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Abstract 
Conjoint estimates of students’ apartment preferences are typically 

based on aggregate responses. In this paper, conjoint estimates of 

residential preferences for university students (n=120) are analyzed by 

creating orthogonal design. In this research how the estimated part-

worth utilities of the students’ apartments attributes are created and 

then examined. The results indicate that students give the maximum 

importance to the less walking time to the class from the apartment, 

monthly rent is the next most influential attribute. On the other hand, 

noise and safety level is almost having equal importance whereas 

students place less value to the area size of living and dining area and 

considered to be the least preferred factor in choosing the students’ 

apartment. This experimental design results seemed to be helpful in 

designing and planning of new student residences and apartments by 

how to make apartments attractive to the students by providing eye-

catching facilities. This study has confirmed the importance and 

usefulness of stated preference techniques for environment-behavior 

research.  
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I.  Introduction 
 In earlier studies, student accommodation has been a conventional topic in the 

discipline of environment behavior (Abu-Ghazzeh, 1999; Kaya and Erkip, 2001). Such 

researches generally look at restricted number of attributes of students’ apartments or 

dormitories as a physical environment and narrate them to certain aspects of behavior or 

to student’s preferences or perceptions (Oppewal et al., 2005). However, in this study, 

students’ overall preferences towards selecting a student apartment are investigated by 

exploring various apartment’s attributes and student characteristics. More understanding 

into students’ preferences is progressively more relevant in today’s’ political atmosphere, 

as universities and colleges increasingly compete to attract students in order to generate 

more profits (Connell, 2000). Keeping this reason in view, local residential housing 

dwellers plans and invests in constructing student’s apartments and houses where 

students can live as a paying guest if any university does not provide the dormitories or 

hostel facilities. If this point of view is acknowledged, the question then becomes how to 

measure the student’s preferences for selecting an apartment in such a way that stake 

holders in housing market can assess their actions in advance.  
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 Hence, the aim of this research is to find out how students who come from abroad 

and from other cities to study at college or university level where they do not find hostel 

facility develop preferences for opting apartment according to their requirements. 

Various modeling approaches have been proposed to that effect and applied in housing 

research (Timmermans et al., 1994), one of the most promising method to calculate the 

preferences is the conjoint analysis approach ( Knight and Menchik, 1976; Louviere, 

1979; Green et al., 1982; Sarkar and Boag, 1984; Phipps and Carter, 1984, 1985; 

Veldhuisen and Timmermans, 1984; Joseph, et al., 1989; Louviere and Timmermans, 

1990; Timmermans  and van Noortwijk, 1995; Molin et al., 2001, 2000).  

 

 Furthermore, this methodology will also help to find out the out the best set of 

attributes that will change students’ attitudes towards the selection of finding the 

apartment for their living which. Nowadays, latest trend is seen among students that they 

usually preferred to live in apartment rather than hostel because they find fewer 

restrictions around if they dwell in hostels. Moreover, students believe that living 

independently provides them more sense of responsibility in managing themselves. 

Therefore, the purpose of the research is to find best possible options for the students in 

order to selecting the apartment without harming the studies.  

 

 Conjoint analysis is method that tries to explain and forecast preferences of 

decision-makers (students) from their responses to hypothetical residential profiles of 

apartments that can be viewed as integral descriptions of accommodation circumstances 

such as distinctiveness of the house, the environment, etc.). In general, respondents are 

appealed to express a rating for the overall attractiveness of each profile (Molin et al., 

1997). Since, each respondent gives judgment responses to a sequence of profiles that are 

built; one can statistically estimate a model of residential preference for students. The 

parameter of this calculated utility function specifies the (part-worth) utility of the 

respondent which is derived from each attribute which describes potential apartment for 

students 

 

 This study is structured as follows. First, the conjoint group modeling approach is 

explained which is followed by a description of the design of this research and 

measurement procedures. Afterward, the student model of apartments’ preference is 

presented and discussed. It is then continued by presenting the major results of the 

present study. Lastly, several conclusions are drawn. 

 

II. Literature Review 
 Dormitories or students’ apartments, have delivered the background for a variety 

of studies (Evans and McCoy, 1998). The features of population, the physical elements of 

accommodation and the long time nature of the residence are all the key points which 

made the researcher interested to investigate the relationship between the physical 

environment and different aspects of social behavior (Oppewal et al., 2005). 

 

 In earlier studies, the main theme was a focus on “occupation density and 

crowding” and their effects on social behavior. Stokols et al., (1975) investigated the 

helping behavior with respect to the density of student residences. Mullen and Felleman 

(1990) studied the effects of the number of people living in a room and they resulted that 

students who live in hostels or dormitories were less sensitive to crowding.  
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 Other studies also researched concerned problems such as crowding stress 

(Epstien, 1981; Baron et al, 1976), interpersonal relationship and personal control (Baum 

et al., 1979) and social support (Lakey and Dickinson, 1994). Such studies suggest that 

students have different perceptions about the physical environment of students’ 

residences. 

 

 Studies have also considered the different preferences of students for particular 

room or apartment attributes. Factors such as living cost, privacy and study arrangements 

and distance from the campus was studies and in this study, it was found that as the 

distance from the campus increases, students start feeling more isolated from the social 

activities on campus (Somer, 1987). In these studies, none had investigated that what 

attributes and their preferences students are looking for their residence. 

 

III. Research Problem 
 In this study, we are going to examine the following research problems which are 

stated below: 

 

 Research Question 1: What are the important attributes that student they are 

looking for an apartment? 

 

 Research Question 2: How do students develop preferences for choosing the 

apartment? 

 

IV. Designing a Conjoint Analysis Experiment 
 Figure 1 is explaining the steps of experimental design to conduct the conjoint 

analysis for selecting the most important attributes and their preferences for choosing the 

student apartment. 

  

Figure 1: Conjoint Analysis Decision Process 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

        

 

 

 

 

Step1: Specification of the objectives of Conjoint Analysis 

 

Step 2: Identification of Six Salient Attributes for the Students’ Choice Preferences 

taken from the Literature 

Step 3: Selecting levels for each attribute from market research 

Step 4: Selecting Conjoint Analysis Methodology: 

 Full- Profile Approach 
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V. Specifying Attributes and Levels 
 In this study, respondents (students) select an apartment based on six attributes 

such as walking time to the class, noise level of the apartment, safety of apartment 

location, condition of apartment, size of living/dining area of an apartment and monthly 

rent. Each attribute has three levels. Attributes and their levels have been identified from 

the previous existing literature (Green and Schaffer, 1991) and interviewing students who 

are residing in apartments near or far from their college/ university. In this research, we 

go into more depth in the calculation of the regression analysis to derive the conjoint 

“utility scores” for each respondent. Table 1 shows the variables and their levels used in 

the students’ apartment preference study. 

       

 

                

Step 5: Construction of Stimuli:  

 Subset of Stimuli-Fractional Factorial Design 

 Orthogonal Arrays (Orthoplans) 

 Estimation Set (18stimuli) and Holdout Set (4 stimuli) 

 

 
Step 6: Data Collection: 

 Selecting the Preference Measure-Metric (Rating using 5-point Likert scale) 

 
 

Step 7: Model Estimation Technique: 

 Ordinary Least Square (OLS) Regression 

Step 8: Reliability and Validity: 

 Evaluating Model’s Goodness of Fit- Kendall’s Tau, Pearson’s R. 

 Checking Predictive Accuracy and Internal Validity of the Conjoint Model- Kendall’s 

Tau for Holdout Cases. 

 

 

Step 9: Analyzing the Conjoint Model: 

 Constructing Preference Structure regarding Attributes and Attributes-Levels for the 

Students’ Apartments 

 Suggesting the most desirable combination for various levels of the attributes under 

consideration for the students’ package 

Step10: Conclusion 
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Table 1: Students’ Apartments Decision Attributes and their Levels 

 

VI. Selecting Conjoint Analysis Methodology and Construction of Stimuli 
 In this study, we are using full-profile conjoint analysis methodology in SPSS 

which seems useful in answering the question of which attributes such as walking time, 

noise level of apartment, safety of apartment location, condition of apartment, size of 

living or dining area and monthly rent are important to consumers (students) and what is 

the importance level is towards the students. Individual product attributes, if taken in 

combination, can be used to depict an entire product. 

 

 Conjoint analysis establishes the combination of product attributes that consumers 

most prefer. When conjoint analysis is applied to product, it identifies which product is 

most preferred and is best combined to produce maximum effect. Conjoint analysis 

recognizes the attributes important in a choice decision; it classifies the way the attributes 

are pooled to make the decision, and establishes the utility value to each of the levels of 

each of the attributes considered in the decision. As the choices are observed, the 

researcher may predict choice share for different product configurations that may be 

introduced into the competitive marketplace.  

 

 In order to analyze and estimate the preferences in opting the apartments from 

students, full profile procedure will be using in conjoint analysis. In this, complete 

profiles of choices will be constructed for all the attributes and their levels which help the 

students in selecting their apartment which would be best suitable option for them. This 

conjoint analysis, initially we will generate separate index card for each profile which is a 

mix of a set of attributes.  Six attributes, each with three levels each produce 3
6
 = 

3x3x3x3x3x3 = 729 different combinations of possible apartments that could be 

Attributes Description Level 

Walking time to 
class 

30 minutes 
20 minutes 
10 minutes 

1 
2 
3 

Noise level of 
Apartment 

Extremely noisy 
Average noise level 

Very quiet 

1 
2 
3 

Safety of 
apartment location 

Very unsafe location 
Average safety 

Very safe location 
 

1 
2 
3 

Condition of 
apartment 

Poor condition 
Renovated kitchen only 

Newly renovated throughout 
 

1 
2 
3 
 

Size of Living/ 
Dining area 

9 by 12 feet 
15 by 20 feet 
24 by 30 feet 

1 
2 
3 
 

Monthly Rent Rs. 10,000 
Rs. 14,000 
Rs. 18,000 

1 
2 
3 
 

*6 attributes with 3 levels each: attributes are taken from the study by Paul Green and 
Catherine Schaffer (1991). 
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evaluated. As respondent would not be able to rate all 729 different combinations, 

therefore, we use a fractional factorial design with orthogonal arrays consisting of 22 

profiles which will be used in estimating the set for analysis.  Out of 22 profiles, 4 

profiles would be the hold out set in order to check the validity and reliability of the 

analysis (See Table 2).   

 

Table 2: Display of Orthogonal Display: Single table layout                            

ID 
Walking 
time 

Noise_Level_of_ 
apartment 

Safety_of_apartment_ 
location 

condition_of_ 
apartment 

size_of_ 
living/ 
dinning_ 
area 

monthly_ 
rent 

1 10 
minutes 

very quiet very unsafe newly renovated 
throughout 

15 by 20 feet Rs. 12,000 

2 10 
minutes 

very quiet average safe newly renovated 
throughout 

9 by 12 feet Rs. 18,000 

3 30 
minutes 

extremely noisy average safe poor condition 15 by 20 feet Rs. 18,000 

4 30 
minutes 

very quiet average safe renovated kitchen 
only 

24 by 30 feet Rs. 12,000 

5 10 
minutes 

extremely noisy very unsafe renovated kitchen 
only 

24 by 30 feet Rs. 18,000 

6 10 
minutes 

extremely noisy very safe renovated kitchen 
only 

9 by 12 feet Rs. 15,000 

7 20 
minutes 

extremely noisy average safe newly renovated 
throughout 

24 by 30 feet Rs. 15,000 

8 20 
minutes 

very quiet very safe poor condition 24 by 30 feet Rs. 18,000 

9 20 
minutes 

average noise 
level 

very unsafe renovated kitchen 
only 

15 by 20 feet Rs. 18,000 

10 30 
minutes 

average noise 
level 

very unsafe newly renovated 
throughout 

24 by 30 feet Rs. 15,000 

11 30 
minutes 

very quiet very safe renovated kitchen 
only 

15 by 20 feet Rs. 15,000 

12 20 
minutes 

very quiet very unsafe poor condition 9 by 12 feet Rs. 15,000 

13 10 
minutes 

average noise 
level 

average safe poor condition 15 by 20 feet Rs. 15,000 

14 30 
minutes 

average noise 
level 

very safe newly renovated 
throughout 

9 by 12 feet Rs. 18,000 

15 20 
minutes 

average noise 
level 

average safe renovated kitchen 
only 

9 by 12 feet Rs. 12,000 

16 30 
minutes 

extremely noisy very unsafe poor condition 9 by 12 feet Rs. 12,000 

17 20 
minutes 

extremely noisy very safe newly renovated 
throughout 

15 by 20 feet Rs. 12,000 

18 10 
minutes 

average noise 
level 

very safe poor condition 24 by 30 feet Rs. 12,000 

19
a
 10 

minutes 
extremely noisy very unsafe renovated kitchen 

only 
24 by 30 feet Rs. 12,000 

20
a
 20 

minutes 
extremely noisy very safe poor condition 9 by 12 feet Rs. 12,000 

21
a
 30 

minutes 
very quiet very safe newly renovated 

throughout 
15 by 20 feet Rs. 15,000 

22
a
 10 

minutes 

extremely noisy very safe poor condition 15 by 20 feet Rs. 15,000 

a Holdout 

                              

 In this, we derive the conjoint “Utility Scores” for each respondent. The design is 

then used to develop cards that are presented to the respondent for rating (See Table 3). 

Respondents will be asked to provide preference rating for each profile for estimation and 

hold out set. Ratings will be marked on likert scale for every profile (5 = strongly 

preferred to 1=strongly not preferred).   
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Table 3: Sample attribute profile cards describing on possible apartment, with 

rating scale 
Profile Number 1 

Card 
ID 

Walking 
Time 

Noise_Level_of_ 
apartment 

Safety of_ 
apartment 
location 

condition 
of_ 

apartment 

size_of_living 
or dinning 

area 

monthly_ 
rent 

1 
10 

minutes 
very quiet very unsafe 

newly 
renovated 
throughout 

15 by 20 feet 
Rs. 

12,000 

Profile Number 2 

2 
10 

minutes 
very quiet average safe 

newly 
renovated 
throughout 

9 by 12 feet 
Rs. 

18,000 

1. Strongly Not Preferred    2. Not Preferred    3. Neutral    4. Preferred    5. Strongly Preferred     

VII. Sample 
 The sample size of this study would be 120 university students taken from Lahore 

School of Economics who are residing outside Lahore. Respondents (78% male) mostly 

belong to Sialkot, Gujranwala, Islamabad, Multan and Saudi Arabia.   Respondents will 

be asked to provide preference ratings for each profile in estimation set and holdout set in 

order to estimate the best utility.  

 

VIII. Model Description 
 For this study, we are applying the mathematical model in which we assume that 

like/dislike rating can be explained as a linear function of the manipulated attributes 

levels. Specifically, we suppose that a rating Vij of profile j by individual i can be 

explained by the following function: 

Vij = b0 +ΣbkXijk +eij 

 

 Where Xijk represents the (coded) attribute levels of attributes k (k=1…K, K being 

the total number of attributes), b0 and bk representing parameters to estimate that 

represent a constant and the attribute “weights”, respectively and eij represents the 

random error term (Oppewal et al., 2005).  

 

 In SPSS output, model description shows the tabular representation of model of 

attributes and their variables. Attributes with three levels are walking time to class, Noise 

level of apartment, safety of apartment locations, condition of apartment, size of 

living/dining area and monthly rent.  

 

Table 4: Model Description 
Attributes No. of Levels Relation to Ranks or Scores 

Walking time to class 3 Linear (less) 

Noise level of apartment 3 Linear (less) 

Safety of Apartment Location 3 Linear (more) 

Condition of Apartment 3 Linear (more) 

Size of Living/Dining Area 
Monthly Rent 

3 
3 

Linear (more) 
Linear (less) 

*All factors are orthogonal. 

 

 In Table 4, attributes have linear relation to scores which tells the direct relation or 

inverse relation of the attribute with the preference of the respondent.  Walking time to 
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class, noise level of apartment and monthly rent has Linear Less relation which explains 

the inverse relation of the attribute and their score of the respondent. Safety of apartment 

location, condition of apartment and size of Living/Dining area has a Linear More 

relationship with preference which tells the direct relationship between the attribute and 

the respondent score.  

 

IX. Results and Discussion 
          After creating an orthogonal design, preference data was from the 120 students.  

Each response was identified by a unique subject ID. We analyze the conjoint analysis 

after running the command syntax in order to analyze the conjoint analysis.  

 

A. Utility Scores 

 Table 4 depicts the utility (part-worth) scores along with their standard errors for 

each factor level. Higher utility values show greater preference. As anticipated there is an 

inverse relationship between monthly rent, walking time to the class or noise level of 

apartment and utility, with higher rents, longer time to reach class and extreme noise 

level resulting to lower utility respectively (larger negative values mean lower utility). 

Similarly, for the safe location of the apartment, condition of the apartment or size of 

living or dining area corresponds to a higher utility, as expected. Given that the utilities 

are all expressed in a common unit, therefore, they can be summed up together to give the 

total utility of any combination.   

 

 For instance, the total utility of an apartment with 30minutes walking time to class, 

average noise level, very safe apartment location, renovated kitchen only in the 

apartment, 15 by 20 feet size of living/dining area of an apartment and Rs.15, 000 

monthly rents is stated as: 

 

Utility (30 minutes walking time to class) + utility (average noise level) + utility (very 

safe apartment location) + utility (renovated kitchen only) + utility (15 by 20 feet size of 

living/dining area of an apartment) + utility (Rs.15, 000 monthly rent) + constant 

 

Or 

0.289 + (-0.344) + 0.433 + 0.067 + 0.256 + 0.800 = 1.501 

 

 Table 5 shows Utility scores and their standard levels for each attribute level. In 

table 5, we can find that noise level around the apartment matters a lot to the students, 

therefore, we have the negative scores at each level of noise which tells that higher the 

noise around the apartment, apartment would not be comfortable for the students. That 

means, if the noise level of an apartment is set at “very noisy” (-0.172), students are 

going to have lower utility relative to “quiet” level (-0.517).  

 

 In this utility score, walking time to class from the apartments indicates that the 

shorter the distance of students’ apartments from their university/college, better it is and 

it will be mostly preferred. In walking time variable, 10 minutes distance has higher 

utility score (0.867) as compare to 30 minutes distance (0.289).  

 

 In this utility score table, safety of apartment location  indicates that the safer the 

location of  students’ apartments from their university/college, it will be mostly preferred 

as parents or even students want to live comfortably and do not want any certain 
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circumstances which create  hindrance in going to the college or  unable to move around . 

In safety of apartment location, very safe location has got higher utility (.433) as compare 

to very unsafe location (.144) which states that students or even parents mostly preferred 

to have their students’ apartment in a safe location.  

 

Table 5: Utility scores 
 Utility Estimate Std. Error 

walking_time_to_the_class 

30 minutes .289 .317 

20 minutes .578 .634 

10 minutes .867 .950 

Noise_Level_of_apartment 

extremely noisy -.172 .317 

average noise level -.344 .634 

very quiet -.517 .950 

Safety_of_apartment_locatio
n 

very unsafe .144 .317 

average safe .289 .634 

very safe .433 .950 

condition_of_apartment 

poor condition .033 .317 

renovated kitchen only .067 .634 

newly renovated throughout .100 .950 

size_of_living/dinning area 

9 by 12 feet .128 .317 

15 by 20 feet .256 .634 

24 by 30 feet .383 .950 

monthly rent 

Rs. 12,000 .267 .317 

Rs. 15,000 .800 .634 

Rs. 18,000 .533 .950 

(Constant) 1.496 1.573 

 

 In utility score table, throughout newly renovated apartment considered to have 

highest preference in selecting the apartment for student among it levels (.100) as 

compare to the poor condition (.033) whereas the utility score of the size of living or 

dining area, students usually preferred bigger area that is (.383) and the reason could be 

that if they want to share the apartment they would have enough space which they can 

convert into another room. 

 

 In utility score table, Rs. 15,000 monthly rent has high utility score (.800) which 

indicates that students can afford this amount of money to spend as rent. Overall, the 

most preferred variables which we can see from the utility score table are walking time 

from the apartment to the class and rent. 

 

B. Coefficients 

 

Table 6: Coefficients 
Attributes B Coefficient 

Estimate 

walking_time_to_the_class .289 

Noise_Level_of_apartment -.172 

Safety_of_apartment_location .144 

condition_of_apartment .033 

size_of_living/dinning area .128 

monthly rent .267 
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 Table 6 shows the linear regression coefficients for those attributes specified as 

Linear (Less or More).  The utility for a particular factor level is estimated by multiplying 

the coefficient with the level.             

 

C. Relative Importance 

 Table 7, determines the relative importance of each factor known as an importance 

value or score. The values are calculated by taking the utility range for each factor 

separately and dividing by the sum of the utility ranges for all factors. Thus, the values 

show percentages and they sum to 100. In above table, all utility levels of each factor are 

averaged out in order to check the most important factor that plays a major role in the 

selection criteria.  

 

Table 7: Importance Values 

*Averaged Importance Score 

 

 Table 7 indicates the most preferred factor in selecting the student’s apartment. 

This importance scores show that the most preferred factor in the selection of apartment 

is walking time to the class from the apartment (23.337), afterward monthly rent 

(21.038), noise and safety level are almost have equal importance (16.650 and 16.239 

respectively) and area size of living and dining area are considered to be the least 

preferred factor in choosing the students’ apartment (11.057).  

 

D. Correlations 

 In Table 8, Pearson’s R and Kendall’s tau provide the measures of the correlation 

between the observed and estimated preferences. In this research we also have Kendall’s 

tau for holdouts which tells the correlation of the holdout sample and had four profiles for 

holdout sample. The reason for keeping holdout sample is to analyze the validity and 

reliability of the model and correlation value explains how reliable is the model but it 

doesn’t used for analysis. 

 

Table 8: Correlations
a
 

a. Correlations between observed and estimated preferences 

 

 The significance value of Pearson’s R and Kendall’s tau is 0.046 and 0.047 

respectively which is lower than the significance level that is 0.05 which tells that they 

are significant differently from zero and the model is fit. Kendall’s tau for holdout is 

0.500 which tells that the model is valid and reliable.  The acceptable range is between 0 

and 1.  

 

walking_time_to_the_class 23.337 

Noise_Level_of_apartment 16.650 

Safety_of_apartment_location 16.239 

condition_of_apartment 10.979 

size_of_living/dinning area 11.057 

monthly rent 21.038 

 Value Sig. 

Pearson's R .410 .046 

Kendall's tau .290 .047 

Kendall's tau for Holdouts .000 .500 
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E. Reversals 

 Table 9 tells the values of reversals which tell that the response of the respondent 

is reverse in nature to what we assumed. When we specify the linear models, we 

proposed that safety, size and condition of an apartment have Linear More relationship 

with preference, and whereas, walking time to the class, monthly rent and noise level 

have Linear Less relationship with preference. Table 8 tells the biasness of the 

respondents. 

 

Table 9: Number of Reversals 

 

 In Table 9, 8 respondents believed that farther the distance from the apartment to 

college is better which is reverse to what we expected, 9 respondents said that high 

monthly rent is better, 11 respondents believed that poor condition of an apartment is 

better which should be reverse in nature, 3 respondents believe small area size of living 

and dining area is preferred which is opposite to what we assumed and 3, 3 respondents 

stated opposite preference to the noise and safety respectively which tells that these 

factors does not matter to them the most which we expected to have in the most important 

factor. Subject wise tells the number of wrong answers the respondents gave for the 

preferences. 

 

X. Conclusion 
       This study intended to compute how apartment’s attributes influence student 

preferences towards students’ apartments. Results achieved from a sample of post 

graduate and undergraduate students of Lahore School of Economics, Pakistan. To 

estimate the accommodation for students’ preference models, conjoint analysis is a 

commonly applied method. Generally, reports on these types of models only present the 

estimated utility functions averaged across all respondents in order to calculate the best 

utility for the respondent. Hence, in this study we examined the residential preferences of 

students who are looking for various characteristics in the selection for their student’s 

apartment. This research spotlights on the relative importance accorded to the six 

significant attributes such as walking time to the class, noise level of the apartment, 

safety of apartment location, condition of apartment, size of living/dining area of an 

apartment and monthly rent. Results reported that students accord the maximum 

importance to the walking time to the class from the apartment and they prefer that ten 

minutes distance from the campus is the most preferred time for them. Monthly rent is the 

next most influential attribute as often parents pay this cost additional to the semester 

fees. Then noise and safety level is almost having equal importance. However, students 

place less value to the area size of living and dining area and considered to be the least 

preferred factor in choosing the students’ apartment.  

 

         Results depicted here can be used to support the business students with respect to 

create a better fit between students’ apartment preferences and the type of 

Factor 

walking_time_to_the_class 8 

monthly rent 9 

condition_of_apartment 11 

size_of_living/dinning area 3 

Safety_of_apartment_location 2 

Noise_Level_of_apartment 2 
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accommodation offered to them. From managerial point of view, these results can also be 

helpful in designing and planning of new student residences and apartments. For instance, 

how apartments at a greater distance from the campus can be suitably attractive to the 

students or their parents by providing attractive facilities such as larger sizes of rooms or 

better facilities. Offering pleasant view from the apartment and 24-hours security can also 

be helpful in designing and planning the students’ apartments.  

 

 These results are based on a data which is collected at only one university. Future 

study in other settings would be beneficial in providing more information regarding the 

possibility of generalizing the results of this research. Moreover, the situations presented 

to the students were built on six attributes, each attribute having three levels. Not all 

attributes and their possible levels were examined which students take into account. 

Furthermore, this experimental design we used in this research did not permit to measure 

the significance of particular combinations of attributes or attributes level. It might be 

that some attributes only have an outcome in combination with other attributes. This 

could be the future topics for research. Although, this research has some limitation, 

however, this study has confirmed the importance and usefulness of stated preference 

techniques for environment-behavior research.  
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