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CHAPTER IV
DESCRIPTION OF THE SAMPLE

One of the purposes of this study was to gain knowledge of single women who had moved
from rental to ownership tenure. A demographic profile of these women that included descriptions
of the type and characteristics of the housing they bought, the means by which they acquired it,
and the changes made in their housing when they transition into ownership was constructed. This
chapter includes a description of the sample in order to answer the following two research
guestions:

1 What is the demographic profile of single-women homeownersin terms of
geographic location, age, household size, family life-cycle stage, education,
income, and race?

2) What is the profile of housing characteristics of single women homeownersin
terms of structure type, structure size, expenditures, quality, and neighborhood
adequacy?

The following chapter will discuss the results of analyses. Descriptive datawas derived

and data analyses were performed using SAS 6.10 version statistical package.
Sample Description

The sample consisted of 639 individuals who were respondentsin the 1993 American
Housing Survey National Core File. This sample was comprised of single women who were
widowed, divorced, separated, or never married at the time of the survey and who owned their
own homes. Additionally, the respondents in the sample had moved from rental to ownership
tenure within 12 months of when the survey was conducted.

Thetotal sample size (N = 639) represented 9% of all women homeowners (N = 7,068)
and about 1.9% of all homeowners (N = 33,421) in the 1993 AHS. The sampling rate of the 1993
AHS was reported to be approximately 1 in 2,148 households (U.S. Bureau of the Census,
1995h). Relevant to this sampling rate, the sample for this study represented approximately 1.3
million single women homeowners throughout the United States.

General Demographic Characteristics of the Sample

Table 3 showsthe results of the sample’ s demographic characteristics.

Geographic Location. The respondentsin the sample (N = 639) represented all four
Census regions of the country. The largest group (39.7%) resided in the South and the smallest
group (13.5%) resided in the Northeast. The remaining two regions, the Midwest and West, each
represented dlightly less than one fourth of the sample at 22.7% and 24.1% respectively.
Throughout al four regions, the sample resided primarily in metropolitan areas. Also, within each
of the regions, more than three fourths of the sample resided in metropolitan areas.
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Characteristic Result
Geographic L ocation:
Northeast 86
-- Metropolitan 75(87.2%)
-- Non-metropolitan 11(12.8%)
Midwest: 145
-- Metropolitan 112(77.2%)
-- Non-metropolitan 33(22.8%)
South: 254
-- Metropolitan 194(76.4%)
-- Non-metropolitan 60(23.6%)
West: 154
-- Metropolitan 129(83.8%)
-- Non-metropolitan 25(16.2%)
Age
Median Age 44 Y ears
Life-Cycle Stage:
No childrenin home <18 yrs 51.8%
Children at home O to 18 yrs 48.2%
Marital status:
Widowed 24.9%
Divorced 40.1%
Separated 6.6%
Never married 28.5%
Mean Household Size 2.6
Race:
White 511
Non-White: 128
-- Black 107
-- Asian 13
-- Native American 4
-- Other 4
Median Annua Income $25,000
Median Education Level 13.0 Y ears Compl eted
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Age. Therespondentsin the sample ranged in age from 18 to 91 years of age. Of thosein
the total sample who reported their age (N = 496), the largest group of respondents (44.2%) were
between 35 and 50 years of age. The next largest groups were those between the ages of 50 and
65 years of age (29.3%) and those who were over the age of 65 years (22.3%). The smallest
group was that of women who were under the age of 35 years (4.2%). Consequently, the age
distribution of the sample reflected a median age of 44 years, and a mean age of 47 years, with the
sample almost evenly divided between those under 50 years of age (48.4%) and those who were
50 years of age and older (51.6%).

Life-Cycle Stage. Slightly more than one half of the respondents in the sample had no
children in the home that were 18 or less years of age (51.8%). Of the 48.2% who had children in
the home ages 18 years or less, 17.7% had at least one child under the age of 6 years. When
considering the total sample, this meant that only 8.5% of the total sample had pre-school aged
children in the home. The presence and ages of the respondent’s children could also be an
indication of the median age of the sample, 44 years, at which age few women still have pre-school
aged children in the home.

Marital Status. The largest proportion, 40.1%, of the sample were divorced, and the
smallest group, 6.6%, was comprised of those who were separated. The second largest group,
women who were never married, comprised 28.5% of the sample, and 24.9% were widows. It is
interesting to note that almost three fourths of the sample, 71.6%, had been previously married.

Household Size. The number of personsresiding in the homes of the sample ranged from
1to 14 persons. The median household size was comprised of 2 persons, and the average was
2.6 persons. The two largest groups were comprised of 1- and 2-person households, with 34.1%
of the sample with 2 persons and 25.5% of the sample having only one person in the home. This
indicated that over one half of the sample, 59.6%, had only 1 or 2 personsin the home. Itis
interesting, however, that the third largest group, comprising 22.6% of the sample, had four or
more persons residing in the home. The smallest group, 17.7%, was that of 3-person households.

Race. Asindicated in Table 3, the mgjority of the sample were White (79.9%). Of thosein
the sample that were non-White, 83.6% were Black, 10.2% were Asian, and 3.2% were Native
American. The category of “ Other” contained those respondents who did not meet the above racia
classifications and those who were racially mixed. This group comprised another 3% of the non-
White respondents in the sample.

Income. Annual household income was obtained on 632 respondents in the sample.
Income amounts among the sample had atotal range of $128,000; with a median income of
$25,000 and a mean income of $29,748. Of these 632 respondents, 36.9% reported having
incomes under $20,000; 31.2% had incomes between $20,000 and $34,999; 17.3% had incomes
between $35,000 and $49,999; and 14.6% had incomes of $50,000 or more.
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Education. Thelevelsof education completed was categorized into four groups. less than
12 years, 12 years, 1 to 3 years of college, and 4 or more years of college. The mean level of
education completed was 13 years and the median was 12 years. Of the 639 respondentsin the
sample, the two largest groups were those who completed 12 years of school (34.7%) and those
who completed 4 or more years of college (25.7%). Those who completed 1 to 3 years of college
comprised 22.7% of the sample, and the smallest group (16.8%) completed less than 12 years of
school. In summary, amost one half of the sample (48.4%) completed one or more years of
college.

The Sampl€e' s Previous Housing Characteristics and Reasons for Moving and Choosing the
Present Home and Neighborhood

Table 4 shows the results of the sampl€e’ s previous housing characteristics and their reasons
for moving and choosing their present homes and neighborhoods.

Type of Housing. A question in the AHS asked what type of housing in which
respondents lived just before moving to their present home. This question provided three
responses, which were house, apartment, and mobile home. The magjority of respondentsin the
sample indicated that they lived in apartments prior to moving to their present home (60.6%, N =
639). Of the remaining respondents, 35.4% lived in houses and 4.1% lived in mobile homes.

Change in Housing Cost as Result of Move. Of those who reported their change in
housing costs as aresult of moving (N = 572), fewer than one half of the respondents increased
their housing costs (44.6%). While it is expected that housing costs increase with the purchase of
ahome, 22.7% of the respondentsindicated that their housing costs stayed the same, and 28.7%
decreased their housing costs with the purchase and/or move to their present home.

Comparison of New Home to Previous Home. The AHS contains a question that allows
the respondent to rate their present housing and neighborhood to those of their previous residence.
A large magjority of this study’s sample indicated that their new residence was better than their
previous residence (70.1%, N = 378). Lessthan one fourth (22.5%) said their housing was about
the same as the previous, and only 7.4% felt their new residence was worse than the previous one.

Comparison of New Neighborhood to Previous One. Respondents’ rating of their present
neighborhood to the previous one showed similar patterns as the rating of their housing.

However, asmaller proportion felt the neighborhood was better than the last one (49.3%, N =
377) and alarger proportion felt that it was just about the same (38.2%). Slightly more felt their
neighborhood was worse than the previous neighborhood (9.3%), and 3.2% stayed in the same
neighborhood.
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Previous Housing and Neighborhood Characteristics and Reasons for Moving and Choosing the

Present Home and Neighborhood

Characteristic Result (%)
Type of Previous Housing:
House 35.4
Apartment 60.6
Mobile Home 4.1
Change in Housing Cost:
Increased 44.6
Stayed the Same 22.7
Decreased 28.7
Don’'t Know/No Answer 4.0
Comparison of New Home:
Better 70.1
About the Same 225
Worse 7.4
Comparison of New Neighborhood:
Better 49.3
About the Same 38.2
Worse 9.3
Stayed in Same Neighborhood 3.2
Why Move From Previous Residence:
All Reasons Equal 4.3
Housing 50.3
Family/Persond 28.8
Financia 8.2
Other 8.4
Why Move to Present Home:
All Reasons Equal 14.7
Financia 40.2
Physical Characteristics of Home 24.7
Other 20.4
Why Move to Present Neighborhood:
All Reasons Equal 11.2
Persondl 18.6
Public Services 4.6
Nelghborhood Design 11.5
The House w/in the Neighborhood 28.1
Other 26.0
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Primary Reason for Moving from Previous Residence. The respondents’ reasons for

moving were regrouped into 5 categories, which included all reasons equal, financial/employment,
family/personal, housing, and other reasons. Half of the respondents indicated that they moved to
their present home for “housing” reasons (50.3%, N = 368). Thisindicated that the respondents
moved for such reasons as wanting a better quality home, to change tenure, lower housing costs,
and other housing related reasons. The second most frequent group of reasons was that of family
and personal reasons (28.8%). Thisindicated that this proportion of respondents moved for
reasons of a change in marital status, needing alarger home, wanting to establish their own
household, and other personal and family reasons. Only 8.2% of the sample moved for financia
or employment reasons, which may have included ajob transfer or easier commuting. Of the
remainder of respondents who provided answersto this question, 4.3% indicated that all the
reasons were equally important, and 8.4% moved for reasons other than those listed.

Primary Reason for Choosing Present Home. Similar to the question pertaining to the
reasons for moving, reasons for respondents’ choice of the present home was also regrouped into

four categories: al reasons equal, financial, physical characteristics of the home, and other
reasons. The largest proportion of respondents (40.2%, N = 368) chose their home for financial
reasons. About one fourth of the respondents (24.7%) chose their home for reasons of its physical
characteristics, which include the room/layout design, kitchen, size, and exterior appearance. Of
the remaining reasons for choosing the present home, 14.7% of the respondents felt al reasons
were equally important and 20.4% chose the home for reasons other than those listed.

Primary Reason for Choosing Present Neighborhood. Among the responses for the
guestion pertaining to why arespondent chose a particular neighborhood, the AHS had awider

variety of choices. Therefore, these responses were regrouped into 6 categories, which included
all reasons equal, personal, public services, design of the neighborhood, the house, and other
reasons. It isinteresting to note that the largest proportion of respondents (28.1%, N = 366) chose
the neighborhood because of the particular housing unit to which they moved. An amost equally
large number (26.0%) chose the neighborhood for reasons other than those listed.

Among the remaining reasons for selecting the neighborhood, 18.6% chose the
neighborhood for personal reasons (e.g., convenient to job, convenient to leisure activities, and
close to family and friends), 11.5% chose the neighborhood because of its design or appearance,
and 11.2% felt all reasons were equally important. Only 4.6% chose the neighborhood for its
public services such as good schools and public transportation.

Selected Housing Characteristics of the Sample
Table 5 shows the results of the sample's selected housing characteristics.
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Characteristic Result (%)
Structure Type:
Single-family Detached 70.6
Single-family Attached 7.8
Multi-family Attached 11.6
Mobile Home 10.0
Structure Size:
O to 1 Bedrooms 4.2
2 Bedrooms 32.5
3 Bedrooms 47.5
4+ Bedrooms 15.8
Expenditure:
Housing Cost as % Income:
-- Lessthan 29% 64.8
-- 30 to 50% 24.2
-- More than 50% 11.1
Purchase Price:
-- Less than $30,000 335
-- $30,000 to $59,999 33.3
-- $60,000 to $89,000 15.7
-- $90,000 or more 17.5
Source of Down Payment:
-- Sale of Property 16.2
-- Savings or Cash 58.5
-- Investment Sale 1.1
-- Inheritance or Gift 4.9
-- Other Source or Loan 11.8
-- No Downpayment 7.2
Source of Primary Mortgage:
-- Bank 86.9
-- Individual 12.8
-- N/A 0.3
Type of Mortgage Insurance:
-- 16.2
--VA 2.4
-- FmMHA 1.3
-- Other/Private 45.9
-- No Mortgage Insurance 34.2

(Table continued on next page)
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Table 5 (Continued)

Characteristic Result (%)

Adeguacy of Housing Quality:

Adeguate 93.6

Moderately Inadequate 5.8

Severely Inadequate 0.6
Neighborhood Adequacy:

Very Adequate 38.7

Adeguate 44.3

Inadequate 17.0

Structure Type. Nearly three fourths of the sample lived in single-family detached homes
(70.6%). Thisisin contrast to those living in other dwelling types such as single-family attached
(7.8%), multi-family attached (11.6%), and mobile homes (10.0%).

Structure Size. The number of bedrooms in the housing unit was selected as the indicator
of structure size for this particular study. The number of bedroomsisfound to be acommon
criteria by which people evaluate what is the appropriate size of home needed for afamily or
household (Morris & Winter, 1996). For this particular sample, the number of bedrooms ranged
from O to 7, with amean of 2.8 bedrooms and a median number of 3 bedrooms (N = 639,

SD =.9).

Expenditure. The purchase price of this sampl€e’ s housing had atotal range of $349,878,
with a mean price of $61,000, and a median price of $47,700 (N = 517, SD = $57,967.68). Two
thirds of the purchase prices were for under $60,000 with 33.3% purchased for under $30,000
and 33.7% purchased for a value between $30,000 and $60,000. Also, 15.7% of the sample had
a purchase price that was between $60,000 and $90,000, with 17.4% paying over $90,000 for
their housing.

Two thirds of the sample (64.8%, N = 542) paid less than 30% of their income towards
housing costs. This means that one third of the sample was cost burdened or paying 30% or more
of their income for housing costs. Of those who were cost burdened, 24.2% had housing costs
that were 30% to 50% of their income, and 11.1% were paying more than 50% of their income
towards housing costs.

Of those respondents who gave information on the source of primary mortgage loans, the
majority (86.9%, N = 297) obtained mortgage loans through banks or other mortgage finance
ingtitutions, and 12.8% obtained loans from individuals. About one fifth of the sample (19.9%,
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N = 568) obtained government insured mortgages. Almost one half (45.9%) purchased private
mortgage insurance and 34.2% were not required to carry mortgage insurance.

Adeguacy of Housing Quality. A large majority of the sample resided in adequate quality
housing (93.6%, N = 639). Only 5.8% of the sample had housing that was moderately inadequate
and fewer than 1% (.6%) resided in housing that was considered to be severely inadequate.

Neighborhood Adeguacy. The measure of neighborhood adequacy was derived from other
measures in the AHS that indicated the presence of desirable features such as adequate schools and
shopping facilities and aminimal presence of crime, heavy traffic, and noise. This measure wasa
three-point scale that ranged from inadequate to very adequate. More than onethird of the sample
indicated that the neighborhood was very adequate (38.7%, N = 106) and 44.3% indicated that
their neighborhood was adequate. Only 17% of the sample resided in inadequate neighborhoods.
Comparison of the Sample to All Homeownersin the 1993 AHS

Comparisons of the study sample were made to the overall sample of all homeownersin the
1993 AHS. Thiswas done as opposed to using Census of the Population data because a)
statistical abstracts of the U. S. Census are available only on decennial years, and b) using the
1993 AHS offered the ability to compare similar datathat is not available in the Census.

Demographic Characteristics. Table 6 depicts how demographic characteristics of the
sample for this study compared to all homeownersin the 1993 AHS. According to these
characteristics, the study sample was consistent with the larger sample of all homeownersin the
1993 AHS. Both sample groups had high proportions of Whites, more than three-quarters
residing in metropolitan areas, more than athird residing in the South, and median levels of
education above high school.

In spite of these similarities, the study sample had a higher proportion of non-White
owners (20%) than did all homeownersin the 1993 AHS (10.4%). Additionally, the study sample
had a dightly higher percentage (79.9%) residing in metropolitan areas than did all owners
(77.6%). Furthermore, 39.7% of the study sample resided in the South, whereas 34.2% of all
homeownersin the 1993 AHS lived in the South.

Differences between the sample groups are noted as aresult of the study sample being
younger than the overall group of homeownersin the 1993 AHS. The median age for the study
sample was 44 years as compared to a median age of 51 yearsfor all homeowners. A considerably
larger percentage of the study sample (48.2%) had children at home who were under the age of 18
years, which was in contrast to 33.9% of al homeowners having children under 18 years of agein
the home. The presence of children in the home is a so reflected in the mean household size of the
study sample (2.6) as compared to that of all homeowners (2.4). When not accounting for married
couples, al homeownersin the 1993 AHS had a higher proportion of those who were widowed
(41.4%) than did the study sample (24.9%). Subsequently, the study sample had larger




Table6.

Demographic Characteristics of the Sample as Compared to All Homeownersin the 1993 AHS

Single Women Homeowners

Characteristic Sample 1993 AHS'
Region:
Northeast 13.5% 20.6%
Midwest 22.7% 25.9%
South 39.7% 34.2%
West 24.1% 19.3%
Settlement Type Area
Metropolitan 79.9% 77.6%
Non-metropolitan 21.1% 22.4%
Median Age 44 51
Life-Cycle Stage:
No own children <18 yrs 51.8% 66.1%
With own children <18 yrs 48.2% 33.9%
Marital status:
Married N/A 65.5%
Widowed 24.9% 14.3% (41.4%)
Divorced 40.1% 10.8% (31.1%)
Separated 6.6% 2.2% (6.4%*)
Never married 28.5% 7.2% (21.1%)
Mean Household Size 2.6 2.4
Race:
White 80% 89.6%
Non-White 20% 10.4%
Median Annual Income 25,000 37,244 (25,724
Median Education Level 13.0 12.9

Notes. * These percentages indicate the proportion of unmarried marital status among all
homeownersin the 1993 AHS when not accounting for households comprised of married

couples.

72

" Thisvalueis for all homeowners who moved within 12 months prior to the 1993 AHS

and who did not own their previous residence.
T Source: U. S. Bureau of Census (1995b)
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proportions representing those who were divorced, separated, and never-married than did all
homeownersin the 1993 AHS.

Median income of the study sample was considerably lower than that of all homeownersin
the 1993 AHS, $25,000 and $37,244 respectively. However, when the median income of the
study sample was compared to that of all homeowners who moved within 12 months of the survey
and did not own their previous residence, very little difference in median income was noted (see
Table 6).

In summary, the study sample was younger, had more family households, earned lower
income, and had alarger proportion living in the South and in metropolitan areas than did all
homeownersin the 1993 AHS. The younger age of the study sample may reflect that the sampleis
not representative of those groups who have lower mobility rates, such asthe elderly. The study
sample may also reflect that single women enter into homeownership in larger proportions where
the housing values are lower (e.g., the South) and where there is greater variety in the housing
stock from which to choose (e.g., metropolitan areas).

Housing Characteristics. Table 7 shows how the housing characteristics of the sample for
this study compared to that of all homeownersin the 1993 AHS. Similar to demographic
characteristics, the study sample was consistent with the larger sample of all homeownersin the
1993 AHS. A large proportion of both sample groups owned single-family detached homes that
had a median number of three bedrooms, were of adequate quality, and were located in
neighborhoods with adequate facilities and other characteristics.

In spite of these similarities, the study sample owned alarger percentage of single- and
multi-family attached homes (19.4%) than did all homeownersin the 1993 AHS (10.9%). A
larger proportion of the study sample aso owned mobile homes (10%) than did al homeowners
(6.1%). The median purchase price of the study sample was considerably lower ($47,700) than
that of al homeowners who moved within 12 months of the AHS and did not own their previous
residence ($64,000). Reflecting alower median purchase price, the study sample’s median
monthly housing cost was $515 as compared to that of all homeowners who moved within 12
months of the survey and did not own their previous residence ($537). Likewise, the median
housing cost as a percentage of income was dightly lower for the study sample (25.5%) than for
those owners who moved within 12 months of the survey and did not own their previous residence
(28%).

The source of primary mortgage financing was similar for both the study sample and al
homeownersin the 1993 AHS. A large majority of homeowners (86.9%) in both groups received
financing for their primary mortgage from banks or smilar financial institutions. A dightly larger
portion of single women received financing from individuals (12.8%) than did all homeowners
(12.4%).




Table7

Single Women Homeowners

Housing Characteristics of the Sample as Compared to All Homeownersin the 1993 AHS

Characteristic Sample 1993 AHS'
Structure type:

Single-family, detached 70.6% 83.0%

Single-family, attached 7.8% 4.7%

Multi-family, attached 11.6% 6.2%

Mobile home 10.0% 6.1%

Median Purchase Price 47,700 45,295 (64,000
Housing Cost: )
Median Monthly Cost 515 511 (537')
Median Cost as % Income 25.5 19 (28)
Mortgage Financing:

Source of Downpayment: .
Sale of Property 16.2% 13.1%’*
Savings 58.5% 63.9% *
Investment Sale 1.1% 1.3%'*
I nheritance/Gift 4.9% 4.4%*
Other 11.8% 9.1%*
No D/P Required 7.5% 8.3%'*

Source of Financing: .

Bank 86.9% 86.9%**
Individual 12.8% 12.4%'*
N/A 0.3% 0.7%*
Mortgage I nsurance: .
FHA 16.2% 16.1%"*
VA 2.4% 5.8%*
FmHA 1.3% 0.9%*
Private/Other 45.9% 52.5% *
No Mortgage Insurance 34.2% 24.7%'*
Median No. Bedrooms 3 3
Mean Adequacy of Housing 2.92 2.94°%
Quality
Mean Neighborhood 2.21 2.22°%
Adequacy

" Source: U. S. Bureau of Census (1995b) unless otherwise noted.
* Source: U. S. Bureau of Census (1995a).

74

Notes: * Thisvalueisfor all homeowners who moved within 12 months prior to the 1993 AHS
and who did not own their previous residence.
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Where the two groups differ, however, in terms of mortgage financing are with the sources
for downpayment money and primary mortgage insurance. A larger percentage of the study
sample derived downpayment money from the sale of a previous property (16.2%) as compared to
all homeowners (13.1%). Conversely, asmaller number of respondentsin the study sample
obtained downpayment money from their personal savings (58.5%) than did all homeowners
(63.9%). The study sample aso derived money for the downpayment from such sources as
inheritance or gift money and other means (e.g., loans on other properties and the land on which
the homeis built) and did so to amore frequent degree than did al homeowners (see Table 7).

A smaller proportion of respondents in the study sample were not required to make a
downpayment (7.5%) than were all homeowners (8.3%). Thisindicates that a higher proportion
of al homeowners may have utilized financing instruments that did not require downpayments,
such as federally insured mortgages (e.g., VA financing). This may a so indicate that the single
women in the study sample put more cash towards the purchase of their homes, or paid all cash,
than did all homeowners. Thisis further evidenced in the proportion of those in the study sample
who did not, or were not required to, purchase mortgage insurance (34.2%), which was almost
10% more than all homeowners (24.7%).

In summary, the housing of the study sample cost less and represented a larger proportion
of attached housing than that of all homeownersin the 1993 AHS. Overal, the adequacy of the
housing and neighborhoods in which the study samples’ homes were located was equal to that of
all homeowners. Thismay indicate that in order to afford the purchase of a home, single women
are more likely to buy lower-cost attached housing that meets expectations for quality and
neighborhood adequacy. Furthermore, thereis evidence that low-downpayment financing
instruments may be used to alesser degree by single women than other homebuyers such as
married couples or single men.

Discussion of Sample Description

The descriptive data provided a basic profile of the single women homeownersin the
sample study. This profile included data on their demographic and housing characteristics. This
profile also provided a description of factors associated with changes made in their housing when
they transition from rental to ownership and the reasons for choosing their present homes and
neighborhoods. The following is a discussion of these profiles and descriptions.

Demographic Characteristics

In general, the study sample was middle-aged, predominantly White, tended to have family
households without young or preschool children, had been previously married, and earned
moderate incomes. The largest proportion of the sample (39.7%) lived in the South. Throughout
all regions, amajority resided in metropolitan areas (79.9%) as opposed to non-metropolitan areas
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(20.1%). Additionally, the sample tended to be well educated with almost one half (48.4%) having
completed one or more years of college.

Research indicates that homeownership rates vary across regions as aresult of varying
home prices, demographics, and housing types (Gyourko & Linneman, 1993; Hughes, 1991,
Koebel & Zappatini, 1993). This study’sfinding that the largest group of single women
homeowners resided in the South could be a function of lower home prices in this region even with
respect to metropolitan areas. Burgess (1982) found that for single women living in the South, the
probability that they would become homeownersincreased by 11.3% as compared to single
women residing in other regions of the country.

Although some research indicates that residing in central cities and metropolitan areas has a
negative effect on single women’s ownership rates (Burgess, 1982; Clark & Dieleman, 1996), this
study’ s sample resided primarily in metropolitan areas. Thisresult could be areflection of the
relationship between alocal population’s characteristics and choices among the housing stock
(Myers & Doyle, 1990). Metropolitan areas tend to have a higher proportion of multi-family
structures, which potentially are less costly than single-family detached housing units.
Additionally, central cities and urbanized neighborhoods tend to have older, and in some cases less
costly, housing units as compared to those built in newer suburban areas.

Very few of the sample, only 4.2%, were under 35 years of age. The descriptive findings
of this study resemble results from other studies that found that the age of the household head
strongly influences tenure in that homeownership rates increase as age increases (Clark &
Dieleman, 1996). Research also indicates that over half of al heads of households become
homeowners by their mid-thirties and this rate of increase continues until 50 years of age when it
beginsto level off (Clark & Dieleman, 1996; Hughes, 1996). Furthermore, Hughes (1996) found
that since the early 1980s, ownership rates for household heads under 35 years of age have been
decreasing and that the recent increase in homeownership ratesis primarily due to a maturing
population.

Asprevioudy discussed in the review of literature, the presence and age of children in the
household has been shown to influence the transition from rental to ownership. The sample’slow
representation of single women under 35 years of age could be related to the few households
represented in this study (8.5%) that had at least one preschool-aged child in the home. More than
one half of the respondents (51.8%) had no children in the household under 18 years of age.
Burgess (1982) found that women with preschool children were less likely to become homeowners
than those with school-aged or older children. Additionally, when compared to all homeownersin
the 1993 AHS, the result that 48.2% of the study sample had children in the home that were under
18 years of age could indicate that ownership provided these women and their families with
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housing services such as larger units and better access to schools, shopping, recreational, and
other facilitiesthan if they remained in the rental sector of the housing market.

Almost three fourths of the sample (71.6%) had been previously married, with the largest
group (40.1%) being divorced. Haurin and Kamara (1992) found that while income was about the
same for divorced, widowed, and never-married women, the highest ownership rates were found
among women who had previously been married (e.g., divorced and widowed). Thisresult was
attributed to these women’s ownership while married. Another study (Munroe & Smith, 1989)
found that early types of tenure status among men and women were strongly influenced by marital
status and that the probability of women being homeowners was heavily influenced by their having
been married.

Among many housing researchers, it is commonly accepted that homeownership rates
increase as family sizeincreases. The average household size of this sample, 2.6 persons per
household, is the same as that for the national household size (U.S. Bureau of the Census, 1995c¢).
Since alarger proportion of the sample had children present in the home as compared to al
homeownersin the 1993 AHS, it islikely that the household size of the sample is attributed more
to the presence of children rather than to other adults or unrelated individuals such as boarders and
roommates in the home. Burgess (1982) found that household size increased the likelihood of
ownership for both single women and men, and that this effect was stronger for women than for
men. Furthermore, her results indicated that the presence of school-aged children in the home
increased the likelihood of ownership by 17.3% among single women.

This study’ s finding that a majority of the sample resided in single-family detached homes
could be afunction of household size. Dieleman, et a. (1989) argued that household size along
with income and characteristics of previous housing influence housing type choice among
homeowners. Their study found that households of three or more persons who have lower
incomes usually remain in the rental sector, but choose to rent larger single-family detached homes.
Furthermore, households with children who moved from renting to owning were found to have
incomes above $20,000 per year and chose to own single-family detached homes (Dieleman, et al.,
1989).

Although alarge mgjority of the sample was White (80%), the proportion of non-White
ownersin this sample (20%) was amost twice that of non-White owners (10.4%) among all
homeownersin the 1993 AHS. It was previously mentioned that among the non-White owners
within the sample, over 80% were Black. Hughes (1996) found that between 1980 and 1995
homeownership rates for Black married couples showed considerable improvement. Thistrend
shown by Hughes (1996) and the finding that being previously married has a positive effect on the
likelihood of single women becoming or remaining homeowners (Haurin & Kamara, 1992;
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Munroe & Smith, 1989), could partly explain the higher representation of non-White ownersin the
sample, especialy since alarge mgjority of the sample’ s non-White group were Black.

The sample had a median income of $25,000 per year, which was essentialy the same as
that of all homeownersin the 1993 AHS that moved within 12 months of the survey and who did
not own their previous residence. The study sample’sincome, however, was about 150% higher
than that found by Lino’s (1994) study of single women with families, which was found to be
about $17,000 per year.

The combination of income and education has been found to be increasingly important
determinants of homeownership. As previously mentioned, almost one half of the study sample
(48.4%) completed one or more years of college. In Lino’s (1994) study, only 34.3% of single
women with families completed one or more years of college. Additionally, only 16.8% of the
study sample did not complete high school; whereas Lino (1994) found that 28.7% of single
mothers did not complete high school. This comparison indicates that not only was the study
sample found to have a higher income but also a higher level of education than most single women
with families. Furthermore, this finding would support the argument that education and income
are important determinants of homeownership, especially among single women.

Previous Housing Characteristics

Dieleman, et a. (1989) argue that previous housing characteristics influence the selection of
housing among homeowners. The magjority of respondents (60.6%) in the sample previously lived
in gpartments. Thisfinding is not surprising, given that the mgjority of rental housing in this
country isin the form of apartment units as opposed to single family detached homes. Cho, et .
(1990) also found that a majority of those who transition from rental to ownership previoudy lived
in apartments. It is possible that apartment living is a choice of convenience and affordability for
those who plan to eventually purchase a home.

Becoming a homeowner often involves taking on additiona financial responsibility in terms
of upkeep and maintenance as well as overall cost. It was not surprising that the largest proportion
of respondents in the sample experienced an increase in their housing costs as aresult of their
move. A positive income change in the year preceding a move was found to increase the
probability that a household would transition into ownership (Clark & Dieleman, 1996; Dieleman
& Everaers, 1994). Furthermore, income stability was also found to be an important factor in the
transition into ownership aong with future income expectations (Dieleman & Everaers, 1994).

Research indicates that the transition from rental to ownership isrelated to increased
housing quality and satisfaction (Morris & Winter, 1996). Therefore, it was not surprising to find
that amajority of the respondentsin the sample rated their new home to be better than the previous
one. Given that amagjority of the respondents moved from apartment unitsto single-family
detached units, it is understandable that they would consider their present home to be better in
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many respects. Ownership of a single-family detached home is the most common aspiration
among most renter households (Morris & Winter, 1996; Varady & Lipman, 1994). The
achievement of this aspiration would undoubtedly be reflected in new owners' “pride of
ownership” and consideration that their own home is better than any previous one.

Similar to the rating of previous housing isthat of the previous neighborhood. The results
from this study, however, indicated that the positive rating of the neighborhood was not quite as
strong as that of housing. Brower (1996) suggested that among the qualities that make a
neighborhood good, or appealing, are those of “engagement” and “ choicefulness.” Engagement
involves the way residents engage and avoid contact with each other, and choicefulness involves
the extent to which individuals can choose where, how, and with whom they will live. The choice
of ahouse may depend on considerations other than whereit islocated (e.g., price), and itis
possi ble one buys a home more for its affordability than for its location. Developing emotional,
personal, and socia tiesin a new neighborhood takes time and, thus, could influence how
positively a person will rate their neighborhood, especidly if it is not where they would prefer to
live.

Reasons for Moving and Choosing the Present Home and Neighborhood

People move for many reasons, which can include those of financial, employment,
personal interests, family, and housing. However, one half of the study sample moved for
“housing” reasons, which could involve reasons of wanting a better quality home, to change
tenure, and lower housing costs. Considering that the study sample previously rented, it is not
surprising to note that within the grouping of housing reasons, changing tenure was the most

frequently chosen response. Additionally, the sampl€e’ s reasons for moving differed from another
study that found single-parent households were twice as likely to move for family reasons than
they were for housing reasons (Moore & Clark, 1990). Therefore, it seems that the aspiration to
own was very high among this sample, that they did not differ from other population groupsin
their hopes of achieving ownership of their own home (Morris & Winter, 1996), and that their
move was to fulfill this aspiration.

The largest proportion of respondents chose their home for financial reasons. Given the
moderate income of the sample, it islikely that respondents bought their home because it met their
established price criteria. Furthermore, while there are tax advantages to homeownership, research
indicates that moderate income homebuyers rarely purchase a home for the tax and other financial
advantages (Professional Builder’s Consumer Survey, 1994). Therefore, it is possible that
respondents choose the home because it was financialy affordable for them.

Respondents’ answers to the question concerning why they chose their present
neighborhood were fairly evenly dispersed among the possible selections. Nevertheless, the
response that was most frequently chosen was that of the housing unit within the neighborhood.
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Research indicates that among most homebuyers, the neighborhood or location isfirst selected on
the basis of the non-housing services provided (Morris & Winter, 1996), and then a housing unit
is selected within the neighborhood (Brower, 1996; Gober, 1990; A Pro Builder Plus Exclusive,
1997). However, for this particular sample, the choice of the neighborhood may be secondary to
the choice of the house. Also, because most respondents in this sample chose the home for
financial reasons, asindicated above, it is possible that the neighborhood was chosen because it
contained a home that met financial considerations, which was not one of the reasons listed among
those for choosing the neighborhood.

Selected Housing Characteristics

Household size, life-cycle stage, and ages of children are found to be strongly associated to
structure type as well as the number of bedroomsin the structure (Myers & Doyle, 1990; Ross,
1955 & 1980). The mgjority of respondents in the sample purchased single-family detached
homes and the median structure size was that of three bedrooms. However, nearly one-fifth of the
sampl€e’ s respondents owned attached forms of housing, which was alarger proportion than al
homeownersin the 1993 AHS. Furthermore, the percentage of respondents in the sample who
owned attached housing units was larger than that reported by Morris and Winter (1996) when
they found that buyers of attached units comprised 13% of al homebuyersin 1992. This may
indicate that among the sample, the desire to own may be more important than the structure type
selected or that attached forms of housing meet the housing needs and preferences among single
women homebuyers.

The finding that the sample’ s median purchase price was lower than that of all homeowners
in the 1993 AHS who transitioned into ownership could have been areflection of how households
maximize their housing consumption within constraints of their financial resources (Clark &
Dieleman, 1996; Morris & Winter, 1996). In spite of thisfinding, however, it was surprising to
find that fewer respondents in the sample appeared to use financing instruments that required lower

downpayments or the purchase of mortgage insurance. There are several possible explanations for
thisfinding. Since alarge majority of the women in the sample had been previously married,
money obtained from divorce settlements or through the death of a spouse could have been used as
purchase money (e.g., down or cash payment) when they bought their home. Another explanation
relates to the lower purchase price as compared to all homeowners. If the respondentsin the
sample purchased lower cost housing, it is conceivable that they were able to pay 20% or more
towards the downpayment, thereby not having to purchase mortgage insurance and keeping
monthly payments to a minimum.

It may seem that an average purchase price of $61,000 and median purchase price of
$47,700 seem very low. It should be noted how the AHS computes the purchase price of
housing. The recorded purchase pricein the AHS isthe price paid for a house, condominium or
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other attached unit, alot, or amobile home. If the priceisfor alot, it does not include the cost of
building a home or purchasing a mobile hometo place on it. Additionally, if the costisfor a
mobile home, it does not include the cost of the lot on which it is placed (Hadden & Leger, 1990).
These criteria could easily cause the overall average and median purchase prices to be skewed
towards alow value. Therefore, when using AHS home value data, it isinstructive to compare
median and mean housing costs among different groups in order to get a general picture of
differencesin home values.

Research generaly indicates that about 15% of al homeowners are cost burdened (Birch,
1989). Therefore, it was surprising to find that about one third of the study sample paid 30% or
more of their income for housing costs, especially given that this sample recently became owners
and amajority of them received mortgages through banks. One explanation may be attributed to
the costs that the AHS selects for inclusion in the total monthly housing costs. These costs include
mortgage payments, insurance, property taxes, homeowners fees, utilities, fuel, trash collection,
and routine maintenance for the home. While the amount of mortgage, property tax, and insurance
payments may be less than 30% of a homeowner’sincome, additional costs such as those listed
above could easily cause the total housing cost as a percentage of income to be much higher.

Previous findings indicate that when people transition from renting to owning, they
improve their housing quality (Spain, 1990), that owners reside in better quality housing than do
renters (Birch, 1989; Struyk, 1977), and that recent homebuyers most often reside in adequate
quality housing (Morris & Winter, 1996). All of these observations were apparent in this sample.
Given that this sample represented a group that recently purchased their home, it is understandable
that avery large mgjority (93.6%) resided in housing of adequate quality.

The measure of neighborhood adequacy was less skewed toward “ adequate” than was that
of the adequacy of housing quality. Similar to the measure on why the neighborhood was chosen,
this measure leaves much more open to interpretation even though a majority of respondents found
their neighborhood to be adequate. Reasons accounting for this finding could be within how the
measure itself was derived. Additionally, considering that a majority of the respondents were
previousy married, it is possible that they looked upon their new neighborhood as less desirable,
and therefore less adequate, than the one lived in while they were married.

Chapter Summary

This chapter presented datain order to provide a profile of single women homeowners
demographic and housing characteristics. This chapter also presented information about the
characteristics of their previous housing and reasons for choosing their present housing and
neighborhoods. The discussion of these findings were to highlight resultsin relation to previous
research and to provide a background for further discussion that follows presentation of the
statistical analyses in the next chapter.
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CHAPTERYV
ANALYSES AND DISCUSSION

This chapter discusses the relationships between single women homeowners demographic
characteristics, their previous housing, reasons for moving and choosing their present homes, and
their selected housing characteristics. The analyses presented in this chapter were done to answer
the following research questions:

1)

2)

3)

4)

What is the relationship between the independent variables (e.g., geographic
location, age, household size, family life-cycle stage, marital status, race, income,
education, previous housing and neighborhood characteristics, and reasons for
moving and choosing the present housing and neighborhood) and the dependent
variables of structure size, purchase price, quality, and neighborhood adequacy?
What is the relationship between the dependent variable structure type and:
a single women homeowners demographic characteristics (e.g., geographic
location, age, household size, family life-cycle stage, marital status, race,
income, and education);

b) single women homeowners previous housing and neighborhood
characteristics, and

C) single women homeowners' reasons for moving and choosing their present
housing and neighborhoods?

What is the relationship between single women homeowners' previous housing and
neighborhood characteristics and their reasons for moving and choosing their
present homes and neighborhoods?

What is the relationship between single women homeowners demographic
characteristics (e.g., geographic location, age, household size, family life-cycle
stage, marital status, race, income, and education) and:

a) their previous housing and neighborhood characteristics, and
b) their reasons for moving and choosing their present housing and
neighborhood?

There were four null hypotheses formulated in accordance with the above research
guestions. The procedures used for testing and the results found for each null hypothesis are
presented separately. Additionally, thereis adiscussion for the findings of the tests for each null
hypothesis. Following the presentation and discussion of the null hypotheses, thereisa
discussion of the theoretical model relevant to the results.
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Testing and Discussion of the Null Hypotheses
All appropriate tests for this sample were run using SAS Version 6.10 statistical package.
The proposed theoretical model was tested using step-wise multiple regression and chi-square
testing procedures. Phi-coefficients are widely used in the analysis of chi-square tests (Downie &
Starry, 1977; Howell, 1992). Due to the relationship between chi-sgquare and the phi-coefficient,

for the chi-sguare groups where a significant relationship appears at p < 0.05, the phi-coefficient

values will also be given.
Null Hypothesis H1

H1  Thereisno relationship between the independent variables (e.g., geographic

location, age, household size, family life-cycle stage, marital status, race, income,

education, previous housing and neighborhood characteristics, and reasons for

moving and choosing the present housing and neighborhood) and the dependent

variables structure size, purchase price, quality, and neighborhood adequacy.
Procedures for Testing H1

The procedures of step-wise multiple regression and chi-square were used to test the Null
HypothesisH1. Sixteen independent variables were included in the statistical model for analyzing
thelr relationship to the dependent variables of structure size, purchase price, quality and
neighborhood adequacy. The four variables of age, household size, education, and income were
treated as continuous variables. Settlement type (e.g., 1 = metropolitan, O = non-metropolitan) and
life-cycle stage (e.g., 1 = children in the home 18 years of age and younger, O = no childrenin the
home under the age of 19 years) were coded as dummy variables for inclusion in regression
analyses. Using these six independent variables, step-wise regression analyses were run
separately on the dependent variables of structure size, purchase price, quality, and neighborhood
adequacy. Step-wise regression procedures indicated afinal model that included only those
independent variables that met specific significance levels. All variables were dropped from the
model that did not meet this criteria.

Chi-sguare tests were done to test the relationship between the remaining 10 independent
variables and the dependent variables. The four dependent variables of purchase price, structure
Size, adequacy of quality, and neighborhood adequacy were categorized in order to conduct chi-
sguare testing by the independent variables.

Results of Testing of H1

Step-Wise Regression Analyses. Step-wise regression analysis was used to test for the
relationship between purchase price and the independent variables of settlement type area
(Metro/non-Metro), annual income, education, life-cycle stage, household size, and age. Table 8
shows the final model of results of this analysis, which includes only those independent variables
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that met the criteria of p< 0.05. Five of the six independent variables entered in this model were

found to significantly affect purchase price (N = 514). Household size was the only variable that
was not significant. The resulting model was found to account for 22.75% of the variance in
purchase price.

Table8

Summary of Step-Wise Regression Procedure for Purchase Price

Variable Name B SEB F Prob >F
(INTERCEPT) -1397.82981783 16895.40651935 0.01 0.9341
Metro/non-Metro 22600.40376697 5789.81610567 15.24 0.0001
Income 0.82518615 0.11676055 49.95 0.0001
Education 3110.49034943 911.23528127 11.65 0.0007
Life-cycle Stage -13114.06509092 4676.32002857 7.86 0.0052
Age -348.28827157 157.61813116 4.88 0.0276

Note R2=02275 Fgge=29.93 SigF = 0.000L

Asindicated in Table 9, the step-wise regression analysis that tested the relationship
between structure size and the independent variables of settlement type, age, life-cycle stage,
household size, income, and education found that only income and household size significantly
affected structure size (N = 632). These two variables accounted for 20.67% of the variance in

structure size but were significant at the p < 0.05 level.

Table9

Summary of Step-Wise Regression Procedure for Structure Size (Number of Bedrooms)

Variable Name B SE B F Prob >F
(INTERCEPT) 2.03286418 0.07109785 817.53 0.0001
Income 0.00000673 0.00000153 19.36 0.0001
Household Size 0.21888251 0.01942711 126.94 0.0001

Note R? =0.2067 Feq =898 Sig F = 0.000L.
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The step-wise regression procedure that tested the relationship between housing quality and
the independent variables of settlement type, age, life-cycle stage, household size, income, and
education found that only income significantly affected housing quality (N = 632). However, as
part of the model shown in Table 10, this variable accounted for .0195 of the total R-square. In
spite of thisresult, for this particular sample and model, income is considered to have a significant
effect, even though it accounted for avery small portion of the variance in housing quality.

Table 10

Summary of Step-Wise Regression Procedure for Housing Quality

Variable Name B SE B F Prob >F
(INTERCEPT) 2.87378127 0.03007568 9130.12 0.0001
Metro/non-Metro 0.04340835 0.02782546 2.43 0.1193
Income 0.00000176 0.00000053 11.14 0.0009
Household Size -0.01156474 0.00659225 3.08 0.0799

Note R2=00272  Faeg =586  SigF = 0.0006.

Step-wise regression analyses indicated that there was no significant relationship between
neighborhood adequacy and the independent variables of settlement type, age, life-cycle stage,
household size, income, and education.

Chi-Square Tests. Chi-square analyses were conducted to further test for the relationship
between the remaining categorical independent variables and dependent variables of purchase price,
structure size, housing quality, and neighborhood adequacy.

Table 11 shows the chi-square test of the demographic variables of geographic region,
marital status, and race by purchase price. Thistest indicated that two chi-square groups,
geographic region and marital status were significant at p < 0.05. In other words, thereisan
associ ation between these two variables and that of purchase price. Asindicated in Table 11, race
was not found to have a significant association with purchase price.

Table 12 depicts the chi-square test of the demographic variables of geographic region,
marital status, and race by structure size. Thistest indicated that two chi-square groups,
geographic region and race were significant at p < 0.05. In other words, there was a significant
association between these two variables and that of structure size.
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Purchase Price of Current Home/L ot/Condo

< $30K $30K - 59,999K  $60K -$89,999 $O0K +
Total % % % % %
Geographic Region:
Northeast 13.6 49 35 17 35
Midwest 23.9 8.2 10.0 41 17
South 37.1 13.4 13.6 54 47
West 25.3 7.0 6.2 4.5 7.6
335 33.3 15.7 175
N =514 X>= 34.289 df =9 p = 0.001" @=0.250
Marital Status:
Widowed 22.4 12.1 6.0 16 2.7
Divorced 43.2 12.6 154 7.0 8.2
Separated 6.3 2.7 2.0 1.0 0.6
Never Married 28.1 6.0 9.9 6.2 6.0
334 33.3 15.8 17.5
N =514 X?= 38.724 df =9 p = 0.001" @=0.274
Race:
White 81.4 26.3 26.9 12.4 15.8
Non-White 18.6 7.2 6.4 3.3 17
335 33.3 15.7 17.5
N =514 X?= 5.699 df =3 p=0.127

Note:  Percentage totals may not equal 100% due to rounding of decimal places.
" Denotes significance at p < .05 level.
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Table 12

Cross Tabulations of Chi-Square Results: Demographic Characteristics by Structure Size
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Structure Size: Number of Bedrooms

1 Bedroom 2 Bedrooms 3 Bedrooms 4+ Bedrooms
Total % % % % %
Geographic Region:
Northeast 13.3 0.8 3.9 55 31
Midwest 22.6 11 7.7 10.9 2.9
South 39.9 11 11.8 21.8 5.2
West 24.2 1.2 9.1 9.3 4.6
4.2 325 47.5 15.8
N= 638 X? = 16.890 df =9 p = 0.050"” ¢=0.163
Marital Status:
Widowed 24.9 1.2 8.1 10.9 47
Divorced 40.1 11 11.0 20.8 7.2
Separated 6.6 0.2 2.4 2.8 1.2
Never Married 28.4 17 11.0 13.0 2.7
4.2 325 47.5 15.8
N =638 x?= 16.359 df =9 p = 0.060
Race:
White 80.1 3.0 28.4 37.6 111
Non-White 19.9 1.2 4.1 9.9 4.7
4.2 325 47.5 15.8
N =638 X?= 14.836 df =3 p = 0.002" @=0.152

Note:  Percentage totals may not equal 100% due to rounding of decimal places.
" Denotes significance at p < .05 level.

Table 13 shows the chi-square test of the demographic variables of geographic region,
marital status, and race by housing quality. Thistest indicated that only one of the chi-square
groups, race, was significant at p < 0.05. In other words, there was a significant association

between race and housing quality. Asindicated in Table 13, neither marital status or region were

found to have any significant associations with housing quality.
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Table 13

Cross Tabulations of Chi-Square Results: Demographic Characteristics by Housing Quality

Overal Quality of Housing Unit

Severely Moderately
|nadequate Adequate Adequate
Total % % % %
Geographic Region:
Northeast 13.4 0.0 0.3 13.1
Midwest 22.7 0.2 11 21.4
South 39.7 0.3 3.6 35.8
West 24.2 0.2 0.8 23.2
0.7 5.8 93.5
N =639 X2= 9.656 df =6 p = 0.140
Marital Status:
Widowed 24.9 0.0 16 23.3
Divorced 40.1 0.5 16 38.0
Separated 6.6 0.0 0.3 6.3
Never Married 28.4 0.2 2.3 25.9
0.7 5.8 93.5
N =639 X>= 6.269 df =6 p = 0.394
Race:
White 80.0 0.5 3.3 76.2
Non-White 20.0 0.1 25 17.4
0.6 5.8 93.6
N=639 x?= 13.313 df =2 p = 0.001" @=0.144

Note:  Percentage totals may not equal 100% due to rounding of decimal places.
P Denotes significance at p < .05 level.

Chi-square tests found that there were no significant associations at p < 0.05 between the
demographic variables of geographic region, marital status, or race and the variable of
neighborhood adequacy.

Chi-square groups were tested for associations between the variables of purchase price,
structure size, housing quality, and neighborhood adequacy and the variables of a) previous
housing and neighborhood characteristics and b) reasons for moving and choosing the present
home and neighborhood. The results of these tests are shown in Table 14.



Single Women Homeowners 89

Table 14

Cross Tabulations of Chi-Sguare Results: Previous Housing and Neighborhood Characteristics by
Purchase Price

Purchase Price of Current Home/L ot/Condo

<$30K  $30K - 59,999K $60K -$89,999 $IOK +

Total % % % % %
A) Characteristics of Previous
Unit and Neighborhood
Type of Previous Unit:
House 340 127 8.3 6.6 6.4
Apartment 621 183 16.8 13.3 13.7
Mobile Home 39 2.3 0.6 0.8 0.2
33.3 25.7 20.7 20.3
N =518 x? = 11.061 df= 6 p = 0.087
Change in Housing Cost
as Result of Move:
Increased 47.4 6.9 13.8 12.7 14.0
Stayed the Same 225 8.3 45 5.3 4.4
Decressed 265 159 4.9 29 2.8
Don’'t Know 3.6 1.7 1.3 04 0.2
32.8 24.5 21.3 21.4
N =472 X? = 83.549 df=9 p = 0.001° p=0.421
Comparison of New
Home to Previous One:
Better 714 134 17.8 20.1 20.1
About the Same 21.3 4.8 7.6 5.4 35
Worse 7.3 2.9 19 0.9 1.6
21.1 27.3 26.4 25.2
N =314 X?= 11174 df= 6 p = 0.083

Comparison of New
Neighborhood to Previous One:

Better 50.9 8.3 141 144 14.1
About the Same 37.1 8.0 10.9 8.9 9.3
Worse 8.9 4.2 2.2 1.9 0.6
Stayed in Same Neighborhood 31 _06 _03 _13 _0.9
21.1 27.5 26.5 24.9

N =313 X?= 17.090 df =9 p = 0.047" p=0.234

(Table continues on next page)
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Table 14 (Continued)
Purchase Price of Current Home/L ot/Condo
<$30K  $30K - 59,999K $60K -$89,999 $OOK +
Total % % % % %
B) Reasons for Moving and
Choosing Present Home
and Neighborhood
Primary Reason for Moving
from Previous Residence:
All Reasons Equal 4.4 0.9 13 0.9 13
Financia 8.7 2.3 1.6 1.9 29
Family/Persona 24.8 7.1 6.4 7.1 4.2
Housing 54.1 8.7 145 15.1 15.8
Other 8.0 1.9 3.2 1.6 1.3
20.9 27.0 26.6 255
N =311 x?= 12.518 df = 12 p = 0.405
Main Reason for Choice of
Present Home:
All Reasons Equal 15.1 0.3 3.3 4.6 6.9
Financid 414 112 14.4 10.2 5.6
Design/Layout of Home 25.5 2.3 6.2 8.8 8.2
Other 18.0 6.9 3.6 2.6 4.9
20.7 275 26.2 25.6
N =305 X2 = 49.034 df= 9 p = 0.001" @=0.401
Main Reason for Choice
of Neighborhood:
All Reasons Equal 111 0.7 29 3.6 3.9
Personal Interests 17.4 5.3 4.6 3.6 39
Public Services 5.0 0.7 1.3 0.7 2.3
Neighborhood L ook/Design 11.8 1.0 2.6 3.9 4.3
The Housing Unit 30.9 6.3 9.4 8.6 6.6
Other 23.7 7.6 6.9 5.3 39
21.6 27.7 25.7 24.9
N =303 X?= 25.408 df =15 p= 0.045" @=0.290

" Denotes significance at p < .05 level.

Percentage totals may not equal 100% due to rounding of decimal places.



Single Women Homeowners 91

Table 14 shows the results of the chi-sgquare test for previous housing and neighborhood
characteristics and reasons for moving and choosing the present home and neighborhood by
purchase price. Thistest indicated that two of the chi-square groups, change in housing cost as a
result of the move and comparison of the new neighborhood to the previous one had significant
associations with purchase price.

Table 14 also shows the results of the chi-square tests for reasons for moving and choosing
the present home and neighborhood by purchase price. Two chi-square groups were found to be
significantly associated with purchase price at the p < 0.05 level, which were reasons for choosing
the present home and reasons for choosing the present neighborhood.

Chi-sguare tests indicated that were no significant associations between the variables of
previous housing and neighborhood characteristics, reasons for moving and choosing the present
home and neighborhood, and the variable of structure size.

Table 15 shows the results of the chi-sguare test for previous housing and neighborhood
characteristics by housing quality. Thistest indicated that two of the chi-square groups, changein
housing cost as a result of the move and comparison of the new home to the previous one had
significant associations with housing quality. Chi-square tests found that there were no significant
associations between the variables of reasons for moving and choosing the present home and
neighborhood and the variable of housing quality.

Table 16 shows the results of the chi-sgquare test for previous housing and neighborhood
characteristics by neighborhood adequacy. Thistest indicated that only one of the chi-square
groups, type of previous housing had a significant association with neighborhood adequacy.

Chi-sguare tests found that there were no significant associations at the p < 0.05 level
between the variables of reasons for moving and choosing the present home and neighborhood by
the variable of neilghborhood adequacy.
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Table 15

Cross Tabulations of Chi-Sguare Results: Previous Housing and Neighborhood Characteristics by
Housing Quality

Overall Quality of Housing Unit

Severely Moderately
Inadequate Adequate Adequate
Total % % % %
A) Characteristics of Previous
Unit and Neighborhood
Type of Previous Unit:
House 35.3 0.0 29 324
Apartment 60.5 0.6 25 57.4
Mobile Home 41 0.0 0.3 3.8
0.6 5.7 93.6
N =639 X2 = 7.437 df =4 p=0.115
Change in Housing Cost
as Result of Move:
Incressed 4.7 0.2 18 42.7
Stayed the Same 22.8 0.2 16 21.0
Decressed 28.6 0.3 16 26.7
Don’'t Know 4.0 0.0 0.9 3.1
0.7 5.9 93.5
N =572 Xx?= 13.869 daf =6 p = 0.031" @=0.156
Comparison of New
Home to Previous One:
Better 70.1 0.5 29 66.7
About the Same 225 0.0 11 21.4
Worse 7.3 05 05 6.3
1.0 45 94.4
N =378 Xx?= 11.685 daf=4 p = 0.020” @=0.176
Comparison of New
Neighborhood to Previous One:
Better 49.3 0.5 1.9 46.9
About the Same 38.1 0.5 1.8 35.8
Worse 9.3 0.0 0.3 9.0
Stayed in Same
Neighborhood 3.2 0.0 05 2.7
1.0 45 94.4
N =377 X?= 5.260 daf=6 p=0.511

Note:  Percentage totals may not equal 100% due to rounding of decimal places.
Y Denotes significance at p < .05 level.
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Table 16

Cross Tabulations of Chi-Square Results: Previous Housing Characteristics by Neighborhood
Adequacy

Neighborhood Adequacy

Moderately
Inadequate Adequate Adeguate
1 2 3
Tota % % % %
A) Characteristics of Previous
Unit and Neighborhood
Type of Previous Unit:
House 40.6 12.3 13.2 15.1
Apartment 56.6 4.7 29.2 22.6
Mobile Home 28 _00 _19 _09
17.0 443 38.6
N =106 X2 = 10.081 df =4 p = 0.039" ¢@=0.308
Change in Housing Cost
as Result of Move:
Increesed 31.6 3.2 16.8 11.6
Stayed the Same 24.2 5.2 6.3 12.6
Decreasad 40.0 6.3 21.1 12.6
Don’'t Know 4.2 21 _0.0 21
16.8 44.2 38.9
N =095 X?= 10.177 df= 6 p=0.117
Comparison of New
Home to Previous One:
Better 59.65 10.53 26.32 22.81
About the Same 2281 351 7.02 12.28
Worse 1754 _5.26 _8.77 _351
19.30 42.11 38.60
N =57 x?= 3.003 df =4 p= 0557
Comparison of New
Neighborhood to Previous One:
Better 33.33 8.77 15.79 8.77
About the Same 31.58 3.51 10.53 17.54
Worse 28.07 5.26 10.53 12.28
Stayed in Same Neighborhood 7.02 1.75 5.26 0.00
19.30 42.11 38.60
N =57 X?= 6.480 df=6 p=0.372

Note:  Percentage totals may not equal 100% due to rounding of decimal places.
P Denotes significance at p < .05 level.
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Discussion of Results of Tests of H1

Thefirst null hypothesisthat was tested stated that there was no relationship between the
independent variables (e.g., demographic characteristics, previous housing and neighborhood
characteritics, and reasons for moving and choosing the present home and neighborhood) and the
dependent variables of purchase price, structure size, housing quality and neighborhood adequacy.
Significance was tested at the level of p < 0.05. Using step-wise multiple regression and chi-
sguare analysis techniques, significant relationships were found between the independent and
dependent variables relevant to the first null hypothesis, and, therefore, the first null hypothesis
was rejected. The following sectionswill separately discuss the dependent variables of purchase
price, structure size, housing quality, and neighborhood adequacy and the independent variables
that were found to be significantly related to each.

Purchase Price. Step-wise regression and chi-square testing techniques found that the
demographic variables of geographic region, settlement type, age, life-cycle stage, marital status,
income, and education were al significantly related to purchase price. Additionally, purchase price
was also found to be significantly related to the change in housing cost as a result of moving,
comparison of the new neighborhood to the previous one, and the reasons for choosing the present
home and neighborhood.

The step-wise regression analysisindicated that settlement type (e.g., metropolitan or non-
metropolitan), income, and education all had a positive effect on purchase price. Livingina
metropolitan area had a positive effect on the purchase price of ahome, indicating that, generaly,
home prices were higher in metropolitan areas than in non-metropolitan areas. The resultsaso
indicated that as level of education and income increased, the level of purchase price a so increased.

The step-wise regression analysis found that life-cycle stage and age were found to have a
negative effect on purchase price. Having children present in the home was found to have a
negative effect on the purchase price of ahome. In other words, home values tended to be lower
for those households that had children in the home. With respect to age, the findings indicate that
as age increased for this sample, purchase price decreased. These findings differ from results of
other research that indicate as age and household size increases, housing consumption also
increases; often reflecting this effect in higher housing costs and purchase prices (Clark &
Dieleman, 1996; Henderson & |oannides, 1983).

Chi-square tests found that geographical region and marital status were significantly related
to purchase price. Lower purchase prices dominated in both the South and Midwest, with about
three fourths of the respondentsin these regions paying below $60,000 for their housing. The
West had the largest proportion of higher purchase prices, with 30% of the respondents from this
region paying $90,000 or more for their homes, and almost one half (48%) paying over $60,000.
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Although 25% of the respondents from the Northeast paid $90,000 or more for their housing, 35%
of the Northeast respondents indicated that their homes cost under $30,000.

About three fourths of widowed and separated respondents paid less than $60,000 for
their homes; and about two thirds (64%) of divorced respondents paid $60,000 or less. Never-
married women, however, had the largest proportion (44%) of those who paid $60,000 or more
for their housing; with 22% of never-married women paying $90,000 or more.

Chi-sguare tests found that purchase price was related to previous housing and
neighborhood characteristics. Generally, as purchase price increased, the proportion of
respondents that experienced increased housing costs also increased. Conversely, as purchase
price decreased, the proportion of those who experienced lowered housing costs increased.
Similar to that of changes in housing costs, the rating or comparison of the new neighborhood to
the previous one was found to be significantly related to purchase price. That is, as purchase price
increased, the proportion of respondents who rated their present neighborhood as better than the
previous one also increased. Conversely, as purchase price decreased, the number of respondents
who rated their present neighborhood as worse than the previous one increased.

Structure Size. Step-wise regression and chi-sguare testing techniques found that the
demographic variables of household size and income were significantly related to structure size. In
the regression analysis, both household size and income had a positive effect on structure size.
That is, asincome and household size increased the number of bedroomsin the home aso
increased. Thisfinding issimilar to awide number of studiesthat also found that structure sizeis
positively affected by household size and income.

Chi-square tests found that geographical region and race were significantly related to
structure size. While 3-bedroom homes were the dominant structure size for all four regions, the
Northeast had the largest proportion of homes (25%) that had 4 or more bedrooms. In the West,
42% of the homes had 2 or less bedrooms. Structure size was found to be smaller for Whites than
for non-Whites. About three fourths of non-Whites resided in homes of 3 or more bedrooms, and
about the same proportion of Whites resided in homes of 3 or fewer bedrooms. Non-Whites had
the highest proportion (23% of non-Whites) living in homes with 4 or more bedrooms. Thiswas
in comparison to 14% of all Whites living in homes of 4 or more bedrooms.

Housing Quality. Step-wise regression analysis and chi-sguare tests found that the
demographic variables of income and race were significantly related to housing quality.
Additionally, housing quality was found to be related to the change in housing cost as a result of
moving and comparison to the previous home.

Results from the regression analysis indicate that income is positively related to housing
quality. That is, asincome increases, housing quality improves. Chi-square tests found that there
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was a significant relationship between race and housing quality. A greater proportion of al Whites
were found to live in homes of higher quality than were non-Whites.

The results on the relationship between income, race, and housing quality are similar to a
wide body of research, which found that as income increased, housing quality deficiencies
decreased (Morris & Winter, 1996; Struyk, 1977). Additionally, while ownersin general tend to
livein homes of higher quality than do renters (Birch, 1989; Spain, 1990), non-White
homeowners are found to reside in homes of lower quality than are Whites (Apgar, 1989; Shelton
& Sillah, 1996).

Chi-sguare tests found that housing quality was related to the previous housing
characteristics of change in housing cost as aresult of moving and the comparison of the new
home to the previous one. Generally, housing quality was higher for those who experienced an
increased housing cost. Similarly, those who felt their new home was better than the previous one
resided in higher quality homes.

Neighborhood Adequacy. Chi-square tests found that type of previous residence was
related to neighborhood adequacy. This variable was the only one found to be significantly related
to neighborhood adequacy. Generally, as shown in Table 16, those who previoudly lived in
houses had a larger proportion (30%) who moved to neighborhoods that were considered to be
inadequate than did those who previoudly lived in apartments (8%). Additionally, 91% of those
who previoudly lived in apartments, moved to neighborhoods that were moderately adequate or
better. Thiswasin contrast to 70% of those who previoudly lived in houses and moved to
neighborhoods that were moderately adequate or better.

Null Hypothesis H2
H2  Thereisno relationship between the housing characteristic of structure type and:
a single women homeowners demographic characteristics;

b) single women homeowners' previous housing and neighborhood
characteristics, and
C) single women homeowners' reasons for moving and choosing their present
housing and neighborhoods.
Procedures for Testing H2
Chi-sguare statistical procedures were used to test the Null Hypothesis H2. Chi-square
tests were done to test the relationship between 16 independent variables and the dependent
variable of structuretype. In order to conduct chi-square testing of age, household size, income,
and education, these four continuous variables were categorized. The results of these chi-square
tests are shown in Tables 17 and 18.
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Results of Testing of H2

Table 17 shows the results of chi-square test of the demographic variables of geographic
region, settlement type, age, life-cycle stage, marital status household size, race, income, and
education by structure type. Thetest indicated that seven chi-square groups; geographic region,
settlement type, life-cycle stage, marital status, household size, income, and education; were
significant at p< 0.05. In other words, there is an association between these seven variables and
that of structure type.

Table 18 shows the results of chi-square tests of the previous housing characteristics of
previous housing type, change in cost as result of move, and reason for choosing present home by
structure type. Only these three chi-square groups were found to be significant.

Discussion of Results of H2

The second null hypothesis that was tested stated that there was no relationship between the

independent variables (e.g., demographic characteristics, previous housing and neighborhood

characteristics, and reasons for choosing the present home and neighborhood) and the dependent
variable of structuretype. Significance was tested at the level of p < 0.05. Using chi-square
analysis techniques, significant relationships were found between the independent and dependent
variables relevant to the second null hypothesis, and, therefore, this null hypothesis was rejected.
The following paragraphs will separately discuss the independent variables that were found to be
significantly related to structure type.

The demographic variable of geographic region was found to be significantly related to
structure type. Asshownin Table 17, about three fourths of the respondents from the Midwest
and South were found to reside in single-family detached homes and about 11% from each of these
regions were found to reside in mobile homes. While 72% of the respondents from the West were
also found to reside in single-family detached homes, a higher proportion of them resided in
single-family and multi-family attached homes. The Northeast had the smallest concentration of
respondents residing in single-family detached homes (53%), and the largest proportion of
residents from that region residing in attached forms of housing. This region also had the lowest
overall number of respondents residing in mobile homes.

The above results may illustrate differences found in housing types throughout regions of
the country and that these differences are influenced by regional population density and housing
preferences. For example, mobile homes are more widely accepted and used as aternative forms
of housing in some areas of the country, such as the South and Midwest. In the more densely
populated areas of the Northeast, where housing prices are much higher and there is alarge supply
of attached housing, it would be expected to see alarger proportion of peopleliving in attached
forms of housing.
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SF-Detached SF-Attached MultiFam Mabile Home
Tota % % % % %
Geographic Region:
Northeast 135 7.2 2.7 2.8 0.8
Midwest 22.7 16.6 0.9 2.3 2.8
South 39.7 29.4 25 3.6 4.2
West 24.1 17.4 17 2.8 22
70.6 7.8 115 10.0
N =639 x?= 33.865 df =9 p = 0.001" ¢=0.230
Settlement Type:
Metropolitan 79.8 55.2 75 10.5 6.6
Non-Metropolitan 20.1 15.3 0.3 11 34
70.5 7.8 11.6 10.0
N =639 X?=22.078 daf=3 p = 0.001" ¢=0.186
Age:
Under 35 4.2 3.0 0.2 04 0.6
35t0 49 441 34.7 34 2.6 34
50to 64 29.2 20.8 2.2 4.6 16
65+ 22.3 15.5 16 22 30
74.0 7.4 9.8 8.6
N = 496 x?= 15.708 daf=9 p=0.073
Life-Cycle Stage:
No Children <18 yrs. 51.8 32.7 5.2 8.9 5.0
Children <18 yrs.
a Home 48.2 37.9 2.6 2.7 5.0
70.6 7.8 11.6 10.0
N =639 X?= 28.365 daf=3 p = 0.001" p=0.211

(Table continues on next page)
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Table 17 (Continued)
SF-Detached SFE-Attached MultiFam Mobile Home
Total % % % % %
Marital Status:
Widowed 24.9 18.6 1.3 19 3.1
Divorced 40.1 29.4 2.8 4.8 29
Separated 6.5 5.0 0.6 0.3 0.6
Never Married 28.4 17.5 31 4.6 3.4
70.5 7.8 11.6 10.0
N = 639 x2=17.430 df =9 p = 0.042" @=0.165
Household Size:
1 Person 255 14.2 2.4 6.4 25
2 Persons 34.1 24.4 29 3.1 3.7
3 Persons 17.7 12.7 19 1.2 1.9
4+ Persons 22.6 19.2 0.6 0.9 1.9
70.5 7.8 11.6 10.0
N = 639 X?=50.249 df =9 p = 0.001" ¢=0.280
Race:
White 79.9 55.7 6.1 9.7 8.4
Non-White 20.1 14.9 17 1.9 1.6
70.6 7.8 11.6 10.0
N =639 X% = 1.869 df =3 p = 0.600
Annual Income:
< $20,000 36.9 23.2 1.8 4.6 7.3
$20,000-$34,999 31.2 24.1 19 3.6 1.6
$35,000-$49,999 17.3 12.2 2.8 1.6 0.7
$50,000 + 14.5 11.3 1.3 1.6 0.3
70.8 7.8 11.4 9.9
N =613 X?= 52.884 df=9 p = 0.001" ®=0.294
Education Completed:
Lessthan 12 Years 16.8 11.6 1.2 0.9 3.1
High School 34.7 25.8 2.0 25 4.4
1to3YearsCollege 22.7 15.8 1.6 3.6 1.7
4 + Years College 25.7 17.4 3.0 4.5 0.8
70.6 7.8 11.5 10.0
N =639 X% = 37.680 df=9 p = 0.001" @=0.243

Note:

" Denotes significance at p < .05 level.

Percentage totals may not equal 100% due to rounding of decimal places.
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Table 18

Cross Tabulations of Chi-Sguare Results: Previous Housing Characteristics and Reasons for
Choosing the Present Home by Structure Type

SF-Detached SFE-Attached MultiFam Mobile Home
Total % % % % %
Type of Previous Unit:
House 354 28.2 19 15 3.8
Apartment 60.6 40.1 5.9 10.0 45
Mobile Home 4.0 2.3 0.0 0.0 17
70.6 7.8 11.5 10.0
N = 639 X2 = 60.973 df =6 p = 0.001" @=0.309
Change in Housing Cost
as Result of Move:
Increased 44.6 30.9 47 5.8 3.2
Stayed the Same  22.7 16.8 1.7 24 17
Decreased 28.7 20.1 11 2.9 4.6
Don’'t Know 4.0 2.3 04 07 0.7
70.1 7.9 11.8 10.2
N =572 ¥2=17.909 df=9 p = 0.036" @=0.177
Main Reason for Choice
of Present Home:
All Reasons Equal 14.7 9.5 11 3.8 0.3
Financial 40.2 23.9 41 6.5 5.7
Design/Layout of Home 24.7  17.7 24 4.1 0.5
Other 20.4 15.0 0.8 1.6 3.0
66.1 8.4 16.0 9.5
N = 368 x> = 24.822 df=9 p = 0.003" @=0.260

Note:  Percentage totals may not equal 100% due to rounding of decimal places.
Y Denotes significance at p < .05 level.

The relationship found between settlement type and structure type was similar to that found
for geographic region. Again, more respondents from metropolitan areas were found to be
residing in attached forms of housing than those in non-metropolitan areas. Additionally, larger
proportions of respondents from non-metropolitan areas resided in both single-family detached and
mobile homes than those who lived in metropolitan areas.

Life-cycle stage was found to be related to structure-type in that those with children in the
home lived predominantly in single-family detached homes. While the mgjority of respondents
without children also lived in single-family detached homes, larger proportions of them lived in
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attached housing (27%) as compared to those with children (11%). Thisfinding issimilar to the
findings of Rossi (1955 & 1980) and Myers and Doyle (1990) that connects family life-cycle
stages to the selection of housing structure type.

Differences in the selection of structure type were also found among respondents of
varying marital status. Widows, along with those never married, were those who most resided in
mobile homes, but 75% of widows resided in single-family detached homes. Only 61% of those
never married lived in single-family detached homes. Additionally, 27% of this group lived in
single- and multi-family attached housing, which was the largest proportion of any other marital
status group to livein thisform of housing. Thisfinding could be interpreted as being related to
the previous finding of life-cycle stage. Women who never married are least likely to have children
in the home and also may be more likely to reside in metropolitan areas where there is amore
abundant supply of attached housing. Furthermore, research has found that most older and retired
persons live in single-family homes as do those with children at home (Clark & Dieleman, 1996;
Morris & Winter, 1996; Sweet, 1990).

Considering the previous findings, the result that household size was also found be related
to structure type could be explained as afunction of life-cycle stage and marital status. Those who
have been previously married are more likely to have family members, such as children, in the
home. Asindicated in Table 17, larger households were found to live in single-family detached
homes.

Generally, those with higher incomes were found to own single-family homes. As
indicated in Table 17, amost one fourth of the respondents with incomes less than $20,000 per
year were found to own single-family homes. A possible explanation for this could be that this
group is representative of widows who not only tend to have lower incomes but also are more
likely to live in single-family detached homes.

Table 17 shows the chi-square group of education by structure type. This result indicated
that those with less education (e.g., 12 years or less) tended to own either single-family detached
or mobile homes. While about two thirds of those with 13 or more years of school owned single-
family detached homes, higher proportions of them also owned attached forms of housing. The
explanation for this could be that more highly educated people tend to live in metropolitan areas
where there are better employment opportunities to meet their skills and, therefore, have greater
access to attached housing.

Results of the chi-sguare test of previous housing type by structure type showed that a
larger proportion (79%) of those who previoudy resided in single family homes remained in the
sametype of housing. This group also had the largest proportion who moved to mobile homes
(24%). About two thirds of those who previoudly lived in apartments and more than one half of
those who previoudly lived in mobile homes moved to single-family detached homes.
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Additionally, asindicated in Table 18, those who previoudy lived in apartments comprised the
largest number of all respondents who moved to attached forms of housing. The results also
showed that those who previoudly lived in mobile homes moved either to single-family detached or
mobile homes, with none of this group moving to attached forms of housing.

These results clearly indicate that type of previous residenceis afactor in the moveto or
purchase of subsequent housing. Location of various forms of housing in terms of metropolitan
and non-metropolitan areas could help explain these results. In other words, apartments are
generally located in areas where there are other forms of attached housing, which would explain
why former apartment dwellers would choose this type of housing for purchase, especialy if they
found this structure type to be acceptable for ownership. Likewise, mobile homestend to bein
less populated rural areas and where there is higher acceptance of thisform of housing.
Additionally, in many areas where mobile homes are located, there are few options for attached
housing. Therefore, as an aternative to more expensive single-family detached housing, former
mobile home residents would more likely find this structure type acceptable for purchase.

The chi-sguare group of change in housing cost as result of move by structure type clearly
showed that those who moved to single-family detached and single- and multi-family attached
housing were most likely to experience an increase in their housing cost. Conversely, those who
moved to mobile homes comprised the largest group that experienced a decrease in housing costs.

Reasons for choosing the present home were found to be related to structure type. Across
all structure types, respondents chose their homes primarily for financial reasons. Of those who
choose their home because of its design and layout, 72% resided in single-family detached homes.
An explanation for these results could be that the choice of structure type in the purchase of a
home, especialy for this group, is primarily adecision of choosing that which best fits financia
circumstances. Of those who are financially able to be primarily concerned with ahome’ s design,
the single-family detached structure is the home of choice.

Null Hypothesis H3
H3  Thereisno relationship between the single women homeowners' previous housing
and neighborhood characteristics and their reasons for moving and choosing their
present housing and neighborhood.
Procedures for Testing H3
Chi-sguare statistical procedures were used to test the Null Hypothesis H3. Chi-square
tests were done to test the relationship between previous housing and neighborhood characteristics
and reasons for choosing the present home and neighborhood. The results of these chi-square tests
are shown in Tables 19, 20, and 21.
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Results of Testing of H3

Table 19 shows the results of chi-square tests of previous housing and neighborhood
characteristics by main reason for moving fromthe previous residence. Thistest indicated that two
chi-sguare groups, comparison of new home to previous one and comparison of new
neighborhood to previous one were significant. This result indicates that there is an association
between these two variables and that of reasons for moving from the previous residence.

Table 20 shows the results of chi-square tests of previous housing and neighborhood
characteristics by main reason for choice of present home. Thistest indicated that one chi-square
group, change in housing cost as result of move, was significant at p < 0.05. In other words,
there is an association between this variable and that of reasons for choice of present home.

Table 21 shows the results of chi-square tests of previous housing and neighborhood
characteristics by main reason for choice of present neighborhood. Thistest indicated that two chi-
sguare groups, change in housing cost as a result of move and comparison of new neighborhood
to previous one, showed a significant association.

Discussion of Results of H3

The third null hypothesis that was tested stated that there was no relationship between
previous housing and neighborhood characteristics and reasons for moving and choosing the
present home and neighborhood. Significance wastested at p < 0.05. Using chi-square analysis
techniques, significant relationships were found between chi-sgquare groups relevant to the third
null hypothesis. Therefore, the third null hypothesis was rejected. The following discussion
highlights the variables of the chi-square groups that were found to be significantly related to each
other.

Asindicated in Table 19, of those who felt their housing was better than their previous
residence, 40% moved for housing reasons, which was more than twice the number of those who
moved for personal or family reasons and who felt their housing had improved (16.3%). Similar
results were seen with the variable comparison of new neighborhood to previous one. Of those
who moved for housing reasons, 26.7% felt their new neighborhood was better than the previous
one and 18.8% felt it was about the same. Of those who moved for family and personal reasons,
only 10.6% felt that the neighborhood was better and slightly more, 13.1%, felt it was about the
same. An explanation for these results may be that decisions to move revolve primarily around
housing and family or personal circumstances. But those who, in the case of this sample, bought
primarily for housing reasons were more likely to have experienced an improvement in their
housing and neighborhood conditions than were those who bought for family or personal reasons.
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Table 19

Cross Tabulations of Chi-Sguare Results: Previous Housing and Neighborhood Characteristics by
Main Reason for Moving From Previous Residence

All Reasons Family/
Equal _Financial Personal Housing Other
Total % % % % % %
Type of Previous
Housing Unit:

House 34.4 0.8 19 122 16.0 35

Apartment 62.0 3.3 6.0 158 323 4.6

Mobile Home 3.6 0.3 03 _08 _19 0.3

4.4 82 288 502 8.4
N = 368 X?= 7.949 df = 8 p= 0438
Change in Housing
Cost as Result
of Move:

Increased 59.5 30 44 161 319 4.1
Stayed the Same 19.0 0.5 14 6.0 8.9 2.2
Decreased 19.6 0.8 2.2 6.3 82 2.2
Don’'t Know 19 0.0 0.3 0.5 1.1 0.0

43 83 289 501 85
N = 367 X2= 7.239 df =12 p= 0.841

Comparison of New
Home to Previous:

Better 70.3 35 52 16.3 39.9 54
About the Same 22.1 0.5 1.6 10.0 7.3 2.7
Worse 7.5 0.3 14 25 3.0 0.3

4.3 82 288 50.2 8.4
N = 368 X?= 25.265 df =8 p = 0.001" p=0.262
Comparison of New

Neighborhood to
Previous One:

Better 49.6 25 41 106 267 5.7
About the Same 375 15 27 131 188 14
Worse 9.6 0.3 14 4.4 33 0.2
Stayed in Same Neighborhood 33 _0.0 00 _08 _14 11

4.3 82 289 50.2 84

N =367 X?= 30.614 df =12 p = 0.002" @=0.289

Note:  Percentage totals may not equal 100% due to rounding of decimal places.
" Denotes significance at p < 0.05 level.
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Table 20

Cross Tabulations of Chi-Sguare Results: Previous Housing and Neighborhood Characteristics by
Main Reason for Choice of Present Home

All Reasons Design
Equal Financial of Home Other
Tota % % % % %
Type of Previous
Housing Unit:

House 34.2 4.6 125 8.4 8.7

Apartment 61.9 10.0 258 155 106

Mobile Home 3.8 0.0 19 0.8 11

146 402 247 204
N = 368 x%?= 6.719 daf=6 p=0.348
Change in Housing
Cost as Result
of Move:

Increased 60.4 95 223 185 101
Stayed the Same 18.2 3.0 6.8 3.8 4.6
Decreased 19.3 22 101 16 5.4
Don’'t Know 19 0.0 11 0.5 0.3

14.7 40.3 24.4 20.4
N = 367 X2 = 21.434 daf=9 p= 0.011° @=0.242
Comparison of New

Home to Previous:

Better 70.2 109 275 190 128
About the Same 22.6 29 9.2 4.6 5.9
Worse 7.0 0.8 35 11 1.6
146 402 247 203

N = 368 X?=5.414 daf =6 p = 0.492

Comparison of New
Neighborhood to
Previous One:

Better 49.3 74 210 125 8.4
About the Same 37.8 54 136 104 8.4
Worse 9.6 0.5 5.2 14 25
Stayed in Same Neighborhood 3.2 11 _05 _05 _11
144 403 248 204

N = 367 x?= 14.001 daf=9 p=0.122

Note:  Percentage totals may not equal 100% due to rounding of decimal places.
P Denotes significance at p < .05 level.
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Table21

Cross Tabulations of Chi-Sguare Results: Previous Housing and Neighborhood Characteristics by
Main Reason for Choice of Neighborhood

All Persona  Public N'hood Housing
Equal Interests Services  Design Unit Other
Tot. % % % % % % %
Type of Previous Housing Unit:
House 34.4 3.0 6.6 0.8 4.1 9.0 10.9
Apartment 61.6 8.2 104 35 6.8 18.0 14.7
Mobile Home 3.8 0.0 _16 03 _05 _11 _03

11.2 186 46 114 281 259
N = 366 X?= 14.451 af =10 p = 0.153

Change in Housing Cost
as Result of Move:

Increased 58.7 65 104 3.8 71 175 134
Stayed the Same 191 2.2 4.4 05 35 4.4 4.1
Decreased 20.1 2.5 3.8 0.3 0.3 5.5 7.7
Don’'t Know _00 _00 0.0 0.6 0.8 0.6

11.2 186 46 115 282 258

N =365 X?= 25.655 df =15 p = 0.042" @= 0.265
Comparison of New Home
to Previous:
Better 704 9.0 109 4.1 9.0 207 16.7
About the Same 22.7 2.2 6.6 0.3 1.9 4.9 6.8
Worse 6.8 0.0 1.1 0.3 0.5 2.5 2.4
112 186 47 114 281 259
N = 366 X?= 17.950 df =10 p = 0.056

Comparison of New
Neighborhood to Previous:

Better 48.6 6.8 85 3.0 68 131 104
About the Same 384 4.1 8.2 14 33 107 107
Worse 9.7 0.0 14 0.3 0.3 3.6 4.1
Stayed in Same Neighborhood 3.3 _03 _03 0.0 1.1 0.8 0.8

11.2 18.4 47 115 282 26.0

N = 365 X2= 25.046 df = 15 p = 0.049" @=0.262

Note:  Percentage totals may not equal 100% due to rounding of decimal places.
" Denotes significance at p < .05 level.
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Changesin housing costs were found to be related to reasons for choosing the particular
housing unit. Asindicated in Table 20, the largest group of all respondents, 40.3%, chose their
home for financial reasons. Of those who chose their home for financial reasons, more than one
half experienced an increase in housing costs and more than one third lowered their costs. In
contrast to this result was that of changes in housing costs for those who chose their home for its
design or layout. While most of this group experienced an increase in housing costs, fewer than
10% of this group lowered their housing costs.

An explanation for differences found between groups who chose their home for financial
and those who chose for design reasons may be in the differing financial situations of the two
groups. For example, financial considerations in terms of affordability may be less important to
those who primarily consider ahome's design and, therefore, would less likely experience a
decrease in housing costs. On the other hand, decreasing housing costs would definitely be a
financial consideration in the choice of ahome. Therefore, it isnot surprising that of al the
reasons for choosing a home, that of financial reasons would have the largest number of
respondents who decreased their housing costs.

Asindicated in Table 21, the choice of the neighborhood seems to be primarily related to
the particular housing unit chosen. In other words, for the respondents in this group,
neighborhood selection appears to be secondary to the selection of the home. For example, in the
chi-square group change in housing cost as result of move by reason for choice of neighborhood,
the largest proportion of all respondents chose the neighborhood because of the particular housing
unit (28.1%), and over one half of this group experienced an increase in their housing costs.
Likewise in the chi-square group comparison of new neighborhood to previous one by reason for
choice of neighborhood, the largest proportion of those who felt the new neighborhood was better
(13%) chose the neighborhood for the housing unit as compared to about half as many who chose
the neighborhood for either reasons of personal interests or for its design.
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Null Hypothesis H4
H4  Thereisno relationship between single women homeowners demographic
characteristics (e.g., geographic location, age, household size, family life-cycle
stage, marital status, race, income, and education) and:

a the characteristics of their previous housing and neighborhoods, and
b) their reasons for moving and choosing their present housing and
neighborhoods.

Procedures for Testing H4

Chi-sguare statistical procedures were used to test the Null Hypothesis H4 and the
relationship between 9 demographic variables and the variables relevant to previous housing and
neighborhood characteristics and the reasons for moving and choosing the present home and
neighborhood. The results of these chi-square tests are shown in Table 22 through Table 28.
Results of Testing of H4

Table 22 shows the results of chi-square tests of 9 demographic variables by type of
previous residence. These tests indicate that the four demographic variables of settlement type,
life-cycle stage, marital status, and education were significant at p < 0.05. The resulting p-values
of the chi-sguare tests showed that a relationship existed between these four demographic variables
and that of type of previous residence.

Table 23 shows the results of chi-square tests of the demographic variables and changein
housing cost as result of moving. Eight of the demographic variables were significant at p < 0.05,
indicating that there was a relationship between the variable of change in housing cost as a result of
moving and the demographic variables of settlement type, age, life-cycle stage, marital status,
household size, race, income, and education.

The results of the chi-square tests of the demographic variables by comparison of new
home to previous one are shown in Table 24. Two chi-square groups, marital status and income,
were significant at p < 0.05, indicating that there is a relationship between comparison of new
home to previous one and the demographic variables of marital status and income.

Table 25 shows the results of the chi-square tests of the demographic variables by
comparison of new neighborhood to previous one. Only one chi-square group, that with marital
status, was significant at p < 0.05.

The results of the chi-sguare tests of demographic variables by primary reason for moving
from previous residence are shown in Table 26. Only one chi-square group, that with life-cycle
stage, was significant at p < 0.05.
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Table22

Cross Tabulations of Chi-Square Results: Demographic Characteristics by Type of Previous
Residence

House Apartment Mobile Home
Tota % % % %
Geographic Region:
Northeast 135 4.1 9.4 0.0
Midwest 22.7 6.9 14.4 14
South 39.7 15.3 22,5 1.9
West 24.1 9.1 14.2 0.8
35.4 60.5 4.1
N =639 Xx?=10.385 df =6 p = 0.109
Settlement Type:
Metropolitan 79.9 26.6 50.6 2.7
Non-Metropolitan 20.1 8.8 10.0 14
354 60.6 41
N =639 X2 =9.516 df =2 p = 0.009" @=0.122
Age:
Under 35 4.2 2.0 2.2 0.0
35t0 49 141 16.9 25.2 2.0
50to 64 29.3 7.7 20.4 1.2
65+ 224 99 11.9 0.6
36.5 59.7 3.8
N = 496 X2 =12.070 df =6 p = 0.060
Life-Cycle Stage:
No Children <18 yrs. 51.9 15.7 34.3 1.9
Children <18 yrs. at Home 48.2 19.7 26.3 22
35.4 60.6 4.1
N =639 X2 = 9.050 df=2 p =0.011" @=0.119
Marital Status:
Widowed 24.9 11.0 125 14
Divorced 40.1 12.8 25.7 1.6
Separated 6.6 3.0 34 0.2
Never Married 284 8.6 18.9 0.9
35.4 60.5 4.1
N =639 X? = 13.056 df=6 p = 0.042° @=0.143

(Table continues on next page)
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House Apartment Mobile Home
Total % % % %
Household Size:
1 Person 25.3 75 17.2 0.6
2 Persons 34.2 13.0 20.3 0.9
3 Persons 17.7 6.6 10.2 0.9
4+ Persons 22.8 8.3 12.8 17
35.4 60.5 41
N =639 X2 =9.363 df =6 p=0.154
Race:
White 80.0 28.6 47.6 3.8
Non-White 20.0 6.7 13.0 0.3
35.3 60.6 41
N =639 x> = 3.098 df =2 p=0.212
Annual Income:
< $20,000 36.9 12.4 22.2 2.3
$20,000-$34,999 314 12.6 17.3 15
$35,000-$49,999 17.3 5.9 111 0.3
$50,000 + 14.5 4.4 10.1 0.0
35.3 60.7 4.1
N =613 X2 = 11.997 df =6 p = 0.062
Education Completed:
Lessthan 12 Years 16.9 7.7 8.1 11
12 Years 34.7 11.9 20.8 2.0
1to 3 Years College 22.8 8.8 13.2 0.8
4 + Years College 25.7 7.0 18.5 0.2
35.4 60.6 41
N =639 X2 =21.174 df =6 p = 0.002” ¢=0.182

Note:  Percentage totals may not equal 100% due to rounding of decimal places.
Y Denotes significance at p < .05 level.
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Table 23

Cross Tabulations of Chi-Square Results: Demographic Characteristics by Change in Cost as
Result of Moving

Stayed Don't
Increased  the Same Decr’sed Know
Total % % % % %
Geographic Region:

Northeast 13.2 45 3.8 4.6 0.3
Midwest 24.0 12.8 39 6.6 0.7
South 38.1 154 99 107 2.1
West 24.7 119 _51 _638 0.9

46 227 287 4.0

N =572 X2 =13.828 df=9 p=0.129
Settlement Type:
Metropolitan 81.1 386 171 217 37
Non-Metropolitan 18.8 59 5.6 7.0 0.3
445 227 287 4.0
N =572 X2 =12.723 df=3 p = 0.005" @=0.149
Age:
Under 35 4.3 21 11 0.9 0.2
3510 49 46.3 235 115 9.9 14
50to 64 29.3 9.4 65 12.0 14
65+ 20.1 35 5.8 9.2 1.6
385 249 320 4.6
N=434 X2 =40.313 daf =9 p = 0.001” ¢=0.305
Life-Cycle Stage:
No Children <18 yrs. 50.5 264 113 112 16
Children <18 yrs. at Home 49.4 18.2 11.3 17.5 24
46 227 287 4.0
N =572 X2 =17.591 df=3 p = 0.001" @=0.175
Marital Status:
Widowed 22.2 5.6 6.1 9.3 12
Divorced 40.3 17.5 96 115 17
Separated 7.0 2.4 16 2.8 0.2
Never Married 30.5 19.1 54 51 0.9

446 227 287 4.0

N =572 X2 = 47.269 df=9 p =0.001" @=0287

(Table continues on next page)



Table 23 (Continued)

Single Women Homeowners

112

Stayed Don't
Increased the Same Decr’sed Know
Total % % % % %
Household Size:
1 Person 23.1 14.5 4.4 3.7 0.5
2 Persons 35.4 14.3 87 11.2 1.2
3 Persons 185 8.7 42 49 0.7
4+ Persons 229 7.0 5.4 8.9 1.6
445 22.7 28.7 4.0
N =572 X? = 34.781 df =9 p = 0.001" @=0.247
Race:
White 80.9 37.6 16.4 24.1 2.8
Non-White 19.1 7.0 6.3 4.6 1.2
44.6 22.7 28.7 4.0
N =572 x> =11.184 df =3 p = 0.011" @=0.140
Annual Income:
< $20,000 35.4 12.6 80 124 2.4
$20,000-$34,999 31.8 15.0 9.5 6.6 0.7
$35,000-$49,999 18.2 10.9 18 51 0.4
$50,000 + 14.6 6.0 3.8 4.4 0.4
445 23.1 28.5 39
N = 548 X2 = 33.755 df =9 p = 0.001" @=10.248
Education Completed:
Less 12 Years 16.3 3.2 49 6.6 1.6
12 Years 33.9 13.6 89 10.0 14
1to 3 Years College 24.0 11.4 4.5 7.3 0.8
4 + Years College 25.7 16.4 4.4 4.7 0.2
44.6 22.7 28.6 40
N =572 X2 = 55.001 df =9 p = 0.001" @=0.310

Note:  Percentage totals may not equal 100% due to rounding of decimal places.
" Denotes significance level at p < .05.
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Table 27 shows the results of the chi-square tests of the demographic variables by main
reason for choice of present home. Only one chi-square group, that with marital status, was
significant at p < 0.05, indicating that there was a relationship between this demographic variable
and main reason for choice for choice of present home.

The results of the chi-sguare tests of demographic variables by main reason for choice of
neighborhood are shown in Table 28. These testsindicated that three of the chi-square groups,
those with life-cycle stage, household size, and education, were significant at p < 0.05. Therefore,
the results show that there was a relationship between main reason for choice of neighborhood and
these three demographic variables.

Discussion of Results of H4

The fourth null hypothesis that was tested stated that there was no relationship between
single women homeowners' demographic characteristics and a) the characteristics of their previous
housing and neighborhoods and b) their reasons for moving and choosing their present homes and
neighborhoods. Significance was tested at the level of p < 0.05. Using chi-square analysis
procedures, significant relationships were found between single women homeowners
demographic characteristics and the characteristics of their previous homes and neighborhoods.
Significant relationships were a so found between their demographic characteristics and their
reasons for moving and choosing their present homes and neighborhoods. Therefore, the fourth
null hypothesiswas rejected. The following discussion presents in more detail the significant
results obtained from the chi-square tests of the fourth null hypothesis.

Type of Previous Residence. Table 22 shows the results of the chi-sgquare tests of single
women homeowners demographic characteristics by type of previous residence, which was found
to be significantly related to settlement type, life-cycle stage, marital status, and education. One
half of al respondentswho previously lived in apartments were in metropolitan areas. In contrast
to this, the largest proportion of all respondents who previoudly lived in houses (43%) werein
non-metropolitan areas. Thisresult can be explained in terms of the differences found in the
housing stock of differing types of settlement areas. Metropolitan areas have amuch larger supply
of apartments in the rental housing stock as compared to non-metropolitan areas. Therefore, itis
likely that many of those in metropolitan areas who transition from renting to owning would live in
apartments.
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Table 24

Cross Tabulations of Chi-Square Results: Demographic Characteristics by Comparison of New
Home to Previous One

Better About the Same Worse
Tota % % % %
Geographic Region:
Northeast 11.0 8.7 1.8 0.5
Midwest 275 175 7.9 2.1
South 37.8 26.7 8.2 2.9
West 23.8 17.2 4.5 2.1
70.1 7.4 22.4
N =378 X2 = 4.912 df =6 p = 0.555
Settlement Type:
Metropolitan 80.7 57.9 175 53
Non-Metropolitan 19.3 12.2 5.0 21
70.1 7.4 22,5
N =378 X2 = 2.694 df =2 p = 0.260
Age:
Under 35 51 35 16 0.0
35t0 49 56.8 41.2 10.9 4.7
50to 64 259 16.1 8.2 16
65+ 12.1 7.0 3.9 1.2
67.8 7.4 24.7
N =255 X? = 6.653 df =6 p=0.354
Life-Cycle Stage:
No Children <18 yrs. 55.6 39.7 12.7 3.2
Children <18 yrs. at Home 44.4 30.4 9.8 4.2
70.1 7.4 22,5
N =378 X2 =1.975 daf=2 p=0.372
Marital Status:
Widowed 15.1 8.2 5.8 11
Divorced 41.3 29.6 8.5 3.2
Separated 6.6 4.2 13 11
Never Married 37.0 28.0 6.9 2.1
70.0 7.5 22,5
N =378 X2 = 13.768 df =6 p = 0.032" @=0.191

(Table continues on next page)
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Better About the Same Worse
Total % % % %
Household Size:
1 Person 34.9 24.3 9.5 11
2 Persons 315 225 6.1 2.9
3 Persons 19.0 14.0 3.4 1.6
4+ Persons 145 9.3 34 1.8
70.1 7.4 22.4
N =378 X2 =9.162 df =6 p=0.165
Race:
White 82.8 59.3 17.7 5.8
Non-White 17.2 10.8 4.8 1.6
70.1 7.4 22.5
N = 378 x2=1.851 df =2 p = 0.396
Annual Income:
< $20,000 33.7 21.9 7.9 39
$20,000-$34,999 36.8 25.6 9.6 1.6
$35,000-$49,999 18.5 13.5 2.8 2.2
$50,000 + 11.0 9.9 11 0.0
70.9 7.7 21.4
N = 364 x> =16.771 df =6 p = 0.010" @=0.215
Education Completed:
Lessthan 12 Years 6.1 3.7 1.3
12 Years 23.5 6.6 2.9
1to 3 Years College 16.7 7.1 11
4 + Years College 23.8 5.0 2.1
70.1 22.4 7.4
N =378 X2 =11.319 df =6 p = 0.079

Note:  Percentage totals may not equal 100% due to rounding of decimal places.

P Denotes significance level at p < .05.
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Table 25

Cross Tabulations of Chi-Square Results: Demographic Characteristics by Comparison of New
Neighborhood to Previous One

Stayed in the
Better About the Same Worse Same Neighborhood
Tota % % % % %
Geographic Region:
Northeast 11.2 7.2 35 0.5 0.0
Midwest 27.2 12.7 114 2.6 0.5
South 37.7 17.8 15.1 3.7 11
West 23.8 11.6 8.2 24 16
49.3 9.2 38.2 3.2
N =377 X2 = 9.957 df =9 p = 0.354
Settlement Type:
Metropolitan 80.7 39.5 30.5 8.0 2.7
Non-Metropolitan 19.3 98 7.7 13 05
49.3 38.2 9.3 3.2
N =377 2= 0.723 df =3 p = 0.868
Age:
Under 35 5.2 2.8 12 0.8 0.4
35t0 49 57.0 28.3 18.9 6.3 35
50 to 64 26.0 11.8 11.0 2.8 0.4
65+ 11.8 4.3 6.7 0.8 0.0
47.2 10.7 37.8 4.3
N =254 X2 = 10.611 df =9 p = 0.303
Life-Cycle Stage:
No Children <18 yrs. 55.4 28.4 21.5 3.9 16
Children <18 yrs.
at Home 44.5 20.9 16.7 5.3 16
49.3 9.2 38.2 3.2
N =377 X2 = 2.753 df =3 p=0.431
Marital Status:
Widowed 14.9 6.1 6.9 16 0.3
Divorced 415 194 16.2 4.0 19
Separated 6.5 18 2.6 16 0.5
Never Married 37.1 22.0 12.5 2.1 05
49.3 38.2 9.3 3.2
N =377 X2 =20.176 df=9 p =0.017" p= 0231

(Table continues on next page)
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Table 25 (Continued)

Stayed in the
Better About the Same Worse Same Neighborhood
Total % % % % %
Household Size:
1 Person 34.7 15.1 15.7 2.6 13
2 Persons 315 17.5 10.3 3.2 0.5
3 Persons 19.2 10.1 6.9 19 0.3
4+ Persons 14.6 6.6 5.3 16 11
49.3 9.3 38.2 3.2
N =377 X2 = 10.064 df =9 p=0.345
Race:
White 82.7 41.1 32.1 6.6 2.9
Non-White 17.3 8.2 6.1 2.7 0.3
49.3 9.3 38.2 3.2
N =377 X2 = 4.022 df =3 p = 0.259
Annual Income:
< $20,000 34.0 15.2 135 5.0 0.3
$20,000-$34,999 36.6 17.6 15.7 19 14
$35,000-$49,999 18.4 9.9 5.8 1.6 1.1
$50,000 + 11.0 6.9 3.0 0.6 0.5
49.6 38.0 9.1 3.3
N = 363 X> = 16.319 df =9 p = 0.061
Education Completed:
Lessthan 12 Years 10.8 45 4.2 16 0.5
12 years 331 16.7 12.2 37 0.5
1to 3 Years College 24.9 12.2 9.8 2.1 0.8
4 + Years College 311 15.9 12.0 19 13
49.3 38.2 9.3 31

N =377 X2 =5.727 daf =9 p=0.767

Note:  Percentage totals may not equal 100% due to rounding of decimal places.
" Denotes significance at p < 0.05 level.
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As shown in the chi-square group of life-cycle stage in Table 22, two thirds of those who
had no children under 18 years of age previoudly lived in apartments. In contrast, alittle over one
half of those with school-aged children previoudly lived in apartments. Of those with school-aged
children in the home, about 41% of them previoudly lived in houses. Thisfinding issimilar to that
of Dieleman et a. (1989) in that renter households with children show atendency to avoid moving
into multifamily housing, choosing rather to rent single-family detached homes. Ross (1955) also
found that there was a connection between life-cycle stage and selection of housing structure type.

Marital status was aso found to be significantly related to type of previous residence.
Those who were divorced and never married were the two groups with the largest proportion of
those who previoudly resided in apartments, about two thirds of respondents from each of these
two groups. In contrast, about 44% of respondents who were either widowed or separated
previoudy lived in houses, and about one half of respondents from each of these groups
previoudly lived in apartments.

Those respondents who had completed 12 years of education comprised the largest groups
(20.8%) of those who previoudly lived in apartments and those who previoudly lived in houses
(11.9%). However, of those who had completed 4 or more years of college, 27% of them
previoudly lived in houses and close to three fourths of this group (72%) previoudly lived in
apartments. Those who completed 12 or fewer years of school accounted for the majority of those
who previoudly lived in mobile homes.

Change in Cost as Result of Move. Table 23 shows the results of the chi-square tests of
single women homeowners' demographic characteristics by change in cost as a result of move,
which was found to be significantly related to settlement type, age, life-cycle stage, marital status,
household size, race, income, and education.

About one third of respondents who lived in non-metropolitan areas experienced an
increase in their housing costs (31%) as did those who reduced their costs (37%) as aresult of
their move. In contrast to this, of those who resided in metropolitan areas, close to one half (48%)
increased their costs and about 27% decreased their costs as aresult of their move. The different
changes in housing costs between the two types of areas could be areflection of differencesin
housing prices in metropolitan and non-metropolitan areas. The costs of ownershipin
metropolitan areas are likely to increase or be higher in metropolitan areas than non-metropolitan
areas. Therefore, alarger proportion of those who transition into ownership in metropolitan areas
would see an increase in their housing expenses than would those in non-metropolitan areas.
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Table 26

Cross Tabulations of Chi-Square Results. Demographic Characteristics by Primary Reason for
Moving From Previous Residence

All Family/

Reasons Equal Financial Personal Housing Other

Totll % % % % % %

Geographic Region:

Northeast 114 0.3 11 3.8 5.7 0.5
Midwest 27.5 0.3 1.9 84 139 3.0
South 37.6 2.2 38 114 169 33
West 23.6 16 14 52 138 16

4.4 82 288 503 8.4

N = 368 X?=12.191 df =12 p = 0.430
Settlement Type:
Metropolitan 81.1 33 6.3 234 421 6.0
Non-Metropolitan 19.0 i 19 54 8.2 24
44 82 288 503 8.4
N =368 X2 = 3.697 daf =4 p = 0.449
Age:
Under 35 52 0.0 04 16 2.8 04
351049 56.3 2.0 40 153 302 4.8
50 to 64 26.2 0.8 4.0 89 105 2.0
65+ 12.0 0.8 1.2 4.4 4.4 1.2

36 96 302 4798 85

N =248 X2 = 8.407 df =12 p=0.753
Life-Cycle Stage:
No Children <18 yrs. 55.7 35 60 139 288 35
Children <18 yrs. at Home 44.3 0.8 22 149 215 4.9
4.3 82 288 503 8.4
N =368 X2 = 13.058 df =4 p =0.011" ¢=0.188
Marital Status:
Widowed 14.6 0.5 1.6 6.5 4.4 1.6
Divorced 41.9 14 33 10.3 23.1 38
Separated 6.8 0.0 0.8 25 35 0.0
Never Married 36.6 2.4 2.4 95 193 3.0

4.3 81 288 503 8.4

N = 368 X2 = 19.138 df = 12 p=0.085

(Table continues on next page)
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Table 26 (Continued)

All Reasons Family/
Equal Financial Personal Housing Other
Total % % % % % %
Household Size:
1 Person 35.2 2.7 35 9.0 18.2 1.8
2 Persons 31.0 14 25 84 158 3.0
3 Persons 19.3 0.0 11 7.6 9.2 14
4+ Persons 14.5 0.3 11 3.8 7.1 22
4.4 82 288 50.3 8.4
N = 368 X? = 16.557 df =12 p=0.167
Race:
White 83.1 3.8 6.2 231 43.2 6.8
Non-White 16.8 05 19 5.7 7.1 1.6
4.3 81 288 50.3 8.4
N = 368 X2 =2.951 df =4 p = 0.566
Annual Income:
< $20,000 33.8 14 31 116 15.2 25
$20,000-$34,999 36.4 2.0 28 107 18.1 2.8
$35,000-$49,999 18.7 0.3 17 48 10.2 17
$50,000 + 11.0 0.5 0.6 2.0 6.8 1.1
4.2 82 291 50.3 8.1
N =354 X2 =7.593 df =12 p = 0.816
Education Completed:
Lessthan 12 Years 115 0.0 0.3 41 5.7 14
12 Years 32.3 11 2.2 9.2 16.3 35
1to 3 Years College 24.7 11 33 65 111 2.7
4 + Years College 315 2.2 24 9.0 171 0.8
4.4 82 288 50.2 8.4
N = 368 X2 =17.343 df =12 p=0.137

Note:

" Denotes significance at p < 0.05 level.

Percentage totals may not equal 100% due to rounding of decimal places.
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The chi-square group in Table 23 with age by change in cost as result of move shows that
younger respondents (i.e., under 50 years of age) were more likely to increase their housing costs
than were those who were older. One half of those under the age of 50 years, increased their
housing costs, with only 21% of this group decreasing their costs. One third (32%) of those who
were between the ages of 50 and 65 years increased and 41% decreased their costs as a result of
moving. Of those who were 65 years of age or older, only 17% increased their housing costs, a
little less than one third maintained the same costs (29%), and 46% decreased their cost by
moving. The results of this chi-square test indicate that older, and possibly retired, respondents
were in the process of “downsizing” their housing, while those who were younger were still in the
process of moving up the housing ladder.

Over one haf (52%) of those with no school-aged children in the home increased and only
21% of this group decreased their costs as aresult of moving. Thisisin contrast to the dightly
more than one third (37%) of those with school-aged children at home who increased and 35%
who decreased their housing costs by the move. Thisresult can be explained by the greater
financial flexibility, and possibly age difference, of those who do not have younger children in the
home and, as aresult, are able to afford higher housing costs than those who do have school-aged
children in the home. Another explanation can be that single women with children may delay the
move from renting to owning until atimein their lives when they have greater time to devote to
full-time and/or more demanding, and therefore higher paying, forms of employment.

Although divorced and never married women comprised the largest group of those who
increased their housing costs, there were differences between these groups. About two thirds
(62%) of those who never married increased and only 17% of this group decreased their costsas a
result of moving. Of the divorced women, on the other hand, 43% increased their costs and 29%
decreased their costs as aresult of moving. Widowed women were most likely to lower and |east
likely to increase their costs by moving. The same result as that for widows was seen among those
who were separated.

The explanations for the results seen in the chi-square group with marital status may have
to do with the differing financial and social circumstances of each type of marital status. Women
who have never been married are most likely to have the greatest financial ability and flexibility to
improve and increase their housing costs, especiadly if they do not have children. Divorced
women, once the adjustment is made to a changed marital status, may in time improve and stabilize
their income to a point where they aso can afford to increase their housing costs. Separated
women, on the other hand, are still in a state of transition and may need to decrease their housing
costs. Widows are most likely to be older (i.e., 65 years of age or older) and have low aswell as
fixed incomes, which would make them the group most in need of lowering their housing costs.
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Asindicated in Table 23, those of larger household sizes (i.e., 4 or more persons) were
most likely to decrease their housing costs. One third of this group increased their costs and 39%
decreased their costs by moving. Thiswasin contrast to the two thirds of one-person households,
40% of two-person households, and 47% of three-person households who increased their costs by
moving. Larger households are more expensive to support and it is likely that women with more
children or family members in the home lowered their housing costs, even in the process of buying
ahome, to better support their families.

Asshown in Table 23, Whites were more likely to increase their housing costs (46%) than
were non-Whites (37%). However, non-Whites were less likely to decrease their housing costs,
with only 24% of this group doing so. Also, alarger proportion of non-Whites, 33%, were found
to have kept their housing costs the same as compared to Whites who did so (20%). The
explanation for thisresult is probably due to the income differences found between Whites and
non-Whites (Zhu & Shelton, 1996) and the relationship found between income and housing costs
of non-White populations (Duca & Rosenthal, 1994).

The chi-square group of income by change in cost as result of move, as shown in Table 23,
indicates that those of lower income (i.e., less than $20,000 per year) are those most likely to
decrease their costs by moving. Additionally, this same group comprised the second largest
proportion of all respondents whose housing costs increased as aresult of moving. Those
respondents whose income was between $35,000 and $50,000 comprised the largest group of all
respondents who increased their housing costs.

The results of those with incomes below $20,000 per year may indicate that these
respondents are representative of two groups. One group of those with lower incomes could be
comprised of older respondents or those whose circumstances do not anticipate an income
increase, leading to the need to lower housing costs. The other group could be those who are
younger and in the process of improving their financial circumstances, and, therefore, can afford to
increase their housing costs through the purchase of ahome. Research indicates that those most
likely to transition into ownership are those who recently experienced an increased or stabilized
income, especialy if they anticipate a future income increase (Dieleman & Everaers, 1994).

Education was found to be related to changes in housing costs in that those who completed
12 or fewer years of school comprised over one half of all respondents who decreased their
housing costs. Those with one or more years of college comprised two thirds of those who
increased their housing costs.

Comparison of New Home to Previous One. Table 24 shows the results of the chi-square
tests of single women homeowners' demographic characteristics by comparison of new home to
previous one, which was found to be significantly related to marital status and income.




Single Women Homeowners 123

Table 27

Cross Tabulations of Chi-Square Results. Demographic Characteristics by Main Reason for
Choice of Present Home

All Reasons Home's
Equal Financial Design _Other

Total % % % % %

Geographic Region:

Northeast 11.3 1.9 5.4 24 1.6
Midwest 28.2 27 117 7.3 6.5
South 36.4 6.0 141 7.9 8.4
West 24.0 41 9.0 7.1 38
147 402 247 203
N =368 X? = 7.465 df =9 p = 0.589
Settlement Type:
Metropolitan 81.0 128 323 212 147
Non-Metropolitan 19.0 1.9 7.9 35 5.7
147 402 247 204
N = 368 X? = 6.568 af =3 p = 0.087
Age:
Under 35 4.8 0.0 24 12 12
35t0 49 57.8 76 229 165 108
50 to 64 26.0 40 10.0 5.6 6.4
65+ 11.2 2.8 2.4 1.6 4.4
144 377 249 2238
N =249 X2 = 13.449 daf =9 p=0.143
Life-Cycle Stage:
No Children <18 yrs. 55.7 98 220 144 9.5
Children <18 yrs. at Home 44.3 49 182 103 10.9
14.7 40.2 24.7 204
N = 368 X? = 5.407 df =3 p=0.144
Marital Status:
Widowed 14.6 24 3.8 2.7 5.7
Divorced 41.8 65 185 100 6.8
Separated 6.3 0.0 33 14 16
Never Married 37.2 57 146 106 6.3
146 402 247 204
N = 368 X2 =21.165 af =9 p = 0.012" @=0.240

(Table continues on next page)
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All Reasons Home's
Equal Financial Design _Other
Total % % % % %
Household Size:
1 Person 345 6.8 13.6 8.4 5.7
2 Persons 31.8 46 125 7.9 6.8
3 Persons 19.5 2.4 7.3 4.6 5.2
4+ Persons 14.1 0.8 6.8 3.8 2.7
14.6 40.2 24.7 20.4
N = 368 X? = 8.623 df =9 p=0.473
Race:
White 82.6 12.8 339 18.8 171
Non-White 17.4 19 6.3 5.9 33
14.7 40.2 24.7 20.4
N = 368 X2 = 4.107 df =3 p = 0.250
Annual Income:
< $20,000 33.6 37 152 54 9.3
$20,000-$34,999 375 59 152 10.2 6.2
$35,000-$49,999 17.7 25 6.2 5.9 3.1
$50,000 + 11.0 25 4.0 2.8 1.7
14.6 40.6 24.3 20.3
N =354 X2 =15.345 df =9 p = 0.082
Education Completed:
Lessthan 12 Years 10.8 16 43 2.2 2.7
12 Years 329 27 147 8.2 7.3
1to 3 Years College 25.2 35 103 6.0 54
4 + Years College 31.0 6.8 10.9 8.4 4.9
14.7 40.2 24.8 20.3
N = 368 X2 = 11.415 df =9 p=0.248

Note:  Percentage totals may not equal 100% due to rounding of decimal places.
" Denotes significance at p < 0.05 level.
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Divorced and never married women comprised the largest group of those who felt their
new homes were better than the previous ones. About three fourths of respondents from each of
these groups rated their current home better than the previous one. Widows were lesslikely to rate
their new home as better than the previous one, with only 54% of this group doing so. While two
thirds of separated women rated their present home to be better, this group along with divorced
women comprised over one half of the respondents who felt their new home was worse than the
previous one.

Respondents of different incomes also rated their homes differently. Generally, those with
higher incomes were more likely to rate their new home as better than the previous one. Although
those with incomes below $20,000 per year comprised 21.9% of those who rated their home as
better, this group made up one half of those who rated their new home as worse than the previous
one. None of those whose incomes were $50,000 or more rated their new home to be worse than
the previous one.

Comparison of New Neighborhood to Previous One. Table 25 shows the results of chi-
sguare tests of single women homeowners demographic characteristics by comparison of new
neighborhood to previous one. Only one chi-square group, that with marital status, was
significant. Generaly, few of the respondents from any marital status group stayed in the
neighborhood (less than 10%). Also, women who were never married were most likely to rate
their new neighborhood as better than the previous one, comprising the largest group of all
respondents to do so. The proportion of those never married to rate their neighborhood as worse or
to stay in the same neighborhood was smaller than any other group. Although divorced women
comprised the second largest group to rate their neighborhood as better, they, along with separated
women, were two thirds of those who felt the neighborhood was worse than the previous one.

Main Reason for Moving From Previous Residence. The results of the chi-square tests of
single women homeowners demographic characteristics by primary reason for moving from
previous residence are shown in Table 26. Only one chi-square group, that with life-cycle stage,
was significant. Over one half (52%) of those with school-aged children in the home moved from
the previous residence for family and/or personal reasons. Contrary to this, those without school-
aged children at home were almost two thirds of the respondents that moved from the previous
residence for housing reasons, and were 73% of those who moved for financial reasons.
Although those with school-aged children at home were the majority of those who moved for
family reasons, almost one half of this group (48%) moved for housing reasons.

Main Reason for Choice of Present Home. Table 27 shows the results of chi-square tests
of single women homeowners' demographic characteristics by main reason for choosing present
home. Only one chi-square group, that with marital status, was significant. Those women who
were never married were the largest group of those who chose the home for its design features,
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comprising 43% of al respondents who chose the home for this reason. Although those who were
never married made up the largest group to select a home for its design, 40% of this group selected
the home for financial reasons. Of those who selected the home for financial reasons, over one
half of them were divorced and separated women. Widows were less likely to choose their homes
for financia or design reasons, with the largest proportion of this group (40%) selecting their

home for other reasons. An explanation for this result could be that widows chose their homes for
personal or family reasons, which were not among the options in the survey for this question.

Main Reason for Choice of Present Neighborhood. There were three demographic
variables that were significantly related to main reason for choice of present neighborhood. These
were the groups with life-cycle stage, household size, and education. Table 28 shows the results
of these chi-square tests.

The largest proportion of those respondents with school-aged children in the home (31%)
chose the neighborhood for reasons other than personal interests, public services, neighborhood
design, or the housing unit. Only one fourth of this group chose the neighborhood for the housing
unit. Additionally, although a minority of respondents selected the neighborhood for its public
services, over 80% of those who did so were women with school-aged children. Respondents
with no school-aged children at home comprised two thirds of those who chose the neighborhood
because of the housing unit and 70% of those who chose the neighborhood for its design.

Among those respondents who chose the neighborhood because of the housing unit, two
thirds of this group were one- and two-person households. In spite of this, however, this reason
was selected by 36% of those with four or more persons in the household, and was the reason
most answered by these larger households.

Among those respondents who completed less than 12 years of school, the largest
proportion of them (40%) selected the neighborhood for reasons other than personal interests,
public services, neighborhood design, or the housing unit. One third of respondents who
completed 12 years of school and one to three years of college chose the neighborhood because of
the housing unit. Among those with four or more years of college, one third of them also chose
the neighborhood because of the housing unit. However, smaller proportions of them chose the
neighborhood because of other reasons. This group comprised the largest percentage of those who
considered all reasons equally important (41%), chose the neighborhood because of its design
(45%), or chose the neighborhood for its public services (41%).
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Table 28

Cross Tabulations of Chi-Square Results. Demographic Characteristics by Main Reason for
Choice of Neighborhood

All Reasons Personal Public  N’hood Housing
Equal Interests Services Design _Unit Other

Total % % % % % % %

Geographic Region:

Northeast 10.7 16 2.5 0.8 14 2.2 22
Midwest 27.8 2.7 4.9 11 3.0 9.0 7.1
South 37.2 4.4 7.6 2.2 4.4 74 112
West 24.3 2.5 3.6 0.5 2.7 9.5 55

11.2 186 46 115 281 26.0

N = 366 X? = 15.522 df =15 p=0.415
Settlement Type:
Metropolitan 80.6 101 15.0 38 104 208 205
Non-Metropolitan 194 1.1 35 0.8 1.1 74 5.5
11.2 185 46 115 282 26.0
N = 366 Xx? =8.320 df =5 p=0.139
Age:
Under 35 4.8 0.8 0.4 0.0 0.0 2.0 1.6
35t0 49 56.2 5.3 9.8 3.3 85 163 130
50 to 64 26.7 3.2 7.3 12 0.8 6.9 7.3
65+ 12.3 2.1 3.3 0.0 0.8 1.6 4.5
114 208 45 101 268 264
N = 246 X2 = 21.069 df =15 p=0.135
Life-Cycle Stage:
No Children <18 yrs. 55.1 6.6 109 0.8 79 169 120
Children <18 yrs. at Home 44.8 4.6 7.7 38 36 112 139
11.2 18.6 4.6 115 28.1 25.9
N = 366 X2 = 17.567 df =5 p =0.004" ¢=0.219
Marital Status:
Widowed 151 14 5.2 0.2 14 25 4.4
Divorced 40.9 5.2 7.6 25 41 117 9.8
Separated 6.8 0.5 0.6 0.5 11 16 25
Never Married 37.2 4.1 52 14 4.9 12.3 9.3
11.2 186 46 115 281 26.0
N = 366 X? = 20.646 df =15 p =0.149

(Table continues on next page)
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All Reasons Personal Public

N’hood Housing

Equal Interests Services Design Unit Other
Total % % % % % % %
Household Size:
1 Person 34.7 49 7.4 0.3 41 104 7.6
2 Persons 31.7 25 55 16 3.8 9.8 8.5
3 Persons 19.3 2.7 35 25 1.6 2.7 6.3
4+ Persons 14.2 11 2.2 0.3 19 5.2 35
11.2 18.6 47 114 28.1 25.9
N = 366 X? = 28.540 df =15 p =0.018" @=0.279
Race:
White 82.8 9.6 1438 4.1 87 238 21.8
Non-White 17.0 1.6 3.8 0.5 2.7 4.3 41
11.2 18.6 46 114 28.1 25.9
N = 366 X2 = 2710 df =5 p = 0.745
Annual Income:
< $20,000 34.0 2.8 7.7 14 2.3 96 10.2
$20,000-$34,999 37.1 45 7.4 2.0 4.8 9.6 8.8
$35,000-$49,999 18.3 2.0 2.6 0.8 1.7 7.8 34
$50,000 + 10.5 14 0.5 0.6 2.6 2.3 31
10.7 18.2 48 114 29.3 255
N = 352 X2 = 22.492 df =15 p = 0.096
Education Completed:
Lessthan 12 Years 115 0.6 2.2 0.6 19 16 4.6
12 Years 334 2.7 7.7 16 25 104 8.5
1to 3 Years College 24.5 3.3 4.6 0.5 19 6.8 74
4 + Years College 30.6 4.6 4.1 1.9 5.2 9.3 55
11.2 18.6 46 115 28.1 26.0
N = 366 X2 = 26.214 df =15 p = 0.036" @=10.268

Note:  Percentage totals may not equal 100% due to rounding of decimal places.
" Denotes significance level at p < .05.
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Discussion of the Theoretical Model

The three main concepts of the original proposed theoretical model were the following:
single women homeowners' individual demographic characteristics, the triggering events of their
housing deficits and preferences, and their selected housing and neighborhood characteristics. The
results of this study show that there are significant relationships between all of the constructs
within the concepts of the proposed theoretical model. The following figures illustrate those
relationships found to be significant. There will also be a short discussion of the final theoretical
model.

Thefirst relationship shown to be significant was between single women homeowners
demographic characteristics and their selected housing and neighborhood characteristics. Figure 4
illustrates the significant relationships that were found. Neighborhood adequacy was the only
characteristic that did not have a significant association with any of the demographic characteristics.
Therefore, neighborhood adequacy is not shown in this submodel.

Individual
Demographic
Characteristics

Selected Housing
& Neighborhood
Characteristics

Region

Metro/Non-metro

Structure Type

Age

. Structure Size
Life-Cycle Stage

Marital Status .
Purchase Price

Household Size

Quality

Race

Income

Education

Figure 4.
Significant Relationships Between Single Women Homeowners Demographic Characteristics and
Their Selected Housing and Neighborhood Characteristics
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Figure 5 illustrates the significant rel ationships found between the constructs of single
women homeowners' triggering events of housing deficits and preferences and their selected
housing and neighborhood characteristics. Structure size did not have a significant association
with any of the variables within this submodel and, therefore, isnot included. Likewise, the
variable indicating reasons for moving from the previous residence did not have a significant
association with any of the selected housing characteristics, and it also was removed from the
submodel shown in Figure 5.

Triggering Events of
Housing Deficits &
Preferences

Selected Housing
& Neighborhood
Characteristics

Previous Housing
& Neighborhood
Characteristics

Previous Housing
Type

Change in Cost

Structure Type

Comparison of New
Home

Purchase Price

Comparison of New
Neighborhood

Quality

Neighborhood
Reasons for Moving Adequacy
& Selecting Present
Housing &
Neighborhood

Why Move to This
House

Why Move to This
Neighborhood

Figure 5.
Significant Relationships Between Single Women Homeowners Triggering Events of Housing
Deficits and Preferences and Their Selected Housing Characteristics
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Theresults aso indicated that there were significant relationships between single women
homeowners' demographic characteristics and the constructs within the concept of triggering
events of their housing deficits and preferences. Geographic region had no significant associations
with any of the variables and, therefore, was removed from this submodel. Figure 6 illustrates the
significant associations.

Individual Triggering Events of
Demographic Housing Deficits &
Characteristics Preferences

Previous Housing
& Neighborhood
Characteristics

Previous Housing

Metro/Non-metro Type

Change in Cost

Age
Comparison of New
Home

Life-Cycle Stage

Comparison of New

Marital Status Neighborhood

Household Size

Race Reasong for Moving
& Selecting Present
Housing &
Income Neighborhood
Education

Why Move From
Previous Residence

Why Move to This
House

Why Move to This
Neighborhood

Figure 6.
Significant Relationships Found Between Single Women Homeowners Demographic
Characteristics and Triggering Events of Housing Deficits and Preferences
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The fourth relationship that results showed to be significant was the one between single
women homeowners' previous housing and neighborhood characteristics and their reasons for
moving and selecting their present homes and neighborhoods. Type of previous housing had no
significant associations with any variables relevant to the reasons for moving and choosing the
present home and neighborhood. Therefore, it was deleted from this submodel. Figure 7
illustrates the significant associations that were found.

Triggering Events of Housing
Deficits & Preferences

Previous Housing
& Neighborhood
Characteristics

Change in Cost

Comparison of New
Home

Comparison of New
Neighborhood

Figure 7.

Reasons for Moving
& Selecting Present
Housing &
Neighborhood

Why Move From
Previous Residence

Why Move to This
House

Why Move to This
Neighborhood

Significant Relationships Found Between Single Women Homeowners Previous Housing and
Neighborhood Characteristics and Their Reasons for Moving and Choosing Their Present Homes
and Neighborhoods.
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Discussion of the Final Theoretical M odédl

As indicated by the four submodels, the results of this study support the concepts shown in
the original proposed theoretical model. In summary, al the relationships depicted between
constructs in the proposed theoretical model were shown to be significant. Figure 8 illustrates the
final theoretical model that resulted from this study’ sfindings. The thickness of the arrows
indicate the amount of significant associations found between constructs. For example, the thicker
the arrow, the more significant associations that were found and that, proportionately, more of the
variables within a construct were found to be related to variables within other constructs.
Additionally, the direction of the arrows do not indicate causality; only that arelationship exists
between constructs of the model.

Individual Triggering Events of Selected Housing
Demographic Housing Deficits & & Neighborhood
Characteristics Preferences Characteristics

Geographical
Location Characteristics of
Previous
Housing & Structure Type
Neighborhood

Age

. Structure Size
Life-Cycle Stage

. Expenditure
Marital Status P

Quality

Household Size
Reasons for

Moving & Neighborhood
Race Selecting Adequacy
Present Housing
Income & Neighborhood

Education

Figure 8.
Final Theoretica Model
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The conceptual framework for this study was derived from Morris and Winter’ s (1996)
model of residential mobility and Mulder’s (1993) model of the context of housing and tenure
choice. The abundance of associations that this study found between individual demographic
characteristics and those of respondents’ previous and current housing add further support to
notions within Morris and Winter’s (1996) theory of housing adjustment and adaptation that
individual demographic characteristics influence levels of need and aspiration for certain housing
characteristics. The results aso support previous findings that household demographic traits and
deficitsin housing and neighborhood characteristics directly influence residential mobility (Morris
& Winter, 1996; Rossi, 1955 & 1980), households movements through the housing stock (Clark
& Dieleman, 1996), and choice patterns within the housing market (Mulder, 1993).

The associations found between the constructs of previous housing and neighborhood
characterigtics, reasons for moving and selecting current homes and neighborhood, and the
selected housing characteristics lend credence to the notion that individuals evaluate what is needed
in anew dwelling within the context of the current home' s deficienciesin size, type, cost, and
location. Furthermore, the results support the argument that the routes households and individuals
take through the housing stock are not isolated events but rather are influenced by life transitions
and local housing markets (Clark & Dieleman, 1996; Mulder, 1993).

Asindicated by the final theoretical model, resulting housing choice patterns are afunction
of individual demographic characteristics, household preferences and constraints, and housing
stock availability. As suggested by others, such observed choice patterns are not independent of
macrolevel constraints and opportunities (Clark & Dieleman, 1996; Mulder, 1993). Therefore,
considering that housing decisions are made within the context of a dynamic economy and
individual needs, housing market choice patterns are likely to differ not only for populations of
varying demographic compositions but also across regions and local areas.
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CHAPTER VI
SUMMARY, CONCLUSION, RECOMMENDATIONS FOR FURTHER RESEARCH,
AND IMPLICATIONS

Thisfinal chapter presents a summary, conclusion, implications, and recommendations for
further research. The summary will present important elements from previous chapters.
Following the summary, conclusions will highlight significant findings of the study. The final
sections on recommendations and implications will discuss further interpretations of the findings.

Summary

This study examined the housing characteristics of single women homeowners who
transitioned from renting into ownership. Using data from the 1993 American Housing Survey
(AHS) Nationa Core File, this specific population was investigated in order to construct a
demographic profile of single women homeowners that included a description of the type of
housing they bought, the means by which they acquired it, and the changes made in their housing
when they became homeowners. Additionally, this study also examined which demographic and
previous housing characteristics of this group were related to their selected housing characteristics.

The study sample consisted of 639 female respondentsin the 1993 AHS that were either
widowed, divorced, separated, or never married at the time of the survey. Additionaly, the
respondents were all homeowners who had transitioned from renting to owning sometime within
the 12 months prior to being interviewed for the AHS. The respondentsin the study sample
represented all regions of the United States.

The importance of this study wasin its focus on women homeowners rather than the
determinants of ownership for thisgroup. The homeownership rate among single women has
always been lower than that of other population groups such as married couples and single men.
While housing researchers are well aware of the lower homeownership rates and other housing
problems of single women, there is very little research that focuses on single women as
homeowners, factors associated with their decision to become owners, or the characteristics of the
housing they buy. Therefore, due to the lack of research on single women homeowners, the
literature reviewed in this study focused on factors contributing to lower homeownership rates
among single women, demographic and housing characteristics of homeownersin general, and
factors relevant to mobility and tenure choice.

A theoretical framework for this study was derived from two models. Morrisand Winter's
(1996) model of residential mobility and Mulder’s (1993) model of the context of housing and
tenure choice. There were three concepts within the theoretical model which were individua
demographic characteristics, triggering events of housing deficits and preferences, and selected
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housing characteristics. Constructs relevant to these concepts formed the framework for the model.
Four null hypotheses were formulated from the constructs of the theoretical model.

The null hypotheses were tested using step-wise regression and chi-square statistical
procedures. Since significant relationships were found between all the constructs of the model, all
four null hypotheses were rejected. Specifically, results from the regression and chi-square
analyses suggested that:

a there was a significant relationship between single women homeowners

demographic characteristics and their selected housing characteritics;

b) there was a significant relationship between single women homeowners
demographic characteristics and the characteristics of their previous housing and
neighborhoods,

C) there was a significant relationship between single women homeowners
demographic characteristics and their reasons for moving and selecting their current
homes and neighborhoods;

d) there was a significant relationship between single women homeowners' previous
housing and neighborhood characteristics and their reasons for moving and
selecting their current homes and neighborhoods; and

2) there was a significant relationship between single women homeowners' selected
housing characteristics and the characteristics of their previous homes and
neighborhoods as well as their reasons for moving and choosing their present
homes and neighborhoods.

In addition to the regression and chi-square analyses, descriptive results from this study
suggested that the study sample was younger, had more family households, earned less income,
and had alarger proportion living in the South and metropolitan areas than did all homeownersin
the 1993 AHS. Descriptive results also indicated that the housing of the study sample cost less and
represented a higher proportion of attached and mobile home units than that of all homeownersin
the 1993 AHS. Furthermore, the descriptive results suggested that single women homeowners use
low-downpayment financing instruments to a lesser degree than do married couples or single men.

Results from this study supported findings of other research in that income, education,
household size, life-cycle stage, age, race, and geographic region were al related to selected
housing characteristics of the homeowners in the study sample. However, another key finding of
this study was that not only were these demographic characteristics important to the housing
characteristics of single women homeowners but also that respondents of varying marital statusin
the sample were found to differ in their present and previous housing characteristics and reasons
for selecting their current home. This result supports suggestions made by other researchers that
examining differences not only in gender but varying marital status will help to clarify and add to
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the knowledge of housing and its relevance to populations of varying social composition (Birch,
1989; Burgess, 1985; Spain, 1990).
Conclusion

A number of conclusions emerged from the results of this study. First, the demographic
characteristics of the sample differed adequately from that of all homeowners so that making broad
generalizations of the characteristics of homeownersto this particular group (e.g., single women
homeowners) should be precluded. Specifically, this study’s results suggested that in comparison
to homeownersin general, the sample represented single women who were more highly educated,
had lower household income, owned alarger proportion of lower cost, attached, and mobile home
units, and were more concentrated in the South and metropolitan areas. Additionally, therewas a
higher proportion of family households with school-aged children and non-White homeownersin
the study sample as compared to homeownersin general.

Second, while several respondent demographics paralleled those of other homeowners, the
respondent characteristic of marital status was found to be related to severa variables within the
study. Specifically, the varying types of marital status were found to be related to differencesin
respondents’ selections of their home' s structure type and purchase price. Asagroup, women
who had been previously married (e.g., widowed, divorced, and separated) paid less for their
housing than did those who had never been married. However, widows comprised the largest
group of those residing in single-family detached homes, and those who never married were found
to comprise the largest group of women residing in single- and multi-family attached housing.

Additionally, respondents of varying marital status differed in their type of previous
residence, change in housing costs as aresult of buying a home, rating of the new home and
neighborhood, and reasons for selecting their current home. Women who were divorced and
never-married had the largest proportion of those who previously resided in apartments while
widows and separated women were most likely to have resided in houses. A majority of women
who had never married increased their housing costs as aresult of moving. Thiswasin contrast to
divorced, widowed, and separated women who were most likely to have decreased their housing
costs. Divorced and never-married women were more likely to rate their new homes and
neighborhoods as better than the previous ones than were widowed or separated women.

Third, the results of this study provide further evidence to the notion that housing
characteristics selected by individuals are not smply afunction of demographic characteristics nor
are they isolated from previous housing events. Factors associated with the characteristics of
previous housing and neighborhoods were shown to be related to both demographic and housing
characteristics of single women homeowners. Additionally, the reasonsfor moving from
previous homes and selecting current homes and neighborhoods were also found to be related to
both demographic and housing characteristics of single women homeowners.
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Finally, the results of this study provide further evidence that the process of housing
selection is complex and dynamic, involving both macro- and microlevel socioeconomic elements.
It isaprocess that varies across populations that differ in their social composition and is affected
by temporal changesin individual demographic characteristics and conditions within local housing
markets. Furthermore, understanding the processes involved in housing selection among
homeowners can be clarified by examining specific subgroups within the broader general
population in terms of their demographic and housing characteristics and the previous pathways
they followed (e.g., housing types, tenure, cost, and location) to their present housing.
Implications

The overal purpose of this study was to examine single women who bought their home
within 12 months of being interviewed for the 1993 AHS and who did not own their previous
residence. Specifically, the study’ s purposes were to profile single women homeowners and their
housing as well as examine the relationship between individual demographics, previous housing
characterigtics, and the characteristics of the housing purchased by the respondents. It was
anticipated that the findings would strengthen the ongoing discussion concerning the relationship
between demographics and housing, and provide housing researchers with additional contexts
(e.g., the relationship to previous housing and reasons for housing choice) in which to examine the
processes associated with choice within the housing market.

The research effort was successful in addressing the purpose of this study. Relationships
were found between the respondents demographic characteristics, triggering events of housing
deficits and preferences, and their selected housing characteristics. Additionally, the results of this
study add further evidence that the American Housing Survey provides a deep and rich source of
information that can be used by housing researchersin their examination of issues relevant to
populations and their housing.

The findings of this study provide implications for single women anticipating the purchase
of ahome. Although the homeownership rate of single women isimproving, many rely on
working two or more jobs to make the loan payments and keep up with maintenance (White,
1998). Educating single women on the choices within the housing market in terms of housing
characteristics may help them make decisionsthat will save them time and money in both the short
and long run. For example, many prefer the ownership of asingle family detached home, but this
type of housing requires more cost and effort in its maintenance, especialy if it isan older
structure. For this reason, an attached home may become more appealing to some single women
homebuyersif they learned more about this type of housing such as what maintenance they would
have to do, what is covered in homeowners' association fees, and how to review homeowners
association documents during the escrow process.
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Results from this study could be beneficial to personsinvolved in the housing market (e.g.,
Realtors and builders), financial institutions, and public officials whose work involves housing.
Based on this study’ s findings, those who work within the housing market could identify potential
target markets for housing that fits the profile of the single women homeownersin this sample.

Similar to the findings of this study, builders who have researched the homebuying market
for single person homebuyers have found that single women prefer homes that are moderately
priced and sized, and that the neighborhood design provides a sense of security (Kalb, 1995; Lurz,
1997). Also, since results from this study showed that single women select single- and multi-
family attached structures for ownership to agreater degree than do homebuyersin general,
builders who plan to develop this type of housing could tailor their marketing strategiesto single
women.

Since the numbers of single women buying homes are likely to continue to increase, many
real estate sales professionals are tapping into this growing market (Fullerton, 1996; Kalb, 1995).
By understanding the needs, preferences, and life-styles of single women homebuyers, real estate
professionals would be better able to market their services to this group and to aid them in the
search within the housing market for a home that is easy to maintain but contains desired features
and characteristics.

Additionaly, real estate agents could become more familiar with types of financing
instruments that facilitate the homebuying process for single women (White, 1998). By
understanding the guidelines of some low-income or first-time homebuyer mortgage programs,
real estate agents and sales professionals would be able to better serve single women who seek
their services in the search for ahometo buy. By becoming familiar with lending institutions that
are more flexible or offer special programs that may appeal to single women, real estate agents
could relieve much of the frustration encountered when a person must talk to several loan officers
before they can find one that will give them aloan (“Crowning Achievement,” 1997).

Financial institutions that provide home mortgages should examine their marketing
strategies for financing instruments that require low-downpayments. Developing awider market
for low-downpayment mortgages could potentially expand the number of homeowners who are
singlewomen. Since the respondentsin the study sample tended to be older, better educated, and
have higher incomes than single women with familiesin generdl, it is possible that thereis an
untapped market among single women for various types of financing instruments. Thiswould be
true especialy if it became widely known among this group that paying afull 20% downpayment
may not be a necessity.

Public officias such as those who work in local planning departments could benefit from
the results of this study by knowing how the characteristics of the local housing stock affect the
composition of the resident population. For example, in areas where there is atendency to approve
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projects that feature primarily higher cost single family detached housing developments, those
population groups who might benefit from the availability of lower and moderately priced single
family detached or attached structures would become excluded from the ownership market. This
effect is aready widely apparent in many urban and suburban areas that feature primarily single-
family detached structures and that have alow representation of single parent and retired
households.

Groups who actively seek to increase homeownership rates among single women such as
National Partnersin Homeownership, Homeownership Opportunities for Women, and the
McAuley Institute could also benefit from the results of this study. Such groups could incorporate
into their strategies the knowledge that single women homeowners tend to use low-downpayment
financing instruments to a lesser degree than other homeowners, select housing that differsin
characteristics from those of other households, and that single women homeowners have higher
income and more education than do female headed householdsin general. All of these factors
could help such organizations in their efforts to educate single women about homeownership as
well as work with finance agencies, loca planners, and home builders in the development of
projects that are targeted for low- and moderate-income single women.

Asthe results of this study indicate, understanding the complex relationships that exist
between populations and their housing goes beyond simple demographics or dynamics of local
housing markets. The process of providing housing for avaried population intricately involvesthe
characteristics of the local housing stock, individual demographic characteristics, households
previous housing and tenure, and the conditions within the wider economy. None of these factors
operate in isolation of each other.

In light of this, those who provide housing to the people of this country should take a
closer look at how their efforts affect the housing choices of various groups within the population.
Although it is understandable why home builders, public officials who approve home building
projects, and those who provide the financing are concerned with successful development of a
product that appeal s to a specific targeted market and meets loca community and economic
development guidelines, focus should not be so narrow that others within local areas are excluded
from homeowning opportunities.

Recommendations for Future Research

Results from this study suggest the possibility for researchers to explore other issues
relevant to homeownership among single women. The following recommendations are suggested
for future research in the field of housing and other relevant fields. These recommendations are
made in considerations of the results, delimitations, and limitations of this study.

1. At the time the 1993 AHS was conducted, the country was still in an economic

recession, and as aresult, activity in the housing market was very low in many
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parts of the country. Currently, homebuying activity isat an all time high, even for
single women. As versions of the AHS become available for 1995 and 1997, single
women homeowners' demographic and housing characteristics could be compared
across varying years of the AHS in order to examine changesin their homebuying
patterns as economic conditions improved.

Replicate the testing of this study’ s theoretical model for other population groups
such as married couples and single men. Comparisons of the findings could then
be made with those of this study.

Considering that single women homeowners appear to use low-downpayment
financing instruments to a lesser degree than homeownersin general, future
research could examine differences found between single women and other
population groups in terms of financia portfolios; specificaly, differencesin the
extent to which personal wealth is held in home equity versus other investments.
Relevant to the above recommendation, using longitudinal data such as the Panel
Study of Income Dynamics (PSID), group comparisons could be made between the
demographic and financia characteristics of single women, single men, and married
couples when they first enter homeownership; specifically examining the
differencesin terms of age, life-cycle stage, and money saved to put towards
downpayments.

Replicate the study that uses direct surveys rather than pre-existing data and
includes awider variety of factors such as attitudes, values, perceptions, and
behaviors. By doing so, the researcher could add clarification to decisions made
for home financing, housing preferences, reasons for moving, selections of certain
housing characteritics, and other factors that influence choice within the housing
market.

Future research could also explore the differences in which groups of varying social
composition search for housing to buy. Thistype of study could examine and
compare knowledge and familiarity with homebuying and financing processes, the
sources that are used, from whom and what types of professional advice and
information are gathered, and behaviors associated with the homebuying search.
Since there were few significant relationships found for the variable of
neighborhood adequacy, it is recommended that more research be doneto clarify
the relationships between demographic, housing, and neighborhood characteristics.
For example, future research could examine the role of neighborhood amenities,
facilities, and design characteristics in the home buying decision among varying
population groups.
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Comparative analyses could be done that examine differences among varying
population groups' preferences for housing types, amenities, design features, and
neighborhood characteristics.

The number of households headed by single persons -- both men and women -- are
projected to rise faster than any other demographic group over the next 15 years.
Theincrease in loan approval rates for single women is so recent that there are no
studies that examine thistrend. Therefore, research could be done that examines
the recent trends in growth of home mortgages held by single persons and predicts
future growth of thisloan market.

Related to the above recommendation, research of various mortgages held by single
women homeowners could examine the effect of this growing market on individual
lives, neighborhoods, and communities.

Since homeownership has been the cornerstone of federal housing and tax policy,
more research is needed on the predicted effects of changing the tax structure within
this country, especialy if such a change eliminates the mortgage interest and
property tax deductions. Additionally, research could examine the extent to which
allowance for the mortgage interest and property tax deductions affect low- and
moderate-income homebuyers' ability to qualify for amortgage.

Research that considers the content of homebuyer education programs would help
to improve the effectiveness of these programs. For example, groups who
participated in homebuyer education programs could be evaluated on the extent to
which they utilized information from the program in their search for ahome, loan
application procedures, and the buying process. By understanding more about the
types of information and techniques for presentation that are most beneficia to
potential homebuyers of varying social composition, these education programs
could become more effective for certain demographic groups.

Since maintenance of the home appears to be a concern of single women
homeowners (White, 1998), research could be done that examines women
homeowners' attitudes and concerns about home maintenance, how a home

mai ntenance education program could be tailored to women, the effect of
maintenance costs and efforts on their housing satisfaction, and whether personal
knowledge of home maintenance affects their housing satisfaction and intent to stay
in their home.
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