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1. Introduction

The purpose of this study is to analyze residen-
tial mobility in an urban area. Residential mobi-
lity refers to changing residence within both a
single labor market and a housing market in
contrast to migration which involves moving
from one labor market or housing market to
another (Memken, 1984). Within the family or
household level, Rossi (1955) defined residen-
tial mobility as “the process by which families
adjust their housing or family life to the
household needs that are generated by shift in
family composition that accompany life cycle
change.” Chevan (1971) also elaborated on the
definition of residential mobility as “the mecha-
nism whereby the composition of the family at

different stages of the family life cycle is

M. Results
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matched to the household needs implied by that
composition.”

In explaining the reason of residential mo-
bility, Bell (1958) suggested that people tend to
move to realize a new life style. He found that
the reason for moving expressed by a large
proportion of recent movers to two Chicago
suburbs showed a “familism” value orientation.

Defining the “familism” as valuing family life
as a goal itself, he reported in his survey that
81 percent of the respondents moved because
they believed the new place would be better for
children ; 77 percent found life more enjoyable
in the suburbs ; and only 21 percent moved
because of job-related reasons (The respon-
dents were asked multiple questions for the
reason of movement). In his study, Bell conc-
luded that family related issues are the most

critical life cycle factors causing people to
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move and introducing choices of new residence.
Therefore, it appears evident that longitudinal
trends of household change, residential mobility,
family life cycle, and relationships among these
variables are useful background for developing
models of urban growth and housing markets.
Above mentioned studies reveal that resi-
dential mobility is a crucial mechanism that a
family adjust their life to a new style reflec-
ting social & natural shifts of their household
composition. Clearly, Rossi (1955) and others
indicated that more than half of the families
cited the lack of living space as contributing
to the desire for residential mobility. These stu-
dies draw a hypothesis that main activator of
the residential mobility is the deficiency of h-
ving space at the household level, which is
an expression of population density in terms of
number of households residing within a cer-
tain amount of space. Therefore, the study of
residential mobility is justified that the analysis
of annual mobility rate is an indicator to the
potential space deficiency of urban residents,
and that calculation of the mobility rate over
the family life cycle is a useful baseline for

health policies.

. Methodology

The data used in this analysis were gathered
under a U.S. National Science Foundation
Grant in the year of 198687 as part of a
project designed to study the effects of the
Mexican Economy on household wellbeing. The
sample for the study is a two stages cluster
sample of the city of Oaxaca.

The first stage consists of a random sample
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of the blocks within each of the 54 fiscal sec-
tors (units designated by the city office) of the
city. The second stage was a sysiematic sam-
ple of the approximately 3,600 households living
on the blocks selected. After eliminating house-
holds with never married heads, households
with incomplete history nformation, house-
holds married less than a year and households
whom could not be interviewed because of per-
sonal constraints, 633 households were finally
interviewed.

The questions used in this analysis include
comprehensive information on household event
history such as () the date of household for-
mation by marriage ; @ the number of indi-
viduals who are living or who have lived In
the household ; @ specific information about
each person in the household including date of
birth, sex, marital status, education, and date of
departure ; and & residential histories about
the present dwelling and each of the previous
dwelling the household occupied including the
date of movement, tenure arrangements for
each residence, the type of structure, and the
number of bedrooms.

After the data had been cléaned, they were
transformed into a longitudinal yearly record of
each household’s life, beginning at the date the
household was formed by marriage. Therefore,
the longitudinal models in this dissertation are
classified as retrospective cohort analyses ex-
clusively based on the respondents’ memory. In
the transformed data, each year of a hou-
sehold’s history became a single observation.
The first observation for each household begins
with the date of the current marriage and su-

bsequent observations begin with the anniver-
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sary of the date of marriage. Therefore, each.
household contributes as many observations
as the number of years the household had been
in existence until the year of 1986, when the

survey was performed.

In this study, there are itwo approaches in the
analysis of the mobility. The first approach is
an analysis of the mobility rate per five-year
periods by different marriage cohorts. This

approach provides a variation of the mobility

Table 1. Geographic Mobility by Marriage Cohort and Years Married

Years Marriage cohort

married 1941-50 1951—60 1961—70 1971—80 1981—85  Overall
1-5 M.R* 16.67 21.70 22.66 24.06 28.18 23.23
(No.)** (210) (470) (640) (985) (330) (2,635)

6—10 M.R. 7.14 10.64 8.28 10.78 9.76
(No.) (210) (470) (640) (872) (2,192)

11-15 M.R. 6.67 9.57 7.97 8.27 8.32
(No.) (210) (470) (640) (387) (1,707)

16—20 M.R. 6.19 8.30 4.54 6.25
(No.) (210) (470) (551) (1,231)

21-25 M.R. 8.09 4.04 2.50 5.45
(No.) (210) (470) (238) (918)

26—30 MR. 6.67 4.62 5.06
(No.) (210) (390) (600)

31—35 M.R. 6.19 3.04 4.67
(No.) (210) (197) (407)

36—40 M.R. 3.67 3.67
(No.) (163) (163)

* M.R. denotes mobility rate, expressed by the number of movements per 100 marriage years within

the five year period.

** No. denotes the number of yearly segments.



rate over different marriage groups. The second
approach is a multiple regression analysis of
number of movements on explanatory variables.
This approach provides ideas of causal re-
lationships among various variables and show
us in what functions the families move toward

their ideal form of family life.

II. Results

1. Mobility Rate

The event of mobility over the family life
cycle among the Oaxaca households is shown
in Table 1. In this table, the mobility rate,
R, denotes the number of movements per 100
yearly segments and the sample size, n, denotes
the number of yearly observations created by
multiplying the number of households by the
observation period, five. For example, the mo-
bility rate of 21.70 within the first five year
pertod for the cohort of 1951 —60 represents a
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total events of 102 among 470 yearly observa-
tions of the 94 households. Over all the marri-
age cohorts, the number of movements per 100
households is the highest within the first five
vear period after marriage (23.23).

This result supports the link between birth
rate and residential mobility because birth rate
increases rapidly in the earlier years of mar-
riage, and housing needs also change rapi-
dly in this period as space requirements grow
and the family becomes very sensitive to the
environment of dwelling unit (Rossi, 1955).

In addition, the mobility rate at the first five
year period for the cohorts after 1960 is sig-
nificantly higher than other cohorts (P<.05).
This phenomenon is consistent with the high
birth rate of the same cohort at the same pe-
riod of family life cycle in Mexico (Interna-
tional Statistics Institute, 1981) indicating
that residential movement is closely tied with
birth rate, which is critical element of house-

hold size.

Table 2. Probit Analysis of Structure Type on Explanatory Variables

Independent variables Coefficient t-ratio
Age of female head at marriage .22 1.11
Years after marriage 93 12.62*
Education of female head .78 13.30*
Marital status 1.88 7.78*
Household size -.20 -1.52
Number of previous movements -.19 -2.38*

Intercept t-ratio
3.28 11.61

Chi~square = 5626.34

D.F. = 9056 P = .59

* P<.05.
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2. Multiple Regression Analysis

In the multiple regression analysis, the rela-

tionship between residential mobility and hou-

sing issues has been investigated. In the ana-

lysis, the independent variable is the structure

Table 3. Long Term Trend of Structure Type

type of housing, which is coded into numeric
values ranging from 1 to 6. The highest value
of the structure type is 6, the single-detached
dwelling unit, which Is the ultimate ideal form
of housing of American family lives (Memken,

1984). The lowest value is 1, multiple house-

Years Structure Marriage cohort
after percent -
marriage type* 1941 —-1950 19511960 1961 —1970 1971 -1980 1981 —1985
1 1 20.7 16.2 13.5 8.5 9.1
2 3.4 10.3 6.7 10.0 9.1
3 27.6 20.6 28.1 26.2 25.5
4 0.0 2.9 4.5 3.8 3.6
5 3.4 4.4 4.5 7.9 1.8
6 44.8 45.6 42.7 43.8 50.9
(N) (25) (68) (89) (132) (55)
5 1 25.7 15.3 9.7 5.3 111
2 5.7 8.2 124 8.8 8.3
3 25.7 29.4 27.4 20.5 25.0
4 2.9 1.2 2.7 2.9 2.8
5 2.9 2.4 2.7 5.3 0.0
6 37.1 43.5 45.1 57.3 52.8
(N) (31) (85) (112) (175) (36)
10 1 175 10.1 124 7.1
2 12.5 10.1 9.9 6.3
3 20.0 30.3 16.5 14.3
4 5.0 1.1 1.7 24
5 2.5 1.1 8 3.2
6 42.5 47.2 58.7 66.7
(N) (35) (88) (119) (130)
* 15 = Non single-detached dwelling unit(i.e., apartment, duplex),

6 = Single detached dwelling unit.
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(Table 3. continued)

Years Structure Marriage cohort
after percent -
marriage  type 1941—1950 1951-—1960 1961—1970  1971-1980 19811985
15 1 11.6 17.6 11.2 114
2 4.7 6.6 2.4 5.7
3 279 23.1 12.8 2.9
4 4.7 2.2 1.6 0.0
5 2.3 1.1 24 2.9
6 48.8 49.5 69.6 77.1
(N) (38) (90) (123) (35)
20 1 11.6 13.0 10.8
2 2.3 5.4 1.2
3 23.3 16.3 7.2
4 4.7 2.2 1.2
5 2.3 1.1 2.4
6 55.8 62.0 77.1
(N) (39) 91) (82)
30 1 6.7 9.1
2 2.2 35
3 17.8 10.9
4 2.2 1.8
5 2.2 0.0
6 68.9 74.5
(N) (41) (55)
40 1 13.1
2 4.3
3 17.4
4 0.0
5 0.0
6 65.2

(N) (18)
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holds residing unit, which is most against the
ideal form of housing. Therefore, for example,
high positive relation coefficient of the structure
type and number of previous movements means
that more often a family moves, it obtain its
ideal form of housing in the future.

The multiple regression analysis of structure
type on the explanatory variables is shown in
Table 2. In this analysis, years after marriage,
education of female head, and marital status of
female head have significant positive relation-
ships with the structure type. On the other
hand, the number of previous movements has
significant negative relationship with the stru-
cture type. Results are :

(1) As time passes since marriage, it is more
likely that household members will live in a
single-detached dwelling unit.

(2) Families with more educated heads are
more likely to live in a single—detached dwelling
unit.

(3) Households of married heads are more
likely to live in single—detached dwelling units
than are those of the divorced or widowed head.

(4) The more frequently the household has
moved, the less likely the household members
live in a single—detached dwelling unit. -

The negative relationship between number of
movements and structure type is explained by
the discrepancy of long term trends of residen-
tial mobility (Table 1) and percentage distri-
bution of structure type over the family life
cycle (Table 3). In the long run, the proportion
of single-detached dwelling units increased for
all the marriage cohorts from nearly 45 percent
in the first year of marriage, to more than 65

percent in later stages of family life cycle

(more than 20 years after marriage). But the
mobility rate is remarkably high in the first five
vear period but extremely low at the later stage
of family life cycle (Table 1). Therefore, it is
logical that more extensive movements take
place in the early stage but the percentage of
the single-detached dwelling unit increases at
the later stage of life cycle and consequently,
this opposite phenomenon draws a negative re-
lationship between number of movements and
structure type in the probit analysis over the

entire family life cycle.
v. Conclusion

In this study, a retrospective longitudinal
analysis of the residential mobility by marriage
cohorts since 1940s has been performed across
the family life cycle. A surprising finding is
that over all the marriage cohort, the rate of
mobility reaches the highest point of more than
23 percent within the first five year period after
marriage. This result proposes an association
between the highest fertility (Rossi, 1955) and
space desire that birth rate increases rapidly in
the earlier years of marriage and the family
becomes very sensitive to the social and phy-
sical environment of dwelling unit.

This phenomenon draws a conclusion that
the young couples in the beginning stage of
the family life cycle are most likely to change
their places toward more spacious and pri-
vate dwelling units.

Another finding is that there is a rapid
decrease of mobility rate for the cohorts after
1960 in the early stage of family life. In

contrast, the mobility rate for the cohort of



1951 —-60 decreases less rapidly from the first
to the second five-year period. This result
draws another conclusion that couples formed
since 1960 change their residence more fre-
quently than previcusly formed couples at the
first five—year period of their life cycle. In ad-
dition, this phenomenon may propose an impli-
cation that the year of 1960 is a breakpoint of
longitudinal trend in demography. Overall, this
study clearly shows that there is a rythmical
transition of the mobility by different marriage

cohorts and diferent stages of family life cycle.
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