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Abstract 
Housing is a dwelling for habitation and basic necessities of every human being just as food and clothing both in urban and 

rural areas of the world. Housing problems occur both in rich and poor urban residents of the world.The overall objective the study 
was intended to assess the relationship between employees’ residential housing ownership and existing demographic, socioeconomic 
and institutional factors in Mettu town.Fifteen educational institutions were selected by purposive sampling. A total sample of 228 
employees was randomly selected. Survey questionnaires were employed. Various documents were reviewed. Data were analyzed 
using descriptive statistics. A chi-squared was employed and binary logistic regression was in this study. The findings of the study 
revealed that 34.06% of employees were lived own housing unit. 52.4% &6.55% of them were rented from private owners & kebele 
respectively. 58.95% of them were lived in rental housing unit because of lack of access to land, long waiting time to obtain land, lack 
of saving, lack of disposable income, lack of access housing credit service, high cost of living, high food & none food expenditure, 
rise of housing rent, and absence of lowcost housing. Therefore, the following points should be taken into account to promote the 
homeownership. These are: increasing land supply, minimizing complex procedure to obtain land, promoting employees income 
diversification mechanism, facilitating easy way of housing credit and saving, finding an appropriate solutions for high cost of living, 
expanding low cost housing & saving housing program project. 
 
Keywords: Determinants, Employees, Residential Housing, Educational Institution, Chi-Square. 
 
Introduction 
Background of the Study 

Shelter is one of the three basic human needs (food, shelter, and clothing) and it’s a fundamental human right. According to 
the UN-UDHR of article 25, in 1948, it states that "everyone has the right to have a standard of living adequate for the health and 
well-being of himself and of his family, including food, clothing, housing and medical care and necessary social services. It’s usually 
the first thing people spend on besides food. No individual should be deprived of housing or its benefits on the basis of ethnic origin, 
belief, age, sex and socio-economic conditions (UDHR- article 25, 1948). 

 
No similar access to housing opportunities in all urban center of the world. No any countries of the world are free from 

problems of residential housing whatever its magnitude different. Housing has a huge impact on wellbeing and on individuals’ quality 
of life just as food and clothing both in urban and rural areas of the world. Lacking an adequately house and enjoyable living 
environment can strongly influence the overall situation of residents. In all countries world, the rate of urbanization is increasing.  

 
Urban centers have been an alternative center for human settlement. As recent study show at the beginning of the twentieth 

century, only 10% of the world’s population lived in urban areas. However, currently, ½ of world’s population has become urban 
dwellers (UNCHS, 2002). As a result of an increase of a large flow of people from rural to urban area, housing demands in urban area 
is also increased and consequently resulted for high gap between demand and supply (UNCHS, 1996). 

 
In major cities of the developing world, housing problems, and its inadequacies have been increasing mainly due to rapid 

increase of city dwellers; fast pace of urbanization as a result of rapid rate of rural to urban migration (Birhane & Mesfin, 
2012).According to study made by Engelman Robert (1997), rapid urbanization is mounting from year to year. This has huge adverse 
consequences on the overall wellbeing of urban residents who cities and towns. High concentration of people in urban areas is 
extremely aggravated the housing problems of urban households. It is unavoidable that population living in such condition is 
expanding rapidlyTherefore, the housing problem can be the root causes of all problems especially in urban centers of developing 
world unless sound housing policy strategies has been carriedin housing and provision of different infrastructural services. 

 
In order to make government employees more effective and successful in their working environment, they have to get one of 

basic need, access to their own residential housing unit. If they are not adequately housed and live in a pleasant environment, by any 
miracle it is unthinkable to expect from them that they will be productive enough. The reason why the researcher picked up the 
government employees for this study is firstly due to the growth and development of a town partly rests on its ability to joyful, attract 
and retain reasonably qualified professionals. And one of the area in which a town can do this is by providing habitable and affordable 
residential housings. No urban centers are totally free from housing problems; however, its magnitude differs from urban center to 
urban center.  Lack of affordable housing might force many workers and employees to look for a better town. Secondly, they tend to 
be low- and middle-income earners who in most cases happen to be hit the hardest by fast rising cost of housing and extremely high 
living cost of town. 
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Recent studies have revealed that, one of the major challenges of developing countries including Ethiopia is that of their 
inability to develop, manage, and provide adequate housing supply to their urban poor dwellers, low and middle-income earners. 
Serious problem of housing is observed in Mettu town. Now a day, every large city has hundreds and thousands of people who lacks 
homes of their own. Mettu town, as a center of Ilu Aba Bor Zone, is experiencing rapid rate of rural to urban migration, hence, its 
population is increasing rapidly. Consequently, now a day it is very difficult in housing all government employees equally who are 
working in the town which requires policy direction to tackle the problem.  

 
  Different research works have been carried out so far on the magnitude of housing problem like public ownership of urban 
land and low-income homeownership in Addis Ababa, (Solomon, 1999), the housing condition of public and private sector employees 
in Addis Ababa (Abraham, 2007), urban housing availability and quality in regional capitals of Ethiopia (Meskerem, 2000) and factors 
influencing access to homeownership in Bahir Dar city,the case of middle-and low-income workers (Fasika, 2010).  
 
  Currently in Bedelle town, problems of getting residential housing for government employee has continued and stayed the 
same.  A number of factors have been observed which limit employees from constructing and purchasing their own residential unit in 
Bedelle town. Many employees have been suffered living rental housing unit from private owners. They are unable to buy or construct 
their own home. The existing rental housing is extremely high beyond the earned income monthly. The municipality andlocal 
authorities have been unable to adequately house their urban workers as well as socioeconomically weak section urban residents. No 
opportunities saving house, low cost housing as well condominium housing opportunities and promising initiatives, and strategies in 
the town like big cities and towns of Ethiopia. Study on housing problems of rapidly growing population at small and intermediate 
towns have no get big attention by researchers as well as well urban authorities as such as Addis Ababa city, Adama, Bahir Dar, 
Jimma and Gondar town. 
 

Despite the Ethiopian government is trying to close the gap between housing demand and supply in some selected cities, 
having access to housing ownership and possibility of obtaining of housing land in right time, location and at right price seems to be 
very difficult (Wossen, 2002). IHDP is not reached in small and intermediate town of Ethiopia like Mettu town and consequently, they 
exposed to continuing housing problem at alarming rate. Therefore, the overall objective of the study was intended to examine 
majorinstitutional, policy related, and demographic, socioeconomic determinants toowning a residential housing by employees 
working in educational institution of Mettu town, Oromia, southwest Ethiopia and suggest possible solutions to problems. 
 
Objectives of the study 
General Objective of the study 

The overall objective the study was intended to investigate major institutional, policy related, and demographic, 
socioeconomic factors and residential housing ownership of government employees in educational institution of Mettu town, Oromia, 
southwest Ethiopia. 
 
Specific objectives of the study 
The specific objectives were: 
(1) To identify major determinants to own a residential housing by employees working in educational institution of Mettu town 
(2) To describe percentage of government employees owning a residential housing in the town 
(3) To see the significant relationship b/n owning a residential housing and explanatory variables 
 
Literature Review:Factors 
Demographic Factor 

As different literature indicated there are many factors affecting access to homeownership of the urban poor. The mismatch 
of demand and supply of urban housing in Africa including Ethiopia is largely an outcome of rapid and large scale urbanization since 
rural peoples migrate to urban areas in search of urban opportunities has placed and will continue to place immense pressure on 
affordable land and housing (UN HABITAT, 2011). As the previous literature indicates the major socioeconomic factors are: gender, 
sex, age, education status, marital status, family size, and income level of households (Carliner 2010,Haurin and Rosenthal, 2004). 
The LDCs today have three major challenges to face: the alarming increase in population, poverty, and the fast pace of urbanization 
that results for homelessness, acute shortage of housing and overcrowding to which adversely affect their well-being and retards social 
and economic development (MEDaC, 1999 & Solomon, 1985). Due to rapidly growing urban population in LDCs, most authorities 
have been unable to provide adequate housing and service for the majority of the poor urban dwellers. Estimates suggest that 1/3 of 
the urban dwellers in developing countries cannot afford accommodation, which meets basic health and safety standards. 

 
Socio-Economic Factors  

Gender: As noted by Haurin and Rosenthal (2004), males often have higher income than females that makes them to have 
better opportunity of gaining access to housing ownership. Moreover, they are more likely to secure a loan or mortgage. Thus, males 
are willing to commit to be homeowners since they have wider opportunity of gaining access to housing supply and land. 
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Age: Aged employees are expected to have relatively higher incomes and they are less mobile and tend to less relocate than 
those younger employees. Hence, the probability of access to housing supply most likely rose with increasing age. Aged employees 
have relatively richer in both experiences of social and physical environment as well as greater experiences in making money (Haurin 
and Rosenthal, 2004).  

Education: It is a key for improvement of urban livelihood. More educated, professionally qualified employee has the 
capacity to innovate, generate a more income and has a better understanding of techniques of life to have a better income, and saving 
income which makes them to secure a loan and generous salary than the less qualified employees. It is assumed that, the probability to 
have access to housing ownership considerably increase as a level education increases (Haurin and Rosenthal, 2004). 

Marital Status: As noted by Carliner (2010) marital status of employees is an important determinant of probability that the 
households will have access to housing supply to have his own home. Married couples are interested in “settling down” and less 
mobile than unmarried person. Married couples often think about the future of their children and want to provide a stable living 
environment to raise (Haurin and Rosenthal, 2004). 

Family Size: refers to the total number of persons in a given family or household. It is assumed that, household size has 
either positive or negative effects on access to housing supply. It increases a need for private housing ownership. With increasing 
family size tends to exert on more pressure on household to have more rooms per person(Haurin and Rosenthal, 2004). 

Income: refers to the total monthly income of employees. It is expected that, probability of having access to housing 
ownership rises as income rise because their decision to have housing is determined by their income level. If they have better income 
source, their saving capacity would increase and they tend to invest to have their own house. The net family incomes have both a 
direct and indirect impact on the decision to have own house (Haurin and Rosenthal (2004). 
 
Legal, Institutional and Policy Related Factors  

Several researchers agree that appropriate urban land and housing policy is crucial for the alleviation of housing shortage in 
LDCs like Ethiopia (Ethiopia, 2011; Solomon, 1985 and 1994; Fasika, 2010; Wossen, 2003 and Gebayaw, 2002). In such country like 
Ethiopia, appropriate land and housing policy is found to be one of the most important policy interventions to promote access to 
housing for low and middle income population of the town. Therefore, governments policies especially which are related to procedure 
of land delivery system and loan provision may determine peoples from becoming private housing owners. Different researchers have 
found and agree that there are a numerous policy related factors determining having access to private housing ownership such as 
access to housing finance, credit interest rate, length of loan repayment, rate of credit mortgage, house cost, access to land and high 
land prices, institutional capacity, legal, policy, and environmentand the like (Annez and Wheaton 1984; Jayrox, 1977, Renaud, 1987). 
Government housing policy must enable all urban residents to have access to credit, land and low cost / affordable housing supply by 
taking in to consideration those who earned low and middle income. Therefore, absence of effective and appropriate housing policy 
seems to be the sources of all other housing problems (Kebede, 2011). The allocation of residential land has important ramifications 
for it is closely linked to employment location, has implications for the provision of transport, and imposes demands on recreational 
and community facilities. 

 
As empirical study by Annez and Wheaton (1984) showed the construction of housing and access to credit highly increases 

housing consumption. Unfortunately, the socio-economical weaker groups faced with administrative and conventional blocks from 
being to secure credit and land tenure which results from their inability to provide the necessary collateral and their portrayal of bad 
credits as most of them are unemployed or underemployed and do not seem as promising investments to the lending institution 
(Jayrox, 1977). The low-income groups fall into a common trap in trying to access legitimate rights to land as they require credit to do 
so and acquiring credit by itself needs backing collateral in the form of land. Installation of services in the form of roads, water supply, 
sewerage, drainage and other utilities are part of the components for suitable housing that is more expensive to install it. 

 
As noted by Renaud (1987) and Jayrox (1977), the chief reasons for difficulties of access to housing ownership and the 

growth of slum and squatters are too many.  The first reason lies in an inability to employ sound housing policies. A successful shelter 
project depends not only on the planning and availability of finance but also on the existence of thriving policy atmosphere (Renaud, 
1987). Secondly, creating a means of generating capital as the urban population is now growing at the alarming rate than the 
government ability to mass sufficient financial capital for setting up the infrastructural needs of the rapid urbanization in most of these 
developing countries. Generally, government policy is one of the factor determines people’s access to housing ownership in any urban 
center. It can influence access to affordable housing supply in several ways. These are: land use laws, prices control mechanism, 
length of loan repayment periods, fiscal policies such as interest rate and foreign policies exchange rate, financial credit or loan 
policies can greatly influences access to land and the finances necessary to build, buy decent housing. 
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Independent Variable 
 

Demographic Factor              Scio-economic                                                  Legal, policy& institutional factor 
 

 Family size 
 Marital status 
 Sex 
 Age 

 Income level, saving level 
 None food expenditure 
 Work experiences 
 Food expenditure 
 Time lived in town 
 Educational status… 
 Town’s cost of living 

 Access to housing plot 
 Bureaucratic challenges 
 Housing credit service 
 Waiting time to obtain land 
 Affordability of building material 
 Housing policy 
 Affordability of  land lease value…. 
 Land & service related corruption  

 
House ownership status (owners, none owners) 

Fig: 1.1: Conceptual Framework (Source: Designed from literature Review) 
 

Many theoretical and empirical studies all over the world have indicated that access to urban housing supply is affected by 
many determinant variables of demographic, socio-economic and legal, policy and institutional setting of a country. Different 
researchers have found that there are a numerous policy related factors determining having access to housing supply such as housing 
finance, interest on housing credit, length of loan repayment, rate of credit mortgage, house cost, access to land and high land prices, 
institutional capacity, legal, policy, and environmentand the like. 

 
As Chakrabart (2002) noted, land price ,value and construction cost are the major determinants for increment of housing 

market price which may limit the purchasing power of urban resident .In this particular study, effort has made to identify the correlates 
of access to private housing ownership based on the framework shown in figure 1.1. The analysis incorporates variables that adversely 
determine employees’ access to housing ownership. The probabilities of employees to be housing owners are assumed to be 
determined by household demographic, socio-economic characteristics and policy related factors. Therefore, in this study a researcher 
has tried to investigate whether the above determinants are significant in influencing access to housing supply or not.   

 
Materials, Methods and Description of the Study Area 
Study Area Description 

The study was conducted at 15 educational institutions in Mettu town, the administrative center of Ilu Aba Bor Zone, Oromia 
Regional State.  It is found 600 km southwest of Addis Ababa. Mettu town is situated on plateaus of southwest high lands of Ethiopia 
and crossed by Addis Ababa-Gambella main road. Astronomically, the town is situated between 8°16'30˝ - 8019'30  ̋north of latitude 
and 35034'30˝- 35036̍ 00˝ east of longitude. It is found at average elevation range of 1547 and 1783 a.m.s.l. with a total area of 1,632 
ha along Addis Ababa – Jimma – Gambella road at a distance of 600 km west from capital city of Ethiopia. Mettu situated on the left 
bank side of Sor River. 

 
Fig 1.2: Map of the Study Area 
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Sample Size and Sampling Techniques 
Purposive sampling method employed to selected study town and 15 sample educational institutions. These are: 

 Mettu high school 9-12) (N=101; sample =34) 
 Abdi bori secondary school 9-10 (N=83; s=28) 
 Nicholas bon elementary school (N=60; s=20) 
 Abuna Petros elementary school (N=46; s=15) 
 Bishari elementary school (N=33; s=11) 
 Bubu elementary school (N=63; s=21) 
 Zone education bureau (N=45; s=15) 
 Mettu town education bureau (N=20; s=6) 
 Mettu TVET Institute (N=33; s=11) 
 Mettu TVET college (N=94; s=32) 
 Kidus Gabriel elementary school (N=65; s=22) 
 Oda elementary school (N=37; s=13) 
 Endale na Betasaboch elementary private school (N=20; s=6) 
 Daandii Ogummaa elementary private school (N=24; s=8) 
 Fatansa elementary private school (N=26; s=9).  

 
Of all 750 employees of fifteen educational institutions, a total of 254 sample sizes were determined using published sample 

size determ-ination tables at 95% confidence level and α= 5% (Welch and Comer; 1988). A simple random sampling technique 
employed based on their lists available at each institution on time attendance signature. 

 
Methods of Data Collections 

Both qualitative and quantitative types of data collected through primary and secondary methods of data collection. The 
primary data collected through survey questionnaires and key informant interview. Secondary data also collected from published and 
unpublished research journals, and internet sources. The open and close end survey questionnaires conducted to gather information 
about demographic, socioeconomic and homeownership status of householders as well as factors that influence access to be 
homeownership in the town. 

 
Methods of Data Analysis 

Data from 229 valid questionnaires were analyzed using SPSS Version 23.Descriptive statistical analysis was used to 
describe respondents’ socioeconomic characteristics and to evaluate demographic, socioeconomic and institutional challenges to 
employers be or not to be homeowners in Bedelle town. Binary logistic regression analysis used to examine that the dependent 
variables affect the binary dependent variables. In addition, cross-tabulation and chi-square tests were used to look a relationship 
between housing tenure (DV; 1=owners and not 2= owners with respect to the explanatory variables. 

 
Statement of χ2 test hypothesis  
Ho: No association b/n sex, marital status, education, work experience category,  net- income category, saving category, food price 
category, access to housing credit, access to housing land, access to affordable house for sale, access to affordable building material, 
access to diverse income and employees’ access to residential homeownership status of employees. 
 
BLR with 7 predictors and (n=229) 
The Variables: Binary dependent variables:y= {1 if residential housing ownersand 0 if not 
These IVs are assumed to have determined employees’ housing ownership position in the town 

X1 Time lived in Mettu town in year 
X2 Monthly net income in birr / hhh 
X3 Work experiences in years 
X4 Waiting time to obtain land in year 
X5 Saving amount in birr / month 
X6 Monthly food expense in birr / hhh 
X7 Monthly food expense in birr / hhh 

 
Ho: All X1; X2; X3; X4; X5; X6; X7 do not significantly predict the binary dependent variable 
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Results and Discussions 
Table 1: Distribution of employees housing tenure status  

What is your ownership status of your house?  Frequency  % 
Owner of the house 78 34.06 
Relative’s housing unit 7 3.056 
Family’s property 9 3.93 
Renter (from kebele & municipality) 15 6.55 
Renter (from private homeowners) 120 52.4 
Total 229 100 

Source: Computed from field survey data, 2019 (Obs= Observed data) 
 

Out of 254 questionnaires distributed, 229 (90.2%) respondents completed and return back the questionnaire. 25 (9.8%) of 
them were not responded. Among these, 16 from Mettu high school, 6 from zonal education office and 3 from TVET College were not 
returned back the questionnaire. As presented in Table 2, 52.4% of employees responded that they do not have their own housing unit 
and rented from private owner. Moreover, only 3.056% lives in their relative’s housing unit, while only 34.06% live in their own 
housing unit. 3.93% of employees live in family’s property and 6.55% were rented from kebele & municipality. Just only 41.046% of 
employees’ were lived in rent free housing unit. In general 58.954% of employees who worked in educational institutions did not have 
their own residential housing. This implies that the highest proportions of employees of selected institution were not private housing 
owner. 

 
Results of χ2 Analysis 
A χ2analysis was performed to see the association between the following explanatory variables and binary dependent variables: 
housing ownership status (1 for owners &2 for none owners).  
 
Table 3: χ2 Analyses of Hypotheses statements 
Ho: no association between sex, household size, marital status, education, work experience, net income, saving, food price, diverse 
income, access to credit, access to land, housing for sale, building material, waiting time to obtain land in year, housing rent for none 
owners and access to residential housing ownership.  
 

H1: NotHo 
Table 2:  X

2 Associations between sex and housing ownership 
Crosstab Sex Chi-Square Tests 
          Tenure Status Male Female Total Pearson X2 Df Sig. 
Owners Obs 59 19 78  

.523a 
 
1 

 
.470 None Obs 104 47 151 

Total Obs 163 66 229 
Source: Computed from field survey data, 2019 (Obs= Observed data) 
 

The number (59) of none house owner male employees were greater compared to house-owners females (19).As indicated in 
Table 4 above, there is no significant association between gender and their housing ownership position, x2 (1), .523, p=.470; p>.0.05. 
Even if it is not statistically significant, male appears to have a probability of being be house owners compared to female employees. 
This is because of different reasons that make males to have better financial situation than that of females.Therefore, the null 
hypothesis must be accepted. 
 
Table 3:  X

2 Associations between marital status and housing ownership 
Crosstab Chi-Square Tests 
 
Tenure Status 

Marital status  
Total 

 
Pearson X2 

 
Df 

 
Sig. Married Single divorced Widowed 

Owners Obs 71 4 2 1 78 
29.740a 3 .000 None Obs 92 57 1 1 151 

Total Obs 163 61 3 2 229 
Source: Computed from field survey data, 2019(Obs= Observed data) 
 

Table 3 revealed that 71 married employees were access with residential housing unit and 92 married employees were not. 57 
single employees have not access with own housing unit. X2 result revealed that these differences were statistically significant [x2 (3), 
29.74, p=.000; p<.0.05]. Therefore, the null hypothesis must be rejected. 
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Table 4: X2 Associations between household size and homeownership status 
Crosstab  

Total 
Chi-Square Tests 

 
Tenure Status 

Household Size Pearson X2 Df Sig. 
1-2 3-4 5-6 

Owners Obs 26 47 5 78 
44.422a 2 .000 None Obs 105 39 7 151 

Total Obs 131 86 12 229 
Source: Computed from field survey data, 2019 (Obs= Observed data) 
 

Forty-seven, twentysix and five employees with 3-4, 1-2, and 5-6 family size have access with own housing unit respectively. 
Likewise, 105 employees with 1-2 family size and do not have access with own housing. Employees with 3-4 (39) and 5-6 (7) family 
size were not homeowners respectively. Chi-Squaretest was computed to see whether there is significant association between 
household size and housing ownership. X2 result revealed that these differences were statistically significant [x2 (2) = 44.4, p=.000; 
p<.05] at 5% significant level (See table 4). Therefore, the null hypothesis must be rejected. 
 
A) Socioeconomic Aspects 
Table 5:  X

2 Associations between education level and housing ownership 
Crosstab Chi-Square Tests 
 
Tenure Status 

Education Level Total Pearson 
X2 

Df Sig. 
BA/BSc Dipl Cert. Secondary Primary 

Owners Obs 45 33 0 0 0 78 
10.1 4 .04 None Obs 57 76 7 9 2 151 

Total Obs 102 109 7 9 2 229 
Source: Computed from field survey data, 2019 (Obs= Observed data) 
 

Table 5 reveals that, employees who attained BA / BSc (45) and diploma (33) level of education were house owners. 
Contrary to this none of certified, secondary and primary school completed employees was not house owners. Similar to this, those 
who have attained BA / BSc (57) and diploma level (76) were none house owners. X2 test was computed to test the hypothesis. The 
test shows that, there was statistical significant association between level of education and house ownership position [x2 (4) = 10.1, p= 
0.04, p<.05] at 0.05 significant level. Among employees who attained different level education, there is no homogeneous regarding 
access with residential housing unit. The finding of this study shows that, as attainment of educational level increase, the probability to 
be residential house owner’s increases. Therefore, the null hypothesis must be rejected. 
 
Table 6: X2 Associations between work experiences and housing ownership 
Crosstab Chi-Square Tests 
 
Tenure Status 

Work Experiences Total Pearson 
X2 

Df Sig. 
1-3 4-6 7-10 11+ 

Owners Obs 1 19 2 56 78 
93.785a 3 .000 None Obs 58 51 29 13 151 

Total Obs 59 70 31 69 229 
Source: Computed from field survey data, 2019 (Obs= Observed data) 
 

X2test was computed to see whether there is statistically significant association between DV and IVs. The x2 test value also 
revealed that, there was statistically significant association between work experiences of employees and private housing ownership; 
[x2(3) = 93.8, p=.000; p<.001]. The majority of who served for more than 11 years and above is housing owners than the rests (See 
Table 6). Therefore, the null hypothesis must be rejected. 
 
Table 7: X2 Associations between net income and housing ownership 

Crosstab Chi-Square Tests 
 
Tenure Status 

Income level  
Total 

 
X2 

 
Df 

 
Sig. 500-

1500 
1501-
2500 

2501-
3500 

3501-
4500 

4501-
5500 

5501-6500 6,501& 
+ 

Owners Obs 0 2 13 14 31 4 14 78 
165 6 .000 None Obs 39 79 33 0 0 0 0 151 

Total Obs 39 81 46 14 31 4 14 229 
Source: Computed from field survey data, 2019 (Obs= Observed data) 
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The x2-test was computed to test the association. As indicated in Table 7, x2-test value revealed that, there was a statistically 
significant association between level of income earned among different income groups of employees and housing ownership; [x2 (6) 
=165.4, p= .000; p< .001) at 5% significant level). Though it is statistically significant, only 78 employees who earned 2501birr and 
above have access with housing ownership position. Contrarily those who relatively earned better level of income have no access with 
housing ownership position. Only 78 employees were homeowners among the above different income earners. Among 229 
employees, about 151employees have no access with their own housing. Therefore, the null hypothesis must be rejected. 
Table 7: X2 Associations between monthly saving and homeownership status 

Crosstab Chi-Square Tests 
 
Tenure Status 

Saving category  
Total 

 
Pearson X2 

 
Df 

 
Sig. Zero 1-400 401-700 ≥701 

Owners Obs 0 0 6 72 78 
203.653a 3 .000 None Obs 140 4 7 0 151 

Total Obs 140 4 13 72 229 
Source: Computed from field survey data, 2019 (Obs= Observed data) 

72 employees who save birr ≥701 are housing owners. However, from whom save birr 401-700 only 6 employees were 
housing owners. 140 employees who have no saving were not housing owners. Likewise, from who save birr 401-700, 6 were 
homeowners and 7 were not owners. X2 test was computed to see the relationships. Results of X2 test shows that there is statistically 
significant association between saving level and housing ownership position [x2 (3) = 203.65, p= .000; p<.05] at 5% significant level 
(See table 10).  

 
Table 8: X2 Associations between food prices and homeownership status 

Crosstab Chi-Square Tests 
 
Tenure Status 

Food Expenditure  
Pearson X2 

 
Df 

 
Sig. Expensively 

increasing 
Increasing Fairly 

increasing 
Cheapest Total 

Owners Obs 8 25 33 12 78 
161.952a 3 .000 None Obs 148 3 0 0 151 

Total Obs 156 28 33 12 229 
Source: Computed from field survey data, 2019(Obs= Observed data) 
 

Of 156 employees who reported, that current price of food is expensively, increasing 148 of them were no access with 
housing ownership. From all who were reported that food price is expensively increasing (156), increasing (28), fairly increasing (33), 
and cheapest (12), only 8, 25, 33, and 2 of them have access with housing respectively. From those who were reported food price as 
increasing (28), 3 of them were no access with housing ownership. X2 test was computed to see the relationships. Results of X2 test 
shows that there is statistically significant association between saving level and housing ownership position [x2 (3) = 161.95, p= .000; 
p<.05] at 5% significant level (See table 8). 

 
Table 9: X2 Associations between access with diverse and homeownership status 

 
Access with: 

 
Response 

Tenure status Total Chi-Square Tests 
Owners Not X2 Df Sig 

 
Diverse source of income 

Yes Obs 67 8 75 
153 1 .00

0 No Obs 11 140 151 
Total Obs 78 151 229 

Source: Computed from field survey data, 2019 (Obs= Observed data) 
 
Of 75 housing owners, 67 of them have access with additional source of income and 11 of them were not. Similarly, of 151 

who have no access with additional source of income, 11 of them were homeowners. Out of 151 none homeowners, 140 of them have 
no access with additional source of income. Of those who have access with additional income, 11 of them were not homeowners.  X2 
test was computed to see the relationships. Results of X2 test shows that there is statistically significant association between saving 
level and housing ownership position [x2 (3) = 153.134, p= .000; p<.05] at 5% significant level. This is because employees who have 
better access to housing credit have high probability of gaining access to private housing ownership position than those who have not 
(See table 9). 
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B) InstitutionalAspects 
Table 10: X2 Associations between access with affordable building material, house for sale, land and credit and 
homeownership status of employees 

 
Availability of: 

 
Response 

Tenure status  
Total 

X2-tests 
Owners None owners X2 Df Sig 

affordable building 
material 

Yes Obs 76 4 80 
203.295a 1 .000 No Obs 2 147 149 

Tot Obs 78 151 229 
affordable house 
for sale 

Yes Obs 59 3 62 
141.317a 1 .000 No Obs 19 148 167 

Tot Obs 78 151 229 
housing credit & 
saving 

Yes Obs 74 5 79 
190.812a 1 .000 No Obs 4 146 150 

Tot Obs 78 151 229 
 
residential housing 
land 

Yes Obs 70 12 82 
149.708a 1 .000 No Obs 8 139 147 

Tot Obs 78 151 229 
Source: Computed from field survey data, 2019 (NB: Obs= Observed data) 
 
Affordable building material: The number of non-house owners is greater compared to house-owner employees. Of 151 none 
housing owners, 147 of them were no access to affordable building material. 72 employees who have access with affordable building 
material were housing owners. X2 was hypothesized to test the relationships. In line with this, x2 test was computed to see whether 
there is statistically significant association between binary DV and IVs. X2 result revealed that these differences were statistically 
significant; [x2 (1) = 203.295a, P < .000] at 0,001% significant level (See Table 10).Therefore, the null hypothesis must be rejected. 

 
Affordable house for sale: As it revealed from Table 10, of all 78 employees who reported that they have access with house 
ownership, 19 employees were not have access to affordable house for sale. All 59 employees who have access with affordable house 
for sale were homeowners. Of 150 employees who have no access with affordable house for sale, 148 employees were not 
homeowners. The number of non-house owners is greater compared to house-owner employees. X2 was hypothesized to test the 
relationships. In line with this, x2 test was computed to see whether there is statistically significant association between binary DV and 
IVs. X2 result revealed that these differences were statistically significant; [x2 (1) = 141.317, P < .000] at 0.001% significant 
level.Therefore, the null hypothesis must be rejected. 
 
Access with housing land: Employees with access to land were 82. Of these, 70 of them were house owners and 8 of them were 
not.The number of non-house owners is greater compared to house-owner among employees with access to land. From 151 none 
homeowner employees, 147 of them have no access with land. From employees with no access with land only 8 of them were 
homeowners. X2 was hypothesized to see whether there is statistically significant association between binary DV and IVs. X2 result 
revealed that these differences were statistically significant; [x2 (1) = 149.708a, P < .000] at 0,001% significant level (See Table 
10).Therefore, the null hypothesis must be rejected. 
 
Access to credit & saving service:  Table 10 revealed that, of all housing owners (78), 70 of them have access with housing credit 
services and 4 employees were not. Similarly, of those who have no access with housing credit services (150), 8 of them have access 
with housing ownership and 139 of them were not homeowners. X2 test was computed to see the relationships. Results of X2 test 
shows that there is statistically significant association between saving level and housing ownership position [x2 (3) = 149.708a, p= 
.000; p<.05] at 5% significant level (See table 10). This is because employees who have better access to housing credit have high 
probability of gaining access to private housing ownership position than those who have not. 
 
Results of Binary Logistic regression  
BLR was conducted to predictdependent variables and the significance impacts of each predictor on binary DVs. It was utilized to 
model the relationship between 7 predictors and binary response variables: 1 for homeowners and 0 for none homeowners. The null 
model (block 0) is created without any IVs. The full model adds all predictor variables that have more impacts on binary response 
variables.  
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Table 11: Correct Prediction Table (Model without predictor) 

                      Observed 
Predicted 
Ownership status Percentage Correct 
Owners (1) none owners (0) 

Step 0 
Ownership 
status 

Owners (1) 0 78 .0 
None owners (0) 0 151 100.0 

Overall Percentage   65.9 
Source: Computed from field survey data, 2019 
 

Step 0 is to guesses binary responses variables. The overall percentage of null model prediction is only 65.9 (157/229). It 
gives the percent of cases for the binary response variables that were correctly predicted the model by 65.9%. 
 

Model fits: Different testing techniques were made to check the goodness of fit for logistic regression model and to answers 
the model suitability question. These were; the classification tables, the Hosmer and Lemeshow test, Pseudo R2 and a likelihood ratio 
test. These tests can be made by comparing with the full model and null model (block 0). 
Table 12:  Omnibus Tests of Model Coefficients 

 Chi-square df Sig. 

Step 1 
Step 230.375 7 .000 
Block 230.375 7 .000 
Model 230.375 7 .000 

Source: Computed from field survey data, 2019 
Enter method analysis was picked for this study purpose. This is a test of null hypothesis and how well the model performs. 

The table 12 above shows the full model contained 7 predictors and was statistically significant, the chi-square value of omnibus test 
is 230.375, with 7 degrees of freedom at p< 0.01. The x2 value of omnibus test is (DF =7, N=229, 230.375, P<.001, indicating that the 
model was able to distinguish between respondents who reported and did not report that they had access with housing land ownership 
or not (Table 12). The p-value of omnibus tests of model coefficients is 0.000. Thus, the model is significantly better than the one with 
no predictors (null model). From this, it is possible to conclude that adding the all predictors to the model have significantly increased 
our ability to predict homeownership (y) than the null model without predictors. 
 
Table 13: Model Summary (The Pseudo R2 Statistics) 

Model Summary 
Step -2 Log likelihood Cox & Snell R2 Nagelkerke R2 
1 63.404a .634 .878 

Source: Computed from field survey data, 2019 
 
A Likelihood Ratio Test: Under the model summary above, we see that the -2 Log likelihood statistics of step1 is 63.404a. This 
statistics measures how poorly the model predicts the land ownership status, the smaller the statistic the better the model. The value of 
Cox & Snell’s R2 is 0.634. This indicates that 63.4% of the variation in the dependent variable which was explained by the logistic 
model.The Nagelkerke R2 modification that does range from 0 to 1 is a more reliable measure of the relationship. Nagelkerke’s R2will 
normally be higher than the Cox and Snell R2 measure.Nagelkerke’s R2‘Model Summary’ table is the most-reported of the R2 

estimates. Nagelkerke’s R2 is 0.878, indicating a moderately strong relationship of 87.8% between the predictors and the prediction. It 
indicates that 87.8% of the variability in the dependent variable which was explained by the explanatory variables.  

 
Table 14:  Hosmer and Lemeshow Test 

Hosmer and Lemeshow Test 
Step Chi-square Df Sig. 
1 12.492 3 .66 

Source: Computed from field survey data, 2019 
 

Hosmer and Lemeshow Test are used to explain how far the model is fit or to measure of goodness of fit. As it is observed 
from table 14, the p-value of the HL test is 0.66 (p>0.05) means a set of seven predictors will accurately predict the actual 
probabilities. Model fit is good. It fits the data adequately since the p-value is greater than the level of significance, α=0.05 then, it is 
possible to accept the null hypothesis. 
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Table 15: Classification Table (Model with all predictor) 

                      Observed 
Predicted 
Ownership status Percentage 

Correct Owners (1) none owners (0) 

Step 0 
Ownership 
status 

Owners (1) 78 0 100.0 
none owners (0) 13 138 91.0 

Overall Percentage   94.3 
Source: Computed from field survey data, 2017 
 

The models or systems are adding all predictor variables. The percent of observations that the model correctly predicts was 
analyzed. In this table, the observed values for the dependent outcome and the predicted values are cross - classified.As it is revealed 
from table 15, the model correctly predicts ‘cases’ housing owners by 100% and correctly classified ‘none cases’ homelessness by 
91% in the study area. The full model with all predictors is predicting 94.3% of cases (homeowners or yes) and none cases 
(homeowners or no) correctly than null model without predictors i.e. 65.9% (Table 11 & 15). 
 
Table 16: Results of BLR Analysis 

Variables in the Equation 
 B S.E. Wald df Sig. Exp(B) 

Step 1 

Time lived in the town .063 .059 1.134 1 .287 1.065 
Monthly net income 2.992 22.067 .018 1 .892 19.931 
Work experience .001 .001 1.896 1 .168 1.001 
Waiting time to obtain land -.002 .001 4.713 1 .030 .998 
Monthly saving .001 .001 2.972 1 .015 1.001 
Monthly food expense -.014 .011 3.632 1 .002 .776 
Monthly none food expense -.021 .021 2.943 1 .003 .689 

 Constant -9.800 4.507 4.729 1 .030 .000 
Source: Computed from field survey data, 2019 
 

The positive and negative B values tell about the direction of the relationships with gaining access to housing land (which 
predictors increase or decrease the likelihood of a yes). Negative B values indicates that an increase in the predictor variable score will 
result in a decreased probability of the case recording of yes in the DV (indicating the presence of a problem of gaining access to 
housing land ownership position). 

Duration of time lived in the town (X1): It wasnot statistically significant (P=.287, Exp (B) = 1.065 & B= .063).  Like X1, 
however, despite it is not significant; its positive value of B indicates that it has positive relationships with owning residential housing 
ownership. These findings are supported by various researchers such as Alemayehu (2015), Muleta and Melese (2014), Endrias 
(2019).  

Monthly net income in birr / hhh (X2): It wasnot statistically significant (P=.892, Exp (B) = 19.931 & B= .2.992).  Like X1, 
however, despite it is not significant; the positive value of B indicates that it has positive relationships with owning residential housing 
ownership. These indicate that employees with better net-income have more likelihood to be homeowners than who did not have 
better income and other variables being constant in the model.These findings are supported by various researchers such as Alemayehu 
(2015), Muleta and Melese (2014), Haurin and Rosenthal (2004), Wossen (2002) and Endrias (2019).  

Work experiences in years (X3): This has no significant impact(p=.168, Exp (B) = 1.001 & B = .001).Thought it was not 
statistically significant its positive B value shows that there is positive relationship with employees’ homeownership position. 

Waiting time to obtain land in year (X4): This has also significant impact on to be homeowners (p=.030*, Exp (B) = .998 
& B = -.002). Long waiting time for land determines the probability of employees to be homeowners in the study area. The more long 
waiting time the less aspired to apply and obtain housing land. 

Saving amount in birr / month (X5): It wasstatistically significant (P=.015*, Exp (B) = 1.001& B=.001). Its positive value 
of B indicates that saving habit has positive relationships with homeownership position of employees. These findings are supported by 
various researchers such as Alemayehu (2015), Muleta and Melese (2014), Endrias (2019).  

Monthly food expense in birr / hhh (X6): This has also significant impact (p=.002*, Exp (B) = .776 & B = -.014).Its 
negative value of B indicates that monthly food expense in birrincrease has inverse relationships with homeownership position of 
employees.These indicate thatgovernment employees who suffered from an expensively inflated none food price less likely to be 
homeowners. Currently since life was very expensive, investment for housing unthinkable in the town. Nowadays appropriately 
feeding, teaching and treating own family members in too difficult due expensively increases of none food expense. This supported by 
study conducted by Gebeyaw (2003), PADCO (2000), Endrias (2019), and Yadeta (2020). 
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Monthly none food expense in birr / hhh (X7): The effects of monthly food prices were statistically significant in 
determining employees to be homeownership (P=.003*, Exp (B) = .689 & B= -.021). Its negative value of B indicates that monthly 
food expense increase in birr has inverse relationships with homeownership position of employees.These indicate thatgovernment 
employees who suffered from an expensively inflated none food price less likely to be homeowners. This supported by study 
conducted by Yadeta (2020). 

 
Conclusions and Recommendations 
Conclusions 
 Urban centers are experiencing problems especially different towns and cities where an urban population is increasingly 
dramatically. Based on the findings of the following conclusions were made.  
(1) Results of this study show that the highest proportion of employees had not gained access to be residential housing owners land in 

the study area. The majority of them did not possess their own residential housing unit. 
(2) The most important predictor variable in determining employees’ likelihood of residential housing ownership position were 

waiting time to obtain land (X4)monthly saving, monthly food expense (X6) and monthly none food expense (X7). Predictor 
variables X4, X6 and X7 have inverse relationship with residential housing ownership in the town. 

(3) Employees with better saving habit has more likelihood to construct their own residential housing compared to those employees 
who do not have saving habit. 

(4) An employee with better net income level has more likelihood to invest in residential housing in the town than those with less net 
income level. 

(5) An expensively increase of cost of living in the town adversely determines employees’ likely to be homeowners in the town. 
 
Recommendations  

Based on the findings of the study and conclusion made above, recommendations are made in order to augment the 
understanding of concerned bodies so that they could support policy makers, urban planners, researchers, Metu town municipality, and 
other concerned bodies. 
(1) It is essential if government, municipality and concerned bodies create an enabling environment where by government employees 

can smoothly gain access to housing land in the town and being homeowners 
(2) It is essential if a low-cost housing projects and condominium housing scheme started in Metu town according to employees’ 

socioeconomic status. 
(3) It is essential if the municipality extensively work to minimize the too long land supply time and service delivery systems as the 

stated standard in legal framework 
(4) It is essential if there is a sustainable and appropriate mechanism of minimizing, regulating and stabilizing an inflated cost of 

living, rise of food and none food prices of the town to encourage the money saving of employees for housing 
(5) It is better if there is an affordable mechanism of getting housing credit saving or loan in the town by consider an employee’s 

socioeconomic status. 
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