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Abstract

This study investigates discrimination against tenants with moving disabilities in the rental housing
market using a correspondence test and fake application letters. A field experiment with two scenarios
was conducted in the Finnish market, and five fictitious household tenants were compared. The find-
ings reveal a clear association between the presence of disabilities in the household and increased dis-
crimination. This discriminatory behaviour persists irrespective of whether the necessary refurbish-
ments to accommodate the disabled tenant’s needs would be covered by the tenant or the landlord.
Male landlords are the primary contributors to this discriminatory behaviour, especially regarding direct
discrimination. The results obtained from our study are clear, indicating a pressing need to address
and mitigate discrimination against tenants with moving disabilities in the rental housing market.
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1. Introduction

Although legal protections exist for individuals with disabilities in both the labour and
housing markets, discrimination remains a widespread concern, necessitating attention
through both legal enforcement and societal change (Bohren et al., 2019). While previous
research provides evidence that disabled people are discriminated against in the labour
market (Lippens et al., 2023), regrettably the academic literature has not given extensive
focus to the issue of disability discrimination in the housing market. Given the importance
of this matter, it deserves more scholarly attention, as the ability to secure appropriate
housing is a fundamental necessity that plays a crucial role in determining one’s level of so-
cial inclusion, access to employment opportunities, and enjoyment of public services. The
pioneering work of Fumarco (2017) represents the first significant attempt to shed light on
discriminatory practices against blind tenants by landlords, and further research is neces-
sary to fully grasp the extent of this problem and to develop effective policy solutions.
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In this study, we contribute to filling the gap in knowledge regarding the discrimination
of households with disabled individuals in rental markets: (1) we provide the first examina-
tion comparing the extent of discrimination depending on the number of disabled individu-
als in the household; (2) we investigate discrimination related to required modifications in
the apartment due to a disabled tenant, which also enables us to bring evidence on indirect
discrimination and indirect statistical discrimination; (3) the present study appears to be
the first one to analyse disability discrimination in rental housing markets within the
Nordic countries.

Our analysis adds knowledge on two strands of the economics of discrimination litera-
ture. First, we contribute to the broader literature on whether private information should
be disclosed when seeking employment or housing. Prior studies have shown that revealing
personal attributes such as sex (Neumark et al., 1996), motherhood status (Correll et al.,
2007), age (Lahey, 2008), religiosity (Adida et al., 2010), address (Bunel et al., 2016), eth-
nicity (Bertrand and Mullainathan 2004), immigration status (Oreopoulos 2011), sexual
orientation (Drydakis 2009), and past unemployment spells (Baert et al., 2016) may nega-
tively impact callback rates in both the labour and housing markets. Our study extends this
discussion with respect to disability disclosure in rental applications. Second, we contribute
to the growing field-based experimental literature on discrimination against individuals
with disabilities. Corresponding studies have found lower callback rates in both the labour
and housing markets for people with various disabilities, including motor impairments
(Ravaud et al., 1992; Stone and Wright 2013; Ameri et al., 2018; Flage and Le Gallo
2025), Asperger’s syndrome (Ameri et al., 2018), and hearing impairments (Baert 2016;
I'Horty et al., 2022). A meta-analysis of labour market discrimination by Lippens et al.
(2023) found an average callback ratio of 1.5 across 130 studies on race and national ori-
gin discrimination and an average of 1.9 across nine studies on physical disabilities, indi-
cating that discrimination against individuals with disabilities may be particularly severe.
Moreover, Finland remains an underexplored context for discrimination research. While
Mourelatos and Oikarinen (2023) documented ethnic discrimination by landlords against
Russian apartment applicants, our experiment is the first to examine discrimination on the
basis of physical disability in Finland’s rental market. We focus on the Finnish urban rental
housing markets in particular.

With respect to mobility impairments, prior audit, and correspondence studies have
demonstrated that individuals with such disabilities experience significantly lower callback
rates, with reductions of up to 25% age points in labour markets (Bellemare et al., 2023)
and up to 14% age points in rental markets, compared to nondisabled applicants (Levy
et al., 2015; Flage and Le Gallo 2025). Our findings reinforce the evidence that discrimina-
tion against individuals with disabilities remains a critical barrier to equal access in housing
markets.

In our study, we build on the proposed field experiment by Fumarco (2017) and investi-
gate disability discrimination in the rental housing market by focusing on people with mov-
ing disabilities.! To explore possible discriminatory patterns in the housing market, we
carried out a field experiment utilizing the correspondence testing technique. This method-
ology is widely employed in both the housing and labour market contexts and has proven
instrumental in uncovering instances of discriminatory behaviour against minority popula-
tions (Gneezy et al., 2012).

The technique involves sending applications from fictitious applicants, also known as
pseudoseekers, in response to advertised job vacancies or apartment rental opportunities.
Our field experiment was conducted in Finland, a country with one of the highest
(recorded) prevalence rates of disability among its population in the European Union.
According to the Finnish Institute for Health and Welfare (THL), in 2018, approximately

! In total, an estimated 87 million people in Europe live with a disability (WHO report 2022).
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339,000 individuals between the ages of 15 and 64 were affected by a mobility-limiting dis-
ability, accounting for approximately 11.6% of the population in this age bracket.”
Furthermore, we leveraged the framework provided by the Finnish Nondiscrimination Act
to examine possible sources of discrimination in our study. This legislative framework pro-
vides a robust basis for investigating and combating discriminatory behaviour in various
settings, including the housing market (see Supplementary Appendix B for details).

Our baseline scenario revealed a disconcerting pattern of discrimination against house-
holds with members who experience mobility impairments. Furthermore, our findings indi-
cate that the discriminatory behaviour exhibited by landlords escalates as the number of
disabled individuals within a household increases. Unlike previous studies, this investiga-
tion also incorporates a twin follow-up experimental scenario to investigate the sources of
potential discriminatory factors. Specifically, building upon the initial findings of our base-
line scenario, our research explores in more depth the underlying factors that contribute to
discriminatory practices. In this context, we examine a set of cases where the husband, hav-
ing a disabled wife, submitted a request for the necessary modifications in the dwelling to
accommodate the couple.

As the European Union population becomes older and at an increased risk of developing
chronic conditions due to noncommunicable diseases and injuries, the number of people
with a disability in the EU is only set to increase. That is, our findings are of increasing im-
portance, and the contributions to the relevant literature have direct relevance in terms of
public policy by highlighting the urgent need for increased education and awareness-
raising initiatives to promote inclusive housing practices and combat discriminatory atti-
tudes towards individuals with disabilities. Thus, our results unequivocally underline the
pressing need for policy interventions and awareness campaigns to address and rectify the
observed discriminatory practices effectively.

2. Theoretical framework and literature review

The literature on housing discrimination has identified two primary causes of discrimina-
tory behaviour: the presence of prejudices and the lack of relevant information. In the case
of prejudices, discrimination stems from the preferences of either the agent (e.g. landlord)
or the customer (e.g. tenant). This means that individuals engaging in discrimination may
act on the basis of hostile personal attitudes or conform to the prejudiced beliefs of their so-
cial group (Becker 1957; Yinger 1986). In this context, the discriminatory behaviour is not
influenced by the amount or quality of information provided by the applicants. The person
who discriminates is willing to forego profitable opportunities solely to avoid any form of
interaction with the targeted group.

Discrimination within housing markets can also manifest in various subgroups of the
population, including individuals with disabilities. Previous studies in this area have fo-
cused mostly on blind tenants. These studies have employed both in-person audit tests (re-
ferred to as ATs) and correspondence tests (CTs).> The findings indicate that blind tenants
face discrimination in both the American housing market (Turner et al., 2005) and the
European housing markets (Fumarco 2017; Flage and Le Gallo 2025). Furthermore, blind
tenants often encounter refusals to waive restrictions or fees associated with their guide
dogs (Murphy 2007; Flage and Le Gallo 2025). Additionally, Van Den Broeck and Heylen
(2015) and Verhaeghe et al. (2016) conducted controlled trials in the Belgian rental hous-
ing market, both of which demonstrated that blind tenants are less likely to receive invita-
tions to view the housing units they applied for than tenants without visual impairments.

National FinSote Survey 2018.
The research using ATs can be divided into two groups based on whether disabled actors who visit apart-

ments are matched to nondisabled counterparts (Turner et al., 2005; Heylen and Van den Broeck 2016) or are
unmatched (Murphy 2007).
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Prior studies have also examined discrimination against deaf individuals (Levy et al., 2015)
and those with mental and physical disabilities (Flage and Le Gallo 2025).

However, there remains a gap in research specifically addressing discrimination against
households with members who have mobility impairments and require disability-specific
apartment modifications. Although previous work has analysed both the presence and ex-
tent of discrimination based on motor impairments (Levy et al., 2015; Flage and Le Gallo
20235), our study extends the literature in several keyways. First, it examines how discrimi-
nation varies depending on the number of disabled individuals in a household. Second, it
investigates discrimination related to required accessibility renovations, offering insights
into whether landlords’ responses are influenced by the necessity of modifications and who
bears the associated costs. Third, it presents the first experimental analysis of disability-
based discrimination in the rental housing market in Finland, a country that has received
limited attention in discrimination research. Indeed, to our best knowledge this is the first
such analysis in any of the Nordic countries. Additionally, we explore the sources of dis-
crimination and propose relevant public policy actions.

In general, researchers have traditionally measured discrimination in the housing market
through field experiments that rely on personal interactions (see, e.g. Yinger 1986; Page
1995; Ondrich et al., 1999).* However, these AT methods involve significant costs in terms
of time and resources and have notable limitations, as highlighted by Heckman and
Siegelman (1993) and Heckman (1998). Therefore, CTs have gained traction as a research
method in recent years, driven by the increasing digitalization of housing markets. This ap-
proach allows researchers to create truly identical applications that differ only in the char-
acteristics under investigation, such as sex or ethnicity.

As the rental market increasingly moves online, CTs offer several advantages over tradi-
tional ATs. Unlike in-person audits, CTs rely on written communication rather than live
actors, mitigating concerns related to unobservable characteristics and the experimenter ef-
fect (Pager 2007; Bertrand and Duflo 2017). Furthermore, digital platforms enable
researchers to reach a larger pool of landlords within the same budget, as there is no need
for physical visits or trained actors (Bertrand and Duflo 2017). Another advantage is that
CTs allow researchers to examine discrimination beyond real estate agents, capturing land-
lord behaviour across different market segments. As a result, CTs have become the gold
standard for investigating discriminatory practices (Baert 2015). Despite these strengths,
CTs also have limitations. One key drawback is that they assess discrimination only at the
initial stage of the process — whether an inquiry receives a response — without capturing
biases that may emerge in later stages, such as face—face interactions, lease negotiations, or
contract terms (Cahuc et al., 2019). Additionally, CTs can test for discrimination only on
the basis of observable characteristics (e.g. name, sex, and address), overlooking factors
that become apparent later, such as personality traits or soft skills. Ethical concerns have
also been raised regarding the use of fictitious applications, as some argue that deception in
experimental research could undermine credibility.

Despite these limitations, CTs are widely used for studying discrimination, particularly
in relation to ethnicity (Carpusor and Loges 2006; Ahmed and Hammarstedt 2008; Baldini
and Federici 2011; Andersson et al., 2012; Auspurg et al., 2017; Drydakis 2017,
Mourelatos and Oikarinen 2023) and sex (Ahmed et al., 2008; Hellyer 2021) in the hous-
ing market. Their methodological strengths, coupled with their adaptability to digital plat-
forms, make them powerful and versatile tools for uncovering biases in rental markets. In
line with this, we conducted a CT experiment in the Finnish rental housing market via
two scenarios.

4 In these experiments, a group of testers, varying in terms of sex or ethnic origin, undergo training to inquire
about apartments or job opportunities while engaging in similar conversations with potential counterparts.
Subsequently, direct contact is established either through phone or in-person interactions.
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3. Experimental design
3.1 Institutional setting

Finland comprises approximately 2.8 million households, nearly half of which reside in
blocks of flats, making it the most common housing type. Additionally, Finland is among
the first EU countries to experience a continuous decline in fertility rates, coupled with an
ageing population (Statistics Finland).® In response, the Ministry of Environment launched
a program in 2013 to enhance housing conditions for elderly and disabled individuals by
introducing a nationwide lift subsidy. This initiative aimed to increase the supply of acces-
sible housing as part of broader policy interventions. The lift subsidy programme specifi-
cally targeted private housing condominiums, promoting the installation of lifts in blocks
of flats previously lacking them. Finnish legislation enacted in 2005 already mandated the
inclusion of lifts in newly constructed blocks of flats (Kotilainen et al., 2016). These efforts
have positioned Finland as a leader in housing accessibility within the European Union
(OECD 2021).

This context provides an ideal setting for our experimental investigation into landlords’
discriminatory practices against disabled tenants by isolating instances of direct discrimina-
tion. Previous studies have explored similar topics in other countries (e.g. the USA and
France) and highlighted that nearly 80% of the housing stock remains inaccessible to indi-
viduals with mobility impairments, reflecting indirect discrimination in addition to direct
discrimination within the limited accessible housing stock (e.g. Levy et al., 2015; Flage and
Le Gallo 20235). During our investigation, we identified that approximately 74% of vacant
apartments listed during the study period offered a lift. To isolate direct discrimination, we
excluded apartments located on higher floors without lift access. The website we used facil-
itated this process by clearly highlighting lift availability. A paired ¢ test revealed no statisti-
cally significant differences (at the 5% significance level) in key characteristics — such as
the number of bedrooms, apartment size, and location (e.g. city centre or neighbourhood)
- between apartments with and without lift facilities.

3.2 Scenarios

Our experimental approach incorporates two scenarios aimed at substantiating the pres-
ence of discrimination against disabled tenants and delving deeper into the underlying fac-
tors driving this behaviour among landlords. First, we categorized households into three
groups: married tenants (our baseline control group), married tenants with a disabled indi-
vidual, and married tenants where both partners have mobility impairments. Second, we
varied the circumstances by presenting a scenario with two treatments, where a husband,
whose wife has a disability, requests the installation of grab bars in the bathroom. In one
treatment, the husband explicitly expressed his willingness to cover the associated costs in-
dependently, whereas in another treatment, he politely reminded the landlord of their legal
obligation to bear the expenses for reasonable modifications to accommodate individuals
with disabilities.®

The study design in both scenarios followed a two-step procedure aimed at accurately
capturing real-world dynamics. Initially, in collaboration with Kumppanuuskeskus in
Oulu, an organization encompassing over 40 health and safety organizations, we tracked
national organizations for disabled individuals, such as the Finnish Neuromuscular
Disorders Association, Finnish Movement Disorders Association, and Finnish Neuro
Society, to conduct a preexperiment survey among individuals with mobility disabilities.
This survey was randomly distributed to 134 participants, with 103 providing their
responses. The feedback garnered from the survey offered invaluable insights into the

> The share of individuals over 65 years in the population will increase from the current 22% to 26% by
2030 and to 29 percent by 2060.
By screening the landlords involved in the first scenario, we ensured that no applications were sent to any
of the same landlords in the second scenario.
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preferred style, wording, and length of email responses to vacant apartment advertise-
ments. The participants were given an open box to articulate their responses within our vi-
gnette scenarios that mirrored our two experimental conditions.

To collect the responses, we subsequently utilized text mining Al tools to process the
responses from the survey and formulate a proposed email response. To ensure the credibil-
ity of our email text, a follow-up survey was administered to participants, who were asked
to evaluate our proposed email scenarios. Notably, 97% of the participants identified the
email related to the first scenario, and 96% identified it related to the second scenario, as
authentic responses to inquiries about vacant apartments.

Furthermore, the survey participants highlighted grab bars in the bathroom as their top
priority when adjustments to an apartment were considered (81% preferred grab bars, 8%
opted for an apartment ramp, 6% favoured accessible light switches, and 5% selected non-
slip flooring). These findings underscore the importance of bathroom accessibility features
in meeting the needs of individuals with mobility disabilities.

3.3 Procedure

The experimental methodology closely resembles the approach used by Ahmed and
Hammarstedt (2008), Ahmed et al. (2010) and Fumarco (2017). As the utilization of the
internet for finding housing continues to grow in popularity in Finland, our initial step was
to search for the most widely used online platform for rental properties (Hasu 2018). Thus,
during March 2023, we applied this procedure for the first scenario and during April 2023
for the follow-up scenario overall to more than 2000 advertised apartments, on the largest
website advertising rental dwellings in Finland, called vuokraovi.com,” employing an iden-
tical methodology and using the same control group in both scenarios. We responded to
ads from the 15 largest Finnish cities that are spread all over the country. Some 63% of all
rental dwellings in the country are located in these cities, and the cities account for the great
majority of the Finnish urban rental market.

To investigate potential discrimination on the basis of an individual’s moving disability
status, we fabricated three male applicants for use in both scenarios, which differed only in
terms of their household health situation. Thus, each application was randomly assigned
two characteristics. First, the applicant’s name,® Mikko Korhonen, Jaakko Nieminen, or
Tapio Virtanen,” and an email account according to the pattern ‘namesurname@gmail.com’
was created. Second, the household status was classified into three groups: Scenario 1: mar-
ried tenants where no disability was mentioned (the control group), married tenants with a
disabled wife, and married tenants with both partners having moving disabilities. Scenario
2: married tenants in which no disability was mentioned (the control group), married ten-
ants in which the husband has a disabled wife and necessitates the installation of grab bars
in the bathroom by expressing his willingness to independently cover the costs associated
with the grab bars, and married tenants in which the husband has a disabled wife and
necessitates the installation of grab bars in the bathroom by politely reminding the landlord

of their legal obligation, as stipulated in the Nondiscrimination Act (for further

7 Vuokraovi.com reaches 500,000 rental seekers per month from all over Finland. The website does not dis-
play the initial posting date of an advertisement. However, the advertisements include the date from which the
dwelling is vacant. To ensure our data reflects only recent listings, we included in the study only rental units for
which the date of vacancy started after the date of sending the respective inquiry emails. Additionally, to elimi-
nate any risk of duplicate advertisements between March and April, we cross-checked listings from both months
using Al. By comparing key advertisement characteristics, we confirmed that our samples from the two scenario
periods were entirely distinct.

8 We followed this strategy because, as pointed out by Ahmed and Hammarstedt (2008), rental advertisers
may post multiple housing vacancies under different name.

® Names and surnames were selected based on their frequency in the Finnish population and were randomly
matched. Only male names were used. This was done to keep the analysis simple in terms of not allowing the
applicant’s gender to influence the landlord responses, as the study aims to focus specifically on the influence of
disability, but not the sex. Also, this allowed us to keep the number of name variations smaller.
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elaboration, please refer to Supplementary Appendix B). The housing inquiry email was
written in Finnish (the texts, translated into English, are presented in Table A1, see online
supplementary data for a colour version of this table).”

We used a random assignment procedure to submit a single randomized application to
each online advertisement. This approach has been employed in numerous studies investi-
gating discrimination on the basis of various factors [e.g. age and employment status by
Carlsson and Eriksson (2014); ethnicity by Baldini and Federici (2011) and Carpusor and
Loges (2006); men’s sexual orientation by Ahmed and Hammarstedt (2008); single parent-
ing by Lauster and Easterbrook (2011); women’s sexual orientation by Ahmed et al.
(2008); and ethnic discrimination during wartime by Mourelatos and Oikarinen (2023)].

In our case, there are several reasons to use this approach instead of the matched applica-
tion technique. First, the single-inquiry method enables better control, as all the emails
within each treatment group are identical. This eliminates the need to randomize the mes-
sage structure or content, which can help isolate the treatment effect with greater precision.
Second, this approach minimizes detection risk by ensuring that each advertisement receives
only one application, unlike the matched design, where multiple applications for the same
listing might alert advertisers. Ahmed and Hammarstedt (2008) explain how advertisers
may post multiple listings under different names and that receiving similar applications
could lead to suspicions of deception. Moreover, the reluctance of pseudoapplicants to at-
tend apartment viewings in matched designs can further increase detection risk.

The single-inquiry method also has practical advantages. While a larger sample size is
needed to achieve the same statistical power as in the matched design, it avoids the risk of
advertisers dismissing applications perceived as duplicates. This risk is particularly relevant
in the Finnish rental market, as it is relatively small (Mourelatos and Oikarinen 2023). In
our study, we randomly assigned each candidate to apply to vacant apartments meeting
our criteria, cycling through identities systematically to ensure even distribution across
applicants. Nevertheless, we acknowledge the trade-offs of the single-inquiry method. It
requires contacting more landlords overall, which could be seen as more intrusive than
sending paired inquiries. However, this is offset by the method’s ability to maintain identi-
cal message content across treatments and reduce the detection risk associated with
matched inquiries. To mitigate concerns about nonrandomness introduced by the cyclical
assignment, we controlled for temporal effects by including dummy variables for the week
and day of the inquiry in our regressions (Baldini and Federici 2011). We also conducted a
Kolmogorov-Smirnov test to ensure that the distribution of application days was similar
across groups and found no significant correlations between applicant identities and ob-
servable variables.

In addition to random assignment, we implemented other strategies to reduce detection
risk and ensure the validity of our findings. For example, the target characteristic (mobility
disability) was naturally disclosed in the application message to avoid appearing contrived,
following Ahmed and Hammarstedt’s (2008) guidelines. Moreover, household tenants,
rather than individual tenants, applied to vacant apartments. While this approach is stan-
dard in studies on sexual orientation discrimination (Ahmed and Hammarstedt 2009) to
signal the target characteristic, we adapted it here to study discrimination against multiple
individuals within a household, which would not have been achieved through individual
applications. The household structure was disclosed by the nondisabled husband in the ap-
plication message, providing a clear and unobtrusive way to convey the relevant informa-
tion. This was probably the only feasible way to study discrimination against multiple

individuals in our case.

10 Qur research is not affected by the so-called disclosure problem, as it is in line with the Finnish
Nondiscrimination Act, which suggests applicants to disclose any disabilities they may have as part of the hous-
ing inquiry process.
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To avoid contacting the same landlord more than once, all the landlords were carefully
tracked throughout the experiment. If a landlord posted multiple ads for different apart-
ments, only one application was sent in response to one of the ads to minimize the risk of
detection. For the same reason, we excluded advertisements posted by real estate agencies
(Andersson et al., 2012)'" and removed ads explicitly requesting responses from a specific
sex (Ahmed and Hammarstedt 2008). However, we cannot completely rule out the possi-
bility that a landlord might have posted multiple ads under different names. Although we
focused exclusively on privately-owned apartments, this limitation should be considered
when interpreting the results.

When the experiment started, each invitation to view the apartment was promptly de-
clined to minimize any inconvenience to the landlord. In accordance with previous similar
experimental studies in rental housing markets, any answer by landlords received more
than 15 days after the email inquiry was not registered.'>

4. Descriptive statistics
4.1 Sample characteristics

Table 1 presents descriptive statistics of the apartments for which we sent rental applica-
tions in both scenarios (i.e. baseline and follow-up) of our field experiment. The pooled
sample includes a total of 2,177 cases, with an average apartment size of 60 m?, typically
two-bedroom units, mostly located in the city centre (67.5%), and an average rent of ap-
proximately 12.4 euros per m?. Among the units, 39.4% are rented out by female land-
lords. The unit characteristics are similar across the two experimental scenarios, and there
are not any statistically significant differences based on paired ¢ tests.

4.2 Invitation rates

The outcome of interest is the frequency with which applicants received invitations to visit
the apartments to which they applied. The number of invitations is exactly the same as the
number of received responses from the landlords, since there were no negative responses.
This is typical in the Finnish market, where landlords tend to refrain from responding nega-
tively to emails. That is, landlords generally respond only if they are interested in the appli-
cant and wish to invite them to view the apartment. Hence, we use ‘invitations’ and
‘responses’ interchangeably.

The invitation rates for each group are shown in Fig. 1. The response rates were as fol-
lows: 60.0% for the control group,'® 52.1% for the group with a disabled wife, 48.9% for
tenants where both partners have mobility impairments, 36.0% for self-financed home
changes for a disabled wife, and 33.9% for landlord-mandated changes for a disabled wife.
Notably, the invitation rates for all treatment groups are statistically significantly smaller
than those of the control group, which consists of couples who did not disclose information
about their physical health status when they applied for an apartment (Fig. 1 and Table
C4, see online supplementary data for a colour version of this table).

For positive responses in the baseline scenario, the distribution of response rates was as
follows: 38.1% for tenants with no information included, 31.9% for tenants with a dis-

abled individual, and 29.6% for tenants where both partners have mobility impairments.

"' While this could in principle bias the sample towards landlords with fewer units, previous research has
shown that this is unlikely to bias the results (Auspurg et al., 2020).

12 In similar studies, the accepted invitation period typically ranges from 12 to 31 days (Baldini and Federici
2011; Fumarco 2017; Mourelatos and Oikarinen 2023). In our experiment, replies were received within 10 days
in 97.5% of cases. The remaining replies had no impact on the results presented below. Comparisons of the re-
sponse time between the three groups of household tenants in each scenario, suggest that there is no differential
treatment in terms of landlords’ response time (paired t tests).

13 The response rates for the control group were 62% and 57% in Scenario 1 and Scenario 2, respectively.
The difference between the scenarios is statistically insignificant.
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Table 1. Sample characteristics.

Variable Mean SD Min Max N

Pooled sample

Landlord characteristics

Female 0.394 0.488 0 1 2,177

Apartment characteristics

Number of bedrooms 2.127 1.095 1 8 2,177
Apartment size (m?) 60.446 32.818 12 256 2,177
City centre 0.675 0.468 0 1 2,177
Rent per square metre (€) 12.397 7.007 2.154 46.652 2,177

Scenario 1 — Baseline

Landlord characteristics

Female 0.403 0.490 0 1 1,058

Apartment characteristics

Number of bedrooms 2.120 1.076 1 5 1,058
Apartment size (m?) 60.710 33.744 20 256 1,058
City centre 0.669 0.471 0 1 1,058
Rent per square metre (€) 11.698 4.806 2.156 46.652 1,058

Scenario 2 — Follow up

Landlord characteristics

Female 0.388 0.487 0 1 1,119

Apartment characteristics

Number of bedrooms 2.134 1.110 1 8 1,119
Apartment size (m?) 60.193 32.001 12 256 1,119
City centre 0.681 0.466 0 1 1,119
Rent per square metre (€) 13.066 4.554 2.154 44.923 1,119

Source: Authors’ calculations. Data drawn from vuokraovi.com.

In the follow-up scenario, the corresponding distribution of responses was 45.2% for ten-
ants with no information included, 28.3% for tenants with a self-financed home change re-
quired for a disabled wife, and 26.5% for tenants with a landlord-mandated home change
required for a disabled wife.

In sum, the comparison of the response rates (invitations) for all treatment groups com-
pared with those for the control group suggests the presence of disability discrimination.
However, more detailed analysis is needed to confirm this preliminary finding.

5. Empirical methodology

To investigate the extent of discriminatory behaviour against individuals with mobility dis-
abilities, we use a straightforward approach by estimating a linear probability model to
predict the probability of receiving a positive response to email inquiries. As explained
above, the experiment consisted of two scenarios, with the control group being households
where the applicant did not mention any details about their physical status (e.g. disability)
or any needed changes in the apartment. With a control group and altogether four treat-
ments, we estimate the following model:
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Figure 1. Response rates per experimental case (pooled sample, statistical significance: *** P < .01,
** P< .05, *P< .10).

Yi=a+pTi+5T+ P15+ PyTa+BsXi+yy+0.+&+e (1)

where Y is the latent variable taking a value of 1 if the applicant received a positive invita-
tion and 0 otherwise. « is a constant, T; is a dummy variable for treatment one (indicator
for ‘Disabled Wife’, 1 if Treatment 1, O otherwise), T, is a dummy variable for treatment
two (indicator for ‘Disabled Couple’, 1 if Treatment 2, O otherwise), T3 is a dummy vari-
able for treatment three (indicator for ‘Disabled Wife plus a Self-Financed Modification’, 1
if Treatment 3, 0 otherwise) and T, is a dummy variable for treatment four (indicator for
‘Disabled Wife plus a Landlord-Financed Modification’, 1 if Treatment 4, 0 otherwise). X
is a vector of control variables including the apartment-specific characteristics (i.e. whether
the unit is in a neighbourhood or city centre, the apartment size in m?, the number of bed-
rooms, and the sex of the landlord). We also control for the email inquiry date by embed-
ding in the model y4, which includes the six dummy variables for different weekdays, &,
includes the city fixed effects, & the experimental scenario fixed effects and e is the idiosyn-
cratic error term.'* With respect to the coefficients of interest, #; measures direct discrimina-
tion based solely on the wife’s disability, whereas 3-8; capture indirect discrimination due
to the need for apartment modifications (Treatment 3 compared with Treatment 1), and f4-
B3 captures indirect statistical discrimination due to the need for landlord-financed modifica-
tions (Treatment 4 compared with Treatment 3). For Equation (1), we present the estimates
from a linear probability model, while the corresponding average marginal effects (AMEs)
based on a probit model are reported in the Supplementary Appendix as a robustness check.

Following Auspurg et al. (2017), we also estimate a hedonic model for rental prices, us-
ing apartment characteristics by city'® to predict the relative price level of each unit. This
approach allows us to account for variations in rental prices across different locations and

* We also control for the randomized name being used in the experiment.

15" We utilize the forecasted prices generated by the hedonic model, wherein the rent is elucidated by the spe-
cific characteristics of each unit. Then, we compute the difference between the observed and predicted rents to
establish a continuous variable representing the relative rental price for each apartment as in Auspurg
etal. (2017).
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property attributes. Within this framework, we use both the absolute and relative rent val-
ues to construct interactions with our four treatments, enabling an examination of poten-
tial sources of statistical discrimination. For example, landlords might perceive couples
with one disabled person as having a lower ability to pay and couples with two disabled
individuals as even less capable, even if this perception does not reflect their actual financial
situation. This suggests that discriminatory behaviour may be driven by biased assump-
tions rather than factual evidence.

6. Results
6.1 Baseline estimations

Table 2 presents results from linear probability models estimating the likelihood of receiv-
ing a positive invitation response to email inquiries about vacant apartments, based on our
merged experimental scenarios. The reference group in all models [1] through [4] is appli-
cants without any mentioned mobility disability, drawn from both Scenario 1 and Scenario
2. This design enables us to identify different forms of discrimination — direct, indirect, and
statistical.

The four model specifications presented in Table 2 differ from each other regarding the
extent of control variables included in each model. Model [1] does not include any control
variables, whereas specification [4] incorporates the full set of controls. This staged ap-
proach allows for a robustness check of the randomization of our design.'®

To begin, we assess direct discrimination by comparing Treatment Groups 1 and 2 with
the control group. Model [4] shows that households with a disabled wife (Treatment 1)
face an 8.2% age point lower probability of receiving a response relative to applications
where no disability was mentioned. This discriminatory effect is even more pronounced
when both partners in the household have a mobility impairment (Treatment 2), resulting
in an 11.2% age point decline in the response likelihood.

Next, we consider indirect discrimination by evaluating Treatment groups 3 and 4,
where the applicant requests a minor apartment modification (installation of grab bars). In
Treatment 3, where the husband explicitly states that he will finance the modification, the
probability of receiving an invitation drops sharply — by 20% age points — compared to the
control group. This indicates strong discriminatory attitudes even when there is no finan-
cial burden placed on the landlord. As anticipated, this probability drops even further
when the modification is requested to be landlord-funded (Treatment 4). These estimates
reflect the combined effects of direct and indirect discrimination.

Our design allows us to investigate indirect discrimination by comparing the positive re-
sponse rate for households with a disabled wife (Treatment 1) to that for households with
a disabled wife who also requests a self-financed grab bar installation (Treatment 3). The
difference in response rates — 11.8% age points lower for Treatment 3 - is statistically sig-
nificant at the 5% level (post-estimation Wald test P =.033). This provides robust evidence
of indirect discrimination triggered merely by the mention of a disability-related housing
adjustment, even when the applicant assumes full financial responsibility.

We further test for statistical discrimination by comparing Treatment 3 (self-financed
grab bars) with Treatment 4 (landlord-financed grab bars). This contrast isolates the role
of who bears the cost of modification — an important signal for landlords when assessing fi-
nancial or legal risks. However, the estimated difference between these two groups is only
small and statistically insignificant across all model specifications based on Wald test.
Thus, we find no compelling evidence of (indirect) statistical discrimination in this case.
This suggests that landlords’ decisions may be more strongly driven by general prejudice or

16 We are thankful for an anonymous referee for pointing this out.
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Table 2. Baseline results (LPM estimations).

Access to housing: main effects (pooled sample)

[1] 2] 3] [4]
Disabled wife —0.102%** -0.097%** -0.1007%** —-0.082%*
(0.036) (0.036) (0.037) (0.036)
Disabled couple —0.135%FF  —0.119%*  —0.123%**  —(0.112%**
(0.036) (0.036) (0.037) (0.036)
Self-financed home change for a disabled wife —0.217%F%  —0.231%FF  —0.224%FF  —0.200%*F*
(0.035) (0.035) (0.041) (0.042)
Landlord-mandated change for a disabled wife =~ —0.239%**  —0.223%%*  _0.221%%*  —0.205%**
(0.035) (0.035) (0.035) (0.034)
Apartment controls v v v
Experimental controls v v
Landlord controls v
F-Stat 21.08 11.00 8.80 15.77
R? 0.045 0.091 0.093 0.152

Source: Authors’ calculations. Data drawn from vuokraovi.com.

Note: N=2,177. The specifications control for the sending weekday of the apartment inquiry email, the
apartment’s city fixed effects, the randomized name of the applicant, the scenario fixed effects and landlords’
sex. Apartment controls include the number of bedrooms, the size, and location area (i.e. city centre, or
neighbourhood). Robust standard errors in parentheses.

Statistical significance: P <.10, P<.05, P<.01.

negative stereotypes associated with disability, rather than by economic considerations
about costs or risk — even when tenants offer to cover the expense themselves.

In sum, our findings reveal substantial discriminatory behaviour in the Finnish rental
housing market. Landlords exhibit bias not only against applicants with disabilities, but
also against households requesting even modest accessibility-related modifications, regard-
less of who pays for them.

Our results are consistent across all model specifications and remain robust when intro-
ducing additional control variables. The stepwise inclusion of controls strengthens confi-
dence in the internal validity of our randomization and supports the robustness of our
experimental design.

6.2 Sex heterogeneity

Table 3 presents the sex-specific linear probability estimations. The estimated models re-
veal notable differences in discriminatory behaviour between male and female landlords.
Among male landlords, the effects are large and statistically highly significant. Households
with a disabled wife experience up to 14.6% age point reduction in the probability of re-
ceiving an invitation, which intensifies to a 16.8 % age point reduction for disabled couples.
For households requesting self-financed modifications, the estimated reduction is 26.3%
age points, whereas landlord-mandated modifications show an even greater decline of
27.9% age points compared with the reference category, where no disability was men-
tioned. These effects also hold across all specifications (Columns [1]-[4]), and we observe
similar patterns of indirect discrimination consistent with our baseline findings.

In contrast, the effects for female landlords are generally weaker and less consistent
across the four treatments. While direct discrimination is not observed, significant effects
emerge when disability-related housing adjustment indirect effects of discrimination are ex-
amined. For self-financed modifications, the probability decreases by 20.6% age points,
and for landlord-mandated modifications, it results in a significant reduction of 9% age
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Table 3. Baseline results by landlords’ sex (LPM estimations).

Access to housing: main effects (pooled sample)

[1] 2] 3] [4]
Male landlords

Disabled wife -0.139%F*  —0.145%*%*  —0.146™F*  -0.146™**
(0.048) (0.047) (0.048) (0.048)

Disabled couple -0.182*F**  —0.171%%*  -0.168%**  -0.168%**
(0.047) (0.047) (0.048) (0.048)

Self-financed home change for a disabled wife —0.207FF%  —0.251%F*  —0.263%F*  -0.263%F*
(0.045) (0.046) (0.052) (0.052)

Landlord-mandated change for a disabled wife =~ —0.284***  —0.281*%**  —0.279*%*  —-(0.279%**
(0.042) (0.043) (0.043) (0.043)

F-Stat 16.31 7.26 6.04 6.04

R? 0.055 0.099 0.102 0.102

N 1,322

Female landlords

Disabled wife -0.003 0.012 0.002 0.002
(0.051) (0.053) (0.053) (0.053)

Disabled couple -0.027 -0.015 -0.032 -0.032
(0.051) (0.052) (0.054) (0.054)

Self-financed home change for a disabled wife —0.207FF%  —0.241%%*F  —0.206%F*  -0.206***
(0.055) (0.058) (0.059) (0.059)

Landlord-mandated change for a disabled wife =~ —0.113** -0.098* -0.090* -0.090%*
(0.056) (0.057) (0.055) (0.055)

F-Stat 6.11 3.01 3.36 3.36

R? 0.037 0.072 0.080 0.080

N 855

Apartment controls v v v

Experimental controls v v

Landlord controls v

Source: Authors’ calculations. Data drawn from vuokraovi.com.

Note: The specifications control for the sending weekday of the apartment inquiry email, the apartment’s city
fixed effects, the randomized name of the applicant, the scenario fixed effects and landlords’ sex. Apartment
controls include the number of bedrooms, the size, and location area (i.e. city centre, or neighbourhood). Robust
standard errors in parentheses. s

Statistical significance: P <.10, P<.05, P<.01.

points compared to the reference group. The difference between self-mandated and
landlord-mandated modifications is statistically insignificant at the 5% level.

Our findings indicate that male landlords exhibit stronger and more consistent discrimi-
natory behaviour, especially in terms of direct discrimination, than female landlords do.
This sex difference in response to applicants with disabilities aligns with broader patterns
observed in the labour and housing markets. One potential explanation is that male land-
lords may have different risk perceptions and biases than female landlords do. Research
suggests that men, on average, exhibit higher levels of statistical discrimination and are
more likely to prioritize economic self-interest over social considerations (Bertrand et al.,
20035). If male landlords perceive renting to tenants with disabilities as involving higher fi-
nancial or maintenance risks, they may be more inclined to reject such applicants even if
there are no requirements for apartment modifications. Another explanation may stem
from sex differences in social preferences. Studies in behavioural economics suggest that
women tend to exhibit greater social empathy and fairness concerns than men do (Croson
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and Gneezy 2009). Owing to a stronger inclination towards prosocial behaviour, female
landlords might be more willing to accommodate tenants with disabilities. This finding is
consistent with evidence that women, in general, are more likely to engage in caregiving
roles and exhibit higher levels of altruism in economic decision-making (Eckel and
Grossman 2008). Finally, male landlords may be more embedded in traditional sex norms
that associate disabilities with lower economic productivity or increased dependency,
reinforcing exclusionary attitudes. Given that women with disabilities already face a
double burden of discrimination in the labour market (Baldwin and Johnson 1995), it is
possible that these biases extend to the rental market as well, leading to compounded
disadvantages.

6.3 Interaction effects

The interaction effects between treatments and rent may provide insights into the role of
statistical discrimination. If the landlords are worried about the financial capability of
households with disabled individuals, we would expect the interaction effects between ab-
solute rent level and treatment dummies to be negative: the higher is rent, the more likely it
is that a household with notable financial restrictions has trouble paying the rent.

Nevertheless, none of the interaction coefficients between treatments and absolute rent,
reported in Table 4, are negative. In contrast, these coefficients are positive. These results
do not provide support for statistical discrimination of the disabled households. A potential
explanation for the positive signs is that the owners of the more expensive units — who may
be wealthier and higher-educated — are possibly more enlightened in terms of discrimina-
tion issues. In addition, the landlords may actually perceive those households with disabil-
ities that apply for higher-priced units as less ‘risky’. That is, applying for a high-rent
dwelling may be taken as a signal of solid financial position of the household. On the other
hand, the more expensive dwellings may be somewhat more accessible than the lower-
priced ones. Therefore, we cannot reliably argue based on these results that statistical dis-
crimination does not exist at all.

Table 4 also provides estimates of the interaction effects between relative rents and all
the treatments. Even if the relative rent level is high (low), the absolute rent can be low
(high). The units with high relative prices are ones that may have some valuable unob-
served features that are not captured by our control variables, or ones for which the respec-
tive landlord wishes to receive a particularly high relative return. Hypothetically, in the
latter case, the landlord may be more willing to accept a household with a disabled individ-
ual as long as the tenants are willing to pay relatively high rent. However, the signs of the
estimated interaction coefficients vary across treatments, and only one is statistically signif-
icant. In the self-financed grab bar requirement case, the positive interaction effect is signif-
icant at the 5% level, potentially implying the landlords generally do not worry that much
about the modification, if that is offset by relatively high rent.

6.4 Limitations

Our experimental design presents some potential limitations that necessitate careful consid-
eration. A key concern is the strong disability signal, which might raise objections about re-
quiring disabled tenants to disclose their condition. However, individuals with mobility
impairments have a legitimate interest in assessing landlords’ willingness to accommodate
minor disability-related modifications before visiting. Disclosing these needs later exposes
them to rejection, wasting time and effort. Moreover, tenants without disabilities may also
evaluate landlords on similar grounds.

Households with two mobility-impaired members are likely uncommon in Finland, and
in the absence of official statistics, it is reasonable to assume a prevalence similar to that in
other European countries. Assuming that the size of this population is indeed small in
Finland, it is reasonable to argue that the additional time spent by individuals with mobility
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impairments in submitting a few extra housing applications to find a suitable apartment
would incur an extra social cost. Beyond the time spent searching, individuals with mobil-
ity impairments may face higher rental prices and be pushed towards less central areas
where there is less competition for vacant rental dwellings but access to employment, trans-
portation, and social networks is more limited. These factors can contribute to financial in-
stability, social isolation, and additional challenges in maintaining employment, ultimately
reinforcing a cycle of disadvantage. Therefore, studying this population remains critical
not only from a societal fairness and equity perspective but also in understanding the full
extent of the barriers they encounter.

We also excluded apartment ads managed explicitly by real estate agents from our exper-
iment. We acknowledge that individual landlords may, to some extent, collaborate with
rental agents during the application process. Unfortunately, our study could not differenti-
ate between landlords who independently handle applications and those who work in col-
laboration with agents. This limitation may have introduced variability in the responses,
which we were unable to account for in our analysis. Finally, as a limitation, we acknowl-
edge that the responses received after a significant delay (e.g. 6-14 days) may indicate that
landlords were waiting for inquiries from other profiles before responding to our treatment
profiles. While we followed the practices of previous experimental studies, this delay could
reflect a bias in response behaviour. Although our comparisons of response times among
the three groups of household tenants revealed no differential treatment, the possibility
that delayed responses were influenced by the profile of the applicant may remain.

6.5 Robustness analyses

In this subsection, we introduce alternative model specifications as robustness checks.
First, we re-estimate only the follow-up scenario using a linear probability model and with
a logit model. The results, presented in Table 5 (Column [1]) and Supplementary Appendix
C (Table C1, see online supplementary data for a colour version of this table), remain con-
sistent with those in Table 2, supporting the robustness of our findings.'”

Moreover, discrimination based on disability status can manifest in two forms: taste-
based discrimination (Becker 1957) and statistical discrimination (Phelps 1972; Arrow
1973; Aigner and Cain 1977). Landlords may prefer to avoid interactions with individuals
who have mobility impairments, even if it means forfeiting potential business opportuni-
ties. This type of discrimination falls under taste-based discrimination. Alternatively, land-
lords might discriminate against households with a disabled tenant on the basis of the
perception that, on average, they possess lower financial stability. In these cases, discrimi-
nation on the basis of disability status itself would be statistically significant.
Consequently, our experiment includes a scenario where the husband is willing to finance
the necessary home modifications for his disabled wife, thereby signalling favourable socio-
economic status. Remarkably, our findings indicate that discrimination still persists even
under such circumstances, suggesting that statistical discrimination may be less dominant
in these cases. However, this does not entirely rule out the presence of statistical discrimi-
nation, as landlords may still be unwilling to install grab bars or make modifications, even
if the tenant offers to cover the costs.

Thus, we investigate whether the discrimination patterns are influenced by the presence
of landlords’ prejudices due to disability status. In the presence of taste-based discrimina-
tion, one could expect the invitation rate of households with a disabled wife requiring mi-
nor changes to vary with the intensity of contact between disabled and nondisabled
individuals on the basis of the intergroup contact theory (Allport 1954; Pettigrew 1998).
Previous research has suggested the existence of a negative relationship between the quan-
tity of contacts and prejudices (Pettigrew and Tropp 2006). By following the same

17 The results in this table are based exclusively on observations from Scenario 2.

GZ0Z J8qWIBAON gz U0 Jasn Aselqi Ajistaaiun nyng Aq zev 1 zeg//zoredBb/dao/ce0 1 01 /10p/alonie-aoueApe/dao/woo dno olwapese//:sdiy Woll papeojumo(]


https://academic.oup.com/oep/article-lookup/doi/10.1093/oep/gpaf027#supplementary-data
https://academic.oup.com/oep/article-lookup/doi/10.1093/oep/gpaf027#supplementary-data

Housing discrimination for people with moving disabilities 17

Table 5. Interaction effects: LPM estimates.

Pooled Disabled mobility rate Housing assistance rate
[ 21 [3] [4] [5]
Self-financed home change —0.127%F€  —0.134%%* —0.152%* —0.135%** —0.142%*
(0.024) (0.030) (0.054) (0.046) (0.040)
Landlord-mandated change —0.190%%F  —0.192%**  —0.205%**  —0.192%**  -0.219%**
(0.025) (0.023) (0.040) (0.035) (0.045)
City disabled mobility index 0.002* 0.002%*
(0.001) (0.001)
City housing assistance index 0.001 0.001**
(0.001) (0.001)
Self-financed home change x -0.002
city disabled mobility rate (0.001)
Landlord-mandated change x -0.001
city disabled mobility rate (0.001)
Self-financed home change x -0.001
city housing assistance rate (0.001)
Landlord-mandated change x 0.001
city housing assistance rate (0.001)
Apartment controls v v 4 4
R? 0.142 0.144 0.139 0.144 0.139

Source: Authors’ calculations. Data drawn from vuokraovi.com and Labour Force Survey 2018.

Statistics Finland.

Note: Dependent variable is the positive housing invitation. N=1,119. Model [3] includes interaction effects
with the number of individuals with moving disabilities per 1,000 inhabitants, by city. Model [5] includes
interaction effects with the number of individuals with housing with part-time assistance per 1,000 inhabitants,
by city. The reference category is a tenant who does not require apartment changes. Robust standard errors
corrected for the weekday of inquiry are in parentheses.

Statistical significance: P<.1, P<.05, P<.01.

approach as Fumarco (2017), we included a proxy for the intensity of contacts, that is, the
number of individuals with moving disabilities per 1,000 inhabitants in the city where the
apartment is located. Table 5 reports the estimated models where this variable is added
alone (Column [2]) and the interactions with our experimental scenarios (Column [3]). The
estimated interaction effects are close to zero and statistically insignificant, suggesting that
disability discrimination does not vary with the intensity of contacts. This finding subtly
indicates the potential minimal presence of taste-based discrimination in our experiment.

Finally, since municipalities in Finland organize serviced housing and supported housing
for disabled persons who need help and support in housing, we conduct the same analysis
by including an alternative city-specific proxy index: the housing assistance rate per 1,000
inhabitants. Table 5, column [5], shows that the estimated interaction effects are statisti-
cally insignificant and close to zero, further proposing that our results are not driven by the
level of engagement and awareness of each city with respect to individuals with moving
disabilities.

7. Discussion and conclusions

This study provides one of the first examinations on discrimination against individuals
with mobility disabilities, who are legally protected against discrimination, in the housing
market. Utilizing a standard field experiment, namely the CT, we contribute to the eco-
nomics of discrimination literature in several important ways, in addition to being appar-
ently the first ones to investigate disability discrimination in rental markets within the
Nordic countries.
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First, our experiment provides the first examination comparing the extent of discrimina-
tion depending on the number of disabled individuals in the household. The results imply
that discriminatory behaviour increases with the number of household members with mo-
bility impairments. Second, this article separates discrimination into two categories: direct
discrimination, which is based on disability status (moving impairment), and more subtle
discrimination, which is based on a specific condition related to the disability (required
apartment’s bathroom modification). The discrimination intensifies when bathroom modi-
fication is requested. Somewhat surprisingly, we do not observe a notable difference in the
rate of discrimination towards households volunteering vs. not volunteering to cover
the costs of necessary minor apartment modifications due to moving disability. Moreover,
the study underscores the importance of considering landlords’ characteristics. The find-
ings indicate that discrimination is propelled primarily by male landlords, especially con-
cerning direct discrimination.

In summary, our findings provide robust evidence of discrimination against individuals
with disabilities in the housing market. Understanding the mechanisms underlying this dis-
crimination is paramount for policymakers, and fostering awareness through information
campaigns could mitigate discrimination against households who have mobility disabilities.
Interestingly, the significantly lower positive response rate observed in the scenarios where
the husband had a disabled wife and made a modification request, regardless of the funding
source, underscores the urgent need for policy interventions and awareness campaigns to
address these discriminatory practices. These campaigns should emphasize the importance
of recognizing the rights of these individuals to request minor modifications within their
apartments. Furthermore, it is essential to conduct information campaigns aimed at educat-
ing landlords about the relevant laws, as some of them may not be fully aware of what con-
stitutes discriminatory behaviour. By enhancing understanding and knowledge in these
areas, we can foster a more inclusive society.

As this is one of the first studies on disability discrimination in the housing market, sev-
eral dimensions still need to be explored. Future studies could extend these findings by also
including a female applying for an apartment with and without a disabled spouse. This
would allow researchers to examine how the explicit signal of a necessary housing adapta-
tion interacts with other sources of discrimination, such as gender discrimination, poten-
tially exacerbating the already disadvantaged position of tenants in the rental housing
market. To our knowledge, no correspondence study has yet demonstrated robust direct
sex-based discrimination in housing access when applying as a couple.'®

Further research should aim to identify the specific mechanisms underlying discrimina-
tion against disabled individuals in the rental market. One approach could be to employ
methodologies that disentangle statistical discrimination from taste-based discrimination.
For example, leveraging audit studies with paired applicants who differ only in their dis-
closed disability status — while maintaining identical financial and professional profiles —
could provide clearer evidence on whether discrimination stems from concerns about po-
tential costs to landlords (e.g. property modifications) or from personal biases against dis-
abled tenants. Additionally, experimental designs could incorporate randomized variation
in the stated need for adaptations to assess whether landlords respond differently when the
financial burden of modifications is explicitly covered by the tenant or by external fund-
ing sources.

From a policy perspective, our findings also underscore the need for stronger legal pro-
tections and enforcement mechanisms to ensure equitable housing access for individuals

with disabilities. Policies mandating clearer anti-discrimination enforcement, landlord

'8 However, such discrimination could also emerge in the proposed rent. Recent findings by Goldsmith-
Pinkham and Shue (2023) suggest that women tend to pay more when purchasing a home and receive less when
selling it. This could imply that women may face greater rent demands in certain circumstances, potentially due
to perceptions of lower bargaining power or other sex-based factors.

GZ0Z J8qWIBAON gz U0 Jasn Aselqi Ajistaaiun nyng Aq zev 1 zeg//zoredBb/dao/ce0 1 01 /10p/alonie-aoueApe/dao/woo dno olwapese//:sdiy Woll papeojumo(]



Housing discrimination for people with moving disabilities 19

education programs, and incentives for accessible housing improvements could help
mitigate discriminatory practices. In addition, greater transparency in rental transactions —
such as requiring landlords to disclose criteria for applicant selection and rent negotiations
— might reduce biases that disproportionately disadvantage disabled individuals. Recent
policy discussions have also suggested the potential benefits of financial incentives or tax
breaks for landlords who offer accessible housing. Incorporating such measures into na-
tional housing policies could be a viable strategy to reduce barriers for disabled renters and
address intersectional discrimination in the housing market.
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