MOTIVATION MODELS FOR OWNING SECOND HOMES ON THE CROATIAN LITTORAL: THE EXAMPLE OF 
MALINSKA ON THE ISLAND OF KRK
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ABSTRACT
In the last few decades, the Croatian coast and islands, under the influence of the second home phenomenon, have been an area of intensive transformation. In order to better understand the complex impact of second homes on space, and to adopt suitable guidelines for the future management of this phenomenon, it is necessary to investigate in as much detail as possible the motivational factors of second home owners in deciding to purchase a second home in a particular location. The second home phenomenon in a receiving second home area will have very different characteristics, and will thus reflect differently on the environment, if the owners of dwellings for vacation and recreation have predominantly consumer (recreational-leisure) motives than if their decision is based on production (commercial-entrepreneurial) motives.  Therefore, the aim of this study is to analyse the motivational patterns for owning a second home by researching the opinions of owners of dwellings for vacation and recreation  in Malinska on the island of Krk. The attitudes of the heads of local authorities on the island of Krk, of the local population, and of second home owners in Malinska are investigated in order to assess the pull factors of Malinska and of Krk as a whole for second home owners. The main conclusion of the research is confirmation of the hypothesis that owning a second home in Malinska, an impressive receiving settlement in the Croatian littoral area, and in today’s free real estate market conditions, is primarily motivated by recreational-leisure motives, i.e. consumer motives, and not production ones.   
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INTRODUCTION
In traditional society, as well as in the initial stage of Modernism, most people's mobility was relatively restricted, so it was not too difficult to discern between a “first” and a “second home”, and to define their functions. The analysis of the second home phenomenon1 in the age of Modernism was based on a theoretical background of bipolar dwelling, occurring in the relation of place of work – place of leisure, where the permanent residence/domicile was (exclusively) seen as a place of work, and the second home2 (exclusively) as a place of leisure. Modernist society was clearly structured, collectively “moulded”, so that most of people’s movement through space was characterised by pronounced regularity (travelling to work, to school, shopping), and also by simplicity in terms of the space where this took place, and the character and frequency of this movement. While this bipolar dwelling scheme prevailed (permanent domicile – second home) in Modernism, in the post-Modernist period, marked by an individualisation of lifestyles, it transformed into a multi-polar dwelling scheme, which implies more than one domicile (address), each of which with equal importance in the individual’s hierarchy  (Quinn, 2004; Mišetić, 2006; Rogić, Zimmermann, 2006). 
The traditional understanding of the home has been shaken by the broad nature of forms of movement throughout the world and by trans-regional and trans-national connections in the form of return visits, which strengthen the sense of home in several locations (Duval, 2004). With the acceptance of the home as a more fluid category, new processes appear, such as the de-territorialisation of the home, the dislocation of the home, the relocation of the home, multi-local behaviour, multi-hometown phenomena, etc. The contemporary – post-Modernist – home shifts increasingly from the starting point into the destination, in which the second home, as the embodiment of the “sense of place”, acquires a more equal meaning to the permanent domicile/residence (first home).3 Clearly, the home concept in contemporary society is not predominantly defined by space, but by a feeling of belonging, by set behavioural patterns, i.e. by perception.
The contemporary day-to-day life of the urban population has been increasingly marked by the pressures of a stressful life in less and less environmentally and socially acceptable large cities, by more intensive movements through space, by a more prominent social atomisation, alienation, and a weaker sense of belonging. For the urban population, especially in large cities, which has always been the core demand for second homes, the second home has become “a destination of escape” from the sense of not belonging and insecurity derived from the convergence of space and time, and the ever faster way of life related to intensive spatial mobility. The element of escape from the urban, day-to-day work routine is often pointed out as one of the key elements of the motivation to purchase a second home in post-Modernist society (Clout, 1972; Coppock, 1977; Jaakson, 1986; Chaplin 1999; Aronsson, 2004; Quinn, 2004; Timothy, 2004; Quinn, Turley, 2005). Although this often leads to an idealisation of  life in the receiving area, and to forgetting that a day-to-day work routine there would also look much different from a weekend/holiday stay (“Second home – a place where a man can regain control of his own life” Chaplin, 1999), the very role of acting as a “battery charger” to enable an individual to return to the place of permanent residence gives a special meaning to the receiving second home area, and to the second home itself, in the individual’s value system. Since a sense of belonging is no longer linked with the home town, this gives rise to a growing need for a small piece of nature, and for peace and tranquillity, i.e. a place that will be marked by the individual’s stability, and will be a source of his or her clear identity (Williams, Kaltenborn, 2001).
The purpose of a second home is change, or the fact that life in it takes a different form, which is in contrast to everyday routine. The difference from everyday routine is also expressed by a synergy of the work function (and what is meant here is primarily creative work or a hobby) and available time, whereas these functions in the city are divided by space (Jaakson, 1986). Life in a second home is without the burden of having to plan time and work, which is the case in the place of permanent residence, so that a large part of time is devoted to doing “nothing special”, which gives the sense of full control over one’s own life, which is completely different from the organised and planned life in one’s everyday working environment. 
After the Second World War in Croatia, as in fact in other parts of the world with a long tradition of second homes, the number of housing units devoted to leisure and recreation grew significantly. Since the Croatian coast and islands feature exceptional tourist and recreation attractions, it is not surprising that the majority of second homes in Croatia are situated precisely in these areas (Opačić, 2009b; Opačić, Mikačić, 2009). After Croatia gained its independence and experienced the transition from socialism to capitalism, with the appearance of the free real estate market, and with the already familiar recreational attractions that encouraged the purchase of second homes, investment opportunities also became a growing motivational factor for future second home owners. 
Knowledge of the motivation of second home owners to purchase a second home and an awareness of the features that influence their choice of a specific location are extremely important in analysing the trends of the second home phenomenon, its development and its transformational impact on the receiving second home area.4 The activities that second home owners engage in when in their second home derive from their motivation. These activities eventually largely define the type of leisure and recreational unit, as well as the manner and frequency of its use, which finally results in different physiognomic, economic and socio-cultural implications in the receiving second home area.
RESEARCH AIM, METHODOLOGY AND SPATIAL FRAMEWORK 
This paper is a contribution to research on the trends in the second home phenomenon on the Croatian littoral. Its main aim is to analyse the motivational patterns for owning a second home, using the example of the attitudes of owners of holiday and recreational apartments (dwellings for vacation and recreation) in Malinska on the island of Krk, and to assess the pull factors of Malinska and the whole island of Krk as a second home area. In order to achieve this aim, it is necessary to examine the set working hypothesis: “Owning a second home on the Croatian littoral, and under today’s free real estate market conditions, is primarily motivated by recreational-leisure motives.” Since the motivation models for owning a second home on the island of Vir were the object of similar research  (Miletić, Mišetić, 2006), this was an opportunity to compare the obtained results and their interpretation in a wider context. 
In methodological terms, the research is based on an on-site survey using direct interviews,5 and on observation based on long years of knowledge of the research site. Malinska (Figure 1) was selected as the research site because it represents a typical example of a Croatian coastal settlement, certainly the most illustrative settlement on Krk, which has experienced all the characteristic stages of development of the second home phenomenon in Croatia – from summer houses and villas built before the Second World War, through second family homes after the Second World War, all the way to increasingly luxurious individual holiday houses in the 1970s and 1980s, to today’s stage of multi-apartment recreational buildings. Consequently, it is justified to expect that a large part of vacational and permanent residents there base their views on years, or even decades, of experience with second homes and with vacational residents in the local community, as well as with the radical changes introduced by the second home phenomenon.
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Figure 1. Geographic location of Malinska 

ORIGIN AND DEVELOPMENT FACTORS OF THE SECOND HOME PHENOMENON 
Most researchers agree that the key factor to determine the character of the second home phenomenon and its complex spectrum of effects on spatial structures and processes is precisely the motivation of the owner to use the second home. The second home phenomenon in a receiving second home area will have very different characteristics if the owners of dwellings for vacation and recreation have predominantly consumer (recreational-leisure) motives than if their decision is based on production (investment-renting out) motives (Müller, 2004).6  Therefore, without overlooking the objective push or pull factors when researching the origin, development and implications of secondary dwelling in a particular area, the most important thing is to analyse the subjective push factors, i.e. the motivation of the owner/user to own/use a second home, which is treated by numerous papers in the relevant literature. 
Nearly all researchers of the second home issue (for example, Müller, 2004; Svensson, 2004; Visser, 2004) agree that once upon a time consumer, recreational motives used to be the main motives for owning a second home, while these days the pluralism of the profiles of second home owners/users is highly visible, defined by various motivations – from ensuring that an individual and the individual’s family has a place for a holiday and recreation, to the desire to start a profitable business. According to Williams et al. (2004), any potential owner, when making a decision about owning a second home, must decide whether their main motive is to provide a place for a holiday and recreation, to find a home in which to spend their “old age”, or as a capital investment. In addition to the motivation to decide to purchase a second home (push factors, or factors based on demand), the choice of the specific site, or the pull factors (factors based on the supply) of the receiving second home area, which have a significant effect on managing the demand for secondary dwelling, is particularly important for the spatial development of the second home phenomenon.
In the same way that trying to meet tourist needs leads an individual to make a tourism journey, so meeting recreational or vacation needs, which in many aspects match tourism needs, lies at the heart of the second home phenomenon. Similar to tourism, the following two main groups of factors7 affecting its origin and development may be highlighted:

a) push factors (factors based on demand);
b) pull factors (factors based on supply) of the receiving second home area (Table 1).
Push factors (factors based on demand)

The group of push factors for the second home phenomenon may be divided into the following two subgroups (Table 1):
a) objective factors; 

b) subjective factors.

Objective push factors are independent of an individual's behaviour, while the subjective push factors of the second home phenomenon reflect an individual's capacities and predilections. Just as in tourism, these factors include the working and living environment, free time, spare funds, and an improved traffic infrastructure and increased population mobility.
The subjective factors of the second home phenomenon, or the motives for purchasing and using a second home, are usually very difficult to categorise, so they should be flexibly classified. The motivation of second home owners/users to purchase and use a second home is very personal and, in a large number of cases, changes through the life cycle of the second home owner/user. The motives for owning/using a second home most often arise from what the second home means to the owner/user. Although the relevant literature features a range of classifications of subjective second home factors or motives, it seems that they could all be divided into three basic groups:

a) emotional-psychological;
b) recreational-leisure;
c) commercial-entrepreneurial.
The emotional-psychological factors of the second home phenomenon, or second home motives, include all the motives derived from the meaning that the second home has for its owner/user. Therefore, the following motives, or meanings of a second home, fall into this group:

1) seeking a place of “peace”, human freedom and sense of community, at the same time escaping from the busy, stressful working/city routine;
2) a need to be in direct contact with nature;
3) seeking a personal/family identity;8
4) going back to the roots;9
5) building a home for “old age”;10
6) a desire to provide a place of recreation for the children in a healthy environment;
7) a need to acquire prestige, to demonstrate financial and social status, and to keep up with the Joneses (snobbism).

While the emotional-psychological classification of second home factors derives from the subjective meaning of a second home, the recreational-leisure reasons, or motives, stress the basic purpose of the holiday and recreational unit, as distinct from any commercial-entrepreneurial reasons for purchasing a second home. The recreational-leisure reasons/motives are also defined by a lifestyle that is an inversion of the usual one which forms part of the working routine. Seeking change, vacational residents often try to replace their working lifestyle with their favourite recreational one, consisting of one or more hobby activities. A special place among the recreational activities provided by a second home are active recreational outdoor activities (for example, tending a garden, a vineyard or orchard as a hobby, arranging flower gardens, walking, jogging, cycling, hiking, picking mushrooms, hunting, water sports, snow sports, etc.), indoors passive recreation, and activities related to maintaining or furnishing the house (for example, minor repairs, building extensions, interior and exterior design).
The desire to spend free time more cheaply is emphasised as an important recreational-leisure factor. Although this thesis can be debated, due to the significant costs incurred by purchasing, maintaining and using the second home, a sizeable portion of vacational residents see that one of the major advantages of a second home is precisely that they can use their free time “for free”, in their own time, in a familiar, domestic environment, in a personally chosen social surrounding, in a familiar location, which is the only way to provide for psychophysical recuperation. 
The recreational-leisure factors/reasons in terms of motivation for owning a second home (still) prevail over commercial-entrepreneurial ones, although the latter are becoming increasingly prominent. Just as the second home phenomenon has been growing into an international, global phenomenon, in conditions where the mobility of the population is greater than ever, and where space and time converge and when a common world market is being formed, the demand for second homes has been growing like never before. Moreover, the movements of vacational residents occur in an increasing number of countries, and in the last fifteen years foreign demand for second homes has been growing, especially in the transition countries of Central and Southeast Europe. All of the above leads to tangible growth in the value of real estate investments, including the value of second homes, which are, besides housing and business premises in the economically strongest cities, the most profitable investment segment on the real estate market. In addition to investing in second homes, as a type of real estate, second homes also have commercial value as a form of accommodation capacity (renting), with which they join the tourism offer of the receiving area.
Pull factors (factors based on supply)
The group of secondary dwelling pull factors may be divided into the following two subgroups (Table 1):

a) recreational pull factors of the receiving area;
b) other resources of the receiving area. 

Therefore, both pull factor components concern elements of the supply of the receiving second home area, which means that these groups of factors affect the choice of the second home location after the decision to purchase a second home has already been made, and they can thus be identified with the location factors of the second home phenomenon.  

The recreational pull of the receiving second home area represents its basic resource in terms of recreational or second home potential. Just as in tourism, it consists of realistic and potential recreational attractions, depending on whether particular attractions are already exploited for recreational purposes, or if they are for now only a potential for future recreational value. This includes all natural and social (anthropogenic) attractions of a space for the development of recreation, or the totality of its recreational potentials (Kušen, 2002). The natural segment of the recreational basis of the second home phenomenon consists of the geological, geomorphologic, climatic, hydrographical, vegetational and faunistic characteristics of the receiving second home area. The closeness of protected areas, such as areas of high ecological, aesthetic and recreational value, can also be regarded as a natural segment of the recreational basis of the second home phenomenon. The importance of particular natural second home attractions is greatly defined by the motivation of second home owners, the activities they prefer to engage in while staying in their second homes, and especially by the type of second home area.  

The social (anthropogenic) recreational attractions are a significantly less important condition for the development of the second home phenomenon than is the case in tourism. The reason for this lies in the character of the motivation and activities of second- home owners, which are mostly based on outdoors recreation. Since social (anthropogenic) recreational benefits and related social tourist attractions are more connected with urban environments, from which vacational residents actually wish to “escape”, it is not at all surprising that the group of natural recreational benefits dominates within the structure of this group of second home pull factors. Social (anthropogenic) recreational attractions include the cultural-historical heritage, cultural and religions institutions, festivals, and, according to Kušen (2002), a special group of “life and work culture”. To this we could also add elements of an attractive tourism/recreational suprastructure, which – unlike the previously mentioned factors – are not particularly related to the urban environment, and thus have greater significance in attracting vacational residents, such as sport and recreational facilities, spas and medical institutions, and so-called “attractions for the sake of attractions” (Kušen, 2002).

Other resources of the receiving area complete the picture of the functional structure of the second home phenomenon. Like direct and indirect tourism resources, this group includes elements that, although in themselves they do not attract vacational residents to the receiving area, with their (non)presence they still largely determine the choice of location for the holiday and recreation home. The following factors, out of many “ancillary” elements which could be classified in this group of second home pull factors, are most important in a second home area: the quality and state of preservation of the environment, the traffic-geographical position, the tourism-geographical position, the number of other users of the recreational zone (local population, vacational residents, tourists), traffic access and local connections, the development of communal infrastructure, the total landscape quality of the area, the supply of services, attitudes to vacational residents in all the structures of the local community, the situation on the local real-estate market, the manner in which zoning regulations in the receiving settlement treat the second home phenomenon, political and legal stability, personal safety, etc.
Table 1. Classification of the origin and development of the second home phenomenon
	PUSH FACTORS (FACTORS BASED ON DEMAND)

	Objective factors
	Subjective factors
(motivation to own a second home)

	- Working and living environment
- Free time
- Spare funds
- Improved traffic infrastructure and increased population mobility
	- Emotional-psychological
a) finding a place of “peace”, human freedom and sense of community, at the same time escaping from the busy, stressful work/city routine
b) a need for direct contact with nature
c) searching for personal/family identity 
d) return to the roots
e) creating a home for “old age”
f) a desire to provide recreation in a healthy environment for the children
g) a need for prestige, a material demonstration of social status and keeping up with the Joneses (snobbism)
- Recreational-leisure
a) active outdoors recreation
b) passive indoors recreation
c) maintenance and work on the house
- Commercial-entrepreneurial
a) renting out
b) capital investment

	PULL FACTORS (FACTORS BASED ON SUPPLY)

	Recreational pull factors of a receiving area
	Other resources of the receiving area

	- Natural benefits (attractions)
a) geological features
b) geomorphologic features
c) climatic features
d) hydrographical features
e) vegetational features
f) faunistic features
g) vicinity of protected areas
- Social (anthropogenic) attractions
a) cultural-historic heritage
b) cultural and religious institutions
c) events
d) “living and working culture”
e) tourist/recreational “suprastructure” 

	- Quality and preservation of the environment
- Traffic-geographic position
- Tourism-geographic position
- Number of other users of the recreational zone 

- Traffic access and local connections
- Development of communal infrastructure
- Total landscaping
- Supply of services
- Attitudes to vacational residents in all structures of 
   the local community

- Situation on the local real-estate market
- Treatment of the second home phenomenon in

  zoning legislation
- Political and legal stability 

- Personal safety 


WHY (NOT TO) OWN A SECOND HOME IN MALINSKA?
A relatively small number of users who generally stay in second homes in Malinska corroborate the earlier thesis on the predominance of the recreational motivation in having a second home in the receiving second home areas of the Croatian littoral (Table 2).

Table 2. Usual number of users of second homes in Malinska (vacational residents’ opinions)

	NUMBER OF USERS
	NUMBER OF SURVEYED SECOND HOME OWNERS
	%

	1-5
	66
	62.86

	6-10
	32
	30.48

	11-15
	5
	4.76

	> 15
	2
	1.90

	TOTAL
	105
	100


A total of 66 out of 105 (62.86%) dwellings for vacation and recreation belonging to second home owners covered by the survey in Malinska are generally used by up to five persons. Therefore, nearly two-thirds of second homes in Malinska are almost exclusively for family use. A little less than one-third of the surveyed “second homes” (32, i.e. 30.48%) are used by a broader circle of users (extended family, friends), or between 6 and 10 persons. Only 7 out of 105 second homes covered by the survey were used by a larger number of people, which shows that renting motives for owning dwellings for vacation and recreation are relatively marginal. However, it must be kept in mind that there is intentional concealment of the realistic number of users of dwellings for vacation and recreation even in second homes designed for recreational use.11 

Vacational residents mainly decided to purchase a dwellings for vacation and recreation in Malinska due to their own need to change their living environment, seek tranquillity and have closer contact with nature, which they believed they could find in Malinska, and where they find in it even today (Table 3).

Table 3. Factors that mostly influenced the decision of vacational residents to purchase a second home in Malinska, or those which currently motivate them most to stay in their second home12
	MOTIVATIONAL FACTOR
	1ST RANK – NUMBER OF ANSWERS
	2ND RANK – NUMBER OF ANSWERS 
	3RD RANK – NUMBER OF ANSWERS 
	TOTAL NUMBER OF ANSWERS
	%

	Change of living environment; tranquillity; nature
	40
	27
	18
	85
	27.25

	Climatic attraction
	27
	28
	17
	72
	23.08

	“Children”
	20
	14
	16
	50
	16.03

	Socialising with friends and relatives; fun
	6
	10
	18
	34
	10.90

	Cheaper holiday
	2
	10
	12
	24
	7.69

	Securing a living space for “old age”
	4
	8
	11
	23
	7.37

	Other
	4
	2
	1
	7
	2.24

	Sport and recreation
	1
	2
	3
	6
	1.92

	Renting out rooms to tourists
	1
	3
	2
	6
	1.92

	Engaging in a hobby
	0
	1
	4
	5
	1.60

	TOTAL
	105
	105
	102
	312
	100


When considering their own needs to purchase a dwelling for vacation and recreation, the respondents, among the offered motivational factors, mostly stressed the need to change their living environment due to the stressful and “fast pace” of life in the city, which is the most frequent environment where the vacational resident’s day-to-day routine takes place. Since Malinska, especially in the past, offered the possibility to find peace and to “slow down” the rapid rhythm of life in a natural environment, vacational residents recognised early this pull advantage. For the same reasons, it is understandable that the climatic attractions of Malinska for leisure and recreation were also highly ranked. Therefore, the push factor of escaping from the stressful everyday routine, and the pull factor of leisure and recreation in a peaceful, environmentally healthy, and climatically attractive environment was pointed out in over 50% of all answers to this question. The need to socialise, represented by the answers “children” (16.03% of all answers) and “socialising with friends and relatives” (10.90%) was also positioned highly in the initial motivation of vacational residents to own dwellings for vacation and recreation in Malinska, which is also indirectly confirmed by the key push factor of alienation and the need for a less stressful, natural physical environment during a socially safe and warm family holiday. Next in line is the cheaper holiday motive (7.69% of all answers) as opposed to a holiday in commercial accommodation, and the plan to move to the second home after retirement (7.37%).   

The other groups of motivational factors were significantly less represented. This primarily refers to the commercial-entrepreneurial motive of renting out rooms to tourists, which was stated by only 6 (out of 105) second home owners in Malinska. Although this was not highlighted as a separate group, out of 7 answers classified in the “other” group, none concerned commercial-entrepreneurial motives for purchasing a dwelling for vacation and recreation  (opportunities to rent out, capital investment, etc.), which clearly corroborates the thesis of the (still) prominently recreationally motivated second home phenomenon on the Croatian littoral. 
By ranking the three selected motives, the respondents confirmed the hierarchy of motives also shown by the total number of answers. The first ranked (“more important”) motivational factors for deciding to purchase a second home and selecting Malinska as the location were most frequently the most numerous total factors, so that second home owners marked the slightly less represented groups of factors as second-rank or third-rank answers, which also supports the thesis on primarily trying to meet the need for “peace and quiet” in a natural, environmentally clean environment with a pleasant climate, in an atmosphere of family and togetherness, which, of course, implies the predominance of recreational-leisure over commercial-entrepreneurial motives. 
Nevertheless, nowadays other non-leisure motives also appear as part of the second home owners’ motivation, and, in this way, the second home phenomenon in Malinska is gradually changing from a recreational-leisure, “consumer” phase, into a “mature” stage with a more complex, “pluralistic” structure of motivations of second home owners, which, eventually, transforms receiving second home areas both into consumer areas and into new production or profit-making areas. Commercial-entrepreneurial motives are probably more numerous than is shown in the results of the survey, because these second home owners intentionally avoid mentioning these motives (especially if they rent their property without declaring it), and since a good portion of second home owners who had purchased real estate precisely with this motivation were not staying in Malinska at the time of the survey (tourists or “friends and relatives” were there at the time), because their motive does not assume their personal stay in the receiving second home area, even during the summer season. These conclusions to a large extent match the conclusions of a similar survey concerning the motivation of second home owners on the island of Vir (Miletić, Mišetić, 2006).  

The majority of surveyed second home owners (80 out of 105 or 76.19%) stated that if they were again able to choose the place for a second home, they would again choose Malinska. Interestingly, most of those who would not choose Malinska came “from the ranks” of “old” second home owners. Thus, 18 out of a total of 25 respondents who gave a negative answer to the question concerning the repeated choice of Malinska as a desirable location to own a holiday and recreational apartment (dwelling for vacation and recreation)  belonged to the group of “old”, experienced second home owners in Malinska, with an experience of over 20 years. The lower preference for Malinska by “old” second home owners compared to those with a shorter second home experience in Malinska  may be explained by the fact that more time had gone by since the time they decided to choose Malinska as a suitable location for spending their holiday and recreation in their own second home, during which Malinska had changed significantly with the arrival of new second home owners, which, to a large extent, shook the foundations of their original second home motivation. On the other hand, when the “newer” second home owners were choosing Malinska, they experienced it in a form that was closer to what it is today, and so they have not witnessed continuous and, in the eyes of second home owners, often negative changes that the settlement has been experiencing for years (Table 4). 

Table 4. Reasons why second home owners would not choose Malinska again as a location for their second home13
	REASON AGAINST CHOOSING MALINSKA AGAIN AS A SECOND HOME LOCATION
	NUMBER OF ANSWERS
	%

	Too many other second homes and other facilities so that there is an insufficiently suitable environment for leisure
	18
	48.65

	Other reasons
	11
	29.73

	Regular maintenance costs are too high
	5
	13.52

	Poor relationships with new neighbours
	1
	2.70

	Taxes too high
	1
	2.70

	Change of family interests
	1
	2.70

	TOTAL
	37
	100


Out of the interviewed second home owners who stated that, if they had another choice today, they would not choose Malinska for a second home, a convincing majority (18 out of 37 answers) no longer prefer Malinska due to too many other second homes that have a negative impact on the recreational space and the environment there. It can be felt that the stated dissatisfaction with Malinska as a desirable location for a second home includes the “last-in syndrome”, or a “selfish” desire to preserve the situation that second home owners found when they purchased their second home, so that they would not have to share their comfort, or their “piece of sea” and their bit of peace. The reasons “against” in the group of “other” reasons (11 out of 37 answers) included the answers “too crowded”, “absence of cultural content”, “too much construction and selling out to the Slovenians”, “change of the environment for the worse”. These answers to a large extent also indirectly stress the excessive construction of the space and the thus initiated negative implications as reasons for not preferring Malinska as a place to own a second home. The fact that owning a second home is becoming increasingly expensive, which is why second home owners refuse the idea of reselecting Malinska as a second home location, is shown by 5 out of 37 answers which state that “regular maintenance costs are too high”, and by 1 answer that “taxes are too high”. It should, however, be stressed that an increasing number of second home owners with longer second home experience in Malinska today are retired, which means that increasing numbers, due to a reduction in their income, face the problem of maintaining their second home and of paying constantly rising utility fees.   

ASSESSMENT OF THE PULL FACTORS OF MALINSKA FOR OWNING A SECOND HOME BY THE LOCAL POPULATION AND SECOND HOME OWNERS 
As has already been mentioned, the second home phenomenon, in addition to push motivation factors, is also determined by pull factors, based on the recreational attractions and other resources of the receiving second home area, which have a key impact on the choice of a specific location to build/purchase a dwelling for vacation and recreation. The assessment of the recreational attractions of Malinska as a second home location is marked by an average grade of satisfaction14 with particular elements of the recreational pull of Malinska, obtained by surveying second home owners and locals (Figure 2). 
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Figure 2. Average assessment of the satisfaction of the local population and second home owners with individual attractions of Malinska as a location for owning a second home. 
Of all the recreational, second home attractions of Malinska, climate and traffic access obtained the highest score. While there is consensus concerning satisfaction with the climatic attractions of the local (average score of satisfaction is 4.08) and the temporary population (4.43), in the area of traffic access, the second home owners’ scores (4.38) are significantly higher than those of the local population (3.11). The latter detail might be explained by the different summer and whole year experience in shaping opinions, and by its quantification. Since both social groups see traffic access in the context of the frequency of public bus lines, which are much more frequent in the summer, the whole year round (thus, seasonal and out of season) traffic access to Malinska is significantly poorer than in the high season and, consequently, it was scored much lower by the locals than by second home owners. A higher score or one roughly equal to the total satisfaction score (3.68 with second home owners, 2.67 with the “locals”) were only the scores concerning the attractions of the environment (3.68 with second home owners; 2.87 with the local population), the hospitality of the local population (3.63 with second home owners; 3.18 with the locals) and supply (3.58 with second home owners; 3.07 with the local population). The categories that were scored lower than the total score of attractions for a second home in Malinska by both social groups were: general landscape quality of the town (3.24 by second home owners; 2.54 by the local population), communal infrastructure (3.15 by second home owners; 2.58 by locals), and the worst scored: sport and recreation facilities (2.80 by second home owners; 1.89 by the locals), and entertainment (2.73 by second home owners; 1.95 by the local population). The extremely low score given to sport and recreation facilities and entertainment among the local population is the result of prominent seasonality, because the locals have these needs all year long, and not only in the “lively” summer period, when, due to increased demand (from the local population, second-home owners, tourists), there is an enhanced supply of these contents. However, the low scores given by second home owners suggest that there is a lack of these attractions even in the peak of the tourist/second home season.  

From this range of average scores of satisfaction with particular elements of the recreational attractions of Malinska, it can be concluded that the natural features of Malinska (for example, climate, scenic quality) score better among the pull factors for owning a second home, while substantial work must still be done on Malinska’s social and recreational attractions (such as entertainment, sports, and active recreation facilities), and on other resources important for the development of the second home phenomenon (such as communal infrastructure), leaving aside traffic access, for the degree of satisfaction of both second home owners and the local population to reach a satisfactory level. 
The natural attractions for leisure and recreation (climate, sea, vegetation, peace) and traffic accessibility, two major pull factors that motivated second home owners to purchase a dwelling for vacation and recreation  in Malinska, from the results of the survey of the heads of local authorities on the island of Krk, may also be recognised as the key pull factors that triggered the development of the second home phenomenon in other municipalities of Krk and in the Town of Krk. The heads of municipalities on Krk and the mayor of the Town of Krk, when answering the question: “What, in your opinion, attracted second home owners to purchase a second home precisely in the area of your municipality/town?” could choose among 12 answers, elements of the recreational pull, as well as other resources of the receiving second home area, or they could give as an open answer a reason that was not among the offered options. Each respondent had the right to select three of the most important reasons in his or her opinion. The results were as follows: five heads of local authorities  chose “natural resources (climate, sea, vegetation, peace…)” and “traffic accessibility, or the vicinity of large cities”, as one of the three reasons for the motivation of second home owners; three of them chose “cheap land/real estate”; two selected the answers “supply of infrastructure” and “renting opportunities”; and reasons such as “inheritance of land/real estate”, “cultural contents”, “supply” and “the mentality of the local population” were chosen by one head of a local authority. “Total landscape quality”, “local policy” and “an opportunity to build without permits” were among the offered reasons for the motivation of second home owners, which were not chosen by any of the heads of local authorities on the island of Krk.
CONCLUSION
It should be noted that the factors of origin and development of the second home phenomenon are generally similar to the factors of the development of tourism, which once again points to the closeness of these two phenomena. However, the very decision to own real estate is much “more difficult” by nature, and implies a more prominent territorialisation (enrooting) in a desired receiving area than is the decision to set off on a tourist journey. Precisely for this reason, subjective push factors are significantly “deeper” and more complex than in tourism. As expected, the objective push factors and the pull factors for owning a second home correspond to a large extent to the pull factors in tourism, although minor distinctions can be observed here, too (for example, the greater weight of natural attractions over social (anthropogenic) ones in the second home or  recreational evaluation of space, and more importance is given to other resources in the receiving area than is the case in tourism, which may be explained by stronger territorialisation in secondary dwelling than in tourism, etc.).
The research confirmed the hypothesis that the origin and development of the second home phenomenon on the littoral part of Croatia in the current free market age is primarily an expression of the need to find peace and tranquillity, and to create a place for bringing the family together, which may best be met in a natural environment, with the pleasant climate of a coastal receiving settlement, which is also relatively close to the second home owner’s place of permanent residence, with good traffic connections on good quality roads and suitably supplied with communal infrastructure and services. 
Primarily due to its prominent natural attractions, especially the climate, and good traffic connections, Malinska has established itself as one of the most desirable Croatian coastal settlements in the context of secondary dwelling, which, due to the exaggerated number of second homes and building up of the environment, has led to negative spatial consequences and processes, which represent a threat to the further development of the settlement and its economy. The excessive number of dwellings for vacation and recreation is, in fact, the main factor that repels second home owners today from choosing Malinska once more as a location for their second home. 
The answers of second home owners in Malinska to the question about the usual number of users of their second homes, and on the hierarchy of the importance of factors which had the greatest impact on their decision to purchase a second home in Malinska, or which today motivate them most to stay in their second home, confirm the working hypothesis of the research that owning a second home on the Croatian littoral and in the conditions of today’s free real estate market is primarily motivated by recreational-leisure, or consumer, and not production motives. 

However, it can realistically be expected that as Croatia approaches the European Union, especially in terms of the liberalisation of the real estate market for citizens of the Union, the growing international character of the second home phenomenon on the Croatian littoral (in addition to Slovenian second home owners who arrived at the time of former Yugoslavia, there are growing numbers of Germans, Austrians, Britons, Hungarians, Italians, in other words, those who are also the most numerous foreign tourists in Croatia) will undoubtedly increase the importance of the commercial-entrepreneurial motivation for purchasing dwellings for vacation and recreation on the Croatian coast and islands.
NOTES
1 When looking for a suitable term to describe in one word the phenomenon of secondary recreational dwelling as a common noun, the conclusion was drawn that such a term does not exist in Croatian dictionaries. It seems that the term “vikendaštvo” could well make up for this absence, because it is understandable and clear as soon as it is met, and, at the same time, it follows the word formation tradition of the Croatian language. The term “vikendaštvo” describes the second home phenomenon (holiday and recreational housing units), or the secondary dwelling phenomenon. It may describe second homes as a widespread phenomenon and an organised activity of vacational residents, or the totality of all phenomena and processes related to the terms “holiday home” “leisure and recreation facility”, “second home” and “secondary (temporary) dwelling” (Opačić, 2008a; 2008b; 2009a; 2009c; 2010; Opačić, Mikačić, 2009; Slavuj et al. 2009). When interviewing the heads of local authorities on the island of Krk, and surveying vacational residents and the domicile population in Malinska, their understanding of the term “vikendaštvo” in everyday speech was directly “examined”. It is interesting that, although the word “vikendaštvo” does not appear in Croatian dictionaries, none of the six heads of municipalities in Krk, or the mayor of the Town of Krk, and none of the respondents in Malinska reacted with reservations at the mention of the term “vikendaštvo” or left the impression that they did not know what this term meant. Moreover, one head of a municipality even used it himself on his own initiative during the interview.
2 The term “second home” in this paper implies all housing units for leisure and recreation/secondary dwelling, which appear in the form of a house and in the form of an apartment, and which are used either at weekends and brief holidays, or for longer stays, and which are used for leisure and recreation, or for commercial purposes. This means that in this paper the concept of “second home” will not refer to the type of object according to its morphological characteristics, but to its recreational function, regardless of whether it refers to a housing unit in the form of a house or in the form of a flat (apartment).

3 When the adjective “first” becomes more and more frequently adjoined to the term “home”, it becomes clear that something is “happening” to the traditional concept of home. In spite of the traditional understanding that “only one place in the world may be called home”, its predominance in comparison with the “second”, “different”, “multiple” home can no longer be taken for granted. If there is truly only one home, then why collocate it with the adjectives “first” or “second”? It may be concluded from this that in more recent times the identity connected with the home concept has been increasingly shaped by staying in more than one place, or physical location.
4 The terms “emitting and receiving second home area/region” have been adjusted to the Croatian tourism-geographical terminology (cf. the terms “emitting and receiving tourism region/area”). The original, English terms exporting second home region and importing second home region, depending on whether it means a growth in the number of holiday and recreational apartments (dwellings for vacation and recreation), or an increase in the number of their owners, was introduced by Rogers (1977). By studying the characteristics of secondary dwelling in England and Wales, he stressed that exporting second home areas (such as England) are marked by an increase in the standard of living and population, and by the higher purchasing power and higher prices of real estate, while receiving ones (such as Wales) are marked by economic regression and depopulation and a lower purchasing power and lower prices of real estate. Therefore, an exporting second home region defines a space where there is a concentration of permanent residences of second home owners, while an importing region refers to the space of concentration of second homes (Opačić, 2005; 2008a).


5 In the summer of 2003, a direct survey was conducted in Malinska on the local population (households) and second home owners. Between 28 and 30 March 2007, the heads of all the municipalities on the island of Krk (Baška, Dobrinj, Malinska-Dubašnica, Omišalj, Punat, and Vrbnik) were surveyed, as well as the mayor of the Town of Krk. The surveying of the local population and of second home owners was conducted by using the systematic random sampling method with smaller divergences, and it covered 61 out of 584 permanently occupied apartments in Malinska, recorded through the 2001 population census, and 105 out of 1,046 housing units in Malinska whose owners, according to the then current internal data of the Municipality of Malinska-Dubašnica, had their permanent residence registered outside the island of Krk. Since second homes are a form of temporarily used housing unit, when researching the views of different social groups, on the side of the “locals” it was necessary to form the sample on the basis of permanently occupied apartments, and not on the basis of the permanent population. The sample in both categories covered somewhat over 10% of the total contingent of analysed housing units. The survey sample covered 51 men and 54 women, owners of second homes in Malinska. The older population of second home owners prevailed, thus 44.76% of respondents were older than 60, 40% were between 41 and 60, 13.33% were 20-40, and only 1.91% of respondents were younger than, or had just turned 20. The educational structure of the respondent second home owners in Malinska confirmed the assumption that second home owners, both in the world and in Croatia, mostly come from the more educated population, who feel a stronger need, and often have the financial means, to build or purchase a dwelling for vacation and recreation. Thus, the educational structure in terms of qualifications consisted of 39 persons with a university degree, 27 respondents with a college degree, 32 persons with a secondary-school certificate, and only 7 second home owners who had completed only primary school. Therefore, the respondent second home owners in Malinska were above the average of the total Croatian population and of the permanent residents of Malinska in terms of academic achievement. The sample of a total of 105 second home owners was relatively stratified in terms of time (years) of ownership of a holiday and recreational apartment in Malinska. Out of the 105 second home owner respondents, 28 had  been in possession of a second home for up to 5 years, 10 from 6 to 10 years, 14 from 11 to 20 years, 26 from 21 to 30 years, while 27 second home owners based their answers on over 30 years of second home experience in Malinska.  
6 The motives to own a second home must be carefully viewed. Ogorelec (1976), referring to research in Belgium, presented the fact that two-thirds of families there who do not own a second home do not wish to own one. The chief motives of this view were stated as follows: ownership of a house/apartment for permanent residence in a rural area; not enough free time; costs of a second home are too high (both to purchase and to maintain; preference for other forms of recreation; refusal to spend free time always in one place. In this context, it may be concluded that owning a second home is not a desire, aim or dream of all those who do not own one, and a significant part of the population exists who, for different reasons, do not wish to own a second home.
7 Jeršič (1968) divides the factors of the origin and spatial distribution of the second home phenomenon into two similar categories with slightly different names. Jeršić calls the factors that occur in the emitting second home area, and which determine the decision on purchasing a second home, “initial factors” (in this paper, this group of factors are called “push factors”), while he calls the factors that define the choice of a specific location for a second home within the receiving area “dispersive factors” (in this paper “pull factors”). Although the current motivation for the second home phenomenon is defined by significantly more complex reasons, and, analogous to this, the classification of factors determining the origin and development of the second home phenomenon are significantly more complex and comprehensive, Jerišić’s work pointed to the similarities between the factors that have an impact on the origin and development of the second home phenomenon and on tourism. 

8 In contemporary society, marked by an utter loss of identity, a second home is often seen as a stronghold of personal and family identity. Due to the restrictions of the set “moulds” consisting of the working environment and a rented flat, a second home is often a place for expressing an individual’s creativity through creative work (planning, building extensions, interior decoration, landscaping gardens, etc.) through which the owner/user of the second home achieves self-realisation and strengthens his or her own feeling of being special, or of identity (Jarlöv, 2001). Simultaneously, by doing creative work in a natural environment, the owner/user of the second home renews his or her close contact with nature (such as the sense of changing seasons through an annual schedule of activities in the garden or orchard), which is often (unintentionally) neglected in the city. Therefore, creative hobby activities can in no way be understood as a source of psychological effort and stress, but as a form of voluntary behaviour, recreation, which renews the psychological state of an individual, at the same time enhancing his or her personal/family identity.  

9 A particularly strong emotional relationship is created towards buildings which used to be the permanent residence of the family members of today’s second home owner. For example, when children move out of the parents’ home to go to university or to work in the city, and eventually decide to stay there permanently after their parents’ death, their family home often gains the meaning of a second home, an old relic, a place where the family roots are, which is marked by a strong personal and family identity supported by the experiences saved in the “memory bank”, according to which the emotional relationship of former residents, and today’s second home owners, may be extremely strong. However, if the building has been transformed from a house for permanent residence into a second home, it is often situated in less desirable locations for the second home owners to engage in their preferred recreational activities, or is too far from the place of permanent residence. Therefore many second home owners – in spite of a strong emotional attachment, well-developed social connections and birthplace roots – decide to sell their old relics, and satisfy their vacational needs in another location of their choice (Jansson, Müller, 2004).

10 Although many second home owners do not think about their investment in terms of a possible “home for old age” when they consider their initial motivation, such ideas can come with age. In the working part of their life, second homes are used as a means of setting their roots in the receiving area, which in retirement can becomes a decisive factor in deciding to change residence and permanently move into the former second home.
11 Questions about the number of users of dwellings for vacation and recreation were often met with disapproval by the owners. The reason for this is the well-known fact that even those second home owners who really use their dwelling for vacation and recreation  to meet their own recreational-leisure needs often do not declare the users of their second home to avoid paying the tourist tax, which is by law obligatory for all users of second homes in Malinska between 15 June and 15 September per day of stay in the second home. In addition to this, some of the second homes are certainly illegally rented out, which their owners, of course, try to conceal, and, therefore, they sometimes stated a substantially lower number of second home users for the survey than is the case in reality. 
12 The percentages are the share of an individual answer in the total number of all answers. Each respondent was given the opportunity to choose a maximum of three out of ten given answers, and to rank them according to their importance.
13 The percentages are the share of an individual answer in the total number of all answers. Each respondent was given the opportunity of choosing a maximum of three out of eight given answers and to rank them according to their importance. The offered answers “lack of free time to use the second home more frequently” and “too far from the place of permanent residence” were not selected by any respondents.
14 The average assessment of satisfaction with individual elements of the attraction of Malinska as a location for a second home was obtained in such a way that the verbal characteristics (“excellent”, “very good”, “good”, “satisfactory”, “unsatisfactory” were given a numerical ranking (“excellent” = 5 points, “very good” = 4 points, “good” = 3 points, “satisfactory” = 2 points, “unsatisfactory” = 1 point). In this way, the transformed scores were added up and divided by the number of respondents in the second home owners’ population (105), and the permanent resident population in Malinska (61). 
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