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CHAPTER I. INTRODUCTION

Purpose of the Study
The purpose of this study is to assess some of the determinants of
local residential mobility and long distance migration among households
headed by older men.

Of particular Interest are the variables that

describe the economic position of the individual:
housing expenditures.

income, net worth and

The general hypothesis tested is that selected

socioeconomic characteristics of the individual and his household and
characteristics of his housing are determinants of residential mobility
and migration.

The purpose is accomplished through a longitudinal

analysis of the 1971, 1975, and 1979 waves from the Retirement History
Study (Irelan and Schwab, 1981).

The analysis is limited to

noninstitutlonalized males.

Importance of the Study
The age composition of the population of the United States has
changed dramatically during recent decades.

The proportion of

individuals in the 60 and over age category has greatly increased.
the fastest growing group in the population (Schulz, 1985).

It is

By 1980

there were 25.7 million older Americans, representing 11.3 percent of the
total population.

It is projected that for the year 2030 the elderly

will represent 21.2 percent of the total population (Atchley, 1988).

The

rapid growth in the number of elderly individuals within the population

2

and the longer life expectancies of those people have created problems
and considerations that emerge from changes occurring in the lives of
older people.
As individuals age, the residence that suited their needs, perhaps
for many years, may be no longer be adequate.

Loss of physical ability,

loss of spouse, and health problems may result in the demand for
additional services that can only be satisfied through mobility (Atchley,
1988; Henretta, 1986; Schulz, 1985; Serow, 1987).
Ties that kept a family in a residence or in a neighborhood may not
be as strong as in previous years, or they may be nonexistent.

When one

is no longer employed, or when one's children have all left home, there
may be few reasons to remain in a northern community, for example, when
there are chances for friendships and leisure in warmer climates.

Such

changes usually occur in the later stages of life and may precipitate
changes of residence or changes of living arrangements that, in many
instances, relate to the economic position of the elderly population.
The financial position of the individual, as measured by income and
assets, coupled with housing expenditures, may be among the factors that
foster or inhibit voluntary residential mobility or migration among the
elderly.
Most studies that have been done in the area of housing for the
elderly have shown that demographic and socioeconomic characteristics of
the elderly influence not only the general well-being of elderly people
but also their residential mobility and migration (Biggar, 1980; Borup et
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al., 1980; Bridge and Packard, 1981; Chen and Jensen, 1987; Gleeson,
1980; Feins and Wliite, 1978; Ferraro, 1981; Henretta, 1986; Kim and
Hartwigsen, 1983; McLeod et al., 1934; Pampel et al., 1984; Serow et al.,
1986; Struyk, 1977a; 1977b; 1980; Varady, 1980; Wiseman, 1980; Yee and
Van Arsdol, 1977).

The change of living arrangements occurs not only in

response to declining health but also in response to other changes, for
instance, the changing economic position of elderly individuals and
changes In household size and composition.
The study of residential mobility and migration of the elderly
population has been somewhat neglected. The special issue of Research on
Aging of June 1980 was devoted to residential mobility and migration of
the elderly, as were various articles (Clark and Onaka, 1983; Flynn,
1980; Flynn et al., 1985; Kending, 1984; Lichter et al., 1981; Longino,
1984; Serow, 1987; 1988).
Of particular importance is the study of migration, because the
magnitude of migration among the elderly has gro^n over recent decades,
As Rogers and Watkins point out :
Starting with fewer than a million in the 1955-1960 Interval,
the interstate flow increased to more than 1.6 million in 19751980. Thus following a moderate increase of 15.2% over the
1960-1970 decade, the number of migrants aged 60 and over grew
by 50.0% in the corresponding 1970-1980 comparison. But the
rate of elderly migration actually declined slightly during the
first period (4.1% versus 4.0%) because the elderly population
increased faster over the 1960-1970 decade (20.7%) than did the
number of elderly migrants (15.2%). In the second period,
however, the number of elderly migrants grew much faster than
the elderly population of which they were a part, and exceeded
the increase exhibited by migrants in the general population by
a factor of almost two (50% versus 26.6%) (Rogers and Watkins,
1988: 484).
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In addition, little research has been conducted that distinguishes
between residential mobility and migration.

Residential mobility and

migration of the elderly are often combined in the literature, and are
referred to as geographical mobility (Biggar, 1980; Biggar et al., 1984;
Clifford et al., 1982; Fuguitt and Tordella, 1980; Lauren and Mutchler,
1982; Lichter et al., 1981; Meyer, 1987; Serow, 1987).

Thus, it is

especially important to assess determinants of residential mobility and
migration in a more systematic manner.

Such research could lead to the

development of a more comprehensive policy that would, first, assess the
implications of promoting or hindering both migration and mobility and,
second, underline the role and responsibilities of different parties:
the state government, agencies, individual, or families towards the
growing elderly population who at some point may move or migrate.

Review of the Literature
The section starts with definitions of residential mobility and
migration, and provides the theoretical framework.

Then the literature

is reviewed and determinants that have been shown to affect the change of
residence of older people are discussed.

Finally, a conceptual model is

developed from the literature reviewed.

Definitions of residential mobility and migration
There are two terms that refer to geographical mobility:
residential mobility and migration.

Residential mobility involves a move
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from one dwelling to another within a given local area, often defined as
a job market (Speare, 1974; Morris and Winter, 1978; Crull, 1979; Memken,
1984; Fickvance, 1974). It is a short distance move, within a county or
Metropolitan Statistical Area (MSA), for example.

In contrast, migration

is defined as the movement from one area to another or a longer distance
move, for instance, between counties, states or MSAs.

Residential

mobility is generally prompted by housing related reasons while migration
is motivated by nonhousing reasons, for example, a job change.

However,

it is recognized that migration of the elderly can take place for reasons
other than job-related ones, for Instance, recreation, health, or climate
considerations (Crull, 1979; Duncan and Newman, 1975; Elchner, 1985;
Goodman, 1974; Memken, 1984; Plckvance, 1973; Morris and Winter, 1978;
Rossi, 1955; Speare, 1974).

Theoretical framework
The theoretical models of residential mobility and migration of the
general population have been developed and tested in several studies
(Chevan, 1971; Cho Kim, 1987; Clark et al., 1984; Clark, 1982; Clark and
Onaka, 1985; Crull, 1979; 1986; Duncan and Newman, 1975; Elchner, 1986;
Memken, 1984; Meyer, 1987; Morris and Winter, 1978; Morris and Cho, 1986;
Morris et al., 1976; Morris and Winter, 1985; Plckvance, 1973; 1974;
Rossi, 1955; Speare, 1974; Speare and Meyer, 1988).

In general, people

change residences because of actual or Imagined differences between the
current residence and the place to which they want to move.

It has been
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shown that the determinants of residential mobility and migration for the
elderly are different from the determinants of residential mobility and
migration for the nonelderly population.

In other words, the factors

that elderly individuals and families perceive to be Important In the
decision to move or to migrate are different from those perceived by
nonelderly households (Morris and Winter, 1978).

Residential mobility
Rossi (1955) was one of the first to develop a model of residential
mobility.

His theoretical approach rests on the idea that during the

family life cycle the housing needs of the household change.

According

to Rossi, the family life cycle can be used to predict residential
mobility, and younger households are more mobile than older households.
Large households were found to be more mobile than small households.
Tenure had a significant effect on mobility, when combined with tenure
preferences,

Renters who preferred to own were the most mobile.

Other studies in residential mobility have further supported the
Idea of a relationship between the stage of the family life cycle and
residential mobility (Chevan, 1971; Cho Kim, 1987; Pickvance, 1973; 19)4;
Memken, 1984; Morris and Winter, 1978). Housing needs change
systematically with the life cycle of the family.

Morris and Winter

state that the family life cycle is a "progression of housing norms";
housing norms define housing needs.
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Flckvance (1973; 1974) proposed and tested a causal model of
mobility based on the assumption that household characteristics are not
major determinants of mobility.

Rather, the major determinants of

residential mobility are housing characteristics.

In his model, age,

income, and life-cycle position (marital status) were used as household
characteristics.

Flckvance (1974) found that marital status and income

had a direct effect on mobility, whereas tenure acted as an intervening
variable in predicting mobility.
Speare (1974) developed a model with mobility as a response to
stress.

According to Speare (1974) stress is defined as a

dissatisfaction that results from changes in housing needs.

Those needs

are the result of changes in the size of the household, and changes in
the social and physical environment.
In testing his model, Speare (1974) used satisfaction as an
Intervening variable between selected household and housing
characteristics, and mobility.

The characteristics were age of the head,

education of the head, duration of residence, tenure, income, crowding,
an index of the presence of friends in the area, and type of area (urban
or suburban).

He found that crowding, age, duration of residence,

tenure, and the index of the presence of friends in the area were related
to mobility through housing satisfaction.

Only duration of residence and

tenure were directly related to residential mobility.
Morris, Crull, and Winter (1976) developed a model of residential
mobility which is built upon structure-function and systems concepts
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(Parsons, 1975; Sztompka, 1974).
concept.

They used housing norms as a key

The housing norms prescribe appropriate tenure, structure type,

and space, and are used to operatlonalize housing deficits by comparing
housing conditions to the norms.

According to their theory, households

with normative housing deficits experience dissatisfaction, which in turn
leads to mobility (Morris et al., 1976; Morris and Winter, 1978).
Crull (1979) tested the Morris and Winter model with actual mobility
as the dependent variable.

The independent variables were education,

sex, and age of the household head, household size and income.

Housing

deficits, housing and neighborhood satisfaction, and propensity to move
were used as intervening variables.
mobility was propensity to move.

The strongest determinant of actual

The effect of housing satisfaction on

propensity to move was stronger than neighborhood satisfaction, but
neighborhood satisfaction and housing deficits had significant effects on
housing satisfaction.

Further, housing satisfaction, housing deficits

and some of the household characteristics, for instance, income, had
direct effects on propensity to move.

More specifically, tenure deficit

and structure deficit had direct and indirect effects through housing
satisfaction on propensity to move which in turn positively affects
actual mobility.
Morris and Winter (1985) extended the model of residential mobility
by adding the idea of constraints. Such constraints are essential in any
model of residential mobility and migration at all stages of the life
cycle because the constraints affect all stages of residential mobility
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and migration; the presence of deficits, the development of
dissatisfaction and the propensity to move, and actualization of moving.
The constraints described by Morris and Winter (1985) can originate
within the household (family resource constraints), or within the
environment (limitations on the housing stock or market constraints).
The major resource constraint is the lack of sufficient income,
whether due to age, disability, household size, retirement, or other
reasons.

Other important household constraints may be physical

limitations of individuals resulting from age, health status, disability,
or lack of skills in basic home maintenance.

An example of a market

constraint is discrimination based on race, sex, age and other individual
and household characteristics.
Housing structure type and tenure are interconnected.

Although

there are exceptions, single-family dwellings are usually owned, while
multifamily dwellings are usually rented.

Thus, a desire for single-

family dwellings can be viewed in part as a desire for ownership (Clark,
1982).

Further, some researchers have found that the desire for more

space has a strong effect on mobility (Clark et al., 1984; Duncan and
Newman, 1975; Clark et al., 1984; Clark and Onaka, 1983). Space and
tenure are also connected; owner-occupied dwellings tend to be larger
than dwellings that are rented.
Overall, factors associated with residential mobility for the
elderly are different from those that prompt residential mobility among
the nonelderly population, but they are still housing-related factors
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(Findlay and Morris, 1976; Morris and Winter, 1978; Nelson and Winter,
1975; Speare, 1989; Struyk and Soldo, 1980). For Instance, one of the
major causes of residential mobility of the elderly is health.

Elderly

individuals and families are likely to move locally to obtain a more
supportive environment often because of falling health.
Migration

A theoretical framework for the study of the migration

process for the general population the so-called "push-pull" theory of
migration, has been suggested by Lee (1966).

Lee (1966) argues that the

factors entering into the process of migration can be summarized into
four categories: (1) factors associated with areas of origin, (2)
factors associated with the areas of destination, (3) intervening
obstacles, and (4) personal factors. ("Pull" factors are those
characteristics of areas of destination viewed as favorable to
inmigration while "push" factors are viewed as negative aspects of the
area of origin which serve to encourage outmigration.

Intervening

obstacles are usually described as physical barriers, for instance,
distance.)
The process of migration is viewed by Lee (1966) as a weighing

of

the positive and negative factors at the areas of origin versus those at
the destination with some adjustment for individual diversity in the
effects of these factors.

If the perceived benefit favoring migration is

sufficient to balance the intervening obstacles, the individual will
migrate.

Variables that are frequently used in the models of migration

are unemployment and occupational opportunities (Isaac, 1947; Lee, 1966;
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Stahura and Stahl, 1980).

However, unemployment and occupational

activity are less relevant to the elderly population.
Long distance moves among the elderly are prompted by different
factors than those that prompt younger individuals and families to move,
but they are still primarily related to the amenities available in the
destination place (Graves, 1979; Herzog and Schlottmann, 1983; Hunt and
Kau, 1985; Morris and Winter, 1978; Patrick, 1980; Serow at al., 1986).
A major cause of migration among the elderly is retirement, whereas for
the nonelderly population it is employment.
Other factors that prompt moving behavior are similar for both the
nonelderly population and the older population.

Some of the determinants

are more crucial for one group than for the other, however. For example,
income and housing expenditures are crucial for both groups but
especially for the older population (Atchley, 1988; Radner, 1985; Schulz,
1985).

After retirement, the income of elderly individuals and families

is usually lower than prior to retirement (Fox, 1982).

Housing

maintenance costs might be higher because health conditions may require
that maintenance cannot be done by the elderly occupants ; therefore such
services must be forgone or purchased.

Nevertheless, general models of

residential mobility and migration can be utilized in the study of
residential mobility and migration among the older population.
Furthermore, the development of theory and testing of models can lead to
a stronger theoretical distinction between 1) residential mobility and
migration among the elderly and 2) moving behavior of the elderly versus
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that of the nonelderly population.

Previous research on moving behavior
Residential mobility and migration of the elderly are often combined
in the literature, and are often referred to as geographical mobility
(Biggar, 1980; Biggar et al., 1984; Clifford et al., 1982; Fuguitt and
Tordella, 1980; Henretta, 1986; Lauren and Mutchler, 1989; Meyer, 1987;
Speare and Meyer, 1988).

Many studies that have examined a change of

residence of the elderly have only investigated the factors affecting
moving from one dwelling to another without regard to whether the move
was residential mobility or migration.

While such studies are useful for

defining the broad outlines of moving behavior; they are inadequate for
distinguishing between people who move long distances (migration) and
those who move within the same area (residential mobility).
In addition, many studies have used large data sets for macrolevelanalyses on change of residence (Biggar, 1980; Biggar et al., 1984;
Clifford et al., 1982; Fuguitt and Tordella, 1980; Lauren and Mutchler,
1989; Meyer, 1987; Speare and Meyer, 1988), using as a unit of analysis
not the individual but given a geographical unit, for instance, a county
or MSA.

Such studies offer some insights into changing residence but are

less relevant to the microlevel-analysis like the one in this research.
In examining the relevant literature, existing studies of mobility
of the elderly have been classified into three categories.

According to

the definitions used in this study these categories are: (1) research on
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change of residence which may or may not distinguish between residential
mobility and migration, (2) research on residential mobility, and (3)
research on migration.

Classification into one of the three categories

is based on the definitions used in the present study and not on the
terminology used by the researchers.
The review of the literature on moving behavior among elderly
individuals is divided into three sections:

research on migration,

research on residential mobility, and research on change of residence
that compares residential mobility to migration.

The literature is

examined to ascertain factors that affect change of residence with
special emphasis on economic variables.
Migration

In general, migration models that deal with the

nonelderly population concentrate on economic variables such as the job
market, unemployment, earnings, income level, and cost of living (Herzog
and Schlottmann, 1983; Hunt and Kau, 1985; Morris and Winter, 1978; Serow
et al., 1986).

Migration research on the elderly population focuses less

on the labor market, although real income and cost of living are very
important.

Rather, researchers have focused on quality of life

considerations (care, climate), family considerations, retirement itself,
crime and the availability of services and amenities (Chevan and Fischer,
1979; Findlay and Morris, 1976; Graves, 1979; McLeod et al., 1984;
Lichter et al., 1981; Longino, 1979; Morris and Winter, 1978; Patrick,
1980; Serow, 1978; Serow, 1987).
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Pampel et al. (1984) discussed several noneconomic amenities and
personal preferences that may influence migration.

First, among the

elderly there are ties to other communities through previous residence or
location of friends and relatives that strongly affect the preferences of
elderly persons for destinations.

Second, elderly migrants are attracted

to areas of low population density with a high quality of life, low
crime, and an unpolluted environment.

Third, migration to specific

destinations is related to preferences for various climates and terrains.
Patrick (1980) studied migration of elderly individuals as a
function of health controlling for other socioeconomic and demographic
variables (sex, race, education, income, marital status, occupational
status).

He found that the likelihood of migrating and distance of

migration is positively related to health.

These findings imply that

elderly individuals in better health tend to have higher rates of
migration and move farther than those who are less healthy.
According to McLeod et al. (1984) factors that lead the elderly
individuals to migrate are retirement, departure of children from the
family home, the death of a spouse and a loss of physical independence.
Furthermore, within the older population socioeconomic characteristics
that are important are education, race, age, marital status and economic
position.

For example, long distance migration to a warm climate is most

often found among younger elderly individuals, while movement of any
distance for better care or support is found among older persons who are
more likely widowed or living alone.

Residential mobility

Generally, elderly people seldom wish to

move; usually they prefer to stay in the current dwelling even though the
quality of their dwelling may not be desirable or adequate (0'Bryant,
1983; O'Bryant and Wolf, 1983; Mercier et al., 1987).

According to

Morris and Winter (1978) changes in later life such as declining health
and declining physical ability are major factors that affect residential
mobility.
Other factors that play an important role in residential mobility of
the elderly are housing characteristics, for instance, tenure, structure
type, space and housing cost.

Households with an elderly head are more

likely to own a single-family dwelling (80% of elderly households) than
are households with a nonelderly head (65% of general population) and a
high proportion no longer have a mortgage on the dwelling (Schulz, 1985).
Elderly home owners are less likely to move than elderly renters.
Dwellings occupied by elderly people are likely to be smaller than
dwellings occupied by the general population (Findlay and Morris, 1976;
Morris and Winter, 1978).
Also, housing expenditures consume a large share of the monthly
income of elderly households.

Since some elderly individuals live on

limited incomes, they may be disadvantaged in terms of rising costs of
energy and maintenance.

Offsetting the costs of energy, property taxes

and maintenance for home owners may be the fact that there may be no
other monthly out-of-pocket housing expenditures.

Elderly people with

lower incomes are more likely to be renters and to live in smaller units
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than are elderly individuals with higher incomes (Goldstein, 1965; Lazer
and Shaw, 1987; Morris and Winter, 1978; Schulz, 1985; Struyk and Soldo,
1980).
Varady (1980) studied intrametropolitan moving plans among elderly
residents of Cincinnati, Ohio.

According to Varady (1980), residential

problems such as physical housing deterioration, increasing housing costs
and crime, and failing health are the significant determinants of
mobility plans by the elderly.

The most important determinant in

Varady's study, as measured by the large beta coefficient, was
neighborhood safety problems, probably because his sample was drawn from
inner-city.neighborhoods in an older city.
In the same study, Varady (1980) found that other characteristics
such as age, race, marital status and socioeconomic status contribute to
residential mobility plans among the elderly.

Thus, an elderly

individual who is living in a neighborhood of high socioeconomic status,
and who is relatively young, married, black, and participating in a
housing assistance program is more likely to stay in his or her own
dwelling than elderly individual who is living in a neighborhood of lower
socioeconomic status, and is older, single, white, and not getting help
from housing assistance programs.
O'Bryant and Wolf (1983) and O'Bryant (1983) argue that the majority
of older people are happy with their present residence and do not wish to
move even though the housing of many elderly people may not meet minimal
standards (Montgomery et al., 1980; Struyk, 1977).

Further, they
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recognize that older renters have lower incomes, are more often single or
widowed, and are more likely to move than are owners.

In short, renters

can move more easily than home owners when they become dissatisfied with
their residence but they may have fewer choices of places to move to.
Owners have higher incomes and more assets, are more often married, have
lived in their residence longer and often have a larger amount of space
than renters, all factors working against changing residence.
A study comparing the determinants of housing satisfaction among
elderly owners and renters points out differences according to tenure in
the factors associated with satisfaction (O'Bryant and Wolf, 1983).
Physical characteristics of the dwelling are the most important factors
for renters, while attachment to the home is more important for home
owners.

The authors suggest that physical deficiencies may be more

important to renters because such deficiencies are the responsibility of
the landlord.

Physical deficiencies in an owner-occupied dwelling,

however, are the responsibility of the occupant, and can be postponed,
sometimes indefinitely, so that they become the responsibility of the
heirs and so are not factors in the prediction of housing satisfaction.
In fact, the possibility of postponement may be a plus, as an elderly
home owner seeks to control housing expenditures.

On the other hand,

many owners have lived in their dwellings a long time; their homes may be
imbued with a long history of family ties and traditions.

It is these

attachments that are important, not whether the home is in good condition
or provides various special services and amenities.
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Change of residence

Rather than viewing residential mobility and

migration as a single phenomena, some researchers have seen the two types
of residential changes as responding to different needs at different
stages of life.

According to Litwak (1985) the elderly may experience at

least three types of moves during the years from retirement on.

The

first move that is experienced by elderly people is when they retire and
move for a long distance.

Those elderly individuals are relatively

healthy and have higher incomes.
The second move occurs when they face moderate forms of disability
problems.
relatives.

This group usually moves closer to their children or
The major motivation for such a move is to get some help but

still to remain in an independent living setting.
The third move occurs when an elderly person enters into a stage of
severe illness and chronic disability.
are needed.

At this point care and service

Most of the latter moves are local.

Usually the most

traumatic is the move associated with chronic disability and severe
illness and the least traumatic is the move associated with retirement.
These moves are often accompanied by other changes, for instance, when a
loss of spouse occurs (Litwak and Longino, 1987; Longino, 1982; Wiseman,
1980).
According to Wiseman (1980) consideration of residential change can
be stimulated by one or more mechanisms.

These include change in the

lifestyle, critical life events, the shrinking primary support network
and unsuitable environment.

As Wiseman (1980) stated, the mechanisms are
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comprised of "push-and-pull factors".

For example, high income

facilitates a move to enjoy recreational amenities, while low income
constrains many elderly individuals from such a move.

However, elderly

individuals with low incomes may relocate due to inflation and rising
home maintenance cost.

Wiseman (1980) also points out that successful

previous-moves may encourage mobility, while long term stability may have
a negative influence on mobility among elderly individuals.

In addition,

he suggests that tenure shift from ownership to rental is only slightly
higher among older individuals than among younger persons with a great
predominance of former renters among elderly movers.
Change of residence in later life is different from that in the
earlier stages of the family life cycle.

Retirement, declining health,

changing marital status, declining capability for physical maintenance,
loss of financial independence, departure of children and limited income
of the elderly are all major factors affecting change of residence of the
elderly.

Very often the characteristics of places of destination are

attracting elderly individuals and families (Biggar, 1980; Serow, 1988;
Speare and Meyer, 1988; Wiseman and Roseman, 1979).
Wiseman and Roseman (1979) argue that, in general, the decision to
change residence is based on events that occur to individuals, on the
characteristics of these individuals, and on the characteristics of
places where individuals currently reside and where they may choose to
move.

In the other words, the individuals experience housing deficits

which in turn lead them to mobility (Morris et al., 1976; Morris and
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Winter, 1975; 1978).

They assert that events that may lead elderly

individuals to change residence are retirement, departure of children,
death of spouse, and the loss of physical or financial independence.
Further, those factors within the elderly population differ as a function
of age, marital status and socioeconomic status.

For instance, the long

distance move to a warm climate most often occurs among younger, more
affluent individuals who have recently retired, while movement of any
distance for care and support is most often found among individuals who
are widowed or live alone.

The longer distance move is also found in the

Canadian study by Ledant and Liaw (1986), where the propensity for
intercity migration was a positive function of both income and education.
Serow's (1988) findings based on cross-national comparisons identify
two types of moving behavior among elderly individuals and two life cycle
events that are most likely to trigger moving action.

Identified types

of moving behavior among the elderly are the movement of the young,
relatively affluent elderly to destinations based on climate and
availability of amenities, and movement of older individuals regardless
of socioeconomic status to destinations based on the availability of care
and support.

Life-cycle events that are most likely to trigger moving

are retirement and widowhood; these events, of course, are apt to occur
to individuals late in life.
Biggar (1980) and Biggar et al. (1984) recognize two types of change
of residence of the elderly.

The first movement is that of elderly

people under age 75 to destinations based on climate and amenities.

The
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second one is related to health status and is based on the availability
of care and support for persons of age 75 or older.
Studies by Biggar (1980) and Biggar et al. (1984) suggest that long
distance (interstate) elderly movers are younger, more educated and have
higher incomes than short distance movers (intrastate) or nonmovers.
Elderly local movers are older, nonwhite, less well educated, widowed and
have lower incomes than elderly longer distance movers.

Also, according

to Biggar (1980) and Biggar et al. (1980), more elderly local movers are
living in the households of either a child or another relative than
elderly long distance movers.

Further, they found that more elderly

interstate movers owned their own homes, or lived in homes with complete
plumbing than elderly intrastate movers.

In the other words, elderly

interstate movers have higher independence levels than elderly intrastate
movers.
Clifford et al. (1982) examined the relationship between residential
mobility and living arrangements.

They found that elderly individuals

change residence infrequently and that the overall level of mobility is
decreasing among the elderly population, whereas the rate of migration
from metropolitan to nonmetropolitan areas is increasing among elderly
individuals.

Also, they found that elderly females experience moderately

greater mobility than elderly males.
Furthermore, their results suggest that moves by dependent
individuals from nonmetropolitan to metropolitan areas frequently involve
a move associated with a crisis such as loss of spouse, declining income
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and health problems.

On the other hand, a move from metropolitan to

nonmetropolitan areas by independent individual is connected with moving
for better climates, better recreational amenities and better living
environments. (In this research, dependent and independent types of
households were defined in terms of living arrangements.

Elderly

individuals living independently are maintaining their own households,
whereas elderly individuals living in a dependent living arrangement
share households with others, for instance, with children, relatives or
others).

Other studies of elderly movers from metropolitan to

nonmetropolitan areas and from nonmetropolitan to metropolitan areas
indicate similar findings (Ploch, 1978; Murphy, 1979; Meyer, 1987),
Wiseman and Peterson (1979) underline the involuntary movement of
the elderly that results from the need for assistance (chronic health,
fixed income).

Low resource levels, especially low income and poor

health, and widowhood characterize these movers (Wiseman and Peterson,
1979; Wiseman and Roseman, 1979).
The change of residence of the elderly results not only in relation
to declining health, but also to the waning economic position (Aaron and
Burtless, 1984; Atchley, 1988; Merrill, 1984; Schulz, 1985).

The role of

economic position in residential mobility and migration is not as clear
as it might be. , Economic position has to be defined in terms of assets
as well as in terms of income, because many of the elderly own assets
that provide housing or could serve for meeting emergency financial needs
(Aaron and Burtless, 1984; Atchley, 1988; Merrill, 1984; Schulz, 1985).
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In addition, the effect of economic position of the elderly on
either residential mobility or migration has not been studied
longitudinally to assess its role in either promoting or preventing
either type of moving behavior. In order to highlight the role of the
economic position while studying residential mobility and migration of
the elderly, other factors have to be controlled such as socioeconomic
characteristics and housing characteristics.

The Conceptual Model
Based on the theoretical background, some generalizations can be
made and a conceptual model can be constructed.

The basic conceptual

model (Figure 1) for this study is based upon literature on moving
behavior, residential mobility and migration.

The overall hypothesis is

that selected socioeconomic characteristics of the individual and his
household and characteristics of his housing are determinants of
residential mobility and migration (moving behavior).

Specifically,

residential mobility and migration are functions of education, race, age,
health status, marital status, household size, retirement status,
household income, net worth, space, tenure, structure type and housing
expenditures.
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Figure 1.

Conceptual model
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CHAPTER II.

THE PROCEDURES

This chapter outlines the methods used in this study.

It describes

the sampling and data collection procedures, the models to be tested and
the definitions and operationalization of the variables with their
descriptive statistics.

Lastly, it has a description of the statistical

analyses of the data used in the study.

The Data
The data used in this study are from the Retirement History Study
(Ireland and Schwab, 1981). The Retirement History Study is a 10-year
longitudinal study of retirement in the United States conducted by the
Social Security Administration.

The first wave of data was collected in

1969 from a national sample of 11,153 individuals, most of whom were
still active labor force participants.

All respondents were

noninstitutionalized and in the cohort born from 1905 through 1911.

The

sample included men between the ages of 58 and 63 in 1969 and nonmarried
women of the same age who, when contacted, had no husband present in the
household.

Irelan and Schwab (1981, p. 385) report:

"In the pretest

stage of the study, it was discovered that married women tended to define
retirement in terras of their husband's rather than their own
retirements."

Thus, as a result, married women were not sampled. The

original study does not provide a representative sample of all women of a
given age.

Therefore, it was preferable to limit this study to men ages
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58-63 in 1969 rather than to include women who are not representative of
the population of women aged 58-63 in 1969.
Interviews were conducted with panel participants every other year,
with the final wave of data gathered in 1979 (Irelan and Schwab, 1981).
Sample members have been asked about their current and past
work lives, income and sources of income, expenditures,
retirement preparation and expectations, family contacts and
assorted attitudes. An abbreviated set of similar data has
been collected about wives of the sample members. Widowed
spouses of sample members have been retained in the study and
are a rare source of data on pre- and post-widowhood
circumstances. Survey records have been matched with sample
members' Social Security earnings records (Irelan and Schwab,
1981: 381).
Two aspects of the Retirement History Study make it unique among
retirement studies and contribute to its value for this study.

First,

the data set consists of a large, national sample of older people from
whom data have been gathered longitudinally over a sufficient length of
time so as to permit the analysis of relatively rare changes.

Second,

the completeness of the data on the financial aspects of interest in this
study make it particularly appropriate.

There are detailed data on

income and assets, including sources and amounts of income and type and
value of a variety of different assets. .The expenditures data included
are less detailed than the data on income and assets, but they provide
sufficient information about the category of interest in this study,
housing expenditures.
A disadvantage of the Retirement History Study data is that the
length of time between waves means that the exact order among changes in
financial position and changes in residence may not be known.

For

example, the time order of the addition of a household member (an elderly
parent, for example) and residential mobility may not be obvious if both
occur during the same interval.

Another disadvantage of the Retirement

History Study data set is that the last wave was collected 10 years ago
and the first wave 20 years ago.

Although the data set is rich in

detail, the data are somewhat outdated.

In spite of these limitations,

the data address the purpose of this study by providing adequate
information about sociodemographic characteristics, economic position,
housing characteristics, residential mobility and migration of the
elderly.

The subsample
The decision to include the last wave of data, which was gathered in
1979, and the desire to have more than two waves with the same length of
time between the waves in the analysis, led to omission of the 1973 wave.
Thus, the subsample used was limited to three waves:
1975 wave, and the 1979 wave.

the 1971 wave, the

Those waves were the ones with the most

complete data on the variables of interest.

The 1973 wave did not have

the detailed data on assets and debts necessary to calculate net worth.
Although assets and debts were available in each of the other five waves,
the omission of one of the middle waves meant that analyses would need to
be planned that would not suffer from the absence of the 1973 wave.
Using the 1971, 1975, and 1979 waves meant there would be a sufficient
time interval in which to examine two fairly rare events, residential
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mobility and migration, separately.

The final criterion in selecting the

subsample for this study was that the respondents had been interviewed in
each of the three waves used in this study.
First, a subsample of 4177 cases was selected from the original
study.

The subsample included households in which the male head was

first interviewed and remained in the study from the 1969 wave to the
1979 wave.

In addition, 248 cases that had missing values for the entire

1975 wave and 17 cases that had missing values for the entire 1979 wave
were dropped from the subsample.

Extreme cases on the age variable (6

cases) were dropped from the subsample, because there seemed to be no
obvious explanation for their values.

The final sample for this study

contains 3906 cases.

Imputation of missing data
Values for variables with missing values were imputed using three
different methods.

The imputation was done to minimize the bias that

occurs with nonresponse to survey data (Kalton, 1983; Rubin, 1987).

The

choice of a specific method for imputation was based on the nature of the
variable, the distribution of the cases without missing data, and the
percentage of the cases with missing values.
The first method, assigning the value of the median of the nonzero
cases was used when there were large numbers of cases (over 80%) with
zero, as was the case with many components of income, net worth and
housing expenditures.

The majority of cases, for example, did not have
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equity in a business.

Those who indicated that equity in business was a

part of their net worth, but where there was no response regarding the
amount of that equity, were assigned the median of the nonzero cases.
The completion codes that described each of the variables were used
to decide the type of assignment that was appropriate to handle the
missing data.

Data items coded as missing had one of three different

completion codes: code 2 indicated that the amount of money for the
specific variable was defectively reported, code 4 indicated that the
response, either direct or implied, to a question about dollar amount was
"do not know", and code 5 indicated that the question was not applicable,
meaning that the respondent would not have a value for the variable
(there was no income from annuities, for instance).

Missing data items

with a completion code of 5 were coded 0 because the individual did not,
for example, receive income from that source.

Completion codes of 2 or

4, both indicators that there was income from the source but the quantity
was unknown, received the median of the nonzero cases.

The variables,

the number of cases with missing data, and the medians are listed in
Table A-2 (Appendix),
The second method used to impute missing values was to impute them
longitudinally, where appropriate, from one or both of the other two
waves.

An example is the estimation of property value, which was used to

calculate housing expenditures.

If the household had not moved, missing

values for owners were estimated from property values of the preceding
and/or succeeding waves.

Variables estimated in this fashion were the

respondent's estimation of the selling price of the property; the net
liquidity value of the property (the selling price minus the amount owed
on any outstanding mortgage); the annual amount paid for real estate
taxes, special tax assessments, and insurance; the respondent's earnings;
the respondent's and spouse's net incomes from self-employment; and the
respondent's and spouse's net income from Social Security retirement
benefits.

Estimating equations of the form a +

were developed

for respondents who had complete data, and then these equations were used
to estimate the values for respondents with missing data.

The R^s for

the longitudinal predicting equations were generally very high, in most
instances, above .60, which lends support to the appropriateness of the
method chosen for estimation. Several equations were available to
estimate the same item; the item was estimated using the equation with
the highest number of nonmissing predictors.
Estimation of property values can be used as an example.

If the

respondent owned his dwelling and had not moved between 1971 and 1975 nor
between 1975 and 1979, and there were complete data for one or two of the
years, the missing value(s) were estimated from the existing values; 1979
values from 1971 and/or 1975 values; 1979 values from 1971 and/or 1979
values, and 1971 values from 1975 and/or 1979 values.

If the respondent

had moved, then only the 1975 value was used in the predicting equation.
If he moved between 1971 and 1975, for example, then only the 1975 value
was used to predict the 1979 value.

If there were insufficient data to estimate the missing value
longitudinally, then a third method was employed, that of cross-sectional
imputation using linear regression. The number of cases for which this
method was used was small.

Regressions were run for the cases with

complete data, and then the coefficients were used to produce estimates
of the variable for cases with missing values.

The independent variables

used were education, race, age, health status, marital status, household
size, employment status, household income, space, tenure and structure
type. The specific independent variables varied according to the
dependent variable.

Property values that could not be estimated

longitudinally were imputed cross-sectionally using data on expenditures
for taxes and insurance (Winter et al., 1989).

Controlling for inflation
Household income, net worth and housing expenditures variables were
calculated for each year and adjusted for inflation.

The variables

representing 1975 and 1979 were adjusted to constant 1971 dollars by
dividing by a factor representing either inflation between 1971 and 1975
or inflation between 1971 and 1979.

The factors were derived from the

overall Consumer Price Index for 1971, 1975, and 1979, and were 121.3,
161.2 and 217.7, respectively (U.S. Bureau of the Census, 1988:

16).

Setting 1971 as the base year, the 1975 figures were divided by 1.33
(161.2/121.3) and the 1979 figures by 1.79 (217.4/121.3).
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The data are presented in 1971 dollars using the Consumer Price
Index as a deflator.

Therefore, the figures will seem quite low because

of the substantial amount of inflation that occurred between 1971 and
1979 as well as since 1979.

The Empirical Models
Based on the conceptual models (Figure 1) and the literature review,
six empirical models were developed to be tested.

Figure 2 shows the

general form of the six models that differ only in the dependent
dichotomous variable that represents moving behavior of elderly men.
six models are:

The

1) any change of residence between 1975 and 1979

contrasted with no change of residence, 2) residential mobility
contrasted with migration and no change of residence, 3) residential
mobility contrasted with no change of residence, 4) migration contrasted
with residential mobility and no change of residence, 5) migration
contrasted with no change of residence, and 6) residential mobility
contrasted with migration.
In all models socioeconomic variables, housing characteristics and
previous change of residence are included as the independent variables.
Additional independent variables in each model are previous changes in
selected socioeconomic characteristics of the individual and his
household.

The socioeconomic variables are education, race, age, health

status, marital status, household size, and retirement status of the male
respondent and income and net worth of the male respondent's household.
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Figure 2.

Empirical model
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The housing-characteristics variables are space, tenure, structure type
and housing expenditures.

The selected socioeconomic variables that may

change are health status, marital status, household size, retirement
status of the respondent, and income and net worth of the respondent's
household.

Specific hypotheses
The first model has as a dependent variable change of residence
between 1975 and 1979 (1-change of residence; 0=all others).

It is

expected that change of residence between 1975 and 1979 is a function of
tenure, housing expenditures, health status, marital status, retirement
status and previous changes of residence, health status, marital status
and retirement status.

Specifically, elderly men who are renters, have

high housing expenditures, report that their health is worse than others
their age, are not married and retired are likely to change residence.
Also, those who previously experienced changes of residence, health
status, marital status and retirement status are likely to change
residence.
The second model (1-residential mobility; 0=all others) and the
third model (1—residential mobility; 0-did not change residence,
migration omitted) have as the dependent variable residential mobility
between 1975 and 1979.

The hypotheses of the second and third models are

that residential mobility is a function of education, race, marital
status, retirement status, household income and net worth, tenure,

housing expenditures and change of previous residence.

Respondents who

have high levels of education, are white, married, retired, with high
household income and net worth, are renters and have relatively high
housing expenditures are likely to be residentially mobile.

In addition,

respondents who previously changed residence are likely to move to a
different dwelling.
The fourth model (1-migration; 0-all others) and the fifth model
(Immigration; 0-did not change residence, residential mobility omitted)
have as the dependent variable migration between 1975 and 1979.

It is

expected that in the both models migration is a function of education,
age, marital status, health status, retirement status, household income,
tenure, housing expenditures, and previous change of marital status and
residence.

Specifically, elderly men reporting high education levels,

high household incomes, high housing expenditures and who are young, with
better health than others their age, who are married, retired, and who
are renters are more likely to migrate.

Similarly, elderly men who

previously changed residence and marital status are likely to migrate.
The sixth model is limited to those who changed residence and
compares those who were residentially mobile to those who migrated.

The

dichotomous variable is coded 0 for residential mobility, 1 for
migration.

It is hypothesized that those who migrate differ from those

who are residentially mobile in education, race, age, health status,
marital status, household income and net worth.

Specifically, those who

migrate have higher levels of education, household income and net worth,
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and are more likely to be white, younger, with better health and married
than those who are residentially mobile.

Additionally, it is expected

that those elderly men who migrate have experienced change in retirement
status.

The Variables
The operational definitions of the variables are described and basic
statistics presented in this section.

The basic statistics for

socioeconomic and housing characteristics are given in Table 1.

Table 2

presents the basic statistics of changes in the selected socioeconomic
characteristics and previous change of residence between 1971 and 1975.

The Independent variables
There are two types of explanatory variables in all six models: (1)
variables that are constant over the three waves of observation; and (2)
variables that can change during the observation.

The variables that are

assumed to be constant are race, education, and age.
variables are used as recorded only once, in 1969.

Race and education

The age of the

respondents at one point, 1975, is used in the analyses since any change
in age would be a constant for all respondents.

Age changes by the same

amount for each respondent from wave to wave.
The other explanatory variables that can change from 1971 to 1975,
and from 1975 to 1979 are the remaining socioeconomic characteristics of
the individual and his household: health status, marital status,
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retirement status, household size, household income and net worth, the
housing characteristics of space, tenure, structure type, and housing
expenditures, and the residence.

Conditions of these variables were

recorded in 1971, in 1975, and in 1979.
The socioeconomic characteristics
which the respondent is a member.

Race is the racial group of

Race of the male respondent is a

dichotomy, white coded 1 and nonwhite coded 0.

Whites make up 91 percent

of the total sample (Table 1).
Education of the respondent is measured as a continuous variable
given in number of years of school completed at the time of the interview
in 1969.

About 1 percent of the total sample have never attended school,

39 percent have an elementary school education and slightly more than 40
percent of the total sample have high school educations.

Another 20

percent of the total sample have gone to college or vocational school.
The mean and the median are 10 years of education completed by the
respondent (Table 1).
Age of the respondent was reported as of March 1, 1975.

It ranges

from 64 to 69 in 1975 (Table 1).
Relative health status is the respondent's self-assessment of his
health and it is based on a single question;

"Is your health better,

worse, or the same as that of other people your age?".
coded:

worse-1, same-2, and better-3.

Responses were

More than half (52.8 percent) of

the respondents in 1971 rated their health status as the same as other
people their age.

Only 14.0 percent of the sample assessed their health
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Table 1.

Means and standard deviations of 1971, 1975, and 1976 conditions

1971 conditions

Variables

Education
Proportion white
Age
Health status
Proportion married
Household size
Proportion retired
Household income
Net worth
Space
Proportion own
Proportion single
family dwellings
Housing
expenditures

Mean

Standard
deviation

1975 conditions

Mean

Standard
deviation

1979 conditions

Mean

Standard
deviation

10.05
3.61
10.05
3.61
10.05
3.61
.91
.91
.91
66.32
62.32
1.70
70.32
1.70
1.70
.66
68
2.24
2.20
.59
2.19
.85
.83
.87
2.31
1.01
2.18
2.53
1.24
.91
.59
.20
.74
10580.37 9043,
.50 7571.80 7350.46 6529.63 6350.65
39745.14 70909,,43 39777.05 60851.74 41621.62 61739.46
5.54
5.59
5.49
1.69
1,,72
1.62
.81
.80
.79
- -

-

- -

- -

-. *

.. *

.85

- -

.83

2008.14 .2500.49 1910.34 1589.51 2108.49 1689.66

*Not available in 1971.

status as worse than other people their age while 33.2 percent reported
their health status as a better than others.

Less than half (48.5

percent) of the respondents rated their health status as the same as
other people their age in 1975.

Only 14.0 percent of the sample assessed

their health as worse than other people their age while 37.5 percent
reported their health status as better than other people their age.
Again, fewer than half (48.5 percent) of the male respondents rated their
health as the same as other people their age in 1979.

Only 15.9 percent

of the sample assessed their health as worse than other people their age,
while 35.6 percent reported their health status as better than other
people their age (Table 1).

There is very little overall change of

relative health status over the eight-year period.
Marital status refers to the respondent's civil status.
variable was created for marital status.

A dummy

The married male respondent

with spouse present was coded 1, and nonmarried male respondents
(married-spouse absent, widowed, divorced, separated, never married) were
coded 0.

Although the majority of the respondents were married in each

of the three waves, the proportion of respondents married differs, from a
high of 87.2 percent in 1971 to a low of 83 percent in 1979 (Table 1).
Thus, the number of married respondents declined somewhat over the period
of the study.
Retirement status is also a dummy variable.

The respondents who

were retired are coded 1, and respondents who are currently employed and
all others (looking for work, with a job but not at work, keeping house,
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unable to work and other) were coded 0.

In 1971, 19.6 percent of the

respondents were retired and 80.4 percent were not retired. The
percentage of retired in 1975 almost tripled to 59.3 percent, a
reflection of the age of the sample. By 1979, almost three-fourths (74.4
percent) of the respondents were retired (Table 1). These findings
reflect the trend that the longitudinal nature of the Retirement History
Study was designed to capture:

events and characteristics surrounding

the act of retiring.
Household size is the total number of persons living in the
respondent's household at the time of the interview.

The number of

household members in 1971 ranged from 1 to 11 with a mean of 2.5 and a
standard deviation 1.25; the median and the mode were both 2.

Three-

fifths (60.0 percent) of the respondents lived in two-person households.
Almost one-third (32.3 percent) of the respondents lived in households
with more than two people.

Only 7.7 percent of respondents lived alone

(Table 1).
The number of household members in 1975 ranged from 1 to 11 with a
mean of 2.3 and a standard deviation 1.01.

More than two-thirds (67.9

percent) of the respondents lived in two-person households.

About one

fourth (23.6 percent) of the respondents lived in households with more
than two people.

Only 8.5 percent of the respondents lived alone.

In

1979, the number of household members ranged from 1 to 10 with a mean of
2.18 and a standard deviation of 0.91.
2.

Again, the median and mode were

About 72 percent of the male respondents lived in two-person
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households and about 17 percent of the sample lived in households with
more than two people.
1).

Only 11 percent of the sample lived alone (Table

Over an eight year period there is an increase in the percentage of

respondents living alone, primarily reflecting the loss of the spouse.
The household income as reported by the respondent is the sum of the
income received by each member of the household from all sources in 1970,
in 1974, and in 1978.

Included are the sources listed in total

respondent income: (1) earned income from both paid employment and selfemployment, (2) unearned income (interest, dividends, rent), (3) pension
income, (4) Social Security income, (5) net government transfers (SSI,
welfare), (6) family transfers and windfall income (money transfers from
family members both outside the household and inside the household), (7)
other income (state cash sick benefits, worker's and unemployment
compensation, private insurance annuities, and non-Social Security
disability pensions) plus the spouse's income from the same sources, and
the income from earnings, rents, etc., of children under 18 and any
others living in the household.

After summing the income from all

sources of all household members, the household incomes for 1975 and 1979
were adjusted for inflation based on the Consumer Price Index (U.S.
Bureau of the Census, 1988:

16).

The overall average income for the respondent's household in 1971
was $10,580 with a standard deviation of $9,044, a median of $8,775 and a
range from $0 to $98,250.

The overall average income for the

respondent's household in 1975 was $7,572 with a standard deviation of
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$7,350, a median of $5,555 and a range from -$2,351 to $109,023.

In 1979

the average income of the male respondent's household was $6,530 with a
standard deviation of $6,351, a median of $4,633 and a range from $0 to
$59,777 (Table 1). The decrease in the mean of household income over the
eight years is mainly a reflection of retirement process.
Net worth is the difference between the household's total assets and
the households total debts as reported by the male respondent.

The

household's total assets is the sum of the equity in an owned dwelling
(the difference between the market value and the balance owed on the
mortgage), the value of farmland, the value of a business, the value of
any other real estate holdings, the value of stocks and bonds, the value
of any outstanding loans, and balances in both savings accounts and
checking accounts.

The household's total debt is the sum of outstanding

farm debt, business debt, other real estate debt, home improvement loans,
and all other debts.

Net worth for 1975 and 1979 was adjusted for

inflation based on the Consumer Price Index (U.S. Bureau of the Census,
1988:

16).

The overall average of net worth for the total sample in 1971 was
$39,745 with a standard deviation of $70,909 and with range from -$8,050
to $941,000.

The median was $21,700.

The overall average of net worth

for the total sample in 1975 was $39,777 with a standard deviation of
$60,852 and with a range from
$23,241.

-$4,849 to $793,985.

The median was

In 1979 the overall average of net worth for the total sample

was $41,622 with a standard deviation of $61,739 and with a range from
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-$8,439 to $778,506.

The median was $25,289 (Table 1).

The housing characteristics
dichotomous variables.

Both tenure and structure type are

Tenure was defined by a single question "Do you

rent or own this house/apartment?", and was coded 1 for households who
owned their own home, and 0 for households of all other types of tenure
such as rent paid by respondent and spouse, rent paid by respondent and
partner, paid room/board, rent paid by others, or no cash rent.
Structure type was coded 1 if the respondents were living in a singlefamily dwelling (conventional type), and 0 if the respondents were living
in all other structure types such as apartment; housing unit in hotel,
motel; housing unit in rooming home; non-housing unit in rooming or
boarding house; housing unit not specified above; unit not permanent in
hotel, motel; tent site or trailer site; other non-housing unit
(nonconventional types), including trailers and mobile homes.
Data for the structure type in 1971 did not allow distinguishing
between a single-family dwelling and a nonsingle-family dwelling; singlefamily dwellings and apartments were classified into a single category.
What can be said is that, in 1971, 97.3 percent of the sample lived in
housing units as opposed to group quarters and the majority of
respondents were owners (79.1 percent).
In 1975 most of the respondents were owners (81.1 percent) and 84.6
percent of the respondents were living in a single-family house.
1979, 80.4 percent of the respondents report ownership.

In

A single-family

dwelling was the residence of 83.1 percent of the total sample (Table 1).
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During the eight-year period, both tenure and structure type are quite
stable.
Space is defined by the number of rooms in a dwelling.
question:

A single

"How many rooms in this house (apartment)?" was asked to

measure the space variable.

During the period of observation the number

of rooms in dwelling ranged from 1 to 22 , with a mean of 5.59 in 1971, a
mean 5.54 in 1975 and in 1979 with a mean of 5.50.
1971, and 5 in both 1975 and 1979 (Table 1).

The median was 6 in

These findings represent a

slight decrease in space.
Total housing expenditures is a measure of the outlays needed to
acquire shelter and includes rent (contract or imputed), utilities,
property taxes and property insurance payments.

Rent is the amount of

contract rent paid by a tenant household; for home owners, rent was
imputed from the property value of the dwelling (Goodman, 1974).

For

renters, then, housing expenditures are out-of-pocket costs; for home
owners, however, housing expenditures are not out-of-pocket costs, as
would be the case if the mortgage payment were used instead of imputed
net rent.

Almost two-thirds of the home owners in the sample reported no

mortgage payments in each of the three years, indicating that the home is
owned outright by the occupant.

Out-of-pocket costs for such households

would be artificially low, and would not represent the opportunity cost
of investing in an owner-occupied dwelling as opposed to alternate forms
of investments:

stocks, bonds, a business, other real estate.

Imputing

a net rental value is an attempt to more clearly equate the costs of home
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ownership with rental costs.
Annual net rent was imputed by multiplying the market value of the
dwelling as reported by the respondent (Kish & Lansing, 1954; Kain &
Quigley, 1972) by the average passbook savings rates, 4.75, 5.0 and 5.5,
for 1971, 1975 and 1979, respectively.

It is recognized that the

passbook savings rates represent a conservative estimate of opportunity
cost.
In 1971 the average of housing expenditures was $2,008 for the total
sample.

The standard deviation was $2,501 with a range from $0 to

$49,381. The median was $1,590.

In 1975 the mean of the housing

expenditures for the total sample was $1,910 with a standard deviation of
$1,590 and a range from $0 to $39,587.

The median was $1,588.

In 1979

the mean of housing expenditures for the total sample was $2,108, with a
standard deviation of $1,690, and a range from $0 to $32,989.

The median

was $1,781 (Table 1). These findings indicate an increase in housing
expenditures, not surprising given the inflation in house values at the
end of the 1970s.
The changes in selected variables. 1971-1975

The changes in

selected socioeconomic characteristics (health status, marital status,
household size, retirement status, household income and net worth, and
previous change of residence) are differences between 1971 conditions and
1975 conditions of these variables (Table 2).
Between 1971 and 1975 household income, controlled for inflation,
decreased substantially by an average of $3,009 with more than half

experiencing a decline, while about 30 percent experienced an increase.
On the other hand net worth increased very slightly by an average of $32
between 1971 and 1975.

About 43 percent of respondents experienced a

decrease of net worth, while 55 percent experienced an increase.

Change

of marital status is less than five percent, with slightly more changing
from married to nonmarried (4.4 percent) than from nonraarried to married
(2.6 percent); the mean is -.02.
substantial.

Household size change is quite

A decrease in household size is reported by 21.4 percent,

while an increase in household size is reported by 6.9 percent of the
respondents, with a mean household size change of -.22 (Table 2).

These

results may indicate loss of spouse.
Almost half of respondents reported a change from nonretired to a
retired status (42.3 percent), whereas only 2.6 percent of the
respondents reported a change from retired to nonretired status.
Surprisingly, health status was reported as relatively improved by 23.2
percent of respondents and as relatively worsened by 18.5 percent with a
mean of .05 (Table 2).

These findings reflect the trend that the

longitudinal nature of the Retirement History Study was designed to
capture:

events and characteristics surrounding the act of retiring.

Change of residence was defined by a single question as to whether
the respondent moved during the four-year segment between 1971 and 1975.
The question did not address the type of move.

Therefore, the

distinction between residential mobility and migration could not be made
for this period.

If a move occurred, the change of residence was coded
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Table 2.

Means and standard deviations of changes in selected
socioeconomic variables and residence between 1971 and 1975

Variables

Health status
Marital status
Household size
Retirement status
Household income
Net worth
Residence

Mean

Standard
deviation

.04
-.02
-.22
.40
-3008.57
31.91
.22

.72
.27
.89
.54
7412.57
46774.49
.42
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0, if a move did not occur, the variable was coded 0.

Between 1971 and

1975, 22.4 percent of respondents changed residence (Table 2).

Residential mobility and migration. 1975-1979
Residential mobility and migration are the two major dependent
variables.

Residential mobility was defined as whether the respondent

moved during a given four-year segment: (1) within the same
neighborhood, (2) to another neighborhood in the same city or suburb, (3)
from the city to the suburbs (within the same metro area), (4) from the
suburbs to the city (within the same metro area), or (5) from suburb to
suburb (in the same metro area).

If any such moves occurred, the

respondent was coded 1 for residential mobility, and anything else was
coded 0,

Migration was defined as whether the respondent migrated during

a given four-year segment: (1) to another city within the same state,
(2) to another state, or (3) other (specified by the respondent).

Any of

those moves were coded 1 for the migration variable, and anything else
was coded 0.

Both residential mobility and migration were analyzed as

the last move between 1975 and 1979.
Eleven percent of the male respondents were residentially mobile
between 1975 and 1979, whereas 7.0 percent of the male respondents
migrated between 1975 and 1979.

These results indicate that elderly men

are more likely to move than to migrate.
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The Statistical Analyses
The models were analyzed by using the SPSS* statistical package (Nie,
1983) and the SAS statistical package (Harrell, 1983).

Preliminary

analyses included frequency distributions for each variable, cross
tabulations, and Pearson Product Moment correlations (Table Al,
Appendix).
The main analysis that was used to implement the purpose of the
study is longitudinal analysis that allows for measurements of changes
over time.

The same respondents were observed over two periods of four-

year intervals; 1971-1975 and 1975-1979.
were estimated using logistic analysis.

The models (models 1 through 6)
The dependent variable of each

model has the value 1 if the respondent moved or migrated during a given
four-year time period, and 0 if the move or migration did not occur.

It

is recognized that the six models are not independent from one another;
rather, they are interrelated.

Therefore, tests of significance are used

as approximations of the relationships between the independent variables
and the dependent variable in each of the six models.
Models that contain a dichotomous dependent variable present some
unique problems.

Attempts to estimate such models by ordinary least

squares (OLS) based on individual observations usually lead to biased and
inconsistent estimators.

The researchers are usually interested in

analyzing how a set of exogenous variables influences the underlying
probability of a given event (Afifi and Clark, 1984; Hanushek and
Jackson, 1977).
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Logistic regression is based on the logarithm of the odds of being
in one of two categories and can be used with a combination of discrete
and continuous variables as explanatory variables (Afifi and Clark, 1984;
Allison, 1982; Ainemiya, 1981; Hanushek and Jackson, 1977; Morris and Cho,
1986).

According to Afifi and Clark (1984) and Hanushek and Jackson

(1977), the mathematical form of the logistic function which is used in
the logistic regression analysis is:

P - 1 / ( 1 + e'^" )
where

P
e
X
P

=
—
=

proportion of ones
exponent
vector of explanatory variables
vector of coefficients

The logistic function may be transformed to obtain a new
interpretation that is basically the odds of obtaining a 1 in a 0-and-l
category.

The odds defined as a ratio are:

Odds - P / ( 1 - P )
where

1 - P = proportion of zeros in the dependent variable

The quantity estimated with the logistic regression equation is the
natural logarithm of the odds:

ln(P/l-P)-a+^X

where

a
j3
In

= intercept
- vector of coefficients
= natural logarithm
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The basic assumption in logistic regression is that the logarithm of
the odds is linearly related to the independent variables.

No

assumptions are made regarding the distributions of the X variables.

The

assumed model is:

In ( odds ) - a + b^Xi + bgXg +....+ b^x^ +
where

a
bi

- estimated intercept coefficient
- estimated slope coefficient, for all i = 1 , . . . k

This equation is of the same form as the multiple regression
equation in that the coefficients can be interpreted as regression
coefficients.

The logarithm of the odds of the probability of being in

one of the two categories can be written as follows:

P - 1 / ( 1 + exp ( - ( a 4- biXi + bgXa +....+ b^x^ +

)))

The reason for using the logarithm of the odds is that it is
necessary to perform the estimation in such a way that the underlying
probability be constrained to the range from zero to one.

Using OLS to

estimate probabilities can produce estimates that are less than zero or
greater than one.
The logistic analysis for the study was accomplished through the use
of the LOGIST procedure in SAS (Harrell, 1983).

The.set of six logistic

regressions were performed for the purpose of identifying the
determinants of residential mobility and migration (models 1 through 6).
The independent variables representing the 1975 conditions, changes in
selected socioeconomic variables between 1971 and 1975, and previous

52

change of residence were entered in each model at once.
The logistic analysis obtains maximum likelihood estimators for each
independent variable (continuous and categorical).

By examining chi-

square values for each independent variable it can be ascertained whether
the Independent variables are making a significant contribution to the
estimated model by explaining the proportion of log-likelihood on the
dependent variable.

The chi-square for the likelihood ratio and its P-

value indicate how well the model fits the observed data.

The R

statistic, which is the proportion of log-likelihood explained by the
model (Afifi and Clark, 1984), approximately indicates the predictive
ability of the estimated model.
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CHAPTER III.

THE ANALYSES

In this chapter, the results of the analyses of six empirical models
are reported.

The six models are:

1) any change of residence between

1975 and 1979 contrasted with no change of residence, 2) residential
mobility contrasted with migration and no change of residence, 3)
residential mobility contrasted with no change of residence, 4) migration
contrasted with residential mobility and no change of residence, 5)
migration contrasted with no change of residence, and 6) residential
mobility contrasted with migration.

Logistic regressions are used to

assess the determinants of residential mobility and migration among
households headed by older men.

The probability level of .05 or less is

the criterion imposed for significance in all statistical analyses.

Logistic Analyses
Change of residence. 1975-1979: Model 1
Table 3 shows the results of the logistic regression analysis of
change in residence between 1975 and 1979 (l=change in residence, 0=all
others) on 1975 conditions, changes in selected socioeconomic variables
between 1971 and 1975, and change of residence between 1971 and 1975.
All the independent variables hypothesized to be determinants of
residential mobility and migration are included in this model.
The only variables that are significant predictors of change in
residence between 1975 and 1979 are tenure and change of residence

Table 3.

Logistic regression analysis of change in residence between
1975 and 1979 on 1975 conditions, changes in selected
socioeconomic variables between 1971 and 1975, and change in
residence between 1971 and 1975 (Inchangé in residence; 0=all
others; n-3906); Model 1

Variables

Coefficient

Standard
error

Chisquare

R

Conditions 1975
.0159
Education
.1868
Race (1-white)
-.0285
Age
Health status
.1151
Marital status (1-married) -.1083
Household size
-.0032
-.0506
Retirement (1-retired)
Household income (000)
.0027
.0008
Net worth (000)
Space
-.0472
Tenure (1-own)
1.2196***
Structure (1-conventional) -.1489
Housing expenditures (000) .0149

.0143
.1631
.0277
.0816
.1403
.0503
.1395
.0082
.0010
.0338
.1163
.1309
.0340

1.24
1.31
1.06
1.99
.60
.00
.13
.11
.70
1.96
109.92
1.29
.19

.000
.000
.000
.000
.000
.000
.000
.000
.000
.000
-.173
.000
.000

.0743
.1817
.0490
.1240
.0065
.0010
.0988

.79
1.01
2.01
.00
1.39
.00
33.97

.000
.000
-.002
.000
.000
.000
.094

Changes between 1971 and 1975
Health status
Marital status
Household size
Retirement
Household income (000)
Net worth (000)
Residence

Constant
Chi-square
Model-R
PRE
df

***p < .001.

-.0661
-.1826
-.0696
.0026
-.0077
.0000
.5760***

.8697
271.58***
.254
.08
20 & 3885

between 1971 and 1975.

The chi-square value of 109.92 for tenure is

significant at the .001 level, and R, an approximate measure of the
relative contribution of tenure in the model, is -.173.

Change of

residence between 1971 and 1975 is also significant at the .001 level,
with a chi-square value of 33.97 and R value .094.

The negative

relationship with tenure shows that those who rent are more likely to
change residence than are those who own their dwelling.

The positive

relationship between change of residence between 1971 and 1975 and change
of residence between 1975 and 1979 indicates that elderly men who
previously changed residence are more likely to change residence again
than are those who did not.

Tenure (R -.173) is a stronger predictor of

change of residence between 1975 and 1979 than previous change of
residence (R .096). The significant model chi-square of 271.58 and model
R of .254 indicate that both tenure and previous change of residence
between 1971 and 1975 are useful in explaining change of residence of
elderly men.

Surprisingly, none of the expected socioeconomic

characteristics is significant.

Residential mobility. 1975-1979: Model 2
The results of the logistic regression analysis of residential
mobility (1-residential mobility; 0=all others) on 1975 conditions,
changes in the selected socioeconomic variables between 1971 and 1975,
and change of residence between 1971 and 1975 are presented in Table 4.
In that table, comparing those who are residentially mobile to all
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Table 4. Logistic regression analysis of residential mobility between
1975 and 1979 on 1975 conditions, changes in selected
socioeconomic variables between 1971 and 1975, and change in
residence between 1971 and 1975 (1-residential mobility; 0=all
others; n-3906); Model 2

Variables

Coefficient

Standard
error

Chisquare

R

Conditions 1975
.0003
Education
.0563
Race (1-whlte)
- .0170
Age
-.0668
Health status
Marital status (1-married) -.3238*
.0587
Household size
.0863
Retirement (1-retired)
Household income (000)
-.0114
.0008
Net worth (000)
-.0099
Space
•1.4125***
Tenure (1-own)
Structure (1-conventional) -.0449
Housing expenditures (000) .0326

.0173
.1844
.0339
.0980
.1582
.0559
.1660
.0110
.0013
.0404
.1364
.1557
.0413

.00
.09
.25
.46
4.19
1.10
.27
1.07
.34
.06
107,.19
.08
,62

.000
.000
.000
- .029
.000
.000
.000
.000
.000
.000
-.199
.000
.000

.0895
.2126
.0551
.1465
.0086
.0013
.1193

81
35
3.81
1.22
01
05
14.93

.000
.000
-.026
.000
.000
.000
.070

Chances between 1971 and 1975
Health status
Marital status
Household size
Retirement
Household income (000)
Net worth (000)
Residence

Constant
Chi-square
Model-R
PRE
df
*p < .05.
***p < .001.

-.0804
.1255
-.1077
-.1620
.0009
.0003
.4610***

.1689
225.41***
.265
.09
20 & 3885

others, including those who migrated, marital status is significant, as
are tenure and previous change of residence.

The chi-square 107.19 for

tenure and an R -.199 (p<.001) indicate that tenure is the stronger
predictor of residential mobility.

Thus, elderly respondents who are

renters are more likely to move to another dwelling within the same area
than those who are owners.

As in the previous model, another strong

predictor of residential mobility is change of residence between 1971 and
1975 which is also significant at the .001 level with chi-square 14.93
and an R value of .070.

This finding indicates that elderly men who

previously changed residence are more likely to move to another dwelling
within the same area between 1975 and 1979 than those who did not.

The

last variable that is significant at the .05 level is marital status with
a chi-square 4.19 and an R value of -.029, indicating that married
elderly men are less likely to move than are nonmarried elderly men.

The

significant model chi-square 225.41 and the model R of .265 indicate that
tenure, change of residence between 1971 and 1975, and marital status are
useful in explaining residential mobility of elderly men.

Among the

socioeconomic characteristics that were expected to be significant, only
marital status met the expectation.

Residential mobility. 1975-1979: Model 3
The results of the logistic regression analysis of residential
mobility between 1975 and 1979 (l=residential mobility; 0=did not change
residence, migration omitted) on 1975 conditions, changes in the selected

socioeconomic variables between 1971 and 1975, and change of residence
between 1971 and 1975 are presented in Table 5.

In this model, where

those who migrated are omitted, the same variables as in the model of
change in residence between 1971 and 1975 are significantly related to
residential mobility.

The predictors of residential mobility between

1975 and 1979 are tenure with a chi-square 112.61 and an R of -.210, and
change of residence between 1971 and 1975 with a chi-square 20.68 and an
R of .086 at the .001 significance level.
The significant model chi-square of 225.78 and the model R of .272
indicate that tenure and change of residence between 1971 and 1975 are
useful in explaining residential mobility of elderly men between 1975 and
1979.

In this model of residential mobility, where those who migrated

were omitted from the sample, none of the expected socioeconomic
variables is significant, whereas in the previous model of residential
mobility, marital status was significant.
The three models are almost identical (Tables 3-5).

Both tenure and

previous change of residence are significant, in the same direction and
approximately the same magnitude, in the first, the second and the third
models.

In all three models, tenure is the strongest predictor, followed

by change of residence between 1971 and 1975.

In addition, the second

model has marital status significant at the .05 level.
The third model, where respondents who migrated were omitted from
the sample, has the strongest tenure variable (R -.210), followed by
tenure (R -.199) in the second model where respondents residentially
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Table 5.

Logistic regression analysis of residential mobility between
1975 and 1979 on 1975 conditions, changes in selected
socioeconomic variables between 1971 and 1975, and change in
residence between 1971 and 1975 (l=residential mobility; 0=did
not change residence, migration omitted; n=3527); Model 3

Variables

Coefficient

Standard
error

Chisquare

R

Conditions 1975
.0025
Education
Race (1-white)
.0733
-.0196
Age
-.0583
Health status
Marital status (1-married) -.2127
.0513
Household size
.0345
Retirement (1-retired)
Household income (000)
-.0128
.0015
Net worth (000)
-.0086
Space
Tenure (1-own)
1.4920***
Structure (1-conventional) -.0677
Housing expenditures (000) .0221

,0179
.1880
.0348
.1009
.1656
.0573
.1707
.0112
.0013
.0410
.1406
.1608
.0412

.02
.15
.32
.33
1.65
.80
.04
1.31
1.26
.04
112.61
.18
.29

.000
.000
.000
.000
.000
.000
.000
.000
.000
.000
-.210
.000
.000

.0916
.2232
.0585
.1507
.0088
.0013
.1223

.33
.03
3.15
.75
.00
.03
20.68

.000
.000
-.021
.000
.000
.000
.086

Changes between 1971 and 1975
Health status
Marital status
Household size
Retirement
Household income (000)
Net worth (000)
Residence

Constant
Chi-square
Model-R
PRE
df

***p < .001.

-.0525
.0412
-.1038
-.1305
-.0001
-.0002
.5564***

-.3211
225.78***
.272
.09
20 & 3606
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mobile were differentiated from all others including those who migrated.
The first model, where those who moved were differentiated from all
others has the weakest tenure variable (R -.173).
According to the literature (Crull, 1979; Eichner, 1986; Findlay and
Morris, 1976; Memken, 1984; Morris and Winter, 1978; Struyk and Soldo,
1980) people with high educational levels and high incomes tend to own a
single family dwelling.

The influence of those variables that represent

socioeconomic status is perhaps felt indirectly through tenure.

In all

three models of residential mobility (Tables 3-5) tenure may be absorbing
the influence of other elements, especially the influence of household
income and net worth.

Based on coefficients of Pearson Product Moment

Correlation (Appendix-Table Al) tenure has a significant relationship
with all socioeconomic variables except age.

There is no effect of age

because ownership is equally likely at each age.
The previous change of residence between 1971 and 1975 has a
different order of strength among the three models.

The variable is the

strongest (R .094) in the first model (Table 3), followed by the previous
change of residence (R .086) in the third model (Table 5) and change of
residence between 1971 and 1975 (R .070) in the second model (Table 4).
It is not likely that such differences are significant, however.
All three models have significant model R statistics, although they
differ in strength.

The magnitude of the model R's is in the same order

as was the strength of the tenure variable.

The model R .272 of the

third model (Table 5), where those who migrated are omitted is the

strongest, followed by the model R of .265 of the second model (Table 4 ) ,
where those who migrated are included with all others.

The model R of

.254 of the first model (Table 3), where movers in general were
differentiated from all others, has the lowest significant predictive
ability among the three models.

It is not likely that the differences in

the R's are significant, however.

It is clear that respondents who are

residentially mobile do not differ in any important way from movers in
general.

Migration. 1975-1979: Model 4
The results of the logistic regression analysis for the model
representing migration between 1975 and 1979,(Immigration; 0=all others)
on 1975 conditions, changes in the selected socioeconomic variables
between 1971 and 1975, and change of residence between 1971 and 1975 are
given in Table 6.

All independent variables that are hypothesized to be

predictors of migration are entered into this model.

In^considering this

model, in which those who migrated were compared to all others, including
those who experienced residential mobility, there are several variables
that are significant predictors of migration.

Those variables are health

status, tenure, change of marital status, and change in residence between
1971 and 1975.

Variables having significant positive relationships with

migration are health status with a chi-square 11.88 and an R .070, and
change of residence between 1971 and 1975 with a chi-square 13.80 and an
R .077.

These results imply that elderly men who report that their

health is better than their peers in 1975, and who changed their
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Table 6. Logistic regression analysis of migration between 1975 and 1979
on 1975 conditions, changes in selected socioeconomic variables
between 1971 and 1975, and change in residence between 1971 and
1975 (1-migration; 0-all others; n-3906); Model 4

Variables

Coefficient

Standard
error

Chisquare

R

Conditions 1975
Education
Race (1-white)
Age
Health status
Marital status (l=married)
Household size
Retirement (1-retired)
Household income (000)
Net worth (000)
Space
Tenure (1-own)
Structure (1-conventional)
Housing expenditures (000)

.0350
.5030
-.0522
.4203***
.1668
-.1398
-.1741
.0188
-.0000
-.0884
-.5537**
-.2850
-.0053

.0208
.2848
.0397
.1219
.2180
.0913
.2104
.0106
.0013
.0510
.1746
.1869
.0511

2.83
3.12
1.73
11.88
.59
2.35
.68
3.13
.00
3,.00
10 ,06
2,,33
,01

.020
.024
.000
.070
.000
-.013
.000
.024
.000
- .022
-.063
-.013
.000

.1089
.2666
.0782
.1889
.0084
.0013
.1407

69
4.,67
00
1.23
3.03
01
13.80

.000
-.036
.000
.000
-.023
.000
.077

Chances between 1971 and 1975
Health status
Marital status
Household size
Retirement
Household income (000)
Net worth (000)
Residence

Constant
Chi-square
Model-R
PRE
df

*p < .05,
**p < .01.
***p < .001.

-.0906
-.5760*
-.0036
.2096
-.0147
.0001
.5228***

.0480
113.49***
.191
.06
20 & 3885
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residence between 1971 and 1975, are more likely to migrate than those
with poorer health and who did not change residence between 1971-75.
Variables that have negative relationships with migration are tenure
with a chi-square value of 10.06 and an R of -.063, and change of marital
status between 1971 and 1975 with a chi-square of 4.67 and an R of -.036.
These results indicate that those who are renters and those who have
changed marital status are more likely to migrate than those who are
owners and those who have not changed marital status.
The strongest predictors of migration between 1975 and 1979 at the
.001 significance level are change of residence between 1971 and 1975 (R=
.077) and health status (R-.070).

Tenure (R--.063) is significant at the

.01 level and change of marital status between 1971 and 1975 of the
respondent (R--.36) is significant at the .05 level.
model chi-square of 113.49

The significant

and the model R of .191 indicate that health

status, tenure, education, change of residence, and change of marital
status between 1971 and 1975 are helpful in explaining the migration of
elderly men.

Among the socioeconomic variables that were expected to be

significant predictors of migration (Model 4), health status and change
of marital status between 1971 and 1975 met the expectation.

Migration. 1975-1979: Model 5
The results of the logistic regression analysis of migration between
1975 and 1979 (Immigration; 0=did not change residence, residential
mobility omitted) are given in Table 7.

All independent variables that

are hypothesized to be predictors of migration are entered in this model.
This model, with those respondents who are residentially mobile omitted,
is virtually identical to the model of migration where individuals who
are residentially mobile were included (Table 6). The significant
variables are health status, tenure, change of marital status and change
in residence between 1971 and 1975.
When Models 1, 4 and 5 are compared it can be seen that tenure and
change of residence between 1971 and 1975 are significant predictors in
the three models.

In the fourth model (Table 6) and in the fifth model

(Table 7) the other identified determinants of migration are relative
health and change in marital status which differentiate them from Model 1
In the fourth model, previous change of residence (R=.077) is the
strongest predictor, followed by health st&tus (R-.070) at the .001 level
of significance.

Tenure (R--.63) is significant at the .01 level and

change of marital status between 1971 and 1975 (R--.36) is significant at
.05 level.

In the fifth model, previous change of residence (R=.093)

also is the strongest predictor at the .001 level of significance.

In

this model tenure (R--.86) is significant at the .001 level, followed by
health status (R-.059), significant at .01 level.

Change of marital

status (R--.37) is almost the same as in the fourth model, significant at
.05 level.

Table 7.

Logistic regression analysis of migration between 1975 and 1979
on 1975 conditions, changes in selected socioeconomic variables
between 1971 and 1975, and change in residence between 1971 and
1975 (l=migration; 0-did not change residence, residential
mobility omitted; n-3490); Model 5

Variables

Coefficient

Standard
error

Chisquare

R

Conditions 1975
Education
Race (1-white)
Age
Health status
Marital status (1-married)
Household size
Retirement (1-retired)
Household income (000)
Net worth (000)
Space
Tenure (1-own)
Structure (1-conventional)
Housing expenditures (000)

.0378
.4597
-.0490
.3693**
.3768
-.1554
-.2770
.0159
.0003
- .1003
- .7295***
-.2713
.0001

.0218
.2967
.0412
.1261
.2400
.0975
.2212
.0110
.0013
.0540
.1842
.1970
.0500

3.02
2.40
1.41
8.57
2.46
2.54
1.57
2.08
,05
3,,46
15,,69
1,,90
,00

.023
.015
.000
.059
.016
-.017
.000
.007
.000
- .028
- .086
.000
.000

.1144
.2944
.0860
.2006
.0088
.0013
.1464

18
4.55
02
1.78
2.84
00
17.92

.000
- .037
.000
.000
- .021
.000
.093

Changes between 1971 and 1975
Health status
Marital status
Household size
Retirement
Household income (000)
Net worth (000)
Residence

Constant
Chi-square
Model-R
PRE
df

*p < .05.
**p < .01.
***p < .001.

- .0481
-.6277*
.0132
.2678
-.0148
- .0000
.6196***

.1006
118.08***
.205
.06
20 & 3459
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Migration and residential mobility. 1975-1979: Model 6
The results of the logistic regression analysis of migration and
residential mobility between 1975 and 1979 (Immigration; 0=residential
mobility) are presented in Table 8,

Among all of those who changed

residence (677 cases), 279 respondents migrated and 398 respondents were
residentially mobile.

In this model, where only migration and

residential mobility between 1975 and 1979 are considered, only health
status and tenure are significant at the .01 level.

Thus, health status

with a chi-square of 10.35 and an R of .095, and tenure with a chi-square
of 10.70 and an R of .097 are the only variables that differentiate
between residentially mobile respondents and those who migrate for a
longer distance.
The positive relationships of tenure and health status indicate that
elderly men who own their dwellings and who rate their health status as
better than others their age are likely to migrate.

Elderly men who rent

their dwelling units and who report that their health status is worse
than others their age are likely to experience residential mobility to
another dwelling within the same area.

The model chi-square 63.70 is

significant and the model R of .161 is fairly strong.
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Table 8.

Logistic regression analysis of migration and residential
mobility between 1975 and 1979 on 1975 conditions, changes in
selected socioeconomic variables between 1971 and 1975, and
change in residence between 1971 and 1975 (1-raigration;
0-residential mobility; n-677); Model 6

Variables

Coefficient

Standard
error

Chisquare

.0221
.3925
-.0630
.5032**
.2307
-.1504
-.2127
.0300
-.0006
-.0845
.6915**
-.2123
-.0205

.0270
.3396
.0519
.1564
.2681
.1036
.2649
.0158
.0018
.0637
.2114
.2322
.0819

1,.47
10,,35
,74
2 ,11
.
,64
3.,59
09
1,76
10.70
84
06

.000
.000
.000
.095
.000
- .011
.000
.042
.000
.000
.097
.000
.000

.1355
.3209
.0906
.2343
.0122
.0023
.1834

19
3.11
1.34
2.10
1.39
01
34

.000
- .035
.000
.010
.000
.000
.000

R

Conditions 1975
Education
Race (1-white)
Age
Health status
Marital status (1-married)
Household size
Retirement (1-retired)
Household income (000)
Net worth (000)
Space
Tenure (1-own)
Structure (1-conventional)
Housing expenditures (000)

.67
1 .34
.

Chances between 1971 and 1975
Health status
Marital status
Household size
Retirement
Household income (000)
Net worth (000)
Residence

Constant
Chi-square
Model-R
PRE
df

**p < .01.
***p < .001.

-.0583
-.5655
.1048
.3394
-.0144
-.0002
.1074

2.1363
63.73***
.161
.07
20 & 656
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CHAPTER IV.

SUMMARY AND IMPLICATIONS

This chapter summarizes the research and draws implications from the
study.

It offers a brief summary of the study followed by major

findings.

Lastly, it presents an interpretation of the study and

provides implications for policy and for further research.

Summary of the Research
The purpose of this study was to assess determinants of residential
mobility and migration among households headed by elderly men, with an
emphasis on the variables that express the economic position of the
individuals and families:

income, net worth and housing characteristics.

The overall hypothesis tested was that selected socioeconomic
characteristics of the individual and his household and characteristics
of his housing are determinants of residential mobility and migration.
The objectives were accomplished through a longitudinal analysis of
the 1971, 1975 and 1979 waves of the Retirement History Study (a 10-year
longitudinal study of retirement in the United States).

The first wave

of data was collected in 1969 from a national sample of 11,153
individuals who were noninstitutionalized.

The original sample included

men between the ages of 58 and 63 in 1969 and nonmarried women of the
same age.

The sample for this study was limited to 3906 households with

a male head who were interviewed in 1971, 1975 and 1979.
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The main analyses consist of a series of logistic regressions to
identify significant determinants of residential mobility and migration.
Conditions in 1975, changes in selected socioeconomic variables between
1971 and 1975, and previous change of residence were used to predict
residential mobility and migration between 1975 and 1979.

Major Findings
Four different analyses formed the core of the study.

In the first,

the dependent variable was any change of residence, including both
residential mobility and migration.

Then the dependent variables were

respectively, residential mobility and migration.

Finally, those who

were residentially mobile were compared to the migrants.
Significant predictors for any change of residence were tenure and
previous change of residence.

Owners were less likely to move than

renters and those who had moved between 1971 and 1975 were more likely to
move between 1975 and 1979 than those who had not moved.
Significant variables in the model of residential mobility include
tenure and change of residence between 1971 and 1975, the same variables
that are significant in the prediction of change of residence.

When

those who were residentially mobile are compared to the rest of the
sample (including those who migrated), marital status is also a
significant predictor of moving, with those who are not married being
more likely to move to another residence within the same general
geographic area.

Thus, there is a difference between the two models for
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residential mobility; comparing those who move within a given area to
everyone else results in a significant coefficient for marital status.
The coefficient is not significant when the migrants are removed from the
analysis.
Unlike the two models for residential mobility, the two models for
migration (migrants compared to all others and migrants compared to those
who did not change residence) are virtually identical.

Four variables

are significant predictors of migration between 1975 and 1979:

tenure,

change of residence between 1971 and 1975, health status and change of
marital status between 1971 and 1975.

Individuals who have better health

and whose marital status changed are more likely to move away from the
area than those who report poor health and whose marital status did not
change.

The significance of change in marital status in the prediction

of migration may be related to the significance of marital status in the
prediction of residential mobility when those who migrated are included
in the analysis.
In the final model where only those who had changed residence
between 1975 and 1979 were examined, only health status and tenure
differentiate between the two groups.

Elderly men who own their dwelling

and who rate their health status as better than others their age are
likely to migrate.

Elderly men who rent their dwelling unit and who

report that their health status is worse than others their age are likely
to move to another dwelling within the same area.
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The overall hypothesis was partially supported in the analysis.

The

significant predictors of residential mobility are somewhat different
from those of migration.

Tenure remained the strongest, overriding

determinant of both residential mobility and migration, followed by
change of residence between 1971 and 1975.

Beyond tenure and previous

change of residence, the determinants are different, however.

Health

status and change of marital status are significant predictors of
migration.

Tenure and health status differentiate between the two types

of moving behavior.

It is interesting that tenure, negative in all

previous models, is positive in the final model, indicating that owners
are likely to migrate, renters are likely to move a short distance.

Discussion and Conclusions
The most important finding of this study is that none of the
variables that are direct measures of financial position or measures of
change in financial position are significant in any of the models.
Included in this set of variables are income, change in income, net
worth, change in net worth, and

housing expenditures.

One potential

conclusion is that financial position is not important in the decision to
move or to migrate.

That conclusion is rejected, however, because of the

influence of tenure in all of the models.
Tenure is the single most important variable in all six of the
models.

Since owners are likely to have higher incomes, higher net worth

and higher housing expenditures than renters, it seems reasonable to
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suggest that socioeconomic status is indirectly influencing migration and
mobility through tenure.

In general, those with higher financial

resources, as indicated by ownership, are less likely to move or migrate
than those with lower financial resources.

The positive sign for tenure

in the model in which those who migrate are contrasted with those who
move may indicate that ownership and the corresponding equity in the
dwelling provides the necessary capital so that a long distance move can
be effectuated.
A second conclusion is that, even among a sample of relatively young
elderly men, there are differences in needs that prompt different
responses.

Those who are in good health and have a higher socioeconomic

status, as indicated by their ownership of a dwelling, are likely to
migrate.

This group of individuals possesses the human and material

resources to seek the amenities offered by a long distance move, and to
benefit from such a move.

Those who have fewer resources are likely to

move locally, presumably seeking a more supportive environment.

These

findings essentially offer support to Litwak's (1985) study.
A third conclusion that can be drawn from this research is that
there are surprising similarities between factors prompting residential
mobility and those prompting migration, especially among those who are in
the age range of this sample.

Perhaps in a different sample with a

broader age range there would be greater differences.
There are some differences that distinguish between residential
mobility and migration.

Those factors are health status and change of
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marital status, significant in predicting migration.

Other factors such

as tenure and previous change of residence are nearly Identical in the
models of residential mobility and migration.
The fourth major conclusion is that residential mobility and
migration among the elderly is surprisingly similar to residential
mobility and migration among the younger population.

In studies of

residential mobility, it has been shown that tenure is the most important
predictor of mobility, with renters being more likely to move than
owners.
The explanation of the role of tenure may differ according to age,
however.

Young renters want to own, so they would move to acquire an

owned dwelling.

Older renters do not move seeking ownership.

they move when their housing no longer meets their needs.
renter, it is relatively easy to move when this is a case.

Rather,

Being a
Older

owners, on the other hand, may not move because there are too many
barriers, for instance, their mortgage is paid off, moving is expensive,
and the house may be difficult to sell, especially if it has not been
adequately maintained or the neighborhood has deteriorated.
The explanation of migration itself may not differ between young and
elderly populations.

Perhaps those with better health and higher levels

of human and material resources are likely to migrate at any age.
amenities sought in the destination are likely to differ, however.

The
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Implications
Among the elderly population, there are people who choose to remain
in their current dwelling, but a surprisingly large number of people
within the age range studied in this research either move to a different
dwelling within the same area, or migrate to a different region.
Assuming that there is a policy that such movement should be encouraged,
a program that would facilitate either mobility or migration is one that
would assist elderly individuals and families in the sale of the
dwelling, surely one of the most important barriers to a change in
residence.

A government program that would provide for purchase of the

dwelling would encourage both mobility and migration.
Additional programs could target specific groups among the elderly.
There is a need for programs providing basic services for those with
limited resources as well as a need for direct financial support for such
individuals.

On the other hand, there is also a need for programs

providing services for higher income elderly individuals and families
with higher expectations.

Such programs should be the responsibility of

private, for-profit providers because the cost can be born by those
benefiting from the programs.
Finally, policies and programs promoting migration should be
focussed on elderly individuals of any age who are in good health and
have adequate resources.

Policies and programs designed to promote

residential mobility should be directed toward those whose health is
poorer and who do not have as high a level of economic resources.

Further research might focus on the development of an understanding
of the role of tenure in residential mobility and migration among the
elderly as compared to younger individuals and families.

Is it tenure

that makes the difference, or is it that the house is difficult to sell.
Or would it be that owned dwellings simply meet the housing needs of the
elderly better than rental units do?

Or is it the economic position of

the individual and his household that is important rather than tenure?
Such questions require further study.
This study should also be replicated with females and with a broader
age range.

Women are more likely to live longer than men and are more

likely to live in a one-person household than are men.

An unanswered

question in the present study is whether the predictors of migration and
residential mobility found in this study would be the same in a study of
elderly women.
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APPENDIX

Table Al.

Pearson product moment correlation of 1975 conditions, changes
in selected variables between 1971 and 1975, residence,
residential mobility and migration between 1975 and 1979

Variables

12

345

67

8

9

10

Conditions 1975

1. Education
2. Race
3 . Age
h., Health status
5,, Marital status
6,, Household size
7,, Retirement
8,, Household income
9. Net worth
10. Space
11. Tenure
12. Structure
13. Housing expend.

.22* - .04* .01
.18* .06* .03
.09* ,07* -.05* .03
.11* -.21* -.06* -.04*
.05* .04* .17* -.04*
.38* .09* -.11* .14*
.31* .13* -.00 .11*
.20* .05* -.02 .07*
.13* .12* -.03 .05*
.02 .01 -.01 .02
.26* .12* -.04* .10*

- -

.24*
-.04* -.05*
.12* .05* -.21*
.12* -.06* -.07*
.19* .22* -.08*
.27* .03* .03
.18* .14* -.02
.15* .01 -.10*
- -

- -

- -

.51*
.21*
.09*
.05*
.33*

.23*
.22* .30*
.11* .41*
.57* .29*
- -

Changes between 1971 and 1975
.03 .01 .02 .56* -.01 .00 -.00 -.01 -.01 .01
14. Health status
15. Marital status
,07* .07* -.01 .02 .44* .09* -.02 .06* .04* .02
16. Household size
.04* .06* .04* -.01 .05* .14* .02 .04* ,01 - ,01
.02* .01 -.09* -.01 .01 -.00 .71* -.09* -.05* -.04*
17. Retirement
Household
income
-.15*
".06* -.02 -.04* -.05* .06* - ,16* .25*..09* -.03*
18.
19. Net worth
.03* - .01 -.02 -.01 .01 .00 -.00 -.01 .15* -.02
20. Residence
.02 -.01 .01 - .03 - .06* •.01 .07* -.06* -.07* -.17*
Changes between 1975 and 1979
MC
MC

21. Residence
Residential .
mobility
23. Migration

*p < .05.

.01

,
-.01 -.03 -.11*
.01 -,09* -,, 04* - ,01

,00
.04* -.03
.05* .04* -,,02

,01 - .04* -.05* - . 09*
, 04* -,,10* -,,01
,
,07*
-.,03* -,,05* -,,00 .04* .02 - , 06*

.00 - .00
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11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

.45*
.21*

.12* --

.01
.01 -.01
-.05* .01 ,04* -.01
-.02

-.01

.01 -.02

.22* --

.01 .00 -.05*-.03*-.01 -.00
-.05* .02 -.08* .05* .01 .09*-.18* -.04* .02 -.08* .02 .01 .00 .01 .11* --.20*-.22*-.09*-.01 .04* .03 .06*-.05*-.03

-.25* -.16*-.03*-.01 -.03*-.02

.00 -.02 -.01

-.25* -.13*-.05*-.03 -.02 -.03 -.02 .00 -.01
-.09* -.10* .00 .02 -.03*-.01 .02 -.04* -.01

.15* -.12* .75* -.09* .61* -.04*--
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Table A-2. Variables with missing data that were assigned to the median of
the nonzero cases, Retirement History Study

Variable

Percent
of zeros

Number of
estimated
cases

Median of
nonzero
cases

Amount of lump-sum payments of $50 or more from sale, gifts, inheritance
1971 80
16
350
1975 80
52
400
1979 85
22
469
Children under 18, earnings
1971 98
1979 99

2
2

360
400

1971 88
1979 89

13

600
1000

1971 96
1979 94

7

Respondent, net Income from rent
16

Spouse, net income from rent
12

Respondent, income from interest & dividends
1971 45
1979 37

175

Spouse, income from interest & dividends
1971 77
1979 55

114

221

600
685

250
500

182

200
500

3
3

28
80

5
23
37

3030
3580
4614

4
31

1200
2350
3433

Children under 18, income from Government Employee Pension
1975 99
1

1254

Children under 18, income from interest & dividends
1971 97
1979 99
Respondent, income from Government Employee
1971
1975
1979

Pensions
96
91
88

Spouse, income from Government Employee Pensions
1971 99
1975 97
1979 96

18
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Table A-2 (Continued)

Variable

Percent
of zeros

Respondent, Supplemental Security Income
1971 99
1975 97
1979 96

Number of
estimated
cases

3
8
6

Median of
nonzero
cases

873
791
787

Spouse, Supplemental Security Income
1971 99
1975 99
1979 98

3
4

804
457
518

Respondent, income from Unemployment Compensation
1971 96
1975 97
1979 98

10
2
4

575
800
830

Spouse, income from Unemployment Compensation
1971 99
1975 98
1979 99

10
2
3

472
637
720

Respondent, income from Non-Social Security
1971
1975
1979

6

Disability pensions
98
9
97
8
96
10

974
1230
1297

Spouse, income from Non-Social Security Disability pensions
1971 98
6
1975 99
6
1979 99
8

336
113
1932

Respondent, income from Social Security disability benefits
1971 95
9
1975 97
14
1979 98
5

1674
2196
2875

Spouse, income from Social Security disability benefits
1971 99
7
1975 98
12
1979 99
5

1048
1513
2178
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Table A-2 (Continued)

Variable

Percent
of zeros

Number of
estimated
cases

Median of
" nonzero
cases

Children under 18, income from Social Security disability benefits
1971 99
1
474
1975 99
1
900
Respondent, income from Railroad Retirement
1971 98
1975 97
1979 97

4
7
11

832
3648
5740

Spouse, income from Railroad Retirement
1971 99
1975 98
1979 98

3
5
10

145
1668
2208

Respondent, income from Military Retirement
1971
1975
1979

10
8
3

1744
2352
4200

Pension
97
97
98

Respondent, income from aid to family with dependent children
1971 99
4
1975 99
6
1979 99
6

1038
84
2236

Spouse, income from aid to family with dependent children
1971 99
4
1975 99
6
1979 99
3

708
975
1980

Children under 18, income from aid to family with dependent children
1971 99
1
582
1979 99
1
468
Respondent, income from Other Publ ic Assistance Programs
1971 97
4
1975 97
2
1979 97
1

564
840
264

Spouse, income from other Public Assistance
1971
1975
1979

192
744
328

Program
97
98
98

4
2
1
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Table A-2 (Continued)

Variable

Percent
of zeros

Number of
estimated
cases

Children under 18, income from other Public Assistance Programs
1971 99
1
1975 99
1
Respondent, income from State Cash Sickness
1971
1975
1979

Benefits
98
99
99

Spouse, income from State Cash Sickness Benefits
1971 99
1975 99
1979 99

Median of
nonzero
cases

142
471

2
4
1

750
837
2231

2

500
1438

4
1

1100

Respondent, income from Workmen's Compensation
1971 99
1975 98
1979 99

1
1

504
1052
3984

Spouse,income from Workmen's Compensation
1971 99
1975 99
1979 99

5
1
1

240
280
1200

Respondent, income from private insurance and annuities
1971 98
3
1975 98
4
1979 98
10

675
860
850

Spouse, income from private insurance annuities
1971 98
1975 98
1979 98

336
576
746

6

3
2
6

Respondent, income from private welfare agencies
1971 98
Spouse, income from private welfare agencies
1971 98

920

2

568
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Table A-2 (Continued)

Percent
of zeros

Variable

Number of
estimated
cases

Children under 18, income from Social Security benefits
1971 99
1979 99

1
1

Median of
nonzero
cases

264
1476

Respondent, income from Social Security dependents or survivor benefits
1971 98
8
1008
1975 98
23
1315
1979 98
3
1404
Spouse, Income from Social Security dependents or survivor benefits
1971 98
8
1056
1975 97
21
1140
1979 98
3
1308
Children under 18, income from Social Security dependents or survivor
benefits
1975 99
2
1080
Respondent, income from Black Lung Payments
1975 98
1979 97

3198
4146

Spouse, income from Black Lung Payments
2250

1979 98
Respondent, income from contributions outside household
1971 99
3
1975 98
5
1979 98
6
Spouse, income from contributions outside household
1971 99
1975 99
1979 99

150
250
390

3
3
4

325
1200
250

5

300
1300
735

Respondent, income from other sources
1971 98
1975 98
1979 99

8

3
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Table A-2 (Continued)

Variable

Percent
of zeros

Number of
estimated
cases

Median of
nonzero
cases

Spouse, income from other sources

Children under 18, income from oth

1971 90
1975 99
1979 99

4
8
2

816
1220
765

sources
1971 99

1

890

1971 91
1975 93
1979 93

56
71
67

3000
3950
5500

1971 96
1975 98
1979 98

30
18
17

755
4650
4000

1971 99
1975 99

8
3

775
7000

1971 99

2

2700

Amount of earnings of member 1

Amount of earnings of member 2

Amount of earnings of member 3

Amount of earnings of member 4

Annual amount of income--all other family members from Social Security
1971 90
27
1080
1975 92
37
1840
1979 92
40
2400
Annual amount of income--all other family members from Railroad Retirement
1971 90
1
1081
1975 92
3
2850
1979 92
1
4331
Annual amount of income--all other family members from Disability
Pensions or Veterans Payments
1971 90
5
1368
1975 92
2
936
1979 92
1
1788
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Table A-2 (Continued)

Variable

Percent
of zeros

Number of
estimated
cases

Median of
nonzero
cases

Annual amount of income--all other family members from other Government
Pensions
1971 90
5
1380
1975 92
4
1987
1979 92
6
2020
Annual amount of income--all other family members from private pensions
1971 90
3
1918
1975 92
2
850
1979 92
7
1110
Annual amount of income--all other family members from Supplemental
Security Income
1971 90
2
978
1975 92
2
1752
1979 92
3
1599
Annual amount of income--all other family members from other sources
1971 90
3
770
1979 92
5
2400

Received contributions from children over 18 or other relatives inside the
household
1971 90
1
900
1975 92
7
900
1979 92
6
1150
Annual amount of income--all other family members from rent
1971 90
1
1975 92
5
1979 92
3

780
790
1200

Annual amount of income--all other family members from interest and
dividends
1971 90
42
350
1975 92
45
300
1979 92
42
300
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Table A-2 (Continued)

Variable

Percent
of zeros

Number of
estimated
cases

Median of
nonzero
cases

Annual amount of income--all family members from other sources
1971 90
3
1979 92
5

770
2400

Received contributions from children over 18 or other relatives
1971 90
1
1975 92
7
1979 92
6

900
900
1150

Annual amount paid for non-medicare health insurance
1971 24
1975 24
1979 20

269
174
138

204
180
216

Family assets in stocks, bonds, or shares
1971 72
1975 72
1979 75

225
212
201

8000
5950
10000

1971 88
1975 86
1979 87

39
44
42

4500
5300
7100

1971 29
1975 25
1979 21

408
385
466

500
500
600

1971 32
1975 25
1979 22

446
514
597

4000
6000
9000

Market value of farm operation (nonresident)
1971 95
1979 96

19
23

25000
54000

Family assets in loans and mortgages

Family assets in checking accounts

Family assets in saving accounts

Market value of farm operation excluding value of residential property
(resident)
1971 94
36
11000
1979 95
52
18500
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Table A-2 (Continued)

Variable

Percent
of zeros

Number of
estimated
cases

Median of
nonzero
cases

Total market value of business when residence is elsewhere
1971 92
6
1979 97
1

14500
40000

Market value of business excluding the value of property
1971 98
1

4000

Market value of other real property
1971 81
1975 80
1979 83

7
10

10000
15000

8

20000

Total amount owed on farm mortgage excluding residential mortgage
1971 98
2
4700
1979 99
1
6000
Total amount of other (non-mortgage) debt for farm operation excluding
other residential debt
1971 98
1
2000
1979 99
2
3000
Debts or liabilities of business (residence elsewhere)
1971 93
1979 97

4
1

Debts or liabilities of business excluding mortgages
1979 98

7500
60000

19500

Amount of unpaid mortgage on real property
1971 81
1979 82

5000
9500

Amount of other debt on other property
1971 81

350

All other debts:
total amount owed on medical bills
1971 88

1

90

1971 85
total amount owed to lending institutions
1971 91

7

200

2

700

total amount owed on merchandise
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Table A-2 (Continued)

Variable

Percent
of zeros

Number of
estimated
cases

All other debts:
total amount owed to lending individuals
1971 98

Median of
nonzero
cases

400

All other debts
1979 72

39

675

