VALUES, ASPIRATIONS AND GOAL COMMITMENT OF ¢

<

SINGLE-FAMILY HOUSING RESIDENTS

by

Judith H. Fulbright

/.

A Thesis Submitted to
the Faculty of the Graduate School at
The University of North Carolina at Greensboro
' in Partial Fulfillment
of the Requirements for the Degree
‘ Master of Science:

Greensboro
1981

Approved by

y A

Thesis Adviser




R ——— T

FULBRIGHT, JUDITH HUFFMAN. Values, Aspirations and Goal Commitment
of Single Family Housing Residents. (1981) Directed by: “Dr. Jane
H. Crow. Pp. 128,

The purpose of this study was the identification of certain
demographic characteristics of urban single-family housing residents
to determine if relationships existed between them and the residents'
perceived housing values, housing aspirations, and commitment to
housing goals. The sample consisted of 112 owner-occupants of single-
family detached houses residing in Greensboro, North Carolina, sur-
veyed during the spring of 1977. Frequencies, factor analysis, and
multiple regg?ssion analyses were utilized to analyze data obtained
from self-administered mail questionnaires.

Descriptive results of the study revealéd that as a group the

respondents were primarily older, married, with at least one child,

“and with high educational, occupational, and income levels. Most of

their homes were moderate to large in size, and valued at less than
the median cost of a new house in the local area.

The respondents highly ranked the values of comfort and conveni-
ence, location, and privacy. Economy and séfety appeared to be their
least important housing values. Muitiple regression analyses revealed
statistically significant relationships for the values of economy and
friends and neighbors. Sex of the respondent, family income, and
housing mobility were important contributors to the value of economy,
while sex and occupation were importantvto the value of friends and
neighbors. However, none of the independent variables were involved

to any great extent.
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On a ten-point continuum, the respondents perceived their present

housing to be on a higher level than their previous home, and antici-
pated their near-future housing to be at a still higher IQVel.
Multiple regression analysis of their future aspirations found a
statistically significant relationship to exist between it and age

of the respondent, but only to a small degree.

When questioned as to their willingness to reallocate their
financial resources toward achieving a housing goal, a majority of
the families supported limiting resources allocated to utilities, a
larger family, food purchases, and entertainment needs. Factor analy-
sis of the resource commitment statements identified five factor
groupings: basic 1iving and personal expenses, medical expenses,
contributions and health protection expenses, educational expenses,
and consumer purchase and communication expenées; As a result of
multiple regression analyses, only one of the five resource commit-
ment factor groupings, educational expenses, yielded a statistically
significant relationship with age of the respondent as the primary
contributor.

The major conclusion of this study was that traditional demo-
‘graphic variables appeared to exert little iﬁfluence on the housing-
related decisions of this respondent group. Other variables--econo-
mic, personal, sociological or situational--not considered in this

. study may play a far greater role in the process of choosing one

housing type over another and merit investigation.



CHAPTER I

INTRODUCTION

The decade of the 1970's was a turbulent one for both those who
build and for those who purchase houses. Builders were faced with
increasing costs of land, labor, materials, and financing, and had to
charge higher and higher prices for their product. Families became
hard-pressed as the price of housing and the costs of ownership out-
stripped incomes for the first time since World War II, forcing many
would-be buyers out of the market.

Such events pose serious consequences for American families and
their housing. The new house market is now primarily for the
affluent; even in the existing house market; costs are not far
behind those of new houses, also limiting it to the more affluent.

" Housing, particularly new housing, may well become a luxury item if
current trends continue for another ten or even five years. And vet
housing is a basic necessity, one that families in this society can
hardly do without, regardless of its high cost. As a nation, we are
faced with the prospect that for families Qho cannot provide for
their own housing needs, government intervention may be necessary,
either in the role of stimulating the production of affordable hous-
ing or in the capacity of providing income assistance. Before we
reach that point, it may be wise to give serious consideration to
other kinds of alternatives to the problem of providing affordable
housing for Americans. Other kinds of settlement patterns, densi-

ties, structure, and tenure types need to be compared and evaluated.



However, it should be recognized that there exists a basic con-

straint to the consideration of alternative measures; it ?s the long-
standing, and overwhelming bias of American families and the American
political system in favor of the owned, single-family detached house.
This preference may well be the single most important aspect of
American housing today (Morris & Winter, 1978). It is the ideal of
rich and poor alike, supported by federal and local housing policies
and popularized throughout the media. Any alternative housing pat-
terns, forms, structure or tenure types must be evaluated in terms

of £hat ideal. Given the increasing difficulty of obtaining afford-
able housing and the seeming strength of the desire for owned, single-
family dwellings, will American families be able to acquire "a decent
home and suitable living environment" that will fulfill their basic
needs and values and gratify their aspirations?

Without doubt the future has its antecedents in the past and
present. An investigatioﬁ of families that are presently living in
owned, single-family dwellings may yield much useful information
about the particular needs and values that are satisfied by such
housing, the strength of the families' commitment to acquiring single
family houses, and whether their future aspirations include this type
of housing. Clearly, this kind of information would be useful in
the process of designing and evaluating alternatives to the owned,
single-family detached dwellings.

This study is designed to explore. the housing values, aspira-
tions, and willingness to commit resources to housing-related goals

of families owning a siﬁgle-family dwelling in an urban area. It is



hoped that the results of this study, combined with other similar
| studies, will begin to provide clearer, more accurate information
‘ about American housing consumers. It may then become poséible to

\ devise and evaluate new ways to adequately meet their housing needs.
- Purpose

The purpose of this study was the identification of certain
demographic characteristics of urban single—faﬁily housing residents
to determine if a relationship exists between those characteristics
and the residents' perceived housing valués, housing aspirations, and
commitment to housing goals. For this study, respondents were

limited to owners of single-family detached dwellings.
Objectives

1. To identify perceived housing values of owners of single-
family housing units.

2. To identify their goals and aspirations for future housing.

3. To determine their willingness to commit family resources
to the achievement of housing-related goals.

4. To identify the relationships between the demographic
characteristics of single-family housing residents (age,
sex, education, and occupation of the respondent, size and
composition of the household, family income, and'housing
mobility), and their perceived housing values, aspirations

‘ for future housing, and willingness to commit resources to

housing-related goals.




5. To compare the demographic characteristics of owners of
single-family detached housing units and owners of condo-
minium units. e

6. To identify and compare any important similarities or dif-
ferences in the relationships between the demographic
characteristics and the perceived housing values, aspira-
tions, and resource commitment to housing of families who
own single-family dwellings and those who own a condominium

unit.

Operational Definitions

The following definitions were used for the important terms or
concepts used in this study: |

Aspirations - Desires for some future time, and are used to
guide efforts to plan and organize the future.

Commitment - Feelings of determination to achieve particular
goals, resulting in limitations being placed on resources allocated
toward the achievement of other goals.

Housing Goals - The objectives for family shelter as perceived

' by the respondent. They are achieved through actions by the family
regarding the use and allocation of family resources.

Housing Mobility - The number of moves to a different location -

or dwelling unit that a family may make over time.

Rate of Goal Achievement (in housing) - The standard or measure

of achievement which a family has identified for itself in the past

and expects to reach in the future. It is measured by the amount of



difference between present and past level of achievement on a Cantril-
type ladder or present and expected future level of achievement on
the ladder five years hence (Paynter, 1975).

Satisfaction — The level or degree of contentment with present

conditions.

Value (as viewed by Rokeach, 1969) - "A centrally held, enduring
belief which guides actions and judgements across specific situations
and beyond immediate goals to more ultimate end-states of existence"
(p. 55).

The seven housing values identified from previous research and
selected for use in this present study were:

1. Comfort and Convenience - Functional floor plan; convenience

features and appliances; ease of care.

2. Location - Friendly neighborhood; ﬁroximity to other
places, services, or facilities.

3. 1Inexpensive - Reasonable cost; economical maintenance and
operation.

4. Safe - Presence of safety features.

5. Friends and Visitors - Space for entertaining; fits family

needs and lifestyle.
6. Privacy - Regulation of space to allow for rest and relaxa-
tion for both individuals and family groups.

7. Aesthetic Satisfaction - Pleasant design, colors, and fur-

nishings; opportunity for personalization.



CHAPTER II

REVIEW OF LITERATURE

A Perspective: The Current Housing Situation

In the United States

In recognition of the role housing plays in the lives of the
citizens of this country, Congress enacted the Housing Act of 1949,
which stated:

The Congress hereby declares that the general welfare and
security of the Nation and the health and living standards
of its people require housing production and related com-
munity development sufficient to remedy the serious housing
shortage, through the clearance of slums and blighted areas,
and the realization as soon as possible of the goal of a
decent home and suitable living environment for every
American family . . . . (Housing Act of 1949, Sec. 2, 63
Stat. 413)

By the late 1960's, Congress realized that the supply of housing was
not increasing rapidly enough to meet such a goal, and took steps to
provide a remedy. With the Housing and Urbaﬁ Development Act of
1968,‘Congress reaffirmed the goal of a decent home, and set a ten-
year production schedule of 26 million housing units with six million
of that total earmarked for low- and moderate-income families.

In the decade that followed, the rate of housing production
averaged slightly over two millign’starts annually with 1972 regis-
tering the peak of 2.9 million starts, and 1975 the low of 1.38
million units (HUD, 1978). Actual construction exceeded targeted

goals in only 1971, 1972, and 1973 (HUD, 1977). It was during these



same three years that unprecedented numbers of federally subsidized
units were built to replace substandard units, which creqted abnor-
mally high construction levels. i

Quite obviously, the production goal set by Congress by not met.
Economic and political events of the decade not only prevented the
attainment of the goal, but adQersely affected the entire housing
sector. In 1973, the Nixon Administration's placement of a mora-
torium on most federal housing programs, combined with tight credif
policies to combat inflation, causes both subsidized and non-subsi-
dizéd production to fall. The year 1974 witnessed the worst reces-
sion since World War II, and housing production slipped again.
Housing costs began a meteoric rise during the decade, outstripping
incomes for the first time since World War II. Continuing infla-
tionary pressures caused many to withdraw funds from low-yielding
thrift institutions and turn to more lucrative investments, thereby
limiting the money available for home mortgages.

Not only have economic and political events of the last deéade
substantially affected the supply of housing, but in the same period,
changes have occurred in the demographic patterns that shape housing
demand. Several demographic factors have been identified by
résearchers at the Joint Center on Urban Studies as having a bearing
on the number of new units needed and where they should be located.
The more important source of demand for new units identified was the
increase in number of households. Another source was migration, as
families leave declining areas where there is no further housing

demand and move to expanding areas where housing demand is intensified




by their presence. The final source of demand for new units identi-
fied was the rising cost of housing and homeownership (Frieden &
Solomon, 1977).

As for the demographic changes that actually occurred during
the 1970's, the number of household heads increased substantially,
primarily because more people were choosing to live alone. In addi-
tion, the number of persons reaching the age of 20 swelled each year
during the decade as a result of the post-war baby boom, affectively
increasing the ranks of those most likely to need housing. A signi-
ficant momement of the population occurred as people moved away from
the declining urban centers of the North to the growing areas of the
south and West (Frieden & Solomon, 1977). These general factors
positively affected the demand for housing, stimulating the need for

greater housing production.

However, rising housing costs negatively affected the demand for
- housing as total housing costs (purchase price, and costs of owning)
increased more than family incomes and the cost-of-living index. The
home building sector was affected by rising land, labor, and
materials costs, high interest rates on both construction loans and
permanent financing for homebuyers, inflationary pressures and
government regulations, and the cost of delays caused by trying to
meet those regulations (Seidel, 1978). As their costs increased,
builders had no choice but to pass those costs along to consumers.
These higher prices and soaring interest rates prevented many would-
be buyers from entering the marketplace. Demand for housing dampened
accordingly during the‘mid—l970's as families were faced with devot-

ing an increasing proportion of their shrinking incomes to housing.



Clearly, economic and political events of the last decade,
coupled with changing demographic patterns, have acted to constrain
both the demand and supply of housing, creating what many view as a
housing crisis. And the outlook for the future does not appear to
offer much hope for improvements, even though emerging trends may
tend to offset declines in demand in the future as dual-paycheck
families increase and belt tightening by families in other non-

housing expense areas mount (Frieden & Solomon, 1977).

Reporting in The Nation's Housing, 1975 to 1985 (1977), MIT/

Harvard researchers seemed to capture best the essence of the housing

crisis. They asserted that the United States is neglecting the

housing needs of the American people to the point that families of
average income are less able now to afford a house than ten or even

five years ago.

Housing Costs

The major culprit in this state of affairs is, of course, the
rising cost of housing. Demand as commonly defined by economists is
based on the consumer's willingness and ability to purchase a parti-
cular good at particular prices. Yet, many are in the position of
being willing but unable to pay the price. As housing prices rise
as high as consumers can bear and require a larger proportion of the
family's income, the ability of fhe family to obtain other necessi-

ties becomes more and more limited. At the same time,



10

poor families are relegated by the market to the worst

housing because of their inability to compete for more

costly, better housing. For no other item, except per-

haps medical care, are the injustices of the market

economy so great and the burdens so heavy. (Stone, 1971, p. 24)
Therefore, non-effective economic demand becomes translated into the

social needs for housing, needs that will not be met through the

operations of the private housing market.

The dimensions of the social needs for housing, or who it is
specifically that is housing-deprived, has been identified by
researchers at the Joint Center for Urban Studies of MIT and Harvard.
They asserted that housing deprivation takes several forms: physical
inadequateness, overcrowding, inadequate neighborhood conditions, and
excessive cost burdens. Measures to determine the degree to which
each form of deprivation existed in Américan housing and estimates
made of the number of low-income families ekperiencing each of these
conditions for the years 1960, 1970, and 1973, were then developed.

- It was found that housing deprivation had changed from "a problem of
physically inadequate shelter to a problem of excessive cost"
(Frieden & Solomon, 1977, p. 87). While the actual number of house-
holds estimated to be housing-deprived dropped from 15.3 million to
12.8 million, the number of families payiné an unreasonably high per-
centage of their income for housing nearly doubled, rising from 24
percent to 47 percent.

Low-income families, while among the hardest hit, are not the
only group affected by rising housing costs. 1In a report on rising
prices of new houses, the General Accounting Office (1978) asserted

that lower- and median-income families have been increasingly priced
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out of the single-family housing market since the mid-1960's. The
market for new houses has become primarily the exclusive preserve of
upper—income families and/or prior homeowners who are aﬁié to use
the equity from their homes to purchase new houses. In 1975—1976,

the proportion of new single-family houses purchased by middle-income

families ($10,000 to $19,000) had declined to 38 percent from 53

percent in 1965, and for lower-income families (less than $10,000),
the proportion was only four percent, down from 17 percent in 1965.
In 1972, median family income was $11,116, and the median price
of a new single-family house was $27,550. By 1976, median income
had risen to $14,960, but the median new house price had soared to
$44,200, representing a 35 percent increase in income with a 61 per-
cent increase in the sales price of a new home (HUD, 1977). However,
according to the conventional wisdom that a\family should not pur-
chase a home with a sales price more than two-and-a-half times its
annual income, the median income family could barely afford to pur-
chase the median-priced house in 1972, while for 1976, or for that
matter for most of the previous 20 years, it could not. During the
last 20 years, the ratio of the median price new house to median
income has remained relatively stable, usﬁally about 2.8 (Lindamood
& Hanna, 1979). An analysis of the data from the U.S. Department
of Commerce's report on distribution of families by money income,
suggested that while roughly 55 bercent of the nation's families
could have bought the median price new house for 2.5 times (or less)
their incomes in 1970, only 39 percenﬁ could have done so in 1976

(HUD, 1977).
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If a two-times income rule, which may be more realistic in
periods of inflation, were used instead of two-and-a-half times, even
fewer households could afford to pay the price for fhe median value
new house. According to that lower criteria, the median-income
family has not been able to afford the median price new home since

at least 1949 (Lindamood & Hanna, 1979). But a comparison of median

prices and median incomes for various years does not accurately
reveal how incomes have not kept pace with rising house prices.

In a report by the Task Force on Hogsing Costs (HUD, 1978),
trends during the 1960's and 1970's in incomes, prices, and housing
costs were inde%ed to 1967 as a base year. The Task Force reported
that between 1972 and 1976, increases ‘in family income trailed both
the Consumer Price Index and the median price of a new house. Income
increased annually at an average rate of 7.05 percent, compared to
9.94 percent for the price of a new single-family house of constant
quality, and 12.49 percent for the standard median-priced new house.
Translated into slightly different terms, o§er the five-year périod
(1972-1976) incomes increased a total of 35.3 percent, median sales
price of a new house, adjusted for quality, increased 49.7 percent,
and sales price, unadjusted for quality, increased 62.4 percent.
ﬁsing the cost of a house of constant quality as a measure of com-
parison overcomes some of the difficulties of comparing median—priée
houses from one year to the next, since the two are not identical,
often due to some improvements in quality (U.S. Bureau of the Census,

1977a).
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The market for existing houses has also been affected by
increased costs, although traditionally the costs of such houses are
lower than those of new houses due to their increased aéé'and some
deterioration in quality. The median price of existing houses sold
in 1976 was $38,100 in comparison to the median sales price of a new
house of $44,200 (Federal Reserve Board, 1978). Between 1972 and

1976, the median sales price of an existing house increased at an

average annual rate of 9.3 percent, for a total of 46.5 percent, in
contrast to the 60.4 percent increase in the median sales price of a
new house, while incomes increased only 35.3 percent (HUD, 1978).
Not surprisingly, the market for existing houses has been much more
active than the new-house market; three million sold in 1976, com-
pared to slightly over one million new houses sold (Federal Reserve
VBoard, 1978) . Such activity in the existing house market may well
have occurred in response to the higher prices and limited availabi-
lity of new housing. In seeking alternatives to new housing, fami-
lies have sought either to improve their existing housing or to pur-
chase older houses of marginal quality that they can then renovate
(Frieden & Solomon, 1977).

The most accurate measure of the expense of housing to families,
the costs of homeownership, have also escalated rapidly during the
1970's, contributing substantially to the total housing cost burden
that most families must bear, nof just those who purchase a new
house. Total homeownership costs to a home purchaser reflect more
than sales price; these costs include hazard insurance, property

taxes, maintenance and repairs, heat and other utilities, as well as

‘
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loan amortization. The Task Force on Housing Costs (HUD, 1978)
reported that the costs of homeownership (indexed to 1967 as a base
year) increased at an average annual rate of 8.15 perceﬁé; for a
total of 40.75 percent for the five-year period 1972-1976; in con-
trast the average yearly increase in median income was 7.05 percent,
while that of the Consumer Price Index rose eight percent. The major

factor, of course, in the increased cost of homeownership during the

1970's has been sales price and the attendant increase in monthly.
mortgage payments (Frieden & Solomon, 1977). For most Americans who
own a home, nearly 64 percent are still méking payments on a mortgage
loan (U.S. Bureau of the Census, 1978a). Due to the recent energy
crisis, rising energy costs placed a close second to mortgage costs.
But for some families, energy costs have required an even greater
proportion of their monthly income than the mortgage payment.

The customary rule of thumb used by mortgage lenders to deter-—
mine a family's ability to afford a house has long recommended that
a family spend no more than one-quarter of its monthly take-home pay
on its total housing costs (mortgage payment, taxes, insurance, main-
tenance and repairs, and utilities). Yet, in a recent government
study (General Accounting Office, 1978), it was reported that:

Homeownership costs by 1976 had reached the point that a
monthly expenditure of $476 was required to amortize the
mortgage principal and pay the mortgage interest, insur-
ance premiums, property taxes, utility costs, and repair
and maintenance expenses on a median price new house which
sold for about $44,300. This monthly outlay represented
almost 47 percent of median family income, adjusted to

exclude Federal and State income taxes and Social Security
taxes for a family of four. (p. 4)




15

The MIT/Harvard researchers (Frieden & Solomon, 1977) asserted
that in 1970, 46.6 percent of American families had an income large
enough to afford the homeownership costs of a median—prié;d new
house, while in 1976 the proportion had dropped to 27 percent. (This
was based on a needed annual income figure of no more than 25 percent
of gross money income devoted.to the costs of homeownership.) 1In
conclusion, they projected that if such a trend were to continue for
another five years, the new single-family house would become a 1ukury
item.

It is clear that the high cogt of housing, whether new or exist-
ing and affecting both the supply and demand components of the
market, is a problem of major concern for millions of American fami-
lies. While families in upper-income brackets and prior homeowners
who are able to use the equity from the sale of their homes to buy
‘new houses are in a position to improve their housing without much
strain, many cannot. Included are young families who want to buy
their first house, low-income families, the elderly living on fixed
incomes, and those with special housing needs (HUD, 1978).

The plight of these families is all the more serious, because
in the view of many, the United States is a nation of homeowners and
being a homeowner means owning a single-family dwelling (Morris &
Winter, 1978). 1In 1976, approximately two-thirds of American house-

holds (65 percent) owned a home (U.S. Bureau of the Census, 1978b).
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Homeownership and Single-Family
Dwelling Norms

Homeownership has been a strongly held social value in this
country since its inception. Many of the early settlers to America,
fleeing the feudal land ownership system predominant in Europe, were
attracted to the promise of owning their own piece of land in the New
World. During the nineteenth century, writers popularized the owner-
ship of a single-family detached dwelling as the '"ideal se;ting of
American domestic life" (Handlin, 1976, p. 28). At the same time,
the increased awareness of the circumstances surrounding good public
health, the widespread use of plentiful wood--although highly com-

bustible--as a building material, the availability of cheap land,

and the ease of buying parcels of land all promoted the emergence of
the single-family detached house as an ideal housing type (Handlin,
1976).

Wallace Smith (1970) observed that in the United States great
importance has been attached to the ownership of single-family homes
"in the belief that this type of living arrangement will foster the
kind of citizenship that corresponds to traditional American values"
“(pp. 76-77). Smith further asserted that it is the awareness of the
socializing effects of housing and how people living in their own
dwellings conduct themselves toward one another that underlies the
. public attitudes toward single-family dwellings. Being an owner
means to have a share in the economic destiny of the community, and

implies an interest and participation in the management of the com-

munity. In its turn, good community management reinforces economic
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land values, thus giving everyone an interest in how everyone else

cares for their property. Since local participation in community

affairs is purported to be a cornerstone of our political‘system,
home ownership is assumed to encourage such participation.

Since the 1930's, government policies, whether local, state, or
federal, have encouraged and sﬁpported the firmly established commit-
ment of American families to houses they own. At the local level,
building and health codes, and zoning regulatiéns have promoted the
development of single-family dwellings. At the state level, laws
have been passed to allow fedéral monies té be used for housing
assistance programs and to create housing finance agencies (FHA's)

to provide low-interest mortgage loans for sponsors of low- and

moderate-income housing. At the federal level, a network of major
financial institutions have been developed tﬁat have made amortized,
long-term mortgages possible. And, the largest of all federal hous-

~ing subsidies has been the hidden subsidy of mortgage interest and
property tax deductions on federal income tax returns for homeowners.
This tax break alone has been estimated to represent $7 billion
annually (Main, 1972).

At the same time, the single-family héuse has become a consumer
good and the site of a complex array of other consumer products.
Manufacturers, advertisers, and salesmen, in trying to sell their own
wares, have become champions of the single-family detached house,
because it encourages the maximum use of utilities, mass-produced

goods, and services (Handlin, 1976).
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Certain advantages of ownership that accrue to the homeowner
have also operated to promote homeownership as an American ideal.
Financially, ownership has been both a relatively safe iﬁ;estment
and a hedge against.inflation. Generally, the actual market value
of the house has appreciated or at least kept pace with the rate of
inflation, except during the bepression, while the costs of the
original mortgage have remained the same.

Through mortgage financing, a homeowner has a form of forced
savings in the equity which is accumulated. This equity can be
realized upon the sale of the house or itican be used as collateral
for other loans; Owners generally benefit from greater income tax

savings than renters since deductions from federal and state income

taxes are allowed for interest payments and property taxes.

But for most homeowners, the major reasons for desiring home-
ownership are not purely economic. Rosow (1948) reported that such
~ emotional goals as psychic security, family security, and ego satis-
faction, living pattern goals, and status and prestige goals were
ranked higher than financial goals by homeowners. Housing, owned or
otherwise, fulfills not only shelter needs, but provides a setting
for family life where security, affection, esteem, and self-actuali-
zation needs may be met.

The dwelling is valued not only for the structural services

it provides (such as shelter, warmth, and working facili-

ties) but also for its architectural qualities, for the

private and public amenities it provides or affords access

to, and for the people who live in the neighborhood--in

short, for the entire residential environment and, possi-

bly, for the social status it symbolizes. (deleeuw, Schnare, &
Struyk, 1976, p. 119)
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Ownership of a private, separate dwelling has offered the family
the greatest opportunity to use, maintain, and improve thg property
as they see fit, within the limits of local building and zoning
regulations. There is no landlord to set limits on behavior; often
there is greater privacy; the family is free to create a unique and
personal living environment. in addition, homeownership has
symbolized upward social mobility as physical mobility is used to
upgrade not just the family's housing, but social status as well.

For many families, ownership of a single—family dwelling is per-
ceiQed as better for rearing children (Michelson, Belgue, & Stewart,
1973) . The greater privacy, amount of space, flexibility, and
security it offers, and the kinds of neighborhoods where such housing

is usually located, are among other advantages offered to families

through homeownership.

"Housing Preferences and Aspirations

It is clear that for a wide variety of reasons in the United
States, cultural norms have developed that prescribe ownership and
single-family dwellings for most families, particularly those with
children. "The almost inescapable conclusion . . . is that perhaps
the single most important aspect of housing in the United States,
aside from pure questions of shelter, is single-family homeownership®
"(Morris & Winter, 1978, p. 121). /Additionally, these norms seem to
be largely unaffected by influences of different lifestyle orienta-
tions, social-class designations, or géographic location (Morris &

Winter, 1976; Montgomery & McCabe, 1973).
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In a study.of blue- and white-collar workers, Morris and Winter
(1976) reported that the differences between the groups in their pre-
sent housing conditions could not be attributed to different housing
norms; rather, they were due to differences in original housing
conditions and how that affected preferences and the action of con-
straints in relation to conformance to the norms. While constraints
may act to inhibit compliance with the cultural norms, the pressures
to comply are quite intense:

The whole United States housing system encourages buying,
not renting. Bankers, politicians, neighbors, creditors,
‘spouses, children, pets--all argue, in their own ways, for
homeownership. It has become one of those fundamental
institutions, like motherhood and sound currency, that
secure the republic. (Main, 1972, p. 28)

There are substantial disadvantages to owning and to single-
- family dwellings; costs that individuals, families, and American

society must bear for supporting such cultural norms. For families,

owning is not without some risks or costs; initial costs and selling

f{gqsts can be quite large. The financial investment of down payment

,fgadily withdrawn; the house must be sold for that investment to be
realized. Some of the costs of homeownership, principally mainten-
5g.e and repair costs, are less than predictable and can blossom
rmpusly. Owning a home usually requires of the homeowner greater
unts of time and energy, and sometimes, even new skills to be

ted to the care and upkeep of the house.
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Compared to other structural types of dwellings, the costs of
land, labor and materials to build the single-family detached dwell-
ing are much greater (National Commission on Urban Problei%, 1969).
Naturally, it follows that the purchase price is usually more expen-
sive, and the costs of utilities too are normally higher than for a
townhouse or apartment of a comparable size.

Finally, a recent government report (Real Estate Research Cor-
poration, 1974) compared the costs associated with different types

E' of housing development patterns, ranging from single-family detached

to high-rise apartments. The major conclusion of the study was that
for given numbers of households, the traditional detached single-
family house on a suburban lot is the most expensive form of residen-
tial development in terms of economic costs, environmental costs,
natural resource consumption, and many types‘of personal costs. The
report estimated that the total capital costs for a high-density

‘planned community were 44 percent lower than the costs of a

conventional low-density sprawl development. Other cost reductions
cited included: 1land costs (43 percent), streets (40 percent), uti-
lities (63 percent), energy consumption (44 percent), and water con-
sumption (35 percent).

The report denounced the construction of single-family houses
as a causative factor in land sprawl, traffic congestion, and air
and water pollution. As Bernard Weissbourd (1968) noted:

The waste of human resources and money in this increased

commuting, the inability of the auto and the expressways

to handle the traffic, the changing character of the city

largely occupied by a financial and business community
and a segregated Negro population, the financing of public
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services for a migrant population in the face of disappear-
ing industry and lost taxes, the interdependence of the
financial and commercial life of the suburbs and city--
these are all reasons for not allowing present trends 't
continue. (p. 545) h

While some are expressing such grave doubts about the norm of
the single-family dwelling and its costs, the nation's housing poli-
cies and the economic difficulties for families to secure and main-
tain such housing, an examination of the housing preferences and
aspirations of Americans reveals that the norms;are not changing
drastically, if at all.

.In spite of the criticisms and disadvantages of owning, American

families want to own a single-family detached dwelling. Beginning

in the year 1974, the home building trade publication, Professional

Builder, has conducted an annual nationwide survey of at least 500

consumers who seriously intend to buy a house‘in the next six months.
The results of each survey 1974 through 1980 consistently indicated
that more than 90 percent of the consumers prefer to buy a detached
single-family house (What 1980 Buyers Want in Housing, 1979).

As part of an effort to estimate the number of people who would

live in a '"designers' paradise'" of high-rise apartments or central

city townhouses, the Survey Research Center’of the University of
Michigan conducted a nationwide sample survey of 748 people living

in 32 metropolitan areas, and asked them in what type of structure

. they wanted to live (Michelson, 1968). Eighty-five percent of those

surveyed preferred single-family houses. Interestingly, only two
percent of those who preferred a single-family house were willing to
compromise that desire for ownership of either a cooperative or

condominium unit.
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Another more recent study of college students' preferences
toward alternative housing environments found that the desire for
single-family homeownership was widespread and not in the Brocess of
changing radically (Hinshaw & Allott, 1972). Single-family housing
was the choice of the respondents regardless of their existing family
income level, race or ethnic background, and their present type of
housing. In the researchers' opinions, the implications of such
findings indicated that:

Society is therefore faced with the choice of either pro-

viding access to this type of housing or of mounting a

massive attack on the "American Dream' that is propagated

in all forms of media and reinforced by cultural norms

involving measures of status and self-worth as well as

by traditional antiurban attitudes. (p. 107)

Neither of these choices may be préctical or even possible. For
one, any attempt to remove the constraints that prevent single-family
homeownership must involve increasing families' incomes or bringing
. prices down. Assuming that either was possible, it is not at all

certain that providing every family with a 'rose-covered cottage"

would be in the best interests of American society as a whole,

particularly in terms of environmental resource costs. Moshe Safdie
(1970), while on a tour of this country and Canada, observed that it
would not be possible to rehouse all the families living in the slums
of Chicago in single-family housing due to the sheer numbers of
people and the area of land needed to accomplish the feat.

There also appears to be little concrete evidence to support the
notion that American housing norms can be changed, particularly

through efforts to promote other structurzl types or t: .re
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arrangements (Morris & Winter, 1976). After all, the symbol of the

single-family house has been a beneficial one to the American cul-

e e o i

<

ture:

To invest the house with the values once associated only
with real property was to make available to a very great
percentage of the population the status of property-owner,
and thereby to establish a rough egalitarianism supportive
of the democratic ideals of America. (Cohn, 1979, p. 243)

On a more positive note, at least one author has asserted that

the single~family homecwnership goals of American families may

experience a change when the majority of families conclude that the
rewards are not worth the necessary sacrifice (Winter & Morris,
1977). Norms, while relatively fixed, are subject to change over
time. One of the factors influencing ghange is the existence of
chronic problems or difficulties that [amilies encounter in trying
to conform to the cultural norm (Morris & Winter, 1978). The pres-
sure of actual conditions may force families to compromise, to buy
condominiums or cooperatives, and to settle for higher demsity
housing types. It is quite likely that the structure type norm will
be compromised before the one for owr¢  “hip; in the past families

have substituted ownership of mobile homes, condominiums, and

cooperatives for ownership of the singla-family detached dwelling

(Morris & Winter, 1978).
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A Dilemma for the Future: Some

: Possible Alternatives
I

Quite obviously, any measures proposed to solve or relieve the
present predicament of high housing costs must recognize the exis-
tence of American housing norms and the role they play in the housing
related behavior of families. Any alternative settlement pattern,
density, structure or tenure type must be evaluated and measured
against the ideal of the owned, single-family dwelling.

.However, it would be a mistake to consider just housing norms
in the process of developing new approaches or alternatives to
America's housing problem. It has been fairly well established that
the design of various components of the physical environment, whether
communities or dwellings, can have severe consequences for the indi-
vidual or families, leading to misused or altered environments or
_social and psychological stress (Brolin & Zeisel, 1973). Therefore,
it is of special concern that new designs or alternatives recognize
the social and psychological characteristics of those who are t§
inhabit the environments.

Hinshaw and Allott (1972) suggested that more consideration be
given to the aspirations and values of different socioeconomic,
racial, and ethnic groups as an approach to the design of alternative
housing solutions. ''Consumers of housing are hardly one monolithic

entity, as some would have us believe" (p. 199).
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C. M. Deasy (1974), an architect who has worked successfully in
collaboration with behavioral scientists, was of the opinion that
"human values are the primary concern of design" (p. 137). He
further asserted that the values that should be considered are those
that are derived directly from the participants of any planned
environment. Even though such abstract factors may be difficult to
measure or quantify, Deasy suggested that such a task is a vital part
of the total effort needed to break through the use of stereotyped
solutions to architectural problems. If users were to be asked:

to discuss goals, objectives they have set for themselves

in a given setting, and the strains they have experienced

in achieving those goals, then we have opened the possi-
bility that we can define a new kind of setting that will
better assist these people to accomplish those goals. (p. 80)

Apparently then, a good first step in developing alternatives,
particularly structure alternatives, to thé owned, single-family
dwelling may be to investigate the housing needs, values, and aspira-
tions held by those who presently live in such housing. With this
kind of information in hand about the attitudes and characteristics
of various socioeconomic groups who live in single-family houses,
alternative measures can be compared and evaluated against the stan-
dard of the single-family dwelling. As Catherine Bauer (1951) so
clearly observed:

The big difficulty lies in the fact that every aspect of
housing and city planning policy comes down, sooner or
later, to qualitative social decisions, ''value judgements'
about individual needs and preferences, . . . family and
community functions, group relations, and the whole pat-
tern of city life. Such judgments are difficult to make
in a society as varied and as changing as ours, but they

will nevertheless affect our everyday life for genera-
tions to come. (p. 6)
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How much better it would be to design and build for the future with

some notion of the physical, social, and psychological consequences

<

of such actions than to do so in ignorance of them.
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CHAPTER III

PROCEDURE

Restatement of Objectives

A survey of randomly selected owner-occupants of single-family
detached houses was made to obtain data pertinent to the residents'
attitudes about their housing. Objectives of the study were to
identify among the residents: (1) their perceived housing values;
(2) their aspirations for future housing; (3) their willingness to
commit resources to achieve housing goals; (4) interrelationships
among demographic variables (sex, age, education, and occupation of
the respondent, size and composition of the household, family income,
and housing mobility) and values, aspirations, and housing-related
goal commitment; and (5) important relationships between the values,
aspirations, and goal commitment of single-family housing residents
and residents of condominiums. (Multiunit housing data were oﬁtained
from an earlier study by Glenda M. Humphries, 1976.) Information
presented in this chapter includes the procedures used for obtaining
the sample, instrument development, data collection procedures, and

statistical analysis.
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The Sample

Utilizing the property tax records for Guilford County, North
Carolina, a random sample of 500 owner-occupied singlg—family dwell-
ings located within the corporate city limits of Greensboro,‘North
Carolina, was made. The Guilford County Planning Department under-
wrote the development of a computer program designed to select random
samples from the property tax records. The program was designed not
only to retrieve the names and addresses of owner-occupied single- -
family dwellings, but to stratify the names into specified categories
according to the market value of the dwelling (1972 appraisals). A
sampling interval for each category was calculated and a proportion-
ate random sample of each was made for a total of 500 names and
addresses. The county tax records were used as the basis of the
samplin: plan, since it provided the most acéurate listing available
of the addresses of all the dwellings within the county and their

tax valuations.

The State of North Carolina requires that its citizens list
their real and/or personal property during the month of January with
the tax collector of their county of residence; or, as in the case
of real estate holdings, in the county where the real property is
located. All of the state's citizens are required to list their pro-
perty regardless of its value.

Several means are employed by the counties to check their tax
listings to ensure that all those citizens who should list their pro-

perty have, in fact, done so. Although inaccurate tax listings or
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failure to file may usually be detected within the first year, the
discovery process is an arduous one, requiring time and effort on the
part of the entire tax office staff.

Automobile licenses are issued during January and February of
each year, and must be purchased within the county of residence. 1In
April or May of each year, the Department of Motor Vehicles forwards
to each county a print-out of all the automobiles registered in that
county, along with the owners' names and addresses. This print-out

is checked against the tax listings where the ownership of‘such augo—
mobiles should be recorded. 1In the event that the Department of
Motor Vehicles' print-out indicates that an automobile license has
been purchased within the county by an individual and yet the tax
listing for the same individual does not record the ownership of such
a vehicle, the tax collector can assess the amount of taxes due and
send a bill to the individual. In some cases, the individual may no
. longer reside at the address indicated either by the tax listing or
by the Department of Motof Vehicles. A tax collector may then be
assigned to the case in order to locate the individual. The state
law allows tax collectors to garnish wages, bank accounts, rents,
and other debts owed to delinquents in order to receive payment of a
tax bill,

The property transactions are recorded in the Register of Deeds
Office, and are also used to verify the accuracy and completeness of
the tax listings. As part of the tax listing process, information
about property transfers is secured by the tax office, such as the

names of persons who purchased or sold property, as well as a
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description of the property. Copies of the deed transfers are for-
warded to the tax office on a periodic basis to be checked against

or added to the information that is listed on the tax records. Every
deed involved in the transfer of property is traced by the tax
office.

New residents to the county may be one of the few groups that is
not accurately represented in the tax records. If a newcomer moved
to the county after the month of January, he would not have to list
his property until the following January. Thus, he would be excluded
from the present year's tax record, but would be listed in subsequent
years.

Renters who do not own an automobile may also be inaccurately
reflected in the tax records. Although everyone who owns any kind of
property is required to list for tax purposes, those individuals who
do not own either real property or an automobile cannot be traced by
the tax office if they choose not to list.

The possible under-representation of these two groups—-newcomers
and renters who do not own automobiles--was not thought to have had
any serious effect on the overall sampling plan. Renters did not
constitute a part of the population of interest, while most newcomers
who purchased a home would probably have purchased an existing home.
An existing home would be a part of the property tax listing by
virture of its prior owner.

A six-part mail questionnaire, modeled after an instrument used
by Humphries (1976), was sent to 400 of the names and addressed drawn

in the random sample of the tax records in the spring of 1977. The



additional 100 names and addresses were held in reserve as replace-
ments. One-hundred-and-twelve complete and usable questionnaires

were returned constituting a 28 percent response rate.,

The Instrument

The instrument, a self-administered mail questionnaire, was

modeled after a similar instrument used to survey multiunit housing
residents developed by Humphries (1976). The various components of
the instrument were organized into the following sections: |

1. Demographic Information. Data about the sex, age, marital

status, occupation, and education of the respondent, size
and composition of the household, and annual family income
were ascertained in this section.

2. Housing Aspirations, Goals, and Goal Achievement. Several
open-ended questions were used to reveal the respondents’
intentions to make changes in their present home, their
desires for a future living situation, and the constraints
operating to prevent the attainment of housing goals. In
addition, Cantril's (1963) self-anchoring scale was adapted
to identify the respondents' past, present, and anticipated
future levels of housing achievement. They were also asked
to describe what they thought their future housing might be
like.

Commitment of Resources to Housing Goals. Specific activi-
- ties requiring resource allocation decisions were listed to

discover the degree to which the respondents were willing
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to make sacrifices in order to achieve housing-related
goals. The Paynter (1975) commitment scale formed the basis
for this listing of activities. Using a five-point scale
ranging from strongly in favor to strongly>n6t in favor,
each respondent was asked to indicate his support or lack

of support for giving up or sacrificing each of fhe activi-
ties in order to achieve a housing goal.

4. Housing Values. Seven housing values, derived from resea;ch
by Cutler (1947) and Ayars (1973), were used in a paired-
comparison test to discover the predominant housing values
of the respondents.

5. Housing Satisfactions or Dissatisfactions. One open-ended
question explored the respondehts' sources of satisfaction
with their present housing unit. In addition, statements
relating to specific areas or features of the respondents'
present houses were used to learn the respondents' levels
of satisfaction. The respondents used a five-point scale--
satisfied to dissatisfied--to rate each of 25 statements.

6. Housing Mobility. Data descriptive of both the respondents’
present and immediately past housing units, reasons for
mobility, and rate of mobility were sought in this section.

The instrument was administered to seven residents of High

. Point, North Carolina (another major city located in Guilford
County) with characteristics similar to those of the population to

be surveyed to test for clarity and reasonableness. Based on their
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responses, several items were deleted, revised or added to the
instrument to improve its organization or the understanding of its

contents.

Data Collection

During early May, 1977, a mailout packet was sent to each of the
previously selected 400 addresses. The packet contained: (1) an
introductory letter from a sponsoring organization, the Department‘of
Housing, Management and Family Economics, to lend legitimacy to the
study; (2) a cover letter describing how the respondent was selected,
the purpose of the study, an assurance of anonymity, and some general
instructions; (3) an eight-page questionnaire booklet reproduced in a
reduced format and printed on yellow péper; and (4) a stamped, pre-
addressed return envelope (Appendix A). A commemorative stamp was
used on the return envelope as an inducement to return the actual
questionnaire. The return of the questionnaire was requested within
two to three weeks from tﬁe mail-out date. After that date and a 27
percent return, follow-up telephone calls were initiated to stimulate
the non-respondents to return the questionnaire. This effort
prompted a few more to respond for a final total return of 28.5 per-
cent. While this is a low rate of response, it is not uncommon when
mail questionnaires are used. Users of such questionnaires have
‘treated response rates well below 50 percent as acceptable (Dillman,
1978) . Attempts by researchers to identify the techniques that would
improve response rates for mail questionnaires have not been particu-

larly illuminating. Kanuk and Berenson (1975) reported at the end of
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a recent review of various techniques that:
Despite the large number of research studies reporting
techniques designed to improve response rates, there is
no strong empirical evidence favoring any techniques '
other than follow-up and the use of monetary incentives.
(p. 453)

Consultation with a statistician and time and cost considera-
tions led to the decision to accept the limited number of completed
questionnaires, and not to attempt any additional efforts to obtain
more responses. The additional costs of another mailing, the lapse
of time between the two mailings, balanced against the possible bene-
fits of a larger number of responses was not considered worth the
extra cost and effort. After deletions due to either missing data

or a misunderstanding of the instructions, 112 questionnaires were

deemed to be complete and usable.

Analysis of Data

Information from the questionnaires was coded and transferred
to a computer for purposes.of statistical analysis. The software
program, Statistical Package for the Social Sciences (SPSS), was the
primary source for the various analytical procedures.

First, frequencies and percentages for the demographic data,
including the independent and dependent variables, were computed.
Total choices for the seven housing values and rate of change among
past, present, and anticipated future housing goal achievement were
also calculated.

Secondly, to further explore the commitment of resources to

housing goals, and to determine the existence of an underlying
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structure composed of fewer variables, a factor analysis of the
commitment items was conducted. A principal components analysis was
performed, and the nine factors identified were rotated t?la terminal
solution using the Varimax rotation method. Five of the rotated fac-
tors were retained and interpreted based on minimum eigenvalue
criteria (value greater than ope), and reasonableness of the factor
content. Variables in the factors were required to load at the 0.4
level or higher in order to be considered relevant to the determina-
tion of the factor.

Thirdly, multiple regression tests were used to examine for
relationships between the dependent variables (seven housing values,
rate of change in expected future housing goal achievement, and the
five goal commitment factors), and the following independent vari-
ables: the respondent's age, sex, education, and occupation; family
income; size of the household; composition of the household; and the
~housing mobility of the household. Regression analysis, by both its
nature and its method, haé been described as '"more closely, directly,
and explicitly related to one of the fundamental aims of science than
most other analytic methods" (Kerlinger & Pedhazur, 1973, p. 77).
That aim is to understand and explain natural phenomena. The most
important uses of the technique are descriptive in nature and focus
on the prediction of a dependent variable and its overall dependence
on a set of independent variables. The task of multiple regression,
then, is to help "explain' the variance of a dependent variable by
estimating the contributions to this variance made by two or more

independent variables (Kerlinger & Pedhazur, 1973). Several methods
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are available that will select the optimal number of variables neces-
sary to account for as much of the variability of the dependent
variable as possible. The forward stepwise solution enters each
independent variable according to how much it contribﬁtes to the
explained variance of the dependent variable. 1In addition, at each
step variables that no longer add to the explaiﬁed variance of the
dependent variable are removed.

In each of the regression equations performed in this.study,
the same set of independent variables were available for entry into
the equation. The forward stepwise solution permitted the inclusion
of the independent variables that best explained the variability of
each of the dependent variables, thereby achieving a maximum in

explanation with the minimum number of independent variables.
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CHAPTER IV

RESULTS AND DISCUSSION

Results of the analytical procedures are presented in sections
organized in the following manner. The first three sections present
a general description of the socioeconomic and demographic charac-
teristics of the respondents, their households and their dwelling
units to provide the reader with a clear overall descriptibn of the
households surveyed. These sections include the eight independent
variablés used for other analyses in later sections of this report.
These eight independent variables include: age, sex, education, and
occupation of the respondent; size and composition of the household;
family income; and the housing mobility of the family.

The next three sections are devoted to each of the three depen-
~dent variables--housing values, housing goals and housing goal
achievement, and willingness to commit resources to housing goals.
Frequencies are reported for each as well as scores for the seven
housing values and the rate of change in goal achievement. Included
with the discussion of the goal commitment measure are the results
of a factor analysis of the twenty-six items in the measure.

The final section describes results of multiple regression
analyses used to investigate the relationship between the eight
independent variables and each of the dependent variables. Although
13 separate regression analyses were performed, only the regression
equations that were statistically significant are discussed in

detail.
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Characteristics of the Respondents

Sex, Age, and Marital Status

Of the 112 respondents, the distribution by sex wasxﬁearly
equal, although somewhat more (57.8 percent) were female. It is
widely assumed that single-family housing residents are primarily
older families since the acquisition of such housing is usually pre-
cipitated by pressures from a growing family and made possible by
the accumulation of financial resources. Two-thirds of the respon-
dents were 36 years of age or older, well over the national median
age figure of 29.4 years (U.S. Bureau of the Census, 1978 b). How-
ever the highest incidence by age was the 26-35 year old group
(30.6 percent). Less than four percent of the sample population was
in the youngest age category, 25 years of less.

In line with the assumption that singlé—family houses are pri-
marily occupied by families of some sort, well over three-quarters
(82.1 percent) of the respondents were married. Another 14 percent
had been married at some point, but at the time of the survey were
either widowed, separated, or divorced. Just under four percent of
the respondents describ:¢: themselves as single. Of those who were
married, most had been married for some 1éngth of time. The average
number of years married - nearly 21. While three-quarters of all
the respondents had been married more than ten years, about half of
them had been married longer thaﬁ 20 years. All of the preceding

information is presented in Table 1.
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Selected Characteristics of the Respondents
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Characteristics Percentage
Sex (n=109)%*
Female S8
Male 42.2
Total 100.0
Age (n=111)%*%
25 Years or Less 3.6
26-35 Years 30.6
36-45 Years 18.9
46-55 Years 19.8
56-65 Years 4.5
Over Age 65 12.6
Total 100.0
Marital Status (n=112)
Married 82.1
Single 3.6
Widowed 5.4
Divorced 2.6
Separated 6:3
Total 100.0
Years Married (n=88)%%*%*
5 Years of Less 11l
6-10 Years 14.4
11-15 Years 17.0
16-20 Years 9.0
21-30 Years 250
31 Years or More 23:5
Total 100.0
Education (n=109)%*
Less Than High School 2.8
High School Graduate 16:s
Special Training Beyond High School 11.0
Some College ' 23:.9
College Graduate 32.0
Advanced Degree 13.8
Total 100.0
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Table 1 (Continued)

Characteristic Percentage

Occupation (n=90)****

Professionals 3.3
Managers 1 i
Administrative/Teachers 27.8
Sales/Clerical 28.9
Skilled Laborers 11.1
Semi-Skilled Laborers Il
Retired/Unemployed/In School _ 16 .7
Total 100.0
*Three—-—No Answers *%% 24—-No Answers
**0One--No Answer *%%%22--No Answers

Education

As a group, these single-family housing residents reported a
generally high level of educational achieveﬁent. Most had at least
a high school education. Over one-third (34.9 percent) had either
attended college (no degree) or had obtained some special training
beyond high school. Nearly half of the respondents (45.8 percent)
were college graduates witp some (13.8 percent) having advanced
degrees. Only a very small number of the respondents, less than
three percent, had not completed high school, as can be seen in

Table 1.

Occupation
Occupations of the respondents were categorized according to a
classification system developed by Hollingshead (1958), and modified

by Godwin (1979) to include categories for the unemployed, the
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retired, and the full-time student (Appendix B). Occupational posi-
tions held by the respondents reflected the high levels of education
they had attained, in that over 40 peréent were in whatlean be des-
cribed as high-status occupational categories. Whiie only a few
(3.3 percent) were classified as professionals, when combined with
managers and administrators/teachers, the resultant group totaled
slightly less than half (42.2 percent) of the entire sample.

The category with the highest number of respondents was sales/
clerical (28.9 percent), followéd closely by the administrator/
teacher category with 27.8 percent. These two groups when combined
constituted over half of the sample population (56.7 percent). Only

a small group (12;2 percent) was defined as either skilled or semi-

skilled laborers. Nearly two-tenths of the respondents were either
retired, unemployed, or in school. The sizé of this group probably
reflected the fact that over half of the respondents were female,

some of whom may well have been "employed" as housewives, as can be

seen in Table 1.
Summary

In summarizing the personal charactefistics of ‘the respondents,
as a group they represented a nearly even distribution according to
sex, were primarily older (over age 36), and married (averaging

nearly 21 years), with high levels of education. Employment was
mostly in upper-level occupational categories. The group seemed to
rather accurately reflect the commoniy held image of single-family

housing occupants——as primarily family groups who have been able to
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acquire the capital needed, either by virtue of age or occupation,

or both, to purchase and maintain such housing.

Characteristics of the Households

The following section describes in some detail some of the
characteristics of the households or families that composed the sam-
ple.population surveyed for this study. Characteristics include the
size of the household, its composition or family life cycle stage,
its total income from all family members, and its recent housing .
mobility. These are presented as descriptive of the entire household

group, and not just of the respondents.

Size and Composition

The size of the respondent households reflected once again the
primarily family nature of the sample. Aboﬁt 60 percent of the
households were composed of three or more persons, while the average
number of persons per household was 2.95, slightly above the national
average of 2.86 (U.S. Bureau of the Census, 1977 c). Of the remain-
ing households, most were composed of two persons. Only slightly
more than ten percent of the entire sample was made up of single
person households (Table 2). |

Families were categorized by seven general stages of change that
families commonly pass through over time. Appendix C describes this
family composition system in moré detail. As expected, most of the
households were families with children. Nearly 60 percent were two-

parent families with at least one child in the household; however,




Table 2

Selected Characteristics of the Households

Characteristics Percentage

Income (n=111)%*

Less Than $5,000
$5,000 - $2,999
$10,000 - $14,999
$15,000 - $19,999
$20,000 - $24,999
$25,000 - $29,999
$30,000 or More
Total ) 100.0

o
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Housing Mobility--Number of Moves
In Last Five Years (n=110)*%*

None 56.4
One ' 21.7
Two 8.2
Three : 6.4
Four 6.4
Five 0.9

Total 100.0

Size (n=112)

One Person 10.7
Two Persons 28.6
Three Persons 27 .7
Four Persons 24.0
Five Persons 6.3
Six Persons ‘ 2:1

Total 100.0

Composition (n=112)

Single 10.7
Young Couple . 1057
Expanding 21.4
Stable 13.4
Contracting 23.3

Older Couple
Single Parent 1
Total 10
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Table 2 (Continued)

Characteristics : Percentage

Previous Dwelling Type (n=110)*%*

Single-Family House 66.5
Apartment . 24,5
Row or Townhouse 3.6
Duplex 3.6
Mobile Home 1.8
Total : 100,0

Tenure of Previous Dwelling (n=110)%*%*

~ Owned . 56.4
Rented 43.6
Total ‘ 100.0

*0One--No Answer
**Two--No Answers

most were children over the age of six. Another 13.4 percent of the

_families reported the presence of a child in the household, but only
one parent. Nearly 20 peréent of the households were composed of
just a marital pair--either a young couple who had probably not
started a family or an older couple who was childless or childfree.

" Only a small number (10.7 percent) of the respondents were single
individuals, including those who were either widowed, separated, or
divorced, and who were living alone at the time of the survey.

It is hardly surprising that most of the households surveyed in
this study of owned, single-family dwelling units were families with
children. As Morris and Winter (1978)‘have asserted, "cultural norms

clearly prescribe ownership of a single-family dwelling for families
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with children, whether there are one or two parents present' (p.
119). The strength to the norm is of such intensity that it appears
to influence families without children, too, as happened among this

particular group of respondents.

Family Income

Family income has long been recognized as a major resource in
determining the kind and quality of housing a family may have.
Incomes of American families vary widely and are influenced by family
composition, race, sex, education, and occupation of the household
head, the number of earners, and the geogréphic location of the
household, among other things. In view of some of the previously
cited characteristics of the sample popplation, most of which were
indicative of high incomes, it could reasonably be expected that high
income levels would also be represented among the respondents. This
expectation was indeed borne out as the figures in Table 2 indicate.

Income figures can be among the most difficult to obtain, par-
ticularly specific figures due to the sensitive nature of such infor-
mation. In this study income ranges were used, thereby sacrificing
specificity in order to obtain needed information. Ninety-nine per-
cent of the sample households reported an income figure. However,
the use of income ranges has its limitations--comparisons with
national or regional income figures can be difficult if not impossi-
‘ble to make. The reported median,family income for white families
living in the South was $15,521 in 1977, the year this survey was

conducted (U.S. Bureau of the Census, 1978b). In this particular
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sample group, only 22 percent of the families reported incomes of
léss than $15,000 per year. Over three-quarters of the respondent
households indicated an income of $15,000 or more per year, well
above the median Southern family income figures cited previously.
Nearly one-quarter (24.3 percent) specified incomes of $25,000 or

more per year.

Housing Mobility

Mobility, or the movement of people from.one place to anothef,
has occurred at relatively high rates in the United States as fami-
lies have changed their locations to meet4changing family needs. The
actual rate of ﬁobility is about 20 percent per year (Lindamood &
Hanna, 1979). Stated somewhat differently, the average American
moves once every five years. In addition, most moves are not over
long distances, but are made within the same county (Lee & Bouvier,
1973) . Such movement is often referred to as residential mobility.

The population sampled in this study differed substantially from
the national average in that the sample grouﬁ was less mobile. Less
than half (43.6 percent) had relocated their residence during the
previous five-year period. However, of the families who had moved,
about the same proportion had moved either only one time or more than
oﬁe time (Table 2). The survey results also revealed that most (82
percent) of the moves had taken place within the confines of the city
of Greensboro.

After a review of residential mobility studies, Morris and

Winter (1978) stated that dissatisfaction with the dwelling unit was
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a key element in the motivation to move. They reported that families
who engage in residential mobility (within county moves) were likely
to be those who had too little space, those who had rented, and those
who did not live in a single-family house. Among the sample respon-
dents, both movers and non-movers,slightly over one-third reported
that their former home was not a single-family house (Table 2).

W Nearly half (43.6 percent) revealed that they had not owned, but had

rented their previous dwelling unit.

Summary

In general, the respondent househclds could be characterized as
families, small in size, with one or more children present. Families
with older children appeared to be the most prevalent family type.
Family income was relatively high, in all likelihood reflecting the
high educational and occupational levels of the respondents. These
families were reasonably stable in that many had not moved frequently.
if at all, during the previous five-year period. All owned their
home, and most owned a single-family house before moving to their

present dwelling unit.

Characteristics of the Respondents' Dwelling Units

The tables and discussion presented in the following section
 describe some of the housing characteristics of the sample respon-
dents. These characteristics include the size of the houses, encom-—

passing the number of rooms and bedrooms, amount of square footage,
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and number of persons per room, and the respondents' perception of

the present market value of the house.

House Size

Not surprisingly, particularly in view of the‘high incoﬁe levels
of the respondents, most (79.6 percent) of the houses were of
moderate or large size (Table 3). Exactly half «f the houses had
six or seven rooms, while nearly a third (29.6 percent) were larger
with eight or more rooms. Only 20 percent weré small in size, with
five or fewer rooms.

The same general trend toward largenéss held true when number
of bedrooms was examined (Table 3). Slightly more than half of the
houses had thre¢e bedrooms; nearly a third had four or five. Less
than 20 percent (17.6 percent) contained two or fewer bedrooms.

As for the square footage of the houses, well over a third (38.8
percent) of the respondents reported their house to be larger than
1,500 square feet, but no more than 2,00 square feet, usually con-
sidered a moderately sized house (Table 3). Nearly another third
(28.7 percent) lived in a larger house of more than 2,000 square
feet. Slightly less than a third (32.5 pe?cent) reported their
house to be no more than 1,500 square feet, or of small to moderately
small proportions. Very few of the dwellings could be described as
crowded. Less than five percent had more than one person per room,
a figure that has long been used By the Census Bureau to measure the

presence of crowding (Table 3).




Table 3

Characteristics of Respondents' Dwelling Units
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Characteristics

Percentage

Number of Rooms (n=108)%

Four

Five

Six

Seven

Eight

Nine or More
Total

Number of Bedrooms (n=108)%

Two or Less
Three
Four
Five
Total

Square Footage (n=80)*%*

1,000 or Less

1,001 - 1,500

1,501 - 2,000

2,001 - 3,000

3,001 or More
Total

Persons Per Room (n=112)

One or Less

1.0 - 1.5

1.5 or More
Total

! Value of the House (n=108)%

$20,000 or Less
$20,000-$29,999
$30,000-5$39,999
$40,000-$44,999
$45,000-$49,999
$50,000-$59,999

1756
51.9
27.8
2.7
100.0
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Table 3 (Continued)

Characteristics

Perceﬁtage
Value of the House (Continued)
$60,000-$74,999 6.5
$§75,000 or More ; 7.4
Total 100.0

*Four--No Answers
*%32--No Answers

Valué of the House

The market value of a house has been described as perhaps the
best approximation of the overall quality of a family's housing
situation (Morris & Winter, 1978). The survey respondents were
asked to 'guesstimate' the market value of their homes, or what they
thought it might bring if placed on the market. As with the family
income data, this question used value ranges to represent the actual
house values, thereby losing some specificity in order to gain some-
what sensitive information. Interestingly, while the majority of
'1the families surveyed earned far more than the median income figure
ﬂfor their region of the country, nearly two-thirds (65.7 percent) of
;$hé respondents perceived the value of their homes to be less than
3Ibe median cost of a new house in that region. At the time of this
- rvey, the median cost of a new house in the Southern region was
posted at $44,100 (U.S. Bureau of the Census, 1978b). Only a third

alued their home at more than this median cost figure for a new




house. A very small proportion, less than ten percent, of the res-
pondents valued their home at either the lower (under $20,000) or
upper (above $75,000) end of the range (Table 3).

Several factors may have been at work to influence the sample
population to undervalue their homes to such a degree, if indeed they
did so. Since the average selling price of a new house in Greensboro
was much lower, only $40,698, compared to the average house price in
the South of $48,100 at the time of the study, perhaps the values of
the houses as perceived by the respondents reflected that féct also
(U.S. Bureau of the Census, 1979). Additionally, many of the fami-

| lies may have purchased an existing home rather than a new one, and

existing houses are generally priced lower than new houses. The low
rate of mobility among the respondents could indicate that some time
may have elapsed since the home was originally purchased, and the
family may not have been aware of just how greatly their home had

appreciated in value during the intervening years.

Summary

In summary, nearly all the houses were moderate to large in
- size. Most had six rooms or more, three or more bedrooms, and
totaled 1,500 square feet in size. The respondents' perceptions of
their homes' market value seemed low, particularly when compared to
- the median cost of anew house sold in the Southern region during the
survey year, probably due to low local house prices. Most of the

respondents put the value of their homes at less than $45,000.
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Housing Values

Housing in its function as a living environment for families
enables the family to meet basic human needs for shelter,kprotection,
privacy, and security, among other things. But it is also symbolic
of the things that are valued or deemed important by the family.
Each family reflects its basic values in its selection of housing,
in its choice of a particular house from among many other possible
choices. Moore (1972) described the values associated with a house-
hold's personal lifestyle as conditioners of housing adjustment
behavior in that values undergird a family's satisfaction or lack of
satisfaction with their particular housing unit.

It is for reasons such as these that this present study under-
took to investigate the values of families who have chosen a single-
family dwelling unit from among other availaBle housing types.

Specific values used here were adapted from those identified in other

~earlier studies of families' housing values (Ayars, 1974; Cutler,

1947; Montgomery, 1959). The seven values employed had the potential
of being selected by each respondent from zero to six different
times. Table 4 reports the total number of times each value was
selected and the relative ranking of each value. The va ue _hosen
most frequently was comfort and convenience, while location wvas the
second most frequent selection. The least important value appeared
to be economy. Two other values,‘aesthetic satisfaction and safety,
nearly tied for the second least important value. These results are

nearly identical to those reported by a study of apartment and



Frequency of Selection of Housing Values

Table 4

Values Frequency of Selection Total Times
0 1 2 3 4 5 6 Selected

Confortable and Convenient 10 5 10 17 23 25 22 425

Location 13 8 8 16 32 17 18 393

Privacy 15 13 19 19 18 16 12 332

Friends and Visitors 19 11 18 17 22 19 6 3157,

Aesthetic Satisfaction 26 17 25 19 11 9 5 243

Safety 23 24 21 20 11 8 5 57700 i \
Not Expensive 45 16 16 14 10 ‘7 4 189
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condominium residents (Humphries, 1976). The only difference between
the two studies was that the apartment residents valued location more
highly than comfort and convenience, the highest rankiﬁg,value for
the single-family housing residents and the condomihium owners.
Apparently, different housing types are capable of fulfilling the
same kinds of housing values, just as one feature of a housing unit

may satisfy many different values held by families (Lindamood &

Hanna, 1979). Also, it may be inadvisable to try to interpret a

particular family's values from its housing unit alone.

Housing Goals and Housing Goal Achievement

Several open—-ended questions were used to investigate what the
respondents liked best about their hoﬁsing situation, what things
they would like to have in a future house, and what things seemed to
be preventing them from obtaining the living situation they would
like. Respondents were encouraged to give as many as three different
answers to each of the questions and to rank the answers in order of
their importance. Responses were categorized, and a total score for
~ each category was calculated based on the number of times each cate-
- gory was selected and the weights (one to three) assigned to it by

che respondents.

i

est Liked Characteristics of
resent House

Housing, while often conceived of as just a single item pur-

hased by the consumer, has been more accurately viewed as a bundle
"

f services. This bundle has been described as composed of: the
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physical unit; the neighborhood environment; the types, amounts, and
quality of the public services and utilities; location or proximity
to various places; and as security or an investment (U.S¢ Conference
of Mayors, 1978). The catetories used to classify the respondents'
answers to this question seemed to fit into the framework offered by
this definition of housing. Responses that referred to characteris-
tics of the location turned out to be the highest scoring component
of housing (Table 5). Two other components, aspects of the physical
housing unit and characteristics of the neighboring envirénment, were
nearly identical in rank. These results are not unlike those found
fof apartment and condominium residents by Humphries (1976). Both
groups ranked location as the best liked characteristic, while fea-

tures of the physical housing unit ranked second

Characteristics Desired in Future Home

Most answers given to the question of what the respondents would
like a future home to provide for them referred to characteristics of
the housing unit itself (Table 6). Convenience, comfort or maintain-
ability of the dwelling received the highest score, followed by addi-
tional or larger rooms and more storage space. Only two of the
remaining categories did not refer to some physical component or
feature of the housing unit. And these two, location and character-
istics of the neighboring environment, were the lowest scoring of all
the categories. Once again the séores given these categories by
these single-family housing residents‘did not differ substantially

from those given by apartment and condominium dwellers in response to
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Table 5

Best Liked Characteristics of Present House

Characteristics " Score

Characteristics of the Location of the House-- 199
*Distance to schools (147), distance to
work, medical facilities, shopping,
community facilities, church.

Aspects Related to the Physical Housing Unit--- 168 .
*Size of the house (33), arrangement of '
rooms, appearance, privacy, storage
space, safety, the unit itself.

Characteristics of the Neighboring Environment-- 163
*Neighbors or neighborhood (113), quiet,
condition of neighboring housing, community
organizations, natural amenities.

Investment or Security Aspects of the House-- 40
*Ownership (24), market value, amount of
payments, affordability, tax advantage.

Types, Amount, Quality of Public Services—- 19
*Local schools (16), community
facilities, costs of utilities.

Other 11
600

*Highest scoring single item in category and its score.

Note. Up to three responses per respondent were possible.
Range of scores: 0 to 672.
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Table 6

Characteristics Desired in Future House

Characteristics - Score

Convenience, Comfort or Maintainability Features—— 235
*Newer or larger house, better layout (115),
one floor, smaller, better heating, city
water, privacy, good appearance, lower
maintenance, more energy efficient.

Additional or Larger Rooms-- ‘ 126
*Living area, recreation room, den, study (38),
bedrooms, kitchen, dining, bathrooms.

Additional Storage-—- 83
Closets, storage space, basement, garage,
workshop.

Yard and Landscaping Features—- 56

*Larger or smaller yard, more spacé between
or around houses (37), more trees, fenced-in
yard, play area, swimming pool. ‘

Location—- 25
Proximity to clubs, better schools, in the
country, on less traveled street.

Neighboring Environment-- » 18
Friendly neighbors, similar in status or age.

Other

w1
w
O

Note. Up to three responses per respondent were possible
i Range of scores: 0 to 672.
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a similar question (Humphries, 1976). Both groups placed primary
emphasis on spatial design and construction features of the physical
dwelling unit. As with the single-family residents, ﬁbst of the
answers given seemed to relate to physical characteristics of the
housing unit. It would seem that while locational aspects were
highly valued in their present housing situation, physical features
of the housing unit apparently figured more prominantly when the

| respondents thought about their future housing situation.

Constraints to Achieving Desired Housigg

When asked what appeared to be some of the things preventing
achievement of the living situation they would like, most respondents
answered in terms of economic constraints (Table 7). Psychological
constraints, such as being too old or lacking time, placed a far
distant second. Other limiting factors identified included social,
environmental, and physical characteristics. The naming of economic
constraints as the most significant limiting factor for these respon-
dents paralleled the findings for apartment and condominium residents
identified by Humphries (1976). It should be noted that it was
apparently easier for these respondents to identify those things they
liked about their present housing or wanted in some future housing
‘than it was to articulate what might be preventing them from obtain-
- ing their desired living situation. Significantly fewer respondents
_answered the question about limiting factors than did the questions
~;.about best liked characteristics or desired characteristics in a

future home.
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Table 7
Constraints to Achieving Desired Housing
Constraints Score
Economic Constraints—- 206
*Economics (148), lack of money, high cost
of living and housing, high interest rates,
job related.
No Constraints. 66.
Psychological Constraints—- 49
*Age (26), lack of time, limit knowledge.
Social Constraints—- 28
*Friends and neighbors (10), marital
status, child related.
Environmental Constraints—- ) 22
*Unavailability of housing or land (17),
proximity to facilities, or services.
-:Physical Constraints—— 13
#Physical disability or handicap (11),
poor health.
Other 5
389

Eyighest scoring single item in category and its score.

.l\

lote. Up to three responses per respondent were possible.
Range of scores: 0 to 672.
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Housing Goal Achievement

An investigation of housing goals would not be complete without
ascertaining whether or to what extent they had been achiéved over
time. Using an achievement ladder with ten rungs or levels repre-
senting a continuum, with the bottom rung representing the worst
possible type of housing and the top rung representing the best
possible type of housing situation that the family could obtain, res-

pondents were asked to rank the position they would assign their

past, present, and expected futufe housing situations five years
hence. Scores for present level of achievement ranged from 4.0 to
10.0 with a median of 7.7 and a mean of 7.5 (Table 8). Over 86 per-
cent of the respondents perceived their present housing to be at
level six or above. Very few considered their present home to be at
a low level. For their past level of housiog achievement, the high-
est frequencies occurred for levels three to five (59 percent). It
- was clearly apparent that‘the respondents perceived a significant
upward shift had occurred in their level of housing between their
former and present house. Scores for the respondents' expected
future housing situation ranged from four to ten with a median of
8.4 and a mean of 8.1. Most of the families (83 percent) expected
to acquire housing at level seven or above with the highest frequen-
cies occurring at level eight and above. Clearly, the respondents
expected decided improvements in their future housing situation to
take place also.
When the difference between the ievel of past and present hous-

~ ing was examined, 71 percent of the families had perceived an

‘
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Table 8
Residents; Perceived Levels of Housing Achievement
(Percentage Distributions) .
Rung on Past Future
Ladder Present (Five Years Ago) (Five Years From Now)
Or Level (n=106) : (n=92) (n=105)
1 (Lowest) 0 22 ‘ 0
2 0 ) 0
3 0 153, = 0
. 3.8 ‘ 13.0 2.9
5 9.4 30.4 6 2
6 L5l s 87 7.6
g7 16.0 8.7 : 15.2
8 27.4 65 20.0
9 151 6:5 23.8
b iO (Highest) k3.2 | 6.5 ‘ 23.8

Totals 100.0 100.0 100.0
~ Mean 7.52 5.46 8.09
}Standard : ,
. Deviation 1.64 2.20 1.65

Median 7.71 5.07 8.38
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improvement in their present housing situation from their previous
one of from one to four levels (Table 9). Slightly more than a tenth
of the families perceived that their present housing was worse than
their former housing situation. The difference between the respon-
dents' perceptions of their present and expected future levels of
housing achievement representgd less of a change than that experi-
enced between their past and present housing. Eighty-seven percent
expected to move up one or two levels. Over half (53.4 percent) did
not perceive that a change in their housing would occur within the
next five years. Very few expected either a worsening or a dramatic
imﬁrovement in their near—future housing. It was recognized that the

i one-to-ten scale had an upper bound, therefore limiting the potential

movement for the respondents into the higher levels. When the dif-
ference between past and present, and present and future housing
levels was examined, only a small number (13 percent) of the subjects
did not have the ability to move to a higher level since they were
already at the highest one. The remaining 87 percent of the subjects
could have moved at least one level if not more.

The rate of future goal achievement, the difference between the
families' present and anticipated future levels of housing will be
" used in a later section of this report as a dependent variable. As
‘such, it will represent what the respondents reasonably expect for
i}eir more immediate housing future,in short, their housing aspira-
tions.

When asked to put into concrete terms what their future housing

T;ht be like, most of those responding followed mainstream America.
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Table 9
Rates of Housing Goal Achievement

(Percentage Distributions)

Past to Present Present to Future
Rate of Achievement (n=90) (n=103)

-6 1.1 0
_s 0 | 1.0
-4 0 1.0
-3 1.1 1.0
=2 222 1.0
-1 6.7 0

0 8.9 53.4

1 16.7 23.3
2 18.9 13.6

3 22.2 2l

4 13.4 1.0

5 4.4 1.0

6 2.2 1.0

7 2.2 0

" The predominant image of housing in America is represented by the

‘single-family detached dwelling in at least a suburban if not a rural
irtting. Such was the dream of these survey respondents, too, for at
least the near future. Very few indicated any expectation of acquir-

ng another form of housing, either a condominium, an apartment, or a
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mobile home. Even though only slightly more than half of the respon-
dents provided an answer to this question, those who did not respond
were probably just as likely to feport the same vision of their
future housing as those who did respond. There is also little doubt
that the respondents' images of their future housing were heavily
influenced by their present hopsing situation, indicative perhaps
that for this group, single-family housing had more positive than

negative aspects.

Willingness to Allocate Resources to Housing Goals

Housing is a necessary, but expensive, product, requiring a
major proportion of a family's budget. As such, it is one area in
which families are likely to devote considerable time, thought, and
effort to planning for its acquisition and continued provision. But
just what are families willing to do in order to achieve their hous-

ing goals? How much of their financial resources are they willing to
commit to housing? What other goals will be compromised or abapdoned
if priority were given to housing goals rather than other family
goals?

A portion of the survey instrument for this study dealt with
such issues. The respondents were asked what were some of the things
they would be willing to give up, either wholly or in part, in order
to achieve their housing goals. A five-point scale indicating degree
of support to various statements regarding limitations on family
resources was utilized., The five-point scale was later collapsed
into three categories for analytical purposes. Table 10 summarizes

the responses and ranks them according to frequency of selection.



The Achievement of Housing Goals

Degree of Willingness

Resource Allocation Statements Favor (%) Uncertain (2) Disfavor (%) (n)
Economize on Utilities 82.1 6.3 95 1
Limit Number of Children in Family 78.0 4.4 91 2
Grow Food at Home if Space Available 723 6.9 101 3
Limit Telephone Calls 67.0 5.0 100 4
Encourage All Family Members to Work and Contribute to Housing Expenses 63.4 9.7 93 5
Limit Meals Eaten Out 59.8 4.9 102 6
Spend Less on Transportation 57.8 12.7 102 7]
Postpone Major Purchases (Car, Appliance, etc.) 53.0 21.0 100 8
Limit Expenses for Entertaining and Recreation at Home 52.6 12.4 97 9
Limit Expenses for Entertaining and Recreation Outside the Home 51.0 11,7 102
Move From Present Community 47.5 101
Spend Less on Clothes 45.5 101
Eliminate Pets 38.2 102
Limit Money Spent on Food Purchases 35:3 102
Change Jobs 33.0 97
Limit Gifts to Others 31.1 103
Limit Contributions to Charities or Religlous Organizations 19.4 . 103
Limit Vacation Trips 18.6 3.7 102
Spend Less for Special Training or Further Education for Adults in Family 12.9 7.8 101
Reduce Savings : 10.9 9.9 101
Reduce Amount of Life Insurance 8.9 5.9 101
Limit Regular Visits to a Dentist 6.9 5.0 101
Spend Less for Education for Children 5.9 5.0 101
Take on More Than One Job per Person 4.0 12.9 101
Limit Visits to a Doctor When Ill 3.9 3.9 102
Reduce or Cut Out Hospitalization Insurance 2.0 4.0 101

99
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A majority of the respondent families were willing to accept or
support limitations on family resources to achieve housing goals for
only ten of the 26 items. More than three-quarters were ‘willing to
economize on utilities or limit the number of childrén in the family.
Between a half and three-quarters of the respondents supported such
activities as growing food at home, limiting telephone calls, encour-
aging all family members to contribute to housing expenses, and plac-
ing limits on meals eaten out, transportation costs, major purchasgs,
and entertainment needs.

Conversely, for seven of the 26 commitment items, over three-

quarters of the respondents were not at all willing to limit the
expenditure of financial resources. Those activities included limit-
ing savings, life and hospitalization fnsurance, visits to the doctor
or dentist, the children's education, and téking on more than one job
per person.

In addition to the 26 activities included on the questionnaire,
the respondents were asked to cite other things they would be in
favor of doing in order to achieve housing goals. Some of the acti-
vities reported included building one's own house, making one's own
home repairs, sharing a house with others, increasing the energy
efficiency of one's house, and seeking financial counseling assis-
tance with preparation of a budget plan.

In a similar study of apartment and condominium residents,
Humphries (1976) found similar rankings of the commitment statements
to the results reported here for singie—family housing residents.

‘Al]l three groups ranked economizing on utility expenditures as the

0
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activity they were most in favor of curtailing. Generally speaking,
the same ten top-ranking statements were reported for all three
groups, but in different rank orders. The only exceptionyyas that
the condominium and single-family housing residents' groups ranked
encouraging all family members to work and contribute toward housing
expenditures in the top ten group, while the apartment dwellers did
not. All three groups were also in agreement as to those activities
they would not favor limiting. Economizing on medical and dental
visits and insurance, either life or hospitalization, were the areas

least likely to be favored by these families. It would appear that

regardless of housing type, whether apartment, condominium, or
single—-family, these families were likely to favor curtailing expen-
ditures in similar areas, and unlikely to favor limiting resources

budgeted for other nearly identical areas.

Factor Analysis of the Resource Commitment Items

Close scrutiny of the substantive content of the 26 activities
on the commitment scale revealed that particular characteristics
- could be grouped according to similarities in their content. For
f}example, food purchases and meals eaten away from home would seem to
abe.related to basic needs or more specifically, food needs. Chari-
Hpable contributions and gifts to others are both non-essential dis-
cretionary budgetary expenditures
Since this review revealed the potential for the grouping or
clustering of the various items or activities, further statistical

nalyses to uncover the actual structure of these groups, according
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to the pattern of responses, appeared to be appropriate. Clusters of
characteristics isolated could well constitute some of the principal
or underlying dimensions of families' willingness to allocate more of
their resources to achieving housing goals, while limiting resources
allocated to other goals.

Potential relationships among the 26 activities could best be
determined through the statistical technique of factor analysis. The
most distinctive characteristic of factor analysis is its capability
of reducing a large number of variables into a much smaller, often
more manageable set of variables that may be viewed as source vari-

ables, usually referred to as factors, accounting for the interrela-

tions among the entire set of variables. Factor analysis explains
the variables by showing the basic structure of the response patterns
of the subjects, their similarities, and their differences. The fac-
tors identified by factor analysis can be used as variables in
multiple regression equations through the use of factor scores. It
is with that end-use in mind that the factor analysis of the resource
commitment items was undertaken.

As a prior step to factor analysis, the raw scores of the com-
mitment scale items were transformed into standardized units, or z-
‘E scores. Each variable was thus assigned a mean of zero and a stan-
f_dard deviation not to exceed one--thus, each variable had only one
;unit of variability. Subjects' scores on each variable can then be
féxpressed in terms of its deviation from the mean.

The first step in the actual factor analysis involved the compu-

ation of a correlation matrix for the 26 items or wvariables. The

.
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correlations computed between each pair of variables produced a
26 x 26 matrix of correlation coefficients.

The second step in factor analysis involved the const;hction of
a set of initial factors based on the correlations exhibited in the
data. This step usually determines the minimum number of factors
that can adequately account for the correlations found in the matrix.
Principal component analysis was used to extract this initial set of
factors. 1In this approach, the solution itself is the best linear

combination of the wvariables that accounts for more of the variance

in the data as a whole than any other such combination of variables.

The first principal component (or factor) extracted would be the
best linear combination of the original variables that would account
for the greatest amount of variance in the data. The second factor
would be the second best linear combination of variables, accounting
for the greatest amount of variance remaining that was unaccounted
- for the by the first factor. Subsequent factors were extracted in a
similar fashion until all the variance in the data was exhausted or
_when all that remained of the variance could be attributed to sampl-

ing error.

Although explaining decreasing amounts of variability in the
}%ta, the initial set of factors extracted defined only the most
%hgral patterns of relationships in the data. The final step in
L?tor analysis involved the rotatioﬁ of this initial or unrotated
of factors to a simple structure solution or terminal solution.
”§ugh this rotation, the general factors involving all the vari-

es were shifted to group factors involving distinct sets or
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clusters of variables. Conceptually, the rotated factors are simpler
and more easily interpreted than unrotated factors.

In this study, the Varimax method of rotation, availqble wi£h
the computer program, SPSS Statistical Package for the Social
Sciences, was used to rotate the initial factors. The Varimax method
emphasized the simplification of the columns of the rotated factor
matrix by maximizing the variance of the squared loadings (correla-

tion coefficients) in each column. Thus, there should be little

question as to whether a variable was to be included in a particular

factor. When a variable is not related to a particular factor, its
loading or correlation coefficient on the factor will be close to
zero. But when the variable is involved in a factor, its loading
will be close to 1.0. Once the rotated solution was obtained, the
actual number of factors to extract and retain was determined.

"rules-of-thumb'" are available to help in this process

Several
1‘of separating factors of importance from so-called trivial factors.
- Trivial factors explain little additional amounts of variance, and
may be due entirely to random error. One of the most popular rules

- for addressing the number of factors question is to retain factors

- with an eigenvalue greater than one. Since eigenvalues describe the

as great as any one vari:ble would supply. This criterion estab-
ishes a minimum level fcr the number of factors to be retained.
at is, the number of factors responsible for the correlation matrix

f;l always be equal to or greater than the number specified by this
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In this study, five of the nine initial factors extracted by the
factor analysis procedure had an eigenvalue greater than one. The
proportion of the total variability in the data explained by the
five factors was 78 percent; thus, slightly more than 20 percent of
the variability of all the 26 commitment itéms was lost in the pro-
cess of recombining or reducing the 26 variables into the five fac-
tors. Stronger correlations among the 26 variables would have
increased the amount of total variability retained by the extracted
factors. |

Each of the five factors isolated were related to each of the
26 commitment variables, but in greater or lesser degrees. The mag-
nitude of the relationship between the variables and the factor was
assessed by the loading (or correlation coefficient) of the variables
on the factor. A minimum loading of 0.4 was accepted as a lower-
bound since a variable with that loading on a factor (when squared

~and multiplied by 100) would only have 16 percent of its variability
explained by the factor. (Between five and ten percent of the vari-
ability of a variable can often be explained by mere chance.) Using
these criteria, Factor I was composed of eight of the 26 commitment
- items; Factor II, of two items; Factor III, of three items; and
F§ctors IV and V, of two items each. The total number of items that
composed the five factors equaled 17. Therefore, nine of the origi-
gal 26 items were not included in ‘the five factors.
5 Among the primary benefits of the factor analysis statistical
echnique was its capability of reducing a large set of variables

nto a smaller, more manageable set, ideally without much loss of
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information. In this instance, the use of the technique proved to be’
both appropriate and fairly successful. Twenty-six variables were
reduced to a smaller set of 17, while retaining nearly 86‘percent of
the information provided by the original larger set of variables.

l The results of factor analysis in this study improved on those

obtained by the author of the original goal commitment measure, M.

Paynter (1975). She was able to reduce 35 scale items to five fac-
tors that retained 30 of the items. Those five factors together were
able to account for only 45 percent of the total variability in the
original set of wvariables.

The following paragraphs describe the factor content or the
variables loading on the factor above the 0.4 level. Names for each
of the factors are also given based on ;he interpretation of the fac-
tor's content and its psychological meaningfﬁlness.

Factor I. Basic Living and
- Personal Expenses

Table 11 brought together eight items related to the allocation
- of family resources in the areas of food, clothing, entertainment,
transportation, utilities, and children. The underlying theme of
this factor appeared to be the willingnesslto limit expenditures in
‘areas commonly thought of as basic living or personal costs for the
family. Apparently, one component of families' commitment to housing
goals involved their willingness to sacrifice in the areas of basic

living and personal activities.



Table 11

Groupings Resulting From Factor Analysis of

Resource Commitment Statements

Item/Variable Loadings
Factor I. Basic Living and Personal Expenses
Limit meals eaten away from home. .821
Spend less on clothes. 675
Limit expenses for entertaining and
recreation outside the home. .665
Spend less on transportation. 646
Limit money spent on food purchases. .610
Limit expenses for entertaining and
recreation  at home. .599
Economize on utilities. «590
Limit number of children in family. 413
Factor II. Medical Expenses
Limit regular dental visits. .882
Limit medical visits when ill. .810
Factor III. Contributions and Health Protection
E Expenses
Limit gifts to others. 641
Limit contributions to charities or
religious organizations .619
Reduce or cut out hospitalization
insurance .532
factor IV. Educational Expenses
Spend less for special training or
. further education for adults in family. .792
Spend less for education for children. .776
ctor V. Consumer Purchase and Communication
] Expenses
- Postpone major purchase (car, appliance, etc.). .822
. Limit telephone calls. 469
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Factor II. Medical Expenses

The two items in this factor (Table 11) represented costs of
medical services for the family. The implication was thathamiiies
would be willing to accept compromises in the area of medical care
in order to achieve their housing goals.

| Factor IIT. Contributions and Health
Protection Expenses

This factor was composed of three items concerning gifts, chari-
table donations, and hospitalization insurance (Table 11). ‘If a
family were willing to make sacrifices in this area, thev would
appa?ently regard their housing goals as more important than contri-

butions or health protection.

Factor IV. Educational Expenses

The contents of this factor included two items concerning both
adults' and children's educational costs (Table 11). These items
suggested that limitations on education might be acceptable to fami-
lies in order for them to reach a desired housing goal.

Factor V. Consumer Purchase and
- Communication Expenses

The two items that composed this factor represented the area of
fpmjor consumer purchases, as well as the area of expenditures for
telephone calls. From these statements it would appear that these

. areas were likely to be assigned a lower priority than the achieve-
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Summary of Factor Analysis of Resource

Commitment Statements

The results of this factor analytical study of the 26 commitment
items revealed that the variables did indeed cluster, as hypothesized
earlier. The information provided by the five factors could well be

l used in place of the original 26 items without too much loss of

information. The factor analysis appeared to sqccessfully identify
the principal components or source variables of commitment 6f
resources to housing goals for this particular study group. The
majof factors or components, thus revealed, were used as dependent
variables in multiple regression equations in a later section of this
report. The multiple regression technique was used to examine the
relationship between independent and dependent variables and to test
to see how well the independent variables can predict a respondent's

score on a dependent variable.

Multiple Regression Analyses

Stepwise multiple regression analyses were performed in this
§tudy to examine the relationships between the independent variables:
(1) the respondent's age. (3) sex, (3) education, and (4) occupation,
.(5).the household's size, (6) household composition, (7) family
? come, and (8) the housing mobilitv of the family; and the dependent
}3riables: the seven housing values. rate of chang: for expected
future housing goal achievement, and “he five goal commitment fac-

ors. Through the multiplc regressior technique, it was possible to
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obtain a prediction equation that indicates how scores on the inde-
pendent variables can be weighted and summed to yield the best pos-
sible prediction of the independent variable under examination. The
technique also calculated statistics that indicate how accurate the
prediction equation was, and how much of the variation in the depen-
dent variable was accounted for by the joint influences of the set

of independent variables. With the use of the forward stepwise solu-

tion, it was possible to ''simplify'" the prediction equation by the -

removal of any independent variables that did not add to the predic-
tive accuracy of the equation, once certain of the other independent

variables were added (Nie, Hull, Jenkins, Steinbrenner, & Bent, 1975).

The evaluation and interpretation of each regression equation
was based on the following criteria, 1i;ted in order according to
their relative importance to the process:

1. The F value for the overall equation, which revealed whether
the regression of the dependent variable on the independent
variables was statistically significant, thereby lending
support to the claim that a relationship did exist between
the two and was not due solely to chance.

2. The F value for the regression coefficients (b) of each
separate independent variable which indicated whether the
relationship between it and the dependent variable was
statistically significantlor due to chance. The regression
coefficient, or b value, indicated the direction and magni-
tude of the relationship between each single independent

variable and the dependent variable.



78

3. The R2 (multiple correlation coefficient squared) for the
equation described the proportion of the variability of the
dependent variable explained by the independentKVariables
used in the equation. The adjusted R2 reflects the amount
of variability explained adjusted for the changing number
of independent variables entered at each step of the equa-

| tion.

4. The standard error of the estimate (SEE) reported the
accuracy of the prediction equation in terms of the absolute
amounts of explained or unexplained variability. It enabled
an estimation to be made about the proportion of cases that
will fall between A 1 SEE units from the predicted values,
R4 2 SEE's, and so on. It was ; measure of the variability
of the error. If it was relatively iarge when compared to
the standard deviation of the dependent variable, then the
prediction value of the equation was poor; thus, the

smaller the error, the better the prediction.

Thirteen separate regression analyses were performed using the
 eight selected independent variables and the dependent variables: the
~ seven housing values, rate of change in expécted future housing goal
ﬁéchievement, and the five goal commitment factors. While the propor-
iions of explained variability (R2 adj.) were low (ranging from five
,?3rcent to 16 percent), four of the dependent variables had a signi-
éicant overall F value. Two of the four were significant at the .01

level, while the other two were significant at the .05 level.



795

Regression Analysis of Housing Values

For two of the seven housing values, inexpensive and‘friends and
neighbors, a significant regression equation was producediahich was
indicative of a relationship between these two values and thé set of
independent variables. The remaining five housing values were not
significantly related to this particular set of independent vari-
ables. In a similar study of the housing values of condominium resi-
dents by Humphries (1976), none of the housing values studied had a

significant relationship to any of the independent variables, which

were -nearly identical to those used in this present study.

Value of Inexpensive

For the housing value identified as economy, the adjusted R2 was
.16 (F = 4.04, p <.01); therefore, 16 percent of its variability was
explained by a set of the independent variables (Table 12). Of that
- set, only housing mobility and family income were statistically
isignificant at the .01 level, while sex of the respondent was signi-
;;icant at the .05 level. 1In all three instances, the relationship
with the housing value economy was a negative one., These results can
be interpreted as meaning that the fewer times a respondent had
'ﬁved, the more times he selected the value of inexpensive over the
ther values. By the same token, the lower the family's income, the
ore times the value of inexpensive was selected. Female respondents
0se this value less often than did male respondents.
- Housing mobility has often been associated with an upward

provement in a family's status position and income level;
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Table 12
Results of Multiple Regression Analysis For

Economy (Housing Value)

Standard
Variable b Beta Error of b F
Number of Moves -.56492 -.38009 .17930 9.927%%
Family Income -.000076 -.28401 .00003 7.469%*
Sex of Respondent
Female -.85307 -.22969 »38935 4.800%*
. (Male Omitted)
Age of Respondent -.01721 -.13234 .01565 1.209
Composition of
Household
Singles, Sepa-
rated,
Divorced,
Widowed .51073 .06544 .80555 0.402

~ (Couples With
~ Children Omitted)

}Constant "4 .88276

=
i
N
o
©

B adj. = .156

F = 4.0373%%

Standard Error = 1.716
k%Significant at .01 level.

*Significant at .05 level.

L . % 3 & .
ote. Variables not entered into equation: education and occupation
' of the respondent, and size of household.
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therefore, it seems natural t assume that those who have moved
infrequently may not have expe¢rienced such benefits to the same
degree as those who have moved more frequently. Additionglly, it
would seem reasonable to expect families with low incomes or limited
resources to be deeply concerned about costs, and the most efficient
and effective ways to allocate their limited resources. Thus, it is
understandable why infrequent movers and families with low incomes
would rank highly a housing value that stressed economy. As to why

females were less likely to highly rank this value is less clear.

Traditionally, it has been the man of the House who has controlled
the checkbook and has been the one most aware of the family's finan-
cial situation. Therefore, it could be.asserted that he would be the
one most concerned about efficient resource management. On the other
hand, perhaps females were less concerned about economy, because they
were more concerned about other values that contributed more toward
;-making a house a home--things that cost money instead of save money.

A look at the Beta weights revealed that housing mobility was
 the most important variable related to a respondent's valuing economy
~ in housing. The two other statistically significant variables,
family income and sex of the respondent, were each decreasingly less
important than housing mobility in determining how many times a res-
pondent was likely to select the value of economy over any of the
}her values.

Since each value had the potential to be selected by each res-

; ; ” T
dent from zero to six times, an error of - 1.7 would appear to

20

2an that the predictive capability of this regression equation might
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be only fairly successful if applied to another sample of similar
respondents. However, the standard error of the estimate was smaller
than the standard deviation (1.87) for this value; therefore, the
range of predicted scores would fall within the range of scores that
actually occurred. Since the smaller the error term is relative to
the standard deviation, the better the prediction, this equation

would be fairly successful if applied to another sample of similar

respondents.

Value of Friends and Neighbors

The second housing value that yielded a statistically signifi-
cant regression equation (F = 5.4, p ¢.05) was friends and neighbors
(Table 13). The adjusted R2 of .078 igdicated that after adjusting
for the number of independent variables entered into the equation,
nearly eight percent of the variability of the value was explained.
The independent variables which were statistically significant in the
- equation were sex of the respondent and the respondent's occupation.
Sex of the respondent was positively related to the frequency of
choosing friends and neighbors, as was occupation. This indicated
females were likely to select friends and qeighbors as a housing
value more frequently than males, while respondents in occupational
categories at the upper end of the occupational scale were more
likely to rank this value highly than were those at the lower end.

. The female respondents, even thouéh many worked, were probably much
more likely to spend time at home with‘the increased opportunities

- afforded there for interaction with friends and neighbors than were
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Table 13

Results of Multiple Regression Analysis For

Friends and Neighbors (Housing Value) o
Standard
Variable b Beta Error of b F

Sex of Respondent

Female .93078 +25255 .40058 5.399%
(Male Omitted)

Occupation of
Respondent .25341 +25313 ©.11870 4 .558%

Education of

Respondent .08877 .12243 .08339 1.133
Family Income .000042 .15820 : .00003 1.790
Number of Moves .16708 .11328 .16315 1.049
Constant 1.43338
,Rz = .134

8% adj. = .078

F=2.379%

1 Standard Error = 1.780
 (n = 83)

: *Significant at .05 level.

Note. Variables not entered into equation: composition and size of -

3 the household, and age of respondent.
113 ’
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males, since traditionally female roles have emphasized home and
family care. Males are usually more career-oriented with more con-
tacts with the larger community that they may value more-highly than

neighborhood contacts. Persons at the lower end of the occupational

scale generally are considered to have lower incomes, are often
either traditional or inner directed, and more concerned with physi-
cal safety (Rainwater, 1966). Persons of higher occupational rank,
in contrast, are more outer directed or community centered rather
than house centered, and reasonably could be expected to highly wvalue
friends and neighbors. According to the Beta weights, occupation was
only slightly more important than sex of the respondent in explaining
the variability in the dependent variable, friends and neighbors.
The standard error of the estimate, 1.78, was smaller than the stan-
dard deviation (1.83) for this wvalue, indicating that occupation and
sex of a subject would be fairly good predictors of whether indivi-
~duals would select this housing value more frequently than other

values.

Regression Analysis of Expected Rate of Change in

Future Housing Achievement

In this regression equation, approximately 14 percent (F = 3.63,
P <.01) of the variability in the dependent variable, expected rate
‘of change in future housing goal achievement, was explained by the
independent variables (Table 14). Only the respondent's age was
lgtatistically significant (p ¢.01), and the relationship found was a

legative one. Therefore, as a respondent's age increased, the
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Table 14
Results of Multiple Regression Analysis For
Expected Rate of Change in Future . i

Housing Goal Achievement

: Standard
Variable b Beta Error of b F

Age of Respondent -.03442 -.34049 .01224 TR =% .

Composition of
Household
~ Couples without
Children -.07903 -.02354 L9448 0.026
(Couples With
Children
Omitted)

Sex of Respondent

Female -.29025 -.10307 .30056 0.933
(Male Omitted)

Size of House-
hold .20260 .16698 ) .19435 1.087

Composition of
Household

Single, Sepa-

rated,

Divorced,

Widowed .83190 .14387 .80451 1.069
(Couples With

Children

Omitted)

- Constant 1.5983

* R2 = .199 F = 3.6354%%

2

R™ adj. = .145 Standard Error = 1.3106

(n = 79) *%*Significant at .01 level.

Note. Variables not entered into equation: occupation and education
of the respondent, family income, and number of moves.
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greater the likelihood of a great deal of change to occur between
present level of housing achievement and future level of housing
achievement. Changes or improveménts in one's housing sityation are
brought about by a number of factors, btut the major factor may be the
pressure of space n=eds generated by li'e cycle changes. Older fami-
lies who are in the pr cess or have alrcady launched their children
into independence may o ‘on;er be affected by space need pressures.
As a result, they would robably expect to remain in their present
home for some time to core or to make only minor adjustments in the
level of their housing achievement.

However, life-cycle changes associated with age cannot totally
explain why older individuals expected little improvement to occur
in their housing level over time. After all, family composition was
one of the set of independent variables entered into this equation,
although its relationship to expected rate of change was not found to

be significant. A number of studies concerned with factors influenc-

ing residential mobility héve identified age as being frequently
correlated with mobility (Foote, Abu-Hughod, Foley, & Winnick, 1960;
Long, 1974; Morgan, 1973; Petersen, 1969; Pickvance, 1973; Rossi ,
-1955). As age increased, housing mobility appeared to decrease,
prqbably due to an inability or unwillingness to make adjustments to
new situations and surroundings, a declining need to make such moves
‘because of increased job stability, or a shrinking income. These
’same reasons could doubtlessly affect a family's expectations of the
level of housing achievement they might attain through a future

housing move.
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Although other independent variables were entered into the
regression equation, only the age of the respondent was significant.
The Beta weights revealed that age was the most important variable
in the equation. The standard error of the estimate was 1.31, and
it was smaller than the standard deviation (1.417) of the actual
scores. The smaller the error term is in relation to the standard
deviation, the better the prediction value of the equation. There-
fore, the success of this regression equation in predicting‘the
rate of change in future housing achievement for another sample group

would be fairly good.

Regression Analysis of Resource Commitment Factors

Only one of the five commitment facfors could be explained to
some degree by the set of independent variables. The one factor,
derived earlier from the results of a factor analysis of the resource
commitment items, appeared to have a statistically significant rela-
tionship only to age of the respondent, but to .none of the other.
independent variables. Since all the factor loadings were positive,
it was easier to make unambiguous interpretations of the relation-

ships found between the factor score and the independent variables,

Edubational Expenses

In Table 15, the results of the regression analysis, utilizing
" the dependent variable willingness to limit educational expenses in
- order to achieve a housing goal, and the eight selected independent

~ variables are presented. Only one of the independent variables, age
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Table 15
Results of Multiple Regression Analysis For

Willingness to Limit Educational Expenses

To Achieve Housing Goals

4 Standard
Variable b Beta Error of b F
Age of Respondent .030633  .24270 .01361 5.070%
Constant -.87250
R% = .05890 F = 5.0696%
R2 adj. = .04728 Standard Error = 1.76998
(n = 83) *Significant at .05 level.

Note. Variables not entered into equation: occupation of respon-
dent, family income, sex of respondent, housing mobility,
education of respondent, size of household, and composition
of household.

of the respondent was significantly related to the dependent variable

(F=5.07, p<.05). The reiationship between the two was a positive

one, indicating that as age of the respondent increased, the more

likely the respondent was to support limiting resources allocated to
educational expenses in order to reach a housing goal. It can be
asserted that as age increases, the need for education decreases as
adults and children in the family complete various educational levels
of achievement. Therefore, older families would be more likely to

feallocate resources formerly earmarked for educational needs to a

housing goal.
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The adjusted R2 of .047 conveyed that only a very small propor-
tion of the variability in the resource commitment factor of educa-
tional expenses was explained by the independent variable éhtered in
the regression equation. The standard error of the estimate,/l.77,
was smaller than the standard deviation of 1,81, and implied a
successful prediction process for another similar group of respon-

dents.

Summary of Regression Analyses

This study sought to identify some of the demographic variables
that serve to explain individuals' and families' housing values and
aspirations, and their resource commitment to housing goals. Find-
ings indicated that a number of the demographic variables--age, sex,
and occupation of the respondent, family incoﬁe, and housing
mobility--were statistically significant in explaining at least some
of the housing values, short-term aspirations, and resource commit-
ment to housing goals, but in different patterns and to different
degrees. No one of the demographic variables was found to influence
all of the dependent variables.

The statistically significant relationships between the selected
independent variables and the dependent variables are summarized in
Table 16. The explanatory power of the independent variables was
- low, ranging from five to 16 perceﬁt (adjusted R2), but the standard
error of the estimates was relatively low, too. Therefore, even

though the amount of explained variability was small, the success of
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Table 16

Summary of Factors Influencing Housing Values,

Aspirations, and Resource Commitment To

Housing Goals

Ind pendent Variables

Family Housing
Dependent Variables Age Sex Occupation Income Mobility
Housing Values
Inexpensive n 0 —k% —*%
Friends and Neighbors 0 ks +% 0 0
Aspirations
Expected Rate of Future
Housing Achievement — %% 0 0 0 0
Resource Commitment
Factor Groupings =
Educational Expenses %% 0 0 0 )

**Significant at .01 level

*Significant at .05 level.

06
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the overall prediction process was good. Only the analysis of two of
the seven housing values, economy and friends and neighbors, resulted
in significant F values. For one of them, economy, the éélationship
was a negative one. The analysis indicated that as a respondent's
income and rate of housing mobility decreased, the more frequently
this value was selected. In addition, female respondents less often
chose this value than did males.

For the other housing value, friends and neighbors, a positive
relationship was found between it and sex and occupation of the res-
pondent. Thus, females selected this value more frequently than

males, while respondents in higher ranking occupational categories

(professionals, managers, teachers and administrators) were more
likely to pick this wvalue than lower raﬁking occupational categories.

A statistically significant negative reiationship occurred be-

tween age and the respondent's expected rate of future housing goal
-achievement. As age increased, the respondent was less likely to
expect a significant improvement to occur between his present level
of housing achievement and his anticipated future level of achieve-

} ment. In an earlier study of condominium residents (Humphries,

- 1976), age was found to be significantly reiated to expected rate of
change in future housing goal achievement also.

Only one of the five resource commitment factor groupings
resulted in a statistically significant relationship to any of the
yindependent variables under study. In this instance, the factor
grouping labeled educational expenses had a positive relationship

with age of the respondent. Results of the analysis revealed that
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as age increased, the more supportive the respondent became toward
limiting expenditures for educational needs in order to gain a
housing goal.

In general, findings of this study indicated that some demo-
graphic variables did indeed affect some of the housing values,
housing aspirations, and willingness to allocate resources to housing
goals of single-family housing residents, but not to any great
degree. Apparently, other variables, either demographic, economic,
situational, or sociological, may have had a far greater impact than
the set of demographic variables examined here. To investigate that
possibility, several other potentially useful independent variables
that were included on the questionnaire were examined to tesp their
influence on the various dependent variébles. Five other independent
variables utilized were: form of tenure for‘previous house, length
of time at present address, former house type (single-family, apart-

~ment, mobile home), perceived market value of present house, and
number of rooms in present house. These five were added to the most
significant of the original variables (five out of eight) and addi-
tional multiple regression analyses were performed. Two of the five
" additional independent variables--form of fenure for previous house,
and the perceived market value of the present house--resulted in
statistically significant relationships to some of the dependent
variables, particularly for more of the housing values (Table 17).

The respondent's perception of the present market value of his

house seemed to offer most in explanatbry power, but as with the

original set of independent variables, it explained only a small
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Table 17
Summary of Additional Factors Related to Housing

Values, Aspirations, and Resource

Commitment to Housing Goals

Independent Variables

Tenure of Perceived Market Value

Dependent Variables Former Home . of Present Home
Housing Values

Location L 0

Inexpensive 0 *

Friends and Neighbors 0 *%

Aesthetics 0 *
Resource Commitment
Factor Groupings

Contributions and

Health Protection

Expenses 0 » *

**Significant at .01 level.

*Significant at .05 level.
amount of the total variability of the dependent variables (three to
12 percent). Additionally, the variable of perceived market value
of the house appeared to replace the contribution made by one of the
variables in the original set, agé of the respondent. Apparently,
factors or combinations of factors other than the demographic ones
examined here played a far more important role in explaining any of

the dependent variables.
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CHAPTER V

<

SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS
Summary

The dream of most American families is to own a single-family

house situated on its own lot. That dream has become increasingly

more difficult to bring into reality in recent years as housing costs

have skyrocketed beyond the means of most Americans. Given the
‘increasing difficulty of obtaining affordable housing and the
strength of the desire Americans have for an owned single-family

dwelling, can alternatives to the ideal be found that will "fit"
families as well as the ideal? Obviously, among the first steps in
such a process is to investigate present occupants of owned, single-
family houses to determine more precisely the needs and aspirations
such housing fulfills, and how strongly committed families are toward
achieving this type of housing.

The purpose of this study was to: (1) identify the housing
values of single-family housing owners; (2) identify their goals and
aspirations for future housing; (3) determine their willingness to
" commit resources to achieving housing goals; (4) identify relation-
ships between selected demographic variables and the values, aspira-
tions, and resource commitment to housing goals of single-family
housing residents; and (5) to compare owners to condominium units and

those of single-family housing units for similarities or differences

in relation to these different groups of variables.
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A six-part questionnaire, modeled after a similar instrument
used to survey multiunit housing residents, was mailed to 400 ran-
domly selected single-family residents in Greensboro, North Carolina,
during the spring of 1977. The response rate was 28.5 percent,
yielding 112 usable questionnaires coded and analyzed by the VAX
11.780 computer system. Frequencies, factor analysis, and multiple
regression were the statistical procedures used to analyze the data.

Respondents in the sample were fairly evenly distribu;ed accord-
ing to sex. Two-thirds of them were 36 years of age or older. Well
over‘three-fourths (82.1 percent) of the respondents were married,
and the average length of time married was nearly 21 years. Mpst of
the respondents had at least a high school education, while over half
had either a bachelors or an advanced dégree. Occupational positions
held reflected the high levels of education they had acquired, since
nearly half (42.2 percent) were either professionals, managers,
administrators or teachers.

About 60 percent of tﬁe survey households numbered three or more
persons, with most of the children in the household over age six.
Over three-quarter: of the households reported an income € :al tc or
‘greater than $15,000 per year. For the most part, the families wer.
not very mobile; less than half (43.6 percent) had moved one or more
times during the previous five vears.

Most of the houses occupied by the respondents were moderate to
large in size with six or more rooms and three or more bedrooms. As
to the value of the house, nearly two-thirds of all respondents per-

ceived the market value of their house tc¢ be low or less than $45,000,
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a figure that was roughly equivalent to the median cost of a new
house located in the South at the time of the survey.

The seven housing values utilized in this study were ranked by
each of the respondents. Values chosen most frequently were comfort
and convenience, location, and privacy. Economy (inexpensive) and
safety appeared to be the least important values as perceived by
this sample group.

When asked what they liked best about their present housing
situation, the characteristics cited most frequently by the respon-
derts were location, and aspects related to the physical housing
unif. Characteristics of public services was the category cited
least frequently.

As to what the respondents might like to have in a future home,
most statements referred to physical characteristics of the dwelling
unit--comfort, convenience or maintainability, additional or larger
rooms, and more storage. Characteristics of the neighboring environ-
ment and locational aspecté were the least often cited category of
responses. When asked what might be preventing them from achieving
the living situation they would like, most respondents answered in
terms of economic ~onstraints—-lack of money, the high costs of liv-
ing and of housing.

Respondents were asked to rank the positions they would assign
to their past, present, and expected future housing goal achievement
on a continuum of from one to ten. Most perceived that their present
housing was at a higher level than their previous housing, and

expected their future housing to be at a still higher level. However,
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less of a change was anticipated between their present and future
housing achievement level than had occurred between their past and
present levels of housing. As for what their future housipg might

be like, nearly all of those who responded envisioned another single-
family detached dwelling unit, preferably in a rural setting.

One portion of the survey‘dealt with respondents' willingness to
allocate or reallocate their financial resources toward the achieve-
ment of a housing goal. A majority of the families indicated a
willingness on their part to limit resources allocated to utilities,
additional children, food purchases, telephone calls, transportation,
major purchases, and entertainment needs. They did not support
reallocating resources budgeted for savings, life and hospitalization
insurance, medical and dental visits, and the children's education.
Nor did they favor family members taking on more than one job. A
factor analysis was computed for the 26 resource commitment state-
ments, and resulted in the identification of five factors that
appeared to underlie commitment of resources to housing goals. .The
five factor groupings or clusters of resource commitment variables
were named: basic living and personal expenses, medical expenses,
contributions and health protection expenses, educational expenses,
and consumer purchase and communication expenses. These five factor
groupings retained only 17 of the original 26 resource commitment
~ statements, but explained nearly 80 percent of the information pro-

vided by the larger set of variables.

Multiple regression analyses were utilized in order to determine

any relationships that might exist among the demographic variables
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(sex, age, education, and occupation of the respondent, size and
composition of the household, family income, housing mobility), and
the housing values, expected rate of change in future housing goal
achievement, and the resource commitment factors. Statistically
significant relationships were found for only two of the seven hous-
ing values--economy, and friends and neighbors. Sex, family income,
and housing mobility were the important contributors to the deter-
mination of the housing value, economy, while sex and occupation were
important to the value of friends and neighbors. However, none of
the independent variables was involved to any great extent.

| A statistically significant relationship was also found between
the dependent variable, expected rate of future housing goal achieve-
ment, and age. Although age was the iﬁdependent variable of most
importance, it was to only a small degree.

Only one of the five resource commitment factor groupings,

educational expenses, yielded a statistically significant relation-
ship to any of the independent variables. Age was the only variable

found to be significantly related to that resource commitment factor.
Conclusions

The intent of this study was primarily exploratory in nature, to
try to gain some insight into characteristics that owners of single-
family housing units have in common. In this way, some of the fac-
tors that may influence families to choose this type of housing situ-

ation over other possible housing alternatives may be identified.
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Perhaps the major conclusion of this study, based on results of
the multiple regression analyses, is that traditional demographic
variables appeared to exert little influence on the housing-related
decisions of this group of respondents. While some statistically
significant relationships were identified between the independent and
dependent variables, they were few in number, and the amount of
explained variability in the dependent variables contributed by the
independent variables was small. Other factors--economic, personal,
sociological, or situational--not considered in this study mav play
a far greater role than demographic variables.

While the multiple regression analyses may have been the major
undertaking of this study, another analysis of a different kind was
also thought to be of some importance; Comparisons of this sample
group were made to a group of multiunit condominium residents in the
same locality (Humphries, 1976) to discover if there might be some
variables or relationships that had a bearing on why some families
chose to buy condominiums, while others chose to buy single-family
houses. The variables, both independent and dependent, investigated
in this present study and the study of condominium residents were
very nearly identical. While some of the demographic characteristics
of the two groups were different, the patterns of their housing
values, aspirations, and resource commitment to housing goals were
very similar. However, when the results of the multiple regression
analyses were compared, differences between the two groups emerged.
In the study of condominium residents, no statistically significant

relationships to any of the housing values were found, nor was one
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found with any of the resource commitment factors that were similar
to those identified by this present study. A relationship was
established between age and expected rate of future housing goal
achievement of condominium residents similar to the relationship
found between these same two variables for the single-family housing
residents. The confoundirg nature of this comparison of the two
resident groups made the drawing of any firm conclusions difficult.
If housing values, housing aspirations, and degree of resource com-
mitment to housing goals can be assumed to form the basis or to
underlie housing decisions or choices of one :type of housing over
anotﬁer, then demographic variables of the kind analyzed in these two
studies would seem to offer little in the way of illuminating why
people choose one type of housing over another.

The results from both the housing values test and most preferred
characteristics section of the questionnaire revealed that the res-
pondents gave primary importance to physical features of the actual
Ahousing unit, rather than other aspects of housing such as the neigh—
boring environment or community facilities and services. It may be
appropriate to conclude that characteristics of the unit itself
‘loomed large when housing decisions were made, and subsequently,
influenced a family's satisfaction with their particular housing
situation.

While economy was cited as the least important housing value,
economic constraints were identified by the respondents as the chief
obstacle preventing them from obtzining their housing goal. There-

fore, it can be concluded that while economics may deter families
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from achieving their desired housing, a housing unit that was econo-
mical to buy or maintain, perhaps even a stripped-down housing unit,
was not at all what they desired.

Since age was found to be a significant predictor of the amount
of change expected between present and future housing achievement
levels, with older families expecting less, it may be concluded that
older families would not be as willing to make sacrifices or adjust-
ments in their level of living in order to achieve a E)U'ing goal.
After all, they would only be making what they perceiv:d to be only
a slight improvement in their housing level.

VNot surprisingly, most of the respondents perceived that their
future housing situation would be another owned, single-family hous-
ing unit. It was clear that only when families begin to encounter
greater difficulties in obtaining such housing will the rosy glow
that surrounds this ideal housing type become clouded. And that day
may be fast approaching. Perhaps, other housing alternatives might
then be given the considerafion they deserve.

These families appeared to be willing to make sacrifices in
order to achieve a housing goal, but only sacrifices of particular
kinds. Most supported economizing on basic living expenses or limit-
ing the size of the family, but few seemed willing to limit savings,
insurance, medical visits, or education. Obviously, families have a
hierarchv of goals, and the achievement of a housing goal, while
important, had a lower priority than goals affecting the family's
future security or well-being. It can be concluded that for these

respondents, their housing was perceived more as a living environment
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for the family rather than as an economic resource or investment for
the future, and surely it is that, too. In addition, it may be that
other families with different characteristics and living under dif-
ferent circumstances will assign a higher or, perhaps, a lower prior-
ity to achieving a housing goal than this sample group actually did.
The resource commitment measure used in this investigation

appeared to be good, particularly since it seemed to rather accu-
rately represent real-life decision-making through the use of prior-
ity rankings and trade-offs that are often required in the process.
The original measure, developed by Paynter (1975), was changed and
apparently improved. Therefore, it can be concluded that the measure
has some potential as an investigative tool for probing goal-oriented
behavior aimed at achieving housing ggals or even for other goal-

related areas.

Recommendations for Future Research

The identification and inclusion of other kinds of independent
variables that may be related to housing values, housing aspirations,
and resource commitment beyond the demographic ones used in this
study would be a useful and important task. Variables that would
contribute more toward explaining the dependent variables would add
much to the investigation of the factors influencing families and
their housing-related decisions. It is even conceivable that some
of the dependent variables used in this study could well become inde-

pendent variables, particularly the housing values.
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Populations of single-family and multiunit-housing units could
be investigated and discriminant analysis, a statistical technique
that forces groups to be as statistically distinct froﬁgeach other as
possible, could be performed to discover which variables have the
capability of discriminating between the two types of resident groups
in the sense of being able to tell them apaft. Such an endeavor
might provide another avenue of investigation to illuminate more
about factors at work in the housing—decisioﬁ process.

Since the value of the resource commitment measure was reaffirmed
as a result of this study, it is recommended that it be used with
other sample populations and other goal-related areas. Based on the
outcome of the factor analysis of the resource commitment statements,
it may even be possible to use an abbreviated version of it without
much loss of valuable information. |

Use of the resource commitment measure with other income groups
would be profitable and should be encouraged. Families with higher
incomes, and those with lower incomes might well be willing to sacri-
fice different things in different degrees in order to achieve a
housing goal.

In that the respondents appeared to assign considerable import-
ance to the physical characteristics of their housing unit, particu-
larly comfort, convenience, privacy, size, and room arrangement,
builders and developers would be Well advised to evaluate their
designs in terms of thesescharacteristics. Apparently, they warrant
considerable attention. Further, other research endeavors are needed
to discover just what specific physical features best speak to the

concerns .identified by this respondent group.
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While the term aspirations was used in this study to refer to
(1) the respondents' desires for future housing, and (2) the rate of
change they anticipated to occur between their present and future
housing, the term expectation may be a more accurate one, particu-
larly for the latter case. Although both relate to some future time,
aspirations are more like desires, while expectations are a more
realistic assessment of what future conditions might be like (Morris
& Winter, 1978). For this study, desires for future housing were
couched in terms of the short-run or only five years in the future.
It was highly probable that the respondents were answering in terms
of what they actually expected the future to hold for them rather
than just their dreams. It is recommended that future studies uti-
lizing a Cantril-type ladder for aspirafions specify a longer-term
future choice in order to more accurately diécover what the respon-
dents' aspirations may be.

The research methodology used in this survey drew a random sample
from county property tax records. If tax records are computerized,
and a program already exists to randomly sample the data base, the
use of this procedure should be considered for other research efforts
wishing to survey housing residents due to its accuracy and speed.

Others contemplating the use of mail questionnaires would do
well to investigate Dillman's (1978) systems approach as a means of
improving overall response rates. Unfortunately, his approach was
not published until tHe year following the date of the actual data

collection phase of this survey.
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