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Abstract


Household car ownership and use are strongly influenced by residential location. Inversely, transport-related motivations like travel time take part in the choice of the place of residence. This paper examines how this interaction “translates” in terms of budget shares devoted to these two items by households of the Greater Paris region.


The results raise doubts about the effectiveness of a trade-off between transport costs and housing costs, at least in the case of low-income households. Indeed, the budget share of housing is roughly the same irrespective of the zone of residence, because of the control exerted by lessors and banks to ensure the solvency of their customers. However, the share of transport is higher the further a household lives from the city-centre. Despite decreases of fuel prices, the dynamism of motorisation of low-income households living in the periphery causes the share of their budget that they devote to car use to be maintained over time, whereas it decreases for rich households. In other respects, as one moves away from the centre, household size, accommodation surface per person and home-buying households’ proportion increase whereas living standards fall. Moreover, the proportion of low-income households living in the city-centre decreased whereas that of those living in the suburbs increased. Thus, high housing prices and insufficiency of low-cost accommodation in the centre force low-income households to locate in the periphery to have a dwelling suited to their size, particularly when they want to acquire their homes. This peripheral location involves high car expenditures, thus endangering their financial condition, particularly their ability to repay their loans.
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1. Introduction

Car ownership and use are strongly influenced by residential location, because of differences in terms of availability of alternatives to the car and of congestion. On the other hand, transport-related motivations such as travel time (notably to work) take part in the choice of the place of residence. This choice may be the result of a trade-off between housing costs and transport costs, but it may also be constrained by the needs and financial resources of a household. Thus, transport and housing behaviours of households interact and constitute one of the major determinants of urban sprawl, with environmental impacts through road traffic growth.

Polacchini and Orfeuil (1998, 1999) have shown that in the Greater Paris region, divided into 9 property price zones (prices in the rental private sector), the further a household’s place of residence is from the centre of the urban area (namely, City of Paris) the higher the proportion of its budget devoted to transport, while the proportion spent on housing remains roughly constant. As to the average travel-time budget, it does not vary to a marked degree, in spite of large differences in the distances covered. This is because recourse to the car allows controlling travel time, despite the lengthening of distances induced by a remote location. Besides, as one moves away from the city centre, income per consumption unit falls while household size increases, but the dwelling surface area per person remains constant. The percentage of home-buying households also increases as one moves outwards from the centre. It thus appears that difficulties to find accommodation in the centre (because of high prices) constrain to adopt a peripheral location and favour urban sprawl. At the same time, the large increase in transport expenditures endangers the financial situation of low-income households led to settle in the suburbs in order to have big enough dwellings or to become home-owners.
 
Transport expenditures relate to trips made inside the region and include expenditures on acquisition and possession of automobiles, fuels, public transport (subscriptions and tickets), etc. Housing expenditures correspond either to a rent or to repayments of loans for home-buying. Expenditures on transport were estimated from a survey on daily mobility behaviours of households of the Greater Paris region in 1991 (Comprehensive Travel Survey – Enquête Globale de Transport
) and those on housing were estimated from a survey on residential mobility in the region conducted in 1994 and concerning households which had just moved in either as tenants (non-low-cost dwellings) or as home-buyers.

In this paper, we extend this work using genuine expenditure data from the Family Budget (Budget de Famille) surveys conducted by the National Institute of Statistics and Economic Studies (INSEE) in 1978-79, 1984-85, 1989 and 1994-95. Putting these four “photographs” in perspective allows considering changes over a long enough period (more than 15 years) characterised by an important social diffusion of the automobile, contrasted changes in the price system, and a continuation of the sub-urbanisation movement. In contrast with the previous study, all households are considered (including those renting a low-cost accommodation and those who own their home outright). In addition to residential location, distinctions are made according to standard of living and home-occupancy status (tenants of the private sector, tenants of the low-cost sector, home-buying households, and outright home-owners). 

Absence (for privacy reasons) of the municipality number in the files at our disposal has prevented us from reproducing exactly the same zoning as in the preceding study. Even more seriously, the small size of the Paris region sample in these surveys (generally, less than 2,000 households
) would make estimates unreliable if such small zones were to be considered. Nevertheless, the département number and information on the degree of urbanisation
 of the municipality of residence allow us to define zones on the basis of their distance from the centre. This zoning accounts for differences in accessibility to public transport and globally preserves the hierarchy of housing prices. And, as will be seen in a comparison with an East/West zoning suggested by the spatial distribution of the housing price zones, the criterion of distance from the centre is much more discriminating between zones when considering expenditures on transport and housing as a whole. We shall thus limit the number of zones to the City Centre (Paris proper), its two concentric rings of inner and outer suburbs, and the periphery of the conurbation.

We first present the temporal patterns of transport and housing prices during the period covered by the surveys, and those of the socio-economic characteristics and living conditions of households. In the third section, we examine the budget shares devoted by households to transport (private and local public means) and housing (principal residence), according to the place of residence and the standard of living as well as to the occupancy status of the dwelling (an important factor in the case of expenditures on housing). Then, we compare the contrasts to which give rise the two types of zoning: the zoning according to distance from the centre which is adopted here, and the one suggested by the spatial distribution of property price zones and which amounts to make a distinction between the eastern and western parts of the Paris urban area. The paper ends with a synthesis and conclusions.  
2. Changes in prices, in socio-economic characteristics of households and in their housing conditions
2.1. A changing price system

Since the end of the 1970s, transport and housing prices have shown contrasted changes (Figure 1). At the time of the 1979 and 1984 Family Budget surveys, petrol was expensive as a result of two oil crises. Since then, fuel costs have fallen (until 1999), at first suddenly at the time of the oil crisis of 1986, then more continuously with the increasing proportion of diesel vehicles in the automobile fleet.
 Indeed, diesel oil is about 30% cheaper than petrol.
 The share of diesel in the fleet of private cars increased from 9% in 1985 to 34% in 1999 and 43% in 2003, partly on account of substitution of diesel vehicles for petrol ones (Hivert, 1999). The fleet of utility vehicles recorded an even stronger “dieselisation” (38% at the end of 1985 and 76% at the end of 1999). In order to reduce deficits, fares on public transport have been raised each year at a rate higher than inflation. As to rents, they also have increased faster than inflation since 1987.
Figure 1. Changes in transport prices and housing prices in the Greater Paris region
(Relative price indexes, baseline in 1978)

Table 1 shows the temporal patterns of relative prices for various categories of transport and housing goods and services considered in the analysis. Private transport expenditures include purchases of cars (including leasing) and two-wheelers, insurance (cars and two-wheelers), purchases of fuels, lubricants, tyres and accessories, maintenance and repair costs, road tolls, parking costs, garage or parking space renting costs, car licence and annual registration (vignette) taxes, and fines. Public transport expenditures only cover trips on local public transport or by taxi. Expenditures on the principal residence include rents and service charges, repayments of loans for purchase or construction, repayments of loans for renovation, expenditures on large maintenance jobs and household appliances, heating and lighting, taxes and insurance.

Table 1. Relative prices of transport and housing goods and services 

(Baseline in Nov. 1978 - Oct. 1979)

It would be preferable to consider series specific to Paris region, especially for the prices pertaining to “local markets” such as housing and local public transport. Unfortunately, only a few series relating to the region are published.
 Besides, the weights necessary to construct price indices corresponding to the different consumption categories are not available. Thus, the indices are at national level; they are calculated for the periods corresponding with each of the four Family Budget survey: November 1978–October 1979, July 1984–July 1985, January--December 1989, and October 1994—September 1995. The indices corresponding to the different expenditure categories were constructed from the detailed series available: baseline in 1980 (296 items) and baseline in 1990 (265 items).

In general, transport and housing prices increased faster than the general index (Table 1). This tendency is more marked for housing, particularly rents. Among transport goods and services, the patterns are contrasting. The largest upward “drift” with respect to inflation is recorded by local public transport, then come vehicle use goods and services other than fuels, and two-wheelers. The relative prices of automobiles decreased over the observation period. The pattern of fuels’ relative prices followed the oil market movements, with a large increase between the first and the second survey periods, followed by a decrease of a greater extent after the 1986 oil crisis, and a smaller decrease between the periods of the two last surveys.

2.2. Socio-economic characteristics and housing conditions


Standards of living are evaluated by total expenditure per consumption unit (CU), to account for differences in household composition.
 This choice is justified by the fact that expenditure data are more reliable than income data in budget surveys.
 On the other hand, a measure based on consumption (more precisely, expenditures) is more relevant than a measure based on income to give an account of the level of (material) well-being, because households tend to smooth their consumption so as to maintain a stable standard of living over time (Slesnick, 2001).


Households are classified as low-income (resp., high-income) ones if they belong to the bottom (resp., upper) tercile of the distribution of total expenditure per CU (distribution of households of the whole region).

Table 2. Socio-economic characteristics of households, by zone of residence 

During each survey period, we observe the same regularities shown by Polacchini and Orfeuil (1998, 1999). As one moves away from the centre, the size of the household increases and its standard of living (measured by monthly total expenditure per CU) falls (Table 2). Notice that the gap in terms of standard of living between the centre and its suburbs widens over time (in 1994-95 francs, the gap between the City of Paris and the periphery increased from about 800 francs per CU per month in 1978-79 to almost 4,000 francs in 1994-95). Observe also that the spatial distribution of households according to standard of living changed between the first and the last surveys towards a “concentration” of low-income households in the suburbs. Thus, whereas in 1979 the proportion of low-income households of the region living in Paris was of 27% (against 36% in inner suburbs and 38% in outer suburbs and the periphery), it decreased to 23% in 1994 (against 39% in inner suburbs and 37% in outer suburbs and the periphery).

Besides, the proportion of home-buying households increases as one goes from the centre to the periphery, whereas that of tenants decreases (Table 3). As one would expect, the proportion of low-income households among tenants is higher than that of high-income households, whereas the latter represent a higher proportion of home-buyers and home-owners outright. 

Table 3. Proportions of home-buying households and of tenants


However, though the percentage of renting dwellings is highest in the centre, that of low-cost accommodation is lowest in this zone. The proportion of housing subsidy recipients is also lower in the centre than in the suburbs (Table 4).

Table 4. Low-cost accommodation and housing subsidies, by zone of residence
Hence, housing pressures that apply in the centre force low-income households to settle in the outskirts where they can find a home with a surface suitable to their size and where they are able to buy property, particularly a private house (Gallez, 1999; Orfeuil, 1998). As a matter of fact, the surface of dwelling, the surface per person and the number of rooms increase as one moves away from the centre. The same holds for the proportion of private houses among home-buying households and home-owners outright (Table 5).

More generally, because of the land constraints in the City of Paris and its close suburbs and the limited possibilities of new buildings, the majority of bought dwellings which were of recent construction (less than 6 years of age)
 are located far from the centre (in outer suburbs and periphery). The concentration is even more marked in the case of private houses (Table 6). Consequently, in their majority home-buyers locate outside the City of Paris and its closest suburbs (Table 7).

Table 5. Characteristics of the dwelling, by zone of residence
Table 6. Recently built dwellings, by zone (%)
Table 7. Recently moved in home-buyers, by zone (%)
3. Expenditures on transport and housing
3.1. Expenditures on housing


For expenditures on housing, in addition to the criteria of zone of residence and standard of living, we consider that of dwelling occupation status. The latter allows accounting for differences in terms of an important part of housing costs, namely rents and repayments of loans for purchase or construction. Indeed, these represent a substantial outlay in the case of home-buying households, in general more than for tenants in the private sector and still more than for tenants of council flats. As to those who own their home outright, this expenditure (in this case, repayments of loans for restoration or construction) is almost non-existent. On that account, the (very few) households with free accommodation (on various grounds) are grouped with home-owners outright. In 1994-95, the average monthly outlay on rents and loan repayments was of 4,521 francs for home-buying households, of 3,084 francs for tenants in the private sector, of 1,690 francs for tenants of low-cost accommodation, and of only 62 francs for home-owners outright (and households with free accommodation).

Budget shares are calculated for the absolute amounts paid as well as for the amounts net of housing subsidy, except for the year 1979.
 To keep the same basis for the calculation of the budget shares in the two cases, the subsidies received were not deduced from total expenditure. However, the estimations based on net total expenditure are practically the same (the difference, if any, is of only some tenths of a percentage point).  

Table 8. Budget share of housing (%)

In the late 1970s, the budget share of housing (principal residence) of households of the Greater Paris Region varied little with the distance from the centre (Table 8). It increased in the first half of the 1990s and in 1994 ranged from 20% in the City Centre to 24% in peripheral zones (when considering the expenditure net of housing subsidy, the shares amount to 19% and 23%, respectively). Let us observe that this budget share increased sharply for low-income households (from 20% in 1979 to 29% in 1994 for the region as a whole), whereas it changed little for high-income households (less than 3 percentage points). This contrasted change is attributable to the impact of the increase in rents. Indeed, the share of rents or loan repayments, which constitute about half of expenditures on housing, noticeably increased over the observation period for low-income households (6 percentage points between 1979 and 1994), whereas it remained fairly stable for high-income households. A similar pattern shows for each zone of residence (Table 9).

Table 9. Budget share of rents or loan repayments (%)

Lessors verify the solvency of their tenants, and banks do the same for those contracting loans to buy their home, which limits the variations in the share of the principal residence in the budget of these households. These changes are therefore mainly due to the proportion of those who own their homes outright, whose housing expenditure is limited to upkeep; this proportion increased among high-income households from 19% in 1979 to about 32% in the first half of the 1990s, whereas it remained close to 20% among low-income households. Besides, the proportion of tenants is much larger among low-income households (63% in 1994-95 against 39% among the well-off). The average rental price per m2 strongly increased between 1984-85 and 1994-95, particularly in the private sector.
  The increase was of 47% for all the tenants of the region and reached 54% for those in non-low-cost accommodation. By zone of residence, the highest increases were recorded by the City of Paris (59%) and the periphery (47%), mainly due to the changes in non-low-cost accommodation prices (66% and 67%, respectively). The increases were more moderate in the low-cost accommodation sector (ranging from 15% in the periphery to 26% in inner suburbs). In outer suburbs, the price changes in the low-cost and non-low-cost accommodation sectors were similar (40% and 38%, respectively). In general, the price per m2 in the private sector was more than the double of that prevailing in the low-cost sector (at regional level, 56 francs against 24 francs in 1994-95). For the two types of dwelling, prices are higher in the City of Paris (in 1994-95, 69 francs in the private sector and 28 francs in the low-cost sector) than in the suburbs. Relatively to Parisian prices, the gaps are larger in the private sector than in the low-cost sector (resp., up to 25 francs and 6 francs in 1994-95). It is worth noting that price levels and their changes reflect a diversity of situations. Besides the fact that rents do not increase linearly with dwelling surface (scale effect), the price per m2 depends on several factors such as the building’s date of construction, its location or the time at which the tenant entered the dwelling (Louvot, 1999).
Tables 10a and 10b show the share of total expenditure devoted to rents and loan repayments according to dwelling occupation status. The highest budget shares are recorded by home-buyers, followed by tenants of non-low-cost accommodation with quite close levels. Low-cost accommodation tenants display much lower shares, especially when housing subsidies are accounted for. In each case, the share is much higher for low-income households than for high-income ones. As to households owning their home outright or with free accommodation, this share is very low if not null. Within each of these categories, the budget shares vary little from a zone of residence to another.

Table 10a. Budget share of rents or loan repayments (%) 

Home-owners outright (or with free accommodation) vs. home-buyers

Table 10b. Budget share of rents or loan repayments (%)

Tenants: low-cost vs. non-low-cost accommodation

It follows that differences between households in terms of the budget share of housing (principal residence) are essentially determined by the dwelling occupation status and the standard of living (Tables 11a and 11b).

Table 11a. Budget share of housing (%) – Home-owners outright vs. home-buyers

Table 11b. Budget share of housing (%) – Tenants: low-cost vs. non-low-cost accommodation
3.2. Expenditures on transport


Households’ automobile ownership is very much determined by their income level and the population density (Figure 2). Indeed, ownership rates increase substantially as one goes from the centre of the urban area to its periphery, and are higher among high-income households than among the least wealthy, whether in terms of the proportion of equipped households (Table 12) or of the number of vehicles per household (Table 13).

Figure 2. Automobile ownership and use, and population density

(Greater Paris region: state at end of 1999)
Table 12. Proportion of households having an automobile at their disposal (%)
Table 13. Number of vehicles at the disposal of a household

Over time, the percentage of motorized households increased, except in the City of Paris (well endowed with public transport means) where it remained stable. More importantly, this proportion increased much more among low-income households than among the richest. Consequently, the differences according to standard of living reduced (particularly in outer suburbs and the periphery), reflecting a growing social diffusion of the car. One can observe similar patterns for the number of vehicles per household. In Paris, the increase was only among the richest households. The growth of this indicator also reflects the development of multi-equipment, mainly among high-income households, but also among low-income households residing in remote zones where the car is often the only mode available.


The share of private transport (mainly the automobile) in the budget of households varies much more than that of housing according to the zone of residence. Thus, in 1994-95 the discrepancy between Paris and the periphery reaches 8 percentage points while it is less than 5 points in the case of housing (Tables 14 and 8). By standard of living, the differences are in contrast with those noticed in the case of housing. Compared to low-income households, the richest, more motorized and using more their vehicles, devote a greater proportion of their budget to private transport whatever the zone of residence. The discrepancies are essentially due to the weight of vehicle purchases, strongly determined by income. Thus, expenditures on vehicle acquisition represent more than the half of the private transport budget of high-income households in the last two surveys (up to 2/3 for those living in the periphery). For low-income households, the proportion peaks at 30% in general. The differences (in absolute value) between low-income and high-income households are lower than in the case of housing (amounts net of housing subsidy), except in outer suburbs and the periphery. 

Table 14. Budget share of private transport (%)

The budget share of vehicle utilisation costs, which constitute the bulk of private transport expenditures (an average of 60% for all the households of the region), grows with distance from the centre, the car being more and more necessary (Table 15). Though the share does not vary much according to standard of living, there are large differences in terms of monthly amounts paid out. Thus, in 1994-95 high-income households spent 2.5 times more than the least wealthy (1,541 francs compared to 607 francs). The ratio between the two categories is highest in the City of Paris (almost 6), but diminishes gradually as one moves towards the periphery (where it is less than 2: 1,702 francs and 1,025 francs, respectively). Hence, low-income households living in the periphery are led to spend monthly about 800 francs more than households of an equivalent standard of living but residing in the city-centre. This extra spending is mainly due to fuel purchases (about 500 francs).

Table 15. Budget share of vehicle utilisation (%)

Over time, one can notice an important development linked to the progressive diffusion of the car and of its use. Indeed, until the mid-1980s vehicle utilisation represented a larger proportion of the budget for high-income households than for low-income ones, because the latter were less motorised. Then, with the progression of automobile equipment and use among the least wealthy, the share of their budget devoted to vehicle use exceeds that allocated to this item by the richest (which were already at high levels of motorisation and use). This pattern can be observed for the different zones of residence (in the periphery, it is outlined at the end of the period), except in the City of Paris where the automobile ownership of the least wealthy remained much lower than that of the richest, because of a good public transport network.


Expenditures on fuels show a similar pattern (Table 16). Moreover, while the budget share of fuels decreased for high-income households, because of the decrease in their relative prices, in the case of low-income households this share maintained at the levels recorded at the end of the 1970s (except for those living in Paris). This is due to an increase in volumes corresponding to a growing usage of the car linked to its diffusion.

Table 16. Budget share of fuels (%)

As to local public transport, with prices subsidised to a large extent, its budget share is low: about 1% in the region as a whole and slightly more among low-income households, particularly those living in the City of Paris (around 2%). This budget share contrasts with that of the car, diminishing as one goes away from the centre of the conurbation (Table 17).

Table 17. Budget share of local public transport (%)

In total, the proportion of total expenditure devoted to transport is strongly determined by residential location. It is higher the further from the centre a household resides, the gap between the city centre and the periphery reaching 6 to 8 percentage points (Table 18). In contrast with the case of housing, the effect of living far from the centre is important even for households of similar standards of living. Thus, the budget share of high-income households living in the periphery is clearly higher than that of high-income households residing in Paris (up to 11 percentage points more at the end of the period). The differences between low-income households of the two zones are narrower (3 to 4 points at the same period), because of tighter income constraints.

Table 18. Budget share of transport * (%)
3.3. Combined expenditures on transport and housing


The mechanisms we have analysed work together to generate major disparities according to distance from the centre of the urban area: the difference between the City of Paris and the periphery in terms of the share of transport and housing in the total budget arose from 7 percentage points in 1979 to 12 points in 1994 (Table 19). If one considers the dwelling occupancy status, the share of housing explains the differences in the levels of the budget share devoted to the two items taken together (home-buying households show the highest share, then come tenants of the private sector, tenants of low-cost accommodation and finally outright home-owners), but the differences according to residential location are due to the share allocated to transport. In 1994, the gap between Parisian households and those of the periphery was of 8 percentage points among outright home-owners, 8 points among home-buyers, 12 points among tenants of the private sector, and 10 points among tenants of low-cost accommodation.

Table 19. Budget share of transport and housing * (%)


It is between high-income households that differences according to place of residence are the most pronounced: those who live in Paris spend about 25% of their budget on transport and housing while those who reside in the periphery allocate almost 40% of their expenditure to these items. These differences are smaller among low-income households. As to disparities according to standard of living, they are low because of compensation between differences of opposite directions noted previously for transport and housing (the budget share of housing is higher for a low-income household than for a high-income one, and the reverse holds for transport).

3.4. Is an “East/West” zoning more discriminating?


The concentration of high property price zones in the western part of the urban area, mainly in the City of Paris and the département of Hauts-de-Seine (Polacchini and Orfeuil, 1998), suggests an “East/West” zoning. This would contrast a rich zone with high property prices and a less wealthy one with lower property prices. The zoning adopted distinguishes between “Paris and Hauts-de-Seine”, in the west, and (the départements of) “Seine-Saint-Denis and Val-de-Marne”, in the east.


Comparison of average total incomes and the distribution of households according to standard of living confirms the disparities between the two zones in terms of resources. Thus, total income per household in the 1994-95 survey is of 229,685 francs in the western zone versus 202,838 francs in the east.
 Moreover, the proportion of low-income households is larger in the east than in the west (resp., 41% and 30%), and the reverse holds for the proportion of high-income households (resp., 25% versus 43%).
 Besides, le average rental price per m2 is much higher in Paris and Hauts-de-Seine than in Seine-Saint-Denis and Val-de-Marne: 53 francs and 33 francs, respectively.


In what follows, we compare the results for the two zonings using data from the 1994-95 survey (no distinction by dwelling occupancy status). The tables below indicate for each zone and for each category of households the budget share and the corresponding annual expenditure, as well as their respective differences with respect to the “reference zone” (Paris and Hauts-de-Seine in the East/West zoning; Paris in the zoning according to distance from the centre of the urban area).


Strictly speaking, the two zonings are comparable only for the geographic space they have in common, which means that the City of Paris and its inner suburbs are the only areas to be considered in the zoning according to distance from the centre. In this case, the two zonings give rise to quite similar contrasts (though slightly higher according to distance to centre), in terms of amounts spent as well as of budget shares. However, restricting to this space prevents from fully accounting for a major determinant of transport behaviours, namely public transport supply. Besides, because of adaptation to property prices and of controls exerted on the budget share of housing, the variations between zones are limited even when considering areas far remote from the centre. On the contrary, the differences for transport expenditures are considerable. For these reasons, we extend the comparison to outer suburbs and the periphery.


Because of verifications to ascertain solvency, the share of total expenditure devoted to housing does not vary much from a zone to another, whatever the zoning considered (Table 20). Thus, this budget share is almost the same in the east and in the west. When considering the criterion of distance to centre, the differences with respect to the City of Paris do not exceed 4 percentage points. The stability of this share is even more marked in the case of low-income households: in the two zonings and whatever the zone, it remains close to a “limit” of 30% in spite of a larger expenditure (about 1,000 to 1,500 francs more per month) occasioned by a wider dwelling in outer suburbs or the periphery.

Table 20. Comparison of the two zonings in 1994-95
Expenditures on housing

The situation is different in the case of private transport (Table 21). While the differences between the East zone and the West zone remain limited (3,600 francs in annual expenditure and 2 percentage points in budget share), the discrepancies with respect to the City of Paris are much higher as the distance from it grows (reaching almost 20,000 francs in annual expenditure and 8 percentage points in budget share for households living in the periphery).
 It is noteworthy that these differences are lower between low-income households of different zones (a maximum of 5 percentage points) than between high-income households (up to 11 points for those residing in the periphery). This is due to the weight of vehicle purchases among the latter: 43% of private transport expenditures in Paris, 50% in inner suburbs, 54% in outer suburbs, and 67% in the periphery (whereas this share is at most of 28% among low-income households). In effect, the expenditure differences between high-income households are principally differences in terms of vehicle purchases (the corresponding amounts are given between square brackets). The differences in expenditure between low-income households essentially pertain to vehicle use.

Table 21. Comparison of the two zonings in 1994-95

Expenditures on private transport

Concerning expenditures on local public transport, the differences are much lower (the maximum discrepancy amounts to 1,391 francs per year and is recorded between Parisian households and those living in the periphery) and their incidence on the differences between budget shares is almost null.

Consequently, when we consider expenditures on transport and housing together the criterion of distance to centre is by far more discriminating between zones than the conditions prevailing in the housing market (Table 22). The gaps with respect to the “reference zone” in terms of budget shares are limited for low-income households (around 3 percentage points), while they reach 15 points for high-income households living in the periphery. The differences in amounts spent are mainly due to housing in the case of low-income households and to transport in the case of high-income households. 

Table 22. Comparison of the two zonings in 1994-95
Expenditures on transport and housing
4. Synthesis and conclusions
Using data from four cross-sectional Expenditure surveys, we have analysed the budget shares devoted to transport and housing by households of the Greater Paris region, according to residential location, standard of living and dwelling occupancy status.


The results
 raise doubts about the reality of a trade-off between housing costs and transport costs, at least in the case of low-income households. Indeed, the housing budget share is roughly the same irrespective of the zone of residence, because of the control exerted by lessors (for rented accommodation) and banks (for home purchase loans) to ensure the solvency of their customers. The differences are mainly determined by the accommodation occupancy status. However, the further a household lives from the city-centre the higher its transport budget share (mainly car purchase and running costs). Despite decreases of fuel prices, the dynamism of motorisation of low-income households living in zones remote from the centre causes the share of their budget that they devote to car use to be maintained over time, whereas it decreases for rich households. Besides, the socio-economic characteristics of households change as one moves away from the centre: household size, accommodation surface per person and home-buying households’ proportion increase whereas living standards fall. Moreover, the proportion of low-income households living in the city-centre decreased whereas that of those living in the suburbs increased. Thus, high housing prices and insufficiency of low-cost accommodation in the centre force low-income households to locate in the periphery in order to have a dwelling suited to their size, particularly when they want to acquire their homes.


In light of these results, a first lesson relates to the evaluation of the solvency of tenants and home-buyers by, respectively, lessors and mortgage lenders. The current precautionary practices only take account of the share of housing in a household’s budget (Bardy, 2001; Orfeuil, 1998). However, as has been shown, the proportion of household budget that is devoted to transport increases the further one is from the city centre. In particular, a failure to take account of these additional costs when awarding home purchase loans leads mortgage lenders to consider that life in the outskirts (where land and property prices are lower) is more affordable than in the centre. Without being the main cause, this encourages the drift of the least wealthy households towards remote areas, and thus favours urban sprawl. As a result their ability to repay their loans may be endangered.
 Whether for home-buying or renting units, location in peripheral zones badly served by public transport endangers the financial conditions of the least wealthy with high automobile expenses, particularly in case of increasing fuel prices. The assessment procedures would therefore be improved if they took account of the percentage of household income that is devoted to transport in addition to that allocated to housing. The maximum thresholds for the budget share of housing could vary by zone according to the accessibility to public transport.


The second lesson relates to environmentally-based policies aimed at limiting car use. Actions to limit urban sprawl and car traffic growth this generates should be part of an integrated approach of transport and housing. Besides the necessity, underlined above, of taking into account transport costs in the evaluation of solvency, notably in the public mechanisms of promoting home-ownership (e.g., interest-free loans), measures improving the housing market conditions in most accessible zones by public transport are to be considered. These measures may consist of adopting less restrictive land-use plans to stimulate construction, directing public aids for housing to locations with a good accessibility by public transport, and facilitating the development of low-cost accommodation in these zones (Orfeuil, 1998). In parallel, public transport supply (lines of service, speed, punctuality, comfort,…) has to be improved. Finally, the imperative of equity should be taken into account in order not to worsen the position of low-income suburban households most dependent on the car. Increasing car use costs (particularly fuels) via uniform raises of taxes would lead the least wealthy to bear a heavy burden that they cannot avoid. Area-specific measures may be more appropriate (e.g., urban tolls and restrictions of access in dense urban areas). 
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Figures and tables

Figure 1. Changes in transport prices and housing prices in the Greater Paris region
(Relative price indexes, baseline in 1978)
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Note: The fuel series apply to France as a whole. However, since the liberalization of fuel prices in 1985, the changes in the Greater Paris Region do not differ much from those in the rest of France.

Table 1. Relative prices of transport and housing goods and services 

(Baseline in Nov. 1978 - Oct. 1979)

	
	Nov. 1978

−

Oct. 1979
	July 1984

−

July 1985
	Jan. 1989

−

Dec. 1989
	Oct. 1994

−

Sep. 1995

	Transport and housing
	100
	108.2
	106.5
	112.0

	Housing
	100
	112.1
	107.6
	114.8

	Rents
	100
	96.9
	108.3
	119.3

	Transport
	100
	104.2
	105.3
	109.4

	Private transport
	100
	103.9
	104.7
	108.0


	
	Automobiles
	100
	96.1
	99.6
	93.1

	
	Two-wheelers
	100
	98.8
	106.6
	108.8

	
	Fuels
	100
	110.6
	90.9
	89.1

	
	Other veh. use items
	100
	107.4
	106.8
	114.0

	Local public transport
	100
	108.9
	115.5
	131.3


Source : Calculations from INSEE detailed series: baseline in 1980 (296 items) and 

baseline in 1990 (265 items).

Table 2. Socio-economic characteristics of households, by zone of residence 

	
	1979
	1984
	1989
	1994

	Number of persons per household

	All households
	2.7
	2.5
	2.4
	2.4

	City of Paris
	2.1
	2.0
	1.9
	1.9

	Inner suburbs
	2.7
	2.5
	2.5
	2.5

	Outer suburbs
	3.0
	2.9
	2.7
	2.6

	Periphery
	3.3
	2.9
	2.9
	2.8

	Monthly total expenditure per consumption unit (*)

	All households
	8 409
	8 465
	9 762
	10 581

	City of Paris
	9 329
	9 497
	11 847
	13 162

	Inner suburbs
	8 056
	8 367
	9 441
	10 131

	Outer suburbs 
	8 017
	8 218
	9 263
	10 035

	Periphery
	8 522
	7 745
	8 209
	9 224

	Distribution by zone of “low income” households (%)

	City of Paris
	26.6
	24.7
	25.1
	23.4

	Inner suburbs
	35.5
	36.2
	38.3
	39.4

	Outer sub. + Periphery
	37.9
	39.1
	36.6
	37.2


Sources: INSEE Family Budget surveys in 1979, 1984, 1989 and 1994.

(*) Amounts in 1994-95 prices.

Table 3. Proportions of home-buying households and of tenants

	
	1979
	1984
	1989
	1994

	Proportion of home-buying households (%)

	All households
	20.6
	18.6
	17.9
	20.4

	Low income households
	11.1
	8.8
	12.2
	10.2

	High income households
	30.5
	25.4
	20.8
	26.0

	City of Paris
	8.1
	6.4
	8.0
	6.4

	Inner suburbs
	19.2
	15.1
	13.0
	17.0

	Outer suburbs
	30.6
	25.7
	24.2
	28.7

	Periphery
	35.6
	37.1
	41.9
	39.3

	Proportion of tenants (%)

	All households
	52.8
	52.6
	48.5
	50.2

	Low income households
	56.1
	62.2
	57.7
	62.5

	High income households
	46.0
	42.8
	40.9
	39.2

	City of Paris
	66.7
	65.3
	61.4
	62.8

	Inner suburbs
	51.0
	56.9
	52.7
	55.5

	Outer suburbs
	47.7
	45.2
	38.8
	39.1

	Periphery
	34.4
	31.8
	26.8
	34.5


Sources: INSEE Family Budget surveys in 1979, 1984, 1989 and 1994.

Table 4. Low-cost accommodation and housing subsidies, by zone of residence
	
	1979
	1984
	1989
	1994

	Proportion of tenants living in a low-cost accommodation (%)

	All households
	37.8
	41.7
	42.3
	42.2

	City of Paris
	22.6
	18.7
	19.8
	22.8

	Inner suburbs
	45.5
	47.7
	47.5
	48.1

	Outer suburbs
	50.3
	56.3
	63.5
	54.4

	Periphery
	38.7
	58.3
	60.5
	49.2

	Proportion of tenants receiving a housing subsidy (%)

	All households
	NA
	23.5
	20.1
	24.0

	City of Paris
	NA
	15.0
	13.5
	22.4

	Inner suburbs
	NA
	25.7
	21.2
	22.7

	Outer suburbs
	NA
	31.5
	24.6
	26.5

	Periphery
	NA
	23.1
	34.3
	30.5

	Proportion of home-buyers receiving a housing subsidy (%)

	All households
	NA
	9.1
	10.7
	7.1

	City of Paris
	NA
	4.1
	0.0
	0.0

	Inner suburbs
	NA
	5.4
	10.6
	8.1

	Outer suburbs
	NA
	9.1
	14.5
	5.9

	Periphery
	NA
	14.7
	10.9
	10.5


Sources: INSEE Family Budget surveys in 1979, 1984, 1989 and 1994.

NA: Not available.

Table 5. Characteristics of the dwelling, by zone of residence
	
	1979
	1984
	1989
	1994

	Surface of the dwelling (m2)

	All households
	NA
	68.4
	70.9
	75.3

	City of Paris
	NA
	52.9
	53.1
	58.7

	Inner suburbs
	NA
	65.2
	69.4
	72.7

	Outer suburbs
	NA
	79.3
	82.7
	86.0

	Periphery
	NA
	84.9
	91.1
	91.9

	Surface per person (m2)

	All households
	NA
	26.9
	29.1
	31.0

	City of Paris
	NA
	26.1
	27.5
	30.5

	Inner suburbs
	NA
	26.1
	28.0
	29.3

	Outer suburbs
	NA
	27.2
	31.0
	32.9

	Periphery
	NA
	29.4
	30.9
	32.6

	Number of rooms

	All households
	3.1
	3.2
	3.2
	3.3

	City of Paris
	2.5
	2.4
	2.5
	2.6

	Inner suburbs
	3.1
	3.1
	3.1
	3.3

	Outer suburbs
	3.4
	3.6
	3.6
	3.8

	Periphery
	4.0
	3.8
	4.0
	4.1

	Proportion of outright home-owners and home-buyers living in a private house (%)

	All households
	48.7
	53.0
	53.0
	52.4

	City of Paris
	2.5
	0.6
	0.9
	2.6

	Inner suburbs
	45.8
	41.4
	46.5
	43.4

	Outer suburbs
	58.1
	63.7
	62.6
	66.2

	Periphery
	84.9
	94.0
	93.6
	92.7


Sources: INSEE Family Budget surveys in 1979, 1984, 1989 and 1994.

NA: Not available.

Table 6. Recently built dwellings, by zone (%)
	
	1979
	1984
	1989
	1994

	Home-buying households

	City of Paris
	5.3
	2.0
	0
	2.8

	Inner suburbs
	19.4
	15.2
	9.7
	27.2

	Outer suburbs
	43.8
	37.3
	52.2
	29.4

	Periphery
	31.5
	45.5
	38.1
	40.7

	Total
	100.0
	100.0
	100.0
	100.0

	Private houses

	City of Paris
	0
	0
	0
	0

	Inner suburbs
	5.2
	13.2
	16.5
	22.4

	Outer suburbs
	39.8
	28.0
	41.8
	37.4

	Periphery
	55.0
	58.8
	41.7
	40.2

	Total
	100.0
	100.0
	100.0
	100.0


Sources: INSEE Family Budget surveys in 1979, 1984, 1989 and 1994.

Table 7. Recently moved in home-buyers, by zone (%)
	
	1979
	1984
	1989
	1994

	City of Paris
	11.6
	7.1
	14.8
	9.7

	Inner suburbs
	26.0
	33.2
	32.9
	31.3

	Outer suburbs
	38.0
	35.7
	34.7
	40.5

	Periphery
	24.4
	24.0
	17.6
	18.5

	Total
	100.0
	100.0
	100.0
	100.0


Sources: INSEE Family Budget surveys in 1979, 1984, 1989 and 1994.

Table 8. Budget share of housing (%)

	
	1979
	1984
	1989
	1994

	
	(1)
	(2)
	(1)
	(2)
	(1)
	(2)
	(1)
	(2)

	All households
	17.4
	-
	19.2
	18.5
	18.9
	18.3
	21.8
	21.1

	Low income households
	19.9
	-
	23.0
	20.7
	25.1
	22.6
	28.8
	25.9

	High income households
	16.3
	-
	16.9
	16.8
	16.0
	15.9
	19.0
	18.9

	City of Paris
	17.3
	-
	16.7
	16.3
	16.3
	15.9
	19.6
	18.8

	Low income households
	18.2
	-
	19.5
	17.8
	23.6
	21.7
	29.2
	25.5

	High income households
	16.8
	-
	14.7
	14.7
	14.3
	14.3
	17.3
	17.2

	Inner suburbs
	17.0
	-
	18.9
	18.2
	18.9
	18.3
	22.0
	21.2

	Low income households
	19.8
	-
	24.6
	21.8
	24.5
	22.0
	28.9
	26.2

	High income households
	15.6
	-
	16.4
	16.3
	16.2
	16.2
	19.1
	19.0

	Outer suburbs
	18.1
	-
	20.3
	19.6
	20.1
	19.4
	22.7
	22.1

	Low income households
	21.5
	-
	24.1
	21.6
	25.8
	22.9
	28.3
	25.6

	High income households
	16.4
	-
	17.6
	17.5
	17.4
	17.3
	20.1
	20.1

	Periphery
	17.8
	-
	21.7
	21.1
	22.2
	21.4
	24.0
	23.3

	Low income households
	18.8
	-
	21.8
	20.1
	27.0
	24.5
	28.9
	26.5

	High income households
	16.8
	-
	21.4
	21.1
	18.6
	18.6
	21.2
	21.2


Sources: INSEE Family Budget surveys in 1979, 1984, 1989 and 1994.

(1)  Share of the total amount.

(2)  Share of the amount net of housing subsidy.

Table 9. Budget share of rents or loan repayments (%)

	
	1979
	1984
	1989
	1994

	
	(1)
	(2)
	(1)
	(2)
	(1)
	(2)
	(1)
	(2)

	All households
	8.4
	-
	9.0
	8.4
	9.8
	9.2
	10.9
	10.2

	Low income households
	9.0
	-
	10.6
	8.4
	14.3
	11.9
	15.1
	12.3

	High income households
	7.9
	-
	7.8
	7.7
	7.8
	7.8
	8.8
	8.7

	City of Paris
	9.4
	-
	9.1
	8.7
	9.1
	8.8
	10.6
	9.9

	Low income households
	9.0
	-
	10.1
	8.5
	15.9
	13.9
	16.3
	12.5

	High income households
	9.0
	-
	8.2
	8.2
	7.5
	7.4
	9.1
	9.0

	Inner suburbs
	7.2
	-
	8.8
	8.1
	9.5
	8.9
	10.3
	9.5

	Low income households
	8.3
	-
	11.1
	8.4
	13.1
	10.7
	15.2
	12.5

	High income households
	6.2
	-
	7.7
	7.6
	7.9
	7.8
	8.1
	8.0

	Outer suburbs
	8.7
	-
	8.7
	8.0
	10.0
	9.4
	11.4
	10.8

	Low income households
	10.2
	-
	11.6
	9.1
	15.1
	12.2
	14.3
	11.6

	High income households
	8.2
	-
	6.5
	6.4
	7.8
	7.8
	9.4
	9.4

	Periphery
	9.3
	-
	10.0
	9.4
	11.5
	10.7
	12.2
	11.6

	Low income households
	8.1
	-
	8.5
	6.8
	14.1
	11.6
	15.1
	12.7

	High income households
	8.8
	-
	10.0
	9.7
	9.7
	9.7
	8.6
	8.6


Sources: INSEE Family Budget surveys in 1979, 1984, 1989 and 1994.

(1)  Share of the total amount.

(2)  Share of the amount net of housing subsidy.

Table 10a. Budget share of rents or loan repayments (%) 

Home-owners outright (or with free accommodation) vs. home-buyers

	
	1979
	1984
	1989
	1994

	
	(1)
	(2)
	(1)
	(2)
	(1)
	(2)
	(1)
	(2)

	Home-owners outright or with free accommodation

	All households
	0.0
	-
	2.1
	2.0
	2.5
	2.4
	0.3
	0.3

	Low income households
	0.0
	-
	1.3
	1.2
	3.0
	2.6
	0.0
	0.0

	High income households
	0.0
	-
	2.0
	2.0
	2.3
	2.3
	0.4
	0.4

	City of Paris
	0.0
	-
	1.6
	1.6
	1.1
	1.0
	0.0
	0.0

	Inner suburbs
	0.0
	-
	2.6
	2.6
	3.0
	2.9
	0.7
	0.7

	Outer suburbs
	0.0
	-
	2.0
	2.0
	3.1
	3.1
	0.2
	0.2

	Periphery
	0.0
	-
	1.3
	1.3
	2.6
	2.6
	0.0
	0.0

	Home-buyers

	All households
	12.1
	-
	12.8
	12.5
	15.4
	14.8
	16.6
	16.4

	Low income households
	14.8
	-
	15.0
	13.6
	23.0
	19.8
	23.1
	21.8

	High income households
	10.8
	-
	11.8
	11.7
	12.7
	12.7
	14.7
	14.7

	City of Paris
	12.0
	-
	12.3
	12.3
	10.7
	10.7
	16.2
	16.2

	Inner suburbs
	11.7
	-
	12.6
	12.4
	15.8
	15.2
	15.4
	15.2

	Outer suburbs
	11.9
	-
	12.1
	11.8
	16.8
	15.9
	17.6
	17.3

	Periphery
	12.8
	-
	14.2
	13.6
	15.4
	14.9
	16.8
	16.5


Sources: INSEE Family Budget surveys in 1979, 1984, 1989 and 1994.

(1)  Share of the total amount.

(2)  Share of the amount net of housing subsidy.

Table 10b. Budget share of rents or loan repayments (%)

Tenants: low-cost vs. non-low-cost accommodation

	
	1979
	1984
	1989
	1994

	
	(1)
	(2)
	(1)
	(2)
	(1)
	(2)
	(1)
	(2)

	Tenants: non-low-cost accommodation

	All households
	11.6
	-
	12.4
	11.6
	14.2
	13.8
	16.5
	15.4

	Low income households
	13.2
	-
	15.4
	12.5
	19.7
	18.0
	23.3
	19.3

	High income households
	10.9
	-
	11.0
	10.9
	12.6
	12.5
	13.4
	13.2

	City of Paris
	12.7
	-
	12.9
	12.4
	14.3
	13.9
	16.3
	15.1

	Inner suburbs
	10.6
	-
	12.0
	11.0
	14.3
	13.8
	16.4
	15.2

	Outer suburbs
	11.0
	-
	12.9
	11.7
	13.3
	12.9
	16.2
	15.4

	Periphery
	10.6
	-
	10.7
	9.9
	15.8
	14.2
	19.8
	18.1

	Tenants: low-cost accommodation

	All households
	8.4
	-
	9.2
	7.4
	11.4
	9.6
	11.2
	9.2

	Low income households
	10.2
	-
	11.8
	8.1
	14.5
	10.4
	14.9
	10.3

	High income households
	7.7
	-
	6.6
	6.3
	8.0
	7.7
	7.7
	7.6

	City of Paris
	9.5
	-
	10.3
	8.8
	13.0
	11.5
	11.6
	9.4

	Inner suburbs
	7.4
	-
	8.9
	7.1
	10.8
	9.1
	10.2
	8.5

	8Outer suburbs
	8.5
	-
	9.2
	7.1
	12.0
	10.1
	12.3
	10.1

	Periphery
	10.4
	-
	9.2
	7.7
	10.0
	6.7
	12.6
	9.9


Sources: INSEE Family Budget surveys in 1979, 1984, 1989 and 1994.

(1)  Share of the total amount.

(2)  Share of the amount net of housing subsidy.

Table 11a. Budget share of housing (%) – Home-owners outright vs. home-buyers

	
	1979
	1984
	1989
	1994

	
	(1)
	(2)
	(1)
	(2)
	(1)
	(2)
	(1)
	(2)

	Home-owners outright or with free accommodation

	All households
	11.5
	-
	14.7
	14.7
	13.8
	13.7
	14.5
	14.5

	Low income households
	13.5
	-
	17.0
	16.9
	17.1
	16.7
	19.4
	19.4

	High income households
	10.6
	-
	13.2
	13.2
	12.4
	12.4
	13.2
	13.2

	City of Paris
	10.0
	-
	10.3
	10.3
	10.5
	10.5
	12.5
	12.5

	Inner suburbs
	12.9
	-
	14.8
	14.8
	15.1
	15.0
	16.6
	16.6

	Outer suburbs
	12.0
	-
	17.2
	17.2
	14.2
	14.2
	14.0
	14.0

	Periphery
	9.3
	-
	18.0
	18.0
	16.8
	16.8
	13.3
	13.3

	Home-buyers

	All households
	21.6
	-
	24.4
	24.0
	26.2
	25.6
	28.2
	28.0

	Low income households
	28.9
	-
	29.6
	28.2
	35.0
	31.8
	35.6
	34.3

	High income households
	19.4
	-
	22.6
	22.5
	23.0
	23.0
	26.7
	26.6

	City of Paris
	20.3
	-
	24.1
	24.0
	21.5
	21.5
	28.9
	28.9

	Inner suburbs
	21.7
	-
	24.0
	23.8
	25.9
	25.2
	27.4
	27.2

	Outer suburbs
	21.5
	-
	23.7
	23.4
	28.6
	27.8
	28.7
	28.5

	Periphery
	22.2
	-
	25.8
	25.2
	25.7
	25.3
	28.2
	27.9


Sources: INSEE Family Budget surveys in 1979, 1984, 1989 and 1994.

(1)  Share of the total amount.

(2)  Share of the amount net of housing subsidy.

Table 11b. Budget share of housing (%) – Tenants: low-cost vs. non-low-cost accommodation
	
	1979
	1984
	1989
	1994

	
	(1)
	(2)
	(1)
	(2)
	(1)
	(2)
	(1)
	(2)

	Tenants: non-low-cost accommodation

	All households
	19.0
	-
	19.5
	18.7
	19.8
	19.3
	23.5
	22.4

	Low income households
	21.5
	-
	24.8
	21.9
	26.9
	25.1
	33.9
	29.8

	High income households
	18.3
	-
	16.6
	16.5
	17.0
	16.9
	19.0
	18.8

	City of Paris
	19.9
	-
	18.9
	18.4
	19.1
	18.8
	22.2
	21.1

	Inner suburbs
	17.9
	-
	19.6
	18.6
	20.4
	19.9
	24.2
	23.0

	Outer suburbs
	19.4
	-
	21.3
	20.1
	19.9
	19.5
	23.9
	23.1

	Periphery
	16.6
	-
	17.7
	16.8
	21.8
	20.2
	29.4
	27.7

	Tenants : low-cost accommodation

	All households
	15.9
	-
	18.3
	16.5
	18.8
	17.0
	21.5
	19.5

	Low income households
	19.4
	-
	23.3
	19.6
	24.3
	20.2
	27.8
	23.3

	High income households
	13.8
	-
	13.1
	12.8
	12.7
	12.5
	15.3
	15.2

	City of Paris
	16.1
	-
	18.8
	17.3
	18.6
	17.1
	21.3
	19.2

	Inner suburbs
	15.6
	-
	18.4
	16.6
	18.8
	17.1
	20.5
	18.8

	Outer suburbs
	15.8
	-
	18.2
	16.2
	19.3
	17.4
	22.5
	20.2

	Periphery
	17.4
	-
	17.4
	16.0
	18.1
	14.8
	24.7
	22.0


Sources: INSEE Family Budget surveys in 1979, 1984, 1989 and 1994.

(1)  Share of the total amount.

(2)  Share of the amount net of housing subsidy.

Figure 2. Automobile ownership and use, and population density

(Greater Paris region: state at end of 1999)
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Source: Hivert (2001), from the SOFRES “Parc Auto” panel survey.

Table 12. Proportion of households having an automobile at their disposal (%)
	
	1979
	1984
	1989
	1994

	All households
	66.5
	68.1
	67.8
	71.9

	Low income households
	47.8
	48.2
	47.8
	55.8

	High income households
	79.0
	82.7
	81.7
	81.3

	City of Paris
	52.2
	49.7
	46.7
	51.2

	Low income households
	34.4
	28.6
	23.6
	27.4

	High income households
	65.1
	65.7
	64.4
	68.7

	Inner suburbs
	66.0
	65.5
	68.8
	71.5

	Low income households
	46.3
	43.4
	47.4
	55.4

	High income households
	79.2
	83.0
	87.3
	83.0

	Outer suburbs
	75.7
	83.2
	83.2
	82.7

	Low income households
	53.8
	66.0
	61.5
	72.6

	High income households
	91.0
	95.4
	94.4
	89.7

	Periphery
	85.0
	79.5
	79.5
	88.7

	Low income households
	70.3
	63.4
	69.8
	77.3

	High income households
	92.9
	94.9
	92.3
	93.4


Sources: INSEE Family Budget surveys in 1979, 1984, 1989 and 1994.

Table 13. Number of vehicles at the disposal of a household
	
	1979
	1984
	1989
	1994

	All households
	0.82
	0.83
	0.86
	0.97

	Low income households
	0.54
	0.53
	0.56
	0.69

	High income households
	1.03
	1.07
	1.08
	1.15

	City of Paris
	0.56
	0.55
	0.56
	0.61

	Low income households
	0.34
	0.29
	0.24
	0.27

	High income households
	0.73
	0.76
	0.83
	0.88

	Inner suburbs
	0.82
	0.78
	0.86
	0.93

	Low income households
	0.53
	0.46
	0.55
	0.65

	High income households
	1.08
	1.04
	1.15
	1.14

	Outer suburbs
	0.95
	1.07
	1.09
	1.15

	Low income households
	0.59
	0.74
	0.76
	0.93

	High income households
	1.19
	1.32
	1.26
	1.33

	Periphery
	1.19
	1.05
	1.11
	1.38

	Low income households
	0.90
	0.76
	0.86
	1.13

	High income households
	1.38
	1.31
	1.37
	1.59


Sources: INSEE Family Budget surveys in 1979, 1984, 1989 and 1994.

Table 14. Budget share of private transport (%)
	
	1979
	1984
	1989
	1994

	All households
	11.9
	11.5
	11.5
	9.5

	Low income households
	8.2
	7.7
	7.1
	7.6

	High income households
	13.2
	13.4
	12.3
	9.6

	City of Paris
	7.7
	7.7
	8.3
	5.9

	Low income households
	5.2
	5.6
	4.5
	4.2

	High income households
	8.2
	9.1
	9.2
	6.0

	Inner suburbs
	12.2
	11.1
	11.4
	8.9

	Low income households
	9.0
	6.4
	6.3
	7.2

	High income households
	14.2
	13.2
	12.4
	8.9

	Outer suburbs
	13.9
	14.0
	13.3
	11.4

	Low income households
	7.7
	9.2
	8.6
	9.5

	High income households
	16.1
	16.7
	14.2
	13.1

	Periphery
	15.4
	13.6
	15.0
	14.3

	Low income households
	12.0
	10.6
	9.3
	8.9

	High income households
	16.4
	16.8
	20.5
	17.1


Sources: INSEE Family Budget surveys in 1978, 1984, 1989 and 1994.

Table 15. Budget share of vehicle utilisation (%)
	
	1979
	1984
	1989
	1994

	All households
	7.2
	6.8
	5.8
	5.4

	Low income households
	5.9
	6.0
	5.5
	5.7

	High income households
	7.7
	7.1
	5.3
	4.8

	City of Paris
	4.8
	4.9
	4.5
	4.0

	Low income households
	4.2
	4.0
	3.7
	3.2

	High income households
	4.6
	5.4
	4.7
	4.1

	Inner suburbs
	6.9
	6.5
	5.9
	5.0

	Low income households
	6.1
	5.5
	5.4
	5.2

	High income households
	7.9
	7.0
	5.3
	4.5

	Outer suburbs
	8.6
	8.1
	7.0
	6.2

	Low income households
	6.2
	6.9
	6.8
	6.8

	High income households
	9.7
	8.3
	6.0
	6.1

	Periphery
	9.5
	8.0
	6.3
	7.4

	Low income households
	8.2
	7.8
	6.0
	7.9

	High income households
	10.7
	8.4
	6.7
	5.7


Sources: INSEE Family Budget surveys in 1979, 1984, 1989 and 1994.

Table 16. Budget share of fuels (%)
	
	1979
	1984
	1989
	1994

	All households
	3.3
	3.1
	2.4
	2.2

	Low income households
	2.7
	2.8
	2.3
	2.7

	High income households
	3.3
	3.0
	2.0
	1.8

	City of Paris
	2.1
	2.1
	1.5
	1.3

	Low income households
	1.7
	1.5
	0.8
	0.8

	High income households
	2.0
	2.3
	1.5
	1.5

	Inner suburbs
	3.1
	2.9
	2.3
	1.9

	Low income households
	2.4
	2.4
	2.2
	2.4

	High income households
	3.5
	3.0
	2.0
	1.6

	Outer suburbs
	4.1
	3.6
	3.1
	2.6

	Low income households
	3.3
	3.6
	3.4
	3.4

	High income households
	4.3
	3.3
	2.5
	2.2

	Periphery
	4.3
	4.0
	3.3
	3.6

	Low income households
	4.3
	3.8
	2.7
	4.2

	High income households
	4.2
	4.0
	3.7
	2.8


Sources: INSEE Family Budget surveys in 1979, 1984, 1989 and 1994.

Table 17. Budget share of local public transport (%)
	
	1979
	1984
	1989
	1994

	All households
	1.2
	1.0
	1.0
	1.1

	Low income households
	1.2
	1.2
	1.5
	1.6

	High income households
	1.0
	0.8
	0.7
	0.8

	City of Paris
	1.6
	1.3
	1.1
	1.3

	Low income households
	2.1
	1.8
	2.2
	2.1

	High income households
	1.4
	1.0
	0.8
	0.9

	Inner suburbs
	1.1
	1.0
	1.0
	1.1

	Low income households
	1.1
	1.4
	1.7
	1.7

	High income households
	0.9
	0.8
	0.7
	0.9

	Outer suburbs
	1.0
	0.8
	0.9
	1.1

	Low income households
	1.1
	0.9
	0.8
	1.6

	High income households
	0.7
	0.6
	0.7
	0.8

	Periphery
	0.7
	1.1
	0.9
	0.8

	Low income households
	0.6
	1.0
	1.3
	0.8

	High income households
	0.8
	1.0
	0.6
	0.7


Sources: INSEE Family Budget surveys in 1979, 1984, 1989 and 1994.

Table 18. Budget share of transport * (%)
	
	1979
	1984
	1989
	1994

	All households
	13.1
	12.5
	12.5
	10.6

	Low income households
	9.4
	8.9
	8.6
	9.2

	High income households
	14.2
	14.2
	13.0
	10.4

	City of Paris
	9.3
	9.0
	9.4
	7.2

	Low income households
	7.3
	7.4
	6.7
	6.3

	High income households
	9.6
	10.1
	10.0
	6.9

	Inner suburbs
	13.3
	12.1
	12.4
	10.0

	Low income households
	10.1
	7.8
	8.0
	8.9

	High income households
	15.1
	14.0
	13.1
	9.8

	Outer suburbs
	14.9
	14.8
	14.2
	12.5

	Low income households
	8.8
	10.1
	9.4
	11.1

	High income households
	16.8
	17.3
	14.9
	13.9

	Periphery
	16.1
	14.7
	15.9
	15.1

	Low income households
	12.6
	11.6
	10.6
	9.7

	High income households
	17.2
	17.8
	21.1
	17.8


Sources: INSEE Family Budget surveys in 1979, 1984, 1989 and 1994.

* Private transport and local public transport.

Table 19. Budget share of transport and housing * (%)

	
	1979
	1984
	1989
	1994

	All households
	30.5
	31.0
	30.8
	31.7

	Low income households
	29.3
	29.6
	31.2
	35.1

	High income households
	30.5
	31.0
	28.9
	29.3

	City of Paris
	26.6
	25.3
	25.3
	26.0

	Low income households
	25.5
	25.2
	28.4
	31.8

	High income households
	26.4
	24.8
	24.3
	24.1

	Inner suburbs
	30.3
	30.3
	30.7
	31.2

	Low income households
	29.9
	29.6
	30.0
	35.1

	High income households
	30.7
	30.3
	29.3
	28.8

	Outer suburbs
	33.0
	34.4
	33.6
	34.6

	Low income households
	30.3
	31.7
	32.3
	36.7

	High income households
	33.2
	34.8
	32.2
	34.0

	Periphery
	33.9
	35.8
	37.3
	38.4

	Low income households
	31.4
	31.7
	35.1
	36.2

	High income households
	34.0
	38.9
	39.7
	39.0


Sources: INSEE Family Budget surveys in 1979, 1984, 1989 and 1994.

* Expenditures on housing are net of housing subsidy; expenditures on transport 

do not include those on long distance trips by public transport.

Table 20. Comparison of the two zonings in 1994-95
Expenditures on housing

	
	Budget 

share (%)
	Annual expenditure *


	Differences **

	
	
	
	Budget 

share
	Annual expenditure

	East/West zoning

	“West”
	20.4
	51 514
	
	

	Low income hhs.
	28.9
	28 742
	
	

	High income hhs.
	18.2
	72 436
	
	

	“East”
	22.1
	49 629
	1.7
	-1 886

	Low income hhs.
	29.1
	39 717
	0.2
	10 975

	High income hhs.
	18.4
	69 221
	0.2
	-3 215

	Zoning according to  distance from centre

	City of Paris
	19.6
	49 214
	
	

	Low income hhs. 
	29.2
	26 665
	
	

	High income hhs.
	17.3
	71 005
	
	

	Inner suburbs
	22.0
	51 727
	2.4
	2 513

	Low income hhs. 
	28.9
	38 323
	-0.3
	11 658

	High income hhs.
	19.1
	72 002
	1.8
	997

	Outer suburbs
	22.7
	54 942
	3.1
	5 729

	Low income hhs.
	28.3
	39 900
	-0.9
	13 235

	High income hhs.
	20.1
	72 319
	2.8
	1 315

	Periphery
	24.0
	56 976
	4.4
	7 762

	Low income hhs.
	28.9
	45 297
	-0.3
	18 632

	High income hhs.
	21.2
	76 353
	3.9
	5 348


Source: INSEE Family Budget survey in 1994.

· Annual expenditures are in current prices.

** Differences for each category (all households, low income households and high income households) with respect to “City of Paris and Hauts-de-Seine” in the case of the East/West zoning, and with respect to the City of Paris in the case of the zoning according to distance from the centre of the urban area.

Table 21. Comparison of the two zonings in 1994-95

Expenditures on private transport

	
	Budget 

share (%)
	Annual expenditure *
	Differences **

	
	
	
	Budget 

share
	Annual expenditure ***

	East/West zoning

	“West”
	6.8
	17 087
	
	

	Low income hhs.
	4.5
	4 466
	
	

	High income hhs.
	6.7
	26 825
	
	

	“East”
	9.2
	20 715
	2.4
	3 628 [2 631]

	Low income hhs.
	7.8
	10 629
	3.3
	6 163 [1 989]

	High income hhs.
	9.5
	35 720
	2.8
	8 896 [7 643]

	Zoning according to  distance from centre

	City of Paris
	5.9
	14 770
	
	

	Low income hhs.
	4.2
	3 843
	
	

	High income hhs.
	6.0
	24 750
	
	

	Inner suburbs
	8.9
	20 926
	3.0
	6 156 [4 294]

	Low income hhs.
	7.2
	9 524
	3.0
	5 681 [1 662]

	High income hhs.
	8.9
	33 363
	2.9
	8 613 [8 481]

	Outer suburbs
	11.4
	27 557
	5.5
	12 787 [7 838]

	Low income hhs.
	9.5
	13 327
	5.3
	9 484 [2 791]

	High income hhs.
	13.1
	47 023
	7.1
	22 273 [17 166]

	Periphery
	14.3
	34 003
	8.4
	19 233 [11 819]

	Low income hhs.
	8.9
	13 897
	4.7
	10 054 [650]

	High income hhs.
	17.1
	61 483
	11.1
	36 733 [33 026]


Source: INSEE Family Budget survey in 1994.

· Annual expenditures are in current prices.

** Differences for each category (all households, low income households and high income households) with respect to “City of Paris and Hauts-de-Seine” in the case of the East/West zoning, and with respect to the City of Paris in the case of the zoning according to distance from the centre of the urban area.

*** The differences in expenditure amounts relating to vehicle purchases are given between square brackets. 
Table 22. Comparison of the two zonings in 1994-95
Expenditures on transport and housing
	
	Budget 

share (%)
	Annual expenditure *
	Differences **

	
	
	
	Budget 

Share
	Annual expenditure

	East/West zoning

	“West”
	28.5
	71 886
	
	

	Low income hhs. 
	35.6
	35 400
	
	

	High income hhs.
	25.8
	102 858
	
	

	“East”
	32.4
	72 723
	3.9
	836

	Low income hhs.
	38.4
	52 410
	2.8
	17 011

	High income hhs.
	28.7
	107 987
	2.9
	5 129

	Zoning according to  distance from centre

	City of Paris
	26.8
	67 265
	
	

	Low income hhs.
	35.5
	32 469
	
	

	High income hhs.
	24.2
	99 262
	
	

	Inner suburbs
	32.0
	75 347
	5.2
	8 082

	Low income hhs.
	37.8
	50 079
	2.3
	17 610

	High income hhs.
	28.9
	108 751
	4.7
	9 489

	Outer suburbs
	35.2
	85 085
	8.4
	17 820

	Low income hhs.
	39.4
	55 414
	3.9
	22 946

	High income hhs.
	34.0
	122 226
	9.8
	22 964

	Periphery
	39.1
	92 869
	12.3
	25 604

	Low income hhs.
	38.6
	60 457
	3.1
	27 988

	High income hhs.
	39.0
	140 219
	14.8
	40 957


Source: INSEE Family Budget survey in 1994.

· Annual expenditures are in current prices.

** Differences for each category (all households, low income households and high income households) with respect to “City of Paris and Hauts-de-Seine” in the case of the East/West zoning, and with respect to the City of Paris in the case of the zoning according to distance from the centre of the urban area.

� Hare (1995) and MacCann et al. (2000) show similar situations in the case of American urban areas.


� Conducted by the Direction Régionale de l’Equipement d’Ile-de-France (DREIF).


� A survey conducted by the Observatoire des Loyers de l’Agglomération Parisienne (OLAP).


� The sample for the Greater Paris region consisted of 1,997 households in 1979, 2,180 in 1984, 1,455 in 1989, and 1,706 in 1994. Accounting for the availability of information on incomes, in particular housing subsidies, the numbers of usable observations are of 1,997, 2,049, 1,370 and 1,706, respectively.


� The degree of urbanisation of the municipality of residence is given as follows: rural municipalities; urban units with less than 20,000 inhabitants; urban units with a number of inhabitants equal to or greater than 20,000 but less than 100,000; urban units with 100,000 inhabitants and over except the Paris urban unit; Greater Paris to the exclusion of the City of Paris; and City of Paris.


� The car fleet statistics are from various issues of L’industrie automobile en France, a publication of the French car manufacturers’ association (Comité des Constructeurs Français d’Automobiles, CCFA).


� On annual average, the price of diesel oil amounted to 37 eurocents in 1980, 54 c. in 1990, 85 c. in 2000 and 79 c. in 2003. That of petrol was of 52 c., 81 c., 112 c. and 104 c., respectively (CCFA, 2004, p. 69).


� In the Bulletin Mensuel de Statistiques of INSEE, “Parisian” price indices are available for the following categories : all goods and services (including tobacco) ; rents ; services relating to dwellings ; services relating to the utilisation of private vehicles ; and public transport (including long distances). The temporal pattern of the relative price index of rents was close to the one observed at national level: 100, 94.8, 106.5 and 119.1, respectively at the periods of the first, second, third and fourth Family Budget survey (to be compared with the corresponding line in Table 1). On the contrary, the relative price index of public transport increased faster at national level (100, 107.3, 110.3 and 125.7, to be compared with 100, 105.8, 110.2 and 119.2 in Paris region), probably because local public transport subsidies are larger in the Greater Paris region than in the rest of the country.


� Number of consumption units according to Oxford scale: 1 for the head of the household, 0.7 for each other person aged 14 years or over, and 0.5 for each child aged less than 14 years.


� In the case of Family Budget, even if the survey (at least starting from the 1984-85 one) furnishes “a satisfactory measure of income” (INSEE, 1997a, p. 3), the data on incomes in the first three editions are not directly comparable with those of the last survey (1994-95). In the former, “the definition of total income (REVTOT) was different, the range of resources covered by the survey was different, and the amounts of non-declared resources were not imputed (they were simply set to zero)” (INSEE, 1997b, p. 14).


� A dwelling is classified as recent if the building construction was completed after the preceding survey. Similarly, a moving in is said to be recent if the household entered the dwelling after the preceding survey. For the survey of 1978-79, the beginning of the corresponding period is set to 1974. This gives the periods 1974-79 for the first survey, 1980-85 for the second, 1986-89 for the third, and 1990-95 for the last survey.


� Information on housing subsidies is not available in the 1978-79 survey, probably because the aid mechanisms were not in force yet.


� Prices are in 1994-95 francs. Dwelling surface is not available in the 1978-79 survey.


� To save space, the corresponding tables are not shown.


� Household’s total income is defined as the sum of incomes from working, the welfare system, and wealth. This income is equal to 0 for a few households; these are especially households receiving aid from their family (INSEE, 1997, p. 24). Adding grants received from other households and subtracting grants given to other households, the average income is of 229,885 francs in the western zone and 199,459 francs in the eastern zone.


� The remaining households pertain to the 2nd tercile (i.e., enjoying an “intermediate” standard of living).


� In the private sector, average prices amount to 66 francs and 48 francs, respectively. In the low-cost sector, they amount to 26 francs and 22 francs, respectively.


� The average inhabitable surface of a rented dwelling is of 63 m2 in the eastern zone versus 55 m2 in the west; it is of 52 m2 in the City of Paris, 62 m2 in inner suburbs, 69 m2 in outer suburbs, and 68 m2 in the periphery.


� Given the weight of Paris in the western zone, the contrast between Paris and its inner suburbs is not very different from that between the East zone and the West zone.


� Of course, these results are specific to the region under study and do not necessarily represent a general configuration, particularly in the case of smaller and less attractive cities. For other urban areas, the situation should depend on their size, attractiveness, spatial structure, …


� See Hare (1995) for an analysis of these factors in the case of American urban areas.
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