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PREFACE

iﬁ is the purpose of this thesis to ihvestigate the felaﬁionship

of the family 1ife‘¢yc1¢»to intrécounfy mobility of families by using
the 1960 United States Cenéus Oné;In-Athdusand population éample. In
addition, the study will'examingzthe adééﬁacy of age Of family head as
an‘index ﬁo the concept of family'life cycle as it #elates to intra-
county residehtiéi-mobility. Thénrelationéhip between age of‘family
N héad and intracounty movement_will first. be teéted for‘spuriousness by
twb variables not involved in the'family‘cycle’conéept. Then the rela-
tionship_ﬁill be.SPecified'by cbnéidering the effecgs of three family
life cycle variables. |

| The‘writér wisheé to‘éxpress sinbere'gratitude.to hér adviser,

Dr. Sara Smith Sutker, fof hélpful'suggestions, competént guidance,

ahd cqntipuous.ehcoufagement throﬁghbuﬁ-the’sﬁudy,_ Appreciation is -
éxpreséd to;Dr. GeraLd”Rf Leslie and D£, $q1omqn:Sutker for their con=-
tribution as‘membgrs of the adyisdry,qommifféé.':Ihé'writer isvindébfed'
to.Dr.’Richard,Lafsoﬁ:and'br.-James TaryeEIWho'madé‘561pfu1 suggestions
at £he Beginﬁing éf this study.v A?preciatiéh"is‘élso éipréssed”to tﬁe
o sﬁgff of the.comﬁuting-center.of'0k1ah§maiState.University for process-
ing‘the data; éspecialiy‘to‘Dr. DéleFGrosvenof_énder, Timothy Jurgen=

Sson.
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© CHAPTER I -
THE PROBLEM
Introduction

The residents‘of the United States are a mobile peoﬁle. The
Census Bureau provides some documentation in the decenniél census of
fesidential moves ﬁithiﬁ counties between counties and bétween states.
This mobillty is affected by many factors, some of whlch are the form-
ing of new families at-marrlage,-dlssqlv1ngvof househéldé by either
divofce or death, and the changingfof jobs;‘ All of thesé may precip_
itéce mqvihg the residence. 'Acco#ding to Rossi and others, howevef,
neither diVorce; mortaiity, nof new hquehdlds can accggnt_fof more‘
than a small per éent of Amefiéén mobility, In 1950 there Qefe appro#-
imately'one éﬁd Ohe-halfﬁmiliion mar?iages ithlving the‘moves.of three
million ﬁérsons.and hence a mobility‘of‘abodﬁ ﬁwoiper cent,l’ JoB
shifts-more often involye'a.moye aéross‘cdunty lines and.do nét account
for the bu;k of the overall "milling arépﬁd“ within éommunity areas.
The censﬁs»evidence'indicates that two—uhirds1orvm6fe of these shifts
in‘reSidénce do nof cross couﬁty bohﬁdaiies; é#d many of them take

place within smaller community areas. To what factors then can this

1Peter H. ‘Rossi, Why'Faleleé Move: A Study in the Social Psy-
chology of Urban ReSLdentlal Moblllty (Glencoe 1111n01s 1955)

2Unlted States Bureau of the Census, Current Population Reports
ngulatlon Characterlstics Series P-20 (March 25, 1965).




frequent chahging of residence within the county bebattributed?
Statement of the Problem

It is.the‘purpose of this thesisito stﬁdy a éaft'of this mobility,
the intracounty'mbvement of husband~wife families, as evidenced in the
data provided by the 1960 Census of Populétion.' Various aspecﬁs of the
" relationship between the family life ¢ycie and intracounty or residen-
tial mobility are examined. ‘The préblem does not inciude an investiga=-
fion of mobility rates among various kinds of households, é.g., single
people, divorced or one=-parent familiés. In qther words, there is no
attempt to establish which groups are most mobile, but réﬁher to test
the relationship between the changing cycle of family iife and intra-
county mobility. 1In addition,vby investiga;ing other.aspects-of family
life related to resiaenﬁial mobility,_the study exémihééythe adequacy
;of'age Qf'family head as an index to the éoncept of fgmily life éycle
in this context. | o o

. In order to represeﬁt‘the dominéntifamiiy-typé of the United
' States, white male heads of husband-ﬁife.familiés with or without
'childrenfundef 18'wefe selected és units fbrfénalyéis. Thé portion of
the sample.defined as mobile. for thié.study‘érelthose.famiiies who
changed residence during 1959-60, having fesided“within the same éounty

~in 1955.
“Purpose and Confribution of the Study

' Futther research into localgmobilityfis important because this
type of movement is an underlying fdrce'in‘the'changing'ﬁrban areas of

our country. From this study;'more,precise information should be



gaipgd concerning the relative effeéts of sevefél family'chara6£eris-
tiqs to residential‘mobility. Beéaﬁéé of the oﬁportunity oh control
variables in the 1960'CenSus One-in-a-Thouéana sample, morebexact_infdr-
métion is obtainable. | .

The testing of age of family head as an index of fémily life cycle

with relation to residential mobility should increase knowledge about
" the concept of family.life cycle. The study will pefhapS'have some
additional methodological inferest because it examines other possible

- indices of family life cycie.‘
Definition of Terms and Concepts

Definitions of terms and concepts used in this thesis are ex-
plained as follows:_ |
1. Familz;-a group of two'br mofe persons who live togéther and
are relatea by'blood, marriagé_ér adoptibn. All such persons

living together are regarded as membérs of the fémily.

2; Family life cycle--applicatidn §f>the'biological life cycle
“to the family,'beginning with the formation-of the family at
' maﬁriage, to‘;he dissolution of the:family'at ﬁhe death of
both spouées. |
3. vFagilx'gggg-fﬁhé pérson'so febo:;ed by the houséhold respond=
’ ent in the 1960 Census. » | l |
4. .Héuéehpid-—the.énfire group of persons who occupy é housé,
apgrtment‘or other type Sf living quarters classified as a
dwelling unit. | |

5. Intracounty movers or mobility--persons who move within




counties as defined by the United Sﬁates Census.3

6. Primary family--a family which contains the head of a house-
hold among its membefs. -

7. Sub-family--a married man and his wife with or without chil-

dren under 18, sharing the dwelling unit of a relative.

8. Secondary family--no household head among its members, gen-
erally persons living‘as lodgers, guests or resident employ-

ees.

+9. Residential mobility~-changes of residence within the same
community, not necessarily accompanied by a change of employ-
ment. This concept covers moves from one apartment to another,
from one section of a city to another, including thé much=
heralded‘"fligh; to the suburbs;"ﬂ United States censﬁs,data
equates ;es#dential mobility with any residentiél change
within the county. Inbthis study the term will be used with
the same meaning;

'10. Migrétibn--moves’betweén communities of residence often
équéted with the United States census designation of inter-

county movement.
Selection of Variables

The study divides itself into two parts. The first objective is

3Ibid., p. 4. Published data of the United States Census Bureau
and studies using .census data distinguish between the terms "intra-
county" and "intercounty" in referring to mobility. "Intracounty move=
ment thus defined applies to 'local' changes of residence within the
same community or labor market area, which can be made without change
of jéb, while. intercounty refers to change of residence required by a
change of employment. The last category of movers are often termed
intercounty migrants." : Lo



ﬁo test.for spurious factors, i.e., those oufside‘the family life‘cycle,
which might be accddnﬁing_for the relatioh_of family life'cycle to
_intfacounty mobility. The second»objecfivg:is to specify conditions
~ within the family life cycle other than théjage of family head which
ﬁay be of impor;ance in relation to iﬁtracduﬁty mobility of families.
-8everal variables exﬁrinsié to family life cycle were considered
before the definite selections were made. Statistics‘ffom the pub~
_ lished data of the United States Census were investigated concerning
mobility differencés in urban and rural areas. .Intracounty mobility
in urban areas in 1960 was 31f2 per cent while the corresponding rural
non~farm mobility was 29 per cent.4 This was not deemed as sufficient
difference to be important. After having read a numbér éf studies
related to fesidential mobility thch were condqcted‘in varioqs'parts
of the:United States, the au£horvcohsidered a variéble concerning
different régioﬁs of the country; Published census data, howeve?,
reveals that residentiaivmobility doés not Qafy greatly by reg‘ion.5
Various‘studies‘in the literétﬁre point out. the significance of
owner-renter status in relgtiog'to iﬁtracouﬁty residenfial mobiiity.
According to Coons and'Glaze,a répid rise'iﬁ'home ownership as the age
ofbthe fémily,headlinCreases ié aﬁbaﬁént, the ﬁajor increaseé occurring

‘as family heads pass from 18 to 34‘yéafs£6' Rossi states that families

4 4Unlted States Census of Populatlon, Moblllty for States and
State Economic Areas PC (2)~2B, Table 1. :

Unlted States Census of’ Populatlon Characterlstlcs of the Popu-
lation, Summary, Vol. I (1960), p. XLVIII.

6A1v1n E. Coons and Bert T Glaze Houslgg Market Analysis and
the Growth of Non Farm-Ownership (Ohlo State University, 1963), p. 75.




who'qwn theif own homes, regardless of their life cycle position, con-
‘tribute least to’résidential:mdbility.7 ‘Fodte agrees that home owner-
ship is‘a.detérrent to inéracount& mobiiity, but finds a Véry low per=-
centage of ownership prior to age 35.8 Because of‘thé appareﬂt impor-‘
tance of owning or rentihg to residential mobility of families, tenure
is inéluded‘émong the variables to be tesﬁed.

Style of 1ife or socio=-economic position is another. variable which
could contribute to intracounty mébility patterns. Feldman and Tilly
point out that education, used as a measurelof style_of‘life, accounts
for a substantially larger part of the variation in the association of
occupaﬁions than does income,9 Because of this and othér similar
statements in the'literature‘reviewed, éducatiénal level of the family
head has been chosen to répresenﬁ socio-economic position as another
variéble which mighf be a hidden factor in the intracounty_mobility
under investigation. “ B |

In regaxrd t§ the7sécond objectivé qoncgrnihg aspects of family
life cycle itself, RéssiTs study emphasizes that‘lafge families are
_more prpnevto move than small ones and_thét tﬁé younger the family
‘head the more 1iké1y the famiiy is ta move. Those‘families with
yognger_chil&fen'alsovteﬁd to be more'mobilé;. He.maintaiﬁs that the

amount of space available 'in the old house is appafEntly not as

7Rqui; p. 180.

8Nelson'FOOte, et al., Housing Choices and Housing Constraints
- (New York, 1960), p. 102, - : ‘

_9A._‘ S. Feldman and Charles Tilly, "The Interaction of Social and
Physical Space,” American Sociological Review, 25 (December, 1960), pp.
 877-884. o ' _




iﬁportant as the e%ﬁerience of shif;s in relationship between this
space.and the size of the familyi When the family expands with the
blrth of a Chlld, the space is then experlenced as 1nadequate.10 Abu-
Lughod,vco-autho;,w1th*Foote,vagrees that residential mobility is
usuélly mdtivated:by discontent with.previéus éccommddations because of
an increaﬁé in thé family size.

In the second part of the investigation, the relationship between = -
agé of the faﬁily head and intraéoﬁnty @obility are specified By con-
sidering tﬁe effects of three relevant family life variables. These
factors are size of family, age composition of children, aﬁd expansion

‘ stage of the family, determined by presence of a child under three.
Hypotheses to be Tested

The following six hypotheses have emerged from inadequacies, in-
bconéistehcies‘ and.seeming gaps in.the literature. Tﬁese Hypétheses
are focused on ipvestigatihg the adequacy of age of family head as ah
1ndex to fam11y life cycle in relation to intracounty mobility of
famllles. ‘ |
Objective I: Testing for Spufious Factors
¢ The proportion of husband-wife famllles who change fes1dence

L within counties and SMSA' sl2 decreases throughout the famlly
life cycle deflned by age of famlly head. '

H

10Rossi, p. 6.

1 e
lFoote, et al,, p. xxiii,

blzstandard Metropolltan Statistical Areas will be treated as
single local communities. United States Census of Population, MObllltz
for States and State Economic Areas, PC (2) 2B (1960), p. xv.




Age is classified as follows: age 24 and undér; age .25 through
29; age 30 through 34; age 35 through 44; age 45 through 49; age
50 through 54; age 55 through 64; age 65 and over.,

. The relationship of ége of family head with intracounty mobility

stated in H, continues when educational attalnment of family head

" is introducéed.

Levels of education are classified as follows: no high school;

some high school; high school graduation; some college and above.

The relationship of age of family head withlintrac0unty mobility

stated in H1 continues when tenure status is introduced.

Tenure is classified as owner and renter.

Objective II: Testing for Specifying Factors

H4:

The relationship of age of family head with intracounty mobility
as stated in-Hl is influenced by size of family.

Size of family is classified 1ﬁto larger (measured as three
children or more) and smaller (measured as no children, one child,
two children).

The relationship of age of family head with intracounty mobility
as stated in H1 is influenced by the age composition of the
children. S :

Age composition is classified as youhger (measured as no child
being above 13 years of age) and other.

The relationship of age of family head with intracounty mobility
as stated in Hl is influenced by expansion of the family size.

Family expansion is classified as expanding (measured by presence
of a e¢hild under three years of age) ‘and non~expanding (no ch11d
under three years of age)

13,

Age 13 was chosen as the division between older and younger

children because of age groupings contalned on the tape.



CHAPTER II .
REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE

A survey of the literature indicates that Paul Glick's analysis
of American family_living-is the most quoted of the studies based on

census data. The family life cycle concept is central to this study.

This concept seems to date.back at least to a work of Loomis1 in 1936.
Since then Glick has attempted to validate the stages of the cycle with
census data, using . age of the husband;z» The COncept of family‘life
cycle has become an accepted part of soc1olog1ca1 terminology because
of its usefulness in descrlblng changes in famlly living and the
effects of these changes on other patterns of behav1or. This concept
is an appllcatlon of the biological lrfe cycle to the family. Between
‘ formation ahd'dissolution,‘families'go through é series of stages in=-
ciuding initiel»establishment of a household bearing and rearing
chlldren marriage of the chlldren and’ the later . years before the
famlly is dlssolved by death of the remalnlng spouse Successive
‘readjustment of behavior patterns is required as the adult and child

- members shift their roles.3

lCharles P. Loomis, "Study of the L1fe Cycle of Families," ' Rural
Sociologx,sl (June, 1936) pp. 180- 199

) 2Paul c. Glick "The Famlly Cycle," Amerlcan Soc1olog1cal Review,
'XII (April, 1947), pp. 164- 174. .

3Paul c. Glick, American Families“(New York, 1957), p. 65.
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Based on 1950 census data, Glick said that about four-fifths of |
‘the persons who marry'change\residen§e at ﬁhe_time of marriage, or
within fhebyear.‘-The mobility rate,.théreafter, Aecfeases sharply as
tﬁe number of years of marriage increasés. By‘fhe ﬁime Qouples have
been ﬁérried 10 to 15 years,'only about 20 per gent mo?e to another
“home in the course of a year's ﬁime.'vBy this ﬁime mosﬁ of the Changes
in re31dence required to provide room and a measure of privacy for the
various famlly members have been made. Also the dlfflculty of moving
all the belongings of the family when it is at its maximum size may
serve aé a deterrent to reSidential‘changes.during this staéé of family
life.é |

The continued decliné, rather than an in¢rease,'iﬁ mobility during
‘the later years of life perhaps'suggests thé; families do not ordinér-
ily move into smalléf quartérs after their children héve 1eft home;
‘Déta_ffom the 1950 Cenéus of Housing'also‘suggest that fhe’shifts to
4small¢rbhomes are relatively few in number during this period of 1§fe
and‘thét_most of them take place after the husband feaches 65 years of
age. |

Another major work in local_résidehtial mobility was RosSi‘s‘WhX

Families Move, a field survéy which attempts toiexplain individual
jhousehola‘mobiiity in‘ferms of the.family,Iife cycle. He samples‘four
Philadelphia,éénsus fracts selected'to represént aréas of'high'and low
‘mobiiity fates and high and low socibeéonomiéistatus. Rossi statés

~ that most studies in residential mobility~couid be classified acqqrding

4Paul C. Glick, "The Llfe Cycle of | the Famlly," Marriage and
Famlly Living, 17 (February, 1955) p. 8.

5Ibld.
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‘ to area studies, household studiés,‘of mbtivational studies. Area
étudies are the most frequently_encouﬁtered;'in.these urban subareas or
census tracts are classified by mobility rates. A large-number of
generalizations concerping the close association betwéen‘mobility rates’
and rétes of divorce,'deiinquehcy} dépendency,bénd housing conditions
emerge from these studies. Most of the knowledgg concérning residen-
tial qdbility derives from them. Household studies, which are encoun-
tered less frequently, involQe comparisons‘of mobile households and
more stablé:households. Motivationél studies aré cancerned with soéial
psychological aspects of moving. Rossi attempts to combine these three
ﬁreviously ﬁsed ideas into one study.

He finds that the social characﬁeristics which differentiated
mdbilévfrom stable.households are variables closely.related to the
family 1ife-cycie; Family size first rapidly increases as.éhild;en
are born in the early:yearskofvmarriage. It is this fefiod in a
famiiy‘s lifg,cycle thét its housing, because of the rapid change in
- its needs, is most likely to be out ofbadjustment‘with‘its reqﬁire-

. ments. During this early‘stagé, thg familyvtypically‘moves'from

smallgf to 1argerbdwe11ing$, frém mobilg, .honéfamily areas to areas
where familykliving'is the,ﬁjpicélvpa;;egﬁ éf hdusehold existence.6

= Once through the lifé'qycie stage in which family size manifests
.’the,mést dramatic ianease, housing'heeds Stabilize and residentiél
étébility is‘also attaiﬁed; Rossi's sﬁudy points out that:large'
families are more prone to move than smallkones; The:yoquer,the hbusé-

hold head the more likély.the family is to move, and families who rent

6Rossi, p- 6.
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their home are more pron¢ to move than owners. He concludes that the
major fuﬁction of reSidéntial mobility,is to énéble'families to adjust
their housing to needs that are generated by.the shifts in family com-
positioﬁ acchpanying life cycle Changes. ‘Thé amount 6f_space avail-
able in the old housé is aéparently not as imﬁor;ént as the experience
of shiftsbin thg relationship between this spaée andvthe szebof the
“family. If there is, the birtﬁ of a child, the.s§ace is then experi-
enéed as inadequ;te. Such family size changes. are mést likely to occur
to famiiies which are under 10 years old; hence, the strong tendency
for most of a hqusehold‘s, moves to be acdbmplished during the early
years of its existence.7 | | M

| Smith, Kivlin and Sinden's.étudy is to discover factors imbelling
families to move from one owned house tp‘another. Most young families
_cite anvindrééseiih ﬁﬁé number of childreh és a éause‘for ﬁoving.

. - Foote ég?ees with sfudieé_previdusly-mentioned'that the child-
beéring years in the familyblife cycle are thebmost mdbile,'with‘median
family.monS'Of three to four times within this périod;_ Space takes
precedencevoyér{1océtional conveniencé to ogcuﬁa#ion‘at”this period.?
| AbuéLugﬁod;'co-authot Qitﬁ Foqte,‘States that the maldistribution
of housing is only in part a functioh‘éf the_uﬁequal-distributidn of

income. PerhapS»even‘more_importantlishthe_unequal distribution of

k)

7Ibid.

"8Ruth.H. Smith, Laura Kivlin, Ceéile Sinden, Housing Choices and

- Selection as Evidenced Q% Residential Mobility, Pennsylvania State Uni-
versity College of Home Economics Research, Pub. 204 (May, 1963) p. 49.

9Foote;.et.al., p. xxiii.
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. :housing among .people who occupy the Vafiéus stages of the family life
.cycle. Older families whose éhildren'haQe left home have more,space.
than they need and youhg and growing families have too little. The
'vfact'that income rises over the life gyclé has'heiped to obséure the
importance of this life cycle factor; Affer reviewing a number of
studies of residéntial moBility, Abu-Lﬁghod‘ concludes tﬁat most‘resi-
_dential moves are intracommunity and motivatéd by Aiécontent withk
previous accommodations, usually because of inéfeasé in family number
and the inciéased age of children. Family need forbspacevreaches a
maximum when children afe in their late teens; it declines thereafter.
.Foote refefs to this §eriod as the child-léunching stage, when space is
needea for a,parentsfbsphere and a children’é sphere. This author
agrees with Glick that older familiesvtend_tc,rétain the maximum quar-
‘ﬁefs they have échie?éd for a lohg péfiba'éfter family size hasushrunk.
Very often unﬁil one partner dies, Abﬁ—Lughod suggesté that'older
families shéuld.move to apartments‘of‘smallér quarters and free more
 1arge'hou$ing for bigger famiiies. ”
Foote says that ;here is a’grOWiﬁg desiré on the part of con-

sumers to develap a Styie of life whiéh distinéuisbgévthem. The ¢on-
' sg@er‘s‘hOusing is concéivéd of<a$ta means'df eXpressing,the'dweliers'
:style of life.b The ﬁiddleiaged suburb=-to-suburb ﬁover then is not
seeking spacé so mucﬁ asvhousing which éxprésses‘his style of life;10.

| As previousiy stated, Gligk'é'fémiiy‘life cycié stages are based
pfimérily oh the>age'of the father. He attempﬁs‘tb establishvthe

adequacy of age of family head as an index to the stages of the family

10

Ibid., p. 175.
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life cycle when he uses agevof head tooe#plein the oeLetion of‘family
life cycle to mobility. It is euggeeted by Lansing end Kish,‘however;
that the‘critical‘dates in.the.life of an individual may:not be his:
birthdays as much as the days when aiohaoge>occure in his femily
status; sueh as ﬁhen he marries-or when-hisvfirsf child is born. To
 understand an individual's sociél'beﬁavior, it mey'be more rele?ent to
coosidef which stage of the familyllife'cycle he has reached than how
old he is. A man's actions may be more affected by the fect‘thet he
has a teen-age'chilo than by the fact that he is 38 years'old.ll”

Glick does noﬂ control other age-related variables, soch as career
patterns and education. From a study conducfed in an urban subdivision,
Leslie and Richardson repoit thaﬁ sooial mobility'concerned with career
patterns outweighes femily cyole variables'infproducing residential
mobility. They agree with other studies that age ofbfamily head, size,
and tenure alone do not compose»an.adeQuate index of family life cycle
“and suggests that futurevstudies cquld get at family life cycle more
directly thrOugh changes in the famlly comp031tlon. The population in
vthls study is a fairly homogeneous one, espec1a11y in relation to age
of househoLd heads and‘tenure stetus.‘-Theeauthors suggest that it
mighe_be of interest in regard to residentiaiomobility to dupliqafe
this study in a veriety:of orban'eifcumstanees, W;tﬁ samoles:dréwn

from small and large cities and from metropolitan areas, including

. 1 yohn Lansing and Leslie Kish, "The Family Life Cycle as an
Independent Variable," Amerlcan Soc1olqgica1 Revxew 22 (Apr11 1957),
pp. 512- 519 :
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deteriorated'areas as well as middle and epper class suburbs_.12

‘Wattenberg, in his analysis of the 1960 census, points out that
the prime movers of today are youngvpeople uhder 30. .He also empha-
sizes the relation between lack of educat1on and moblllty. Individuals
with llttle education are more mobile w1th1n the county than those with
-a higher level of educatlon.13

A study by Feldman and Till& referred to in Chapter I points out
that explanations of occupational residence patterns have stressed
either occupational differences in resources or'iﬁ style of life. This
study tesrs the relative importance of these two factore in-the resi-
dential association bf'occupations in‘one city. 1Its authors‘conclude
that residential aseociation is a funetion ef similarity in rank and
reflects'edUCarion more directly than incoﬁefl4

Both education and tenure status. are often mentioned es having an
effect on“residential‘mqbility and:have been‘selected for investigation
.here.‘ This'study is also coqéerned with family life cycle variables
which may relate to intracounty mobility. Several writers on the sub-
jeet State thatanmber, age cempositioh, and ﬁﬁe'addition of children
»affect local movement. In short, the‘review of the literature points

to the relevance of the varlables chosen for further inquiry here.

12 ‘Gerald R. Leslle and Arthur H. Rlchardson, "Llfe-Cycle, Career
Pattern, and the Decision to Move," Amerlcan Sociological Review, 26
(December, 1961), pp. 894-902.

13

Ben J. Wattenberg, ThlS U.S.A. (New York, 1965), . 113.

14Feldman and4T;lly, p. 884.



" These test varibles, suggested by earlier studies, are educational-
attainment and tenure status of the_family head, size of family, age

composition of children, and family expansion.

16



CHAPTER III
METHOD AND PROCEDURE
Source of Data‘

‘Tﬁe sample fpr fhié,study is takgn fro@ the 1960 Uﬁited States
Census one-in-a-thoﬁsand sample recorded on magnetic tape. The‘infor—
matién contained in this record compfised‘sﬁbstantiélly all of the
charécteristics of those 180,000 persons (approximately) enumerated in
'the twenty-five per cent sample éortioﬁ of‘thé 1960~p§pulation census.
.Althdugh the sampiipg prbcedures_do'nét autoﬁaﬁically insufe éﬁ exact
tweﬁﬁy-five‘ﬁer ceﬁt saﬁple.of.pérgohs, tﬁe.samﬁle‘design was origi;
 né11y uﬁbiasedvif cérried»through‘éccqrdingvtO‘instructions.' Biases
could haye arisen only if the censds enpmératérvfailed to follow his
' listing and sampling‘iﬁétfuctioné exactly. o

. ifhe particular vélue qf thevsamplélﬁaﬁé fOr‘this'résearch probiem"
is that it permitsfcrosé;tgbuiation of a large npmber of-vafiab1es‘as‘
- well as ﬁdlding-féctors constant:in é way - not possislé from the pubf

1ishéd data‘of1the census alone,
Seiectidn of Sample

The Study.sample is selected to test vafious3aspects of the rela-
tionship between family life cycle and intracounty mobility and not to
investigate the total amounts of residential mobility among various:

vkinds of households. Thé‘relationship‘of family patterns and mobility

17
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ambng various kindé ofihéuseholds.' The reiétionshipkof fa@ily patterns
and ﬁobiiity can best'bé.studiea,By using the dominaﬁt family-type{

Representing'the dominant family type of the United States, white,-‘

male heads éf husband;wife families with or without éhildreﬁ uﬁder 18
are‘tﬁe units for analysis. To‘incfeaéé the hdmégeﬁéity, récial_minorf
ity groups,'one;parént families, and‘other‘minor family types ére
lomitteé.. Heads of husband-wife families married during the period of
1959-60 are'also excluded becausé.this change of‘:esidence is'ih
.feality establishing a new family unit and should be treated as a
separate p;oblem;l The mobile portion of the sample is défined as
those families who changed residence during 1959-60,'having resided
within the same ¢ounty,in 1955. The total samplé inclﬁdes 21,276
fahilyvheaasf Of this total 2,402 ﬁgye moVed within the cQﬁnty ahd‘

are thus considered as the mobile portion of the sample.
Analysis of the Data

‘ The‘hecessaryvinformapion‘bn cha:acﬁeristics of tﬁese'21,276 cases
'have begn reﬁovéd ffom the_tape by Compugéf_and»recorded on a’smallér
tape. Cross-tébulatioﬁ with chi-s9uar¢'ana1ysis’has been usgd to test
whetbef tﬁe rgéult$ bbtaihed could have occurred by -chance alone.
“"Crosé-tabulation, which is a nﬁmerical'ﬁaﬁular presentation of
1datanih.wﬁi¢h variableé are jux;aposéd-in order ﬁo,study the relation

between  them, may be used‘tovclgsSify the cases by the categories of

lUnited'States_Census‘of Population, Characteristics of the Popu~-
lation, Summary, Vol. I (1960), p. XLVIII. Since year of marriage is
recorded only for first marriages, the study sample will not include
second marriages. ’ ‘ : '
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the variables under’study.z Anothgr imporﬁant reason for using cfoss-
_ tabulatioﬂ is:thét it facilitatés the Stﬁdy'and analysis of relation-
ships; in addition, a chi-sdqare test pan‘eésily be appliéd to such
‘.tables‘eithe;‘by éomputervor manualiy;',An added advghtage is that it
aliows for testing»a relatithﬁip between two. variables while con-
ttblling ofher Qariablgs. |
| {‘ The tesﬁs to determine sppriousness and té_sPecify conditions
follow a pro;eduré recommended by Laéérsféld and kendéll,.which‘cén be
deécribed'as the clarification of relationshipé between two or more
variables. With this methodology a reseércher can find if the original
relationship is more pronounced in one sub-group than in another when
vthevtqtal sample is divided by the test‘factor. One‘techniqué usgd is
referrea to by the authors_és theﬂilcqéfficien;. It is.a crude meas=
ure of the effect on an established relatidnship between_fwo variables
Qhen a fhird,variablé is introdgced;’-The’procedure is merely oﬁe of
“simple arithmetic whefe one pércentége is spbpracted from the adjoining
one in a four fold.téble. This ﬁiéoefficient is a Heviqe for observa-
- tion rather than a means of testing significance df‘differencés.3
Thefchi-SQuare tes; is used becaqée it is‘éuitébleffor hominal
daﬁa:of a noﬁpafametfic naturé in thch the frequencies are in discrete

categories.b It is also a suitable technique for samples with a large

2Métilda White Riley, Sociological Research (New York, 1963), p.
408,

: 3Paul Lazarsfeld and Patricia Kendall, '"Problems of Survey Anal=-
ysis," in Merton and Lazarsfeld, eds., Continuities in Social Research
(Glencoe, Illinois, 1950), pp. 133-196.. ‘ '
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number of cases such as this one. The level of significance is set at

the .OS.level for the two tail test.
Hypotheses

v The‘ﬁypotheses stated in Chapter I ére formﬁlatédvaé null hypotheses
for statisticéi teéting as folloﬁs:

Objective'Ii. Testing for Spurious Factors

H,: There ié no‘difference in the propdrtion of husBand-wife families

t who change residence within counties and SMSA'S throughout the
eight stages of the family life cycle defined by age of the family

head.

H2: The relationship of age of family head with intracounty mobility
does not continue when educational attalnment of the family head
is 1ntroduced

3%, The relationship of age of family head Qlth 1ntracounty mobility

does not contlnue when tenure status of the famlly head is intro-
duced. : < '

Objective II: Testing for Specifying Factors

YHA: ‘Theré is no- influence on the relationship of:age of family head
‘with intracounty mobility by size of family. : .

H.: There is no influence on thevfelationship'of age of family head
with intracounty mobility by age composition of children.

‘There is no influence on the relationship of age of;family head
~with intracounty mobility by expansion of family size.

481dﬁey Siegel, NonEarametrlc gatlstlcs fo; the Behav1orgl Sc1-
ences (New York 1956), PP 36-42



CHAPTER 1V
FINDINGS

There is sufficient evidence to ?eject null hypothesis one, which
states there is no difference in residéntiél mobility as age of family
head increases. ‘(See'Table I). As anticipafed the mobility is highest
for those family heads who are age 24 and under. The decrease in mobil-
ity, however, ié much more fapid than expected after age 25. It seemed
probable that the mobility would not deqtease'rapidly until after age
35, as is the case ip'Glick'Sxanalysis'of Ehe.l950‘Census data.1 Wheth-
er patternsvof'residential mobility actually changed t§ this-aegree be~
| tween‘1950 and 1960 is impéssible to say. Wattenberg does point out .
that the pfime'movers of téday ére young people under 30? Some differf
-ence may'also come from the féctvthat the cbmpoéition of this‘study
‘sample is diffetentufrom tbat used by Glick. :Eliﬁihating remarried
couplesvp:obébly décreases the humbers_of mobile.people in age‘catego-
ries over 24‘years.- Since the average ége of first marriage was 22.8
for men in 1960, a great number of remarriageschuld not occur before

age 24.

;Glick, American Families, p. 65.

2Wattenberg, p. ll4..
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"TABLE I

INTRACOUNTY MOBILITY IN EIGHT STAGES OF FAMILY LIFE CYCLE
DEFINED BY AGE OF FAMILY HEAD

Stages of Family Life Cycle

Mobility . _ . .

Status 24 and under 25-29 30-34 35-44» 45=49 50-54 55«64 65 and over Total
Intracounty Per Cent 33.3 18.4  13.6 9.6 8.7 6.6 5.9 4.9

movers Number (413) (460)  (396)  (546)  (201)  (130) (158) (98)  (2402)
Other Per Cent 66.7 81.6  86.4  90.4  91.3  93.4 94.1 _  95.1

Number (827) (2036) (2530) - (5137) (2107) (1858) (2509)  (1870) (18874)

100.0 100.0 100.0  100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 o
Total (1240)  (2496) (2926) (5683) (2308) (1988) (2667)  (1968) (21276)
. _

X - 973.02'(7d.f.) significant at .01 and .05 level.

(44
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Effect of Education on Mobility

The overall pattern of declining mobility by age as stated in re-

search hypothesis one holds when educational attainment is introduced

as a test variable.  Null hypothesis'two,_thereforé, is rejected. It

states that the inverse relationship of age of family head with intra-

county mobility does not continue when education is introduced -as an

intervening variable. High mobility for these age 24 and under con-

tinues when educational attainment is introduced. In each of the four

categories of education, the per cent of mobility continues to be

greater among those 24 and under, declining as age increases. (See

Table II).
TABLE II
INTRACOUNTY MOBILITY BY AGE AND EDUCATIONAL
ATTAINMENT OF FAMILY HEAD
v Intracouhty Age :
Movers by 24 and ‘ ‘ 65 and
Education under 25«29 30-34 35=44 . 45-49 50-54 5564 over
) ‘ Per Cent ) ‘

No high _ o ‘ ‘

school 39.6 25.2 25.6 -13.3  10.6 8.3 6.4 5.1
N =773 ‘ .
Some high ‘ ' : o ‘ .

school | 35.4 24.6 14.7 11.0 8.7 4.1 6.5 5.3
N = 531 a
High school » ‘

graduate 32,9 16.1 10.5 7.8 8.2 5.6 6.1 3.4
N = 616 ‘
Some college ' ‘ - ' ‘

and above 25.9 13.8 8.2 7.1 5.2 5.1. 3.9 4.9
N = 371 : o

For X2 values see Table IV, Xz_by education and tenure.
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It is ihteresting to note, although it does not pertain directly
to these problems, that those individuals with the least amount of edu-
caﬁion have a higher rate of intracounty mobility in all but the two
oldest age g:oups.3 The mobility patterns for individuals with the
lowest and the highest educational levels differs considerably from

those of the middle categories.
Effect of Tenure on Mobility

It appeafs that mobility continues to be high among younger family
heads with a gradual decrease as age increases when tenure status is
introduced. Considerable difference, however, can be seen between
ownérs and renters. It is, therefore, assumed that tenure status does
have an-effect on logal residential mobility. There is sufficient
evidence to reject null hypotheéis three in regard to owners; nuyll
hypothesis three,vhowever, must be accepted for renters. 1In the age
category, 45-49, renters have an increase in mobility rather than the
hypothesized decrease. (See Table III).

Owners have a consisfent pattern of gradusgl decline in intra-
céunty mobility as the age of the family head increases. When strati-

fied by educational level, however, other patterns are found. Among

Ibid., p. 115.

' 4It is reported by the Census Bureau that college attendance ex-
pands both the aspiration level and opportunities of the individual,
and thus migration tends to occur with greater frequency in the careers
of the better educated. The higher income group (which indirectly
reflects educational attainment) have a lower local mobility rate.
Current Population Reports, Population Characteristics, Series P-20,
No. 141, September, 1965. ' '
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TABLE III

INTRACOUNTY MOBILITY BY AGE AND TENURE
STATUS OF FAMILY HEAD

Intracounty , __Age

Movers by 24 and ' ’ - ‘ 65 and
Tenure Status under 25=29. 30-34" 35«44 45-49 50-54 55=64 over
' Per Cent o '
Owners o 29.5 16.6 10.8 7.4 5.9 4.4 3.5 3.5
N = 15,024
Renters 35,5 20.8 20.2 18.0 20.9 14.8 13.9 12.1
N = 5,344

See Table IV for X2 values.

those wﬁo own their héuse, the pgrcentage of mobility is»considerably
less in the upper leveis of education than in the two lower levels of
' education. (See Table IV).

'Renters are not'as'consistént as owners in.the established trend of
high mobility in the younger age categories with a decline as the age of
family head increases. In fact, among rénteré there is a slight in-
crease in residential mobility in the 45-49 age category. The overall
mobility, moreover, declines more slowly‘among‘renters‘than among own=-.
ers.

‘This sustained mobility among renters iq the middle years may have
several explanations. It is quite poséible that this is the same part
Qf the cycle whicﬁ Foote refers ﬁo as the 'launching cycle." At this
pqint? childre# are leaving home and families are‘shrinking in size.
This change could easiiy precipitate a move to a smaller house or leave
sufficient funds forvfénting more impréssive housiﬁg. It is also pos=-

sible that the househdld head has reached the peak of his income, thus
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making'it possible'to move to a more desifable location. It seems
plausible that this pattern would be more predominant among renters
than owners bepause ownership indicates a closer tie to the property,
»discouraging mobility,

More variation of patterns appearsamong renters and owneré at age
55 and above when educational level is considered. (See Table 1IV).
Thbse in the highest educational level show an increased mobility in
the age categories cofresponding roughly to phe age of retirement.r
Renters with the lowest educational attainment show a decline rather
than increase in mobility after age 55,

This analysis also uncoversconsiderable difference between the
patterns of owners and renters in relation to local mobility in the
later yeérs'and reinforces Nelson Foote's sﬁatemenﬁ that there is no
consistent pattern of mobility fér those over 65, rather several varia-
tions in patterns.si It'is interesting to note that mobility incfeases
considerabiy above age 65 for those fénters in the college edqcational
level, while those in othéf educational levels who are 65 and over
show a decliﬁe.

Since the general pattern of mobility found is ome of decline in
the older age categories, this study'agfees wifh»Abu-Lughod's.comment
that older families tend to retain the maximum quarters they have

vachievgd. Even when the extrinsic inflﬁences of tenure status and
educational attainment are analyzed separétely as in Table IV, the

pattern of declining intracounty mobility with increasing-agé persists.

5vNelson Foote, preface.



TABLE - IV

INTRACOUNTY MOBILITY BY AGE OF FAMILY HEAD AND
EDUCATIONAL LEVEL AMONG OWNERS AND RENTERS

(N=21,276)
Intracounty Movers ’
Age
Among Owners and :
Renters by Education 24 and under  25-29  30-34 35-44  45-49  50-54  55-64 65 and over x2
Per Cent

Owners L R
No high school 34.10 25.30 16.50 . 8.80 6.47 5.32 4.47 3.75 203, 44%
Somevhigh school 35.06 20.72  11.39 9.15 5.35 2.66 4.59 " 3.75 144 . 38*
High school graduate 26.08 14.03 10.18 6.44 6.57 4.66 5.15 2.42 122.99%
Some college abdve , 22.80 13.43 8.15 6.31 4.38 4.72 - 3.67 2.92 64.46%

Renters o : )
No high school 41.25 25.11  38.18 24.2° 24.15 19.76 | 15.96 11.91 71.79%
Some. high schools . 35.51 28.09 -~ 21.67 17.9 23.75 12.72 16.00 15.15 31.14%
High schools 37.28 19.31 11.65 14.68 17.85 10.34 11.32 . 7.69 78.90%
Some college above 27.04 14.10 . 8.20 11.32 11.11 6.89 5.26 15.00 36.58%*

*Significant at .05 level (Chi-square readings above 14.06 are significant at .05 level with 7 d.f.)

LT
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Effect of Family‘Life Vafiables
on Mobility
.‘Thrée relevant Variables are .analyzed to‘speéify the conditions
within the cycle of family iiving whigh may affect the’pattern of local
mobility. These variables are size of fgmily measured by number of
children; agé'comPOSition of the children; and expansion of the fémily
~ size.

Chi-square aﬁalysis dembnstrates théﬁ the original inverse rela-
tionship between age of family head and intracouhﬁy mobility continues
" when these variables are introducéd, The way in whiéh the test varia-

bles affect or épecify the general pattern is indicated in the £ co-
‘efficients, which are simple-;emainders when a percentége is subtracted
from the percentage adjoining it. This is merely a‘deQice for bbéerva-
: tién rather than a means of testing significance.6

For the purpose of observing the differences in partial relation-
ships revealed by the £ coéfficients, a summary table of the basic
felatiénship between age of family'head and intracbunty mobility is
presentéd."This'table is a baéis for analyzing thevinfluence of the

family life variables. ' (S8ee Table V).

6See footnote 3, p. 18.
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TABLE V

INTRACOUNTY MOBILITY IN FOUR STAGES OF FAMILY
LIFE CYCLE DEFINED BY AGE OF FAMILY HEAD*

Stages of Famlly Llfe Cycle by Age of Family Head

Mobility 24 and 50 and

Status under  25-34 35-49 over Total
Intracounty Per Cent 45.8 31.9 21.2 12.4 22.7
movers Number (567) }(1730) (1702) (825) (4824)
Other Per Cent  54.2  69.1 79.8 -  87.6 77.3

Number - (673) (3692) (6289) (5798)  (16,452)

*Because of changes in computer center personnel and problems of
getting the data off the One~in-a-thousand tape, the number of intra-
county movers in Tables V, VI and VII is different from Table I al-
though the basic pattern is maintained. Because of a machine error
instead of the one year, (1959-60)intracounty mobility, these figures
include intracounty movers for the period of 1955-60, The total num-
ber and percentage of intracounty movers fortunately are not critical
to either the. first or second parts of the analySLS so that the dis-
crepancy in the counts is not a serious error.

The hypothesis that the relationship between intracounty and age
would be influenced by size of family is not found te be true. Null
hypothesls fouf is,thefefofe, accepted. - (See Table VI). The estab-
lishedvpatternvis maintained l.e., high mpbility among youﬁger fémily
heeds-with decreased movement as age of family.head‘increaSes; The f
coefficients, moreover, show a ﬁery similar pattern betweenllarger and
smaller familiee. The declinelin locel mobility between larger and
smaller femilies in- the two yeunger age categories varies only one per
'cent.b Movement continues in the two“older»agelcategorles at a slightly
higher  level for larger famllles than smaller famllles, the percentage
of decllne, however between the larger and smaller families is very

close.
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“TABLE. VI

INTRACOUNTY MOBILITY BY AGE OF FAMILY HEAD
IN LARGER AND SMALLER FAMILIES

T —— ——— o —

Stage of Family Life Cycle by Age of Family Head

1ntracdunty ' .24 and . - 50 and
Movers v under 25=34 35-49 : over Total
Larger ‘ S : ’ ' ) '
families .  45.54 31,20 22.33 . 14,03 24,89

f=.,14 f=.09 f£= .08

N = 6,236

Smaller : v ‘
families 45.75 32.33° - 20.55 12.28 21.75
£=.13 f£=.12 f=.08
N = 15,040

This table is constructed'from_computer tables with the following
. chi-square values significant at .05:  Larger (three or more c%ildren,
x?2 =-131.21); Smaller (two children, x% = 248.91; one child, X =
319.03; no child, X = 235.61). o

| 'Eyidence for éécépting or rejecting null hypothesis fiﬁe, which
states that there is no influence on‘the relationship of age of family'
head with intracounty mobility by age composifion of children, is in-
cénclusiVe.' MethqaolbgiCai'complicﬁtioﬁs in fémoving iﬁformationvfrom
the One-in-a-Thousand samﬁle tape madé it impbssible.to separate the
information fqr the age of children in some instances accofding to the
priginalvplan.. Ages'are'grouped in éuch a mannef thét the desired age
breaks éxe‘not obtaihabié;‘ This 1imita£iéﬁ in age cgtegories waé‘not‘
detected when the:thesis.problgm,was outliﬁéd. ‘For this reason little
reliance‘cén.be,piaééd on the r§su1ts concefning age of children. N§

analysis for this hypothesis is repbtted in the study.
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The hypothesized relationship‘that intracounty mobiiity would be
influenced by expansion of family size ievfound to be true in only one
age categofy; Null hypothesis six is accepted‘for age categories 24
end undet, 25 thru 34, and 35 thru 49, but it is rejected for family
heads age.SO and over. The expected dec1ine in local mobility is not
found among those family heads age 50 and‘over who have a child under

age three. (See Table VII).

TABLE VII

INTRACOUNTY MOBILITY BY AGE OF FAMILY HEAD IN
EXPANDING AND NON-EXPANDING FAMILIES

, : Stage of Family L1fe Cycle by Age of Family Head'
Intracounty ‘24 and ‘ 50 and

Movers : : under 25-34 135<49 over Total
‘Expanding" B | : : .
.familie§ » 47 .44 32.73 26.19 26.56 33.54
| f=.15 £=.07  £=.00
N = 5,420
Non-expanding.. : _ _ ‘ » ‘
families S . 40.46 . 30.85 20.29 .12.32' 18.96
o ‘f -0 f = .1 '1' £=.08
N = 15,856 | |

ThlS table was constructed from computer tables w1th the following
'chi-square valuyes significant.at .05: Expanding (1arger famllg_ child
under three) X% = 31.96; (smaller family, child under three) X“ = 54.50;
Non-expanding (larger family, no child under three) X% = 51.24; (small-
er family, no child under three)‘X2e=v451;06. , .

e ———

The finding may be affected by the small number of family heads
" in this age category; the f coefficients, however, show no decline in
moblllty for this age group The effect of famlly expan51on 'is more

pronounced when the presence of a chlld under three is v1ewed :
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separately for smaller.and larger families. (See Appendix Table VIII).
Smaller families with family heads age 50 and over having a child under
thrée show an increase in mobility of 2.07 per cent. In larger fami-
iies, with family‘head age SQ éna o&er, those having a child under age
three maihtain the same percentage of mobiiity as the previous age

category.



'CHAPTER V
SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS
Summary

This thesis‘is concerned with intrécounty mobility of families as
it is analyzed in relation to the family life cycle defined by age of
family hgad. Educational level and tenuré status, two factors outside
the family life cycle concept, which could confdund'this relationship
between mobility aﬁd family life cycle sfages,are explored. Three
specif?ing conditiohs‘ofithé fémilj life5Cyc1e--fhe humber, age com=
pﬁsition,'and addition of children;-are analyzed to test the adequacy
of'age df family head as én index to family life cycle in tﬁe study of
residential,mobiiity.i Féllqwiﬁg is a summaryvqf the ‘important findings.

| . . The proportiqn‘of;husband-wife famiiies who afe resiaentially
,mobilé decreases,thféughout the family 1ifé éyéie.as age of family
head increasesf The higher rate of mobility éxpgc;ed among ybUnger
families is found for'thbsé 24 and Qnder.: This mobility declines
shérply, however,‘during the period bétWéenVZS and 30 énd‘gradually
thereafter. The pattgrn difféfs éomeWhat‘ffom Glick}s analysis of the
1950 éensus when moﬁility'did not dfop sharplyvuntilvafter age 35.

_'Tﬁis peiationship of'age’of‘fa@iiy headeith iﬁtracounty mobility,

or residential mobility, continues when educational attainment of |
family head is introduced. ‘Educatiohaillevelldoés affect local mobil-

ity among some age groﬁps, though'the'dfiginal relation of declining

33
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mobility‘ﬁith increasing'age,still holds.‘ It is found that those
family heads having no high school‘education maintain a higher level
of mobility for a longér number of years. Those with the highest edu=-
cational level decrease more rapidly in relation to résidential mobil=
ity than the individuals in other levels. |

vThis relationship of mobility with age of family head continues
when the‘ﬁenure status is that of owners, but thére is some deviation
among renters. Rather thaﬁ the consisteﬁt decline in mobility as the
age of the family head increases, which 'is’ found for ownefs, the
renters shoﬁ a slight increase in residential mobility between age 45
and 49.1 In general ,renters are more mobile than owners. o

Aﬁong the family life cycle variables,larger families are not
found to have more influenceithan smaller families on the stated
rélationéhip df age of family head Qith intracounty mobiiify. An
additional finding which is not éart'of the ofiginal‘hypotheses con-
cerns those families with no childreﬁ. These childless couples‘are
less mobile than couples who haVe'children, regafdless of the number
.of.childfen.‘ In other words, having no childrén‘affects‘the relation~-
ship of'age of‘family head with lécal mobility;‘especially among those
.age 24 and uﬁder; (See’ Appendix A,Taﬁle VIII).

‘LOCal_mobility for.exbanding faﬁilieé (or families with a child
- under age three) does not deérease as age of family head increases

according to the anticipated pattern. These findings agree with Rossi

1When owners and renters are not viewed separately, the dominant
pattern is that of owners, because owners outnumber renters three to
one in this sample. (15,024 owners, 5,344, renters, 908 no cash.rent.)
In the 1960 population the ratio is 64% owners to 36.7% renters or
approximately 3 to 2. ‘ ' '
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who says when the famiiy expands with the birth of a child, the space.
available then becémés inadequate and precipitates a fesidential move.
This, of course, is not a startling discovery.

From findings in this study, it wbuld seém_that the age of the

household head is a useful index to the study of famiiy life cycle as

it relates to residential mobility. The specifying effect of expansion
of family size indicates that agé of children may be anpther relevant

index to family life cycle stages in the study of local mobility.'
Implications for Further Study

It would seem ﬁorthwhile that further'investigation into the
mobility pattérné of renters be conducted bécause it is possible thaf
this could contribute to the general knowledge concerning urban resi-

dential mobility. 1In addition to this, other studies might more
successfull&‘test age composition of children as a family cyclebvaria-
ble related to residential mobility §f the family.

"It would be interesting to inyestigate further the mébility pat=
 terns of family heéds over age 65. Renters in this age braékef with
the highest éducéﬁional level (college) maintain a high level of
_ mobilit&. This‘is in reverse of the mobility péttern for other age
‘groﬁps in fhe same educational level. Morevknowiedge coﬁcerhing this
relationship might be‘of possible interést in abcountry where a higher

percentage of the population continues to reach the age of 65 and over.
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TABLE VIII

INTRACOUNTY MOBILITY BY AGE OF FAMILY HEAD

IN RELATION TO NUMBER OF CHILDREN. -

39

Number of

Stages of Family Life Cycle by Age of Family Head

INTRACOUNTY MOBILITY BY AGE OF FAMILY

HEAD IN LARGER FAMILIES

. 24 and . 50 and . )
Children ‘under  25~34  35-49 over  Number X
None 38.21 36.11 '24.30 11.88 5455  235.61
One .46.21: 34.52 20.00 13.55 4584  319.03
Two 50.00 31.60 19.21 12.18 5001 .248.91
Three 45.52 31.21  22.34  14.04 6236  131.21

or more
Chi-square vaiues significaht at .65.
| TABLE IX

Intracounty

Stages of'Faqily-pife-Cycle-by-Age of Family Head

. 24 and 50 and

Mohility under  25-34  35-49 over Total
Intracounty Per Cent 45.54  31.20 22.33 -  14.03 24.89
movers Number (66) (640) (751) (95) (1552)
Other Per Cent 54.46 68.80 77.67  85.97 75.11
Number (79) (1411). (2612) (582) (4684)
Total ©100.00 100.00 100.00 1Q0.00 100.00
(145) (2051)  (3363) (677) (6236)

= : —

X® = 131.21, significant at .05.
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TABLE X

INTRACOUNTY MOBILITY BY AGE OF FAMILY
HEAD IN SMALLER FAMILIES

Stages of Faﬁi}y Life”Cycle‘by Age of Family Head

Intracounty o 24 and 50 and :
Mobility under = 25-34 35-49 over Total
. Intracounty Per Cent . 45.75 32.33 20.55 12.28 21.75
movers Number (501) (1090) (951) ©(730) (3272)
Other Per GCent 54.25 67.67 79.45 87.72 78.25

_Number (594) (2281) (3677) (5216) (11768)

Total | 100.00  100.00  100.00  100.00  100.00
(1095) ~ (3371)  (4628)  (5946) (15040)

This table was copstructed from computer tables with the following
chi-square values significant at .05: two children, x2 = 248.91; one
child, X% = 319.03; no child, X% = 235.61 - ‘

TABLE XI

INTRACOUNTY MOBILITY BY AGE OF FAMILY
HEAD IN EXPANDING FAMILIES

Stages oquamily Life Cycle by Age of Family Head

Intracounty . = 24 and ~ 50 and
Mobility - under 25-34 35=49 over Total
Intracounty Per Cent 47.44 32.73  26.19  26.56  33.54
movers Number (444) - (998) (359) (17)y  (1818)
Other Per Cent 52,56 67.27 73.81 73.44  66.46
Number  (492)  (2051)  (1012) (47)  (3602)
Total - 100.00 ~ 100.00 ~ 100.00  100.00 100.00
. (936) (3049)  (1371) . (64)  (5420)

This table was constructed from computer tables with the following
chi-square values significant at .05; larger family, child under three,
x2 = 31.96; smaller family, child under three, X2 = 54.50. |
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'TABLE XII

INTRACOUNTY MOBILITY BY AGE OF FAMILY
HEAD IN NON-EXPANDING FAMILIES

- Stages oﬁ Family Life'CyCle by Age pf Familvaéad

Intracounty 24 and 50 and

Mobility under 25=34 35«49 over Total

Intracounty Per Cent 40.46 30.85 2029 12,32 18.96
movers Number (123) (732) (1343) (808) (3006)

Other - Per Cent 59.54 69.15 79.71 - 87.68 81.04

Number (181) (1641) (5277) (5751)  (12835)

Total ’ 100.00 100.00 100.00 100;00 100.00
- (304) (2373) (6620) (6559) (15856)

This table was constructed from computer tables with the following chi-
square values significant at .05: larger family, ng child under three,
X® = 51.24; smaller family, no child under three, X* = 451.06.
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