. In 2010 the distribution of dwellings was geographically uneven, with some areas of the city exhibiting high numbers of transaction and other areas very few transactions (see figure 6.1). There is an evident division between the south and west of the city that experienced larger number of transactions and the east and north of the city that had fewer transactions. 
House price division across Sheffield Housing Market Area
Average house prices in Sheffield decreased between 2007 and 2010, in line with much of the UK.  The decrease was experienced across all areas of Sheffield, although not equally with house prices decreasing most in the east and northeast. There are variations in creating average house price data, table 6.1 uses data from Sheffield City Council, which uses a mix-adjusted method to overcome the natural differences in property type and location of house sales. It shows the prices in 2007 and 2012 to show the trend throughout the research period. 
[bookmark: _Toc299718642][bookmark: _Toc318119687]Table 6.1: Average sale prices by HMA, 2007 and 2012, and the change in price
	HMA
	Average sale price 2007 (£)
	Average sale price 2012 (£)
	Change in average house price (%)

	Chapeltown/Ecclesfield
	£135,081
	£105,255
	-22

	City Centre
	£113,274
	£89,095
	-21

	City Centre West
	£150,942
	£129,449
	-14

	East
	£92,215
	£61,087
	-34

	Manor/Arbourthorne/Gleadless
	£102,291
	£66,699
	-35

	North East
	£86,824
	£60,467
	-30

	North West
	£130,277
	£104,422
	-20

	Peak District
	£260,984
	£198,061
	-24

	Rural upper Don Valley
	£179,170
	£135,596
	-24

	South
	£137,301
	£105,982
	-23

	South East
	£118,486
	£91,822
	-23

	South West
	£243,160
	£195,183
	-20

	Stocksbridge and Deepcar
	£111,104
	£80,023
	-28

	Sheffield
	£137,717
	£113,796
	-17


Source: HMLR/Sheffield City Council, cited in Dunning et al., 2013
The difference in market areas is reflected in the variation in private rents across the city. Between 2007 and 2012 the average rent increased across the city by 14% (see Table 6.2). The lack of mortgage finance over the period hindered younger households’ movement into the owner-occupier sector and as such has increased demand for the private rented sector. This increase in average rent does not occur in every HMA, with areas to the east and north of the city decreasing in price. 

[bookmark: _Toc299718643][bookmark: _Toc318119688]Table 6.2: Average rent per month in each HMA
	Housing Market Area
	2007
	2008
	2009
	2010
	2011
	2012

	Chapeltown/Ecclesfield
	£550
	£528
	£521
	£543
	£564
	£587

	City Centre
	£576
	£540
	£538
	£538
	£574
	£590

	City Centre West
	£550
	£593
	£576
	£576
	£613
	£606

	East
	£532
	£436
	£431
	£405
	£478
	£508

	Manor/Arbourthorne/Gleadless
	£533
	£495
	£485
	£472
	£486
	£520

	North East
	£524
	£453
	£464
	£452
	£494
	£474

	North West
	£543
	£545
	£545
	£550
	£555
	£548

	Peak District
	£634
	n/a
	£686
	£568
	£874
	£969

	Rural upper Don Valley
	£525
	£552
	£576
	£611
	£642
	£593

	South
	£516
	£531
	£515
	£512
	£606
	£585

	South East
	£528
	£525
	£524
	£504
	£539
	£539

	South West
	£557
	£685
	£641
	£726
	£779
	£857

	Stocksbridge and Deepcar
	£566
	£447
	£489
	£490
	£486
	£478

	Sheffield
	£547
	£569
	£559
	£568
	£603
	£623


Source: Sheffield City Council, cited in Dunning et al., 2013
[bookmark: _Toc270002193]Affordability 
The affordability of housing in Sheffield is a reflection of house price distribution and income. As affordability measures use lower quartile prices the average house price change may not reflect the lower quartile price change. The income needed to afford a lower quartile dwelling decreased in most areas of the city, suggesting that owner occupation was becoming more affordable. However, the ability to afford a dwelling for most households is also based on incomes, the level of deposit required and the accessibility of finance, which may not have been accessible. Therefore access to owner occupation may not have increased over this period. In Chapeltown/Ecclesfield for example, whilst the average house price decreased between 2007 and 2012, the lower quartile price increased (from £62,653 to £71,928) and as such the incomes needed to be able to afford the lower quartile price rose (see Table 6.3). 
[bookmark: _Toc299718644][bookmark: _Toc318119689]Table 6.3: Lower quartile house prices and incomes needed to afford the lower quartile price with the percentage of households with income in each area able to afford a lower quartile priced dwelling.
	
	Lower Quartile price 2007
	Income needed to afford 2007
	Lower Quartile price 2012
	Income needed to afford 
2012
	% households with income above LQ in 2012

	Chapeltown/Ecclesfield
	£62,653
	£15,663
	£71,938
	£17,985
	69%

	City Centre
	£91,061
	£22,765
	£73,034
	£18,258
	46%

	City Centre West
	£107,757
	£26,939
	£83,989
	£20,997
	55%

	East
	£67,403
	£16,851
	£43,820
	£10,955
	63%

	Manor/Arbourthorne/Gleadless
	£79,775
	£19,944
	£47,472
	£11,868
	67%

	North East
	£69,731
	£17,433
	£47,472
	£11,868
	68%

	North West
	£103,766
	£25,941
	£76,686
	£19,171
	68%

	Peak District
	£135,139
	£33,785
	£114,481
	£28,620
	56%

	Rural Upper Don Valley
	£119,696
	£29,924
	£89,512
	£22,378
	54%

	South
	£102,214
	£25,553
	£75,590
	£18,898
	58%

	South East
	£90,906
	£22,726
	£62,079
	£15,520
	59%

	South West
	£141,902
	£35,475
	£135,113
	£33,778
	51%

	Stocksbridge and Deepcar
	£79,820
	£19,955
	£52,310
	£13,078
	75%

	Sheffield
	£93,079
	£23,270
	£67,556
	£16,889
	62%


[bookmark: _Toc270002195]Source: Sheffield City Council, cited by Dunning et al., 2013
Home Truths Survey (and Home Truths II)
In 2009 Sheffield City Council, in association with Sheffield Hallam University canvassed the people of Sheffield’s opinion on the housing market (as well as the social rented sector). The report, Home Truths, outlined a number of key market pressures for the city. The emotional attachment residents felt towards their dwelling was greater than their attachment to the neighbourhood they lived in, and whilst many people expected to stay in the same dwelling for the foreseeable future those who did expect to move considered the location to be of prime significance. Whilst owner-occupation is the emphasis of this thesis, the relative opinion of residents about social rented and private rented sectors will impact the tenure. The social rented sector stock was viewed as high quality and affordable, whilst there was a general opinion that the private rental sector was poor value for money, insecure and in lower quality housing. 
In addition to interviewing residents, Home Truths also reports interviews with property professionals, including agents, mortgage brokers, landlords and developers. Mortgage brokers found a decrease in the number of applications, particularly amongst first time buyers, citing higher deposits as the major barrier to households accessing finance. Developers had slowed production by 50% in the city over recent years, but (in hindsight overoptimistically) felt that the bottom of the financial crisis had been reached and an upturn in development of two and three bedroom dwellings outside of the city centre would soon occur. Estate agents agreed with the developers that the downturn had reached its lowest point and was soon to recover, and that likewise Sheffield had a shortage of ‘family homes’.
In 2013 as part of Sheffield’s Strategic Housing Market Assessment a Home Truths II was undertaken by Sheffield Hallam University (found in Dunning et al., 2013). The report covered most aspects of the housing market in Sheffield, considering the private rented sector, social rented sector, intermediate housing and the needs of specific groups within the city as well as the owner-occupied market. The biggest finding is that residents of Sheffield view housing across the city as very divided. Whilst the spatial distribution of Sheffield’s poverty and affluence has been widely recognised by academics and policy makers for many years, the recognition by residents that there is a significant divide frames location aspirations for owner-occupation housing markets. As with the 2009 findings, residents were also aware of the slow-down in the housing market, in part through reports in the national and local media, but also in part through the prolonged sight of ‘For sale’ signs. Despite the perceptions of downturn, residents indicated that house prices in the South West of the city were over inflated when compared to prices elsewhere in the city. Moves were seen to be triggered by life course events and in those cases particular school catchments were important aspects in the search process. The report suggests that whilst all households had different criteria in their housing search location and proximity to existing friendships were seen as important by many households.  Suppressed movers were most likely to be first time buyers. 
[bookmark: _Toc270002196]"Housing in Sheffield”
Sheffield City Council’s housing strategy report (Sheffield City Council, 2007) for the period 2007-10 extends across all tenures and covers issues of affordability, neighbourhood and housing quality. The report predates the national economic downturn and subsequent decline in house prices across the region. It deals with the unitary authority as a whole. House prices, dwelling completions and affordability statistics are frequently cited as an average of the overall geographic area. However, one paragraph hints at the differences within the unitary authority:
“Sheffield’s housing market is starkly polarised. House prices in the south and west of the city are significantly higher than in the north and the east. In the most expensive neighbourhood properties currently cost an average of £442,700, whereas in the cheapest neighbourhood the average cost is £75,000.” (Sheffield City Council, 2007, P.21)
This description falls far short of an explicit definition of different housing submarkets within Sheffield, but implicitly suggests that there is a difference greater than the physical characteristics of the properties. 
[bookmark: _Toc299718645][bookmark: _Toc318119690]Table 6.4: Housing stock in Sheffield by tenure in 2007 
	Sector
	Total Dwellings
	%

	Council Stock
	44,830
	19.36

	Housing Association
	14,992
	6.47

	Other Public Sector
	105
	0.05

	Private Sector
	171,635
	74.1

	TOTAL
	231,562
	100


Source: Sheffield City Council, 2007
Table 6.4, taken from the report highlights a lack of alternatives to the private sector in the city. Whilst close to 26% of the stock is in the public sector, the demand for it vastly outstrips availability. In 2006 18,500 people bid for the 3,900 council properties that were re-let. 
Approximately 1,100 new dwellings were added per annum during 2002-2007. The period 2000-2007 produced on average 1,450 private completions each year in the city and 170 affordable/RSL completions, on reflection this period can be seen to be significantly higher than the historic rates of completions seen in the 1990s and therefore was a temporal trend, not an ongoing increase. Whilst 2008 and 2009 both saw high levels of completions, these largely rested on buildings that had been in the development pipeline for some time, by 2009 the number of properties developed had started to fall and continued to drop until 2012. 



[bookmark: _Toc299718646][bookmark: _Toc318119691]Table 6.5: Number of completions by type and year 2007-12
	Year
	Houses
	Flats
	Students
	Total

	2007/08
	454
	1966
	462
	2882

	2008/09
	428
	1635
	630
	2693

	2009/10
	573
	1153
	347
	2073

	2010/11
	358
	546
	38
	942

	2011/12
	378
	246
	14
	638


Source: Sheffield City Council, cited in Dunning et al., 2013
The proportion of each type of property being developed also altered radically, with 68% of developed properties being flats in 2007/08, down to 39% by 2011/12. This decrease reveals a marked change in the development pattern in Sheffield both in terms of house type and area of development, as the majority of new build flats were developed in the city centre. 
Table 6.6 highlights the variation in areas of development over the period 2007-12 as the supply of flats declines in the city. The areas reported are those at the lower level of housing market areas determined in the SHMA (Dunning et al., 2013). The number of flats produced in the City Centre falls from 1160 in 2007/08 to just 35 in 2011/12, and 519 in the City Centre West in 2007/08 to 57 in 2011/12. Whilst no HMA area found their supply increasing over the period, the absolute drop in numbers seen is greatest in the City Centre. The supply of flats is likely to be inconsistent given their production in blocks, however the trend is evident at the city scale.
[bookmark: _Toc299718647][bookmark: _Toc318119692]Table 6.6: Dwelling completions by HMA and year 2007-12
	Completions by HMA
	2007/08
	2008/09
	2009/10
	2010/11
	2011/12

	Chapeltown/Ecclesfield
	135
	125
	40
	78
	16

	City Centre
	1160
	1252
	649
	359
	35

	City Centre West
	519
	338
	383
	91
	57

	East
	253
	79
	319
	129
	273

	Manor/Arbourthorne/Gleadless
	265
	144
	86
	76
	41

	North East
	19
	98
	106
	48
	26

	North West
	78
	177
	35
	13
	19

	Peak District
	15
	2
	9
	2
	0

	Rural upper Don Valley
	13
	107
	8
	2
	1

	South
	36
	3
	67
	11
	18

	South East
	149
	257
	277
	91
	127

	South West
	212
	94
	37
	39
	25

	Stocksbridge and Deepcar
	28
	17
	57
	3
	0

	Sheffield
	2882
	2693
	2073
	942
	638


Source: Sheffield City Council, cited in Dunning et al., 2013
This section has put the housing market in Sheffield into its context for 2010 in terms of the key trends of prices, demand characteristics, stock and house building. It has provided an overview of the outcome variations spatially and socially revealing a city that exhibits variation and division in its housing characteristics. As with most housing market assessments, this analysis however does not cover the housing search process, and therefore limits focus in understanding the housing market. The remainder of this chapter analyses the housing search behaviour survey results, and therefore augments the outcome based (secondary) findings to discuss behavioural variation. As indicated in section 6.1, this chapter presents the variation at both the overall level (all survey responses) and using an a priori household classification. The analysis is presented sequentially, moving from left to right through the conceptual model, presented in chapter four (see figure 4.12), which was the basis of the survey design.

[bookmark: _Toc299718648][bookmark: _Toc318119337]6.3 Pre-search
The first stage to be analysed is the pre-search stage. This includes the experiences and motivations of the household in their initial decision to start searching for a dwelling. 
[bookmark: _Toc299718649][bookmark: _Toc318119338]6.3.1 Previous Experience
A household’s previous experience of searching and moving dwelling may influence their perceptions of the housing search process (Maclennan, 1979; Anglin, 1997). A household therefore that has moved recently within a housing market is more likely to have up to date information about the potential processes than households that have not moved previously in the housing market or in recent times. Although exposure to previous properties may have different effects on price formation depending on the (dis)similarity of the property and the experience of the searcher (Levy and Bentham, 2010). There are a number of move variables about the previous search which may indicate how relevant that experience is for this search: the time of the previous search (and the similarity of the market conditions in that period to contemporary markets conditions); the tenure of the previous search (and whether the contemporary search is to the same tenure; Goodman, 1978; Munro and Lamont, 1985); and the location of the previous search (and the similarity of that geographical market to the contemporary market area of search; Baryla and Zumpano, 1995; Lambson et al., 2004; Simonsohn and Loewenstein, 2006). These three variables are explored below. 
Previous move period
Approximately 50% of households’ previous moves were prior to 2005 and the other 50% between 2006 and 2010 (see Table 6.7). 2009 is the most frequently cited year with 14% of households having moved in the year. Given the change in economic circumstances in 2007-08 and the following years, the housing market in Sheffield has altered considerably, yet 57% of households’ last move were before 2007, suggesting that their move experience is not directly comparable to their move in 2010, and therefore experience may not support efficiency in their latest search and may lead to inaccurate perceptions of the market. Over 10% of households had no experience of moving dwelling in the previous twenty years.  



[bookmark: _Toc299718650][bookmark: _Toc318119693]Table 6.7: Period of previous move
	Period
	No.
	Percentage

	Pre 1980
	11
	2.7%

	1981-1985
	18
	4.5%

	1986-1990
	18
	4.5%

	1991-1995
	22
	5.5%

	1996-2000
	40
	10.0%

	2001-2005
	91
	22.7%

	2006-2010
	201
	50.1%



There is limited variation between household types without children, but Couple (with children) households vary in that they are less likely to have moved in the previous five years (see Table 6.8). The data for Lone Parent and Extended Households is limited by low numbers, and may not accurately represent the population. 
[bookmark: _Toc299718651][bookmark: _Toc318119694]Table 6.8: Period of previous move by household type (percentage in each household type)
	Period
	Single Person
	Couple (no children)
	Couple (with children)
	Lone Parent
	Extended Household

	Pre 1980
	9
	3
	1
	4
	0

	1981-1985
	4
	4
	1
	4
	22

	1986-1990
	8
	2
	6
	0
	6

	1991-1995
	5
	3
	11
	0
	11

	1996-2000
	9
	9
	12
	12
	6

	2001-2005
	15
	26
	30
	8
	6

	2006-2010
	50
	51
	38
	72
	50



Previous dwelling tenure
The move to an owner occupied dwelling in Sheffield in 2010 was most likely to be undertaken by a household moving from a previously owned property (60%, with or without a mortgage, see Table 6.9). Whatever the market conditions and location of their previous search the majority of households do have experience of searching for an owner occupied property. Nearly 40% of moves though were by households who did not own their previous dwelling. Therefore, their most recent experience of searching for a dwelling is not one of searching for an owner occupied dwelling. Although there may be similarities in search mechanisms and characteristics for other tenures, this is uncertain. 29% of households previously rented from a private landlord/letting agency, the next highest previous tenure to owner-occupation. The least frequent move was renting from a Housing Association into owner-occupation, despite Housing Association properties accounting for approximately 7% of the overall housing stock in Sheffield. Similarly Council properties account for 19% of the stock, yet only 2% of moves were from council properties. The most recent search experience of these movers, from Council and Housing Association dwellings (before their search for the property they moved into in 2010) is of a very different system of search and allocation. 

[bookmark: _Toc299718652][bookmark: _Toc318119695]Table 6.9: Tenure of previous dwelling
	Tenure
	No.
	Percentage

	Owner-Occupied (With Mortgage)
	191
	47.4%

	Owner-Occupied (Without Mortgage)
	52
	12.9%

	Rent from the council
	6
	1.5%

	Rent from a Housing Association
	1
	0.2%

	Rent from a landlord/letting agency
	116
	28.8%

	Tied or linked to a job
	3
	0.7%

	Shared Ownership
	2
	0.5%

	Rent from a relative or friend of the household
	32
	7.9%

	Total
	403
	100%



There are substantial differences between the percentages of previous tenures across different household types (see Table 6.10). Couple (with children) households were much more likely to be owner-occupiers (particularly with a mortgage) than any other household type. This alone does not suggest that owner-occupation is the most popular tenure for these households; simply that moves into owner occupied properties came from these previous tenures. 
[bookmark: _Toc299718653][bookmark: _Toc318119696]Table 6.10: Previous tenure by household type (percentage in each household type)
	Tenure
	Single Person
	Couple (no children)
	Couple (with children)
	Lone Parent
	Extended Household

	Owner-Occupied (With Mortgage)
	35.4
	45.0
	71.3
	40.0
	42.1

	Owner-Occupied (Without Mortgage)
	19.2
	12.8
	6.3
	12.0
	10.5

	Rent from the council
	3.0
	0.0
	1.3
	4.0
	5.3

	Rent from a Housing Association
	0.0
	0.6
	0.0
	0.0
	0.0

	Rent from a landlord/letting agency
	28.3
	33.3
	12.5
	44.0
	36.8

	Tied or linked to a job
	1.0
	0.6
	1.3
	0.0
	0.0

	Shared Ownership
	13.1
	0.6
	1.3
	0.0
	0.0

	Rent from a relative or friend of the household
	0.0
	7.2
	6.3
	0.0
	5.3



Previous dwelling location
There is limited evidence of the geographic transferability of market experience as useful knowledge for households when purchasing a property in different market conditions. Some of the variation in experience may be attributable to differences in market conditions within the same geographic area (of which time and tenure are likely to be issues, as above), but geographic variation is likely to be significant for the ability to transfer knowledge between housing searches. 87% of households’ previous dwellings were within Sheffield postcode areas (see Table 6.11). Postcode areas are a relatively poor geographic identifier in relation to housing markets (Dunning and Grayson, 2014). Postcodes, however, are readily memorable for households and provide ranges of granularity for households to respond in a format they are comfortable with (e.g. S10 or S10 4EW). Within this proviso, 13% of households’ previous dwelling was not in a Sheffield postcode, and therefore their latest experience of searching for a dwelling may be in different market conditions and institutional arrangements of information source than Sheffield in 2010.

[bookmark: _Toc299718654][bookmark: _Toc318119697]Table 6.11: Households’ previous dwelling location
	Postcode area
	Number
	Percentage

	Sheffield postcode
	354
	87.4%

	Non-Sheffield postcode
	51
	12.6%



Prior to searching for a dwelling, households’ experiences of the contemporary housing market are very varied. Households vary in the time between their previous move and this search, the location of experience and the tenure of previous search.

[bookmark: _Toc299718655][bookmark: _Toc318119339]6.3.2 Household perceptions of the location, size and type of property 
The homo economicus involved in housing search knows the full range of available housing types, areas and sizes of property available to them and makes a rational selection between these based on their aspirations. It is now common to reject this assumption of complete information of housing opportunities. However, the actual level of knowledge of these attributes and not just the opportunities has rarely been considered. This section seeks to make a contribution to this. Thus, information was gathered that covers the location, type and size of property, which the household aspire to purchase prior to actively searching. The first two questions for each group (location, size and type) capture whether the household has a precise or general understanding of these attributes. The final question in each group asks whether the household does not consider the subject (location, type and size) important in their search (see Table 6.12). 
[bookmark: _Toc299718656][bookmark: _Toc318119698]Table 6.12: Before searching, to what extent would you have agreed with the statements (1, Strongly Agree to 5, Strongly Disagree)
	Agreement statement
	N
	Min.
	Max.
	Mean
	Std. Dev.

	I/we knew the exact neighbourhood we wanted to live in
	459
	1
	5
	2.4
	1.3

	I/we were aware of a few neighbourhoods that we wanted to live in
	452
	1
	5
	2.1
	1.2

	I/we were not very concerned about location, other factors were more important
	455
	1
	5
	1.7
	1.1

	I/we knew the exact type of property we wanted to live in (e.g. terrace, 1800s)
	456
	1
	5
	2.6
	1.1

	I/we were aware of a few property types that they would be happy to live in
	451
	1
	5
	2.3
	1.1

	I/we were not very concerned about property type, other factors were more important
	454
	1
	5
	2.4
	1.2

	I/we knew the exact size of home we wanted to live in (e.g. 2 bedrooms)
	458
	1
	5
	2.1
	1.0

	I/we knew roughly how big the home we wanted was
	453
	1
	5
	2.0
	0.9

	I/we didn’t mind how big the home was, other factors were more important
	456
	1
	5
	2.2
	1.2



The means for all of the questions were less than three, suggesting that on average households were more likely to agree with each of the statements, therefore they felt they knew either precisely or a few locations, types and sizes of dwelling of interest (see Table 6.12). However, many households also didn’t consider one or more of location, type and size to be of most importance, other issues were more important in line with the argument that dwelling and location may be in competition with each other (Marsh and Gibb, 2011). One issue in analysing this may be the use of Likert items and acquiescence bias, whereby respondents prefer to agree with statements rather than disagree with them in the form that they are in.
Location awareness and importance
Table 6.13 shows the percentage of respondents within each point on the Likert item (strongly agree to strongly disagree) for each of the location, size and type questions. 60% of households knew the exact neighbourhood they wanted to live in prior to first searching for a property, but this figure increased to 75% when households were asked if they were aware of a few neighbourhoods they wanted to live in. This finding extends the action space literature on housing search, suggesting that whilst the size of action spaces varies (Donaldson, 1973; Maclennan and O’Sullivan, 2012) household perceptions of the precision of their search area also varies, with some households having very little idea of their preferred search locations. Whilst 10% of households indicated that the location was unimportant, this leaves a significant proportion of households that think location is important at the beginning of the search process but are using the search process to reveal important information about neighbourhoods to refine their aspirations/preferences in order to make their housing choice[footnoteRef:35]. The presentation of neighbourhood and local area information introduced during the housing search process is therefore likely to have an impact on these households. Lone Parent households (78%) more frequently agreed that they knew the exact neighbourhood they wanted to live in prior to searching than other households from the simple typology (Single Person 67%, Couple (no children) 53%, Couple (with children) 60%, Extended Households 64%). This extends the findings of Chen and Lin (2012), that more complex households (more intra-household relationships) are likely to result in larger search areas, as more complex households less frequently cited that they were aware of the exact neighbourhood they wanted to live in.  [35:  Information about the location of dwellings may relate to a large number of variables. Dunning et al. (forthcoming) show that estate agents are playing a role in refining households’ perceptions of neighbourhoods including information about schools, employment and recreation. There is a growing literature on the role of information sources on people’s perceptions of neighbourhoods and impact on housing markets (Burrows et al., 2005). ] 

Couple (no children) households most frequently disagreed or strongly disagreed that they had a specific neighbourhood in mind. The respondents who agreed that they knew the exact neighbourhood where they wanted to live were removed from the second question (I/we were aware of a few neighbourhoods that we wanted to live in) to analyse the overall level of households with some understanding of location preference. 67% of households agreed that they had a few neighbourhoods that they wanted to live in. Only 7% of households therefore neither agreed that they knew the exact neighbourhood nor knew a few neighbourhoods that they wanted to live in. There was very little discernable difference between household types, although the absolute numbers of responses was below 181, once households with precise preferences had been removed, limiting confidence in the data’s ability to represent some groups’ wider population. 
Property type awareness and importance
Property type (e.g. terrace, pre 1800s) was less important to more households than location (corroborating the findings in Home Truths II), with 23% of households indicating that type was unimportant (see Table 6.13). 50% of households knew the exact property type that they wanted to live in at the beginning of the search. This again suggests that many households do not have a precise understanding about the maximum utility outcome prior to searching, whilst considering the outcome important. This highlights the importance of the search process in revealing to the household opportunities and discerning or defining their preferences. However, more households (71%) were aware of a few types of property that they were interested in living in. 
Once households who agreed that they knew the exact type of property were removed only 4% of households disagreed that they were aware of a few types of property, which they wanted to live in. There is, therefore, a significant group of households who cannot be described as traditional maximisers in their understanding at the start of the search process, and yet do not have no idea about the range of possible options that might suffice. This is a potential indication of satisficing behaviour. 
There is a sizeable difference between Single Person households (57%) and Couple (with children) households (40%) agreeing that they know the precise type of property. The variation however is not simply related to children being in the dwelling as 57% of Lone Parent households also agreed that they knew the exact type of property. The difference however diminishes in the percentage of households agreeing in each group that there are a few housing types that would be satisfactory (67-73% range). 
[bookmark: _Toc299718657][bookmark: _Toc318119699]Table 6.13: Location, size and type preference awareness
	Characteristic awareness
	Strongly Agree
	Agree
	Neither agree nor disagree
	Disagree
	Strongly Disagree
	Total

	Knew Neighbourhood
	33.3%
	27.0%
	17.9%
	15.3%
	6.5%
	459

	Neighbourhood Aware
	39.8%
	35.0%
	11.1%
	8.0%
	6.2%
	452

	Location Unimportant
	58.5%
	25.7%
	5.3%
	6.6%
	4.0%
	455

	Exact Type
	18.6%
	31.6%
	28.1%
	17.5%
	4.2%
	456

	Type Aware
	18.2%
	53.0%
	13.7%
	9.3%
	5.8%
	451

	Type Unimportant
	27.8%
	31.1%
	18.5%
	16.1%
	6.6%
	454

	Exact Size
	30.8%
	41.3%
	15.7%
	10.7%
	1.5%
	458

	Size Aware
	29.1%
	50.3%
	13.0%
	5.5%
	2.0%
	453

	Size Unimportant
	33.8%
	34.6%
	15.6%
	11.2%
	4.8%
	456



Size awareness and importance
Housing size is the category that most households agreed that they knew exactly what they wanted at the start of searching (72%, see Table 6.13). But 12% disagreed that they did not know the exact size, and 8% disagreed that they knew roughly how big the dwelling was that they wanted was. If households who agree that they knew the exact size are removed, the number decreases to 4% of households disagreeing that they know roughly how big the dwelling they want is. For most households therefore they have an idea of the size requirements they are searching for, however some households use the search process to discern their space requirements. 16% of households didn’t mind how big the dwelling was, other factors were more important. There is some variation in household groups, with 72% of Single Person households agreeing that they knew the exact size compared to 79% of Couple (with children) households and 83% of Lone Parent households.  
[bookmark: _Toc299718658][bookmark: _Toc318119340]6.3.3 Approach to dwelling, prior to considering moving dwelling 
The housing literature is divided over the approach households take towards the initial decision to search (Mulder, 1996). In NCE a utility maximiser’s current dwelling is assumed to be the most suitable dwelling for the household. They have an understanding of the dwellings that they could move to and the cost of moving, but have decided not to move. In OBE a satisficer’s dwelling represents a satisfactory level of accommodation for the household. They may know broadly the types of house that they could move to, and yet have decided that to pursue a move through searching is unlikely to provide a significant increase to the household’s satisfaction. 
There is also a distinction in the literature between events changing households’ circumstances (e.g. Rossi, 1955) and growing levels of dissatisfaction with a property over time (e.g. Clark and Onaka, 1983).
This section asks about households’ attitudes towards their current dwelling and their attitude towards searching for a different dwelling. 20% of households agreed that they were constantly considering moving dwelling prior to their search (see Table 6.14). This suggests that one fifth of households have an attribute similar to utility maximisers in this regard, however a similar number of households ticked neither agreed nor disagree and the remaining 61% disagreed. 53% of households agreed that they occasionally considered moving. Whilst a similar number (48%) were interested in trying to find a better dwelling. This suggests that half of all households are likely to maintain a regular interest in moving dwelling. A few comments supported this finding:
“Constantly thinking of moving to a new area” (Couple (with children); South West; degree educated; IT, banking, finance & insurance employment)
“Had occasionally looked and viewed for 8 months, but no rush at that time” (Couple (no children;) North West Urban; degree educated; health & construction employment)
“[The idea of moving] was in our minds. We had dreams of what was ideal, sometimes that desire got stronger” (Couple (no children); North West Urban; postgraduate educated; other and health employment)
In contrast to the idea in NCE that a household’s current dwelling represents their maximised utility before searching for a new dwelling, 39% of households disagreed that they were satisfied in their dwelling and were happy to stay there. This contrasts to 41% of households who agreed that they were satisfied with their current dwelling and were happy to stay there. 
“Happy in house prior to move – till neighbourhood changed” (Couple (with children); South West; postgraduate education; health & social work employment)
“Hadn’t entered our minds. We thought we would stay there for at least 20 years.” (Couple (with children); South; postgraduate education and GCSEs educated; health & social work & other employment)
“Were happy with the previous house, but it would not have been suitable as we got older.” (Couple (no children); North West Urban; no response educated; retired)
52% were confident that there were no dwellings that would be more suitable for their household that they could afford, with a further 24% neither agreeing nor disagreeing with the statement. 
The statement most frequently agreed with (at 62%) was that the effort of searching for a new dwelling and moving was too much to bother (17% disagreed). The rationality of this is questionable, and needs further study to understand the explanations behind it. It could be considered a rational approach as the full transaction costs of searching and moving have been weighed against all possible opportunities and determined that the potential increase in utility does not justify the cost of searching. However, it could also suggest that a perspective of the effort of searching and moving was likely to be greater than the possible gain in moving and therefore the rationally maximising equation is replaced with a satisficing norm. Whilst not providing a conclusive answer to this question, some of the comments provide insights into the differences in behaviour and attitudes towards determining the cost and benefit of a future move.
“Moving was not a priority. I was keen, but my husband wasn't bothered, mainly due to laziness” (Couple (no children), Northern, Degree and postgraduate education, public administration & education)
“Lazy until prompted by events” (Couple (no children); North West Urban; Postgraduate and graduate education; retired)
Many comments supported the idea that emotional costs are high in housing search (these could be rationally embodied in transaction costs or satisficing behaviour):
“too much hassle” (Couple (no children); Northern; degree and A level educated; retired)
“Too much stress involved” (Lone Parent; South East; no response educated; no response employment)
“too stressful” (Couple (with children); South East; no response educated; no response employment)
The final statement, in this section of questions; “I/we didn't consider moving from my previous dwelling until an event changed my mind” was agreed with by 33%, but disagreed with by 56%. This finding brings together both the life event literature and the life course literature, suggesting that both are present as motivating factors for different households. Many households added comments though that supported their change in perspective towards moving was influenced by an event.
“Desperate to sell due to a rapid decline in the area and would not have sent our son to the local school” (Couple (with children); Northern; GCSE’s education; manufacturing employment)
“Didn’t consider it until we had a baby and needed more space” (Couple (with children); Northern; A level educated; health & social work employment)
“Ambivalent, we were happy until new baby (no.2) arrived and we were constantly falling over each other and kids stuff” (Couple (with children); South West; postgraduate and graduate education; Health & social work and public administration employment)
“Forced to move home due to divorce. Wanted the security of home ownership” (Lone Parent; South East; A levels educated; Health & Social work employment)
“I didn't want to move, but a split from my girlfriend made it so we had to move out and go our separate ways” (Single Person; South; degree education; IT, banking, finance & insurance employment)
“Last three moves have all been prompted by events, e.g. divorce, business, moving back to Sheffield” (Couple (no children); Northern; GCSE’s and no qualification educated; retired)
“Usually an event occurs to start me thinking of moving. I have moved 5 times following various events” (Lone Parent; South; GCSE educated; education employment) 
There is a timing issue however as some households identified a specific event or change in circumstances, which motivated the search but a period of time elapsed before the event caused the motivation to effect a search. 
“Became a widow, after 3 years I decided to downsize” (Single Person; South East; Other education; Retired)
The housing search literature is not particularly clear about defining ‘events’, other than through the use of examples. Arguably, even the ‘events’ that are well defined do not necessarily affect a search process at the exact time of the event. A ‘birth’ is often used as an exemplar of an event that may cause a search process to arise. However, it is feasible that the period of preparing for the birth (and perhaps preparing for the pregnancy) and the period reflecting on the household’s new needs and aspirations after the birth may cover a significant period of time. This event therefore may affect a search, arising at a different period for different households over a period of well over a year. 

[bookmark: _Toc299718659][bookmark: _Toc318119700]Table 6.14: Percentage of households, before considering moving to what extent would you have agreed with these statements
	 Search perception pre considering moving
	Strongly Agree
	Agree
	Neither agree nor disagree
	Disagree
	Strongly Disagree

	Constantly considered moving to see if there was somewhere better
	8.0
	11.8
	18.8
	24.6
	36.8

	Were interested in trying to find better home
	15.6
	32.2
	15.3
	16.0
	20.9

	Were confident there weren’t any better homes available we could afford
	26.7
	25.3
	24.2
	14.8
	9.0

	The effort of searching for a new home and moving was too much to bother
	34.2
	27.8
	21.3
	12.2
	4.5

	Satisfied with previous home and happy to stay there
	18.8
	22.6
	19.7
	26.0
	12.8

	Satisfied with financial arrangements of our previous home
	10.9
	9.8
	17.7
	35.4
	26.3

	Occasionally considered moving home
	11.0
	41.5
	22.2
	14.0
	11.2

	Didn't consider moving from my previous home until an event changed my mind
	18.6
	13.9
	11.9
	17.2
	38.5



One key finding here (and obvious to most social scientists, but perhaps few economists), is that responses are very varied. Some households occasionally considered moving, others only rarely or never. Some households had a growing dissatisfaction with their circumstances, whilst others predicted longer-term changes to their housing requirements and pre-empted them with a move, whilst for other households they wished to remain in their dwelling until an event changed their circumstances. This suggests two findings for housing market analysis. First, household attitudes to moving, before searching, are varied: some households share similarities with utility maximisation[footnoteRef:36], and others conform to more recognisable satisficing behaviour. Second, both event-based and stress-threshold related moves are likely to be evident in motivating households to consider moving, and these are likely to vary by household (Appley and Trumbell, 1967; Brown and Moore, 1970). [36:  It is important to note here that the similarity between revealed household behaviour from the survey and some aspects of the NCE theory of human behaviour in the form of utility maximization does not indicate that the totality of homo economicus is likely or even possible. Evidence that some households constantly consider moving does not suggest that they know all opportunities available, or that they are able to compute the range of attributes and housing market information that is necessary to fulfill the requirements of homo economicus. ] 


[bookmark: _Toc299718660][bookmark: _Toc318119341]6.4 Motivations for Moving
The literature frequently differentiates between (and is tentatively support by the findings above) household motivations as a response to either a singular change in circumstances, or part of a wider range of dissatisfaction. Two sets of questions were designed to describe the variation in household motivations. The first set covered five topics: change in economic circumstances, change in family circumstances, dissatisfaction with physical size or design, dissatisfaction with previous area, and dissatisfaction with financial situation (see Table 6.15). These five are categories designed to cover the most frequently cited motivations in the literature (Rossi, 1955; Cadwallader, 1979; Clark and Onaka, 1983; Munro and Lamont, 1985; see Appendix B for more) and provide a broad picture of the motivations. Respondents were asked to indicate their level of agreement for each topic. The second set of questions covers individual aspects (factors) at a more nuclear level (e.g. affordable house prices, birth of a child, new job) and aims to discern the specificity and granularity of household search motivations. 
Change in family circumstances was the most frequently agreed with statement (51%), followed by dissatisfaction with physical size or design (37%) and change in economic circumstances (33%) (see Table 6.15). 
[bookmark: _Toc299718661][bookmark: _Toc318119701]Table 6.15: Motivations for moving, to what extent do you agree with the following statements?
	
	
	Strongly Agree
	Agree
	Neither agree nor disagree
	Disagree
	Strongly Disagree
	Total

	Change in economic circumstances
	No.
	62
	87
	55
	108
	137
	449

	
	%
	13.8
	19.4
	12.2
	24.1
	30.5
	100

	Change in family circumstances
	No.
	147
	83
	39
	82
	100
	451

	
	%
	32.6
	18.4
	8.6
	18.2
	22.2
	100

	Dissatisfied with physical size or design
	No.
	51
	113
	71
	90
	120
	445

	
	%
	11.5
	25.4
	16.0
	20.2
	27.0
	100

	Dissatisfied with previous area
	No.
	43
	77
	48
	110
	170
	448

	
	%
	9.6
	17.2
	10.7
	24.6
	37.9
	100

	Dissatisfied with financial situation of our previous home
	No.
	30
	44
	55
	113
	203
	445

	
	%
	6.7
	9.9
	12.4
	25.4
	45.6
	100



Lone Parent, Couple (with children) and Extended Households were the most frequent to agree that a change in their family circumstances was a motivation for moving dwelling (74%, 63% and 65% respectively, see Table 6.16). The only household type to more frequently consider another factor as a motivation was Couple (no children) households, who were dissatisfied with physical size or design (43%).  
[bookmark: _Toc299718662][bookmark: _Toc318119702]Table 6.16: Motivations for moving dwelling, percentage of household types agreeing with statements (percentage in each household type)
	Motivation for moving
	Single Person
	Couple (no children)
	Couple (with children)
	Lone Parent
	Extended Household

	Change in economic circumstances
	39.7
	30.1
	24.4
	44.4
	50.0

	Change in family circumstances
	47.9
	42.6
	63.3
	74.1
	65.0

	Dissatisfied with physical size or design
	20.4
	43.1
	50.0
	29.6
	20.0

	Dissatisfied with previous area
	17.7
	30.3
	28.9
	25.9
	35.0

	Dissatisfied with financial situation of my/our previous home
	17.0
	15.8
	12.2
	18.5
	40.0



The second set of questions about motivations for starting to search opened up more detailed issues, whether individual events or circumstances (see Table 6.17). There was agreement that events, including new jobs (15%), relocation due to work (15%), birth of a child (17%), relationship change (23%), and specific property became available (28%) had influenced households’ decisions to move[footnoteRef:37]. Financial issues were also frequently cited as Very Important or Important, with Affordable house prices the most cited (82%), and Saved enough for deposit (48%) and Low interest rates (44%) also cited frequently. Home no longer met our physical requirements was the next most frequently cited as Very Important or Important (at 42%), other than Other (52%). Most of the Other category were described by respondents as aspects of the original variables (e.g. divorce should be categorised as Relationship change), although some were new and related to a range of issues including health and inheritance of money. [37:  NB: households may have moved for multiple reasons and the survey was designed to collect respondents’ answers to each variable, therefore the answers cannot simply be summed. For example a household may have strongly agreed that both a new job and a pay rise were important factors in their decision to move.] 

[bookmark: _Toc299718663][bookmark: _Toc318119703]Table 6.17: Importance of factors in initial decision to start searching for a property 
	Factor in initial decision to search
	Very Important
	Important
	Moderately Important
	Of Little Importance
	Unimportant
	TOTAL

	Affordable house prices
	53.3%
	28.5%
	8.8%
	4.2%
	5.1%
	452

	Saved enough for deposit
	30.0%
	17.6%
	10.8%
	8.1%
	33.6%
	444

	Low interest rates
	20.0%
	24.0%
	17.0%
	10.9%
	28.1%
	441

	Flexible lending arrangements
	11.4%
	19.4%
	24.0%
	14.2%
	31.1%
	438

	Low inflation rates
	10.6%
	16.4%
	24.9%
	17.8%
	30.3%
	433

	Expected house prices to rise
	10.4%
	16.3%
	21.1%
	20.4%
	31.7%
	441

	Expected interest rates to rise
	7.3%
	12.3%
	25.3%
	21.6%
	33.5%
	439

	Eligible for stamp duty exemption
	12.0%
	14.3%
	16.6%
	14.5%
	42.5%
	440

	Expected rents to rise
	3.9%
	6.7%
	13.1%
	18.7%
	57.6%
	434

	Pay rise
	3.6%
	8.6%
	16.6%
	18.4%
	52.8%
	441

	Birth of a child
	8.9%
	8.0%
	5.9%
	11.7%
	65.4%
	437

	Relationship change (e.g. marriage)
	14.7%
	8.6%
	7.2%
	11.8%
	57.7%
	442

	Relocation in present job or closer to transport for work
	7.7%
	7.1%
	8.7%
	12.5%
	64.0%
	439

	New job
	8.9%
	6.4%
	5.9%
	9.8%
	68.9%
	437

	Difficulty finding rental accommodation
	2.8%
	2.5%
	6.2%
	12.2%
	76.4%
	436

	Too little space in current home
	17.1%
	18.9%
	10.3%
	9.8%
	44.0%
	439

	Home no longer met our physical requirements (e.g. size)
	20.4%
	22.0%
	13.2%
	11.1%
	33.3%
	441

	Home no longer met our financial situation (e.g. mortgage)
	6.3%
	6.6%
	12.9%
	15.2%
	59.0%
	441

	Could no longer afford home
	2.7%
	3.0%
	5.5%
	10.2%
	78.6%
	440

	Specific property became available
	15.8%
	12.1%
	7.3%
	11.7%
	53.1%
	437

	Other
	43.5%
	8.4%
	4.6%
	3.0%
	40.5%
	237




[bookmark: _Toc299718664][bookmark: _Toc318119342]6.5 Aspirations
Households may be pushed into moving, or decide to search because of a growing dissatisfaction (stress threshold is passed), but are likely also to have aspirations from the search process which may or may not be directly caused by the push and dissatisfaction issues raised above. These aspirations were considered across seven key variables (De Jong and Fawcett, 1981).
Purchasing a dwelling is one of the largest expenditures a household will make, and frequently is the largest asset that a household will own. Households were asked “What did you want from your home when you first considered moving?” 20% of households considered their dwelling’s ability to increase their wealth as important or very important, whist a further 24% considered it moderately important, over 50% viewed increasing wealth as of little importance or unimportant (see Table 6.18). 
[bookmark: _Toc299718665][bookmark: _Toc318119704]Table 6.18: From very important to unimportant: What did you want from your home when you first considered moving?
	Aspiration
	Very Important
	Important
	Moderately Important
	Of Little Importance
	Unimportant

	To enable us to increase our wealth
	No.
	28
	61
	106
	96
	161

	
	%
	6.2
	13.5
	23.5
	21.2
	35.6

	To increase our social standing
	No.
	13
	27
	80
	116
	212

	
	%
	2.9
	6.0
	17.9
	25.9
	47.3

	To increase how comfortable we are
	No.
	114
	185
	62
	38
	48

	
	%
	25.5
	41.4
	13.9
	8.5
	10.7

	To live in a more stimulating environment
	No.
	41
	112
	110
	78
	103

	
	%
	9.2
	25.2
	24.8
	17.6
	23.2

	To enable us to be the people we want to be in our home or neighbourhood
	No.
	55
	96
	118
	87
	91

	
	%
	12.3
	21.5
	26.4
	19.5
	20.4

	To be closer to friends or family
	No.
	74
	64
	71
	101
	140

	
	%
	16.4
	14.2
	15.8
	22.4
	31.1

	To expose my household to good social influences
	No.
	24
	71
	105
	109
	140

	
	%
	5.3
	15.8
	23.4
	24.3
	31.2



The most frequent Very Important or Important aspiration was to increase comfort (25% and 41% respectively), with only 11% considering increasing comfort as unimportant. Comfort is a very subjective measure and the survey did not pick up in more detail any variations in what comfort aspirations comprised of for different households, but this analysis support the findings of Gibler and Tyvimaa (2014) that increasing comfort is the key aspiration for most households.
After increasing comfort, the second least frequently cited factor as unimportant was to enable us to be the people we want to be in our home or. The hope of purchasing an owner occupied property, therefore in part reflects the hope that a dwelling will facilitate personalities (i.e. they go beyond being an expression of personality and preference to facilitating personality expression). 
Literature suggests that in light of housing being an expression of personality it can act as a social indicator of the household’s social position (Veblen, 1899; Marsh and Gibb, 2011). Yet, in contrast to the concepts of conspicuous consumption and ‘keeping up with the Joneses’, the factor most frequently cited as unimportant was to increase our social standing (47%).  27% of households did agree that it was moderately or more important. One limitation of this question may be respondent sensibilities about admitting that an action is an attempt to increase a household’s social standing, or viewing their actions as an attempt to elevate their social position. This is evidently a complex issues, and further work is needed to understand how households relate to owner-occupation as conspicuous consumption. 
Household perspectives about the importance of moving closer to family and friends was relatively evenly split across the options, with 31% indicating it was important or very important, 38% moderately important or of little importance and 30% unimportant. The range of opinions across households compounds the evidence that aspirations are varied across households, and that for some households relational proximity is very significant (Bible and Brown, 1981).
[bookmark: _Toc299718666][bookmark: _Toc318119705]Table 6.19: Percentage of responses Very important or Important: What did you want from your home when you first considered moving? (percentage in each household type)
	Wanted from move…
	Single Person
	Couple (no children)
	Couple (with children)
	Lone Parent
	Extended Household

	To enable us to increase our wealth
	19.7%
	20.3%
	16.7%
	25.0%
	20.0%

	To increase our social standing
	7.0%
	9.7%
	8.9%
	10.7%
	10.0%

	To increase how comfortable we are
	55.7%
	72.3%
	73.3%
	50.0%
	73.7%

	To live in a more stimulating environment
	27.0%
	39.6%
	35.6%
	21.4%
	42.1%

	To enable us to be the people we want to be in our home or neighbourhood
	34.5%
	32.1%
	31.1%
	32.1%
	60.0%

	To be closer to friends or family
	33.6%
	31.1%
	23.3%
	35.7%
	35.0%

	To expose my household to good social influences
	12.2%
	17.3%
	37.8%
	25.0%
	30.0%



Further, the amount of variation, according to the simple household classification, differed across questions (see Table 6.19). Lone Parents (60%) almost twice as frequently cited ‘To enable us to be the people we want to be in our home or neighbourhood’ as Very Important or Important than all other types. Couple (with children) households ticked Very Important or Important three times as frequently ‘To expose my household to good social influences’ as Single Person households. There was, however, little variation between types for ‘To increase our social standing’ (perhaps for the reasons discussed above). 
[bookmark: _Toc299718667][bookmark: _Toc318119343]6.6 Time of the stages of housing search and time pressures
The time spent searching has been considered by a plethora of studies previously (e.g. Smith 1980; Munro and Lamont, 1985; McPeake, 1998). Yet, few have considered the time frame of the different stages. In this context the housing search process is demarcated by five events to explore the length of housing search as identified in the conceptual framework (figure 4.12). The five events are: first considering moving dwelling; first start searching for a dwelling; first physical viewing of a property; first offer placed on a dwelling; and, moving into the dwelling. The survey requested that respondents complete the month and year for each event. Whilst asking for a precise date may have provided the veneer of greater precision, it is more likely that households would be able to remember the month of each event than the precise date. The survey also asked respondents for their perspectives on the search length and time pressures they were under.
Within the 455 useable responses for the timing questions, a wide array of months and years were included. To provide a broad overview of the timing of events, the months have been collapsed into years (see Table 6.20). There is little to suggest that the housing market follows precise calendar timings, although some variation in market activity is seasonal (e.g. slowing in the market during the summer vacation period), the calendar year presents a socially normal dividing point. 
The events all occurred more frequently in the later years than the earlier years (a positive skew, if considered as distance from 2010, i.e. closer to 2010). The year in which households first considered moving most frequently was 2009 (45%), with a large proportion considering moving in the same calendar year that they moved (38%). Each of the subsequent events had an increasingly positive skew, confirming that the order of events is correct for the majority of households. 
[bookmark: _Toc299718668][bookmark: _Toc318119706]Table 6.20: Percentage of all households participating first in an event in each year 
	
	2006 or earlier
	2007
	2008
	2009
	2010
	N

	Year first considered moving
	3.3%
	4.4%
	9.9%
	44.8%
	37.6%
	455

	Year first started search
	2.2%
	2.5%
	5.4%
	40.0%
	49.9%
	447

	Year first viewed property
	1.3%
	2.0%
	4.3%
	31.8%
	60.6%
	447

	Year first placed an offer on a home
	0.4%
	0.7%
	2.7%
	26.6%
	69.6%
	447



Despite the average behaviour, of moving sequentially through a process of housing search, individual households behave in nuanced ways. The events of starting searching, first viewing, and first considering moving were viewed by some households as cotemporaneous happenstance:
 “Didn’t start searching, just happened to come across suitable property” (Single Person; 83; retired; South West)
“Wasn’t looking - impulse buy!!” (Couple (no children) , 35&36; postgraduate education; South West)
“…never wanted to [move] until I knew this property was for sale” (Single Person; 72; retired; South West)
These selected quotes exemplify the non-normal procedures that some households go through when purchasing a dwelling. Whilst many household may move sequentially through the stages of housing search (as identified in figure 4.12) these households suggest that they first considered moving dwelling at the same time (or after) viewing the property that they then bought. Twice as many Couple (with children) households first considered moving (7%) and started their search (3%) in 2006 or earlier, than Single Person households (4% and 2% respectively, see Table 6.21). Similarly, by 2010 69% of Couple (with children) households had considered moving and 60% of Single Person households had. A greater percentage of Extended Households had already considered moving by 2010 (the number of responses is low and the amalgamation of different types of household diminishes confidence that they represent a coherent group with similar underlying trends of behaviour). 
[bookmark: _Toc299718669][bookmark: _Toc318119707]Table 6.21: Percentage of household types participating first in an event in each year (percentage in each household type)
	Event
	Household Type
	2006 or earlier
	2007
	2008
	2009
	2010
	N

	Year first considered moving
	Single Person
	2.5%
	8.2%
	5.7%
	43.4%
	40.2%
	122

	
	Couple (no children)
	1.6%
	2.1%
	7.8%
	48.2%
	40.4%
	193

	
	Couple (with children)
	6.8%
	5.7%
	14.8%
	42.0%
	30.7%
	88

	
	Lone Parent
	3.3%
	3.3%
	20.0%
	36.7%
	36.7%
	30

	
	Extended Household
	9.1%
	0.0%
	18.2%
	45.5%
	27.3%
	22

	Year first started search
	Single Person
	1.7%
	2.5%
	4.2%
	39.5%
	52.1%
	122

	
	Couple (no children)
	1.1%
	2.1%
	3.7%
	36.8%
	56.3%
	193

	
	Couple (with children)
	3.5%
	3.5%
	8.1%
	47.7%
	37.2%
	88

	
	Lone Parent
	3.3%
	3.3%
	6.7%
	50.0%
	36.7%
	30

	
	Extended Household
	9.1%
	0.0%
	13.6%
	27.3%
	50.0%
	22

	Year first viewed property
	Single Person
	0.8%
	1.7%
	3.3%
	29.2%
	65.0%
	122

	
	Couple (no children)
	1.6%
	1.6%
	2.6%
	30.5%
	63.7%
	193

	
	Couple (with children)
	0.0%
	3.4%
	8.0%
	41.4%
	47.1%
	88

	
	Lone Parent
	3.4%
	0.0%
	10.3%
	31.0%
	55.2%
	30

	
	Extended Household
	4.8%
	4.8%
	0.0%
	19.0%
	71.4%
	22

	Year first placed an offer on a home
	Single Person
	0.8%
	0.0%
	2.5%
	23.7%
	72.9%
	122

	
	Couple (no children)
	0.0%
	0.5%
	1.0%
	26.2%
	72.3%
	193

	
	Couple (with children)
	0.0%
	1.1%
	4.5%
	31.8%
	62.5%
	88

	
	Lone Parent
	3.6%
	0.0%
	7.1%
	28.6%
	60.7%
	30

	
	Extended Household
	0.0%
	4.8%
	4.8%
	23.8%
	66.7%
	22



The time between events can also be measured through the survey. This picture enables a clearer view of the length of the stages within the search process than calendar years. The length of time measure (measured in months) also enables descriptive statistics to provide standard deviations to give a simplified comparable of the spread of lengths. Table 6.22 reveals the mean, absolute deviation and standard deviations for all households for the lengths of time between events. The overall mean for the time between first considering moving dwelling and moving into a new dwelling was 13.5 months. 
The longest mean between single events was between placing an offer on a dwelling and moving in (5.3 months). The shortest mean between single events was for the viewing to offer stage (this stage is sometimes called the active search stage e.g. Rae, 2014).  The standard deviations around these means are large, suggesting a wide spread within the data (given the standard deviation is larger than the mean, some households have particularly long search stages, supported by the maximums in Table 7.3, some of which extend to over a decade). 
[bookmark: _Toc299718670][bookmark: _Toc318119708]Table 6.22: Time between events in search for all households (descriptive statistics and frequencies)
	
	Descriptive Stats
	Months (frequencies)

	
	No.
	Min.
	Max.
	Mean
	Std. Dev.
	0
	1 to 2
	3 to 4
	5 to 6
	7 to 8
	9 to 10
	11 to 12
	Over 12

	Consider - Search
	440
	0
	204
	3.9
	13.0
	48.9
	24.1
	7.3
	5.7
	2.5
	1.4
	3.2
	7.0

	Consider - Viewing
	433
	0
	221
	6.7
	15.1
	17.1
	36.0
	12.7
	7.9
	4.6
	3.2
	4.6
	13.9

	Consider - Offer
	440
	0
	221
	8.6
	15.2
	7.7
	25.0
	18.9
	10.7
	8.0
	7.0
	3.9
	18.9

	Consider - Move
	449
	0
	229
	13.5
	16.2
	0.7
	4.2
	10.5
	17.6
	14.5
	10.7
	9.1
	32.7

	Search - Viewing
	423
	0
	88
	3.2
	7.7
	39.2
	36.4
	6.4
	5.2
	2.8
	1.4
	3.1
	5.4

	Viewing - Offer
	434
	0
	61
	2.4
	5.6
	38.9
	37.0
	10.3
	5.8
	2.9
	0.7
	0.0
	4.3

	Offer - Move
	440
	0
	121
	5.3
	7.8
	1.1
	26.8
	40.2
	13.6
	6.4
	2.0
	2.0
	7.7



The frequencies in Table 6.16 provide a perspective on the range of lengths between housing search events. 80% of households had started searching for a dwelling within four months of considering moving (compare that to the mean of 3.9 months) and 47% of households had moved into their new dwelling within eight months of considering moving (compared to the mean of 13.5 months). 
The time between considering moving dwelling and first searching is relatively short for most households, 49% started searching within the same month, and 73% within two months of considering moving. The shortest period between events is the gap between first viewing a property physically and placing an offer on a dwelling, this is also the case for each of the different groups in the simple household typology (see fig 6.2).
The overall difference between groups in the simple household typology can be seen clearly in Fig. 6.2. Couple (no children) households have the shortest mean length at 12 months for the whole process, whilst Extended Households and households with children take, on average, approximately six months longer. Use of the different stages in dissecting the whole process reveals that whilst the overall length may be similar for Extended Households, Couple (with children) households and Lone Parent households, there is significant variation in the different stages. The mean length between placing an offer on a dwelling and moving in is more than ten months for a Lone Parent households, yet only six for Couple (with children) households.
The variation in search lengths between household types may also mask variation within the groups about the time pressure that they were under. 
“Wasn’t under time restraints so could search until I found the right house” (Single, 30, Postgraduate education, East Sheffield)
These results provide the first empirical evidence of the level of variation between stages within the overall search length, and is a significant finding to extend understanding of the time frames for influencing households at different stages, particularly if the order and timing of information revelation plays a key role in influencing behaviour (Simonsohn and Loewenstein, 2006). 
[bookmark: _Toc318119662]Fig. 6.2: Mean time between events in search for household types 

The amount of time pressure is unobservable from the length of time between each stage of the search. Shorter searches do not necessarily suggest higher levels of time pressure they may represent more efficient searches or simply chance in the order of properties presented. Whilst little is known about search pressures, there is some evidence that pressure influences relate to motivations (Clark and Onaka, 1983) and information source selection (Brown and Moore, 1970). Households were asked the extent to which they agreed with three statements about time pressure and search. 
The survey results found that 62% of households disagreed that the total length of search was limited because of time pressure (see Table 6.23), 23% agreed. 54% of households disagreed that the time they could spend searching each week was restricted (29% agreed). 31% agreed that the amount of time they spent searching each week increased (41% disagreed). The differentiation between households’ search length and time pressure can also be seen through the free text question. The perception of some households that they were under time pressure and stress differed from other households who felt that their search was leisurely and was conducted without any immediate time pressure.
“wasn’t under time restraints so could search until I found the right house” (Single Person; East; postgraduate educated; education employment)
“not under pressure - took time to drive around nearby areas” (Couple, no children; Northern; No qualifications & GCSE educated; retired)
“Boring and time consuming” (Couple, no children; City Centre West; postgraduate education; manufacturing & other services employment)                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                 

[bookmark: _Toc299718671][bookmark: _Toc318119709]Table 6.23: To what extent do you agree with the following statements about time, length and search restrictions
	Search pressures
	
	Strongly Agree
	Agree
	Neither agree nor disagree
	Disagree
	Strongly Disagree
	Total

	The length of search was limited as we were under time pressure
	No.
	53
	54
	66
	110
	174
	457

	
	%
	11.6
	11.8
	14.4
	24.1
	38.1
	100.0

	Time spent searching each week was restricted
	No.
	37
	96
	74
	89
	154
	450

	
	%
	8.2
	21.3
	16.4
	19.8
	34.2
	100.0

	The amount of time we spent looking each week increased
	No.
	46
	94
	127
	82
	103
	452

	
	%
	10.2
	20.8
	28.1
	18.1
	22.8
	100.0



The same percentage of Single Person and Lone Parent households’ felt that the length of search was limited (25%), and similar to Couple (no children) and Extended Households (see Table 6.24). Couple (with children) households were different, with only 13% of households agreeing. This contrasted to restrictions on the time spent searching each week, where household types varied only marginally, except Lone Parent households, which had a much higher percentage agreeing (46%). This may reflect the time constraints more generally in a Lone Parent household, rather than a feature associated with search explicitly – although the survey did not ask for detailed explanations, so this cannot be verified.
The variation in the final statement, the amount of time we spent looking each week increased, was greater than other statements. Only 21% of Single Person households agreed, compared to 46% of Lone Parent households. There is no simple relationship between household size or children and increasing the time spent searching.
[bookmark: _Toc299718672][bookmark: _Toc318119710]Table 6.24: Percentage of households by type who agreed (Strongly agree or Agree) with the following statements (percentage in each household type)
	Search pressures
	Single Person
	Couple (no children)
	Couple (with children)
	Lone Parent
	Extended Household

	The length of search was limited as we were under time pressure
	25.0
	26.5
	13.2
	25.0
	27.3

	Time spent searching each week was restricted
	27.0
	28.9
	28.6
	46.4
	31.8

	The amount of time we spent looking each week increased
	21.4
	37.1
	27.5
	46.4
	27.3



[bookmark: _Toc299718673][bookmark: _Toc318119344]6.7 Visiting properties
The mode value for the number of properties a household physically visited is one; in contrast Rossi (1955) found that 50% of households only viewed one dwelling. Yet the mode value accounts for only 12% of households, with more than 50% of households viewing six or more properties (see Table 6.25). Assuming that the distribution of the number of dwellings visited by households is standard, and households use a selection criterion to only view properties that might meet their specifications, then the matching process is essentially viewed as a function of the number of properties available at particular price levels for characteristic bundles. There may be some validity to this view as the number of housing opportunities available at any point in time is likely to reflect something of the absolute number of properties meeting a households specification. In this case, a household searching for a property that is more common (e.g. 3 bedroom terraced housing in West Sheffield) is likely to have a larger number of properties to view. Households with specifications that differ from the norm in a market condition are less likely to have multiple properties available at any point in time that meet their specification (e.g. bungalows in the city centre).
[bookmark: _Toc299718674][bookmark: _Toc318119711]Table 6.25: Number of properties visited in person
	Number of properties visited
	No.
	%
	Cumulative %

	0
	2
	0.4%
	0.4%

	1
	54
	11.7%
	12.1%

	2
	40
	8.7%
	20.8%

	3
	47
	10.2%
	31.0%

	4
	37
	8.0%
	39.0%

	5
	46
	10.0%
	49.0%

	6
	48
	10.4%
	59.4%

	7
	19
	4.1%
	63.6%

	8
	21
	4.6%
	68.1%

	9
	9
	2.0%
	70.1%

	10
	43
	9.3%
	79.4%

	11 to 15
	35
	7.6%
	87.0%

	16 to 20
	35
	7.6%
	94.6%

	21 to 25
	4
	0.9%
	95.4%

	26 to 30
	8
	1.7%
	97.2%

	31 plus
	13
	2.8%
	100.0%

	TOTAL
	461
	100.0%
	



There is a sizeable variation in the frequency of households in different household types visiting different numbers of properties in person (see Table 6.26). Only 11% of Lone Parent households visited two or fewer properties, whilst 32% of Extended Households and 30% of Single Person households viewed two or fewer. 61% of Single Person households viewed five or fewer, whilst 60% of Couple (with children) households viewed more than six properties. 
[bookmark: _Toc299718675][bookmark: _Toc318119712]Table 6.26: Number of properties (in groups) visited in person by household type (percentage in each household type)
	Number of properties visited in person
	Single Person
	Couple (no children)
	Couple (with children)
	Lone Parent
	Extended Household

	0 to 2
	30.1
	18.7
	13.2
	11.1
	31.8

	3 to 5
	30.9
	29.3
	26.4
	25.9
	13.6

	6 to 8 
	14.6
	20.7
	18.7
	25.9
	22.7

	9 to 11
	7.3
	10.1
	15.4
	14.8
	22.7

	12 to 14
	4.1
	3.5
	3.3
	7.4
	4.5

	15 or more
	13.0
	17.7
	23.1
	14.8
	4.5



“Lucky. The first house we visited met all our needs and is the one we moved into” (Couple (with children); East; A levels education; Education and IT, banking, insurance and finance employment)
“Very easy, saw house, viewed twice, put in offer, revised offer accepted” (Single Person; Northern; postgraduate education; construction employment)
“We viewed 30 properties which helped us to consider which properties had good value for money” (Couple, no children; South West Sheffield; degree and postgraduate education; health and social care employment)
“estate agent selected four properties for viewing based on criteria I gave having reviewed various properties on internet and driving round areas” (Single Person; South East; A levels educated; IT, banking finance & insurance employment)
“hard work as v [sic] specific requirements and massive time pressure and don't live in area so had to travel in for days of viewings” (Single Person; East; A level education; IT, banking, finance & insurance employment)

[bookmark: _Toc299718676][bookmark: _Toc318119713]Table 6.27: The number of properties households placed an offer on 
	Number of properties placed an offer on
	No.
	%

	0
	2
	0.4%

	1
	277
	59.8%

	2
	117
	25.3%

	3
	49
	10.6%

	4
	10
	2.2%

	5
	5
	1.1%

	6 or more
	3
	0.6%

	TOTAL
	463
	100.0%



Approximately 60% of households placed an offer on only one property, whilst 15% placed an offer on three or more (see Table 6.27). This finding suggests that most households fixate on one property alone at the offer stage, and are prepared to offer a price (whether in their first offer or subsequent revised offers) to secure that property. This may be a rational activity to reduce the financial and emotional burden of searching, as Anglin (1997) found that where a household failed to secure the first dwelling that they placed an offer on, their whole search process took twice as long. With 85% of households purchasing one of the first two properties they place an offer on, the offer stage seems to be fairly directed. The survey did not pursue the line of inquiry about the number of times revised offers were placed on properties. Given 85% of household’s purchased one of the first two offers that they placed an offer on, the majority of households are therefore offering a high enough price to entice the vendor to sell to them. This tentatively suggests that the majority of households, when fixated on one property enough to place an offer on it are likely to place an offer that is eventually deemed high enough. 
There was relatively little variation in the percentage of households placing different numbers of offers on properties between household types (see Table 6.28). Households with children were less likely to place an offer on just one property, and more likely to place an offer on two or three properties. As previously, the survey did not pursue this line of inquiry in more detail, it might be that average households with children are under more financial pressure than other households, but they more frequently view more properties than single households or Couple (no children) households, but the reason for this is speculation currently. Further work is needed to understand this.
[bookmark: _Toc299718677][bookmark: _Toc318119714]Table 6.28: Number of properties placed an offer on by household type (percentage in each household type)
	Number of properties placed an offer on
	Single Person
	Couple (no children)
	Couple (with children)
	Lone Parent
	Extended Household

	0
	0.8%
	0.0%
	0.0%
	0.0%
	4.5%

	1
	68.3%
	64.8%
	42.9%
	42.9%
	59.1%

	2
	22.8%
	25.6%
	26.4%
	32.1%
	22.7%

	3
	5.7%
	6.5%
	23.1%
	17.9%
	13.6%

	4
	1.6%
	1.5%
	5.5%
	0.0%
	0.0%

	5 or more
	0.8%
	1.5%
	2.2%
	7.1%
	0.0%

	TOTAL
	123
	199
	91
	28
	22



There comments are from survey respondents on the offer process:
“[the process] took longer than expected, but first offer we put in was accepted” (Extended Household; South West; postgraduate and degree educated; retail & warehousing and health & social work employment)
“Easy. Viewed 2 properties and offered on both” (Extended Household; North West Urban; postgraduate and degree educated; retired and no response employment)
“After first offer didn't work out I looked lots but didn't find anything. The house I bought I saw up for sale while passing and after offered on it.” (Lone Parent; South East; degree education; other employment)
“Viewed only 3 properties. Definitely wanted the 3rd, so put offer in and it was accepted” (Couple, no children; City Centre West; postgraduate and degree education; other and health & social work employment)
“My house was offered to me. I used Rightmove, newspapers and other sources to see what else was available for the same price” (Single Person; City Centre West; degree educated; IT, banking, finance & insurance employment)
“very easy, saw house, viewed twice, put in offer, revised offer accepted” (Single Person; North West Urban; postgraduate education; construction employment)

[bookmark: _Toc299718678][bookmark: _Toc318119345]6.8 Altered hopes at different stages
The housing search process is an information sourcing and sorting problem, households are not aware of the full complement of housing opportunities at the beginning of the search process. Yet, NCE economics assumes that the aspirations of households are relatively fixed, and the search process is a matching process. In contrast to this view, BE approaches consider the search process as an iterative process of aspiration refinement as households consider, discuss and adapt their initial aspirations as a range of opportunities are explored (Brown and Moore, 1970; Flowerdew, 1976). This finding is supported in the text above, which describes how many households are unaware of the precise neighbourhood, type and size of dwelling that they aspire to prior to the search process. Further support for the iterative learning process of refining aspirations is tested by asking household whether their aspirations changed during stages of the search process, between: considering moving and viewing a property; viewing a property and placing an offer on it; and viewing a property and moving into the new dwelling. 
21% of households’ hopes changed between first searching for a dwelling and their first viewing of a dwelling (see Table 6.29). After the first viewing 20% of households’ hopes changed before they then placed an offer on a dwelling. This highlights that housing aspirations may change over the course of housing search for many households; they may not be static. 
[bookmark: _Toc299718679][bookmark: _Toc318119715]Table: 6.29: When event X occurred had the home you hoped for altered from your hopes before the event?
	Event
	Number
	Percentage

	
	Yes
	No
	Yes
	No

	First consider to first viewing of a property
	96
	362
	21.0%
	79.0%

	First viewing to first placed an offer on a home
	94
	366
	20.4%
	79.6%

	First viewing to moved into home
	101
	360
	21.9%
	78.1%



There is some variation between household types and alterations in the dwelling hoped for (see Table 6.30). The largest variation is between Extended and Lone Parent households and the rest of the household types, although absolute numbers of survey respondents remain low for Extended and Lone Parent households. 
[bookmark: _Toc299718680][bookmark: _Toc318119716]Table: 6.30: Percentage of households who altered their hopes by household type (percentage in each household type)
	Household Type
	First viewed a property
	First placed an offer on a home
	Moved into home, hope altered from first viewing

	Single Person
	23.4%
	20.2%
	20.8%

	Couple (no children)
	20.5%
	21.9%
	23.6%

	Couple (with children)
	20.0%
	21.1%
	25.6%

	Lone Parent
	21.4%
	14.3%
	17.2%

	Extended Household
	14.3%
	13.6%
	4.5%



When the households who altered their hopes between considering moving and first viewing a property are removed from the analysis, 13% of households altered their hopes between first viewing a property and placing and offer on a property. This suggests that whilst the majority of households do not alter their aspirations, a significant number in this market did (34%), and different households alter their aspirations at different stages of the search process.  
The reasons for altering hopes during different stages of the search process varied. Some, arguably, fit into norms of NCE behaviour, for example not changing their aspirations, but others realising their perceptions of the types of property, which could be purchased within financial limitations, were inaccurate and their aspirations refined. 
Between first considering moving and first viewing a property
“as we moved from Stoke-on-Trent we were surprised at the cost of housing in Sheffield - very high compared to Stoke” (Couple (with children); graduate and postgraduate educated; healthcare & education employment)
“realised couldn’t afford private parts of S7/11 and that have to accept a smaller bedroom” (Couple, no children; graduate educated;  healthcare and education employment)
“realised we needed to expand the area if we wanted to be able to afford the move” (Couple, no children; higher education educated; IT, banking, finance & insurance employment)
“I didn’t know partner wanted stone fronted until later on he kept saying properties were not right but didn’t know why” (Couple (with children); Postgraduate education; Education and public administration employment)
“Realised we didn’t want to be that far out of the city after this view so changed area to Middlewood” (Couple no children; postgraduate and A Level educated; Education and IT, banking, finance & insurance employment)
“This was the first place we viewed and we fell in love with it, our criteria became obsolete” (Couple, no children; postgraduate education; Health and social work)
Between first viewing a property and first placing an offer on a dwelling
“Realised off shot kitchen worked well and gave me more room which would be useful with lodger.” (Single Person; Postgraduate education; Education employment)
“Realised we could not afford a detached house in the area we wanted, size we needed and with a garage.” (Extended Household; degree educated; no response and manufacturing employment)
“Realised we were less keen on very modern properties as room sizes are small” (Couple, no children; postgraduate educated; Education and other services employment)
“We had to look for a smaller home due to the cost of property” (Couple (with children); degree and postgraduate degree educated; education and health and social care work employment)
“We realised we could borrow more money and buy bigger house in S17” (Couple, no children; degree and postgraduate degree educated; Health and social work employment)
“We realised we did want a bit of garden, which this property offered” (Couple, no children; postgraduate education and A levels; Public administration and manufacturing employment)


[bookmark: _Toc299718681][bookmark: _Toc318119346]6.9 Information Sources
Information about the housing market and housing opportunities are available from a range of sources. The type of information available through these information sources varies, as does the means of gathering information from them. 
Much has been written about the extent of the impact of the Internet on housing markets and household choice (Palm and Danis, 2002; Dunning and Watkins, 2012; Rae, 2014), but to date little research has asked directly households about their perception of the relative importance of information sources. 
The most frequently cited information source was Personal Knowledge, with 87% of households indicating that it was important or very important, and only 3% indicating that the source was unimportant (see Table 6.31). Of those who indicated that Personal Knowledge was unimportant various explanations can be gleaned from the free text and other answers, several lived away from Sheffield and relied on Internet based searches and at least one other relied on a family member to search for them.
“None of the above [information sources] applies to our move. Our daughter found the flat and we liked it. My first offer was accepted and everything went smoothly.” (Couple, no children; South West; higher education and GCSE educated; retired)                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                    
“Visited lots of cities, then went on the web to search in places I felt I could live” (Single Person; East; postgraduate educated; other employment)
“Were not in Sheffield so relied on Rightmove. Systematically searched and created a list of 25 houses. After I got the job we spent a weekend and viewed about 15. Only by visiting were we able to judge areas" (Couple, no children; City Centre West; postgraduate education; Education & public administration)

[bookmark: _Toc299718682][bookmark: _Toc318119717] Table 6.31: Importance of different information sources in deciding current home
	Information source
	
	Very Import-ant
	Import-ant
	Moderately Important
	Of Little Import-ance
	Unimpo-rtant
	Total

	Personal Knowledge
	No.
	261
	136
	34
	13
	13
	457

	
	%
	57.1
	29.8
	7.4
	2.8
	2.8
	457

	Friends and relatives
	No.
	110
	113
	66
	70
	90
	449

	
	%
	24.5
	25.2
	14.7
	15.6
	20.0
	449

	Newspapers
	No.
	29
	55
	75
	103
	185
	447

	
	%
	6.5
	12.3
	16.8
	23.0
	41.4
	447

	Estate agent's window
	No.
	34
	81
	88
	94
	151
	448

	
	%
	7.6
	18.1
	19.6
	21.0
	33.7
	448

	Estate agent in person
	No.
	40
	70
	83
	91
	163
	447

	
	%
	8.9
	15.7
	18.6
	20.4
	36.5
	447

	Estate agent website
	No.
	151
	124
	52
	42
	78
	447

	
	%
	33.8
	27.7
	11.6
	9.4
	17.4
	447

	Internet property search
	No.
	265
	87
	23
	26
	48
	449

	
	%
	59.0
	19.4
	5.1
	5.8
	10.7
	449

	Internet area information
	No.
	97
	85
	73
	74
	115
	444

	
	%
	21.8
	19.1
	16.4
	16.7
	25.9
	444



There is little variation in the percentage of households viewing Personal Knowledge as very important or important by household type (7% range, see Table 6.32). There is, however, significant variation between the percentages of households by type for all of the other information sources. Friends and relatives were important for 61% of Lone Parent households, but nearly half that for Couple (with children) households (35%). Newspapers was most frequently cited by Extended Households (30%), nearly twice as frequently as Couple (with children) households (17%), likewise for Estate agent’s windows (43% and 19% respectively) and Estate agents in person (41% and 19% respectively). Estate agent website and Internet property search’s were frequently cited by each household type. Single Person households cited Estate agent websites as important least frequently (52%), whilst Couple (with children) cited it most often (78%). This was matched by Internet property search, albeit with higher overall levels (64% and 90% respectively). Internet area information varied more proportionally than the other two online information sources, but at lower absolute levels, with 25% of Extended Households indicating importance and up to 50% of Couple (no children) and Lone Parent households.
[bookmark: _Toc299718683][bookmark: _Toc318119718]Table 6.32: Percentage of households indicating each information source is important or very important (combined) by household type (percentage in each household type)
	Very important or important
	Single Person
	Couple (no children)
	Couple (with children)
	Lone Parent
	Extended Household

	Personal Knowledge
	81.8%
	89.3%
	87.8%
	89.3%
	86.4%

	Friends and relatives
	57.0%
	49.7%
	35.2%
	60.7%
	57.1%

	Newspapers
	19.5%
	16.9%
	16.5%
	28.6%
	30.0%

	Estate agent's window
	23.0%
	26.2%
	18.7%
	42.9%
	42.9%

	Estate agent in person
	21.6%
	25.1%
	18.7%
	39.3%
	40.9%

	Estate agent website
	51.8%
	56.9%
	77.5%
	71.4%
	76.2%

	Internet property search
	63.5%
	81.0%
	90.0%
	82.1%
	81.0%

	Internet area information
	27.3%
	49.7%
	39.6%
	50.0%
	25.0%


There is some evidence that the role of estate agents is being challenged. 37% of households suggested that estate agents in person were unimportant, rising to 57% of households when combined with “of little importance”. Whilst this finding does not directly address some of the work undertaken by estate agents (e.g. hosting estate agents websites, negotiating between vendor and purchaser, and entering information into Internet listing services), it raises questions about their influence in comparison to other information sources, which households suggest were more frequently important. Comments about estate agents in person varied, with some suggesting that the agent was able to open up the housing market in a unique way in comparison to other information sources and others suggesting that instead of lubricating the market they added to transaction costs. 
“More informative using internet. Had one estate agent - very unhelpful and judgemental. Second more helpful" (Extended Household, South East Sheffield, higher education educated, other services employment)                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                      
 “Mostly searched on internet. Estate agents didn't really help. They knew our spec for a new home but did not match properties to our needs and get in touch” (Couple (with children); South; postgraduate educated; Health & social care and IT, banking, insurance & finance employment)    
“Used Rightmove a lot but it was pretty unreliable. it was viewing houses seen in the estate agents that gave us the info we needed in order to make an informed decision” (Couple, no children; Central; postgraduate and  levels educated; Education and IT, banking, insurance & finance employment)       
“Mainly used Rightmove to search for suitable properties. But, the estate agent recommended the house we purchased as it was not on the market yet.” (Couple, no children; South; degree educated; distribution employment)                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                               
“Estate agents generally not helpful - they're out for personal gain in many cases. Internet searches on rightmove the most used and found it good to narrow criteria” (Couple, no children; North West Urban; postgraduate educated; IT, banking, finance & insurance and other employment)

The perceived importance of an information source is only one key variable in discerning the role of information in the dwelling buying process. The frequency of engagement with information sources and the stage of engagement are also likely to play roles in the search process (Hooimejer and Oskamp, 1996; Mulder, 1996). Variation in the frequency of information source use is also likely to occur between household types (Brown and Moore, 1970). Internet property search had the highest percentage using it Very Often (60%), but was matched by Personal knowledge when Very Often and Often were combined (78%, see Table 6.33). The ability to search online at convenient times of the day for households (with access to the Internet) and over large distances may be part of the reason why Internet based searches were much more frequently cited than other information sources. 
“Internet helped enormously - distance prevented more active searching. Didn’t find estate agents particularly helpful” (Single Person; North West Urban; degree educated; retired)
“Mainly online as I work 6 days a week and visiting estate agencies was nearly impossible. The internet was invaluable.” (Lone Parent; South East Sheffield; A level educated; Construction and no response employment)
There is some discrepancy in household’s perceptions between the importance of information sources and the frequency of use. For example, Personal knowledge was unimportant for only 3% of households, but was never used by 4% of households, meaning that 1% of households found Personal knowledge of some use, but also never used it. 
Given the interest in the rise of new technologies in searching for properties, older technologies still play a role for some households. 43% of households indicated that they used Newspapers occasionally or more often (19% considered Newspapers important or very important). The free text comments suggested that Newspapers were likely to be used in combination with other information sources. 
“Searched for properties in the property supplement of a local newspaper, on right move and in estate agents websites. I already had good knowledge of the local market having lived in the area” (Couple (no children); South West; postgraduate and degree educated; other employment)
“Used Rightmove and newspapers to initially highlight potential houses in suitable areas. Then visited locality to see if home was of interest. Only really spent time once sold previous property.” (Couple (with children); South East; degree educated; education and health & social care employment) 
[bookmark: _Toc299718684][bookmark: _Toc318119719]Table 6.33: Percentage of households indicating frequency of use of information source
	Information source
	
	Very Often
	Often
	Occasionally
	Seldom
	Never
	Total

	Personal Knowledge
	No.
	242
	112
	58
	21
	20
	453

	
	%
	53.4
	24.7
	12.8
	4.6
	4.4
	100.0

	Friends and relatives
	No.
	88
	101
	112
	69
	78
	448

	
	%
	19.6
	22.5
	25.0
	15.4
	17.4
	100.0

	Newspapers
	No.
	32
	65
	95
	90
	162
	444

	
	%
	7.2
	14.6
	21.4
	20.3
	36.5
	100.0

	Estate agent's window
	No.
	32
	70
	125
	99
	121
	447

	
	%
	7.2
	15.7
	28.0
	22.1
	27.1
	100.0

	Estate agent in person
	No.
	30
	64
	108
	109
	136
	447

	
	%
	6.7
	14.3
	24.2
	24.4
	30.4
	100.0

	Estate agent website
	No.
	139
	137
	70
	36
	64
	446

	
	%
	31.2
	30.7
	15.7
	8.1
	14.3
	100.0

	Internet property search
	No.
	272
	78
	31
	27
	42
	450

	
	%
	60.4
	17.3
	6.9
	6.0
	9.3
	100.0

	Internet area information
	No.
	94
	69
	88
	65
	127
	443

	
	%
	21.2
	15.6
	19.9
	14.7
	28.7
	100.0



The frequency of use of information sources, as with the importance of sources, differs by household type (see Table 6.34). Couple (with children) households least frequently cited Estate agents’ windows and Estate agents in person as used often, but most frequently cited Internet property search as often. Couple (with children) households (69%) also more frequently cited Estate agent website as an often used information source than Single Person (53%) and Couple (no children) households (62%). Lone Parent households (75%) cited Estate agent websites more frequently than Couple (with children) households (69%), but marginally less frequently Internet property search (82% to 85% respectively). 
[bookmark: _Toc299718685][bookmark: _Toc318119720]Table 6.34: Percentage of households indicating they used the information source very often or often by household type (percentage in each household type)
	Very often or often
	Single Person
	Couple (no children)
	Couple (with children)
	Lone Parent
	Extended Household

	Personal Knowledge
	75.9%
	79.6%
	78.0%
	82.1%
	72.7%

	Friends and relatives
	50.0%
	41.5%
	27.5%
	57.1%
	50.0%

	Newspapers
	23.0%
	18.7%
	24.4%
	32.1%
	20.0%

	Estate agent's window
	22.1%
	23.7%
	15.4%
	39.3%
	28.6%

	Estate agent in person
	23.0%
	21.8%
	12.1%
	28.6%
	31.8%

	Estate agent website
	52.6%
	61.5%
	69.2%
	75.0%
	66.7%

	Internet property search
	64.3%
	81.5%
	84.6%
	82.1%
	81.0%

	Internet area information
	29.1%
	42.8%
	27.5%
	46.4%
	50.0%



The timing of information has been shown to significantly affect people’s attitudes towards the information presented. Frequently, information revealed earlier in a process plays a more significant role in forming attitudes and perceptions about phenomena (particularly if they conform to pre-existing attitudes or aspirations), with later information required to pass more stringent hurdles to influence behaviour and attitudes. Anecdotally, there have been suggestions that where households seek to understand prices online at an early stage of the decision making process (whether for sale or purchase), the amounts provided act as an anchor against which later information is judged. 
Personal knowledge and Internet property search had the highest percentage usage across households throughout the search process (41% and 42% respectively, see Table 6.35). They also had the highest percentage responses during the first stage of housing search (the first time you considered moving home) of all of the information sources. This picture provides the percentages of all households though, including households who indicated that they never used the information source and households who used the information source throughout. 
[bookmark: _Toc299718686][bookmark: _Toc318119721]Table 6.35: When did you most often use the source of information?
	Information source
	 
	The first time you considered moving
	The first physical viewing of a property
	The first offer on a home
	Throughout
	Never
	TOTAL

	Personal Knowledge
	No.
	172
	41
	15
	178
	28
	434

	
	%
	39.6
	9.4
	3.5
	41.0
	6.5
	100.0

	Friends and relatives
	No.
	123
	57
	27
	106
	106
	419

	
	%
	29.4
	13.6
	6.4
	25.3
	25.3
	100.0

	Newspapers
	No.
	99
	19
	15
	70
	206
	409

	
	%
	24.2
	4.6
	3.7
	17.1
	50.4
	100.0

	Estate agent's window
	No.
	107
	45
	19
	85
	158
	414

	
	%
	25.8
	10.9
	4.6
	20.5
	38.2
	100.0

	Estate agent in person
	No.
	61
	84
	54
	77
	144
	420

	
	%
	14.5
	20.0
	12.9
	18.3
	34.3
	100.0

	Estate agent website
	No.
	125
	56
	18
	130
	91
	420

	
	%
	29.8
	13.3
	4.3
	31.0
	21.7
	100.0

	Internet property search
	No.
	150
	27
	11
	179
	57
	424

	
	%
	35.4
	6.4
	2.6
	42.2
	13.4
	100.0

	Internet area information
	No.
	81
	47
	43
	86
	158
	415

	
	%
	19.5
	11.3
	10.4
	20.7
	38.1
	100.0



When households who never used the information source or used it throughout are removed from the calculation a slightly clearer picture emerges (see Table 6.36). All of the information sources were used most frequently at the start of the search process, other than Estate agents in person, who were used most frequently during the physical viewing of the property. Whilst this may appear to be a straightforward result it has implications for the way in which estate agents are able to influence the housing decision process. It suggests that households will have received information about the housing market prior to speaking to an estate agent in person, in other words their view of the market will have begun to be formed through other sources[footnoteRef:38]. [38:  Dunning et al. (forthcoming) have shown that estate agents recognize that they now play a limited role in the initial formation of households’ views of the market and are now working harder to influence these views. ] 

The greater frequency of responses at the beginning of the search process also suggests that there is a decrease in intensity of search engagement with these information sources towards the later stages for many households. Whilst this remains a tentative finding, it does support the result above that only 30% of households agreed that the amount of time they spent searching for a property increased, whilst 40% disagreed.
[bookmark: _Toc299718687][bookmark: _Toc318119722]Table 6.36: When did you most often use the source of information? Throughout and Never answers removed 
	 Information source
	 
	First time you considered moving
	First physical viewing of a property
	First offer on a home
	Total

	Personal Knowledge
	No.
	172
	41
	15
	228

	
	%
	75.4
	18.0
	6.6
	100

	Friends and relatives
	No.
	123
	57
	27
	207

	
	%
	59.4
	27.5
	13.0
	100

	Newspapers
	No.
	99
	19
	15
	133

	
	%
	74.4
	14.3
	11.3
	100

	Estate agent's window
	No.
	107
	45
	19
	171

	
	%
	62.6
	26.3
	11.1
	100

	Estate agent in person
	No.
	61
	84
	54
	199

	
	%
	30.7
	42.2
	27.1
	100

	Estate agent website
	No.
	125
	56
	18
	199

	
	%
	62.8
	28.1
	9.0
	100

	Internet property search
	No.
	150
	27
	11
	188

	
	%
	79.8
	14.4
	5.9
	100

	Internet area information
	No.
	81
	47
	43
	171

	
	%
	47.4
	27.5
	25.1
	100



When these three findings are collated some interesting propositions emerge. Estate agents in person are not often viewed as important information sources, they are engaged with the least frequently of all of the information sources (baring Newspapers) and are likely to be engaged with later in the process after a broad understanding of the housing market has begun to be formed. Estate agents’ engagement with searchers in person is not the only way in which they influence those households (e.g. their work in forming the online environment in which households search). Nor does the frequency or stage that information sources are most frequently used necessarily indicate the level of influence an agent can lever into a housing decision. Indeed it is possible that a household’s perception of the importance of an information source may not be the most appropriate measure of the influence of that information over the household. However, the evidence here does suggest that estate agents’ relationship with potential buyers is less significant than other information sources. 
The rise of the importance of the Internet has also been confirmed. Internet property search is viewed by most households as very important, and by 80% as important or very important. It is also most frequently cited as being used very often by households and significantly more frequently than all other information sources (other than Personal knowledge) either very often or often. Internet property search is also most frequently cited as being used throughout the housing search process, enabling its influence on households at more stages of decision making than other information sources. When the options throughout and never are removed, it is the information source cited most frequently at the earlier stages of the housing search process, enabling it to frame the decision making process more than any often than any other information source.
The Internet has not however obliterated the reliance of some households on more traditional forms of information source, such as estate agents windows and newspapers, although relatively the breadth of their importance and frequency of use are low. 



[bookmark: _Toc299718688][bookmark: _Toc318119347]6.10 Outcomes and Housing Aspirations
Households were asked about the outcomes of their housing search and whether they agreed that the dwellings they purchased had accomplished their goals. The first table (table 6.37) shows the absolute responses, revealing the number and percentage of households agreeing and disagreeing. The second table (table 6.37) compares the aspirations of each household with the accomplishment of goals after the move. For this, only households who agreed with the aspirations when first considering moving dwelling are used, for example a household who disagreed that they hoped for an increase in comfort were included in the statements about accomplishing goals. 
The most frequently cited statement agreed with by households was that the dwelling increased their comfort (either in the dwelling or in the community), with 78% either agreeing or strongly agreeing. The next most frequent goal achieved was 54% agreeing that the new dwelling enabled the household to be who they wanted to be in the dwelling or neighbourhood.
At the other end of the spectrum only 21% of households agreed that the new dwelling increased their social standing and 45% disagreed with this statement. 51% of households agreed that their new dwelling was in a more stimulating environment, with 24% disagreeing. 



[bookmark: _Toc299718689][bookmark: _Toc318119723]Table 6.37: To what extent do you agree that your new home accomplishes your goals?
	Goal accomplishment
	
	Strongly Agree
	Agree
	Neither agree nor disagree
	Disagree
	Strongly Disagree
	Total

	Enables me/us to increase my/our wealth
	No.
	62
	95
	122
	61
	105
	445

	
	%
	13.9%
	21.3%
	27.4%
	13.7%
	23.6%
	100.0%

	Increases my/our social standing, either directly through the home's status or through the roles that it enables
	No.
	28
	65
	143
	67
	136
	439

	
	%
	6.4%
	14.8%
	32.6%
	15.3%
	31.0%
	100.0%

	Increases how comfortable I/we are, either in the home itself or the community
	No.
	195
	151
	57
	19
	21
	443

	
	%
	44.0%
	34.1%
	12.9%
	4.3%
	4.7%
	100.0%

	In a more stimulating environment
	No.
	88
	138
	110
	48
	58
	442

	
	%
	19.9%
	31.2%
	24.9%
	10.9%
	13.1%
	100.0%

	Enables me/us to be the people I/we want to be in the home or neighbourhood
	No.
	80
	158
	117
	34
	55
	444

	
	%
	18.0%
	35.6%
	26.4%
	7.7%
	12.4%
	100.0%

	Closer to friends or family (including a partner)
	No.
	96
	82
	97
	62
	106
	443

	
	%
	21.7%
	18.5%
	21.9%
	14.0%
	23.9%
	100.0%

	Exposes me/my household to good social influences
	No.
	51
	100
	153
	43
	91
	438

	
	%
	11.6%
	22.8%
	34.9%
	9.8%
	20.8%
	100.0%



These figures potentially overinflate the level of disagreement, as households who did not aspire to these goals also completed these statements. Therefore, in the second table (Table 6.38) only households that considered the goals as Moderately important, Important or Very important are present. More than 48% of households agreed that for each of the goals hoped for at the beginning of the search process the goal was accomplished in the new dwelling, and no more than 14% disagreed for any of the goals. 
Increasing comfort was the most frequently cited aspiration as Very important or Important, and was also most frequently agreed that the new dwelling had achieved the goal (86%). 4%, however, disagreed. Whilst this was the lowest level of disagreement, it still suggests that whilst comfort was important to the household and a goal of their move, they had not achieved this through the search process. The reason for a failure to meet their goal was not recorded. 
Only 9% of households indicated that moving to increase their social standing was important or very important. Of those, 48% agreed that the move had increased their social status either directly or indirectly. 11% of those households disagreed that their new dwelling accomplished their goal.



[bookmark: _Toc299718690][bookmark: _Toc318119724]Table 6.38: To what extent do you agree that your new home accomplishes your goals? Only households who considered each of the aspirations Very important, Important or Moderately important. 
	Goal accomplishment
	
	Strongly Agree
	Agree
	Neither agree nor disagree
	Disagree
	Strongly Disagree
	Total

	Enables me/us to increase my/our wealth
	No.
	48
	63
	52
	14
	13
	190

	
	%
	25.3%
	33.2%
	27.4%
	7.4%
	6.8%
	100.0%

	Increases my/our social standing, either directly through the home's status or through the roles that it enables
	No.
	24
	31
	48
	6
	7
	116

	
	%
	20.7%
	26.7%
	41.4%
	5.2%
	6.0%
	100.0%

	Increases how comfortable I/we are, either in the home itself or the community
	No.
	178
	123
	35
	10
	5
	351

	
	%
	50.7%
	35.0%
	10.0%
	2.8%
	1.4%
	100.0%

	In a more stimulating environment
	No.
	71
	106
	58
	12
	7
	254

	
	%
	28.0%
	41.7%
	22.8%
	4.7%
	2.8%
	100.0%

	Enables me/us to be the people I/we want to be in the home or neighbourhood
	No.
	64
	107
	65
	12
	14
	262

	
	%
	24.4%
	40.8%
	24.8%
	4.6%
	5.3%
	100.0%

	Closer to friends or family (including a partner)
	No.
	86
	54
	43
	8
	9
	200

	
	%
	43.0%
	27.0%
	21.5%
	4.0%
	4.5%
	100.0%

	Exposes me/my household to good social influences
	No.
	43
	67
	67
	8
	9
	194

	
	%
	22.2%
	34.5%
	34.5%
	4.1%
	4.6%
	100.0%


Given the added clarity of removing households who disagreed that they held the aspiration at the start of the process, the number of responses is too low to provide confidence that the results are representative of household types.  
Whilst relatively few households disagreed that their move had accomplished one of their goals, it confirms that households compromise and do not achieve their aspirations. This could fit with a utility maximiser view, for example a household moving due to a divorce may hope for an increase in comfort, but due to constrained finances find that the output of their search does not meet this aspiration, therefore they may still be maximising their utility within at a specific price. Operationalizing research into distinguishable behaviour between utility maximisation and satisficing has proved complex. Previous attempts concerned with housing decision-making have found that differences in household perceptions have prevented clear support for the theories of satisficing or utility maximisation. For example Wong (2002) concludes:
“a household is likely to entertain an underpinning thought which is to achieve the best value for money. Thus, although in practice the household may be bounded by conditions to subscribe to the utility satisficing model, its objective to obtain the best value for money tends to be more reflective of the concepts found in traditional microeconomic models of utility maximization. It is therefore conceivable that a household’s thoughts and actions with regards to its housing decision-making process may be in conflict because of the constraints faced by the household.” (Wong, 2002, P.231)
It is beyond the remit of these answers to the survey to support completely either a utility maximising or satisficing theory. The following question though provides a move towards understanding the level of perspectives of households about the experience of searching for a dwelling and whether households achieved their aspirations or altered them. 
65% of households agreed that they knew what they wanted and found it quickly, and only 18% disagreed (see Table 6.39). This, by itself projects the image that the housing search process was a relatively straightforward affair for most households. The remaining questions though increase the ambiguity of such a picture. 35% of households agreed that they knew what they were looking for but found it eventually. However, some households agreed with both statements that they found it quickly and eventually. 
[bookmark: _Toc299718691][bookmark: _Toc318119725]Table 6.39: How would you describe your experience for searching for your current home? To what extent do you agree with the following statements?
	Search experience
	
	Strongly Agree
	Agree
	Neither agree nor disagree
	Disagree
	Strongly Disagree
	Total

	I/we knew what we wanted and we feel like we found it quickly
	No.
	154
	135
	74
	46
	35
	444

	
	%
	34.7%
	30.4%
	16.7%
	10.4%
	7.9%
	100%

	I/we knew what we wanted and we feel like we found it eventually
	No.
	63
	95
	92
	92
	101
	443

	
	%
	14.2%
	21.4%
	20.8%
	20.8%
	22.8%
	100%

	I/we knew what we wanted but had to look at cheaper or more expensive options
	No.
	47
	100
	94
	91
	106
	438

	
	%
	10.7%
	22.8%
	21.5%
	20.8%
	24.2%
	100%

	I/we knew what we wanted but had to change what I/we wanted (e.g. size or area)
	No.
	44
	69
	78
	118
	127
	436

	
	%
	10.1%
	15.8%
	17.9%
	27.1%
	29.1%
	100%

	Uncertain exactly what I/we wanted when I/we first started thinking about moving but purchased something I/we were happy with
	No.
	50
	71
	58
	109
	148
	436

	
	%
	11.5%
	16.3%
	13.3%
	25.0%
	33.9%
	100%

	Uncertain exactly what I/we wanted when I/we first started thinking about moving but purchased something I/we were not entirely happy with
	No.
	6
	10
	45
	98
	272
	431

	
	%
	1.4%
	2.3%
	10.4%
	22.7%
	63.1%
	100%



Of the 289 households who agreed (or strongly agreed) to the first question, 17% also agreed that they found their dwelling eventually. There may be some conceptual lack of clarity between the questions here preventing a clear distinction between finding a property quickly and eventually (intentionally indicating a longer time period than eventually). This lack of clarity also extends to some of the latter questions in this section. For example, of the 289 households who agreed that they knew what they wanted and found it quickly 25% also agreed that they were uncertain exactly what they wanted when first started thinking about moving but purchased something they were happy with. An alternative form of question, such as “please tick the single statement you agree with most”, would have provided a clearer distinction between households’ perceptions of their experience of searching for a dwelling in relation to their initial aspirations. 
The free text comments add some examples of households with varied views of the process, although some are internally contradictory as they contradict answers to the previous question.
“At the outset I had a good idea of what I wanted and managed to find a property that fitted quickly" (Couple, no children; South West; degree and postgraduate educated; other employment)
“Did not affect my social standing or environment as I only had a local move which enabled me to stay close to friends” (Single Person; South West; postgraduate educated; education employment)
“Did it quickly, house is great has all we wanted, garden 2 wc 3 bed etc. however, we did compromise on location - council estate. We feel we got a lot for our money. Just wish we could move house to different location” (Couple, no children; North East; postgraduate education and GCSE’s educated; Health & social care and manufacturing employment)
“Thought we knew what we wanted but ended up going for something different because we found it and preferred it” (Couple, no children; South; postgraduate educated; health & social work employment)
“Eventually had to compromise on the location to enable us to accept a much lower than asking price on our previous home.” (Couple (with children); South; degree and postgraduate educated; education and other employment)
“Ended up compromising on house as could not afford what we truly wanted” (Couple, no children; South West; degree and postgraduate educated; no response & education employment)
“Got pregnant while searching, so when we sold our flat we had to move quickly rather than waiting for our dream home” (Couple, no children; South West; postgraduate educated; other and education employment)
“Had to change goals due to cost of housing in my previous community. Have embraced new community, but will move again in the future in an effort to realise goals!” (Lone Parent, Northern, postgraduate educated; other service employment)
“Knew what we wanted and in what areas, it just took a while before one became available that met our expectations” (Couple, no children; South West; degree educated; retail and IT, banking, insurance & finance employment)
“Search found a property exceeding our expectations of size for the price we wanted” (no responses, South West, no response, no response)
“We didn’t have specific goals - trusted move to the feeling of the spaces” (Couple, no children; North West Urban; postgraduate educated; education and health & social work employment)
“We found a home we are really happy with even though we were not entirely sure about exactly what our ideal house was” (Couple, no children; Northern; degree educated; retail & wholesale trade and public administration employment)
“Knew what I wanted - had realistic expectations” (Single Person, South West, postgraduate educated, education employment)
“We found what we wanted at a price we were expecting. I think it was mostly due to having realistic expectations!” (Couple, no children; South West; degree educated; health & social work and IT, banking, insurance & finance employment)
“We were not willing to compromise on location or enclosed garden. It was hard to find a house we could afford with the right characteristics, and had to forget the garage/off road parking idea” (Couple, no children; South West; degree and GCSE’s educated; education employment)

[bookmark: _Toc299718692][bookmark: _Toc318119348]6.11 Conclusion
Chapter six has shown that in 2010 Sheffield was a divided city. Analysis of the key trends in the housing market showed that prior to, through, and after 2010, there were multiple divisions across the city and the outcome of the housing market. The analysis of the survey results showed that division also occurred in the housing search process, with extensive variation between households’ experiences and behaviour. Chapter six also related these findings to the economic theory considered in chapters two to four of the thesis. 
It is clear that variation is rife between households’ search behaviours. Variation was exhibited across every component of the conceptual model defined in chapter four (figure 4.12). Given the extent of the variation in search behaviour, applied economics should no longer assume that households act in a homogeneous manner in the housing market. A simple a priori classification showed that variation in housing search behaviour can be discerned by household type.
Prior to searching for a new home, most households knew some locations and types of dwelling that they would like to live in. However, some households did not know, even though they considered location and type to be important. At each stage of the housing search process, 20% of households changed their aspirations, suggesting that some households neither have clearly defined aspirations, nor are they stable. 
Unlike homo economicus, most households were not constantly updating their understanding of the housing market in order to maximise their utility, they were more likely to only consider moving occasionally. When they did search, households more frequently cited an increase in comfort as important than cited increasing wealth or social status. 
Households searched for very different lengths of time, with 50% placing their first offer on a home within four months of starting searching, but nearly 20% waiting for more than a year to place an offer. This may, in part, be because of the relatively weak market in Sheffield in 2010, suggesting that buyers may have had more choice and less time pressures than in a sellers market. 
Personal knowledge played the most important role in the housing search process for most households, but the majority also made extensive use of the Internet in their housing search.
Some households exhibited behaviours that conform to some of the assumptions underpinning utility maximisation: they had stable preferences, constantly considered moving and acted quickly in the market (short search length). However, many other households exhibited behaviour, which is antithetical to the tenets of homo economicus. They changed their aspirations, satisficed in their decision not to move until an event prompted their move, and then viewed high numbers of properties before purchasing a dwelling that they considered did not met many of their aspirations. This finding suggests that both NCE and OBE should reconsider the centrality of their assumptions about the rationality of actors to their theorisation of the housing market. A more nuanced view of rationality considers households actions as varied, with some households behaving more like utility maximisers and other more like satisficers. It is therefore possible to reject the NCE assumptions of homo economicus on the basis that there are clear deviations from it, but also to question the universality of procedurally rational behaviour. 
The variation in behaviour suggests that modelling of housing markets should take into account variation in the concept of rationality between households, with some conforming more closely to homo economicus and others much more closely to a satisficing model. Chapter seven describes the creation of a typology of search behaviour, which may support such modelling. 
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[bookmark: _Toc318119349]Chapter Seven: Construction of a Search Typology: Combining Three Principal Components Analysis and Cluster Analysis 

[bookmark: _Toc299718694][bookmark: _Toc318119350]Key points from chapter seven
·  The CATPCA created 20 orthogonally rotated components that were used in the CA to discern four clusters, which were then analysed according to the original survey variables 
· Clusters varied by the pre-search variable. Cluster A households were more likely to be unsatisfied, and having lived in their home for a longer time than B, who had moved recently but were satisfied before searching. Cluster C were more aware of the market and their preferences and tended towards a growing dissatisfaction with their dwelling, often because of a change in circumstances. Cluster D was relatively satisfied, but opportunistic in moving to improve their lifestyle.
· Search variation was also evident. Cluster A were slow movers, who tended to rely on their own knowledge, eschewing other information sources. Cluster B were heavy users of the Internet and acted quickly. Cluster C considered a wide range of information sources, and use them frequently. Cluster D doesn’t search intensively, and whilst they are likely to adjust their preferences they place an offer after viewing only a small number of dwellings.
· Whilst not used for the CATPCA, the four clusters exhibited variation across household characteristics. Clusters A and D had high numbers of in-migrants, with D tending to be smaller households. Cluster C were more often couples (with or without children) moving internally within Sheffield. Cluster B were highly educated and with median incomes.
· The four clusters were named: A) Relational satisficers; B) Financial responders; C) Discontents; and D) Petite, lifestyle decisives




















[bookmark: _Toc299718695][bookmark: _Toc318119351]7.1 Introduction
The previous chapter provided a broad overview of the survey findings. It revealed the breadth of responses between a simple household typology (Single Person, Couple (no children), Couple (with children), Lone Parent and Extended Households). The behavioural variation within the data is greater than these typological distinctions, and there is only limited evidence that the answers provided in the survey should conform to neat a priori household typological distinctions. The creation of a housing search typology, based upon the answers provided about behaviours, provides the opportunity to ascertain whether there are natural groups in the data, and whether these groups makes sense as a typology. This chapter fulfils the third research objective to “create a typology of search behaviour.”
In order to create the typology of search behaviours there are two discrete mathematical methods employed. The first method, Categorical Principal Components Analysis (CATPCA), takes the extensive array of variables for each household and finds a way of describing as much of the variation as possible within a reduced number of components. This enables the primary variations to be considered in the second mathematical method, Cluster Analysis (CA), which is used to group households together based upon their similarity across the components created in the CATPCA. Chapter five explored in detail the theory of both CATPCA and CA, it also provided a justification for their use, explanation of their methods and their limitations. This chapter therefore builds upon chapter five empirically.
The data and the analysis of results are described in more detail in the following section before the household typology is explored across the original variables to describe the classification. Radar charts are used to visualise the differences between groups across the stages’ variables.  The results are combined to create an identity for each group.  


[bookmark: _Toc299718696][bookmark: _Toc318119352]7.2 CATPCA and Cluster Analysis
Three separate CATPCAs were conducted using variables from different stages of the search process. Whilst housing search may be commonly conceptualized as one single procedure in the literature this ignores variation, which may be evident between stages. The housing search process has been demonstrated to be extremely complex (through the literature in chapters two to four and empirically in chapter six). A more nuanced typology of housing search is discernible if the housing search process if divided into categories. Chapter five explained how the five stages (pre-search; search, visit, offer; and outcomes) could be reduced to three categories for the purpose of the typology, conceptualised as: pre-search perceptions, motivations for moving; and the search process (see figure 5.6). These three categories offer a conceptually coherent overview of the housing search process, and contain the extent of the variation across the variables (prior to the outcome), as revealed in chapter four (see figure 4.12).
CATPCA is normally used to reduce data that is about a single object. Given the category differences between the three objects, they are treated separately. Using the photograph analogy for PCA, developed in chapter five, the three categories are considered three different objects which the photographer can most clearly record by taking independent sets of pictures for each category. This is done to minimize the variation from one category obscuring the variation in another category, three separate CATPCA’s are therefore undertaken on the three theoretically different categories of housing search; a) pre-search perceptions; b) motivations for moving; and, c) the search process. 
[bookmark: _Toc299718697][bookmark: _Toc318119353]7.2.1 CATPCA variables
The variation in the variables for the three CATPCA (Pre-Search perceptions, motivations and search PCAs) is revealed in Table 7.1. The three CATPCAs differ from the simplified model of the housing search process identified in chapter four, and then subsequently developed in chapter five for the survey questions and analysed in chapter six. The previous experience (e.g. previous tenure) and move outcomes are not included as variables as they are outcomes of the housing search process (previous or current) rather than directly attitudes and behaviour of search. The pre-search stage is divided into two categories for separate CATPCAs: a) pre-search perceptions and b) motivations. Whilst there may be some overlap between households’ perceptions of the search process (prior to searching) and their motivations for moving, these are considered discrete categories, as there may instead be no overlap (i.e. a household is satisfied in their dwelling and are not considering moving until an event changes their mind). They are therefore treated as separate categories, each with discrete CATPCAs. The Search, Visit and Offer stages in the conceptual model are combined into CATPCA c) search. 
CATPCA a) pre-search perceptions variables relate to understanding of the household’s preferred location, size and type of dwelling before searching; and, the attitude and pre-search experience of housing search. CATPCA b) Motivation variables relate to motivations at the start of the search process for searching, aspirations for a different dwelling; and important factors in the initial decision to start searching for a property. CATPCA c) Search variables cover the time and length of search pressures; the numbers of properties viewed and offered; the importance of information sources, the frequency of information sources used and the main stages of use of different information sources. 

[bookmark: _Toc299718698][bookmark: _Toc318119726]Table 7.1. Variables used in the CATPCA with % responses to variables
Key: Strongly Agree (SA), Agree (A), Neither agree nor disagree (NAND), Disagree (D), Strongly Disagree (SD). Very Important (VI), Important (I), Moderately Important (MI), Of Little Importance (OLI), Unimportant (U) NB: The number of properties visited and offered has more values than 5. 
	a) PRE-SEARCH PERCEPTIONS CATPCA 
	Before Searching
	SA
	A
	NAND
	D
	SD

	
	Knew neighbourhood
	33.3
	27.0
	17.9
	15.3
	6.5

	
	Aware neighbourhoods
	39.8
	35.0
	11.1
	8.0
	6.2

	
	Not concerned neighbourhoods
	4.0
	6.6
	5.3
	25.7
	58.5

	
	Knew type
	18.6
	31.6
	28.1
	17.5
	4.2

	
	Aware types
	18.2
	53
	13.7
	9.3
	5.8

	
	Not concerned type
	6.6
	16.1
	18.5
	31.1
	27.8

	
	Knew size
	30.8
	41.3
	15.7
	10.7
	1.5

	
	Aware sizes
	29.1
	50.3
	13.0
	5.5
	2.0

	
	Not concerned size
	4.8
	11.2
	15.6
	34.6
	33.8

	
	 

	
	Before considering moving
	SA
	A
	NAND
	D
	SD

	
	Constantly considered moving
	8.0
	11.8
	18.8
	24.6
	36.8

	
	Interested in trying to find a better home
	15.6
	32.2
	15.3
	16.0
	20.9

	
	Confident there weren’t any better homes
	9.0
	14.8
	24.2
	25.3
	26.7

	
	Effort of searching for a new home was too much to bother
	4.5
	12.2
	21.3
	27.8
	34.2

	
	Satisfied with previous home and happy to stay there
	12.8
	26.0
	19.7
	22.6
	18.8

	
	Satisfied with the financial arrangements 
	26.3
	35.4
	17.7
	9.8
	10.9

	
	Occasionally considered moving
	11.0
	41.5
	22.2
	14.0
	11.2

	
	Didn’t consider moving home until an event changed my mind
	38.5
	17.2
	11.9
	13.9
	18.6




	b) MOTIVATION CATPCA
	First time considered moving home
	SA
	A
	NAND
	D
	SD

	
	Economic
	13.8
	19.4
	12.2
	24.1
	30.5

	
	Family circumstances
	32.6
	18.4
	8.6
	18.2
	22.2

	
	Physical design or size
	11.5
	25.4
	16
	20.2
	27

	
	Area
	9.6
	17.2
	10.7
	24.6
	37.9

	
	Financial situation
	6.7
	9.9
	12.4
	25.4
	45.6

	
	

	
	 Motivation
	VI
	I
	MI
	OLI
	U

	
	To increase wealth
	6.2
	13.5
	23.5
	21.2
	35.6

	
	To increase social standing
	2.9
	6.0
	17.9
	25.9
	47.3

	
	Comfort
	25.5
	41.4
	13.9
	8.5
	10.7

	
	Live in a more stimulating environment
	9.2
	25.2
	24.8
	17.6
	23.2

	
	Enable personality
	12.3
	21.5
	26.4
	19.5
	20.4

	
	Closer to family/friends
	16.4
	14.2
	15.8
	22.4
	31.1

	
	Exposure to good social influences
	5.3
	15.8
	23.4
	24.3
	31.2

	
	

	
	Initial factors
	VI
	I
	MI
	OLI
	U

	
	Affordability
	53.3
	28.5
	8.8
	4.2
	5.1

	
	Deposit
	30.0
	17.6
	10.8
	8.1
	33.6

	
	Low interest rates
	20.0
	24.0
	17.0
	10.9
	28.1

	
	Flexible lending
	11.4
	19.4
	24.0
	14.2
	31.1

	
	Low inflation rates
	10.6
	16.4
	24.9
	17.8
	30.3

	
	Expected house prices to rise
	10.4
	16.3
	21.1
	20.4
	31.7

	
	Expected interest rates to rise
	7.3
	12.3
	25.3
	21.6
	33.5

	
	Stamp duty exemption
	12
	14.3
	16.6
	14.5
	42.5

	
	Expected rents to rise
	3.9
	6.7
	13.1
	18.7
	57.6

	
	Pay rise
	3.6
	8.6
	16.6
	18.4
	52.8

	
	Birth of a child
	8.9
	8.0
	5.9
	11.7
	65.4

	
	Relationship change
	14.7
	8.6
	7.2
	11.8
	57.7

	
	Relocation in present job
	7.7
	7.1
	8.7
	12.5
	64.0

	
	New job
	8.9
	6.4
	5.9
	9.8
	68.9

	
	Difficulty to find rental accommodation
	2.8
	2.5
	6.2
	12.2
	76.4

	
	Too little space
	17.1
	18.9
	10.3
	9.8
	44.0

	
	Home no longer met physical requirements
	20.4
	22
	13.2
	11.1
	33.3

	
	Home no longer met financial situation
	6.3
	6.6
	12.9
	15.2
	59

	
	Could no longer afford home
	2.7
	3.0
	5.5
	10.2
	78.6

	
	Specific property became available
	15.8
	12.1
	7.3
	11.7
	53.1





	c) SEARCH PROCESS CATPCA
	Search process
	SA
	A
	NAND
	D
	SD

	
	Total length time pressure
	11.6
	11.8
	14.4
	24.1
	38.1

	
	Time restricted
	8.2
	21.3
	16.4
	19.8
	34.2

	
	Time spent increased
	10.2
	20.8
	28.1
	18.1
	22.8

	
	

	
	 Properties 
	0
	1
	2
	3
	4

	
	No. of properties visited
	0.4
	11.7
	8.7
	10.2
	8.0

	
	No. of properties offered
	0.4
	59.8
	25.3
	10.6
	2.2

	
	

	
	Importance of information source
	VI
	I
	MI
	OLI
	U

	
	Personal Knowledge
	57.1
	29.8
	7.4
	2.8
	2.8

	
	Friends and relatives
	24.5
	25.2
	14.7
	15.6
	20.0

	
	Newspapers
	6.5
	12.3
	16.8
	23.0
	41.4

	
	Estate agents window
	7.6
	18.1
	19.6
	21.0
	33.7

	
	Estate agent in person
	8.9
	15.7
	18.6
	20.4
	36.5

	
	Estate agent website
	33.8
	27.7
	11.6
	9.4
	17.4

	
	Internet property search
	59.0
	19.4
	5.1
	5.8
	10.7

	
	Internet area search
	21.9
	19.0
	16.5
	16.7
	26.0

	
	

	
	Frequency of use
	Very Often
	Often
	Occasionally
	Seldom
	Never

	
	Personal Knowledge
	53.4
	24.7
	12.8
	4.6
	4.4

	
	Friends and relatives
	19.6
	22.5
	25.0
	15.4
	17.4

	
	Newspapers
	7.2
	14.6
	21.4
	20.3
	36.5

	
	Estate agents window
	7.2
	15.7
	28.0
	22.1
	27.1

	
	Estate agent in person
	6.7
	14.3
	24.2
	24.4
	30.4

	
	Estate agent website
	31.2
	30.7
	15.7
	8.1
	14.3

	
	Internet property search
	60.4
	17.3
	6.9
	6.0
	9.3

	
	Internet area search
	21.2
	15.6
	19.9
	14.7
	28.7

	
	

	
	Stage of use
	First Consider Move
	First viewing
	First Offer
	Throughout
	Never

	
	Personal Knowledge
	39.6
	9.4
	3.5
	41.0
	6.5

	
	Friends and relatives
	29.4
	13.6
	6.4
	25.3
	25.3

	
	Newspapers
	24.2
	4.6
	3.7
	17.1
	50.4

	
	Estate agents window
	25.8
	10.9
	4.6
	20.5
	38.2

	
	Estate agent in person
	14.5
	20.0
	12.9
	18.3
	34.3

	
	Estate agent website
	29.8
	13.3
	4.3
	31.0
	21.7

	
	Internet property search
	35.4
	6.4
	2.6
	42.2
	13.4

	
	Internet area search
	19.5
	11.3
	10.4
	20.7
	38.1



[bookmark: _Toc299718699][bookmark: _Toc318119354]7.2.2 CATPCA Round One 
The full findings of the three CATPCAs are described in Appendix E. The model summaries for each CATPCA are explained in this section. The eigenvalues reveal the amount of variation included in the component, with scores above one indicating that the component accounts for more of the variation than an original variable. In this case the seventh component in the Pre Search CATPCA had an eigenvalue below one, and therefore was not contributing significantly to the task of reducing the data. In contrast the first component on the Search Model, with an eigenvalue of 28, accounted for a large amount of the variation. 
CATPCA a) Pre-search has 17 variables, six components with a total eigenvalue of 10.65 (eigenvalues above one).
CATPCA b) Motivations has 32 variables, seven components with a total eigenvalue of 21.85 (eigenvalues above one).
CATPCA c) Search Process has 29 variables, seven components with a total eigenvalue of 46.44 (eigenvalues above one).
The Cronbach’s Alpha scores (usually reported as a measure of the internal validity of the components) are relatively weak across most of the components. A rule of thumb is that alpha values of above 0.6 reveal strong internal consistency (StatsDirect, undated). However, there are extensive limitations to the use of measures of internal validity for CATPCA components, including Cronbach’s Alpha (Sijtsma, 2009), and given the variables included in the Pre Search and Motivations CATPCAs include a range of topics it is unsurprising that the alpha scores are low for some components. In these circumstances no components are rejected for low alpha scores.  
[bookmark: _Toc299718700][bookmark: _Toc318119727]Table 7.2 CATPCA model summaries
	a) Pre-search Summary
	
	b) Motivations Summary
	
	c) Search Summary

	Component
	Cronbach's Alpha
	Eigenvalue
	
	Component
	Cronbach's Alpha
	Eigenvalue
	
	Component
	Cronbach's Alpha
	Eigenvalue

	1
	0.71
	3.00
	
	1
	0.93
	9.69
	
	1
	1.00
	27.67

	2
	0.54
	2.05
	
	2
	0.71
	3.18
	
	2
	0.88
	6.81

	3
	0.49
	1.84
	
	3
	0.64
	2.63
	
	3
	0.74
	3.51

	4
	0.31
	1.41
	
	4
	0.56
	2.20
	
	4
	0.67
	2.79

	5
	0.22
	1.26
	
	5
	0.39
	1.61
	
	5
	0.54
	2.09

	6
	0.09
	1.09
	
	6
	0.26
	1.34
	
	6
	0.49
	1.91

	7
	-0.02
	0.99
	
	7
	0.18
	1.21
	
	7
	0.41
	1.66

	Total
	.97a
	11.63
	
	Total
	.99a
	21.85
	
	Total
	1.01a
	46.44



The first six components are selected from CATPCA a) Pre-search, and seven components for b) Motivations and c) Search analyses (based on eigenvalues above one). The scores for each of these components are provided for each respondent case (i.e. each household’s distance from the component axis in n dimensional space). Therefore the 20 component scores are used in the CA to measure proximity to each other according to those axes. Direct interpretation of these variables is complex as the CATPCA components are an angle through multiple variables, but it is possible to then interpret the clusters based on the original variables, once each respondent’s membership of a cluster has been identified[footnoteRef:39].  [39:  Households are clustered based on their similar (proximity) scores on the CATPCA components. Through the CA process in SPSS a new variable is created which identifies which cluster each case (household) belongs to.] 

[bookmark: _Toc299718701][bookmark: _Toc318119728]Table 7.3 Number of cases in clusters in Cluster Analysis solutions with different numbers of cluster specified
	Cluster Numbers
	CLUSTER

	
	A
	B
	C
	D
	E
	F
	G

	Three
	464 (98.9)
	4 (0.9)
	1 (0.2)
	
	
	
	

	Four
	135 (28.8)
	4 (0.9)
	329 (70.1)
	1 (0.2)
	
	
	

	Five 
	135 (28.8)
	4 (0.9)
	293 (62.5)
	36 (7.7)
	1 (0.2)
	
	

	Six
	135 (28.8)
	4 (0.9)
	231 (49.3)
	62 (13.2)
	36 (7.7)
	1 (0.2)
	

	Seven
	135 (28.8)
	2 (0.4)
	231 (49.3)
	62 (13.2)
	36 (7.7)
	2 (0.4)
	1 (0.2)



Three to Seven cluster solutions were identified in SPSS using the Ward’s method. The solutions identified various sized groups, seen in table 7.3. The three-cluster solution simply differentiates five respondents from the remainder (four in cluster B, one in cluster C). These five households can be seen in the four, five, six and seven cluster solutions (in the seventh they are split between clusters B, F and G). By identifying these respondents in the data file it is clear that the reason for these clusters differentiation is largely because they did not provide a response for many of the questions (non-response), and therefore their answers were imputed for a large number of questions and therefore untypical of groups of behaviour. These five respondents were removed from the analysis.  

[bookmark: _Toc299718702][bookmark: _Toc318119355]7.2.3 CATPCA round two
After the removal of the five respondents from the dataset it was necessary to rerun the three CATPCAs. From the model summaries (table 7.4) it is evident that there is a small impact on the Pre Search and Motivation CATPCA components, but a large impact on the Search CATPCA. This change is largely due to the first component in the Search CATPCA reducing from 28 to six. 
CATPCA a) Pre-search has 17 variables, six components with a total eigenvalue of 11.37 (eigenvalues above one).
CATPCA b) Motivations has 32 variables, seven components with a total eigenvalue of 20.85 (eigenvalues above one).
CATPCA c) Search process has 29 variables, seven components with a total eigenvalue of 19.35 (eigenvalues above one).
The seventh component in the Pre Search CATPCA remains below one, and therefore was not included in the further CA. The remaining components all had eigenvalues above one. The Cronbach’s Alpha is reported for transparency, but no components are rejected on the basis of the above discussion. 


[bookmark: _Toc299718703][bookmark: _Toc318119729]Table 7.4 Round two model summaries
	Pre Search
	
	Motivations
	
	Search

	Component
	Cronbach's Alpha
	Total (Eigenvalue)
	
	Component
	Cronbach's Alpha
	Total (Eigenvalue)
	
	Component
	Cronbach's Alpha
	Total (Eigenvalue)

	1
	0.71
	2.99
	
	1
	0.93
	10.12
	
	1
	0.88
	6.47

	2
	0.59
	2.26
	
	2
	0.68
	2.94
	
	2
	0.72
	3.29

	3
	0.52
	1.96
	
	3
	0.61
	2.46
	
	3
	0.66
	2.73

	4
	0.43
	1.69
	
	4
	0.47
	1.82
	
	4
	0.53
	2.06

	5
	0.33
	1.44
	
	5
	0.23
	1.29
	
	5
	0.43
	1.72

	6
	0.03
	1.03
	
	6
	0.16
	1.19
	
	6
	0.41
	1.66

	7
	-0.06
	0.95
	
	7
	0.04
	1.04
	
	7
	0.31
	1.43

	Total
	.98a
	12.31
	
	Total
	.98a
	20.85
	
	Total
	.98a
	19.35




[bookmark: _Toc299718704][bookmark: _Toc318119356]7.2.3a PCAs component loadings
Component loadings show the amount of correlation between the original variables and the CATPCA component. They therefore reveal the variables that are being best captured in each component. To return to the photography metaphor they tell us what is in focus in each photograph. The components are uncorrelated to each other in CATPCA (orthogonal), therefore there should only be a limited level of similar loadings for each variable across the components. The rotated component loadings for each of the CATPCAs are provided in Appendix E. The variables with significant loadings are outlined in Table 7.5 for each component in the second CATPCA[footnoteRef:40]. The focus is on variables with loadings above 0.5[footnoteRef:41] (whether positive correlation or negative) as there are a large number of variables and to identify those contributing most to the angle of the component.  [40:  The first CATPCA component loadings are not tabulated here as these results were not then used for further analysis, they are however presented in full in appendix E]  [41:  Other loading values may be used to identify the key variables. 0.3 is often used by researchers (Bryman and Cramer, 2005), but there is no mathematically robust way of determining what the value should be, therefore 0.5 was selected as this gave a clearer indication of key variables than relaxing it to 0.3. Given the purpose here is descriptive some value below 0.5 are included on components with lower loading scores.] 


[bookmark: _Toc299718705][bookmark: _Toc318119730]Table 7.5: CATPCA a) Pre-Search component key variable loadings
	Component
	Key variable loadings

	1
	Has both high positive and negative loadings. Above 0.5 loadings are all about the attitude towards moving: constantly considered moving home to see if there was somewhere better; interested in trying to find a better home; and occasionally considered moving home.

	2
	Is nearly all small negative loadings. There are three positive variables above 0.5: the effort of searching for a new home and moving would have been too much to bother; satisfied with the previous home and happy to stay there; and satisfied with the financial arrangements of our previous home

	3
	Has only positive loadings, and like component one, loads highly on constantly considered moving home to see if there was somewhere better and interested in trying to find a better home. However it also loads on households’ views of location importance.

	4
	Mostly negative component loadings, with four positive loadings. Component 4 contains the only negative loading below -0.5: knew the exact size. Location importance is the only loading above 0.5.

	5
	Mostly positive loadings. The two variables loaded significantly are neighbourhood and type aware 

	6
	Component six has no variable loadings above 0.5 or below -0.5. It’s highest loadings (0.49 and 0.47 respectively) are we were confident there weren’t any better homes available we could afford and we occasionally considered moving home. 

	7
	Component seven has an eigenvalue below one. It loads highly on knowledge of the exact neighbourhood we wanted to live in.






[bookmark: _Toc299718706][bookmark: _Toc318119731]Table 7.6: CATPCA b) Motivation components key variable loadings
	Component
	Key variable loadings

	1
	20 out of the 32 variables have loadings above 0.5. The highest loadings are on economic variables (other than Affordable house prices) for the key factors.

	2
	Loads above 0.5 on dissatisfaction with our previous area, to be closer to friends or family and to expose me/my household to good social influences. It had negative (but low) correlations with many of the individual factors (e.g. relocation due to a new job)

	3
	Difficulty finding rental accommodation and could no longer afford home were the only two significant loadings. 

	4
	Had very high loadings on too little space and home no longer met our physical requirements (e.g. size).

	5
	Had no loadings above 0.5, but did have a number of high loadings on personality and stimulation variables (i.e. about the relationship between the household and the wider social environment).

	6
	Had a large loading on change in family circumstances and smaller loadings on factors related to those changes (e.g. birth, relationship change)

	7
	Has very low component loadings, indicating it is taking account of residual variation unlike the first few components.  



[bookmark: _Toc299718707][bookmark: _Toc318119732]Table 7.7: CATPCA c) Search component key variable loadings
	Component
	Key variable loadings

	1
	This component loaded heavily on Estate agents and Internet based variables for all of the information source questions. 

	2
	Internet property search was highly correlated with this component (across importance, frequency and stages of use)

	3
	Loaded heavily on Personal knowledge and Friends and relatives variables for important information sources (and frequently used and stage of use)

	4
	Had no significant loadings (above 0.5), but did load on time and search pressure, with Internet area information as important and frequently used.

	5
	Loaded heavily on issues of time and search length pressure, with a smaller loading on amount of time spent looking each week increased.

	6
	Had no significant loadings, but had lower loadings on personal knowledge and newspapers. 

	7
	Scored above 0.5 on Newspapers as an important source (and also loaded on newspapers for frequency of use and stage of use, but with values below 0.5)



[bookmark: _Toc299718708]
[bookmark: _Toc318119357]7.2.4 Round two CA solutions
Each household’s score in relation to each of these components (how close they are to each axis) can be clustered to create the typology. Of the three to seven cluster solutions, the larger number of solutions contain multiple clusters with small numbers of households (cases). The seven-cluster solution contains three clusters with more than 24% of households and four clusters with less than 4%. 


[bookmark: _Toc299718709][bookmark: _Toc318119733]Table 7.8 Number of households in each cluster for three to seven cluster solutions
	Cluster Numbers
	CLUSTER

	
	A
	B
	C
	D
	E
	F
	G

	Three
	162 (34.9)
	288 (62.1)
	14 (3)
	
	
	
	

	Four
	162 (34.9)
	175 (37.7)
	113 (24.4)
	14 (3)
	
	
	

	Five 
	162 (34.9)
	159 (34.3)
	113 (24.4)
	14 (3)
	16 (3.4)
	
	

	Six
	147 (31.7)
	159 (34.3)
	113 (24.4)
	15 (3.2)
	14 (3)
	16 (3.4)
	

	Seven
	131 (28.8)
	159 (34.3)
	113 (24.4)
	15 (3.2)
	16 (3.4)
	14 (3)
	16 (3.4)



There are multiple methods for determining the number of clusters to be taken forward in the analysis. Dendrogram diagrams can be used to judge the distance between clusters, although this is easier to do with a smaller number of cases than with the number used in this thesis. Rules of thumb can also be used, based on viewing the characteristics of the clusters and interpretation on the part of the researcher. Analysis of the difference between coefficients between different numbers of solutions is often used to judge if there is a natural break in the variation accounted for in the clusters, similar to a scree test for the PCA. 
Figure 7.1 suggests that there are multiple possibilities for cluster solutions with no clear break in the coefficients between clusters. The change in coefficients between cluster solutions decreases significantly between three and four cluster solutions, then four and five cluster solutions, with a smaller drop between five and six solutions. Above six solutions, the decrease in coefficients between stages is minimal. 
[bookmark: _Toc318119663]Fig: 7.1 Number of clusters in Ward CA and difference between coefficients
[image: Macintosh HD:Users:richard:Desktop:PhD:A framework for the PhD:cluster analysis coefficients up to ten only.png]
A further possibility for analysing the appropriate number of clusters is to use ANOVA tests on the means of cluster membership of the original variables. ANOVA tests explore whether there is variation in the means of the clusters according to the CATPCA components; with a post hoc TUKEY test it is possible to compare the number of component-cluster combinations that vary significantly from other clusters. The TUKEY post hoc test was carried out on four and five cluster solutions. In the five-cluster solution 42% of clusters varied significantly (at the 0.05 level) from other clusters on each of the CATPCA components (there are 400 permutations for the 20 CATPCA components and the five clusters). For the four-cluster solution (there are 240 permutations for the 20 CATPCA components and four clusters) 40% of the clusters varied significantly (at the 0.05 level). Whilst the five-cluster solution does therefore provide greater variation in the cluster means, the gain is only 2% of the CATPCA components, and the four-cluster solution represents a 20% fewer clusters, therefore increasing the simplicity of the typology without losing much of the variation in component means. Given the small membership of cluster four (in the four cluster solution) the responses for members were checked to ensure that it was not contingent upon question non-response or outlier values. There was no indication that this group had higher question non-response or outliers than other clusters. Therefore, the four-cluster solution is utilised in this study. 
The remainder of this chapter analyses the four clusters according to their characteristics across the original search variables before the clusters are given names to depict their characteristics. 


[bookmark: _Toc299718710][bookmark: _Toc318119358]7.3 Cluster Characteristics
The four cluster characteristics are described below according to the original search variables. Each cluster is considered against the variables included in figure 4.12, which shows a conceptual model of the extent of variation in search behaviour. The description of the cluster variations follows left to right across the different categories and stages, with a summary after each stage. Some variables span multiple stages (e.g. information sources, properties visited) and are therefore presented in the stage in which they first occur.
The primary emphasis in the chapter is on nine radar charts and a chart of search length that explore the key variables and are a crucial part of the typology. These charts cover variables for: pre-search awareness of location, size and type of dwelling; attitude towards moving; motivations for searching; aspirations in the move search; time pressures; search length; information sources; and experience of moving. Each of these relate to the simplified model of variables in the housing search process identified in chapters three and four and in the model in figure 4.11. The variable and data types for each are identified in the research methods chapter, and summarised in table 5.1. These charts show the comparative values for each cluster against comparative statistics (normally net agree percentages on the Likert items). Data tables for these charts are provided in Appendix E, as are other tables covering household and outcome characteristics of the clusters. The four clusters are temporarily named A, B, C and D for the purposes of description in the analysis, after which they are given their new names that are dependent on the analysis outputs. In addition to presenting the original variables for the four clusters, most data is presented against the overall (All or Total) results to provide a comparison between the homogenised perspective of search behaviour and the typological categories. 
[bookmark: _Toc299718711][bookmark: _Toc318119359]7.3.1 Pre-search variables and cluster characteristics
Previous housing search experience
The first variables to consider in the pre-search stage are related to the previous search experience of the households by cluster. Clusters A and C share similar characteristics related to previous tenure and time of previous move (see tables 7.9 and 7.10). They were mostly owner-occupiers in their previous dwelling, and have experience of searching for a dwelling to own. Their previous search though may have occurred at any time over the preceding twenty years, and for many they last moved before 1990. Clusters B and D included greater proportions of households whose previous dwelling was rented, suggesting that they are more likely to have limited experience of searching for an owner occupied dwelling. Cluster B differs in that the majority of households last moved dwelling in previous five years, and were relatively unlikely to have moved before 2001 in comparison to all other clusters, this suggests that they are adjustment movers. This is corroborated by the high proportion of households in cluster B whose previous dwelling was in a Sheffield postcode (see table 7.11). Cluster C also has a high proportion of short distance movers but are more likely to have purchased their previous dwelling longer ago. Clusters A and D have higher proportions of households whose previous dwelling was outside a Sheffield postcode. 
[bookmark: _Toc299718712][bookmark: _Toc318119734]Table 7.9: Previous tenure by cluster
	Previous tenure
	A
	B
	C
	D*

	Owner-Occupier
	70.8%
	38.9%
	76.2%
	57.1%

	Rent (social)
	2.2%
	2.0%
	1.0%
	0.0%

	Rent (private)
	24.8%
	58.4%
	21.9%
	42.9%

	Other
	2.2%
	0.7%
	1.0%
	0.0%

	Total
	100.0%
	100.0%
	100.0%
	100.0%


*Limited number of responses
[bookmark: _Toc299718713][bookmark: _Toc318119735]Table 7.10: Year of last move
	Year of previous move
	A
	B
	C
	D*

	Pre 1991
	19.4%
	5.4%
	14.2%
	12.5%

	1991-1995
	7.9%
	2.7%
	6.6%
	0.0%

	1996-2000
	14.4%
	2.7%
	13.2%
	12.5%

	2001-2005
	17.3%
	24.2%
	26.4%
	37.5%

	2006-2010
	41.0%
	65.1%
	39.6%
	37.5%

	TOTAL
	100.0%
	100.0%
	100.0%
	100.0%


* Limited number of responses
[bookmark: _Toc299718714][bookmark: _Toc318119736]Table 7.11: Location of previous dwelling
	Sheffield postcode?
	A
	B
	C
	D*

	Yes
	79.6%
	90.6%
	93.4%
	75.0%

	No
	20.4%
	9.4%
	6.6%
	25.0%


*Limited number of responses
Experience in the housing market is a multi-faceted concept. No single cluster exhibited what would theoretically be the most relevant experience, i.e. previous owner-occupier, who moved recently and within Sheffield. Cluster D has the least likelihood of relevant experience as more moved from outside of Sheffield; had less recent experience; and a high proportion of households that were previously renting[footnoteRef:42]. [42:  Some caution should be heeded for Cluster D for these variables as the response numbers were particularly low for these questions with a mixture of non-response and non-readable answers.] 

Pre-search 1: Awareness
The second category relates to pre-search awareness. The first radar chart to be presented is households’, by cluster, pre-search awareness of the location, type and size of dwelling that they wanted in a future home (Figure 7.2). The most distinctive derivation from the average (ALL) is cluster D. The average household scores are very negative for all variables describing location, type and size as unimportant. The precise statement asked was: I/we were not very concerned about (location/type/size), other factors were more important, to which respondents indicated whether they Strongly agreed, Agreed, Neither agreed not disagree, Disagreed, or Strongly Disagreed.  The negative scores shows that the majority of respondents in cluster D disagreed with these statements, and therefore it is suggested that they valued all attributes of the dwelling prior to searching. They were less likely to agree that they knew either the precise neighbourhood or were aware of a few neighbourhoods than other clusters. 
[bookmark: _Toc318119664]Fig. 7.2: Pre-search awareness net agree scores by cluster
[image: Macintosh HD:Users:richard:Desktop:PhD:Cluster Characteristics:PreSearch1.png]
Because of the distinctive nature of cluster D, some of the variation between the other clusters is hidden in the radar chart. Therefore a second radar chart has been produced (Figure 7.3), using the same data, but with cluster D removed and the scale of the chart adjusted. This makes the variation between clusters more evident.
Cluster A has the highest score on agreeing that location is unimportant, and a lower score on neighbourhood awareness than cluster B and C, however they have a higher score on the type of property (I/we knew the exact type or property we wanted to live in (e.g. terrace, pre 1800s)), although it also has the second highest net agree score that type was unimportant. 
Cluster B scored lower than the average on all variables except broad awareness of neighbourhood and type (I/we were aware of a few neighbourhoods that we wanted to live in / I/we were aware of a few property types that we would be happy to live in). 
Cluster C scored highest on all variables, except location importance, exact type awareness and awareness of a few types. 
[bookmark: _Toc318119665]Fig. 7.3: Pre-search awareness net agree scores by cluster (excluding cluster D)
[image: Macintosh HD:Users:richard:Desktop:PhD:Cluster Characteristics:PreSearchMinusD.png]
Households have very different conceptualisations of their awareness of location, size an type variable prior to searching. Whilst the greatest variation is between cluster D’s insistence that location, size and type were important in their future home and the remaining clusters, Cluster A, B and C also exhibit variation from each other. Households do not, therefore, begin the search process with similar notions about where, what size and what type of dwelling they want to live in. 
Pre-Search 2: Attitude towards moving dwelling
Households’ vary in their awareness of the location, type and size of dwelling that they would like to own and live. Their attitude towards moving home (before actively searching) also varies. 
Cluster A is closer to the centre of the radar than the average on all variables, indicating a greater percentage of respondents disagreed or strongly disagreed with the statements than agreed or strongly agreed (see figure 7.4). It is the only cluster to have a negative score on previous dwelling satisfaction (-0.312), and also had a low score on satisfaction with previous housing finance (-0.490). Despite having low levels of satisfaction, proportionally more respondents than any other cluster disagreed that they were constantly looking for somewhere better to live  (I/we constantly considered moving home to see if there was somewhere better) or were simply interested in finding a better dwelling (I/we were interested in trying to find a better home). 
Cluster B has the highest score on satisfaction with previous dwelling finance (though negative), and has high scores on interest in property availability (constantly considered searching, interested in finding a better dwelling, occasionally considered moving). 
“Always wanted to move home when the time was right” (Single Person, South East Sheffield, Higher education below degree, Other services)
“Renting suited my finances better” (Couple (no children), City Centre West, Postgraduate, Education)
[bookmark: _Toc318119666]Fig. 7.4: Pre-search attitude towards moving home net agree scores by cluster
[image: Macintosh HD:Users:richard:Desktop:PhD:Cluster Characteristics:ClusterRoundTWO:PreSearchAttitude.png]
Cluster C scored higher than all other clusters on the activity variables (I/we constantly considered moving home to see if there was somewhere better, I/we were interested in trying to find a better home, I/we occasionally considered moving home), although no cluster had a positive score for constantly considered moving. Whilst they were interested in finding a better dwelling, Cluster C also agreed that it was too much effort  (The effort of searching for a new home and moving would have been too much to bother) and that no better dwelling was available (I/we were confident there weren’t any better homes available we could afford). Cluster C was the only cluster with a positive score on an event influencing their decision to start searching, though low.
“Constantly thinking about moving to a new area” (Couple (with children), South West, Degree, N/A)
“We knew we couldn’t stay in our house permanently as it was small, no garden But, we were happy to wait until the ‘perfect’ home came up, we looked leisurely. The area wasn’t great.” (Couple (with children), City Centre West, Postgraduate, Health & Social Work)
Cluster D had the highest scores agreeing with satisfaction with the previous property and with the financial circumstances of their situation in the previous property (although negative). They had low scores relating to looking for a new dwelling, and the lowest score for not considering moving until an event changed their mind. The quotes from households in cluster D reinforce the narrative from the statistics that this is a cluster of largely satisfied dwellers, not looking to move. They also bring out the complexity of distinguishing between short-term events and longer-term social and urban form trends. 
“Happy in house prior to move – till neighbourhood changed” (Couple (with children), South West, Postgraduate, Health & Social Work)
“We were quite happy but knew if we wanted to expand our family we would have to move – I worried about affording this and being able to find the right house. We loved our old house but were not fulfilled with the neighbourhood.” (Couple (no children), South West, Postgraduate, Other)
“Due to demolition” (Extended Household, South East, No response, No response)
“It wasn’t until my husband died that I considered moving. I couldn't afford to pay the mortgage on my wage alone.” (Extended Household, Northern, A Levels/NVQ Level 3, Retail & Wholesale Trade)

[bookmark: _Toc299718715][bookmark: _Toc318119360]7.3.2 Motivations for search and Aspirations
Variables capturing motivations for moving dwelling and aspirations are divided into three radar charts, based on the variables identified in figure 4.12 and the three sets of statements in the survey relating to the three aspects: Some people move because they want to achieve a long term goal, whereas others move because of a specific event; How important were the following factors in your initial decision to start searching for a property?; and What did you want from your home when you first considered moving?
Motivations 1: Some people move because they want to achieve a long term goal, whereas others move because of a specific event
Cluster A scores highly on family change motivations, and relatively lowly on all other variables (see Chart 7.5). Cluster B is slightly higher on changes in economic circumstances and financial dissatisfaction (although negative) than other cluster. Cluster C had a higher proportion of households agree that design or size dissatisfaction was an issue prior to considering moving dwelling, and also scored relatively highly on area dissatisfaction. Cluster D had a much higher proportion (30%) dissatisfied with the area than other households, they revealed some design or size dissatisfaction and had a net agree percentage of 20% who decided to move because of a change in family circumstances. 





[bookmark: _Toc318119667]Fig. 7.5: Motivations in first considering moving, net agree scores by cluster
[image: Macintosh HD:Users:richard:Desktop:PhD:Cluster Characteristics:ClusterRoundTWO:Motivations1.png]
NB: Net agree scores are ([Strongly Agree + Agree] – [Disagree + Strongly Disagree])
Motivations 2: How important were the following factors in your initial decision to start searching for a property? 
The second radar chart enables analysis of a wide range of factors that influenced the initial decision to start searching for a new dwelling (see figure 7.6). The factors do not map precisely onto the first motivation radar chart (figure 7.5), but go into more detail (e.g. change in family circumstances is disaggregated by birth of a child, and relationship change [e.g. marriage]).  The net calculation for these variables is slightly different to the other calculations, as the options relate to importance rather than agreement. Therefore the percentage of responses for Very important, Important and Moderately Important are added together before Of little importance and Unimportant are subtracted. This does not give the same net concept (as in the case of Strongly agree to Strongly disagree statements) as the variables are not opposites, but it does give a broad idea of the extent of the relative importance of variables for the different clusters. 
Cluster A is characterised by a high score on Affordable house prices and negative scores on every other variable.  Cluster B scores highly on many of the economic and financial variables, such as Saved enough for a deposit, Low interest rates, Flexible lending arrangements, Low inflation rates etc, and also scores highly on Relocation in present job, New job and Relationship change variables. Cluster C conforms quite closely to the average for most variables, with above average scores on space (Too little space in current home) and physical pressures (Home no longer met our physical requirement). Cluster D had higher scores on Birth and ability to afford dwelling, as well as space pressures. It scored low on finance and economic factors. 
[bookmark: _Toc318119668]Fig. 7.6: Motivations 2 – importance of factors by cluster
[image: Macintosh HD:Users:richard:Desktop:PhD:Cluster Characteristics:ClusterRoundTWO:Motivations3.png]
A representative sample of the free text comments provided by households in cluster A relate to relationship variables precipitating a move and also the preference to be close to family or friends in the new dwelling.
“Getting elderly and less physically active, need to be nearer friends, buses and shops.” (Couple (no children), South West, Degree, Retired)
“Early retirement package and to move closer to family and friends as well as releasing capital from existing home” (Couple (no children), South East, Postgraduate, Retired)
“Split up with my partner, wanted my own place, mortgage free” (Single Person, North West, Postgraduate, Construction)
Cluster B comments focussed on financial motivations and relationship or family changes. 
“A pay rise in a new job allowed me to start searching for a home to buy instead of renting” (Single Person, South East, Higher education below degree, Other services)
“first time buyer: because of interest rates were low, there was a shared ownership scheme I liked and parents offered me a deposit” (Single Person, South, Degree or degree equivalent, IT, Banking, Finance & Insurance)
“Just got married and wanted to start a family. Knew financially we could only afford to buy a house before a baby and wanted the security of our own home first too.” (Couple (no children), North West, Degree or degree equivalent, Health & Social Work)
Cluster C comments raised issues relating to growing dissatisfaction with the previous property and a desire to increase comfort through moving dwelling.
“Grew out of previous terrace house and being so close to neighbours” (Couple (no children), North West, Postgraduate, Other) 
“Just grew tired of our previous location and the constant battle for parking” (Couple (with children), South, GCSEs/NVQ Level 2, Other Services)
“never liked previous house, no character, it was dull” (Couple (no children), South, Postgraduate, Health & Social Work)
Cluster D comments almost all focussed on changes in household / family circumstances. 
“I became pregnant. Our 2 bed home would be too small as my husband runs his business from home…also wanted to be nearer my mum and could afford the move as we inherited some £ when my dad died” (Couple (no children), South West, Postgraduate, Other)
“My husband died and we had a mortgage I couldn't afford on my income, so I sold my home in Devon and moved to Sheffield to be closer to family and mortgage free” (Extended household, Stocksbridge & Deepcar, A Levels/NVQ Level 3, Retail & Wholesale Trade)
“Separated from partner” (Single Person, South East, No qualifications, Retired)

Aspirations: What did you want from your dwelling when you first considered moving?
Cluster A is characterised by low scores across all motivational aspects (see figure 7.7). Whilst these households more frequently agreed that proximity to friends motivated them than other household cluster, this remains a negative score. The only positive score was for increasing comfort (To increase how comfortable I/we are, either in the home itself or the community), but this was lower than for other clusters. 
Cluster B had positive scores for increasing comfort, increasing stimulation (To live in a more stimulating environment) and to enable household personalities (To enable me/us to be the people I/we want to be in the home or neighbourhood). Relative to other clusters they scored highly on a desire for their new dwelling to increase their wealth (although this was negative), increase social status (To increase my/our social standing, either directly through the home’s status or through the roles that it enables) and good social exposure (To expose me/my household to good social influences). 
Cluster C is highly motivated by improving their comfort in searching for a dwelling, and is also concerned with living in a more stimulating environment. In all other variables they had lower scores than the average (all negative). 
Cluster D varies from the other clusters most significantly by its very high scores on enabling personality, proximity to friends and exposure to good social influences. 
[bookmark: _Toc318119669]Fig. 7.7: Aspirations – what did you want from your dwelling – net agree by cluster
[image: Macintosh HD:Users:richard:Desktop:PhD:Cluster Characteristics:Aspirations.png]

Summary
It is evident that pre-search attitudes towards searching for a new dwelling vary widely, although not uniformly across variables. The four biggest variations across clusters relate to: constantly considering moving; interest in trying to find a better home; satisfaction in the previous home; and not considering moving until an event changed their mind. This extends the finding that there are multiple types of household attitude prior to searching. Combining the results from pre-search awareness and pre-search attitudes it is possible to simplify the key variations according to each cluster (see table 7.12). 
[bookmark: _Toc299718716][bookmark: _Toc318119737]Table 7.12 Summary of Pre-Search attributes by Cluster
	Cluster
	Précis of key Pre-Search attributes (average rather than all members)

	A
	Experienced in owner-occupation, but a high proportion of distance movers. Location is unimportant. Likely to be unsatisfied with their home, but not actively looking or considering moving. Likely not to have moved recently. They are likely to be motivated to move by a change in family circumstances.

	B
	Most rented previously, who have moved recently within Sheffield. Limited awareness of size or property types, but some awareness of neighbourhoods they would like to live in. Predominantly satisfied with their current dwelling (and more likely than others to be satisfied with the financial situation), but were interested in looking for a better home. Likely to have moved in the last four years. Whilst not prompted directly by economic considerations, they are likely to be highly concerned about economic and financial variables and are more likely than most to seek to increase their wealth through moving.

	C
	Sheffield based owner-occupiers previously. Highly aware of the areas, size and types of dwelling they would like to live in and regularly consider moving, but may be put off from searching by the effort or because they perceive that no better home is available, until an event prompts them. The majority are unsatisfied with their dwelling finances. Design or size dissatisfaction with their current dwelling are key motivating factors, and therefore they are looking to increase their comfort through a move. Dissatisfaction frequently was a growing concern rather than event specific (e.g. birth).

	D
	Mixture of owner-occupiers and renters, with more than average distance movers. Strongly disagree that location, size and type are unimportant, but may not know precisely where they would like to live if they moved. They are satisfied in their current dwelling and pay little attention to moving home. Area, design and size dissatisfaction motivate many households. They are looking for a dwelling that can support their lifestyle (friendships, personality and good social exposure). But some households are also motivated by births.



[bookmark: _Toc299718717][bookmark: _Toc318119361]7.3.3 Search process
The variables included in the PCA on the search process include questions about time and length pressures, the information sources used, and the importance and frequency of use of those sources. Three radar charts provide visualisations of these variables, and a table of descriptive variables relating to the number of properties viewed and offered on is also included. 
The first represents the search length and time pressures (see figure 7.8). The total group (all households) had a net disagree score for all three variables (The total length of the search was limited as we were under time pressure; Time spent searching each week was restricted; The amount of time we spent looking each week increased). 
7.3.3a Search and time pressures
Cluster A had the highest score on limited overall length of search and mid scores for restriction on the search time each week and increase in time spent searching. Cluster B deviates from the total group by higher scores on both restricted search time and time spent searching increased. Cluster C had the most negative scores for each variable, suggesting that search was not pressured. Cluster D was close to the average.  






[bookmark: _Toc318119670]Fig. 7.8: Search length and time pressures, net agree by cluster
[image: Macintosh HD:Users:richard:Desktop:PhD:Cluster Characteristics:TimePressures.png]

7.3.3b Search length 
The length of search, by stages is plotted in chart 7.9. The columns related to the 50th percentile (median) value for each cluster, whilst the two sets of lines provide an indication of the 25th and 75th percentiles for each cluster respectively. This gives an indication of the spread of values both within clusters and between clusters. From the chart it is clear that on average for Cluster B households, their search period was shorter in most stages (for 25th, 50th and 75th percentile members) than most other clusters. Cluster D is characterised by a slower than average movement from first searching for a new dwelling to physically viewing one, but then a rapid transition from the viewing to first offer stage. Clusters A and C took similar times for their 25th and 50th percentile members across each stage, but cluster A took longer for their 75th percentile member. 






[bookmark: _Toc318119671]Fig. 7.9: Search length, by stage for 25th, 50th and 75th percentiles of cluster members
[image: Macintosh HD:Users:richard:Desktop:PhD:Cluster Characteristics:SearchLength.png]

7.3.3c Information importance
Whilst the number of properties viewed and placed an offer on does not vary to a great extent by cluster, there is differentiation by information source importance and frequency of use. The information sources radar charts use different calculations to the majority of the charts. The likert items considered importance rather than agreement, therefore Very Important, Important and Moderately Important were added before Of little importance and Unimportant were subtracted. 
Personal knowledge was an important source of information for every cluster, although slightly less important for Cluster B than other clusters (see Chart 7.10). Clusters A and B conformed quite closely to the total household importance, with B indicating sources were slightly more important than the average, and A slightly less important. The largest variation for A, was for low scores for the importance of area information from the internet and property specific information from the internet (though Cluster D scored lower on each). Cluster B scored highly on property and area information from the Internet. 
There were many more free text comments about the role of family and friends in the search process from Cluster A, than any other cluster.
[bookmark: _Toc318119672]Fig. 7.10: Importance of information sources by cluster
[image: Macintosh HD:Users:richard:Desktop:PhD:Cluster Characteristics:ClusterRoundTWO:InformationImportance.png]
Cluster C scored low on friend as sources of information, but very high on agents’ websites and internet based property searches and were higher than average on all other sources. 
Cluster D is differentiated from other clusters by higher scores on friends as information sources. 

7.3.3d Information source and frequency of use
Cluster A was below average for the frequency of use of Internet based information sources, and just above average for personal knowledge and friends (see Chart 7.11). Cluster B in comparison scored more highly on Internet based information sources, and lower for personal knowledge, agents in person and newspapers. Cluster C scored very highly on personal knowledge and in Internet information for specific properties and agents’ sources (websites, in person, and windows), as well as newspapers Cluster D scored highly on friends as a frequently used information source. 


[bookmark: _Toc318119673]Fig. 7.11: Frequency of information use by cluster
[image: Macintosh HD:Users:richard:Desktop:PhD:Cluster Characteristics:ClusterRoundTWO:InformationFrequency.png]

7.3.3e Number of properties viewed and placed an offer on
There is little overall difference in the mean number of properties visited and placed an offer on by clusters A-C (see Table 7.13). Cluster D differs in that only 5.6 properties are viewed on average, compared to 8.2 for A, 8.3 for C, and 9.0 for Cluster B. Households also placed offers on fewer households at 1.4 compared to 1.5 for A, and higher for B and C. 
[bookmark: _Toc299718718][bookmark: _Toc318119738]Table 7.13 Descriptive statistics by cluster for number of properties visited and placed offer on
	Ward Method
	N
	Min.
	Max.
	Mean
	Std. Dev.
	Median

	A
	Properties Physically Visited
	155
	1
	130
	8.21
	13.002
	5

	
	Properties placed offer on
	156
	0
	5
	1.52
	0.876
	1

	B
	Properties Physically Visited
	175
	0
	50
	8.99
	8.96
	6

	
	Properties placed offer on
	175
	1
	12
	1.62
	1.178
	1

	C
	Properties Physically Visited
	113
	1
	50
	8.34
	8.043
	6

	
	Properties placed offer on
	113
	1
	4
	1.68
	0.794
	1

	D
	Properties Physically Visited
	14
	1
	30
	5.57
	7.325
	4.5

	
	Properties placed offer on
	14
	0
	3
	1.36
	0.745
	1



7.3.3f Experience of searching for a new dwelling
Households were asked to reflect on their experience of the search process in relation to six variables and were asked to complete a free text box on their experience. All clusters had a positive net agree score for I/we knew what we wanted and we feel like we found it quickly (see Chart 7.12). Cluster D had the lowest score (33%) and Cluster B the highest (54%). Cluster’s A and D disagreed that they knew what they wanted and found it eventually (I/we knew what we wanted and we feel like we found it eventually), where as Clusters B and C were marginally likely to agree. 
Cluster B was the only cluster with a positive score to agree for the statement I/we knew what we wanted but had to look at cheaper or more expensive options. All clusters had net negative scores about knowing what they wanted but had to change areas or type. These two questions suggest that only relatively few households who know what property type, size area and price they are looking for change their search criteria during the search process. 
Cluster D differs from the other clusters, in that they more often agreed that they were uncertain what they wanted at the start of the search process, but found something acceptable. All other clusters had negative scores on this variable. All clusters had negative and very low scores for uncertainty at the start of the search process, but purchased something they were not happy with. 
[bookmark: _Toc318119674]Fig. 7.12: Experience of searching for a new dwelling and outcome
[image: Macintosh HD:Users:richard:Desktop:PhD:Cluster Characteristics:ClusterRoundTWO:Experience.png]
Summary
Cluster variations according to the search process are presented in table 7.14. The radar charts, text responses summarised together shows that clear distinctions are discernible between clusters behaviour in the housing search process. They vary from the rapid and decisive actions of cluster B through to the more ponderous, but self-reliant cluster A. 
[bookmark: _Toc299718719][bookmark: _Toc318119739]Table 7.14 Summary of search attributes by Cluster
	Cluster
	Précis of key search attributes (average rather than all members)

	A
	They take a longer time in most stages of the search process than most and are less likely to view information sources as important than most households and subsequently use them less frequently. They are likely to see their personal knowledge as important, and unlikely to alter their preferences through the motivation.  

	B
	Most likely to increase the time they spend searching, but also have the shortest search period, suggesting a rapid movement from decision to search through to placing an offer. They consider the Internet very important for their search and use it very frequently to view agents’ websites, property portals and gather area information.

	C
	They have a broadly average search period and are very unlikely to be under any time pressure. They rely on a range of information sources, particularly the Internet (but not friends) and use these sources more frequently than most households.

	D
	They are unlikely to be under significant time pressures. They view fewer households than most others and move rapidly from viewing to placing an offer (but then slowly to moving in). Over half will change their aspirations during the process.



[bookmark: _Toc299718720][bookmark: _Toc318119362]7.4 Household characteristics
In addition to the pre-search and search variables it is also possible to consider the household characteristics of the clusters. Whilst the typology, which follows, is a deliberate attempt to construct a typology that is not determined by household characteristics (unlike most typologies in housing market analysis), it is likely that there will be some correlation between search behaviours and household types. Given the ex-post nature of the household characteristics in relation to the household typology creation, the data tables are confined to Appendix E and a brief summary of characteristics is provided. 
[bookmark: _Toc299718721][bookmark: _Toc318119740]Table 7.15 Summary of household attributes by Cluster
	Cluster
	Précis of key household attributes (average rather than all members)

	A
	All household types (but include more Lone parents). Have a range of qualifications and are likely to be either in full time employment or retired. Their incomes tend to be towards the lower middle of the range. One fifth are in-migrants to Sheffield.

	B
	A range of household types, but very often include highly educated household members, who are in full-time employment. Their incomes are in the mid bracket (for owner-occupiers).

	C
	Majority of households are couples (with or without children). They are averagely educated, likely to be in employment or self-employed, and earn more than households in other clusters. 

	D
	Approaching 60% of households are single person households (with most others couple (no children)). 50% are retired, whilst the remainder are in employment. They have lower than average income.  25% are in-migrants to Sheffield.



[bookmark: _Toc299718722][bookmark: _Toc318119363]7.5 Typology description
The analysis so far has shown the variation in clusters across each of the key variables. This section brings together the analyses in order to name the clusters and highlight the key attributes of each of the clusters. 
[bookmark: _Toc299718723][bookmark: _Toc318119741]Table 7.16 Typology description by variables and précis of key attributes
Cat: Key: Pre-Search (P), Search (S), Household (H)
	Cluster 
	Cat:
	Précis of key attributes (average rather than all members)

	A
	P
	Experienced in owner-occupation, but not searched for a while, but high proportion of distance movers. Location is unimportant. Likely to be unsatisfied with their home, but not actively looking/considering moving. Likely to be motivated by a change in family circumstances.

	
	S 
	Take longer in most stages of the search process than most. Less likely to view information sources as important than most households and subsequently use them less frequently. Likely to see their personal knowledge as important, and unlikely to alter preferences.  

	
	H
	All household types (but more Lone parents), have a range of qualifications and are likely to be either in full time employment or retired. Incomes tend to be towards the lower middle of the range. One fifth are in-migrants to Sheffield.

	B
	P
	Most rented previously and moved recently within Sheffield. Limited awareness of size or property types, but some awareness of neighbourhoods they would like to live in. Predominantly satisfied with current dwelling (and more likely than others to be satisfied with the financial situation) but also interested in looking for a better home. Whilst not prompted directly by economic considerations, they are likely to be highly concerned about economic and financial variables and are more likely than most to seek to increase their wealth through moving.

	
	S 
	Most likely to increase the time spent searching, but also have the shortest search period, suggesting a rapid movement from decision to search through to placing an offer. They consider the Internet very important for their search and use it very frequently to view agents’ websites, property portals and gather area information.

	
	H
	A range of household types, but very often include highly educated household members, who are in full-time employment. Their incomes are in the mid bracket (for owner-occupiers). 

	C
	P
	Sheffield-based owner-occupiers previously. Highly aware of the areas, size and types of dwelling they would like to live in and regularly consider moving, but may be put off from searching by the effort or because they perceive that no better home is available, until an event prompts them. The majority are unsatisfied with their dwelling finances. Design or size dissatisfaction with their current dwelling are key motivating factors, and therefore they are looking to increase their comfort through a move. Dissatisfaction frequently was a growing concern rather than event specific (e.g. birth).

	
	S 
	A broadly average search length and are very unlikely to be under any time pressure. They rely on a range of information sources, particularly the Internet (but not friends) and use these sources more frequently than most households. 

	
	H
	Majority of households are couples (with or without children). They are averagely educated, likely to be in employment or self-employed, and earn more than households in other clusters. Very few in-migrants to Sheffield.

	D
	P
	Mixture of owner-occupiers and renters, with more than average moves from outside Sheffield. Strongly disagree that location, size and type are unimportant, but may not know precisely where they would like to live. Satisfied in their current dwelling and pay little attention to moving home. Area, design and size dissatisfaction motivate many households. They are looking for a dwelling that can support their lifestyle (friendships, personality and good social exposure). But some households are also motivated by births.

	
	S 
	Unlikely to be under significant time pressures. They view fewer households than most others and move rapidly from viewing to placing an offer (but then slowly to moving in). Over half will change their aspirations during the process. 

	
	H
	Approaching 60% of households are single person households (with most others couple (no children)). 50% are retired, whilst the remainder are in employment. They have lower than average income.  25% are in-migrants to Sheffield.



Typology classification 
Cluster: A 	Name: Relational satisficers 		
They are unlikely to be highly motivated to improve their circumstances, and will be pushed towards a move, which may take some time as they have a limited understanding of the market and infrequently maximise use of the information that could increase their awareness. 

Cluster: B	Name: Financial responders 
Making the move from rental to owner occupation, they are facilitated by and concerned with changing financial circumstances. They act quickly in the search process and make extensive use of information sources. They bare some resemblance to utility maximisers.

Cluster: C	Name: Discontents
They know the market, having lived in Sheffield as owner-occupiers. They are constantly looking at alternatives to their current dwelling to improve their comfort, they are dissatisfied with their dwelling and their financial situation. They make extensive use of information sources, particularly the Internet to move to a dwelling that they may not be entirely happy with.

Cluster: D	Name: Petite, lifestyle deciders
[bookmark: _Toc299718724]Small households (few people), who are satisfied with their dwelling. They recognise an opportunity to improve their lifestyle and although they may become aware of different opportunities through the search process, they act quickly to purchase a dwelling they are happy with.

[bookmark: _Toc299718725]These descriptions relate to the norms of behaviour within each cluster, or type. The clusters do contain some variation from these descriptions, for example not all households in cluster B were predominantly motivated by finance. However, these households’ search behaviour conformed most closely to those in the group with financially motivated and fast response behaviour in the search process, and therefore are to an extent represented by them. Chapter eight will consider the application of this typology further, and consider within group variation.  


[bookmark: _Toc299718726][bookmark: _Toc318119364]7.5 Conclusion
In completion of the fourth research objective chapter seven has constructed an original household typology based on the differences in housing search behaviours of households purchasing owner-occupied dwellings in Sheffield in 2010. 
The innovative application of CATPCA and CA in a combined form to create the typology has been shown to be successful in segmenting housing search behaviour. The orthogonally rotated CATPCA component scores enabled households to be clustered into distinct groups through the CA. 
These groups, now known as: relational satisficers; financial responders; discontents; and petite, lifestyle deciders all represent discrete behaviour types in the housing search process. Clusters varied by re-search, search and household characteristic variables.  
The categorisation of search behaviours into these four clusters is both intuitively appealing and theoretically consistent with an OBE perspective, which argues that trends are discernible and that where there is a complex good, such as owner-occupied dwellings, search behaviour will rarely conform to the standard assumptions of NCE. There is some, limited support for the concept of satisficing behaviour (as Relational satisficers and Petite, lifestyle deciders both exhibit some satisficing traits), but the typology also suggests that not all households exhibit satisficing behaviour to the same extent, with some households (Financial responders) exhibiting some traits of rational utility maximisation (e.g. rapid action, moving from satisfied to satisfied state).
The extent of the variation between household behaviours contradicts many of the schools of economics discussed in chapter two. As well as the large discrepancies with NCE, the variation also suggests that structuralist schools (IE, ME) lack the nuance to explain the real differences between behaviours. However, at the opposite end of the structural scale, the similarity between households’ behaviours (within clusters) suggests that there are some trends in the housing market and norms of behaviour rather than the AE assumption that all transactions are unique. 
The final research objective, to consider the implications of the typology that has been created in this study for applied research, is provided in the next chapter. Chapter eight will conclude the study, providing an overview of the research and explanation of how each research objective has been met in the study.
[bookmark: _Toc270002203][bookmark: _Toc299718727]











[bookmark: _Toc318119365]Chapter Eight: Conclusion


[bookmark: _Toc299718728][bookmark: _Toc318119366]Key points from chapter eight
· This study has shown that there is an extensive gap in the literature on variation in households’ housing search behaviour
· The aim of the research is to create a typology of housing search behaviour in the owner occupier sector of the housing market
· An original conceptual model of the variation in housing search processes was created, building upon a review of existing models from the literature
· A robust research design gathered data, via a questionnaire, about the level of variation across the housing search process and between household types
· The main contribution of this research to policy and theory is the creation of a typology of search behaviour which provides robust evidence of the fallacy of the assumptions of the dominant schools of economics
· Implications from the research for applied research are explored, suggesting that the typology provides a fruitful opportunity for both housing researchers and policy makers. 















[bookmark: _Toc299718729][bookmark: _Toc318119367]8.1 Introduction 
The aim of this research project is to create a typology of household search behaviour in the owner occupier sector of a typical housing market. It is a response to the extensive gap in the literature relating to housing search processes, the amount of variation in households’ behaviours and the numerous calls for further empirical work into this area, embracing a heterodox, old behavioural economics approach (Marsh and Gibb, 2011; Smith, 2011; Clark, 2011; Watkins and McMaster, 2011).
This concluding chapter first revisits the context, aim and objectives of the research.  It then summarises the main novel responses to the research objectives, giving a précis of the evidence to support their fulfilment and thus demonstrating household variation in the observed search process and the subsequent construction of a typology. The answers to these objectives represent original research that extends knowledge of the micro-structures of housing markets. The creation of new knowledge inevitably leads to further questions and future directions for research which are discussed in section 8.4, before concluding remarks are presented.

[bookmark: _Toc299718730][bookmark: _Toc318119368]8.2 Context
There exists a need to ascertain the level of variation in housing search behaviour and construct a typology of that behaviour to facilitate policy makers’ planning and actors responding to changes in the housing market. Behavioural economics is both a theoretically pertinent and a politically relevant economic school to expand our understanding.
Chapters two and three laid out extensively the variation in different schools of economics, covering their philosophical outlook and their theories of housing markets. Chapter four reviewed behavioural economics’ conceptions of housing search in more detail. The literature shows that there is now an abundance of evidence of the shortcomings of the foundational tenets of homo economicus, and a philosophically more appealing opportunity is present in the form of old behavioural economics to reconsider the foundational behaviours of humans in the housing market. 
The review also showed, however, that there is a dearth of empirics from an old behavioural economics perspective, and therefore relatively little research to suggest an evidence-based alternative to homo economicus. The complexity and widespread opportunity for variation in behaviour make the housing search process a prime topic for research both into the microstructures of the housing market and into the foundational tenets of economic behaviour. 
Behavioural economics has, since the early twenty first century had an increasing impact upon policy makers in the UK. Tony Blair’s strategy unit in 2004 published Personal Responsibility and Changing Behaviour: The State of Knowledge and its Implications for Public Policy (Halpern et al, 2004), and over time the ideas of behavioural economics, and a particular soft paternalist form of it began to have an impact on public policy (Jones et al., 2011). The introduction of a ‘nudge unit’ the Conservative government in the UK highlights the extension of behavioural economics at the highest levels of political influence (Cameron, 2010; Pykett et al., 2011), influenced by people sympathetic to NBE, such as Richard Thaler. The Behavioural Insights Team (or nudge unit), situated in the Cabinet Office is a relatively small team in comparison to the larger policy creating teams within the array of government departments, but has a significant impact on government policy. 
The context of this research provides therefore a sound philosophical motivation for considering the housing market from the viewpoint of behavioural economics, a political rationale for evidence to challenge the status quo, and an empirical necessity to test and refine behavioural theory.

[bookmark: _Toc318119369][bookmark: _Toc299718731]8.3 Responses to the aims and objectives of the study
The aim of this study is to create a typology of household search behaviour in the owner occupied sector of the housing market
The objectives of the study are:
1. To review the literature on developing a conceptual model of housing search
2. To create a conceptual model of the types of variation between housing search behaviours
3. To test the variation in housing search behaviour through empirical research
4. To devise a typology of housing search behaviour and relate this typology to the existing literature
5. To critically assess the implications for applied research of the typology
[bookmark: _Toc318119058][bookmark: _Toc318119370]This thesis has addressed the research objectives through the application of a range of methods, including literature reviews, primary empirical data collection, and the novel application of a quantitative combination of CATPCA and CA to inform the analysis and typology creation. A brief response and reflection on each of the research objectives is provided below. 

1. To review the literature on developing a conceptual model of housing search
The various schools of housing economics have produced an array of views of the behaviour of households in the housing search process. Whilst there is a voluminous literature from NCE perspectives on housing economic outcomes, they are based on unrealistic assumptions, and only permit a very limited role for the housing search process. At the other end of the spectrum, OBE has argued consistently that the assumptions underpinning NCE should be replaced with the actual behaviour of households in the housing market. Despite this philosophical groundwork, there exists a gap in the OBE literature in exploring the variation in and similarity between households’ search behaviours. 
2. To create a conceptual model of the types of variation between housing search behaviours
Chapter four of this study presented a range of housing search models from different perspectives on a spectrum from NCE to OBE. There exists a gap in the models at the OBE end of the spectrum. A significant original contribution to this was made through the creation of a conceptual model of the types of variation that may exist between housing search behaviours. Figure 4.11 brings the most significant search variables together in a single conceptual model, revealing the relationships between each of the variables and that variation is likely to occur right across the housing search process from pre-search experiences to the actual outcome of the search and if and which of the household’s aspirations have been met. This model makes significant contributions to knowledge through its operationalization empirically in later stages of the research but also acts as a resource to further critique housing research that has focussed on isolated aspects of the search process without recognising the variable context of the decisions, behaviours, emotions and stages that are subject to scrutiny.  This conceptual model is supported empirically through the evidence of variation in each of the categories considered and in the links between categories through the creation of an empirically grounded and data driven typology.
3. To test the variation in search behaviour through empirical research
In order to test the variation in search behaviour a large-scale postal survey method was selected to provide a credible and robust data set. The empirical approach, grounded in an OBE philosophical approach, provides a unique evidence base for the analysis of variation. The use of primary survey data allows for bespoke and applicable questions to target the key areas of variation, building upon the conceptual model defined in chapter four. The survey comprises extensive information about household search behaviour, generalizable to the housing market level. 
This empirical research has found that there does exist a high level of variation between households’ search behaviours in the housing market. This variation occurs at multiple stages in the process (e.g. first looking for a property, first viewing of a property), across multiple variables (e.g. information source, search intensity) and for multiple household types (e.g. Single Person, Extended Household).
The research found that whilst some households exhibit defined and stable preferences, many households do not, with many changing their hopes through the search process. Whilst some households are constantly considering moving home and aware of where and to what they would choose to move to, many other households are much less clear and are only partially considered with checking the market. Aspirations vary: most households are motivated by improving their comfort, but a few are also pursuing an increase in wealth or social status. There is extensive variation in the number of properties viewed and in the time that households spend searching. Whilst the Internet has become a significant source of information for most households, the frequency of its use varies, as does the stage that it is most used, and some households still do not consider it to be important. 
From the survey data it is clear that no household acts consistently in a similar fashion to homo economicus, but it is also clear that many households do not exhibit purely satisficing behaviour. Whilst no household may exhibit behaviour at either end of the spectrum, there is a wide range of behaviours in between.
4. To devise a typology of housing search behaviour and relate this typology to the existing literature
The combined use of CATPCA and CA to create a housing search typology is an original application of these methods. No previous segmentation research has applied both CATPCA and CA through an OBE lens, nor have they been applied to issues of housing demand and search. This thesis has shown that there is congruence philosophically and methodologically between CATPCA and CA and therefore that the combination of both methods is consistent with an OBE worldview of housing markets. Using the survey based housing search process data it is clear that four clusters of behaviour are discernible, they are:
· Relational satisficers
· Financial responders
· Discontents
· Petite, lifestyle deciders
The use of CATPCA and CA for construction of the typology has also proved that it is possible to operationalize a quantitative approach to analysis from an OBE perspective. This research challenges the assumption that OBE cannot be operationalized. This stands therefore as a possibility for both repeat academic assessments of the housing market and also the potential for practitioners to utilise in their assessments of housing market behaviours and further to inform policy decisions. 
5. To critically assess the implications for applied research of the typology
Housing market analysts and policy makers play a crucial role in the future of housing markets and in the built environment. Their impact on mortgage markets, house building and the role of intermediaries (e.g. estate agents) in the market is apparent. This research has sought to provide these analysts with an improved evidence base about the behaviour of households in the search process. This study has provided evidence that behaviour in the search process is varied. The variation is extensive, both in terms of the stages of variation and the amount of variation between behaviours at particular stages. It should not be assumed in the modelling of housing markets, nor in the housing policies that follow, that search behaviour is either homogenous or insignificant. 
The typology of housing search behaviour created in this study could be utilised by housing market analysts across comparable markets. For housing policy makers, demand is a key consideration (O’Sullivan, 2003), they should therefore be aware of the variation in search behaviours and recognise that this presents both an opportunity and a challenge to policy implementation. Housing policy is often part of a wider policy agenda to reduce social division within urban environments (Galster, 2002; Meen and Meen, 2003; Robinson, 2005); the extension of knowledge about owner-occupier search behaviour afforded through this study frames the potential for both generic and targeted interventions within the housing market. This research confirms that effective housing market policies concerned with owner occupation will need to take into account not only housing and household characteristics, but variation in search characteristics too. Three examples of the types of policy consideration are developed briefly below.

Regeneration and new housing developments
The regeneration of particular neighbourhoods and the creation of new housing developments are of key concern for housing policy officers in Sheffield and surrounding authorities. From a public policy standpoint, these new developments frequently have both spatial and social purposes. Yet the ability of developments, particularly those sold on the open market to meet these purposes is contingent on the sale process, which is in turn contingent upon the household search process. The NCE model assumes that interventions in the housing market will have an instantaneous effect on the housing market and that opportunities, if opened up to the market, will provide uniform access. An OBE theoretical perspective suggests that the impact will be transmuted through the housing search process, and therefore where there are variations in search behaviours that process is likely to have differential impacts on segments of housing searchers. The typology created enables regeneration and new housing developments to be assessed through the lens of variation in housing market search, for example the faster responses of Financial responders and Petite, lifestyle decisives than other types. In this context it is important for policy makers to understand that capacity and search type are likely to influence response to the new housing opportunities, and therefore additional mechanisms may be required to provide equal access to information and housing opportunities based on different search behaviours. In Sheffield, this could be worked through the new Sheffield Housing Company (a joint initiative between Sheffield City Council and a private developer) development in Norfolk Park, which is intended to contribute high quality housing to both the public and private stock. To achieve an outcome that provides equal opportunities to all housing search types for the private properties that are developed will require marketing approaches targeted at each of the types; a universal marketing scheme is likely to target appropriately (through length, property characteristics or information medium) only a subset of the total population.
Analysis of housing need and post occupancy assessments
The Discontents lack of comfort in their existing home, suggests that in situ policies may be relevant, particularly where there are space pressures. However, the limited change in satisfaction after moving home suggests that there is a subset of movers who remain unsatisfied with their dwelling. The Sheffield Housing Company is currently undertaking a post occupancy assessment of residents’ uses and opinions about their homes across their four development sites in Sheffield. Recognising that a segment of the purchasing population is likely to be discontent in their new properties will provide a reference frame for the housing company to analyse their survey. 
Similarly strategic housing market assessments, or housing and economic demand and need assessments, as they are now officially known, analyse the existing and projected future level of housing demand and need. Under English legislation the local planning authority is required to identify a five-year land supply to meet this level of housing requirement as outlined in the assessment. Over-estimating the amount of need (or the underlying causes of need) will have a subsequent effect on the ability of developers to access land, and in the case of local authorities which have been unable to identify enough land will leave the authority open to challenge to their planning decisions. Therefore the use of surveys and analytical methods to assess the overall level of need which rely on household contentedness as a key aspect should note that satisfaction for a segment of the total population of owner-occupiers’ will remain relatively unaltered through relocation (i.e. the Discontents) and therefore may not result in a net decrease in housing need even if sufficient housing supply is made available. Similarly, Relational satisficers may be more readily incentivised to satisfy their housing needs in situ than other types of housing searcher, therefore providing an alternative to new housing supply to meet housing need.
Time in the housing market and housing policy influence
Recognising that not all housing searchers are equally accessible is also significant for any incentivisation within the housing search process. The significant number of Petite, lifestyle deciders who are in-migrants may be more difficult to intervene with than those resident in the city as their fast activity in the market limits the time that they can be influenced during the search process.  Similarly Financial responders are capable of acting quickly in the housing market, and are therefore likely to be amongst the first to respond to changes in financial initiatives to support owner occupation. It is not clear that disincentives to stay in the rental sector would move encourage them to move as they predominantly respond to opportunities. 
These examples serve to highlight that the typology provides a platform for a more nuanced approach to understanding behaviour and housing markets, and for creating bespoke interventions in the market to support particular types of housing searcher. 
Section 8.3 has provided a response to each of the objectives of this study. It has shown that an original and novel research method has been successfully applied to a hitherto complex and persistent problem for housing economists and policy makers. The combination of CATPCA and CA has extended existing understanding of methods used to analyse search behaviour and the empirical analysis stands as a robust example of the value of adopting a quantitative approach within housing search studies. The typology of search behaviour created provides robust evidence for the role that OBE may play in housing theory and should reignite interest amongst housing and economic theorists about the shortcomings of both NCE and NBE approaches to housing market analysis. It is no longer possible to assume or model housing search behaviour homogeneously, there are clear and significant differences between the ways in which households act in the housing market which may be more accurately considered as comprising four discrete types in Sheffield in 2010. 
[bookmark: _Toc299718734][bookmark: _Toc318119371]8.4 A future research agenda
This thesis provides evidence of the extent and variation in housing search behaviour and constructs an original and novel typology of that behaviour. It provides an empirically proven segmentation of housing search which should be recognised by policy makers and used to support housing policies as set our in section 8.3. This novel approach to understanding housing market search may be built upon by extending the research in two ways.  
First, further enhancements to the evidence base are possible through further iterations of the research methods. Testing the typology in different economic conditions and in different housing markets would provide evidence of the stability and transferability of search behaviour. These markets could include both English housing markets (including non-urban housing markets) and international markets with some similarity in the institutions involved in the housing market[footnoteRef:43]. The variation in housing search behaviour as described in chapter six and the typology created in chapter seven may not represent enduring trends. It is possible (indeed likely) that there have been changes in the behaviour of households in the housing market since 2010; as certain types of household become more or less active, as technology changes, as relationships between actors in the market change and as shared perceptions of the market change (e.g. the speed of sales). This could be addressed through several research approaches. First, repeat surveys and combined CATPCA and CA analysis would enable direct comparison of the typology. Although this is an expensive and time-consuming option it provides the clearest evidence of any variation in the sizes of search types or in variations in the categories. Second, longitudinal research could be undertaken using a small sample each year of households that purchased during that year. This would highlight if experiences in the search process varied, although it would be difficult to infer from this data about the size of types and to compare between markets. Third, interviews with market experts, for example estate agents and property professionals, may reveal whether these types of behaviour are evidenced. This option may be reproduced in different market contexts over space and time at relatively low costs, but care will be needed about inferring the exact sizes of types and may misrepresent experiences alien to the expert (e.g. online search).  [43:  There is a significant literature on comparative policy studies in housing (e.g. World Bank, 1993), but very little on the comparisons between search behaviours (Dieleman, 2001).] 

Second, further research could extend this contribution to knowledge by providing further details about the motivations, experiences and behaviours of households in the housing market is. This would support our understanding of the search process and could highlight particular areas for the development of future typologies of behaviour. Extensive interviewing of recent households involved in the housing market would enable a survey that reflected wider variation in the housing search process and would precipitate a more detailed understanding of some of the variables that were used in this typology, but weakly conceptualised (e.g. comfort). Furthermore this research has focussed on the amount and extent of variation rather than the causality of variation or the heuristics employed in the search process. Understanding why households act in a particular way in particular housing markets is of particular importance if policy makers are going to engage with the search process as a mechanism for policy objectives. This cannot be achieved by extensive research in isolation, nor is it likely to be achieved by the experimental psychology and neuroeconomics research that has begun to dominate NBEs. This thesis has highlighted the significance and variation of search behaviour; a future qualitative approach provides the possibility of learning from and building on this research to further extend our understanding. 
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[bookmark: _Toc299718738][bookmark: _Toc318119375][bookmark: _Toc270002205]A: Buckingham and Saunders (2004) criteria for utilisation of surveys as an appropriate research method, and responses

1. Questionnaires are not generally suited to exploratory research
The research objectives are not primarily exploratory. Whilst further exploratory work is needed to uncover the key issues for households’ motivations and behaviour in the housing market, this research is primarily concerned with testing the variation in search behaviours that are already known and constructing a typology from these known variables. The main objectives therefore are consistent with survey methods.
2. Questionnaires are usually inappropriate as tools of historical analysis
This objection primarily relates to the inability of respondents to know the research topic (e.g. were not alive at the time). The research is concerned with two forms of historical data, pre-search experiences (likely to be pre-2010) and search behaviours (up to 2010), one year prior to the operationalization of the research, and therefore not historic in the sense of being prior to their experiences. 
3. Questionnaires are heavily ‘reactive’ - respondents know that they are being studies and can easily manipulate the information about themselves that is being gathered. If the behaviour being studied is strongly sensitive to context, then it is sensible to adopt a less obtrusive technique
Attitudinal evidence is difficult to accurately obtain in any form of research. Whilst participant observation methods may be more accurate in describing behavioural outcomes, they equally struggle to describe attitudinal effects. Surveys are routinely used to collect attitudinal evidence, despite these limitations, and is therefore considered a limitation rather than insurmountable objection to undertaking survey research on behaviours.
4. Questionnaires may have problems collecting very complex or detailed information, or where a high level of expertise if required from non-expert informants. 
The level of detail required to be able to answer the research goals appropriately is not a significant barrier to the use of a survey-based method, as it is fairly low. The extent of information (rather than depth) required is a greater difficulty for the research, but one which lends itself to survey based methods rather than interview or observation based methods. 
5. Questionnaires are unreliable as instruments for uncovering information about people’s behaviour or attitudes in the past
There is an issue of recollecting previous events (e.g. dates of previous moves, or previous attitudes) and potential for post-hoc rationalisations, however this is not solved by other forms of ex-post data collection (De Jong, 1999), and could only be resolved through longitudinal data collection, which is beyond the resources of this study given lengthy search processes and periods between search activity.  
6. Questionnaires are poor techniques for analysing influences on behaviour which people may be largely unaware. They are also unsuitable for use with certain kinds of populations (such as young children)
There is some evidence that the behaviours of households in the housing market is contingent on wider social trends, norms of behaviour and cultural artefacts (see chapters two and three). Understanding these issues would be problematic for the use of a survey, however they are not the primary research goals of this study and therefore given the underlying causes of people’s behaviour is not the focus a survey method should not be rejected.
7. Questionnaires need to be used with caution if you are investigating sensitive or personal issues
Whilst household’s housing choice and behaviour is personal it is not particularly sensitive, and respondents are unlikely to consider the questions intrusive. 
8. Questionnaires as best suited to collecting information on individuals but may prove inappropriate or clumsy tools for gathering information at higher units of analysis.
As discussed in chapter five the household (rather than the individual) is the unit of analysis. This poses some problems as responses are likely to be completed by a single occupant on behalf of the household and may therefore reflect the individual rather than the household’s collective perspective on the questions (e.g. motivations). This is a limitation to the research, but there are few research methods available which are capable of collecting and triangulating different accounts of housing search behaviour for large numbers of households. Therefore, this limitation is noted and requires reflection in future methodological advancement. 
9. Questionnaires are best employed to gather generalizable information on large populations
The research is interested in understanding search behaviour at the whole population and sub-population level. This therefore requires information from a very large number of households, which are able to represent the population. This issue is a significant support for the use of a survey, as extensive information is necessary and a survey represents a cost and time effective method for collecting the information.
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	Aspect
	Pre-Search (P), Search (S), Visit (V), Offer (O), Move (M)
	Variables
	Previous research findings

	Previous experience
	P
	Tenure
	Clark, Deurloo & Dieleman (1994) – tenure choice, from private rented sector to owner occupiers is linked to life events, household composition and family formation
Goodman (1977) – tenure based variation in search
Michelson (1978) – tenure based variation in search
Speare, Goldstein & Frey (1975) – tenure based variation in search
Munro and Lamont (1985) – First time buyers take longer to search than previous owner occupiers
Anglin (1997) – experienced buyers search for less time than inexperienced ones
Turnbull and Sirmans (1993) There is no discernible difference between prices paid by first time buyers and other previous tenures. Therefore the market is efficient in providing first time buyers with information to reach the same understanding as previous searchers 
Watkins (1998) – No evidence that first time buyers pay more for dwellings than existing owner occupiers

	
	P
	Time
	Maclennen (1979) – experienced searchers use different information sources, they have a wider network of informal contacts

	
	P
	Location
	Lambson, McQueen & Slade (2004) – out of state movers pay more, have higher search costs, anchor their searches and act in haste
Maclennan (1979) – experienced searchers use different information sources, they have a wider network of informal contacts (new entrants search longer and with more formal information sources)
Baryla and Zumpano (1995) Out of town buyers search for longer than experienced market buyers
Anglin (1997) – experienced buyers search for less time
Turnbull and Sirmans (1993) – Out of town buyers may know less than previous buyers from the location, but do not pay more for dwellings as market institutions are efficient in disseminating information 
Watkins (1998) No evidence that in-migrants pay more for dwellings, suggesting they share the same information sets as internal movers
Ihlanfeldt and Mayock (2012) – Distance movers (a grade rather than binary distinction between local/non-local) pay more for dwellings and anchor their searches
Simonsohn & Loewenstein (2006) – market experience is key for pricing, movers from high riced areas to low priced areas are likely to overbid (their price is anchored to an irrelevant market context)

	Perceptions
	P
	Size
	Marsh and Gibb (2011) – Dwelling characteristics may be in conflict with locational preferences, but these preferences are socially influenced, including the social space of searchers

	
	P
	Type
	Marsh and Gibb (2011) – Dwelling characteristics may be in conflict with locational preferences, but these preferences are socially influenced, including the social space of searchers

	
	P
	Location
	Brown and Moore (1970) – initially perceptions will be selective based on awareness space (activity space and indirect contact space)
Anglin (1997) - wider initial search patterns lead to visiting more properties and longer searches
Maclennan and O’Sullivan (2012) – The proportion of searchers searching within their districts varies widely 
Wolpert (1965) – action-space is limited and will mean perceptions are biased towards proximity to present residence (and route to work/other regularly explored areas)
Donaldson (1979) – households’ location awareness is restricted, and influences their perceptions of tenure as well as opportunities given spatial correlation between these variables

	Attitude to search
	P
	Search consideration
	Mulder (1996) – people are either constantly evaluating the decision to search, or satisficing and therefore not evaluating constantly

	
	P
	Opportunity availability
	Gordon and Vickerman (1982) – different groups are likely to have different levels of awareness of opportunities
Aitken (1987) – Location perspectives are predicated on awareness of opportunities
Marsh and Gibb (2011) – Buyers perceptions of the housing market (price changes, future trajectory and flow of dwellings) will influence their attitude to search, including intensity

	
	P
	Dwelling & finance satisfaction
	Marsh and Gibb (20110 dwelling and finance satisfaction will partly be influenced by reference groups, and any changes therein

	
	P
	Event changed perception
	Clark and Onaka (1983) some events are externally forced moves (e.g. demolition), whilst others could be considered internally forced moves (e.g. rapid health deterioration)

	M otivations
	P
	Economic
	Munro and Lamont (1985), ownership and financial/investment benefits are the main reason for moving for 35% of households

	
	P
	Family
	Rossi (1955) – family changes are the main reason for most motivations to search
Munro and Lamont (1985) – family changes are the main motivation for about 20% of households
Ermisch and Di Salvo (1996) ‘Surprise’ relationship changes (e.g. divorce) causes large variation in tenure changes 

	
	P
	Size/Design dissatisfaction
	Munro and Lamont (1985) - Size and type are key determinants in the motivation to move for about 20% of movers
Clark and Onaka (1983) – Dissatisfaction with size is a key motivator for search for adjustment movers (i.e. non-forced)

	
	P
	Location stress
	Munro and Lamont (1985) location stress is important for approximately 6% of movers
Cadwallader (1979) – locations are judged differently, i.e. they have their own characteristics that are intrinsically important. Therefore stress is likely to vary by location 

	
	P
	Finance stress
	

	Aspirations

	P
	Wealth
	De Jong and Fawcett (1981) – Wealth accumulation is a key aspiration for many home owners

	
	P
	Social Status
	De Jong and Fawcett (1981) – Social statues is a key aspiration for home owners
Marsh and Gibb (2011) – housing aspirations will be influenced by ‘keeping up with the Joneses’ and conspicuous consumption, therefore will show that social status is a key signifier in housing choice

	
	P
	Comfort
	De Jong and Fawcett (1981) – Comfort is a key aspiration for many home owners
Wood (2014) – internal housing characteristics may have a bigger impact on aspirations than external (e.g. location)
Gibler and Tyvimaa (2014) – comfort is the most significant aspiration in housing search for clustering preferences

	
	P
	Stimulation
	De Jong and Fawcett (1981) – Stimulation is a key aspiration for many home owners
Gible and Tyvimaa (2014) – A significant number of households are concerned with access to fun, activities and stimulation

	
	P
	Enable personality
	De Jong and Fawcett (1981) – Personality is a key aspiration for many home owners

	
	P
	Proximity to friends
	De Jong and Fawcett (1981) – proximity to relations/friends is a key aspiration of many home owners
Bible and Brown (1981) – proximity plays a key role

	
	P
	Good social influence
	De Jong and Fawcett (1981) – good social influences are a key aspiration for some home owners

	
	S,V,O
	Change in aspirations
	Flowerdew (1976) - Standards of acceptability (aspiration) may change during the search process, as a rational response to housing information
Brown and Moore (1970) Aspirations may be revised downwards as the search progresses

	Sources of information
	S,V,O,M
	Importance
	Clark & Smith, 1979 – review of information sources, friends and family improve search outcomes
Palm (1976) – Agents may influence the use of information sources
Palm & Danis (2001) – Internet users visit more properties in person than non-Internet users
Rossi (1955) – different information sources are used by different groups, and alter in their effectiveness.

	
	S,V,O,M
	Frequency
	Brown and Moore (1970) – households are active participants in the information gathering process (not recipients alone). Some households will be more active, whilst others less so
Mulder (1996) – intensity of use of information sources may vary from simply waiting for a ‘windfall property’ through to continuous and thorough search
Hooimejer and Oskamp (1996) – search intensity is contingent upon household type, motivation, supply and matching of preferences to opportunities. It will therefore differs significantly.

	Time
	S,V,O,M
	Time
	Smith (EPA) – agents affect the length of search and vacancy purchased through ordering 
McPeake (1998) – search length varies by religion (Catholics search for longer than Protestants)
Munro and Lamont (1985) First time buyers take longer to search
Baryla and Zumpano (1995) First time buyers, and out of town buyers search for longer than experienced searchers

	
	S,V,O,M
	Time pressures
	Brown and Moore (1970) – time pressures may affect information choice, and pressures may be revised during the course of the search process (in part because of a failure to find an appropriate dwelling prior to revision)
Clark and Onaka (1983) – Little is known about time pressures, but they are likely to relate to the motivations for moving

	Properties
	V,O,M
	Properties viewed
	Palm and Danis (2002) – Internet users visit more dwellings (in person) than non-Internet users
Zumpano et al (2003) – Internet users visit more dwellings but do not search for longer periods than non-Internet users
Rossi (1980) – half of all households only viewed a single dwelling 
Mulder (1996) – search intensity is directly related to the number of properties viewed

	
	V
	Properties offered
	Anglin (1997) – Failure to purchase the first property that an offer is placed on doubles the total search length

	Outcomes
	M
	Aspirations met
	Bible and Brown (1981) – previous renters are more likely to experience a larger increase in satisfaction (aspirations met) than previous owner-occupiers. However, within owner-occupier to owner-occupier moves, more affluent groups are more likely to meet more of their aspirations through the move
Chen and Lin (2012) – compromise (satisficing) is likely to be a key outcome in multi-person households
De Jong (1999) – households are weak at predicting behaviour based on intentions, and therefore initial aspirations may not map directly onto aspiration outcomes
Marsh and Gibb (2011) outcome satisfaction will in part relate to changes in the social environment, if reference group consumption changes (either through changes in the previous group, or through changing reference groups be relocating) then aspirations may change and the move not result in satisfaction
Marsh and Gibb (2011) – as the dwelling cannot be consumed until after purchase, households may misjudge the information about the dwelling and purchase something sub-optimal

	
	M
	Dwelling - Type
	Michelson (1977) – dwelling type influences the overall search length, with households taking longer to select houses than flats

	
	M
	Dwelling - Bedrooms
	Munro and Lamont (1985) – size of house may be very important for households with children (less important for others)

	
	M
	Dwelling - Bathrooms
	Maclennan and Tu (1996) – the number of bathrooms is the second highest variable in the PCA for explaining price variation
Tu and Goldfinch (1996) – found no effect of a second bathroom affecting housing choice

	
	M
	Dwelling - Garage
	Munro and Lamont (1985) – relatively unimportant for most households, but may be important for some

	
	M
	Dwelling - Garden
	Munro and Lamont (1985) - gardens may be very important for households with children (less important for others)

	
	M
	Dwelling - Age
	Munro and Lamont (1985) – age is a key attribute for the elderly and older households with children
Bible and Brown (1981) – age of dwelling is not a significant attribute for most searchers
Anglin (1997) – households that buy new houses search for less long, but for those who simply ‘think’ about buying a new home, the search is the same length or longer

	Experience
	P,S,V,O
	Search experience
	Brown and Moore (1970) Searcher preferences may change (e.g. size of area searching increase) during the search process 

	Household
	M
	Tenure
	Marsh and Gibb (2011) – tenure (and price) outcomes may reflect social status (Veblen effect) and therefore may influence the tenure choice more than a simple net present value calculation

	
	M
	Income
	Barrett, 1973 – there are spatial variations in the use of information sources based on house price differences in different areas (higher end see posted signs before contacting agents, lower house price areas use friends more)

	
	M
	Ethnicity
	Farley, 1996 – use of information sources may vary by ethinicity, som ethnicities may be discriminated against
Ahmed and Hammerstedt (2008) discrimination may be based on ethnicity (Sweden empirics) 
Owusu (1999) – ethnicity may be a factor in determining where in-migrants want to live (Ghanaian Immigrants in Toronto), and based on information sources from family and friends of similar ethnicity
Krysan, 2008 – similarities in the number of properties and lengths of search between ethnicity, but different experiences 
Schelling (1971)  - production of racially segregated communities through social connections rather than outcome based aspirations for segregation
Levy and Lee (2002) – Different ethnicity households exhibit differences in the roles played by members of the households in the search process

	
	M
	Relationship types
	Levy and Lee (2002) – Family household members are likely to play different roles at different stages of the housing search process, and this may vary by socio-economic variables 
Clark and Onaka (1983) – Household life cycle will influence the type of search based on likelihood that the move is forced or an adjustment move 
Chen and Lin (2012) Intra-household dynamics affect search space and information channels (more complex agreement leads to larger search areas)

	
	M
	Age
	Ermisch and DiSalvo (1997) 

	
	M
	Sex
	Ahmed and Hammarstedt (2008) discrimination by agents may be based on gender (Sweden empirics)

	
	M
	Educational qualifications
	Clark and Smith (1982) – length of time in education has a positive influence on the extent of search

	
	M
	Employment/education location
	Smith et al. (1988) Distance to employment is a key determinant of search activity 
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Appendix E is a catalogue of statistics. It uses a range of statistical forms including: tables of frequencies of the main questions asked in the survey; visual representations where appropriate; accumulative groupings; filters to support particular questions. Whilst the reader may not be possible to find each precise statistic Appendix E is intended as a useful reference for the main text. The main text highlights the question numbers where appropriate in the footnotes. This approaches increases the perspicuity of the original data in anonymous form and without access to the SPSS file. 
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[bookmark: _Toc270002207]

1. [bookmark: _Toc297378649]All household respondents descriptive statistics
This section covers the data for most of the survey questions at the whole population level. Therefore many of the statistics reveal the amount of variation in the housing search process across the whole population. 

[bookmark: _Toc297378650]Dates
[bookmark: _Toc299648877]Chart 1.1: Year household first considered moving from previous home

[bookmark: _Toc299648878]Chart 1.2: Quarter household first considered moving from previous home

The event First time considered moving from your previous home was described as:
“This event may include looking on the internet for home, visiting estate agents for the first time and thinking about the amount of money you might be prepared to pay for a home” (Survey, P.2)

[bookmark: _Toc299648879]Table 1.1: Year first started searching
	Year
	Number

	2001
	1

	2002
	0

	2003
	1

	2004
	1

	2005
	2

	2006
	5

	2007
	11

	2008
	24

	2009
	179

	2010
	223



[bookmark: _Toc299648880]Chart 1.3: Quarter first started searching

The event First physical viewing of a property was described as:
[bookmark: _Toc270002210]“This event occurred when you or a member of your household first went to view both inside and outside of a property in person.” (Survey, P.2)

[bookmark: _Toc299648881]Table 1.2: Year first viewed a property
	Year
	Number

	2000
	1

	2005
	2

	2006
	3

	2007
	6

	2008
	19

	2009
	142

	2010
	271



The event First offer on a home was described as:
“This event occurred when you first placed a formal offer on a home.” (Survey, P.2)


[bookmark: _Toc299648882]Chart 1.4: Date first viewed a property by quarter


[bookmark: _Toc299648883]Table 1.3: Year first placed an offer on a home 
	Year
	Number

	2000
	1

	2005
	0

	2006
	1

	2007
	3

	2008
	12

	2009
	119

	2010
	311



[bookmark: _Toc299648884]Chart 1.5: Date when first placed an offer on a home by quarter

The event First moved into this home was described as:
“This event is the end of the home purchase process, when your household completed the legal process and moved into the home.”

[bookmark: _Toc297378651]Pre-Search characteristics
[bookmark: _Toc299648885]Chart 1.6: Awareness of location, type and size at the beginning of the search process

When households who agreed that respectively either location, type or size are unimportant are removed the stacked bar chart changes

[bookmark: _Toc299648886]Table: 1.4 Pre-search awareness descriptive statistics
	
	N
	Min
	Max
	Mean
	Std. Deviation

	E1.5a_KnewNeighbourhood
	459
	1
	5
	2.35
	1.262

	E1.5b_NeighbourhoodAware
	452
	1
	5
	2.06
	1.177

	E1.5c_LocationUnimpt
	455
	1
	5
	1.72
	1.087

	E1.5d_ExactType
	456
	1
	5
	2.57
	1.105

	E1.5e_TypeAware
	451
	1
	5
	2.31
	1.055

	E1.5f_TypeUnimpt
	454
	1
	5
	2.43
	1.233

	E1.5g_ExactSize
	458
	1
	5
	2.11
	1.01

	E1.5h_SizeAware
	453
	1
	5
	2.01
	0.907

	E1.5i_SizeUnimpt
	456
	1
	5
	2.19
	1.159




[bookmark: _Toc299648887]Chart 1.7: Awareness of location, type and size at the beginning of the search process 
(households removed who agreed location, size or type were not concerned about them respectively)

[bookmark: _Toc270002213]

Altered hopes
This question combines E2.2a, E.23a and E2.4a
[bookmark: _Toc299648888]Table 1.5: When you first….had the home you hoped for altered from…? 
	
	Yes
	No
	TOTAL

	E2.2a_AlteredHopes from initial by first viewed
	96
	362
	458

	E3.2a_AlteredHopes from first viewing by first offer
	94
	366
	460

	E4.2a_AlteredHopes from first viewing by first move
	101
	360
	461







[bookmark: _Toc299648889]Table 1.6: Year moved into previous home
	Period
	Frequency
	Percentage

	1949-1959
	2
	0%

	1960-1969
	2
	0%

	1970-1979
	7
	2%

	1980-1989
	37
	9%

	1990-1999
	56
	14%

	2000
	11
	3%

	2001
	13
	3%

	2002
	17
	4%

	2003
	15
	4%

	2004
	20
	5%

	2005
	26
	6%

	2006
	28
	7%

	2007
	34
	8%

	2008
	41
	10%

	2009
	55
	14%

	2010
	43
	11%

	TOTAL
	407
	100%



[bookmark: _Toc299648890]Table 1.7: Previous home tenure
	Tenure
	Frequency
	Percentage

	Owner-Occupied (With Mortgage)
	191
	47%

	Owner-Occupied (Without Mortgage)
	52
	13%

	Rent from the council
	6
	1%

	Rent from a Housing Association
	1
	0%

	Rent from a landlord/letting agency
	116
	29%

	Tied or linked to a job
	3
	1%

	Shared Ownership
	2
	0%

	Rent from a relative or friend of the household
	32
	8%

















[bookmark: _Toc299648891]Chart 1.8: Before considering moving, to what extent would you have agreed?

[bookmark: _Toc299648892]Table 1.8: Pre search attitude towards searching descriptive statistics
	

	N
	Min
	Max
	Mean
	Std. Dev.

	S1.b.1_ConstantlyConsideredMoving
	451
	1
	5
	3.71
	1.289

	S1.b.2_InterestedBetterHome
	450
	1
	5
	2.94
	1.393

	S1.b.3_NoBetterHomeAvailable
	446
	1
	5
	2.54
	1.273

	S1.b.4_TooMuchEffort
	442
	1
	5
	2.25
	1.179

	S1.b.5_SatisfiedPrevious
	446
	1
	5
	2.91
	1.322

	S1.b.6_SatisfiedFinance
	441
	1
	5
	3.56
	1.274

	S1.b.7_OccasionallyConsidered
	436
	1
	5
	2.73
	1.173

	S1.b.8_DidntConsiderUntilEvent
	447
	1
	5
	3.43
	1.553




[bookmark: _Toc297378652]Motivations
[bookmark: _Toc299648893]Chart 1.9: Reasons for moving

[bookmark: _Toc299648894]Table 1.9: Motivation One descriptive statistics
	
	N
	Min
	Max
	Mean
	Std. Dev

	S2.a.1_EconomicChange
	449
	1
	5
	3.38
	1.438

	S2.a.2_FamilyChange
	451
	1
	5
	2.79
	1.587

	S2.a.3_DesignOrSizeDiss
	445
	1
	5
	3.26
	1.39

	S2.a.4_AreaDiss
	448
	1
	5
	3.64
	1.383

	S2.a.5_FinancialDiss
	445
	1
	5
	3.93
	1.257






[bookmark: _Toc299648895]Table 1.10: Motivation Two descriptive statistics
	
	N
	Min
	Max
	Mean
	Std. Deviation

	S2.b.1_IncreaseWealth
	452
	1
	5
	3.67
	1.257

	S2.b.2_IncreaseSocialStatus
	448
	1
	5
	4.09
	1.072

	S2.b.3_IncreaseComfort
	447
	1
	5
	2.38
	1.25

	S2.b.4_IncreaseStimulation
	444
	1
	5
	3.2
	1.299

	S2.b.5_EnablePersonalitty
	447
	1
	5
	3.14
	1.304

	S2.b.6_CloserFriends
	450
	1
	5
	3.38
	1.46

	S2.b.7_GoodSocialExposure
	449
	1
	5
	3.6
	1.226






[bookmark: _Toc299648896]Chart 1.10: How important were the following aspirations in your move?



[bookmark: _Toc299648897]Table 1.11: How important were the following factors in your initial decision to start searching for a property?
	
	Very Important
	Important
	Moderately Important
	Of Little Importance
	Unimportant

	S2.c.1_Affordable
	53%
	29%
	9%
	4%
	5%

	S2.c.2_Deposit
	30%
	18%
	11%
	8%
	34%

	S2.c.3_InterestRate
	20%
	24%
	17%
	11%
	28%

	S2.c.4_FlexLend
	11%
	19%
	24%
	14%
	31%

	S2.c.5_LowInflation
	11%
	16%
	25%
	18%
	30%

	S2.c.6_PriceRise
	10%
	16%
	21%
	20%
	32%

	S2.c.7_InterestRise
	7%
	12%
	25%
	22%
	33%

	S2.c.8_StampDuty
	12%
	14%
	17%
	15%
	43%

	S2.c.9_RentRise
	4%
	7%
	13%
	19%
	58%

	S2.c.10_PayRise
	4%
	9%
	17%
	18%
	53%

	S2.c.11_Birth
	9%
	8%
	6%
	12%
	65%

	S2.c.12_RelationshipChange
	15%
	9%
	7%
	12%
	58%

	S2.c.13_RelocationJob
	8%
	7%
	9%
	13%
	64%

	S2.c.14_NewJob
	9%
	6%
	6%
	10%
	69%

	S2.c.15_DifficultRent
	3%
	3%
	6%
	12%
	76%

	S2.c.16_SpacePressure
	17%
	19%
	10%
	10%
	44%

	S2.c.17_HomePhysicalPressure
	20%
	22%
	13%
	11%
	33%

	S2.c.18_HomeFinancePressure
	6%
	7%
	13%
	15%
	59%

	S2.c.19_NotAffordHome
	3%
	3%
	5%
	10%
	79%

	S2.c.20_SpecificPropertyAvail
	16%
	12%
	7%
	12%
	53%

	S2.c.21_Other
	43%
	8%
	5%
	3%
	41%




[bookmark: _Toc299648898]Table: 1.12: How important were the following factors in your initial decision to start searching for a property? Descriptive statistics
	
	N
	Min
	Max
	Mean
	Std. Deviation

	S2.c.1_Affordable
	452
	1
	5
	1.79
	1.099

	S2.c.2_Deposit
	444
	1
	5
	2.98
	1.674

	S2.c.3_InterestRate
	441
	1
	5
	3.03
	1.509

	S2.c.4_FlexLend
	438
	1
	5
	3.34
	1.387

	S2.c.5_LowInflation
	433
	1
	5
	3.41
	1.348

	S2.c.6_PriceRise
	441
	1
	5
	3.47
	1.357

	S2.c.7_InterestRise
	439
	1
	5
	3.62
	1.262

	S2.c.8_StampDuty
	440
	1
	5
	3.61
	1.45

	S2.c.9_RentRise
	434
	1
	5
	4.19
	1.137

	S2.c.10_PayRise
	441
	1
	5
	4.08
	1.167

	S2.c.11_Birth
	437
	1
	5
	4.17
	1.347

	S2.c.12_RelationshipChange
	442
	1
	5
	3.89
	1.52

	S2.c.13_RelocationJob
	440
	1
	6
	4.18
	1.297

	S2.c.14_NewJob
	438
	1
	6
	4.24
	1.327

	S2.c.15_DifficultRent
	437
	1
	6
	4.57
	0.925

	S2.c.16_SpacePressure
	441
	1
	54
	3.57
	2.887

	S2.c.17_HomePhysicalPressure
	442
	1
	6
	3.16
	1.574

	S2.c.18_HomeFinancePressure
	441
	1
	5
	4.14
	1.24

	S2.c.19_NotAffordHome
	440
	1
	5
	4.59
	0.926

	S2.c.20_SpecificPropertyAvail
	437
	1
	5
	3.74
	1.565

	S2.c.21_Other
	237
	1
	5
	2.89
	1.864





[bookmark: _Toc270002219][bookmark: _Toc297378653]The Search Process
[bookmark: _Toc299648899]Table: 1.13 To what extent do you agree with the following statements about search length?
	 
	Strongly Agree
	Agree
	Neither agree nor disagree
	Disagree
	Strongly Disagree
	Total

	The total length of search was limited as we were under time pressure
	53
	54
	66
	110
	174
	457

	Time spent searching each week was restricted
	37
	96
	74
	89
	154
	450

	The amount of time we spent looking each week increased
	46
	94
	127
	82
	103
	452



[bookmark: _Toc299648900]Table 1.14: To what extent do you agree with the following statements about search length? Descriptive statistics
	
	N
	Min
	Max
	Mean
	Std. Deviation

	S3.a.1_LengthTimePressure
	457
	1
	5
	3.65
	1.387

	S3.a.2_SearchTimePressure
	450
	1
	5
	3.5
	1.363

	S3.a.3_TimeIncrease
	452
	1
	5
	3.23
	1.289


	
[bookmark: _Toc299648901]Table 1.15: How many properties did you physically visit?
	S.3.b_PropPhysicallyVisit
	Frequency
	Percentage

	0
	2
	0%

	1
	54
	12%

	2
	40
	9%

	3
	47
	10%

	4
	37
	8%

	5
	46
	10%

	6
	48
	10%

	7
	19
	4%

	8
	21
	5%

	9
	9
	2%

	10
	43
	9%

	12
	17
	4%

	13 or more
	78
	17%

	TOTAL
	461
	100%



[bookmark: _Toc299648902]Table 1.16: How many properties did you make an offer on?
	S.3.c_PropOffers
	Frequency
	Percentage

	0
	2
	0%

	1
	277
	60%

	2
	117
	25%

	3
	49
	11%

	4
	10
	2%

	5
	5
	1%

	6 or more
	0
	0%

	TOTAL
	462
	100%



[bookmark: _Toc299648903]Table 1.17: How many properties did you…? Descriptive statistics
	
	N
	Min
	Max
	Mean
	Std. Deviation

	S.3.b_PropPhysicallyVisit
	461
	0
	130
	8.51
	10.339

	S.3.c_PropOffers
	463
	0
	99
	1.82
	4.644


[bookmark: _Toc270002220][bookmark: _Toc299648904]Table 1.18: Information sources
	 
	 
	Personal Knowledge
	Friends
	Newspapers
	Agent Window
	Agent Person
	Agent Website
	Internet Property
	Internet Area

	How important were the following sources of information?
	Very Important
	57%
	24%
	6%
	8%
	9%
	34%
	59%
	22%

	
	Important
	30%
	25%
	12%
	18%
	16%
	28%
	19%
	19%

	
	Moderately Important
	7%
	15%
	17%
	20%
	19%
	12%
	5%
	16%

	
	Of Little Importance
	3%
	16%
	23%
	21%
	20%
	9%
	6%
	17%

	
	Unimportant
	3%
	20%
	41%
	34%
	36%
	17%
	11%
	26%

	
	Total
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%

	

	How often did you use them?
	Very Often
	53%
	20%
	7%
	7%
	7%
	31%
	60%
	21%

	
	Often
	25%
	23%
	15%
	16%
	14%
	31%
	17%
	16%

	
	Occasionally
	13%
	25%
	21%
	28%
	24%
	16%
	7%
	20%

	
	Seldom
	5%
	15%
	20%
	22%
	24%
	8%
	6%
	15%

	
	Never
	4%
	17%
	36%
	27%
	30%
	14%
	9%
	29%

	
	Total
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%

	

	When did you first use them?
	First considered moving
	40%
	29%
	24%
	26%
	15%
	30%
	35%
	20%

	
	First physical viewing 
	9%
	14%
	5%
	11%
	20%
	13%
	6%
	11%

	
	First home offer
	3%
	6%
	4%
	5%
	13%
	4%
	3%
	10%

	
	Throughout
	41%
	25%
	17%
	21%
	18%
	31%
	42%
	21%

	
	Never
	6%
	25%
	50%
	38%
	34%
	22%
	13%
	38%

	
	Total
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%



[bookmark: _Toc299648905]Table 1.19: Information sources - Descriptive statistics
	
	N
	Minimum
	Maximum
	Mean
	Std. Dev.

	S.3.d.1_PersonalKnowledge
	457
	1
	5
	1.65
	0.944

	S.3.d.2_Friends
	449
	1
	5
	2.82
	1.47

	S.3.d.3_Newspapers
	447
	1
	5
	3.81
	1.274

	S.3.d.4_AgentWindow
	448
	1
	5
	3.55
	1.32

	S.3.d.5_AgentPerson
	447
	1
	5
	3.6
	1.351

	S.3.d.6_AgentWebsite
	447
	1
	5
	2.49
	1.471

	S.3.d.7_InternetProperty
	449
	1
	5
	1.9
	1.352

	S.3.d.8_InternetArea
	444
	1
	5
	3.06
	1.507

	

	S.3.e.1_PersonalKnowledge
	453
	1
	5
	1.82
	1.102

	S.3.e.2_Friends
	448
	1
	5
	2.88
	1.361

	S.3.e.3_Newspapers
	444
	1
	5
	3.64
	1.299

	S.3.e.4_AgentWindow
	447
	1
	5
	3.46
	1.239

	S.3.e.5_AgentPerson
	447
	1
	5
	3.57
	1.243

	S.3.e.6_AgentWebsite
	446
	1
	5
	2.44
	1.377

	S.3.e.7_InternetProperty
	450
	1
	5
	1.86
	1.319

	S.3.e.8_InternetArea
	443
	1
	5
	3.14
	1.511

	

	S.3.f.1_PersonalKnowledge
	434
	1
	5
	2.65
	1.494

	S.3.f.2_Friends
	419
	1
	5
	3.04
	1.606

	S.3.f.3_Newspapers
	409
	1
	5
	3.65
	1.67

	S.3.f.4_AgentWindow
	414
	1
	5
	3.34
	1.662

	S.3.f.5_AgentPerson
	420
	1
	5
	3.38
	1.482

	S.3.f.6_AgentWebsite
	420
	1
	5
	3.01
	1.583

	S.3.f.7_InternetProperty
	424
	1
	5
	2.92
	1.561

	S.3.f.8_InternetArea
	415
	1
	5
	3.47
	1.554


[bookmark: _Toc297378654]Outcome
[bookmark: _Toc299648906]Table 1.20: What type of property did you purchase?
	S.4.a_PropertyType
	Frequency
	Percentage

	Bungalow
	24
	5%

	Detached
	83
	18%

	Semi-Detached
	182
	40%

	Terraced
	130
	28%

	Flat/Apartment
	37
	8%

	Other
	3
	1%

	TOTAL
	459
	100%



[bookmark: _Toc299648907]Table 1.21: How many bedrooms/bathrooms do you have in your home?
	
	S.4.b_Bedrooms
	S.4.c_Bathrooms

	
	Frequency
	Percentage
	Frequency
	Percentage

	One
	3
	1%
	270
	59%

	Two
	25
	5%
	120
	26%

	Three
	120
	26%
	58
	13%

	Four
	207
	45%
	7
	2%

	Five+
	104
	23%
	4
	1%

	TOTAL
	459
	100%
	459
	100%



[bookmark: _Toc299648908]Table 1.22: Did you purchase a home with a garage/garden?
	
	S.4.d_Garage
	S.4.e_Garden

	
	Frequency
	Percentage
	Frequency
	Percentage

	Yes
	217
	47%
	416
	91%

	No
	242
	53%
	41
	9%



[bookmark: _Toc299648909]Table: 1.23 When was your home built?
	S.4.f_BuiltWhen
	Frequency
	Percentage

	New Build
	20
	4%

	2000-2010
	34
	7%

	1975-1999
	61
	13%

	1950-1974
	97
	21%

	1900-1949
	163
	35%

	Pre 1900
	75
	16%

	Unknown
	10
	2%

	Total
	460
	100%



[bookmark: _Toc299648910]Table 1.24: Property type descriptive statistics
	
	N
	Min
	Max
	Mean
	Std. Dev.

	S.4.a_PropertyType
	460
	1
	7
	3.19
	1.027

	S.4.b_Bedrooms
	460
	1
	8
	3.9
	0.969

	S.4.c_Bathrooms
	459
	1
	5
	1.59
	0.831

	S.4.d_Garage
	459
	1
	2
	1.53
	0.5

	S.4.e_Garden
	460
	1
	6
	1.12
	0.43

	S.4.f_BuiltWhen
	460
	1
	7
	4.33
	1.383


[bookmark: _Toc270002222]

[bookmark: _Toc299648911]Table 1.25: To what extent do you agree that your new home accomplishes your goals?
	
	Enables Wealth
	Increases Social
	Increases Comfort
	Increases Stimulation
	Enables Personality
	Closer Friends
	Increases Good Exposure

	Strongly Agree
	14%
	6%
	44%
	20%
	18%
	22%
	12%

	Agree
	21%
	15%
	34%
	31%
	36%
	19%
	23%

	Neither agree nor disagree
	27%
	33%
	13%
	25%
	26%
	22%
	35%

	Disagree
	14%
	15%
	4%
	11%
	8%
	14%
	10%

	Strongly Disagree
	24%
	31%
	5%
	13%
	12%
	24%
	21%

	Total
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%



[bookmark: _Toc299648912]Table 1.26: To what extent do you agree that your new home accomplishes your goals? Descriptive statistics
	
	N
	Min
	Max
	Mean
	Std. Dev.

	S.4.g.1_EnablesWealth
	445
	1
	5
	3.12
	1.357

	S.4.g.2_IncreasesSocial
	439
	1
	5
	3.5
	1.246

	S.4.g.3_IncreasesComfort
	443
	1
	5
	1.92
	1.078

	S.4.g.4_IncreasesStimulation
	443
	1
	11
	2.68
	1.336

	S.4.g.5_EnablesPersonality
	444
	1
	5
	2.61
	1.224

	S.4.g.6_CloserFriends
	443
	1
	5
	3
	1.468

	S.4.g.7_IncreasesGoodExposure
	438
	1
	5
	3.05
	1.274



[bookmark: _Toc299648913]Table 1.27: How would you describe your experience of searching for your current home?
	
	Knew Found Quick
	Knew Found Eventually
	Knew Change Price
	Knew Change Size Or Area
	Uncertain Now Happy
	Uncertain Now Not Entirely Happy

	Strongly Agree
	35%
	14%
	11%
	10%
	11%
	1%

	Agree
	30%
	21%
	23%
	16%
	16%
	2%

	Neither agree nor disagree
	17%
	21%
	21%
	18%
	13%
	10%

	Disagree
	10%
	21%
	21%
	27%
	25%
	23%

	Strongly Disagree
	8%
	23%
	24%
	29%
	34%
	63%

	Total
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%



[bookmark: _Toc299648914]Table 1.28: S.4.h. How would you describe your experience of searching for your current home? Descriptive statistics
	
	N
	Min
	Max
	Mean
	Std. Dev.

	S.4.h.1_KnewFoundQuick
	444
	1
	5
	2.26
	1.254

	S.4.h.2_KnewFoundEventually
	443
	1
	5
	3.16
	1.371

	S.4.h.3_KnewChangePrice
	438
	1
	5
	3.25
	1.332

	S.4.h.4_KnewChangeSizeOrArea
	436
	1
	5
	3.49
	1.326

	S.4.h.5_UncertainNowHappy
	436
	1
	5
	3.54
	1.395

	S.4.h.6_UncertainNowNotEntirelyHappy
	431
	1
	5
	4.44
	0.874





[bookmark: _Toc297378655]Household characteristics
[bookmark: _Toc299648915]Table 1.29: Which of these statements best describes you as the owner of this property when you bought it?
	S.5.a_Ownership
	Frequency
	Percentage

	Owner-occupied, with a mortgage
	316
	69%

	Owner-occupied, no mortgage
	127
	28%

	Shared Ownership
	13
	3%

	Own but rent out the property
	2
	0%

	Total
	458
	100%



[bookmark: _Toc299648916]Table 1.30: Total annual household gross income
	S.5.b_HouseholdIncome
	Frequency
	Percentage

	£5,000 or under
	7
	2%

	£5,001-£10,000
	17
	4%

	£10,001-£15,000
	30
	7%

	£15,001-£17,500
	8
	2%

	£17,501-£20,000
	11
	3%

	£20,001-£22,500
	8
	2%

	£22,501-£25,000
	17
	4%

	£25,001-£27,500
	12
	3%

	£27,501-£30,000
	21
	5%

	£30,001-£35,000
	40
	10%

	£35,001-£40,000
	35
	8%

	£40,001-£50,000
	55
	13%

	£50,001-£60,000
	60
	15%

	£60,001-£70,000
	28
	7%

	£70,001-£80,000
	17
	4%

	£80,001 or over
	47
	11%

	TOTAL
	413
	100%



[bookmark: _Toc299648917]Table 1.31: Income - descriptive statistics
	
	N
	Min
	Max
	Mean
	Std. Dev.

	S.5.b_HouseholdIncome
	414
	1
	22
	10.43
	4.252



[bookmark: _Toc299648918]Table 1.32: How would you describe your ethnicity?
	S.5.c_YourEthnicity
	Frequency
	Percentage

	White British
	416
	91%

	White Irish
	1
	0%

	White any other background
	13
	3%

	Black or Black British Caribbean
	2
	0%

	Black or Black British African
	1
	0%

	Mixed White and Black Caribbean
	1
	0%

	Mixed White and Asian
	3
	1%

	Mixed any other background
	3
	1%

	Indian or Indian British
	2
	0%

	Pakistani or Pakistani British
	5
	1%

	Bangladeshi or Bangladeshi British
	1
	0%

	Any other Asian Background
	3
	1%

	Chinese
	3
	1%

	Any other
	1
	0%

	Total
	455
	100%


2. [bookmark: _Toc297378656]
Principal Components Analysis and Ward’s Method Cluster Analysis
The tables below correspond to the text found in chapter seven on the typology creation, relating to the Principal Components Analyses, Cluster Analysis and Typology characteristics. 
The PCA was conducted in two rounds, the first covered all households that responded to the survey. The second round did not include respondents with a low number of responses that could not be accurately imputed in the cluster analysis. 
Strongly Agree (SA), Agree (A), neither agree nor disagree (NAND), Disagree (D), Strongly Disagree (SD)
Very Important (VI), Important (I), Moderately Important (MI), Of Little Importance (OLI), Unimportant (U)
[bookmark: _Toc297378657]PCA Variables
[bookmark: _Toc299648919]Table 2.1: Variables Used In First PCA – Percentage of responses for each answer 
	PRE-SEARCH PRINCIPAL COMPONENT ANALYSIS
	Before Searching
	SA
	A
	NAND
	D
	SD

	
	
	Knew neighbourhood
	33.3
	27.0
	17.9
	15.3
	6.5

	
	
	Aware neighbourhoods
	39.8
	35.0
	11.1
	8.0
	6.2

	
	
	Not concerned neighbourhoods
	4.0
	6.6
	5.3
	25.7
	58.5

	
	
	Knew type
	18.6
	31.6
	28.1
	17.5
	4.2

	
	
	Aware types
	18.2
	53.0
	13.7
	9.3
	5.8

	
	
	Not concerned type
	6.6
	16.1
	18.5
	31.1
	27.8

	
	
	Knew size
	30.8
	41.3
	15.7
	10.7
	1.5

	
	
	Aware sizes
	29.1
	50.3
	13.0
	5.5
	2.0

	
	
	Not concerned size
	4.8
	11.2
	15.6
	34.6
	33.8

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	Before considering moving
	SA
	A
	NAND
	D
	SD

	
	
	Constantly considered moving
	8.0
	11.8
	18.8
	24.6
	36.8

	
	
	Interested in trying to find a better home
	15.6
	32.2
	15.3
	16.0
	20.9

	
	
	Confident there weren’t any better homes
	9.0
	14.8
	24.2
	25.3
	26.7

	
	
	Effort of searching for a new home was too much to bother
	4.5
	12.2
	21.3
	27.8
	34.2

	
	
	Satisfied with the previous home and happy to stay there
	12.8
	26.0
	19.7
	22.6
	18.8

	
	
	Satisfied with the financial arrangements 
	26.3
	35.4
	17.7
	9.8
	10.9

	
	
	Occasionally considered moving
	11.0
	41.5
	22.2
	14.0
	11.2

	
	
	Didn’t consider moving home until an event changed my mind
	38.5
	17.2
	11.9
	13.9
	18.6

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	MOTIVATION PRINCIPAL COMPONENTS ANALYSIS
	First time considered moving home
	SA
	A
	NAND
	D
	SD

	
	
	Economic
	13.8
	19.4
	12.2
	24.1
	30.5

	
	
	Family circumstances
	32.6
	18.4
	8.6
	18.2
	22.2

	
	
	Physical design or size
	11.5
	25.4
	16.0
	20.2
	27.0

	
	
	Area
	9.6
	17.2
	10.7
	24.6
	37.9

	
	
	Financial situation
	6.7
	9.9
	12.4
	25.4
	45.6

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	Motivation
	VI
	I
	MI
	OLI
	U

	
	
	To increase wealth
	6.2
	13.5
	23.5
	21.2
	35.6

	
	
	To increase social standing
	2.9
	6.0
	17.9
	25.9
	47.3

	
	
	Comfort
	25.5
	41.4
	13.9
	8.5
	10.7

	
	
	Live in a more stimulating environment
	9.2
	25.2
	24.8
	17.6
	23.2

	
	
	Enable personality
	12.3
	21.5
	26.4
	19.5
	20.4

	
	
	Closer to family/friends
	16.4
	14.2
	15.8
	22.4
	31.1

	
	
	Exposure to good social influences
	5.3
	15.8
	23.4
	24.3
	31.2

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	Initial factors
	VI
	I
	MI
	OLI
	U

	
	
	Affordability
	53.3
	28.5
	8.8
	4.2
	5.1

	
	
	Deposit
	30.0
	17.6
	10.8
	8.1
	33.6

	
	
	Low interest rates
	20.0
	24.0
	17.0
	10.9
	28.1

	
	
	Flexible lending
	11.4
	19.4
	24.0
	14.2
	31.1

	
	
	Low inflation rates
	10.6
	16.4
	24.9
	17.8
	30.3

	
	
	Expected house prices to rise
	10.4
	16.3
	21.1
	20.4
	31.7

	
	
	Expected interest rates to rise
	7.3
	12.3
	25.3
	21.6
	33.5

	
	
	Stamp duty exemption
	12.0
	14.3
	16.6
	14.5
	42.5

	
	
	Expected rents to rise
	3.9
	6.7
	13.1
	18.7
	57.6

	
	
	Pay rise
	3.6
	8.6
	16.6
	18.4
	52.8

	
	
	Birth of a child
	8.9
	8.0
	5.9
	11.7
	65.4

	
	
	Relationship change
	14.7
	8.6
	7.2
	11.8
	57.7

	
	
	Relocation in present job
	7.7
	7.1
	8.7
	12.5
	64.0

	
	
	New job
	8.9
	6.4
	5.9
	9.8
	68.9

	
	
	Difficulty to find rental accommodation
	2.8
	2.5
	6.2
	12.2
	76.4

	
	
	Too little space
	17.1
	18.9
	10.3
	9.8
	44.0

	
	
	Home no longer met physical requirements
	20.4
	22.0
	13.2
	11.1
	33.3

	
	
	Home no longer met financial situation
	6.3
	6.6
	12.9
	15.2
	59.0

	
	
	Could no longer afford home
	2.7
	3.0
	5.5
	10.2
	78.6

	
	
	Specific property became available
	15.8
	12.1
	7.3
	11.7
	53.1

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	Search process
	SA
	A
	NAND
	D
	SD

	SEARCH PROCESS PRINCIPAL COMPONENT ANALYSIS
	
	Total length time pressure
	11.6
	11.8
	14.4
	24.1
	38.1

	
	
	Time restricted
	8.2
	21.3
	16.4
	19.8
	34.2

	
	
	Time spent increased
	10.2
	20.8
	28.1
	18.1
	22.8

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	0
	One
	Two
	Three
	Four

	
	
	No. of properties visited
	0.4
	11.7
	8.7
	10.2
	8.0

	
	
	No. of properties offered
	0.4
	59.8
	25.3
	10.6
	2.2

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	Importance of information source
	VI
	I
	MI
	OLI
	U

	
	
	Personal Knowledge
	57.1
	29.8
	7.4
	2.8
	2.8

	
	
	Friends and relatives
	24.5
	25.2
	14.7
	15.6
	20.0

	
	
	Newspapers
	6.5
	12.3
	16.8
	23.0
	41.4

	
	
	Estate agents window
	7.6
	18.1
	19.6
	21.0
	33.7

	
	
	Estate agent in person
	8.9
	15.7
	18.6
	20.4
	36.5

	
	
	Estate agent website
	33.8
	27.7
	11.6
	9.4
	17.4

	
	
	Internet property search
	59.0
	19.4
	5.1
	5.8
	10.7

	
	
	Internet area search
	21.9
	19.0
	16.5
	16.7
	26.0

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	Frequency of use
	Very Often
	Often
	Occasionally
	Seldom
	Never

	
	
	Personal Knowledge
	53.4
	24.7
	12.8
	4.6
	4.4

	
	
	Friends and relatives
	19.6
	22.5
	25.0
	15.4
	17.4

	
	
	Newspapers
	7.2
	14.6
	21.4
	20.3
	36.5

	
	
	Estate agents window
	7.2
	15.7
	28.0
	22.1
	27.1

	
	
	Estate agent in person
	6.7
	14.3
	24.2
	24.4
	30.4

	
	
	Estate agent website
	31.2
	30.7
	15.7
	8.1
	14.3

	
	
	Internet property search
	60.4
	17.3
	6.9
	6.0
	9.3

	
	
	Internet area search
	21.2
	15.6
	19.9
	14.7
	28.7

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	Stage of use
	First Consider Move
	First viewing
	First Offer
	Throughout
	Never

	
	
	Personal Knowledge
	39.6
	9.4
	3.5
	41.0
	6.5

	
	
	Friends and relatives
	29.4
	13.6
	6.4
	25.3
	25.3

	
	
	Newspapers
	24.2
	4.6
	3.7
	17.1
	50.4

	
	
	Estate agents window
	25.8
	10.9
	4.6
	20.5
	38.2

	
	
	Estate agent in person
	14.5
	20.0
	12.9
	18.3
	34.3

	
	
	Estate agent website
	29.8
	13.3
	4.3
	31.0
	21.7

	
	
	Internet property search
	35.4
	6.4
	2.6
	42.2
	13.4

	
	
	Internet area search
	19.5
	11.3
	10.4
	20.7
	38.1



Three PCAs were undertaken on: Pre-Search characteristics; Motivations; and Search process and information sources. The case processing summary (number of cases, missing data etc), model summary (eigenvalues, percentage of variation accounted for in component etc), and the component loadings for each dimension for each of the PCAs is outlined below. 


[bookmark: _Toc297378658]PCA Pre Search variables- Round One
The PCA was run for Pre-Search variables (seen in table 2.4. below). The PCA included 469 cases, which included 62 cases with some missing variables, for which data was imputed. The model summary (table 2.3) reveals that six eigenvalues of above 1were identified therefore were representative of more data than the original variables. These six variables accounted for 63% of the total variance in the data. The component loadings are presented in table 2.4, with the variables with a loading above 0.5 highlighted in red text for each dimension.
[bookmark: _Toc299648920]Table 2.2: PCA Round One Case Processing Summary Pre Search
	Case Processing Summary

	Valid Active Cases
	407

	Active Cases with Missing Values
	62

	Supplementary Cases
	0

	Total
	469

	Cases Used in Analysis
	469



[bookmark: _Toc299648921]Table 2.3: PCA Round One Model Summary Pre Search
	Dimension
	Cronbach's Alpha
	Variance Accounted For

	
	
	Total (Eigenvalue)
	% of Variance

	1
	.708
	2.997
	17.631

	2
	.544
	2.050
	12.060

	3
	.485
	1.840
	10.825

	4
	.310
	1.412
	8.308

	5
	.216
	1.255
	7.383

	6
	.091
	1.094
	6.433

	7
	-.016
	.985
	5.793

	Total
	.971a
	11.634
	68.433

	a. Total Cronbach's Alpha is based on the total Eigenvalue.



	[bookmark: _Toc299648922]Table 2.4: PCA Round One Component loadings for each dimension (component) Pre Search

	
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	6
	7

	E1.5a_KnewNeighbourhood
	0.47
	-0.13
	0.27
	0.07
	-0.03
	-0.21
	0.68

	E1.5b_NeighbourhoodAware
	-0.08
	-0.23
	0.33
	0.57
	0.36
	-0.05
	-0.04

	E1.5c_LocationUnimpt
	0.41
	0.00
	0.26
	-0.01
	0.68
	0.02
	0.32

	E1.5d_ExactType
	0.53
	-0.21
	0.08
	-0.24
	-0.47
	0.02
	0.18

	E1.5e_TypeAware
	-0.39
	-0.27
	0.10
	0.60
	0.08
	-0.03
	-0.05

	E1.5f_TypeUnimpt
	0.62
	-0.11
	0.16
	-0.34
	0.25
	0.24
	-0.17

	E1.5g_ExactSize
	0.58
	-0.31
	0.27
	0.18
	-0.37
	-0.18
	-0.10

	E1.5h_SizeAware
	0.40
	-0.39
	0.28
	0.37
	-0.20
	0.02
	-0.29

	E1.5i_SizeUnimpt
	0.60
	-0.16
	0.29
	-0.17
	0.22
	0.15
	-0.40

	S1.b.1_ConstantlyConsideredMoving
	-0.47
	-0.10
	0.64
	-0.23
	-0.14
	-0.14
	0.01

	S1.b.2_InterestedBetterHome
	-0.45
	-0.12
	0.63
	-0.17
	-0.13
	0.16
	0.13

	S1.b.3_NoBetterHomeAvailable
	0.33
	0.50
	-0.05
	0.36
	-0.16
	0.45
	0.17

	S1.b.4_TooMuchEffort
	0.29
	0.57
	0.13
	0.29
	-0.15
	0.41
	0.02

	S1.b.5_SatisfiedPrevious
	-0.04
	0.59
	0.53
	0.02
	-0.10
	-0.20
	-0.13

	S1.b.6_SatisfiedFinance
	0.15
	0.64
	0.15
	0.11
	-0.06
	-0.44
	-0.10

	S1.b.7_OccasionallyConsidered
	-0.47
	-0.29
	0.18
	0.02
	-0.16
	0.51
	0.12

	S1.b.8_DidntConsiderUntilEvent
	-0.26
	0.37
	0.41
	-0.23
	0.16
	0.16
	-0.08

	Variable Principal Normalization.



[bookmark: _Toc297378659]PCA Motivations – Round One
The PCA was run for Motivation variables (seen in table 2.7. below). The PCA included 465 cases, which included 82 cases with some missing variables, for which data was imputed. The model summary (table 2.6) reveals that six eigenvalues of above 1were identified therefore were representative of more data than the original variables. The component loadings are presented in table 2.7, with the variables with a loading above 0.5 highlighted in red text for each dimension.
[bookmark: _Toc299648923]Table 2.5: PCA Round One Case Processing Summary - Motivations
	Case Processing Summary

	Valid Active Cases
	383

	Active Cases with Missing Values
	82

	Supplementary Cases
	4

	Total
	469

	Cases Used in Analysis
	465



	[bookmark: _Toc299648924]Table 2.6: PCA Round One Model Summary - Motivations

	Dimension
	Cronbach's Alpha
	Total (Eigenvalue)

	1
	.926
	9.686

	2
	.708
	3.180

	3
	.640
	2.628

	4
	.562
	2.197

	5
	.391
	1.609

	6
	.263
	1.342

	7
	.179
	1.209

	Total
	.985a
	21.852

	a. Total Cronbach's Alpha is based on the total Eigenvalue.



	[bookmark: _Toc299648925]Table 2.7: PCA Round One Component loadings for each dimension (component) – Motivations

	 
	Dimension

	
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	6
	7

	S2.a.1_EconomicChange
	0.38
	0.34
	0.10
	-0.26
	-0.02
	0.37
	0.44

	S2.a.2_FamilyChange
	0.13
	0.42
	0.32
	-0.09
	0.17
	0.60
	-0.25

	S2.a.3_DesignOrSizeDiss
	0.21
	0.33
	-0.36
	0.55
	-0.23
	0.15
	0.03

	S2.a.4_AreaDiss
	0.36
	0.51
	-0.09
	0.09
	-0.01
	0.02
	0.00

	S2.a.5_FinancialDiss
	0.49
	0.45
	0.09
	-0.12
	-0.11
	0.21
	0.31

	S2.b.1_IncreaseWealth
	0.55
	0.25
	-0.09
	-0.32
	0.00
	-0.02
	0.40

	S2.b.2_IncreaseSocialStatus
	0.64
	0.32
	-0.17
	-0.22
	0.06
	-0.21
	0.20

	S2.b.3_IncreaseComfort
	0.44
	0.29
	-0.47
	0.19
	0.00
	-0.14
	0.02

	S2.b.4_IncreaseStimulation
	0.55
	0.48
	-0.31
	-0.04
	0.00
	-0.30
	-0.17

	S2.b.5_EnablePersonalitty
	0.48
	0.46
	-0.21
	-0.13
	0.06
	-0.27
	-0.24

	S2.b.6_CloserFriends
	0.37
	0.53
	0.07
	-0.32
	0.07
	0.14
	-0.25

	S2.b.7_GoodSocialExposure
	0.53
	0.53
	-0.16
	-0.20
	0.06
	-0.09
	-0.28

	S2.c.1_Affordable
	0.33
	-0.22
	-0.25
	0.01
	-0.04
	0.40
	-0.14

	S2.c.2_Deposit
	0.67
	-0.36
	-0.22
	-0.10
	0.07
	0.11
	0.00

	S2.c.3_InterestRate
	0.75
	-0.44
	-0.31
	-0.07
	-0.01
	0.15
	-0.04

	S2.c.4_FlexLend
	0.73
	-0.42
	-0.29
	-0.03
	0.01
	0.15
	-0.02

	S2.c.5_LowInflation
	0.74
	-0.42
	-0.27
	-0.09
	0.03
	0.15
	-0.07

	S2.c.6_PriceRise
	0.73
	-0.28
	-0.17
	-0.17
	0.10
	0.00
	-0.07

	S2.c.7_InterestRise
	0.77
	-0.30
	-0.20
	-0.12
	0.03
	0.03
	-0.03

	S2.c.8_StampDuty
	0.64
	-0.28
	0.08
	-0.12
	0.05
	-0.08
	0.09

	S2.c.9_RentRise
	0.71
	-0.22
	0.24
	-0.03
	0.02
	-0.18
	0.07

	S2.c.10_PayRise
	0.76
	-0.11
	0.13
	0.01
	-0.03
	-0.20
	0.10

	S2.c.11_Birth
	0.52
	0.07
	0.29
	0.27
	-0.04
	0.14
	-0.32

	S2.c.12_RelationshipChange
	0.50
	-0.02
	0.45
	0.04
	0.03
	0.18
	-0.29

	S2.c.13_RelocationJob
	0.64
	-0.04
	0.40
	0.10
	0.06
	-0.15
	-0.09

	S2.c.14_NewJob
	0.56
	-0.06
	0.46
	0.13
	0.01
	-0.31
	-0.06

	S2.c.15_DifficultRent
	0.62
	-0.06
	0.53
	0.21
	-0.02
	-0.15
	-0.05

	S2.c.16_SpacePressure
	0.46
	0.02
	-0.22
	0.62
	-0.24
	0.01
	-0.03

	S2.c.17_HomePhysicalPressure
	0.28
	0.15
	-0.12
	0.75
	-0.21
	0.10
	0.12

	S2.c.18_HomeFinancePressure
	0.56
	0.05
	0.31
	0.20
	-0.08
	0.08
	0.36

	S2.c.19_NotAffordHome
	0.45
	0.04
	0.57
	0.10
	-0.01
	0.02
	0.11

	S2.c.20_SpecificPropertyAvail
	-0.02
	0.06
	-0.11
	0.47
	1.17
	0.02
	0.15

	Variable Principal Normalization.




[bookmark: _Toc297378660]PCA Search Variables – Round One
For the search variables all data treated as ordinal, except properties visited and offered on which are treated as numeric. The PCA was run for-Search variables (seen in table 2.10. below). The PCA included 466 cases, which included 100 cases with some missing variables, for which data was imputed. The model summary (table 2.9) reveals that six eigenvalues of above 1were identified therefore were representative of more data than the original variables. The component loadings are presented in table 2.10, with the variables with a loading above 0.5 highlighted in red text for each dimension, below -0.5 is indicated by black text in a red box.
[bookmark: _Toc299648926]Table 2.8: PCA Round One Case processing summary Search Variables
	Case Processing Summary

	Valid Active Cases
	366

	Active Cases with Missing Values
	100

	Supplementary Cases
	3

	Total
	469

	Cases Used in Analysis
	466



	[bookmark: _Toc299648927]Table 2.9: PCA Round One Model Summary Search Variables

	Dimension
	Cronbach's Alpha
	Variance Accounted For

	1
	.998
	27.666

	2
	.884
	6.811

	3
	.740
	3.507

	4
	.665
	2.791

	5
	.540
	2.091

	6
	.493
	1.908

	7
	.412
	1.660

	Total
	1.013a
	46.435

	a. Total Cronbach's Alpha is based on the total Eigenvalue.



	[bookmark: _Toc299648928]Table 2.10: PCA Round One Component Loadings Search Variables

	
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	6
	7

	S3.a.1_LengthTimePressure
	0.00
	0.11
	0.02
	0.14
	0.77
	-0.35
	0.02

	S3.a.2_SearchTimePressure
	0.00
	0.18
	0.09
	0.16
	0.78
	-0.30
	0.07

	S3.a.3_TimeIncrease
	-0.01
	0.37
	0.07
	0.17
	0.58
	-0.22
	0.24

	S.3.b_PropPhysicallyVisit
	0.02
	-0.25
	-0.07
	0.04
	-0.25
	-0.01
	-0.27

	S.3.c_PropOffers
	5.26
	0.01
	0.00
	0.00
	0.00
	0.00
	0.00

	S.3.d.1_PersonalKnowledge
	-0.01
	0.12
	-0.28
	0.53
	-0.29
	-0.56
	0.05

	S.3.d.2_Friends
	0.00
	0.22
	-0.17
	0.69
	0.04
	0.36
	-0.22

	S.3.d.3_Newspapers
	-0.01
	0.44
	-0.33
	-0.01
	-0.11
	0.15
	0.61

	S.3.d.4_AgentWindow
	0.00
	0.60
	-0.48
	-0.24
	0.10
	0.08
	-0.19

	S.3.d.5_AgentPerson
	0.00
	0.57
	-0.44
	-0.31
	0.04
	0.05
	-0.19

	S.3.d.6_AgentWebsite
	0.00
	0.68
	0.23
	-0.23
	-0.16
	-0.06
	-0.04

	S.3.d.7_InternetProperty
	0.00
	0.60
	0.52
	-0.03
	-0.13
	-0.17
	-0.05

	S.3.d.8_InternetArea
	0.00
	0.57
	0.41
	0.14
	0.09
	0.31
	0.10

	S.3.e.1_PersonalKnowledge
	0.00
	0.27
	-0.18
	0.57
	-0.31
	-0.50
	0.04

	S.3.e.2_Friends
	0.00
	0.29
	-0.20
	0.70
	0.02
	0.43
	-0.19

	S.3.e.3_Newspapers
	-0.01
	0.45
	-0.38
	-0.03
	-0.13
	0.12
	0.68

	S.3.e.4_AgentWindow
	-0.01
	0.64
	-0.53
	-0.15
	0.03
	-0.04
	-0.18

	S.3.e.5_AgentPerson
	-0.01
	0.63
	-0.46
	-0.28
	0.08
	-0.04
	-0.22

	S.3.e.6_AgentWebsite
	0.00
	0.72
	0.28
	-0.17
	-0.20
	-0.12
	-0.09

	S.3.e.7_InternetProperty
	-0.01
	0.61
	0.61
	0.01
	-0.15
	-0.16
	-0.03

	S.3.e.8_InternetArea
	0.00
	0.57
	0.44
	0.12
	0.12
	0.34
	0.12

	S.3.f.1_PersonalKnowledge
	0.00
	0.22
	-0.13
	0.54
	-0.22
	-0.42
	-0.02

	S.3.f.2_Friends
	0.00
	0.32
	-0.16
	0.63
	0.06
	0.36
	-0.17

	S.3.f.3_Newspapers
	0.00
	0.44
	-0.32
	-0.04
	-0.16
	0.03
	0.51

	S.3.f.4_AgentWindow
	0.00
	0.63
	-0.39
	-0.14
	0.08
	-0.02
	-0.24

	S.3.f.5_AgentPerson
	-0.01
	0.60
	-0.30
	-0.21
	0.09
	-0.02
	-0.18

	S.3.f.6_AgentWebsite
	-0.01
	0.69
	0.25
	-0.12
	-0.14
	-0.12
	-0.12

	S.3.f.7_InternetProperty
	0.00
	0.55
	0.58
	0.01
	-0.14
	-0.17
	-0.09

	S.3.f.8_InternetArea
	0.00
	0.48
	0.47
	0.15
	0.06
	0.31
	0.09

	Variable Principal Normalization.



The components from the three PCAs were entered into Hierarchical Cluster Analysis, using the Wards method. The Pre-Search PCA had only six components that had eigenvalues above one, whilst the Motivation and Search PCAs had seven components with eigenvalues above one. The seventh component in the Pre-Search PCA was excluded from the CA, all other components were included (non-weighted).

[bookmark: _Toc297378661]Cluster Analysis – Round One
The Hierarchical CA conducted using the Ward’s method and squared Euclidean distance was carried out for 3 to 7 clusters. 
[bookmark: _Toc299648929]Table 2.11: PCA Round One Cluster analysis membership
	Cluster Numbers
	CLUSTER

	
	A
	B
	C
	D
	E
	F
	G

	Three
	464 (98.9)
	4 (0.9)
	1 (0.2)
	
	
	
	

	Four
	135 (28.8)
	4 (0.9)
	329 (70.1)
	1 (0.2)
	
	
	

	Five 
	135 (28.8)
	4 (0.9)
	293 (62.5)
	36 (7.7)
	1 (0.2)
	
	

	Six
	135 (28.8)
	4 (0.9)
	231 (49.3)
	62 (13.2)
	36 (7.7)
	1 (0.2)
	

	Seven
	135 (28.8)
	2 (0.4)
	231 (49.3)
	62 (13.2)
	36 (7.7)
	2 (0.4)
	1 (0.2)



The cluster analysis reveals two persistent clusters of small size (four or less), these are evident in the six, five, four and three clusters.  The seven-cluster solution separates the four households into two separate clusters (clusters B and F). Identifying the households in these clusters it is apparent that they are comprised of households with significant missing data for the principal components, and are therefore likely to be uncorrelated with trends in the data. 

It is possible to identify households with missing data prior to the PCA and CA, however, what is not clear prior to the analysis is the precise extent of missing data that will prevent combination with trends.  

These five households were therefore removed from the analysis, and the PCA and CA were re-run. It is necessary to re-run both the PCA and the CA, as the PCA is based on the variation in the whole data set, which has been changed due to the removal of some households. The imputation of missing data in the five households does not alter the means of the variables (as these are missing and the imputation is based on the means), but it does alter the trends between variables within cases (households), therefore should be removed. The results of round two of the PCAs, and the CA are presented below. 

[bookmark: _Toc297378662]PCA Pre Search – Round Two 
[bookmark: _Toc299648930]Table 2.12: PCA Round Two Model summary Pre Search
	Dimension
	Cronbach's Alpha
	Total (Eigenvalue)

	1
	0.707
	2.986

	2
	0.592
	2.257

	3
	0.521
	1.963

	4
	0.434
	1.692

	5
	0.325
	1.441

	6
	0.028
	1.027

	7
	-0.058
	0.948

	Total
	.976a
	12.314

	a Total Cronbach's Alpha is based on the total Eigenvalue.
	



[bookmark: _Toc299648931]Table 2.13: PCA Round Two Pre-search component loadings 
	 
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	6
	7

	E1.5a_KnewNeighbourhood
	-0.47
	-0.14
	0.06
	-0.36
	-0.30
	-0.19
	0.60

	E1.5b_NeighbourhoodAware
	0.22
	-0.15
	0.31
	-0.08
	0.61
	-0.20
	0.01

	E1.5c_LocationUnimpt
	-0.20
	-0.10
	0.50
	0.75
	0.10
	-0.29
	0.46

	E1.5d_ExactType
	-0.45
	-0.35
	0.00
	-0.29
	-0.42
	0.04
	0.01

	E1.5e_TypeAware
	0.42
	-0.11
	0.04
	-0.17
	0.61
	0.05
	0.17

	E1.5f_TypeUnimpt
	-0.44
	-0.33
	0.42
	0.42
	-0.11
	0.13
	-0.31

	E1.5g_ExactSize
	-0.49
	-0.44
	0.15
	-0.51
	0.10
	-0.13
	-0.04

	E1.5h_SizeAware
	-0.29
	-0.45
	0.19
	-0.40
	0.41
	0.20
	0.08

	E1.5i_SizeUnimpt
	-0.46
	-0.40
	0.46
	0.19
	0.06
	0.07
	-0.32

	S1.b.1_ConstantlyConsideredMoving
	0.56
	-0.01
	0.51
	-0.28
	-0.25
	-0.17
	-0.09

	S1.b.2_InterestedBetterHome
	0.57
	-0.04
	0.59
	-0.21
	-0.28
	-0.07
	-0.09

	S1.b.3_NoBetterHomeAvailable
	-0.48
	0.44
	0.08
	-0.05
	0.16
	0.49
	0.10

	S1.b.4_TooMuchEffort
	-0.43
	0.53
	0.29
	-0.07
	0.10
	0.26
	0.00

	S1.b.5_SatisfiedPrevious
	-0.16
	0.61
	0.42
	-0.30
	0.04
	-0.19
	-0.14

	S1.b.6_SatisfiedFinance
	-0.36
	0.60
	0.04
	-0.16
	0.13
	-0.36
	-0.18

	S1.b.7_OccasionallyConsidered
	0.59
	-0.17
	0.23
	-0.09
	-0.11
	0.47
	0.12

	S1.b.8_DidntConsiderUntilEvent
	0.10
	0.41
	0.48
	0.04
	-0.15
	0.24
	0.25

	Variable Principal Normalization.
	
	
	
	
	
	
	






[bookmark: _Toc297378663]PCA Motivations – Round Two
[bookmark: _Toc299648932]Table 2.14: PCA Round Two Model summary Motivations
	Dimension
	Cronbach's Alpha
	Total (Eigenvalue)
	% of Variance

	1
	0.930
	10.115
	31.608

	2
	0.681
	2.942
	9.195

	3
	0.612
	2.458
	7.680

	4
	0.466
	1.821
	5.692

	5
	0.229
	1.286
	4.018

	6
	0.163
	1.187
	3.710

	7
	0.042
	1.043
	3.259

	Total
	.983a
	20.852
	65.161

	a Total Cronbach's Alpha is based on the total Eigenvalue.
	



[bookmark: _Toc299648933]Table 2.15: PCA Round Two Component loadings Motivations
	
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	6
	7

	S2.a.1_EconomicChange
	0.402
	0.345
	0.018
	-0.243
	-0.357
	-0.166
	0.336

	S2.a.2_FamilyChange
	0.094
	0.319
	0.325
	-0.226
	-0.243
	0.565
	0.157

	S2.a.3_DesignOrSizeDiss
	0.378
	0.433
	-0.142
	0.421
	-0.388
	-0.099
	-0.266

	S2.a.4_AreaDiss
	0.383
	0.535
	-0.052
	0.107
	-0.208
	-0.1
	-0.373

	S2.a.5_FinancialDiss
	0.513
	0.466
	0.036
	-0.125
	-0.362
	-0.201
	-0.066

	S2.b.1_IncreaseWealth
	0.554
	0.242
	-0.161
	-0.232
	-0.053
	-0.238
	0.258

	S2.b.2_IncreaseSocialStatus
	0.64
	0.309
	-0.19
	-0.114
	0.118
	-0.229
	0.096

	S2.b.3_IncreaseComfort
	0.397
	0.232
	-0.335
	0.309
	0.319
	0.128
	0.257

	S2.b.4_IncreaseStimulation
	0.488
	0.456
	-0.245
	0.07
	0.443
	0.098
	-0.036

	S2.b.5_EnablePersonalitty
	0.429
	0.443
	-0.172
	-0.064
	0.464
	0.145
	0.039

	S2.b.6_CloserFriends
	0.391
	0.531
	-0.007
	-0.331
	-0.027
	0.156
	-0.005

	S2.b.7_GoodSocialExposure
	0.542
	0.518
	-0.165
	-0.15
	0.125
	0.113
	-0.123

	S2.c.1_Affordable
	0.276
	-0.157
	-0.255
	0.036
	-0.107
	0.417
	0.172

	S2.c.2_Deposit
	0.688
	-0.313
	-0.253
	-0.069
	-0.09
	0.048
	-0.01

	S2.c.3_InterestRate
	0.76
	-0.374
	-0.352
	-0.022
	-0.128
	0.083
	-0.025

	S2.c.4_FlexLend
	0.745
	-0.381
	-0.325
	0.012
	-0.138
	0.075
	-0.027

	S2.c.5_LowInflation
	0.751
	-0.383
	-0.299
	-0.045
	-0.107
	0.108
	-0.007

	S2.c.6_PriceRise
	0.741
	-0.247
	-0.25
	-0.144
	0
	0.028
	-0.025

	S2.c.7_InterestRise
	0.777
	-0.268
	-0.244
	-0.096
	-0.029
	0.01
	-0.028

	S2.c.8_StampDuty
	0.656
	-0.274
	0.007
	-0.165
	0.032
	-0.164
	0.002

	S2.c.9_RentRise
	0.697
	-0.228
	0.182
	-0.113
	0.126
	-0.153
	-0.079

	S2.c.10_PayRise
	0.766
	-0.121
	0.101
	-0.027
	0.112
	-0.193
	-0.083

	S2.c.11_Birth
	0.529
	0.03
	0.33
	0.136
	-0.098
	0.352
	-0.257

	S2.c.12_RelationshipChange
	0.507
	-0.066
	0.393
	-0.146
	-0.059
	0.331
	-0.047

	S2.c.13_RelocationJob
	0.638
	-0.062
	0.391
	-0.058
	0.127
	-0.012
	-0.163

	S2.c.14_NewJob
	0.569
	-0.098
	0.455
	-0.009
	0.208
	-0.166
	-0.257

	S2.c.15_DifficultRent
	0.586
	-0.111
	0.52
	0.025
	0.153
	0.011
	-0.078

	S2.c.16_SpacePressure
	0.517
	-0.018
	-0.021
	0.652
	-0.038
	0.069
	-0.033

	S2.c.17_HomePhysicalPressure
	0.355
	0.087
	0.108
	0.742
	-0.071
	0.007
	0.189

	S2.c.18_HomeFinancePressure
	0.583
	-0.001
	0.348
	0.133
	-0.138
	-0.17
	0.355

	S2.c.19_NotAffordHome
	0.461
	-0.024
	0.579
	-0.08
	0.018
	0
	0.256

	S2.c.20_SpecificPropertyAvail
	0.436
	0.009
	0.249
	0.283
	0.1
	-0.053
	0.302

	Variable Principal Normalization.
	
	
	
	
	
	
	





[bookmark: _Toc297378664]PCA Search – Round Two
[bookmark: _Toc299648934]Table 2.16: PCA Round Two Model summary Search
	Dimension
	Cronbach's Alpha
	Total (Eigenvalue)
	% of Variance

	1
	0.876
	6.468
	22.304

	2
	0.721
	3.292
	11.351

	3
	0.656
	2.726
	9.400

	4
	0.532
	2.057
	7.093

	5
	0.434
	1.721
	5.933

	6
	0.411
	1.658
	5.716

	7
	0.311
	1.429
	4.928

	Total
	.982a
	19.350
	66.724

	a Total Cronbach's Alpha is based on the total Eigenvalue.
	



[bookmark: _Toc299648935]Table 2.17: PCA Round Two Component Loadings Search
	
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	6
	7

	S3.a.1_LengthTimePressure
	0.137
	-0.006
	0.033
	0.432
	0.622
	-0.203
	0.218

	S3.a.2_SearchTimePressure
	0.208
	0.042
	0.053
	0.478
	0.589
	-0.169
	0.248

	S3.a.3_TimeIncrease
	0.365
	0.04
	0.099
	0.36
	0.389
	0.033
	0.168

	S.3.b_PropPhysicallyVisit
	-0.282
	-0.025
	0.125
	-0.25
	-0.193
	-0.299
	-0.05

	S.3.c_PropOffers
	-0.198
	0.045
	0.065
	-0.004
	-0.245
	-0.344
	-0.01

	S.3.d.1_PersonalKnowledge
	0.092
	-0.19
	0.509
	-0.297
	0.256
	0.354
	-0.146

	S.3.d.2_Friends
	0.203
	-0.118
	0.711
	0.18
	-0.219
	-0.315
	0.089

	S.3.d.3_Newspapers
	0.452
	-0.338
	-0.004
	0.047
	-0.244
	0.292
	0.522

	S.3.d.4_AgentWindow
	0.598
	-0.477
	-0.161
	-0.009
	-0.001
	-0.214
	-0.089

	S.3.d.5_AgentPerson
	0.569
	-0.445
	-0.236
	-0.071
	-0.012
	-0.169
	-0.128

	S.3.d.6_AgentWebsite
	0.645
	0.255
	-0.135
	-0.304
	-0.062
	-0.158
	0.161

	S.3.d.7_InternetProperty
	0.577
	0.537
	0.038
	-0.214
	0.07
	-0.068
	0.103

	S.3.d.8_InternetArea
	0.538
	0.344
	-0.006
	0.43
	-0.231
	0.234
	-0.257

	S.3.e.1_PersonalKnowledge
	0.263
	-0.107
	0.606
	-0.299
	0.266
	0.381
	-0.196

	S.3.e.2_Friends
	0.273
	-0.166
	0.714
	0.217
	-0.299
	-0.296
	0.068

	S.3.e.3_Newspapers
	0.458
	-0.38
	-0.044
	0.058
	-0.227
	0.408
	0.472

	S.3.e.4_AgentWindow
	0.607
	-0.479
	-0.017
	-0.188
	0.066
	-0.197
	-0.106

	S.3.e.5_AgentPerson
	0.624
	-0.435
	-0.231
	-0.04
	0.097
	-0.092
	-0.248

	S.3.e.6_AgentWebsite
	0.688
	0.313
	-0.06
	-0.351
	-0.009
	-0.138
	0.093

	S.3.e.7_InternetProperty
	0.591
	0.622
	0.055
	-0.205
	0.058
	-0.031
	0.123

	S.3.e.8_InternetArea
	0.535
	0.383
	-0.037
	0.475
	-0.246
	0.197
	-0.27

	S.3.f.1_PersonalKnowledge
	0.2
	-0.093
	0.552
	-0.208
	0.251
	0.35
	-0.284

	S.3.f.2_Friends
	0.276
	-0.117
	0.675
	0.183
	-0.207
	-0.266
	0.049

	S.3.f.3_Newspapers
	0.443
	-0.327
	-0.114
	-0.011
	-0.195
	0.348
	0.331

	S.3.f.4_AgentWindow
	0.609
	-0.392
	-0.18
	0.024
	0.058
	-0.153
	-0.218

	S.3.f.5_AgentPerson
	0.595
	-0.31
	-0.269
	0.081
	0.059
	-0.042
	-0.286

	S.3.f.6_AgentWebsite
	0.653
	0.293
	-0.036
	-0.295
	0.039
	-0.119
	0.067

	S.3.f.7_InternetProperty
	0.521
	0.615
	0.057
	-0.215
	0.073
	-0.073
	0.086

	S.3.f.8_InternetArea
	0.474
	0.383
	-0.058
	0.463
	-0.237
	0.214
	-0.302

	Variable Principal Normalization.
	
	
	
	
	
	







[bookmark: _Toc297378665]Cluster Analysis – Round Two 
The Round Two CA has three large clusters in all of the cluster solutions (above 100 household members per cluster). In each of the cluster solutions there remains a single smaller cluster of 14 households. On inspection, this cluster is not similar to the households removed in the first round of the PCA (i.e. they are clustering because of commonality in the answers provided, rather than because of a lack of data). The five, six and seven cluster solutions include a 16 household group that occurs consistently. In the four and three cluster solutions, these 16 households have been merged with another cluster (B). 
[bookmark: _Toc299648936]Table 2.18: PCA Round Two Cluster Membership Numbers
	Cluster Numbers
	CLUSTER

	
	A
	B
	C
	D
	E
	F
	G

	Three
	162 (34.9)
	288 (62.1)
	14 (3)
	
	
	
	

	Four
	162 (34.9)
	175 (37.7)
	113 (24.4)
	14 (3)
	
	
	

	Five 
	162 (34.9)
	159 (34.3)
	113 (24.4)
	14 (3)
	16 (3.4)
	
	

	Six
	147 (31.7)
	159 (34.3)
	113 (24.4)
	15 (3.2)
	14 (3)
	16 (3.4)
	

	Seven
	131 (28.8)
	159 (34.3)
	113 (24.4)
	15 (3.2)
	16 (3.4)
	14 (3)
	16 (3.4)



[bookmark: _Toc299648937]Chart 2.1: Differences between coefficients of cluster numbers in solution
[image: Macintosh HD:Users:richard:Desktop:PhD:cluster analysis coefficients.png]
The size of the chart above makes distinguishing a shelf, or demarcation point more difficult, but it is clear that the difference between smaller cluster solutions account for much greater differences in the coefficients  of within-cluster sum of squares than the differences between the larger cluster solutions. It is therefore appropriate to consider a chart with fewer clusters. Chart X.X below shows the differences between cluster solutions from two to ten cluster solutions (i.e. the net increase from the first cluster which comprises every household onwards).

[bookmark: _Toc299648938]Chart 2.2: Differences between coefficients of cluster numbers in solution (up to ten only)
[image: Macintosh HD:Users:richard:Desktop:PhD:A framework for the PhD:cluster analysis coefficients up to ten only.png]

[bookmark: _Toc297378666]Cluster Analysis - Round Two ANOVA
Given the apparent break in the data around the four and five cluster numbers in chart 2.2 further investigation of the appropriate number of clusters is needed. Whilst a number of methods can be used in this analysis ANOVA allows us to compare the means of each cluster according to the original PCAs to test whether the means are similar (i.e. they should be from the same cluster). Combining the ANOVA with Tukey’s post hoc test allows comparison of the significance in variation for each variable. 
Both the four and five cluster ANOVAs reveal that the null hypothesis (that clusters share the same means) can be rejected for the solutions across most of the PCA components, therefore the clusters do produce variation in the means. For the four cluster solution the ANOVA produces p (“Sig.” in the tables below) values below 0.05 for 15 of the 20 components, suggesting that the means do vary across most components (identified in red text). Whilst the 0.05 value for p is arbitrary, its use conforms to norms in statistics in the social sciences. The five cluster solution is significant across 17 of the 20 components. The means vary therefore across more components in the five cluster solution than the four cluster solution, although ANOVA does not tell us where this variation lies between clusters. The Tukey post hoc test reveals where this variation occurs (table 2.21). It is unimportant that the variation occurs on each cluster for each component, as we do not assume that differences are universal between clusters and that some clusters may share characteristics on some components.   
[bookmark: _Toc299648939]Table 2.19: PCA Round Two ANOVA for the Four-cluster solution (significant in red text)
	PCA component
	 
	Sum of Squares
	df
	Mean Square
	F
	Sig.

	Object scores PCA Pre Search 1
	Between Groups
	47.579
	3
	15.86
	17.52
	0

	
	Within Groups
	416.421
	460
	0.905
	
	

	
	Total
	464
	463
	
	
	

	Object scores PCA Pre Search 2
	Between Groups
	10.447
	3
	3.482
	3.532
	0.015

	
	Within Groups
	453.553
	460
	0.986
	 
	 

	
	Total
	464
	463
	 
	 
	 

	Object scores PCA Pre Search 3
	Between Groups
	7.941
	3
	2.647
	2.67
	0.047

	
	Within Groups
	456.059
	460
	0.991
	
	

	
	Total
	464
	463
	
	
	

	Object scores PCA Pre Search 4
	Between Groups
	73.632
	3
	24.544
	28.922
	0

	
	Within Groups
	390.368
	460
	0.849
	 
	 

	
	Total
	464
	463
	 
	 
	 

	Object scores PCA Pre Search 5
	Between Groups
	14.868
	3
	4.956
	5.076
	0.002

	
	Within Groups
	449.132
	460
	0.976
	
	

	
	Total
	464
	463
	
	
	

	Object scores PCA Pre Search 6
	Between Groups
	29.792
	3
	9.931
	10.52
	0

	
	Within Groups
	434.208
	460
	0.944
	 
	 

	
	Total
	464
	463
	 
	 
	 

	Object scores PCA Motivations One 1
	Between Groups
	195.049
	3
	65.016
	111.2
	0

	
	Within Groups
	268.951
	460
	0.585
	
	

	
	Total
	464
	463
	
	
	

	Object scores PCA Motivations One  2
	Between Groups
	3.115
	3
	1.038
	1.036
	0.376

	
	Within Groups
	460.885
	460
	1.002
	 
	 

	
	Total
	464
	463
	 
	 
	 

	Object scores PCA Motivations One  3
	Between Groups
	48.51
	3
	16.17
	17.902
	0

	
	Within Groups
	415.49
	460
	0.903
	
	

	
	Total
	464
	463
	
	
	

	Object scores PCA Motivations One  4
	Between Groups
	47.498
	3
	15.833
	17.486
	0

	
	Within Groups
	416.502
	460
	0.905
	 
	 

	
	Total
	464
	463
	 
	 
	 

	Object scores PCA Motivations One  5
	Between Groups
	6.977
	3
	2.326
	2.341
	0.073

	
	Within Groups
	457.023
	460
	0.994
	
	

	
	Total
	464
	463
	
	
	

	Object scores PCA Motivations One  6
	Between Groups
	11.448
	3
	3.816
	3.879
	0.009

	
	Within Groups
	452.552
	460
	0.984
	 
	 

	
	Total
	464
	463
	 
	 
	 

	Object scores PCA Motivations One  7
	Between Groups
	4.428
	3
	1.476
	1.477
	0.22

	
	Within Groups
	459.572
	460
	0.999
	
	

	
	Total
	464
	463
	
	
	

	Object scores PCA Motivations Two  1
	Between Groups
	89.866
	3
	29.955
	32.091
	0

	
	Within Groups
	429.39
	460
	0.933
	 
	 

	
	Total
	519.256
	463
	 
	 
	 

	Object scores PCA Motivations Two 2
	Between Groups
	5.224
	3
	1.741
	1.589
	0.191

	
	Within Groups
	504.019
	460
	1.096
	
	

	
	Total
	509.242
	463
	
	
	

	Object scores PCA Motivations Two 3
	Between Groups
	201.627
	3
	67.209
	89.847
	0

	
	Within Groups
	344.096
	460
	0.748
	 
	 

	
	Total
	545.723
	463
	 
	 
	 

	Object scores PCA Motivations Two 4
	Between Groups
	292.533
	3
	97.511
	135.758
	0

	
	Within Groups
	330.404
	460
	0.718
	
	

	
	Total
	622.937
	463
	
	
	

	Object scores PCA Motivations Two 5
	Between Groups
	3.382
	3
	1.127
	1.066
	0.363

	
	Within Groups
	486.469
	460
	1.058
	 
	 

	
	Total
	489.852
	463
	 
	 
	 

	Object scores PCA Motivations Two 6
	Between Groups
	54.643
	3
	18.214
	17.233
	0

	
	Within Groups
	486.208
	460
	1.057
	
	

	
	Total
	540.851
	463
	
	
	

	Object scores PCA Motivations Two 7
	Between Groups
	98.846
	3
	32.949
	32.286
	0

	
	Within Groups
	469.436
	460
	1.021
	 
	 

	
	Total
	568.281
	463
	 
	 
	 




[bookmark: _Toc299648940]Table 2.20: PCA Round Two ANOVA for the five cluster solution (significant in red text)
	PCA component
	 
	Sum of Squares
	df
	Mean Square
	F
	Sig.

	Object scores PCA Pre Search 1
	Between Groups
	64.903
	4
	16.226
	18.661
	0

	
	Within Groups
	399.097
	459
	0.869
	
	

	
	Total
	464
	463
	
	
	

	Object scores PCA Pre Search 2
	Between Groups
	17.173
	4
	4.293
	4.41
	0.002

	
	Within Groups
	446.827
	459
	0.973
	 
	 

	
	Total
	464
	463
	 
	 
	 

	Object scores PCA Pre Search 3
	Between Groups
	131.939
	4
	32.985
	45.594
	0

	
	Within Groups
	332.061
	459
	0.723
	
	

	
	Total
	464
	463
	
	
	

	Object scores PCA Pre Search 4
	Between Groups
	83.092
	4
	20.773
	25.032
	0

	
	Within Groups
	380.908
	459
	0.83
	 
	 

	
	Total
	464
	463
	 
	 
	 

	Object scores PCA Pre Search 5
	Between Groups
	45.509
	4
	11.377
	12.479
	0

	
	Within Groups
	418.491
	459
	0.912
	
	

	
	Total
	464
	463
	
	
	

	Object scores PCA Pre Search 6
	Between Groups
	62.36
	4
	15.59
	17.817
	0

	
	Within Groups
	401.64
	459
	0.875
	 
	 

	
	Total
	464
	463
	 
	 
	 

	Object scores PCA Motivations One 1
	Between Groups
	200.602
	4
	50.151
	87.393
	0

	
	Within Groups
	263.398
	459
	0.574
	
	

	
	Total
	464
	463
	
	
	

	Object scores PCA Motivations One  2
	Between Groups
	5.934
	4
	1.483
	1.486
	0.205

	
	Within Groups
	458.066
	459
	0.998
	 
	 

	
	Total
	464
	463
	 
	 
	 

	Object scores PCA Motivations One  3
	Between Groups
	48.774
	4
	12.194
	13.479
	0

	
	Within Groups
	415.226
	459
	0.905
	
	

	
	Total
	464
	463
	
	
	

	Object scores PCA Motivations One  4
	Between Groups
	47.969
	4
	11.992
	13.231
	0

	
	Within Groups
	416.031
	459
	0.906
	 
	 

	
	Total
	464
	463
	 
	 
	 

	Object scores PCA Motivations One  5
	Between Groups
	18.22
	4
	4.555
	4.69
	0.001

	
	Within Groups
	445.78
	459
	0.971
	
	

	
	Total
	464
	463
	
	
	

	Object scores PCA Motivations One  6
	Between Groups
	11.5
	4
	2.875
	2.916
	0.021

	
	Within Groups
	452.5
	459
	0.986
	 
	 

	
	Total
	464
	463
	 
	 
	 

	Object scores PCA Motivations One  7
	Between Groups
	9.745
	4
	2.436
	2.462
	0.045

	
	Within Groups
	454.255
	459
	0.99
	
	

	
	Total
	464
	463
	
	
	

	Object scores PCA Motivations Two  1
	Between Groups
	91.388
	4
	22.847
	24.509
	0

	
	Within Groups
	427.868
	459
	0.932
	 
	 

	
	Total
	519.256
	463
	 
	 
	 

	Object scores PCA Motivations Two 2
	Between Groups
	5.393
	4
	1.348
	1.228
	0.298

	
	Within Groups
	503.849
	459
	1.098
	
	

	
	Total
	509.242
	463
	
	
	

	Object scores PCA Motivations Two 3
	Between Groups
	203.013
	4
	50.753
	67.975
	0

	
	Within Groups
	342.709
	459
	0.747
	 
	 

	
	Total
	545.723
	463
	 
	 
	 

	Object scores PCA Motivations Two 4
	Between Groups
	297.251
	4
	74.313
	104.731
	0

	
	Within Groups
	325.687
	459
	0.71
	
	

	
	Total
	622.937
	463
	
	
	

	Object scores PCA Motivations Two 5
	Between Groups
	3.521
	4
	0.88
	0.831
	0.506

	
	Within Groups
	486.331
	459
	1.06
	 
	 

	
	Total
	489.852
	463
	 
	 
	 

	Object scores PCA Motivations Two 6
	Between Groups
	62.806
	4
	15.702
	15.076
	0

	
	Within Groups
	478.045
	459
	1.041
	
	

	
	Total
	540.851
	463
	
	
	

	Object scores PCA Motivations Two 7
	Between Groups
	103.947
	4
	25.987
	25.688
	0

	
	Within Groups
	464.335
	459
	1.012
	 
	 

	
	Total
	568.281
	463
	 
	 
	 




[bookmark: _Toc299648941]Chart 2.21: a) Pre-Search PCA (Two) Tukey’s post hoc test on the 4 cluster solution
	Dependent Variable
	(I) Ward Method
	(J) Ward Method
	Mean Difference (I-J)
	Std. Error
	Sig.
	95% Confidence Interval Lower Bound
	95% Confidence Interval Upper Bound

	a) Pre-search perceptions
	Object scores dimension 1
	1
	2
	.64426*
	0.10374
	0
	0.3768
	0.9117

	
	
	
	3
	.69318*
	0.11662
	0
	0.3925
	0.9939

	
	
	
	4
	0.06275
	0.26505
	0.995
	-0.6207
	0.7462

	
	
	2
	1
	-.64426*
	0.10374
	0
	-0.9117
	-0.3768

	
	
	
	3
	0.04893
	0.11482
	0.974
	-0.2471
	0.345

	
	
	
	4
	-0.58151
	0.26426
	0.125
	-1.2629
	0.0999

	
	
	3
	1
	-.69318*
	0.11662
	0
	-0.9939
	-0.3925

	
	
	
	2
	-0.04893
	0.11482
	0.974
	-0.345
	0.2471

	
	
	
	4
	-0.63044
	0.26958
	0.091
	-1.3255
	0.0647

	
	
	4
	1
	-0.06275
	0.26505
	0.995
	-0.7462
	0.6207

	
	
	
	2
	0.58151
	0.26426
	0.125
	-0.0999
	1.2629

	
	
	
	3
	0.63044
	0.26958
	0.091
	-0.0647
	1.3255

	
	Object scores dimension 2
	1
	2
	.31376*
	0.10826
	0.02
	0.0346
	0.5929

	
	
	
	3
	0.0658
	0.1217
	0.949
	-0.248
	0.3796

	
	
	
	4
	-0.17868
	0.27661
	0.917
	-0.8919
	0.5345

	
	
	2
	1
	-.31376*
	0.10826
	0.02
	-0.5929
	-0.0346

	
	
	
	3
	-0.24796
	0.11983
	0.165
	-0.5569
	0.061

	
	
	
	4
	-0.49244
	0.27579
	0.282
	-1.2036
	0.2187

	
	
	3
	1
	-0.0658
	0.1217
	0.949
	-0.3796
	0.248

	
	
	
	2
	0.24796
	0.11983
	0.165
	-0.061
	0.5569

	
	
	
	4
	-0.24448
	0.28134
	0.821
	-0.9699
	0.4809

	
	
	4
	1
	0.17868
	0.27661
	0.917
	-0.5345
	0.8919

	
	
	
	2
	0.49244
	0.27579
	0.282
	-0.2187
	1.2036

	
	
	
	3
	0.24448
	0.28134
	0.821
	-0.4809
	0.9699

	
	Object scores dimension 3
	1
	2
	-0.13072
	0.10856
	0.625
	-0.4106
	0.1492

	
	
	
	3
	-0.30073
	0.12204
	0.067
	-0.6154
	0.0139

	
	
	
	4
	0.24924
	0.27737
	0.806
	-0.466
	0.9644

	
	
	2
	1
	0.13072
	0.10856
	0.625
	-0.1492
	0.4106

	
	
	
	3
	-0.17001
	0.12016
	0.491
	-0.4798
	0.1398

	
	
	
	4
	0.37996
	0.27655
	0.516
	-0.3331
	1.093

	
	
	3
	1
	0.30073
	0.12204
	0.067
	-0.0139
	0.6154

	
	
	
	2
	0.17001
	0.12016
	0.491
	-0.1398
	0.4798

	
	
	
	4
	0.54996
	0.28212
	0.209
	-0.1775
	1.2774

	
	
	4
	1
	-0.24924
	0.27737
	0.806
	-0.9644
	0.466

	
	
	
	2
	-0.37996
	0.27655
	0.516
	-1.093
	0.3331

	
	
	
	3
	-0.54996
	0.28212
	0.209
	-1.2774
	0.1775

	
	Object scores dimension 4
	1
	2
	.54984*
	0.10044
	0
	0.2909
	0.8088

	
	
	
	3
	-.46600*
	0.11291
	0
	-0.7571
	-0.1749

	
	
	
	4
	-0.07572
	0.25662
	0.991
	-0.7374
	0.586

	
	
	2
	1
	-.54984*
	0.10044
	0
	-0.8088
	-0.2909

	
	
	
	3
	-1.01584*
	0.11117
	0
	-1.3025
	-0.7292

	
	
	
	4
	-0.62555
	0.25586
	0.07
	-1.2853
	0.0342

	
	
	3
	1
	.46600*
	0.11291
	0
	0.1749
	0.7571

	
	
	
	2
	1.01584*
	0.11117
	0
	0.7292
	1.3025

	
	
	
	4
	0.39029
	0.26101
	0.441
	-0.2827
	1.0633

	
	
	4
	1
	0.07572
	0.25662
	0.991
	-0.586
	0.7374

	
	
	
	2
	0.62555
	0.25586
	0.07
	-0.0342
	1.2853

	
	
	
	3
	-0.39029
	0.26101
	0.441
	-1.0633
	0.2827

	
	Object scores dimension 5
	1
	2
	-0.17073
	0.10773
	0.388
	-0.4485
	0.1071

	
	
	
	3
	-.46760*
	0.12111
	0.001
	-0.7799
	-0.1553

	
	
	
	4
	-0.32315
	0.27526
	0.644
	-1.0329
	0.3866

	
	
	2
	1
	0.17073
	0.10773
	0.388
	-0.1071
	0.4485

	
	
	
	3
	-0.29687
	0.11925
	0.063
	-0.6043
	0.0106

	
	
	
	4
	-0.15242
	0.27445
	0.945
	-0.8601
	0.5552

	
	
	3
	1
	.46760*
	0.12111
	0.001
	0.1553
	0.7799

	
	
	
	2
	0.29687
	0.11925
	0.063
	-0.0106
	0.6043

	
	
	
	4
	0.14446
	0.27997
	0.955
	-0.5774
	0.8663

	
	
	4
	1
	0.32315
	0.27526
	0.644
	-0.3866
	1.0329

	
	
	
	2
	0.15242
	0.27445
	0.945
	-0.5552
	0.8601

	
	
	
	3
	-0.14446
	0.27997
	0.955
	-0.8663
	0.5774

	
	Object scores dimension 6
	1
	2
	-.27701*
	0.10593
	0.045
	-0.5501
	-0.0039

	
	
	
	3
	.37324*
	0.11908
	0.01
	0.0662
	0.6803

	
	
	
	4
	-0.24263
	0.27065
	0.807
	-0.9405
	0.4552

	
	
	2
	1
	.27701*
	0.10593
	0.045
	0.0039
	0.5501

	
	
	
	3
	.65025*
	0.11725
	0
	0.3479
	0.9526

	
	
	
	4
	0.03438
	0.26985
	0.999
	-0.6614
	0.7302

	
	
	3
	1
	-.37324*
	0.11908
	0.01
	-0.6803
	-0.0662

	
	
	
	2
	-.65025*
	0.11725
	0
	-0.9526
	-0.3479

	
	
	
	4
	-0.61587
	0.27528
	0.115
	-1.3257
	0.0939

	
	
	4
	1
	0.24263
	0.27065
	0.807
	-0.4552
	0.9405

	
	
	
	2
	-0.03438
	0.26985
	0.999
	-0.7302
	0.6614

	
	
	
	3
	0.61587
	0.27528
	0.115
	-0.0939
	1.3257



* The mean difference is significant at the 0.05 level 

[bookmark: _Toc299648942]Chart 2.22: b) Motivation PCA (Two) Tukey’s post hoc test on the 4 cluster solution
	Dependent Variable
	(I) Ward Method
	(J) Ward Method
	Mean Difference (I-J)
	Std. Error
	Sig.
	95% Confidence Interval Lower Bound
	95% Confidence Interval Upper Bound

	b) Motivations
	Object scores dimension 1
	1
	2
	1.47793*
	0.08337
	0
	1.263
	1.6929

	
	
	
	3
	.46979*
	0.09372
	0
	0.2281
	0.7114

	
	
	
	4
	0.16388
	0.21301
	0.868
	-0.3853
	0.7131

	
	
	2
	1
	-1.47793*
	0.08337
	0
	-1.6929
	-1.263

	
	
	
	3
	-1.00814*
	0.09228
	0
	-1.2461
	-0.7702

	
	
	
	4
	-1.31405*
	0.21238
	0
	-1.8617
	-0.7665

	
	
	3
	1
	-.46979*
	0.09372
	0
	-0.7114
	-0.2281

	
	
	
	2
	1.00814*
	0.09228
	0
	0.7702
	1.2461

	
	
	
	4
	-0.30591
	0.21665
	0.492
	-0.8645
	0.2527

	
	
	4
	1
	-0.16388
	0.21301
	0.868
	-0.7131
	0.3853

	
	
	
	2
	1.31405*
	0.21238
	0
	0.7665
	1.8617

	
	
	
	3
	0.30591
	0.21665
	0.492
	-0.2527
	0.8645

	
	Object scores dimension 2
	1
	2
	0.12701
	0.10913
	0.65
	-0.1544
	0.4084

	
	
	
	3
	0.0691
	0.12268
	0.943
	-0.2472
	0.3854

	
	
	
	4
	0.42647
	0.27884
	0.421
	-0.2925
	1.1454

	
	
	2
	1
	-0.12701
	0.10913
	0.65
	-0.4084
	0.1544

	
	
	
	3
	-0.05791
	0.1208
	0.964
	-0.3694
	0.2536

	
	
	
	4
	0.29946
	0.27801
	0.704
	-0.4174
	1.0163

	
	
	3
	1
	-0.0691
	0.12268
	0.943
	-0.3854
	0.2472

	
	
	
	2
	0.05791
	0.1208
	0.964
	-0.2536
	0.3694

	
	
	
	4
	0.35737
	0.28361
	0.589
	-0.3739
	1.0886

	
	
	4
	1
	-0.42647
	0.27884
	0.421
	-1.1454
	0.2925

	
	
	
	2
	-0.29946
	0.27801
	0.704
	-1.0163
	0.4174

	
	
	
	3
	-0.35737
	0.28361
	0.589
	-1.0886
	0.3739

	
	Object scores dimension 3
	1
	2
	-.35127*
	0.10362
	0.004
	-0.6184
	-0.0841

	
	
	
	3
	-.84814*
	0.11649
	0
	-1.1485
	-0.5478

	
	
	
	4
	-0.13523
	0.26475
	0.957
	-0.8179
	0.5474

	
	
	2
	1
	.35127*
	0.10362
	0.004
	0.0841
	0.6184

	
	
	
	3
	-.49688*
	0.11469
	0
	-0.7926
	-0.2011

	
	
	
	4
	0.21604
	0.26397
	0.846
	-0.4646
	0.8967

	
	
	3
	1
	.84814*
	0.11649
	0
	0.5478
	1.1485

	
	
	
	2
	.49688*
	0.11469
	0
	0.2011
	0.7926

	
	
	
	4
	.71292*
	0.26928
	0.042
	0.0186
	1.4072

	
	
	4
	1
	0.13523
	0.26475
	0.957
	-0.5474
	0.8179

	
	
	
	2
	-0.21604
	0.26397
	0.846
	-0.8967
	0.4646

	
	
	
	3
	-.71292*
	0.26928
	0.042
	-1.4072
	-0.0186

	
	Object scores dimension 4
	1
	2
	0.17412
	0.10375
	0.336
	-0.0934
	0.4416

	
	
	
	3
	.81917*
	0.11663
	0
	0.5184
	1.1199

	
	
	
	4
	0.29476
	0.26507
	0.682
	-0.3887
	0.9782

	
	
	2
	1
	-0.17412
	0.10375
	0.336
	-0.4416
	0.0934

	
	
	
	3
	.64505*
	0.11483
	0
	0.349
	0.9411

	
	
	
	4
	0.12064
	0.26429
	0.968
	-0.5608
	0.8021

	
	
	3
	1
	-.81917*
	0.11663
	0
	-1.1199
	-0.5184

	
	
	
	2
	-.64505*
	0.11483
	0
	-0.9411
	-0.349

	
	
	
	4
	-0.52441
	0.26961
	0.211
	-1.2196
	0.1708

	
	
	4
	1
	-0.29476
	0.26507
	0.682
	-0.9782
	0.3887

	
	
	
	2
	-0.12064
	0.26429
	0.968
	-0.8021
	0.5608

	
	
	
	3
	0.52441
	0.26961
	0.211
	-0.1708
	1.2196

	
	Object scores dimension 5
	1
	2
	0.05689
	0.10867
	0.953
	-0.2233
	0.3371

	
	
	
	3
	0.00878
	0.12217
	1
	-0.3062
	0.3238

	
	
	
	4
	.72511*
	0.27767
	0.046
	0.0092
	1.4411

	
	
	2
	1
	-0.05689
	0.10867
	0.953
	-0.3371
	0.2233

	
	
	
	3
	-0.04811
	0.12029
	0.978
	-0.3583
	0.262

	
	
	
	4
	0.66822
	0.27685
	0.076
	-0.0456
	1.382

	
	
	3
	1
	-0.00878
	0.12217
	1
	-0.3238
	0.3062

	
	
	
	2
	0.04811
	0.12029
	0.978
	-0.262
	0.3583

	
	
	
	4
	0.71633
	0.28242
	0.056
	-0.0119
	1.4445

	
	
	4
	1
	-.72511*
	0.27767
	0.046
	-1.4411
	-0.0092

	
	
	
	2
	-0.66822
	0.27685
	0.076
	-1.382
	0.0456

	
	
	
	3
	-0.71633
	0.28242
	0.056
	-1.4445
	0.0119

	
	Object scores dimension 6
	1
	2
	-0.24508
	0.10814
	0.108
	-0.5239
	0.0338

	
	
	
	3
	0.11883
	0.12157
	0.762
	-0.1946
	0.4323

	
	
	
	4
	0.24033
	0.27631
	0.82
	-0.4721
	0.9528

	
	
	2
	1
	0.24508
	0.10814
	0.108
	-0.0338
	0.5239

	
	
	
	3
	.36391*
	0.1197
	0.013
	0.0553
	0.6726

	
	
	
	4
	0.48541
	0.27549
	0.293
	-0.2249
	1.1957

	
	
	3
	1
	-0.11883
	0.12157
	0.762
	-0.4323
	0.1946

	
	
	
	2
	-.36391*
	0.1197
	0.013
	-0.6726
	-0.0553

	
	
	
	4
	0.1215
	0.28103
	0.973
	-0.6031
	0.8461

	
	
	4
	1
	-0.24033
	0.27631
	0.82
	-0.9528
	0.4721

	
	
	
	2
	-0.48541
	0.27549
	0.293
	-1.1957
	0.2249

	
	
	
	3
	-0.1215
	0.28103
	0.973
	-0.8461
	0.6031

	
	Object scores dimension 7
	1
	2
	-0.19175
	0.10898
	0.294
	-0.4727
	0.0892

	
	
	
	3
	-0.22452
	0.12251
	0.259
	-0.5404
	0.0914

	
	
	
	4
	-0.09921
	0.27844
	0.984
	-0.8172
	0.6187

	
	
	2
	1
	0.19175
	0.10898
	0.294
	-0.0892
	0.4727

	
	
	
	3
	-0.03277
	0.12062
	0.993
	-0.3438
	0.2783

	
	
	
	4
	0.09254
	0.27762
	0.987
	-0.6233
	0.8084

	
	
	3
	1
	0.22452
	0.12251
	0.259
	-0.0914
	0.5404

	
	
	
	2
	0.03277
	0.12062
	0.993
	-0.2783
	0.3438

	
	
	
	4
	0.12531
	0.2832
	0.971
	-0.6049
	0.8555

	
	
	4
	1
	0.09921
	0.27844
	0.984
	-0.6187
	0.8172

	
	
	
	2
	-0.09254
	0.27762
	0.987
	-0.8084
	0.6233

	
	
	
	3
	-0.12531
	0.2832
	0.971
	-0.8555
	0.6049


[bookmark: _Toc299648943]Chart 2.23: c) Search process PCA (Two) Tukey’s post hoc test on the 4 cluster solution
	Dependent Variable
	(I) Ward Method
	(J) Ward Method
	Mean Difference (I-J)
	Std. Error
	Sig.
	95% Confidence Interval Lower Bound
	95% Confidence Interval Upper Bound

	c) Search process
	Object scores dimension 1
	1
	2
	1.00730*
	0.10534
	0
	0.7357
	1.2789

	
	
	
	3
	.48444*
	0.11842
	0
	0.1791
	0.7898

	
	
	
	4
	1.08153*
	0.26914
	0
	0.3876
	1.7755

	
	
	2
	1
	-1.00730*
	0.10534
	0
	-1.2789
	-0.7357

	
	
	
	3
	-.52285*
	0.1166
	0
	-0.8235
	-0.2222

	
	
	
	4
	0.07423
	0.26835
	0.993
	-0.6177
	0.7661

	
	
	3
	1
	-.48444*
	0.11842
	0
	-0.7898
	-0.1791

	
	
	
	2
	.52285*
	0.1166
	0
	0.2222
	0.8235

	
	
	
	4
	0.59708
	0.27374
	0.13
	-0.1088
	1.3029

	
	
	4
	1
	-1.08153*
	0.26914
	0
	-1.7755
	-0.3876

	
	
	
	2
	-0.07423
	0.26835
	0.993
	-0.7661
	0.6177

	
	
	
	3
	-0.59708
	0.27374
	0.13
	-1.3029
	0.1088

	
	Object scores dimension 2
	1
	2
	0.14928
	0.11413
	0.558
	-0.145
	0.4435

	
	
	
	3
	0.04031
	0.1283
	0.989
	-0.2905
	0.3711

	
	
	
	4
	0.55604
	0.29159
	0.227
	-0.1958
	1.3079

	
	
	2
	1
	-0.14928
	0.11413
	0.558
	-0.4435
	0.145

	
	
	
	3
	-0.10898
	0.12632
	0.824
	-0.4347
	0.2167

	
	
	
	4
	0.40675
	0.29073
	0.501
	-0.3429
	1.1564

	
	
	3
	1
	-0.04031
	0.1283
	0.989
	-0.3711
	0.2905

	
	
	
	2
	0.10898
	0.12632
	0.824
	-0.2167
	0.4347

	
	
	
	4
	0.51573
	0.29658
	0.305
	-0.249
	1.2804

	
	
	4
	1
	-0.55604
	0.29159
	0.227
	-1.3079
	0.1958

	
	
	
	2
	-0.40675
	0.29073
	0.501
	-1.1564
	0.3429

	
	
	
	3
	-0.51573
	0.29658
	0.305
	-1.2804
	0.249

	
	Object scores dimension 3
	1
	2
	.81756*
	0.0943
	0
	0.5744
	1.0607

	
	
	
	3
	1.21380*
	0.10601
	0
	0.9405
	1.4871

	
	
	
	4
	-1.98997*
	0.24093
	0
	-2.6112
	-1.3687

	
	
	2
	1
	-.81756*
	0.0943
	0
	-1.0607
	-0.5744

	
	
	
	3
	.39624*
	0.10438
	0.001
	0.1271
	0.6654

	
	
	
	4
	-2.80752*
	0.24022
	0
	-3.4269
	-2.1881

	
	
	3
	1
	-1.21380*
	0.10601
	0
	-1.4871
	-0.9405

	
	
	
	2
	-.39624*
	0.10438
	0.001
	-0.6654
	-0.1271

	
	
	
	4
	-3.20377*
	0.24505
	0
	-3.8356
	-2.5719

	
	
	4
	1
	1.98997*
	0.24093
	0
	1.3687
	2.6112

	
	
	
	2
	2.80752*
	0.24022
	0
	2.1881
	3.4269

	
	
	
	3
	3.20377*
	0.24505
	0
	2.5719
	3.8356

	
	Object scores dimension 4
	1
	2
	-.34364*
	0.0924
	0.001
	-0.5819
	-0.1054

	
	
	
	3
	-.65720*
	0.10388
	0
	-0.925
	-0.3894

	
	
	
	4
	-4.70152*
	0.23609
	0
	-5.3103
	-4.0928

	
	
	2
	1
	.34364*
	0.0924
	0.001
	0.1054
	0.5819

	
	
	
	3
	-.31356*
	0.10228
	0.012
	-0.5773
	-0.0498

	
	
	
	4
	-4.35788*
	0.23539
	0
	-4.9648
	-3.7509

	
	
	3
	1
	.65720*
	0.10388
	0
	0.3894
	0.925

	
	
	
	2
	.31356*
	0.10228
	0.012
	0.0498
	0.5773

	
	
	
	4
	-4.04432*
	0.24013
	0
	-4.6635
	-3.4252

	
	
	4
	1
	4.70152*
	0.23609
	0
	4.0928
	5.3103

	
	
	
	2
	4.35788*
	0.23539
	0
	3.7509
	4.9648

	
	
	
	3
	4.04432*
	0.24013
	0
	3.4252
	4.6635

	
	Object scores dimension 5
	1
	2
	-0.11625
	0.11212
	0.728
	-0.4053
	0.1729

	
	
	
	3
	-0.15699
	0.12604
	0.598
	-0.482
	0.168

	
	
	
	4
	-0.41203
	0.28647
	0.476
	-1.1507
	0.3266

	
	
	2
	1
	0.11625
	0.11212
	0.728
	-0.1729
	0.4053

	
	
	
	3
	-0.04074
	0.1241
	0.988
	-0.3607
	0.2793

	
	
	
	4
	-0.29578
	0.28563
	0.729
	-1.0323
	0.4407

	
	
	3
	1
	0.15699
	0.12604
	0.598
	-0.168
	0.482

	
	
	
	2
	0.04074
	0.1241
	0.988
	-0.2793
	0.3607

	
	
	
	4
	-0.25504
	0.29137
	0.818
	-1.0063
	0.4963

	
	
	4
	1
	0.41203
	0.28647
	0.476
	-0.3266
	1.1507

	
	
	
	2
	0.29578
	0.28563
	0.729
	-0.4407
	1.0323

	
	
	
	3
	0.25504
	0.29137
	0.818
	-0.4963
	1.0063

	
	Object scores dimension 6
	1
	2
	-0.10976
	0.11209
	0.761
	-0.3988
	0.1793

	
	
	
	3
	.46010*
	0.12601
	0.002
	0.1352
	0.785

	
	
	
	4
	1.58392*
	0.2864
	0
	0.8455
	2.3224

	
	
	2
	1
	0.10976
	0.11209
	0.761
	-0.1793
	0.3988

	
	
	
	3
	.56986*
	0.12407
	0
	0.2499
	0.8898

	
	
	
	4
	1.69368*
	0.28555
	0
	0.9574
	2.43

	
	
	3
	1
	-.46010*
	0.12601
	0.002
	-0.785
	-0.1352

	
	
	
	2
	-.56986*
	0.12407
	0
	-0.8898
	-0.2499

	
	
	
	4
	1.12382*
	0.29129
	0.001
	0.3727
	1.8749

	
	
	4
	1
	-1.58392*
	0.2864
	0
	-2.3224
	-0.8455

	
	
	
	2
	-1.69368*
	0.28555
	0
	-2.43
	-0.9574

	
	
	
	3
	-1.12382*
	0.29129
	0.001
	-1.8749
	-0.3727

	
	Object scores dimension 7
	1
	2
	-.48413*
	0.11014
	0
	-0.7681
	-0.2001

	
	
	
	3
	0.25945
	0.12382
	0.156
	-0.0598
	0.5787

	
	
	
	4
	-2.17285*
	0.28141
	0
	-2.8985
	-1.4472

	
	
	2
	1
	.48413*
	0.11014
	0
	0.2001
	0.7681

	
	
	
	3
	.74357*
	0.12191
	0
	0.4292
	1.0579

	
	
	
	4
	-1.68872*
	0.28058
	0
	-2.4122
	-0.9653

	
	
	3
	1
	-0.25945
	0.12382
	0.156
	-0.5787
	0.0598

	
	
	
	2
	-.74357*
	0.12191
	0
	-1.0579
	-0.4292

	
	
	
	4
	-2.43229*
	0.28623
	0
	-3.1703
	-1.6943

	
	
	4
	1
	2.17285*
	0.28141
	0
	1.4472
	2.8985

	
	
	
	2
	1.68872*
	0.28058
	0
	0.9653
	2.4122

	
	
	
	3
	2.43229*
	0.28623
	0
	1.6943
	3.1703




3. [bookmark: _Toc297378667]Cluster Analysis - Round Two: Cluster household and housing characteristics
The following tables provide data on the household and housing characteristics of the four clusters. The data is either in the form of percentages of households in each cluster represented by an option for different variables (e.g. Single Person, or retired) or descriptive statistics for ordinal characteristics (e.g. house price, number of bedrooms). Each table has a limited text describing the key variations in the tables, further explanation of the key characteristics can be found in chapter eight. 
[bookmark: _Toc299648944]Table 3.1: Household type by cluster 
	 
	 
	A
	B
	C
	D

	Simple 
household 
typology
	Single Person
	36%
	26%
	12%
	57%

	
	Couple (no children)
	33%
	47%
	50%
	21%

	
	Couple (with children)
	14%
	19%
	29%
	7%

	
	Lone Parent
	11%
	5%
	4%
	0%

	
	Extended Household
	6%
	3%
	4%
	14%


Cluster C has the highest proportion of couple households (with or without children), whilst Cluster D has much less. Lone Parents are more likely to be found in Cluster A than any other, whilst Extended Households were most likely to be found in Cluster D. 

[bookmark: _Toc299648945]Table 3.2: Education of respondent by cluster
	 
	 
	A
	B
	C
	D

	Education of respondent
	Postgraduate/Professional Qualification
	42%
	37%
	35%
	31%

	
	Degree or degree equivalent
	19%
	34%
	24%
	0%

	
	Higher education below degree
	11%
	6%
	12%
	15%

	
	A Levels / NVQ Level 3
	5%
	11%
	8%
	8%

	
	GCSEs / NVQ level 2
	7%
	5%
	12%
	0%

	
	NVQ Level 1
	0%
	0%
	1%
	0%

	
	No qualifications
	4%
	2%
	2%
	15%

	
	Other
	5%
	2%
	3%
	8%

	
	No response
	6%
	3%
	4%
	23%


Cluster B has the highest proportion of household respondents with a degree or postgraduate degree (71%), whilst cluster D has the smallest proportion (though this cluster had a high non response rate)

[bookmark: _Toc299648946]Table 3.3: Working status of respondent by cluster
	 
	 
	A
	B
	C
	D

	Working status of respondent 
	Full-time employment
	42%
	72%
	46%
	36%

	
	Part-time employment
	13%
	15%
	22%
	14%

	
	Self-employed
	6%
	3%
	9%
	0%

	
	Unemployed
	2%
	0%
	1%
	0%

	
	Retired
	32%
	3%
	14%
	50%

	
	Full-time student (16+years)
	1%
	2%
	2%
	0%

	
	School / preschool / nursery
	1%
	0%
	0%
	0%

	
	Looking after home / family
	1%
	3%
	4%
	0%

	
	Permanently sick / disabled
	0%
	1%
	2%
	0%

	
	Other
	2%
	1%
	2%
	0%


Clusters A and D had high proportions of Retired respondents, whilst Cluster B had by far the highest proportion of respondents in employment (full-time employment, part-time employment or self-employed). 

[bookmark: _Toc299648947]Table 3.4: House price by cluster 
	 
	 
	A
	B
	C
	D

	House 
Price
	Number
	162
	175
	113
	14

	
	Missing
	0
	0
	0
	0

	
	Mean
	£203,517
	£163,115
	£221,499
	£138,596

	
	Median
	£162,475
	£134,950
	£199,950
	£99,950

	
	Std. Deviation
	£140,739
	£98,153
	£117,840
	£93,432

	
	Minimum
	£50,000
	£58,000
	£70,000
	£52,000

	
	Maximum
	£1,175,000
	£750,000
	£732,500
	£389,950

	
	Percentile 25
	£118,750
	£108,000
	£135,750
	£81,375

	
	Percentile 50
	£162,475
	£134,950
	£199,950
	£99,950

	
	Percentile 75
	£235,000
	£186,000
	£255,019
	£183,000


Cluster D had the lowest median house price (and lower and upper quartile prices), whilst Cluster C had the highest house price lower quartile, median and upper quartile house prices. Cluster A has a higher house price profile than Cluster C.

[bookmark: _Toc299648948]Table 3.5: Household income by cluster
	 
	 
	A
	B
	C
	D

	Household Income
	Number
	139
	162
	98
	11

	
	Missing
	23
	13
	15
	3

	
	Mean
	9.79
	10.43
	11.88
	6.18

	
	Median
	£35-40,000
	£35-40,000
	£50-£60,000
	£20-22,500

	
	Minimum
	£5,000 or under
	£5,000 or under
	£5-10,000
	£5,000 or under

	
	Maximum
	£80,000 or over
	£80,000 or over
	£80,000 or over
	£40-50,000

	
	Percentile 25
	£20-22,500
	£25-27,500
	£35-40,000
	£5-10,000

	
	Percentile 50
	£35-40,000
	£35-40,000
	£50-£60,000
	£20-22,500

	
	Percentile 75
	£50-£60,000
	£50-£60,000
	£60-70,000
	£30-35,000


Cluster D had the lowest median income (and lower and upper quartile incomes), whilst Cluster D had the highest household lower, median and upper incomes. Clusters A and B had very similar income profiles. 

[bookmark: _Toc299648949]Table 3.6: Number of people in household by cluster
	 
	 
	A
	B
	C
	D

	Number of people in household
	Number
	162
	175
	113
	14

	
	Missing
	0
	0
	0
	0

	
	Mean
	2.0
	2.1
	2.5
	1.6

	
	Median
	2
	2
	2
	1

	
	Std. Deviation
	1.0
	1.0
	1.2
	0.8

	
	Minimum
	1
	1
	1
	1

	
	Maximum
	5
	5
	6
	3

	
	Percentile 25
	1
	1
	2
	1

	
	Percentile 50
	2
	2
	2
	1

	
	Percentile 75
	2
	2
	3
	2


Cluster C had the highest mean number of people in the household (and highest lower and upper quartiles), whilst Cluster D had the lowest numbers. These figures correspond closely to the simple household typology and the number of households with children (in Cluster C predominantly) and Single Person households (Cluster D).
[bookmark: _Toc299648950]Table 3.7: Number of bedrooms by cluster
	 
	 
	A
	B
	C
	D

	Number of bedrooms
	Number
	156
	174
	111
	14

	
	Missing
	6
	1
	2
	0

	
	Mean
	3.7
	3.9
	4.2
	3.6

	
	Median
	4
	4
	4
	4

	
	Std. Deviation
	1.0
	0.9
	1.0
	0.7

	
	Minimum
	1
	1
	2
	2

	
	Maximum
	6
	6
	8
	5

	
	Percentile 25
	3
	3
	4
	3

	
	Percentile 50
	4
	4
	4
	4

	
	Percentile 75
	4
	4
	5
	4


There is not a large amount of variation in the number of bedrooms between clusters. Cluster D has the fewest according to the mean, but there is no variation in the medians.

[bookmark: _Toc299648951]Table 3.8: Number of bathrooms by cluster
	 
	 
	A
	B
	C
	D

	Number of bathrooms
	Number
	156
	174
	111
	14

	
	Missing
	6
	1
	2
	0

	
	Mean
	1.6
	1.5
	1.8
	1.4

	
	Median
	1
	1
	2
	1

	
	Std. Deviation
	0.8
	0.8
	0.9
	0.6

	
	Minimum
	1
	1
	1
	1

	
	Maximum
	4
	5
	5
	3

	
	Percentile 25
	1
	1
	1
	1

	
	Percentile 50
	1
	1
	2
	1

	
	Percentile 75
	2
	2
	2
	2


Cluster D is smaller than other clusters; using the measure of bathrooms it has the fewest according to the mean and maximum values. 

The net agree scores are discussed in the main body of the thesis (chapter seven) and are therefore not described here. 
[bookmark: _Toc299648952]Table 3.9: Net agree score for awareness before searching by cluster
	NET AGREE
	A
	B
	C
	D
	ALL

	Knew Neighbourhood
	46%
	27%
	46%
	36%
	38%

	Neighbourhood Aware
	49%
	65%
	71%
	38%
	61%

	Location Unimportant
	86%
	72%
	82%
	-100%
	74%

	Exact Type Aware
	38%
	18%
	31%
	33%
	28%

	Type Aware
	51%
	57%
	59%
	67%
	56%

	Type Unimportant
	46%
	27%
	46%
	36%
	38%

	Exact size
	46%
	27%
	46%
	36%
	38%

	Size Aware
	46%
	27%
	46%
	36%
	38%

	Size Unimportant
	46%
	27%
	46%
	36%
	38%



[bookmark: _Toc299648953]Table 3.10: Net agree score for attitude before searching by cluster
	 
	A
	B
	C
	D
	TOTAL

	Constantly Considered Moving
	-81%
	-26%
	-12%
	-33%
	-42%

	Interested Better Home
	-42%
	35%
	50%
	-27%
	11%

	No Better Home Available
	24%
	21%
	46%
	17%
	28%

	Too Much Effort
	35%
	48%
	57%
	18%
	45%

	Satisfied Previous
	-31%
	22%
	18%
	36%
	3%

	Satisfied Finance
	-49%
	-23%
	-59%
	-27%
	-41%

	Occasionally Considered
	5%
	35%
	46%
	27%
	27%

	Didn't Consider Until Event
	-54%
	-11%
	7%
	-82%
	-23%



[bookmark: _Toc299648954]Table 3.11: Net agree score on motivations (1) by cluster
	 
	A
	B
	C
	D
	TOTAL

	Economic Change
	-20%
	-11%
	-41%
	-18%
	-22%

	Family Change
	42%
	-10%
	-2%
	20%
	10%

	Design Or Size Dissatisfaction
	-36%
	-16%
	29%
	20%
	-11%

	Area Dissatisfaction
	-57%
	-35%
	-17%
	30%
	-36%

	Financial Dissatisfaction
	-70%
	-34%
	-68%
	-40%
	-55%



[bookmark: _Toc299648955]Table 3.12: Net agree score on motivations (2) by cluster
	 
	A
	B
	C
	D
	TOTAL

	Increase Wealth
	-49%
	-24%
	-43%
	-42%
	-37%

	Increase Social Status
	-81%
	-51%
	-66%
	-50%
	-65%

	Increase Comfort
	14%
	62%
	71%
	36%
	47%

	Increase Stimulation
	-33%
	9%
	5%
	-9%
	-7%

	Enable Personality
	-23%
	7%
	-12%
	64%
	-6%

	Closer Friends
	-13%
	-28%
	-35%
	27%
	-23%

	Good Social Exposure
	-46%
	-26%
	-39%
	36%
	-35%



[bookmark: _Toc299648956]Table 3.13: Net agree score on motivations (3) by cluster
	 
	A
	B
	C
	D
	TOTAL

	Affordable
	70%
	87%
	88%
	83%
	81%

	Deposit
	-19%
	63%
	-5%
	-27%
	16%

	Interest Rate
	-24%
	60%
	24%
	-9%
	22%

	Flexible lending conditions
	-33%
	42%
	16%
	-27%
	9%

	Low inflation
	-39%
	35%
	13%
	-20%
	4%

	Price rise
	-42%
	32%
	-11%
	-9%
	-5%

	Interest rise
	-48%
	21%
	-10%
	-17%
	-11%

	Stamp duty
	-43%
	22%
	-36%
	9%
	-14%

	Rent rise
	-70%
	-24%
	-77%
	-40%
	-53%

	Pay rise
	-73%
	-7%
	-61%
	-27%
	-43%

	Birth
	-69%
	-44%
	-56%
	-9%
	-55%

	Relationship Change
	-33%
	-37%
	-49%
	-60%
	-39%

	Relocation Job
	-60%
	-36%
	-72%
	-45%
	-53%

	New Job
	-59%
	-40%
	-85%
	-45%
	-58%

	Difficult to rent
	-73%
	-71%
	-93%
	-82%
	-77%

	Space pressure
	-50%
	10%
	17%
	17%
	-8%

	Home physical pressure
	-12%
	12%
	41%
	9%
	11%

	Home finance pressure
	-53%
	-31%
	-73%
	-27%
	-49%

	Not afford home
	-68%
	-80%
	-91%
	-40%
	-78%

	Specific property available
	-38%
	-34%
	-20%
	0%
	-31%



[bookmark: _Toc299648957]Table 3.14: Net agree score on search time pressures by cluster
	 
	A
	B
	C
	D
	TOTAL

	Length Time Pressure
	-24%
	-38%
	-60%
	-36%
	-39%

	Search Time Pressure
	-16%
	-13%
	-50%
	-38%
	-24%

	Time Increase
	-16%
	6%
	-25%
	-23%
	-10%



	


[bookmark: _Toc299648958]Table 3.15: Net important score for information source by cluster
	 
	A
	B
	C
	D
	TOTAL

	Personal Knowledge
	96%
	78%
	93%
	100%
	89%

	Friends
	30%
	37%
	11%
	50%
	29%

	Newspapers
	-44%
	-34%
	-2%
	-33%
	-29%

	Agent Window
	-19%
	-6%
	-2%
	0%
	-9%

	Agent Person
	-27%
	-14%
	5%
	-23%
	-14%

	Agent Website
	25%
	49%
	76%
	-9%
	46%

	Internet Property
	42%
	78%
	89%
	17%
	67%

	Internet Area
	-17%
	38%
	24%
	-27%
	15%



[bookmark: _Toc299648959]Table 3.16: Very often and often answers for information source by cluster 
	 
	A
	B
	C
	D
	TOTAL

	Personal Knowledge
	83%
	71%
	96%
	86%
	82%

	Friends
	24%
	53%
	16%
	50%
	34%

	Newspapers
	-30%
	-18%
	15%
	-17%
	-14%

	Agent Window
	-6%
	-2%
	15%
	27%
	1%

	Agent Person
	-25%
	-12%
	15%
	-17%
	-10%

	Agent Website
	29%
	64%
	78%
	33%
	55%

	Internet Property
	50%
	79%
	85%
	9%
	69%

	Internet Area
	-14%
	38%
	15%
	-27%
	13%



[bookmark: _Toc299648960]Table 3.17: Percentage of households who altered their hopes between stages by cluster
	 
	A
	B
	C
	D
	TOTAL

	% altered between first visit and search
	16%
	24%
	20%
	50%
	21%

	% altered between first offer and first visit
	17%
	23%
	19%
	43%
	21%

	% altered between move and first viewing
	20%
	22%
	24%
	43%
	22%



[bookmark: _Toc299648961]Table 3.18: Net agree score on search experience (1) by cluster
	 
	A
	B
	C
	D
	TOTAL

	Knew Found Quick
	49%
	54%
	35%
	33%
	47%

	Knew Found Eventually
	-28%
	1%
	5%
	-17%
	-8%

	Knew Change Price
	-29%
	5%
	-12%
	-27%
	-11%

	Knew Change Size Or Area
	-41%
	-21%
	-32%
	-18%
	-30%

	Uncertain Now Happy
	-36%
	-20%
	-46%
	18%
	-31%

	Uncertain Now Not Entirely Happy
	-86%
	-77%
	-86%
	-73%
	-82%



[bookmark: _Toc299648962]Table 3.19: Properties visited and placed an offer on by cluster
	Ward Method
	N
	Minimum
	Maximum
	Mean
	Std. Deviation

	A
	S.3.b_PropPhysicallyVisit
	155
	1
	130
	8.21
	13.002

	
	S.3.c_PropOffers
	156
	0
	5
	1.52
	0.876

	B
	S.3.b_PropPhysicallyVisit
	175
	0
	50
	8.99
	8.96

	
	S.3.c_PropOffers
	175
	1
	12
	1.62
	1.178

	C
	S.3.b_PropPhysicallyVisit
	113
	1
	50
	8.34
	8.043

	
	S.3.c_PropOffers
	113
	1
	4
	1.68
	0.794

	D
	S.3.b_PropPhysicallyVisit
	14
	1
	30
	5.57
	7.325

	
	S.3.c_PropOffers
	14
	0
	3
	1.36
	0.745




[bookmark: _Toc299648963]Table 3.20: Search time and length by cluster
	Ward Method
	First Consider and First Search
	First Consider and First Viewing
	First Consider and First Offer
	First Consider and Move

	A
	No.
	154
	153
	154
	153

	
	Missing
	8
	9
	8
	9

	
	Mean
	5.73
	7.33
	10.39
	15.29

	
	Median
	1
	2
	5
	9

	
	Std. Deviation
	18.224
	22.125
	20.847
	21.986

	
	Minimum
	-11
	-61
	-10
	-6

	
	Maximum
	204
	221
	221
	229

	
	Percentile 25
	0
	0.5
	1
	5

	
	Percentile 50
	1
	2
	5
	9

	
	Percentile 75
	5.25
	10
	13
	20

	B
	No.
	170
	171
	169
	172

	
	Missing
	5
	4
	6
	3

	
	Mean
	1.78
	3.95
	5.66
	10.31

	
	Median
	0
	2
	4
	7.5

	
	Std. Deviation
	3.464
	5.522
	5.944
	7.86

	
	Minimum
	-7
	-3
	-2
	-5

	
	Maximum
	19
	39
	33
	48

	
	Percentile 25
	0
	1
	2
	5.25

	
	Percentile 50
	0
	2
	4
	7.5

	
	Percentile 75
	2
	5
	8
	13

	C
	No.
	109
	108
	110
	111

	
	Missing
	4
	5
	3
	2

	
	Mean
	4.11
	7.5
	9.81
	14.26

	
	Median
	0
	2
	5
	10

	
	Std. Deviation
	13.657
	15.882
	16.05
	21.038

	
	Minimum
	-3
	-3
	0
	-117

	
	Maximum
	108
	113
	113
	115

	
	Percentile 25
	0
	1
	2
	6

	
	Percentile 50
	0
	2
	5
	10

	
	Percentile 75
	2.5
	7
	10
	16

	D
	No.
	13
	12
	12
	13

	
	Missing
	1
	2
	2
	1

	
	Mean
	-4.62
	6.42
	6
	10.77

	
	Median
	0
	3.5
	3.5
	9

	
	Std. Deviation
	24.147
	6.96
	8.068
	7.224

	
	Minimum
	-84
	1
	-8
	2

	
	Maximum
	12
	24
	24
	28

	
	Percentile 25
	0
	1
	1.25
	5

	
	Percentile 50
	0
	3.5
	3.5
	9

	
	Percentile 75
	2.5
	11.25
	12
	16.5



[bookmark: _Toc299648964]Table 3.21 Previous location of dwelling (inside or outside Sheffield)
	Cluster
	Outside of Sheffield (Postcode)
	Within Sheffield move

	A
	20%
	80%

	B
	9%
	91%

	C
	7%
	93%

	D
	25%
	75%

	Total
	13%
	87%




[bookmark: _Toc299648965]Chart 1: Cluster geographic distribution
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Home Ownership Decision Making Survey  



 
 
 



Home Ownership Decision Making Survey 
Department of Town and Regional Planning 



University of Sheffield 
Western Bank 



Sheffield 
S10 2TN 



Dear home owner, 
 
The University of Sheffield is undertaking research funded by the Royal Institution of 
Chartered Surveyors Education Trust. The research is intended to help improve the 
development and implementation of housing policies. This study will further expand our 
understanding of how households make decisions about purchasing a home.   
 
We have contacted you because Land Registry data indicates that this property changed 
ownership in 2010. We would be grateful if you would take 30 minutes to complete the 
questionnaire and return it in the prepaid envelope.  We are interested in getting a full range 
of views so please fill in as much as possible. The questionnaire is divided into three sections 
covering, an overview of events in your housing search process, a detailed explanation of 
your housing search and your household characteristics.  
 
The information that you provide will be treated confidentially and will only be used for the 
purposes of this research. No details regarding you or your household will be made available 
to anyone outside of the research team. The information you provide will be added to other 
responses to produce anonymous statistics.   
 
Your participation in this survey is completely voluntary.  If you feel that you cannot answer all 
of the questions, please do send us your response to the questions you can answer, as these 
are still helpful.   
 
Please return the completed questionnaire in the prepaid envelope or send to Department of 
Town and Regional Planning, University of Sheffield, Western Bank, Sheffield, S10 2TN by 5th 
January, 2012.  If you have any questions please contact Richard Dunning at 
r.j.dunning@sheffield.ac.uk. Thank you for your time.  
 
 
Yours sincerely, 
Richard Dunning 
University of Sheffield 
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NOTES FOR COMPLETING THE QUESTIONNAIRE 
 



Most questions are answered by ticking the appropriate box:  e.g.   please tick just one box per question 
unless indicated otherwise. 
 



For some questions you will need to write a number or some text in a larger box: e.g.            people 
 
 



Most of the questions are about your household. A household is made up of either: 
● One person living alone, or 
● A group of people (not necessarily related) living at the same address with common housekeeping i.e. 



sharing at least one meal a day or sharing a living/sitting room. 
 



 
 



SECTION 1: An overview of your purchase of this home 
The process households go through when they purchase a home differs widely. One way of understanding 
the process is to think of four events. The questionnaire will ask for a brief overview of the four events before 
considering more of the detail. The events are: 
 



Event 1: First time you considered moving from your previous home 
This event may include looking on the internet for homes, visiting estate agents for the first time and thinking 
about the amount of money you might be prepared to pay for a home.   
Event 2: First physical viewing of a property 
This event occurred when you or a member of your household first went to view both the inside and outside of 
a property in person. 
Event 3: First offer on a home 
This event occurred when you first placed a formal offer on a home.  
Event 4: First moved into this home 
This event is the end of the home purchase process, when your household completed the legal process and 
moved into the home. 
 
 



Event 1: First time you considered moving from your previous home 
 



When did your household first consider moving home? Month / Year 
 
When did your household first start searching for a home? Month / Year 
e.g. looking on the internet, newspaper adverts  
 



What type of home were you hoping to buy at this point?    e.g. a 2 bed flat in the South Yorkshire; or, a  
Victorian 3 bedroom property with ensuite and kitchen with space for a dining table, a garage and a small 
garden in east Sheffield 
 
 
 
 
 
 



What were the most important factors for you? e.g. the size of the property, the location or other features 
such as a garage.  
 



 
 
 
 
 










NOTES FOR COMPLETING THE QUESTIONNAIRE 

 

Most questions are answered by ticking the appropriate box:  e.g.    please tick just one box per question 

unless indicated otherwise. 

 

For some questions you will need to write a number or some text in a larger box: e.g.            people 

 

 

Most of the questions are about your 

household

. A household is made up of either: 

● 

One person living alone, or 

● 

A group of people (not necessarily related) living at the same address with common housekeeping i.e. 

sharing at least one meal a day 

or

 sharing a living/sitting room. 

 

 

 

SECTION 1: An overview of your purchase of this home

 

The process households go through when they purchase a home differs widely. One way of understanding 

the process is to think of four events. The questionnaire will ask for a brief overview of the four events before 

considering more of the detail. The events are: 

 

Event 1: First time you considered moving from your previous home 

This event may include looking on the internet for homes, visiting estate agents for the first time and thinking 

about the amount of money you might be prepared to pay for a home.   

Event 2: First physical viewing of a property 

This event occurred when you or a member of your household first went to view both the inside and outside of 

a property in person. 

Event 3: First offer on a home 

This event occurred when you first placed a formal offer on a home.  

Event 4: First moved into this home 

This event is the end of the home purchase process, when your household completed the legal process and 

moved into the home. 

 

 

Event 1: First time you considered moving from your previous home 

 

When did your household first consider moving home? Month / Year

 

 

When did your household first start searching for a home?

 

Month / Year

 

e.g. looking on the internet, newspaper adverts  

 

What type of home were you hoping to buy at this point?

    

e.g. a 2 bed flat in the South Yorkshire; or, a  

Victorian 3 bedroom property with ensuite and kitchen with space for a dining table, a garage and a small 

garden in east Sheffield

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

What were the most important factors for you? e.g. the size of the property, the location or other features 

such as a garage.  

 

 

 

 

 

 


image38.emf



 



Before searching, some households have an idea of the specific type of property and location, whilst 
others have less fixed ideas about future homes. We are interested in your household’s experience. To 
what extent do you agree with the statements? Strongly agree (1), Agree (2), Neither agree nor disagree (3), 
Disagree (4), Strongly disagree (5)                       1     2     3      4     5 
I/we knew the exact neighbourhood we wanted to live in……………………………….......... 
I/we were aware of a few neighbourhoods that we wanted to live in…………………………. 
I/we were not very concerned about location, other factors were more important…………. 
I/we knew the exact type of property we wanted to live in (e.g. terrace, pre 1800s)……….. 
I/we were aware of a few property types that we would be happy to live in…………………. 
I/we were not very concerned about property type, other factors were more important…… 
I/we knew the exact size of home we wanted to live in (e.g. 2 bedrooms)………………….. 
I/we knew roughly how big the home we wanted was………………………………………….. 
I/we  didn’t  mind  how  big  the  home  was, other factors were more important…………………. 
 
What areas were you considering at the start of the search postcode? Please give the lowest area 
possible, E.g. only considered Fulwood Road, wanted somewhere in Bents Green, considered all of S6 
 
 
 
 



 
Event 2: First physical viewing of a property 



 



When did someone in your household first view a property? Month / Year 
 
a) When you first viewed a property had the home you hoped for altered from your hopes before 
searching?    Yes      No 
b) If yes, how? e.g. only 1 bed, or, realised we wanted a downstairs toilet, different area 
 
 
 
  



Event 3: First offer on a home 
 



When did your household first place an offer on a home? Month / Year 
 
a) When you first placed an offer on a home had the type of home you hoped for altered from your 
first viewing of a property?   Yes       No 
b) If yes, how? e.g. only 1 bed, or, realised we wanted a downstairs toilet, different area 
 
 



 
 



Event 4: First moved into this home 
 



When did you move into this home? Month / Year  
 
Had the type of home you hoped for altered from your first viewing of a property?     Yes       No 
 



In your own words, how would you describe your home?  Including location, size, style and any other 
important factors in your decision to buy this home e.g. a garage, ensuite, nice decor 
 
 










 

Before searching, some households have an idea of the specific type of property and location, whilst 

others have less fixed ideas about future homes. We are interested in your household

’

s experience. To 

what extent do you agree with the statements? Strongly agree (1), Agree (2), Neither agree nor disagree (3), 

Disagree (4), Strongly disagree (5)     

                        1     2     3      4     5 

I/we knew the exact neighbourhood we wanted to live in……………………………….......... 

I/we were aware of a few neighbourhoods that we wanted to live in…………………………. 

I/we were not very concerned about location, other factors were more important…………. 

I/we knew the exact type of property we wanted to live in (e.g. terrace, pre 1800s)……….. 

I/we were aware of a few property types that we would be happy to live in…………………. 

I/we were not very concerned about property type, other factors were more important…… 

I/we knew the exact size of home we wanted to live in (e.g. 2 bedrooms)………………….. 

I/we knew roughly how big the home we wanted was………………………………………….. 

I/we  d

i

dn’t  mind  how  big  the  home  was, other factors were more important

…………………. 

 

What areas were you considering at the start of the search postcode? Please give the lowest area 

possible, E.g. only considered Fulwood Road, wanted somewhere in Bents Green, considered all of S6 

 

 

 

 

 

Event 2: First physical viewing of a property 

 

When did someone in your household first view a property? Month / Year 

 

a) When you first viewed a property had the home you hoped for altered from your hopes before 

searching?     

Yes       No

 

b) If yes, how?

 

e.g. only 1 bed, or, realised we wanted a downstairs toilet, different area

 

 

 

 

  

Event 3: First offer on a home 

 

When did your household first place an offer on a home? Month / Year 

 

a) When you first placed an offer on a home had the type of home you hoped for altered from your 

first viewing of a property?   

Yes        No

 

b)

 

If yes, how? e.g. only 1 bed, or, realised we wanted a downstairs toilet, different area 

 

 

 

 

Event 4: First moved into this home 

 

When did you move into this home? Month / Year  

 

Had the type of home you hoped for altered from your first viewing of a property?     

Yes       No

 

 

In your own words, how would you describe your home?  Including location, size, style and any other 

important factors in your decision to buy this home e.g. a garage, ensuite, nice decor

 

 

 


image39.emf



 



SECTION 2 
Before seriously considering moving home  Household’s  experiences of the housing market vary 
considerably. We are interested in your experience of the housing market before you seriously considered moving. 
A. Owner-occupied (with mortgage)  B. Owner-occupied (without mortgage)   C. Rent from the council 
D. Rent from a Housing Association  E. Rent from a private landlord/letting agency  F. Tied or linked to a job 
G. Shared Ownership    H. Rent from a relative or friend of the household  
  
  Have you moved before?        Did you own or rent the home?  Postcode of home 
  Year of last three moves    Type of rental or ownership (i.e. A-H above) (Partial if full not known) 
1. …………………   ……………..     ……..………..  
2. …………………   ……………..     ……..……….. 
3. …………………   ……………..     ………..……..  
 
 
 



Before considering moving, to what extent would you have agreed with these sentences: Strongly 
agree (1), Agree (2), Neither agree nor disagree (3), Disagree (4), Strongly disagree (5)       1     2     3    4   5 
1. I/we constantly considered moving home to see if there was somewhere better………… 
2. I/we were interested  in  trying  to  find  a  ‘better’  home……………………………………… 
3. I/we were confident  there  weren’t  any  better homes available we could afford………….. 
4. The effort of searching for a new home and moving would have been too much to bother.. 
5. I/we were satisfied with the previous home  and  happy  to  stay  there……………………….. 
6. I/we were satisfied with the financial arrangements of our previous home e.g. rent…….… 
7. I/we occasionally considered moving home…………………………………………………… 
8. I/we didn’t  consider  moving  from  my  previous  home  until  an  event  changed  my mind  



(e.g. pregnancy/change in neighbourhood quality)……………………………………………. 
 



In  your  own  words,  how  would  you  describe  your  household’s  attitude  towards  moving  home  before  
starting to search for a new property? 
 
 
 
  
First time you considered moving home 



 



Some people move because they want to achieve a long term goal, whereas others move because of a 
specific event. To what extent do you agree with the following statements on this scale: Strongly agree (1), 
Agree (2), Neither agree nor disagree (3), Disagree (4), Strongly disagree (5)           1      2      3      4     5 
1. I/we decided to move because of a change in economic circumstances……………..   
2. I/we decided to move because of a change in family circumstances……………..…..    
3. I/we were dissatisfied with the physical design or size of our previous home……….   
4. I/we were dissatisfied with our previous area…….……………………………………………. 
5. I/we were dissatisfied with the financial situation of our previous home e.g. rent……. 



 
 



What did you want from your home when you first considered moving? Some people want to increase 
the size of their home; others want to live in a similar standard of housing to their peers. To what extent were 
the following important to you?  Very important (1), Important (2), Moderately important (3), Of Little 
importance (4), Unimportant (5)                            1      2     3    4     5 
1. To enable me/us to increase my/our wealth……………………………………………... 
2. To increase my/our  social  standing,  either  directly  through  the  home’s  status  or   
through the roles that it enables (e.g. change employment to a more important role)….…. 
3. To increase how comfortable I/we are, either in the home itself or the community……. 
4. To live in a more stimulating environment………………………………………………… 
5. To enable me/us to be the people I/we want to be in the home or neighbourhood.……. 
6. To be closer to friends or family (including a partner)…………………………………..… 
7. To expose me/my household to good social influences ………………………………… 










 

SECTION 2 

Before seriously considering moving home  

Household

’s  experience

s of the housing market vary 

considerably. We are interested in your experience of the housing market before you seriously considered moving. 

A.

 Owner-occupied (with mortgage)  

B.

 Owner-occupied (without mortgage)   

C.

 Rent from the council 

D.

 Rent from a Housing Association  

E.

 Rent from a private landlord/letting agency  

F.

 Tied or linked to a job 

G.

 Shared Ownership     

H.

 Rent from a relative or friend of the household 

 

 

 

  Have you moved before?         Did you own or rent the home?    Postcode of home 

  Year of last three moves      Type of rental or ownership (i.e. A-H above) (Partial if full not known) 

1. 

…………………

     

……………..

         

……..………..

  

2. 

…………………

     

……………..

         

……..………..

 

3. 

…………………

     

……………..

         

………..……..

  

 

 

 

Before considering moving, to what extent would you have agreed with these sentences: Strongly 

agree (1), Agree (2), Neither agree nor disagree (3), Disagree (4), Strongly disagree (5)  

     1     2     3    4   5

 

1. I/we constantly considered moving home to see if there was somewhere better………… 

2. I/we were interested  in  trying  to  find  a  ‘better’  home……………………………………… 

3. I/we were confident  there  weren’t  any  better homes available we could afford………….. 

4. The effort of searching for a new home and moving would have been too much to bother.. 

5. I/we were satisfied with the previous home  and  happy  to  stay  there……………………….. 

6. I/we were satisfied with the financial arrangements of our previous home e.g. rent…….… 

7. I/we occasionally considered moving home…………………………………………………… 

8. I/we didn’t  consider  moving  from  my  previous  home  u

n

til  an  event  changed  my mind 

 

(e.g. pregnancy/change in neighbourhood quality)…………………………………………….

 

 

In  your  own  words,  how  would  you  describe  your  household’s  attitude  towards  moving  home  before  

starting to search for a new property? 

 

 

 

  

First time you considered moving home 

 

Some people move because they want to achieve a long term goal, whereas others move because of a 

specific event.

 

To what extent do you agree with the following statements on this scale: Strongly agree (1), 

Agree (2), Neither agree nor disagree (3), Disagree (4), Strongly disagree (5)

            1      2      3      4     5

 

1. I/we decided to move because of a change in economic circumstances……………..  

 

2. I/we decided to move because of a change in family circumstances……………..…..    

 

3. I/we were dissatisfied with the physical design or size of our previous home……….     

4. 

I/we were dissatisfied with our previous area…….

……………………………………………. 

5. 

I/we were dissatisfied with the financial situation of our previous home e.g. rent…….

 

 

 

What did you want from your home when you first considered moving? Some people want to increase 

the size of their home; others want to live in a similar standard of housing to their peers. To what extent were 

the following important to you?  Very important (1), Important (2), Moderately important (3), Of Little 

importance (4), Unimportant (5)        

                          1      2     3    4     5 

1. To enable me/us to increase my/our wealth……………………………………………... 

2. To increase my/our  social  standing,  either  directly  through  the  home’s  status  or   

through the roles that it enables (e.g. change employment to a more important role)….…. 

3. To increase how comfortable I/we are, either in the home itself or the community……. 

4. To live in a more stimulating environment………………………………………………… 

5. To enable me/us to be the people I/we want to be in the home or neighbourhood.……. 

6. To be closer to friends or family (including a partner)…………………………………..… 

7. To expose me/my household to good social influences ………………………………… 
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How important were the following factors in your initial decision to start searching for a property?  
 Very important (1), Important (2), Moderately important (3), Of Little importance (4), Unimportant (5)  
               1       2       3       4      5 
1. Affordable house prices………………………………………………………... 
2. Saved enough for deposit………………………………………….…………. 
3. Low interest rates……………………………………………………..………... 
4. Flexible lending arrangements………………………………….…..……….. 
5. Low inflation rates……………………………………………………..……….. 
6. Expected house prices to rise………………………………………….……... 
7. Expected interest rates to rise………………………………………..……… 
8. Eligible for stamp duty exemption…………………………………….……… 
9. Expected rents to rise…………………………………………………..………. 
10. Pay rise………………………………………………………………………….. 
11. Birth of a child…………………………………………………………………... 
12. Relationship change e.g. marriage…………………………………………... 
13. Relocation in present job or closer to transport for work…………………..… 
14. New job………………………………………………………………………..…. 
15. Difficulty finding rental accommodation……………………………………… 
16. Too little space in current home……………………………………………….. 
17. Home no longer met our physical requirements (e.g.  size)……………….… 
18. Home no longer met our financial situation (e.g. mortgage)…………….…. 
19. Could no longer afford home………………………………………………..…. 
20. Specific property became available….………………..…………………..…. 
21. Other..............................................................................................................
 
If other, please describe:  
 
 
 
In your own words, please describe why you started searching for a different home? 
 
 
 
 
 



 
 
 
The search process 
Household’s  search  for  a  property  to  purchase  varies.  Some  people  have  only  a  limited  amount  of  time to 
search; some spend most of their search looking at housing advertisements, whilst others spend more of their 
time physically viewing properties. We would like to find out what your experience was. 
 
To what extent do you agree with the following statements about the length of time spent searching? 
Strongly agree (1), Agree (2), Neither agree nor disagree (3), Disagree (4), Strongly disagree (5) 
                 1      2     3     4      5 
1. The total length of the search was limited as we were under time pressure………. 
2. Time spent searching each week was restricted……………………………………… 
3. The amount of time we spent looking each week increased………………………… 
 
How many properties did you physically visit?  



 
How many properties did you make an offer on?  










 

How important were the following factors in your initial decision to start searching for a property?  

 

Very important (1), Important (2), Moderately important (3), Of Little importance (4), Unimportant (5)

  

                         1       2       3       4      5 

1. Affordable house prices………………………………………………………... 

2. Saved enough for deposit………………………………………….…………. 

3. Low interest rates……………………………………………………..………... 

4. Flexible lending arrangements………………………………….…..……….. 

5. Low inflation rates……………………………………………………..……….. 

6. Expected house prices to rise………………………………………….……... 

7. Expected interest rates to rise………………………………………..……… 

8. Eligible for stamp duty exemption…………………………………….……… 

9. Expected rents to rise…………………………………………………..………. 

10. Pay rise………………………………………………………………………….. 

11. Birth of a child…………………………………………………………………... 

12. Relationship change e.g. marriage…………………………………………... 

13. Relocation in present job or closer to transport for work…………………..… 

14. New job………………………………………………………………………..…. 

15. Difficulty finding rental accommodation……………………………………… 

16. Too little space in current home……………………………………………….. 

17. Home no longer met our physical requirements (e.g.  size)……………….… 

18. Home no longer met our financial situation (e.g. mortgage)…………….…. 

19. Could no longer afford home………………………………………………..…. 

20. Specific property became available….………………..…………………..…. 

21. Other..............................................................................................................

 

If other, please describe:  

 

 

 

In your own words, please describe why you started searching for a different home? 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

The search process 

Household

’s  search  for  a  property  to  purchase  v a ries.  Some  people  h a ve  only  a  l i mited  amount  of  

time to 

search; some spend most of their search looking at housing advertisements, whilst others spend more of their 

time physically viewing properties. We would like to find out what your experience was. 

 

To what extent do you agree with the following statements about the length of time spent searching?

 

Strongly agree (1), Agree (2), Neither agree nor disagree (3), Disagree (4), Strongly disagree (5)

 

                            1      2     3     4      5

 

1. The total length of the search was limited as we were under time pressure………. 

2. Time spent searching each week was restricted……………………………………… 

3. The amount of time we spent looking each week increased………………………… 

 

How many properties did you physically visit?  

 

How many properties did you make an offer on?  
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How important were the following sources of information in deciding on your current home?  
Very important (1), Important (2), Moderate importance (3), Of Little importance (4), Unimportant (5) 
                           1      2     3      4     5 
1. Personal knowledge (e.g. experience of the local area)…………………………….. 
2. Friends and relatives (e.g. conversations with recent movers)……………………… 
3. Newspapers……………………………………………………………………………….  
4. Estate agents’ window…………………………………………………………………… 
5. Estate agent in person…………………………………………………………………….. 
6. Estate agent website…………………………………………………………………….. 
7. Internet property search (e.g. Rightmove / PrimeLocation)……………………………. 
8. Internet area information (e.g. nethouseprices / upmystreet).…………………….… 
 
How often did you use the source of information?    Very Often  Often Occasionally  Seldom  Never 
1. Personal knowledge (e.g. experience of the local area)………………. 
2. Friends and relatives (e.g. conversations with recent movers)……… 
3. Newspapers.……………………………………………………………… 
4. Estate agents’ window………………………………………………….. 
5. Estate agent in person…………………………………………………….. 
6. Estate agent website…………………………………………………….. 
7. Internet property search (e.g. Rightmove)………………………………. 
8. Internet area information (e.g. nethouseprices / upmystreet)……….. 
 
When did you most often use the source of information below?  The first time you considered moving (1), 
The first physical viewing of a property (2), The first offer on a home (3)         1            2           3     Throughout  Never 
1. Personal knowledge (e.g. experience of the local area)………………... . 
2. Friends and relatives (e.g. conversations with recent movers)…………. 
3. Newspapers…………………………………………………………………...  
4. Estate agents’ window……………………………………………………….. 
5. Estate agent in person……………………………………………………….. 
6. Estate agent website……………………………………………………….… 
7. Internet property search (e.g. Rightmove)………………………………… 
8. Internet area information (e.g. nethouseprices / upmystreet)…………….. 



 
In your own words, please describe your experience of searching for a new home 
 



 
 
 
 



 



Event 4: The home you purchased 
What type of property did you purchase? 
Bungalow      Detached          Semi-Detached         Terraced           Flat/Apartment   Other 
 
How many bedrooms do you have in your home? 
Bedsit         1   2    3      4     5    6    7+ 
 
How many bathrooms (including en suites and  wc’s) do you have in your home? 
1            2 3 4 5+ 
 
Did you purchase a home with a garage?  Yes   No 
 
Did you purchase a home with a garden?  Yes   No 
 



When was your home built?   
New build  2000-2010  1975-1999  1950-1974 1900-1949  pre 1900 Unknown 










 

How important were the following sources of information in deciding on your current home?  

Very important (1), Important (2), Moderate importance (3), Of Little importance (4), Unimportant (5)

 

                                      1      2     3      4     5

 

1. Personal knowledge (e.g. experience of the local area)…………………………….. 

2. Friends and relatives (e.g. conversations with recent movers)……………………… 

3. Newspapers……………………………………………………………………………….  

4. Estate agents’ window…………………………………………………………………… 

5. Estate agent in person…………………………………………………………………….. 

6. Estate agent website…………………………………………………………………….. 

7. Internet property search (e.g. Rightmove / PrimeLocation)……………………………. 

8. Internet area information (e.g. nethouseprices / upmystreet).…………………….… 

 

How often did you use the source of information?      Very Often  Often Occasionally  Seldom  Never 

1. Personal knowledge (e.g. experience of the local area)………………. 

2. Friends and relatives (e.g. conversations with recent movers)……… 

3. Newspapers.……………………………………………………………… 

4. Estate agents’ window………………………………………………….. 

5. Estate agent in person…………………………………………………….. 

6. Estate agent website…………………………………………………….. 

7. Internet property search (e.g. Rightmove)………………………………. 

8. Internet area information (e.g. nethouseprices / upmystreet)……….. 

 

When did you most often use the source of information below?  The first time you considered moving (1), 

The first physical viewing of a property (2), The first offer on a home (3)

 

        1            2           3     Throughout  Never

 

1. Personal knowledge (e.g. experience of the local area)………………... . 

2. Friends and relatives (e.g. conversations with recent movers)…………. 

3. Newspapers…………………………………………………………………...  

4. Estate agents’ window……………………………………………………….. 

5. Estate agent in person……………………………………………………….. 

6. Estate agent website……………………………………………………….… 

7. Internet property search (e.g. Rightmove)………………………………… 

8. Internet area information (e.g. nethouseprices / upmystreet)……………..

 

 

In your own words, please describe your experience of searching for a new home 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Event 4: The home you purchased 

What type of property did you purchase? 

Bungalow       Detached           Semi-Detached         Terraced           Flat/Apartment    Other 

 

How many bedrooms do you have in your home? 

Bedsit          1    2     3       4      5     6     7+ 

 

How many bathrooms (including en suites 

and  wc’s

) do you have in your home? 

1            2  3  4  5+ 

 

Did you purchase a home with a garage?

  

Yes     No 

 

Did you purchase a home with a garden?

   Yes     No 

 

When was your home built?    

New build   2000-2010   1975-1999   1950-1974  1900-1949   pre 1900  Unknown 
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To what extent do you agree that your new home accomplishes your goals? Strongly agree (1), Agree 
(2), Neither agree nor disagree (3), Disagree (4), Strongly disagree (5)                    1     2     3     4     5   
1. Enables me/us to increase my/our wealth……………………………………………………. 
2. Increases my/our social standing, either directly through the home’s status or  
through the roles that it enables (e.g. change employment to a more important role). 
3. Increases how comfortable I/we are, either in the home itself or the community….. 
4. In a more stimulating environment……………………………………………………. 
5. Enables me/us to be the people I/we want to be in the home or  neighbourhood……… 
6. Closer to friends or family (including a partner)……………………………………… 
7. Exposes me/my household to good social influences ………………………………………. 
 
How would you describe your experience of searching for your current home? Strongly agree (1), 
Agree (2), Neither agree nor disagree (3), Disagree (4), Strongly disagree (5)               1     2     3     4      5  
1. I/we knew what we wanted and we feel like we found it quickly………………………. 
2. I/we knew what we wanted and we feel like we found it eventually…………………… 
3. I/we knew what we wanted but had to look at cheaper or more expensive options…. 
4. I/we knew what we wanted but had to change what I/we wanted e.g. size or area… 
5. Uncertain exactly what I/we wanted when I/we first started thinking about moving  



but purchased something I/we were happy with……………………………………….. 
6. Uncertain exactly what I/we wanted when I/we first started thinking about moving  



but purchased something I/we were not entirely happy with………………………….. 
 



In your own words, please describe your experience of searching for a new home 
 



 
 
 



 
Household Characteristics 



 



Which of these statements best describes you as the owner of this property when you bought it? 
Owner-occupied with a mortgage   Shared Ownership  
Owner-occupied, no mortgage   Own but rent out the property 
 
Please tick the total annual gross (before tax) income of your household inclusive of income from 
investments and household state benefits at the time of purchase. Please combine the incomes of all 
members of the household. This information will be treated in the strictest confidence. 
£5,000 or under  £5,001 - £10,000  £10,001 - £15,000    £15,001 - £17,500 
£17,501 - £20,000  £20,001 - £22,500  £22,501 - £25,000    £25,001 - £27,500 
£27,501 - £30,000  £30,001 - £35,000  £35,001 - £40,000    £40,001 - £50,000 
£50,001 - £60,000  £60,001 - £70,000  £70,001 - £80,000    £80,001 or over 
 



How would you describe your and your partner's (if applicable) ethnic origin? 
          You / Partner           You / Partner 
White     
British  
Irish  
Any other White background 
 
Black or Black British  
Caribbean  
African  
Any other Black background 
 
Mixed  
White & Black Caribbean 



White & Asian  
Any other mixed background  
 
Asian or Asian British  
Indian   
Pakistani  
Bangladeshi 
Any other Asian background 
 
Other ethnic group 
Chinese 
Any other 










 

To what extent do you agree that your new home accomplishes your goals?

 

Strongly agree (1), Agree 

(2), Neither agree nor disagree (3), Disagree (4), Strongly disagree (5)

                     1     2     3     4     5

  

 

1. Enables me/us to increase my/our wealth……………………………………………………. 

2. Increases my/our social standing, either directly through the home’s status or  

through the roles that it enables (e.g. change employment to a more important role). 

3. Increases how comfortable I/we are, either in the home itself or the community….. 

4. In a more stimulating environment……………………………………………………. 

5. Enables me/us to be the people I/we want to be in the home or  neighbourhood……… 

6. Closer to friends or family (including a partner)……………………………………… 

7. Exposes me/my household to good social influences ………………………………………. 

 

How would you describe your experience of searching for your current home?

 

Strongly agree (1), 

Agree (2), Neither agree nor disagree (3), Disagree (4), Strongly disagree (5)         

      1     2     3     4      5  

1. I/we knew what we wanted and we feel like we found it quickly………………………. 

2. I/we knew what we wanted and we feel like we found it eventually…………………… 

3. I/we knew what we wanted but had to look at cheaper or more expensive options…. 

4. I/we knew what we wanted but had to change what I/we wanted e.g. size or area… 

5. Uncertain exactly what I/we wanted when I/we first started thinking about moving  

but purchased something I/we were happy with……………………………………….. 

6. Uncertain exactly what I/we wanted when I/we first started thinking about moving  

but purchased something I/we were not entirely happy with………………………….. 

 

In your own words, please describe your experience of searching for a new home 

 

 

 

 

 

Household Characteristics 

 

Which of these statements best describes you as the owner of this property when you bought it? 

Owner-occupied with a mortgage      Shared Ownership   

Owner-occupied, no mortgage      Own but rent out the property 

 

Please tick the total annual gross (before tax) income of your household inclusive of income from 

investments and household state benefits at the time of purchase.

 

Please combine the incomes of all 

members of the household. This information will be treated in the strictest confidence. 

£5,000 or under    £5,001 - £10,000    £10,001 - £15,000     £15,001 - £17,500 

£17,501 - £20,000    £20,001 - £22,500    £22,501 - £25,000     £25,001 - £27,500 

£27,501 - £30,000    £30,001 - £35,000    £35,001 - £40,000     £40,001 - £50,000 

£50,001 - £60,000    £60,001 - £70,000    £70,001 - £80,000     £80,001 or over 

 

How would you describe your and your partner's (if applicable) ethnic origin? 

             You / Partner                 You / Partner 

White        

British  

Irish   

Any other White background 

 

Black or Black British

  

Caribbean  

African  

Any other Black background 

 

Mixed  

White & Black Caribbean 

White & Asian  

Any other mixed background

  

 

Asian or Asian British

  

Indian    

Pakistani  

Bangladeshi 

Any other Asian background 

 

Other ethnic group 

Chinese 

Any other 
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How many people (including you) lived in this property when you first moved in?  
Please enter information for each person that lived in this property when you first moved. If there are more 
than six household members, please give details for the six oldest members. Please complete as much as 
possible, including partial postcodes 
 



Person 



a) 
Relationship 



to Respondent 
(see list 
below) 



b) Age c) Sex 
(M / F) 



d) Working 
Status 



(see list 
below) 



e) Employment 
Group 



(see list below) 



f) Level of 
qualifications 



(see list below) 



g) Location of 
employment or 



education 



Example 1 37 F 1 5 2 S7 4PR 



1 You:          



2        



3        



4        



5        



6        



a) Relationship d) Working Status e) Employment Group f) Level of Qualifications 
1) Living together as a couple/ 
married 



1) Full-time employment 1) Manufacturing 1) Postgraduate / professional qualification 



2) Son or daughter 2) Part-time employment 2) Construction 2) Degree or degree equivalent 
3) Other relative 3) Self-employed 3) Distribution, hotels & restaurants 3) Higher education below degree 
4) Friend 4) Unemployed 4) Transport & communications 4) A levels / NVQ level 3 
5) Lodger 5) Retired 5) IT, banking, finance & insurance 5) GCSEs / NVQ level 2 
6) Other unrelated 6) Full-time student (16+years) 6) Retail & wholesale trade 6) NVQ level 1 
 7) School / preschool / nursery 7) Public administration 7) No qualifications 
 8) Looking after home/family 8) Education 8) Other 
 9) Permanently sick/disabled 9) Health & social work  
 10) Other 10) Other services  
  11) Agriculture/fishing  



  12)Other  



 
It is possible that we may wish to carry out further research to follow up some of the findings in this 
survey. Would you be willing to be included in further research? 
 



Yes 
Don’t  know, would need more information 
No 
 
 
If  “Yes”,  what  is  your  contact  email address?  
 
 



 
 



Thank you for completing the questionnaire 










 

 

How many people (including you) lived in this property when you first moved in?  

Please enter information for each person that lived in this property when you first moved. If there are more 

than six household members, please give details for the six oldest members. Please complete as much as 

possible, including partial postcodes 

 

Person

 

a) 

Relationship 

to Respondent 

(see list 

below)

 

b) Age

 

c) Sex

 

(M / F) 

d) Working 

Status

 

(see list 

below) 

e) Employment 

Group

 

(see list below) 

f) Level of 

qualifications

 

(see list below) 

g) Location of 

employment or 

education

 

Example

 

1

 

37

 

F

 

1

 

5

 

2

 

S7 4PR 

1

 

You:   

           

 

2

             

 

3

             

 

4

             

 

5

             

 

6 

           

 

a) Relationship

 

d) Working Status

 

e) Employment Group

 

f) Level of Qualifications

 

1) Living together as a couple/ 

married 

1) Full-time employment  1) Manufacturing  1) Postgraduate / professional qualification 

2) Son or daughter  2) Part-time employment  2) Construction  2) Degree or degree equivalent 

3) Other relative  3) Self-employed  3) Distribution, hotels & restaurants  3) Higher education below degree 

4) Friend  4) Unemployed  4) Transport & communications  4) A levels / NVQ level 3 

5) Lodger  5) Retired  5) IT, banking, finance & insurance  5) GCSEs / NVQ level 2 

6) Other unrelated  6) Full-time student (16+years) 6) Retail & wholesale trade  6) NVQ level 1 

  7) School / preschool / nursery 7) Public administration  7) No qualifications 

  8) Looking after home/family  8) Education  8) Other 

  9) Permanently sick/disabled  9) Health & social work   

  10) Other  10) Other services   

    11) Agriculture/fishing   

    12)Other   

 

It is possible that we may wish to carry out further research to follow up some of the findings in this 

survey. Would you be willing to be included in further research? 

 

Yes 

Don’t  know, would need more information 

No 

 

 

If  “Yes”,  what  is  your  contact  email address?  

 

 

 

 

Thank you for completing the questionnaire 
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