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ABSTRACT 

The focus of this study was to further the understanding of the 

importance of household characteristics in the tenure (buy or rent) 

decision-making process. The links between behavior and household 

factors for in-migrants were examined and a behavior model was developed 

to explain the housing choices of renters who had recently migrated. 

Apartment renters with five years or less residency in Tucson, Arizona 

were surveyed to determine what factors explain their tenure decisions. 

The study sought answers to the question of why so few new arrivals were 

buying homes when affordability was at the best level it had been in 

five years. 

The methodology of the study involved two surveys: a preliminary 

personal survey to screen for newcomers and an in-depth self

administered survey. The mail-back survey was effectively utilized to 

obtain data on the characteristics, perceptions, and homebuying 

intentions of renting newcomers. 

The results of the survey supported four main hypotheses: (1) 

The tenure decision is directly related to residential history in prior 

locations and in the current city. (2) Socio-demographic determinants 

impose significant effects on the tenure decisions of in-migrants. In 

addition to the oft-researched population variables, leisure factors 

were incorporated in this analysis of life cycle. (3) Place ties exert 

influence as pull factors in the tenure decision. Place ties to past 

residences and to potential future destinations inhibit home purchasing 

xxii 
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decisions, while place ties to the current city retard migration and 

facilitate homebuying. (4) The tenure decision is impacted and 

restricted by economic constraints. The economic constraints go beyond 

income to include down payments, pricing, financing, and previous home 

sales. 



CHAPTER 1 

INTRODUCTION 

More detailed analysis of housing consumption 
and housing adjustment is critical to better 
understanding of the links between housing 
change and mobility (Clark, Deurloo, and 
Dieleman, 1984, p. 30). 

A curious unexplained reluctance to buy homes among the new in-

migrants to the Sun Belt city of Tucson is the key question in this 

dissertation. Past studies have shown that tenure (rent or own) was one 

of the best predictors of mobility (Rossi, 1955, 1980; Deutschman, 1972; 

Fredland, 1974; Hanushek and Quigley, 1978; Clark, Deurloo, and 

Dieleman, 1984). Renters have been found to be much more mobile than 

owners. Furthermore, a number of household characteristics including 

family size, income, race, age, and tenure in prior residence affect 

tenure choice when a move occurs. Many of the recent in-migrants in 

Tucson and other Sun Belt cities, however, present anomolies which 

remain unexplained. 

The key objective of this study is to develop a behavioral model 

to explain housing choice by renters who recently migrated to Tucson. 

One important question is why so few new arrivals are buying homes when 

affordability is at the best level it has been in five years. Monthly 

statistics for the first quarter of 1987 released by the Nstf.onal 

Association of Realtors continue to emphasize the improved affordability 

due to stabilized or falling prices and decreased financing costs. 
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Sixty-one percent of the people who have moved to Tucson in the past 

five years were renters in 1986. This compares to the 28% share of 

residents who have lived in Tucson for more than 6 years and the 39% of 

Tucson's total population. The proportion of new in-migrants who rent 

has been growing in recent years (Tucson Trends 86, 1986), in spite of 

the fact that affordability has been improving during the same time 

frame. Additionally, recent surveys have revealed that many of these 

renters have incomes high enough to qualify for mortgage financing 

(Tucson Trends 86, 1986; Kolbe, 1986). The results of these other 

surveys have indicated that lack of income is not the only answer to why 

these renters are not buying. 

Although it is not unusual for in-migrants to rent during their 

initial post-migration period, it is counter to the theories of past 

research for so many of the in-migrants to continue renting. Of 

particular significance is the former homeowners whose continued renting 

is contrary to the models developed by earlier researchers. Some of the 

socio-demographic characteristics of these renters are also contrary to 

attributes expected from the literature on migration and homebuying. 

The behavioral model developed in this study explains in-migrant housing 

choice by analyzing four issues: (1) the role of residential history in 

the tenure decision, (2) how socio-demographic determinants influence 

the decision to buy or rent, (3) the relationship of place ties to 

homeownership, and (4) the effect of economic constraints on homebuying. 

The organization of this study is detailed in the next section and then 

Chapter 2 examines the findings of previous literature, which contrasts 

with the situation in Tucson. 



Organization of Dissertation 

The introductory chapter is followed by a review of previous 

research on migration and residential decision making in Chapter 2. 

The methodology is described in Chapter 3. The Tucson rental market is 

examined in Chapter 4. The economics of renting versus owning in 

Tucson are analyzed in Chapter 5. Overall findings from the survey are 

summarized in Chapter 6 and a base for the behavioral model for 

homebuying is presented. The next four chapters examine each of the 

four major issues: Chapter 7--tenure decision and residential history; 

Chapter 8--socio-demographic determinants; Chapter 9--place ties, and 

Chapter 10--economic constraints. In Chapter 11 the regression model 

developed in this study is assessed in its explanation of housing 

choice by apartment renters who recently migrated to Tucson. The final 

chapter (Chapter 12), presents a summary and recommendations. 

-·---- ~--~ ·- ---- ---------~-------
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CHAPTER 2 

PREVIOUS RESEARCH ON MIGRATION 
AND RESIDENCE DECISION MAKING 

Once upon a time we understood--or thought 
we did--the causes of migration, the 
uniformities and patterns of migratory 
movements, and the social and personal conse
quences of geographic mobility both for the 
movers and the units into which they moved. 
All this is past; at least we may hope so. 
But in place of satisfying closure offered by 
previous theories we find a treacherous morass 
of only dimly charted and far too complex 
terrain. (Abu-Lughod, 1975, p. 201). 

The explosion of interdisciplinary migration research since the 

1960s has provided much useful knowledge, but it fails to explain the 

current situation in Tucson. The absence of homebuying among Tucson's 

recent in-migrants is contrary to what would be expected from the 

theories of past reseachers in several disciplines. The multiple disci-

pline approach, however, is especially applicable considering the 

complexity of the subject. 

Geographic studies led the way in migration research with the 

enduring concept of the gravity model. Although the gravity model has 

well-established roots in the work of Ravenstein (1885) and Young 

(1924), the model was first formalized by Zipf (1946). The gravity 

model is still being effectively utilized as a methodological approach 

for the study of aggregate migration flows (Plane, 1984, 1987). While 

4 

-~ ~~------------------------------------



geographers have studied migration at all levels (international, intra

regional, rural-urban, and intraurban), two key scales of analysis have 

emerged: the macro-scale (aggregate flows) and the micro scale 

(individual movement). 

5 

The first emphasis in geographic migration research was at the 

macro level, especially examining population movement and redistribu

tion. These aggregate studies, however, lacked the details on flows and 

therefore often did not correlate to actual migration. Macro studies 

mask individual movements in the disequilibrium between over and under 

consumption. In order to understand individual flows and patterns, it 

was necessary to examine behavior at the micro scale. The decision

making process has been the focus at this scale. Geographers have 

examined this complex process more thoroughly than the simple job search 

models of economics. The behavioral analyses of psychology have been 

expanded by geographers to include the spatial attributes. 

The migration decision process has been thoroughly analyzed at 

the micro level to determine the relationship of a multitude of 

variables which facilitate movement. Although some studies have looked 

at such unique factors as climatic amenities (Gibson, 1969; Peters, 

1969, 1974; Graves, 1980) and property prices (Troy, 1973), differences 

in the socio-economic characteristics of movers and stayers have been 

the basis for the major portion of geographic studies. 

Cox and Golledge (1981) state that sociologists were at the 

forefront in modern behavioral migration research. If one were to 

choose a "father" of modern behavioral migration research, it would have 

to be Peter Rossi, whose 1955 book, Why Families Move, is probably 
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quoted in more migration studies than any other study. Rossi's research 

on individual neighborhoods and household adjustments to changes led the 

way to other sociologists' analyses of demographic influence on 

mobility. At the same time as Rossi, another sociologist, Goldstein 

(1954, 1958) was doing work on mobility rates and patterns, a research 

area also embraced by geographers. Hanushek and Quigley (1978) argue 

that most of the work of sociologists has been simply descriptive. 

Geographers, along with sociologists, have their behavioral 

roots in the work of Rossi (1955). Many geographers have agreed with 

Rossi concerning the importance of life cycles in migration. Leading 

the way was the Swedish geographer Hagerstrand (1947), whose study of 

Swedes' residential history revealed that "the cycle of life almost 

inevitably gives rise to a distinct movement behavior." (Hagerstrand, 

1947, p. 65). 

Unfortunately, researchers who have attempted to explain migra

tion by life cycles have not agreed upon definitions. McCarthy (1976), 

Quigley (1976), Clark and Huff (1980) have linked life cycle to age, but 

age groupings vary greatly from one study to another. Fredland (1974) 

relies heavily on marital status to explain life cycle. The existence 

of children in the family unit has been effectively utilized by Johnston 

(1971), Preston (1978), Preston and Taylor (1981), and Clark, Deurloo, 

and Dieleman (1984). Foote, Abu-Lughod, Foley, and Winnick (1960) were 

some of the first to explain the family-centered occupancy of different 

housing types through stages, but such categories fail to explain the 

continued selection of rental housing by Tucson in-migrants who are part 

of the middle ownership categories. Family categorization also fails to 



explain the ownership/rental selections by "never-nesters11--the growing 

segment of the married population who never have children. The inclu

sion of career cycles has helped to further explain migration, but the 

definition of these cycles varies greatly from Roseman's (1977) 

occupation-oriented cycles to Fredland's (1974) short-term events. One 

advancement is the examination of social/psychological determinants in 

the migration of people in different cycles (Ajzen and Fishbein, 1980; 

McHugh, 1984a, 1984b). 

Following in the footsteps of Rossi, geography's Wolpert (1965) 

established a conceptual framework for behavioral migration research. 

Two key concepts were introduced in Wolpert's theoretical model. The 

first was the concept of the life-cycle approach to threshold informa

tion. Socio-economic characteristics differ in each life cycle and 

consequently the information channels and action spaces vary. 

Adam's (1969) concept of "sectional bias in migration" was an 

extension of Wolpert and was based on mental maps and the behavioral 

constraints imposed by those maps. The second key concept extended by 

Wolpert (1966) was migration as an adjustment to stress (residential 

satisfaction). Brown and Moore (1970) elaborated on stress, which they 

pointed out is a result of changed needs and in turn causes migration. 

Stress has been examined as the level of satisfaction with the current 

residence, the neighborhood, and the community (Clark and Cadwallader, 

1973; Roistacher, 1975; Bach and Smith, 1977; Heaton, Fredrickson, 

Fuguitt, and Zuiches, 1979; Sell and DeJong, 1983). The degree of 

satisfaction has been translated into a measure of moving desires 

7 
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(desire to migrate) which incorporates socio-economic variables (Speare, 

Goldstein, and Frey, 1975; McHugh, 1984a, 1984b). 

The behavioral field of psychology has been involved most in 

information and individual judgments. The concentration of psychology's 

migration research has long been on decision-making, beginning with 

Edward's (1954) study. This early theoretical work on the relationship 

of decisions to probability and utilities has led to a wide variety of 

migration research in psychology and other fields. 

The field of marketing has pursued a line of migration research 

similar to sociology. The emphasis of marketing has been on personal 

characteristics and individual differences and the research has been 

dominated by survey methods and experimental games (Bettman, 1976, 

1979). In addition to its similarity to sociology, marketing migration 

research has paralleled that of psychology. Marketing has tested 

psychological models by applying the "real-world" choices and behavior 

of consumers (Clark and Flowerdew, 1982). 

Economists have generally analyzed migration on a macro-level, 

examining housing and employment markets (Cox and Golledge, 1969, 1981; 

Clark and Flowerdew, 1982). Most of the economic studies have been 

theoretical, such as Maclennan's (1979) rental housing study on informa

tion networks and Chinloy's (1980) search study of the market for resale 

of single-family houses. In the last decade, economists have also 

entered the realm of behavioral studies, especially involving job 

search. Much of this search literature has centered on the implications 

on the economy as a whole and has involved stopping-rule models. These 

models revolve around the costs of job search and the decision when to 



stop searching and accept employment (Lippman and McCall, 1979). Much 

of the recent economic migration literature has examined housing, a 

long-time realm of geography. 

9 

The spatial aspects of migration, including the urban structure 

of housing, have been the specialty area of geography. Migration 

research has involved both the physical and cultural components of 

geography, but the vast majority of the work has come from the social 

science side of the field. The dominant concerns of geography have been 

with the spatial attributes of form (systems), function (activity), and 

process (behavior). Migration has long been studied in the analysis of 

spatial systems, such as a component of central place theory. 

Economists looked at migration in economic activity, but geographers 

have also examined its role in other systems as well (social and 

political). The process of decision-making analyzed by psychology and 

marketing has been advanced by geographers to spatial cognition. 

Many authors, including Bennett and Gade (1979) and Clark, 

Deurloo, and Dieleman (1984), have requested more research on the 

housing aspects of migration. Housing consumption is a critical driver 

in the mobility behavior of households (Rossi, 1955, 1980; Hanushek and 

Quigley, 1978; Clark, Deurloo, and Dieleman, 1984). The existing liter

ature on housing consumption has been centered on two themes: (1) space 

and demands for space, including density and crowding and (2) determi

nants of housing consumption, especially tenure. Clark and Onaka (1983) 

emphasized that space is the critical element in the housing decision 

process, but this is not a new concept because Rossi (1955) underlined 

the importance of space three decades ago. Clark, Deurloo, and Dieleman 
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(1984) illustrated that density was a significant factor in their longi

tudinal model of Dutch housing. 

Research on the determinants of housing consumption has 

increased the understanding of the tenure decision process. Tenure 

choice has been examined in a wide range of aspects and'areas. Bassett 

and Short (1980) studied the role of institutions in housing consump

tion, while Kemeny (1978) explored homeownership in the controlled 

Swedish housing market. Most of the tenure studies have focused on 

homeownership, but renters are becoming a larger and more influential 

sector. Consequently, renters are being included in more research 

(Fredland, 1974; Quigley, 1976; Boehm, 1981; Clark, Deurloo, and 

Dieleman, 1984). 

Most of the migration research which relates to renting versus 

homeownership has been concerned with whether renters are more likely to 

migrate. In Deutschman's (1972) study of residential mobility in New 

York City, renters were found to be two times as mobile as owners 

regardless of age of household head or size of household. In one of the 

few studies that analyzed renter status as an effect rather than a cause 

of migration, Lansing and Mueller (1967) discovered that in a five-year 

period over 70 percent of the owners had not moved, but only 30 percent 

of the renters had not moved. The percentages remained the same whether 

homeownership was measured before or after the move. The situation in 

Tucson today is an anomaly because a large number of recent in-migrants 

owned prior to moving to Arizona, but they are now renting in Tucson. 

Past studies have linked renting to the early and late life 

cycles (Foote et al., 1960; McCarthy, 1976; Preston and Taylor, 1981; 



Clark, Deurloo, and Dieleman, 1984). Furthermore, the research reveals 

a preference for single-family detached houses to be centered in the 

middle stages of the life cycle (Speare, Goldstein, and Frey, 1975; 

Quigley, 1976; Boehm, 1981). This is the period of larger households 

and the literature argues that fewer of the people in these stages rent 

because apartments are smaller and do not provide the necessary space. 

This, however, is another place where Tucson presents an anomaly. 

Recent surveys have revealed that in-migrants from all age groups and 

every stage in the life cycle are renting in Tucson (Tucson Trends 86, 

1986; Kolbe, 1986). 
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In order to determine homebuyers' characteristics and their 

reasons for purchasing, surveys have been conducted with groups of 

homeowners, but surveys of individuals who have already purchased a home 

are affected by an important bias. Rationalization bias or self-justi

fication bias is a normal reaction to the substantial commitment of time 

and financial resources. DeJong and Fawcett (1981) underlined this 

problem of respondent rationalization in migration decisions. Surveys 

of individuals who have already acted can not assess the determinants of 

non-action (Uhlenberg, 1973). Studies also have revealed that there are 

problems when respondents are asked questions concerning past actions. 

Time decay distorts data. 

Jacqueline Desbarats (1983) and Kevin McHugh (1984a, 1984b) 

proved that intentions are excellent predictors of subsequent behavior, 

especially migration. In this study, short-term intentions to buy or 

not to buy a home were utilized to classify respondents into three 

groups: intended buyers, intended renters, or indifferent. Apartment 



renters with Tucson residence of five years or less were interviewed to 

determine the factors that explain the decision to buy or rent. The 

focus of the study is to provide a better understanding of the 

importance of household characteristics and buying behavior among the 

in-migrants to Tucson, Arizona. 

Research Issues 

12 

Several aspects of the decision to buy or not to buy were 

tested. These were: (1) the role of residential history in the tenure 

decision, (2) how socio-demographic determinants influence the decision 

to buy or rent, (3) the relationship of place ties to homeownership, and 

(4) the effect of economic constraints on homebuying. 

The first issue is that the decision to buy or rent is related 

to residential history. A great deal of the literature has shown that 

migration potentials are related to residential history (Goldstein, 

1954; Lansing and Mueller, 1967; Lee, 1974; Campbell, Johnson, and 

Stangler, 1974; Long and Hansen, 1979; DaVanzo and Morrison, 1981; 

McHugh, 1984a; Walker, 1985). Tenure choice was tested with residential 

history including previous ownership or rental patterns, as well as the 

type and characteristics of previous residences. The origin of renting 

in-migrants is also an important factor tested in this issue. Both the 

region, as defined by states, and the type of origin area (urban versus 

rural) were analyzed for significance. The findings were also compared 

to the area preferences of respondents. They were asked where they 

desire to live in Tucson. 
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The second issue is well researched, but also often debated. 

Certain socio-demographic characteristics have significant effects on 

the decision to buy or rent. There is much literature on the role of 

the life-cycle factors, but earlier studies do not adequately explain 

the tenure decision-making of Tucson's recent in-migrants (Speare, 

Goldstein, and Frey, 1975; Quigley, 1976; Boehm, 1981). Factors from 

previous research as age, marital status, ethnic group, and education 

were tested in this study, but other factors were also incorporated, 

such as life-style factors. Past research has identified leisure 

activities as a major source of variation in residential choice patterns 

(Chapin, 1974; Reed, 1976; Preston, 1978). To explain why previous 

owners have become renters in Tucson, respondents' recreational 

preferences were analyzed. 

The third issue relates place ties to the rent/buy decision. 

Past migration research has emphasized the importance of destination 

(Sjaastad, 1962; Wolpert, 1965; Lansing and Mueller, 1967; Neff and 

Constantine, 1979; DaVanzo, 1981; Goodman, 1981; McHugh, 1984a). Desti

nations and the subsequent search have been limited to those places with 

which the migrants are familiar. McHugh (1984a, 1984b) argued that 

place ties represent the basis for familiarity and contribute to return 

migration. Factors influencing return migration include ownership of 

property, existence of friends/relatives, and a history of living there 

before. Ties with the place of origin translate to a degree of attach

ment or binding. Similar to Myers, McGinnis and Masnick's (1967) and 

Huff and Clark's (1978) concept of cumulative inertia and its negative 

impact on migration, origin place ties form resistance to home purchase • 

... --------------------------------
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In addition to the three previously mentioned place ties, other ties 

such as vacations and/or trips back and the potential for jobs in the 

origin area were analyzed. The place ties to the destination (Tucson) 

were also incorporated into the research. Respondents' familiarity with 

Tucson affects their decision-making process. The reason for choosing 

renting or buying is inversely related to the familiarity with Tucson. 

Familiarity was measured by duration of residence, and knowledge of 

Tucson gained from previous visits or contacts in Tucson, including 

friends and relatives. 

Economic constraints to buying have been overemphasized, but 

incompletely analyzed. The fourth major hypothesis of the proposed 

study is that the buying decision is related to economic constraints. 

Economic constraints are not limited to only the oft-examined income 

factor, but also include the importance of down payment, house price, 

and sale of a previous home in the place of origin. The perception of 

financing, especially the level of interest rates, affects the buying 

decision. Factors to be examined for other issues were interpreted for 

their importance in economic constraints. These include residential 

history, especially the timing of previous ownership and federal tax 

laws which allow homeowners to defer all capital gains on previous house 

sales if another home of equal or greater value than the last house is 

purchased within two years of the sale. The rent/buy decision was 

tracked in relation to date of sale for all previous homeowners. Age is 

important in an economic sense due to the one time capital gains exclu

sion for home sellers age 55 or older. This law allows elderly 
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homeowners to exclude up to $125,000 in capital gains, including profits 

from past sales which were deferred under the two year repurchase law. 

Although past studies have failed to explain the lack of 

homebuyers among Tucson's new residents, they do provide methodological 

guidance, which can be used to examine this question. The techniques 

and research design of other researchers provide a framework for expla

nation of the Tucson tenure question. 



CHAPTER 3 

METHODOLOGY 

Tenure choice is extremely complicated and 
not well understood (Bourne, 1981, p. 141). 

The methodology of this study is an extension of the conceptual 

framework already established by past research, but it also provides a 

research design for future studies. The methodology was based on 

previous work, but it also pioneered new areas. The bulk of the 

literature concentrated on migration; this study examined the post-

migration tenure decision. The key migration destination area, the Sun 

Belt, has not been adequately researched. The Sun Belt is the region 

noted primarily for its population change and net migration rate. The 

Sun Belt includes the thirteen states south of the 37th parallel (the 

Virginia-North Carolina border) plus California and Nevada (Sale, 1975; 

Browning and Gesler, 1979). The lack of research on the tenure decision 

in Tucson has left unanswered the question of declining homebuying. 

One particular study (McHugh, 1984a) has produced a pertinent 

methodology. McHugh's research explained migration intentions, 

constraints, and place ties. He measured interregional migration inten-

tiona by surveying a sample of 167 individuals from two metropolitan 

centers. 

This study measured buying intentions of apartment renters who 

have recently migrated to Tucson. Migration intentions for several time 

16 
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periods were measured by McHugh and the respondents were divided into 

groups based upon their intentions. This study used a similar procedure 

to yield buying intention types based on responses to the following key 

categorization question: 

How would you rate the likelihood that you will buy a home? 

The question was asked for several time periods in order to test short

term (next six months), intermediate (next twelve months), and long-term 

(next two years) intentions. The great number of unforeseen changes in 

renters' lives restricts the time horizon to a maximum of two years. 

Previous research has shown that people's planning periods tend to be 

relatively short (Lansing and Mueller, 1967; McHugh, 1986a). The likeli

hood was measured on the following 7 point semantic differential scale: 

1 extreme unlikely 

2 quite unlikely 

3 slightly unlikely 

4 neither likely nor unlikely 

5 slightly likely 

6 quite likely 

7 extremely likely. 

Surveys 

The methodology of the study required two surveys. The first 

survey was a short screening survey of Tucson apartment renters. The 

first screening was accomplished through a door-to-door (personal) 

survey by verifying that respondents were Tucson newcomers (moved to 

Tucson within the past five years). Only newcomers were included in the 

survey. The personal interviews were conducted at the respondents' 
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homes during weekends and in evenings when individuals were most 

available. The sample for this first survey was assembled by using a 

random numbering system to select renters from the current inventory of 

rental apartments in Tucson. The total population of rental apartments 

was drawn from the data files of Regional Data Centers, Inc. and the 

Pima County Assessor's Office. 

The personal survey utilized the likelihood-to-buy question to 

categorize respondents into intended buyers, intended renters, or 

uncertain. This first personal survey was actually the first page of 

the second in-depth survey. In addition to the screening question on 

length of residence in Tucson and the categorization question on likeli

hood of home purchase in the three time frames, renters were also asked 

why they moved to Tucson. If respondents qualified for the sample 

(newcomers), they were asked to participate in the second survey. New

comer renters who agreed to participate were then handed the in-depth 

second survey. The address, questionnaire number and answers to the 

first survey were recorded for respondents who received the second 

survey. 

The second survey was conducted by means of a detailed self

administered (mail-back) survey dealing with the issues discussed in the 

Objectives section of the Introduction. Mail surveys have proven to be 

excellent sources of reliable data (Michelson, 1975). Mail surveys have 

been effectively utilized in research varying from a study of Grand 

Canyon boat trips (Larson, 1974) to McHugh's (1984a and 1984b) migration 

work. Furthermore, there is an advantage to anonymous mail surveys when 

asking personal questions. Face-to-face interviews all too often result 



19 

in refusals to these sensitive questions. The effectiveness of the mail 

survey in this study is illustrated by the fact that the refusal rate on 

the income question was only five percent. 

When the second survey was left with the qualified renters, they 

were also given a stamped return envelope and a letter of introduction 

(Appendix A). The letter underlined the significance of the survey, 

insured confidentiality, offered results for interested parties, and 

gave the author's phone number and address. 

The address and corresponding questionnaire number were recorded 

for all renters receiving the second survey in order to facilitate 

follow-ups. One week after the mail-back survey was dropped off, a 

postcard was mailed to each respondent. The postcard (Appendix B) was 

mailed to all respondents whether their questionnaire was returned or 

not. For those who had already mailed the survey, the postcard was a 

thank-you. For those who had not mailed the survey, the postcard 

emphasized the importance of the survey and asked for their assistance. 

In case a questionnaire was misplaced, the renter was asked to call the 

author collect, so that another questionnaire could be mailed to the 

renter. Only two renters called collect because of lost questionnaires. 

Both renters completed and returned the new replacement instruments 

within one week. 

Three to four weeks after the questionnaire was left with 

qualified renters, a second follow-up was initiated. This second 

follow-up letter (Appendix C) stressed the significance of each 

completed questionnaire to the usefulness of the study. With this 

second follow-up letter another questionnaire and a stamped return 
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envelope were included. This follow-up not only increased the response 

rate, but also gave notice of movement of respondents. Eleven of the 

follow-up packages were returned by the post office because the 

apartment had been vacated. 

Sample Population 

The sample population consisted of randomly-selected apartment 

renters in the Tucson metropolitan area. Apartment complexes were 

eliminated if they rented exclusively to winter visitors or students. 

Winter visitors and students were usually temporary residents of Tucson 

and were not included in the sample because their temporary status 

dictated renting as their tenure choice. Following the guidelines of 

Roseman (1971) students and winter visitors were not true in-migrants 

since they showed partial displacement instead of total displacement. 

The displacement in this case was not spatial, but temporal. A total of 

thirty-seven apartment complexes were included in the study. No more 

than 15 renters per complex were included in the second survey. 

Although the sample at each complex was obviously determined by the 

qualifying question of length of residence, the sample size was also 

adjusted by the size of the apartment complex. Only complexes with 100 

or more total units had survey samples in excess of ten respondents. 

The total sample of respondents was 213. The number answering specific 

questions, however, varied substantially depending on background of 

respondents and refusal rates for each question. 

The sample was not intended to perfectly match Tucson's popula

tion. The goal of the sample selection was to select new in-migrant 

---·· ----------------------------------
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apartment renters with a reasonable variation in socio-demographic 

characteristics that represent the important ~eterminants in residential 

consumption. Table 1 demonstrates the variability that exists in the 

sample. The table also illustrates how the sample compares to the adult 

population of Tucson, newcomers, and apartment renters as measured by 

Tucson Trends 1986 (survey conducted in late 1985) and by the Twentieth 

Decennial Census (1980). The characteristics of the study sample 

corresponded closely to those of Tucson's newcomer and apartment house

holds, but the sample differed from the total adult population. Many of 

the differences between the total population characteristics from the 

two data sources and the study sample can be explained by the fact that 

the sample was not the total adult population of Tucson, but instead 

consisted of the adult newcomers who reside in apartments. A lower 

percentage of married people was in the sample and the proportion of 

divorced was considerably higher. Divorce often results in one or both 

of the spouses starting a new household. Many of Tucson's apartment 

developers have targeted this group by providing housing with amenities 

and affordability for these new households. The ethnic composition of 

the sample closely corresponded with those of the other two sources 

except for the Hispanics. Much of the variance in this category was due 

to a difference in methodology. Percentages from Tucson Trends totaled 

more than 100% due to households with multiple ethnic origins. 

Hispanics were counted by the Census in a question of origin, which was 

separate from the race question. In this study, Hispanic was one of the 

possible answers to the question of ethnic group for each respondent. 
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Table 1 

DEMOGRAPHIC CHARACTERISTICS OF SAMPLE GROUP AND OF TUCSON 

Tucson Trends 
Gender SamEle 1986 1980 Census (15+) 

Male 54% 45% 48% 

Female 46 55 52 

Marital Status 

Married 51% 63% 57% 

Divorced 18 11 8 

Separated 2 1 2 

Widowed 5 8 7 

Single 24 17 27 

Ethnic Group 

White/Anglo 87% 85% 83% 

Black 2 2 3 

Hispanic 5 15* 21* 

American Indian 1 1 3 

Asian 2 1 1 

Other 3 2 10 

*Separate category of origin 

---- ----·---------·· -- ·---
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Table 1 (Continued) 
Tucson Trends, 1986 

All Less than Apartment 
Household Size Sam12le Households 5 Years Renters 

1 27% 55% 20% 37% 

2 44 25 41 37 

3-4 26 16 30 22 

5 or more 2 4 9 4 

Children Per Household 

None 71% 76% 64% 74% 

1 or 2 26 21 29 23 

3 or more 3 3 7 3 

Education 

Grade 11 or less 3% 10% 6% 10% 

Graduated High School 24 36 33 37 

1-3 years of College 31 26 26 27 

Graduated College 21 14 18 13 

Graduate Studies 21 14 16 13 

---~~--- ------------- ---
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Table 1 (Continued) 
Tucson Trends, 1986 

All Less than Apartment 
Income SamEle Households 5 Years Renters 

Less than $10,000 20% 13% 14% 25% 

$10,000 to $14,999 13 14 15 17 

$15,000 to $19,999 18 14 14 21 

$20,000 to $24,999 19 15 15 14 

$25,000 to $29,999 4 13 11 9 

$30,000 to $39,999 8 15 15 9 

$40,000 to $49,999 10 7 7 3 

$50,000 or more 8 9 9 2 

Age 

18-24 19% 10% 20% 20% 

25-34 38 28 34 24 

35-44 16 19 18 15 

45-54 4 14 9 13 

55-64 9 13 10 13 

65+ 13 16 9 16 
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Household size, education, and income in the sample varied 

greatly from the overall population of Tucson households, but 

corresponded closely to the newcomer (less than five years) and 

apartment populations. Household size and number of children per house

hold in the sample were between the figures for newcomers and apartment 

households. The education levels of the sample were higher than those 

of the two comparison groups and the incomes of the sample varied 

slightly. In most of the age categories, the percentages of the sample 

population were very similar to those of the newcomer group. 

Study Areas 

For the study, metropolitan Tucson was divided into five major 

areas. These areas were comprised of combinations of the districts 

utilized in several questions from the survey. These districts have 

been utilized in a variety of past research efforts including Tucson 

Trends. All districts are aggregations of census tracts. The areas 

were delineated because of the homogeneity within each area. The five 

areas shown in Figure 1 are defined as follows: 

Foothills: Districts 1 West and 1 East 

Tucson residents rated the Foothills (of the Catalina Mountains) 

as the most desirable area to live due to the area's views and openness. 

The northernmost area in metropolitan Tucson is situated east of Inter

state 10 and north of the Rillito River and Tanque Verde Wash. During 

the recent past this area has been the fastest growing portion of the 

Tucson apartment market. This area is also the most affluent section of 

~-- -~~~~-~~ ·------------------------------
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Figure 1. Area and District Boundaries 
in Tucson Metropolitan Area 
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TABLE 2 

CENSUS TRACTS IN STUDY AREAS 

Far Downtown Pueblo City 
Foothills Eastside West South Center 

46.03 33.02 2 8 1 
46.04 40.01 3 9 4 
46.05 40.10 11 10 5 
46.06 40.14 12 20 6 
47.03 40.15 13.01 21 7 
47.04 40.17 13.02 22 14 
47.05 40.18 44.01 23 15 
47.06 40.19 44.03 24 16 
47.07 40.20 44.04 25.01 17 
40.04 40.21 44.05 25.02 18 
40.16 40.22 35.01 19 

35.03 26.01 
35.04 26.02 
36 27 
37.01 28 
37.02 29.01 
37.03 29.03 
38 29.04 
39 30.01 
40.08 30.02 
40.09 31.01 
40.11 31.02 
40.12 32 
40.13 33.01 
41.03 34 
41.04 35.02 
43.01 45.04 
43.04 45.05 

45.06 
45.07 
45.08 
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Tucson, with a median household income in excess of $30,000. The North 

is also the leading area in percentage of newcomers. 

Far Eastside: Districts 9 and 8 (north of Twenty-Second Street) 

Second in popularity to the Foothills, the Far Eastside was 

preferred by those who noted the area's nice neighborhoods and homes. 

Prior to the recent apartment growth in the Foothills, this area was the 

center for apartment development. The Far Eastside has the second 

highest median household income. This area is located south of the 

Tanque Verde Wash and east of Wilmot Road, but only includes that por-

tion of District 8 north of Twenty-Second Street. 

Downtown West: District 2 

Downtown West is a diverse area with single-family homes near 

the Tucson Mountains and higher density apartments and townhouses closer 

to the Downtown. The area was preferred by residents who valued its 

proximity to the primary employment center: Downtown Tucson. The 

principal boundaries of this area are Interstate 10, Mission Road, and 

Ajo Way. Part of District 2 extends as far east as Stone Avenue, but 

most of the apartments in this part were eliminated from the sample 

because of their proximity to the University and the consequent high 

proportion of student renters. 

Pueblo South: Districts 10, 11, 12 and south of Twenty-Second Street 
in 6, 7 & 8 

The oldest area of Tucson is the least desirable because it is 

perceived as being unsafe and run-down. Pueblo South has the greatest 

concentration of Hispanics in Tucson. The area is the youngest in 

,,_, __ ,_,,, _____ , ____________________________ _ 
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Tucson with a median age below 27 years. Although Green Valley is a 

part of Pueblo South in many surveys, such as Tucson Trends, it was 

excluded from this study because Green Valley is a separate retirement 

community which is located ~enty miles south of the Tucson city limits. 

Pueblo South has been dominated by small apartment complexes, but a 

number of large complexes have been developed recently. Since Davis

Monthan Air Force Base is included in this area, Pueblo South also 

encompasses the portions of Districts 6, 7, and 8 which are south of 

Twenty-Second Street and adjacent to the air base. Those apartment 

complexes in close vicinity to the air base have been greatly influenced 

by the military and are therefore included in Pueblo South. 

City Center: Districts 3, 4, and 5 and Northern Parts of 6 and 7 

Some people preferred City Center for its convenience, but most 

residents disliked the area for being too crowded and having too much 

traffic. Although more than a third of Tucson's apartments are located 

in this area, many of the City Center's apartment complexes were 

eliminated from the sample because they were dominated by temporary 

renters. Apartments were not surveyed if they were rented to 

"snowbirds"--retired people from northern states who spend their winters 

in Tucson. Apartment complexes within two miles of the University of 

Arizona were also not included in the sample in order to insure that the 

sample is not overrepresented by students. An earlier survey revealed 

that more than half of the renters in the two-mile radius area were 

university students (Kolbe, 1985). In order to attain a reasonable 
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variation in the socio-demographic characteristics of the sample popula

tion, it was necessary to avoid overrepresentation by students. McHugh 

(1984a) faced this same problem for his study in Champaign-Urbana. This 

was especially important in Tucson since a large proportion of the 

University of Arizona's students are from out-of-state and hence should 

not be considered new residents who would normally be potential 

homebuyers. The exclusion of less than 9 percent of the total Tucson's 

apartment market was effective for avoidance of over-representation of 

students. The proportion of students in the survey (7%) was identical 

to the percentage of students in Tucson's adult population (Tucson 

Trends 86, 1986). 

Questionnaire 

The questionnaire incorporated the research issues discussed in 

the introduction. There was substantial pretesting of individual 

questions, as well as the overall survey. The questionnaire was 

reviewed by a number of other professionals and appropriate changes were 

made. The entire questionnaire was also pretested in door-to-door 

(personal) surveys of newcomer apartment renters. Instead of the 

renters answering the questionnaire by themselves and then mailing it, 

the author interviewed a sample of twenty residents verbally. This 

pretest gave the respondents the opportunity to ask questions and to 

give input on unclear wording. The final pretest involved the two-phase 

survey where renters were qualified by asking them the first page of the 

questionnaire and then qualified renters were handed the questionnaire, 



introductory letter, and stamped return envelope. Twenty-five renters 

were involved in this final pretest. 

The final form of the questionnaire (Appendix D) consisted of 

sixteen pages. The 6 inch by ~ inch 'brochure' was designed so that 

the questionnaire could be attractive and mailed for a single first 

class stamp. The cover of the questionnaire 'brochure' reiterated the 

importance of the study. The back page provided space for additional 

comments, thanked the respondents, and offered results to those 

interested. The interior 14 pages of questions were printed on both 

sides. 
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The flow of the questions in the survey was carefully considered 

and pretested. The qualifying question on length of Tucson residence 

had to be asked first in the personal survey. The reasons for moving to 

Tucson and the categorization questions on homebuying likelihood were 

also asked on the first page in the personal survey. The sensitive 

socio-demographic questions were reserved for the last two pages of the 

questionnaire. In addition to placing these questions at the end when 

respondents were already committed to the survey, the data on income, 

ethnic group, age, marital status, gender, occupation, and education 

were collected by the use of scaled questions. The circling of a letter 

to describe one's income category is much less threatening than an open

ended question where one has to fill in a blank. The answers to scaled 

questions also clarifies questions and increases the confidentiality of 

answers. This system of questions resulted in low refusal rates (below 

6% on any specific question). 

"_" _______ "_"_" _______________________________ _ 
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The questionnaire was designed to seek information in four main 

areas. 

1. Residential history determinants 

The questions to test this issue began with the first qualifying 

question on length of residence in Tucson. Area preference was obtained 

along with reasons for each preference through a group of questions on 

the most desirable, second most desirable, and least desirable areas of 

Tucson in which to live. Potential destinations if respondents were to 

move out of Tucson were related to residential history. The key 

residential history information was collected from a history of past 

residences (for greater than 6 months duration). The time frame, type 

of housing, tenure, location, and nature of location yielded data which 

could be related to destinations and preferred locations. The current 

residential location was recorded at the time of the personal survey and 

was added to the completed questionnaire. 

2. Socio-demographic determinants 

In addition to the sensitive questions on the last two pages of 

the questionnaire, other socio-demographic data were gathered from 

questions on household composition and leisure activities, as well as 

answers to other questions, such as "too old" to the question of why 

renters have no purchased to buy a home in Tucson. 
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3. Place ties 

A variety of questions were utilized to establish place ties 

both to Tucson and to other locales, such as the likelihood of moving 

out of Tucson, of finding a job or moving back to the last city of 

residence, or to hometown. Tucson ties were also gauged through 

questions on number of days spent in Tucson prior to migration, and 

number of close friends and relatives in Tucson before migration and 

currently. Ties to hometown or last residence were queried in relation 

to trips back, friends and relatives, and ownership of real estate. 

4. Economic constraints 

In addition to income, inquiry was also made on available 

monthly mortgage payments, down payment money, and the perceived 

importance of these two factors, as well as .interest rates and house 

price. The perception of current and future interest rates was another 

important constraint. The perceived importance of tax advantage and 

investment opportunities in homeownership was measured directly. The 

constraint provided by an unsold residence in the past city was 

considered. 

The methodology of this study is an appropriate and necessary 

one for investigation of the issues. It is especially important to have 

a methodology which can analyse the residential tenure decision in a 

rapidly growing community such as Tucson. The arrival of more than 

15,000 new Tucsonans every year causes the Sun Belt city to go through 

major changes in its residential structure. As a consequence of this 

in-migration, not only does Tucson's housing market continue to expand, 

but the composition of this residential market is being altered. 



CHAPTER 4 

THE TUCSON RESIDENTIAL MARKET 

The Tucson residential market has been transformed by rapid 

population growth, a growth that has accelerated in the Twentieth 

Century. The rapid growth and the resulting transformation make Tucson 

an excellent study site for examination of the impacts of migration to 

the Sun Belt. 

From a population of 20,000 in 1920, Tucson's post World War II 

population had swelled to over 100,000, a 500% increase in less than 

three decades. The rapid growth continued and the population of Tucson 

doubled in only nine years, topping the 200,000 mark in the late 1950s. 

Although Tucson's population growth has slowed, it has remained one of 

the fastest growing metropolitan areas in the nation (15th fastest 

growing between the 1970 and 1980 Censuses). 

TABLE 3 

RECENT GROWTH OF TUCSON'S POPULATION 

Percent Percent 
Cit~ of Tucson Change Tucson MSA Change 

1960 Census 212,892 265,660 
1970 Census 262,933 23.5 351,667 32.4 
1975 Census 298,683 13.6 449,544 21 .a 
1980 Census 330,537 10.7 531,443 18.2 
1985 Census 377,546 14.2 624,347 17.5 

35 
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Future growth will push Tucson's population above the one 

million mark early in the Twenty-First Century. The Pima Association of 

Governments has projected a Tucson MSA population of 1,107,000 in 2005 

(Pima Association of Governments, 1986). 

A key factor in Tucson population growth has been its economic 

expansion. Employment has increased at a rate faster than the popula

tion growth. From 1975 to 1985 Tucson's population grew by 39%, but 

employment expanded by 44% (Tucson Trends 86, 1986). The Tucson economy 

has not only expanded, but has also become more diversified. The 

arrival of high-tech electronics firms has greatly enhanced Tucson's 

economic base. The expansion of existing firms plus expected influx of 

other companies has led many to forecast that Tucson will have one of 

the fastest employment growth rate in the United States (Chase 

Econometrics, 1981). 

Housing Stock 

The composition of Tucson's residential market has gone through 

major transformations in order to accommodate the influx of migrants. 

Today there are more than one quarter million housing units. Although 

the total housing stock has grown in the past decade at the same rate as 

the population (+46%), the make-up of the residential inventory has 

changed greatly. Some sectors have greatly outgrown others. Tucson's 

housing stock is still dominated by single-family homes, but the propor

tion today (52%) is much below that of 1976 (62%). The percentage 

represented by mobile homes has also declined, while the market shares 

of apartments, townhouses, and condominiums have grown (Table 4). 

--- --·----- --------------------------



TABLE 4 

TUCSON HOUSING STOCK: 1976-1986 

Single-Family 

Townhouse/Condominium 

Apartment 

Mobile Home 

Source: Tucson Trends 86, 1986 

Single-Family Houses 

1976 

62% 

5% 

21% 

12% 

1986 

52% 

9% 

28% 

11% 

As is true nationally, in Tucson single-family houses have 

remained the most popular type of residence, but higher costs of land, 

construction, and financing have forced many homebuyers to consider 

alternative types of housing. Additionally, decreasing household size 

has altered housing demands. These are all reasons for the faster 

growth rate in condominiums and townhouses. The inventory of Tucson 

single-family houses has increased by less than 3,000 units annually 

during the past 5 years, a growth rate of less than 2 percent. The 

absorption of new units matches this slower construction. Overall 

vacancy rates have remained below 5 percent. 
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The predominant portion of Tucson's single-family construction has 

been in the outlying areas that have sufficient affordable land. In 

order to achieve affordability, American homebuyers not only have 

switched to townhouses and condominiums, but also have accepted smaller 

single-family houses. The size of Tucson new single-family houses has 



shrunk along with their representation. Tucson single-family houses 

remain affordable in comparison with other cities (Table 5). 

Townhouses and Condominiums 
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The popularity of townhouses and condominiums has grown substan

tially in Tucson. In addition to the affordability issue, changes in 

Tucson's social structure has added to the attractiveness of these 

housing types. Increasing utility costs are also making efficient 

townhouses and condominiums more appealing. This market has grown 

literally from nothing in the 1960s, to 9% of Tucson's housing in 1986. 

Townhouses/condominiums represented only 2 percent of Tucson's housing 

in 1970, jumped to 5 percent by 1976 and continue to grow at a fast pace 

today. The proportion of Tucson's housing comprised of townhouses and 

condominiums has been approaching the 13 percent level already achieved 

in larger cities with similar characteristics, such as Phoenix and San 

Diego. While the growth of townhouses and condominiums has slowed below 

the 18 percent annual rate in the late 1970s, it still exceeds the 

growth rate of single-family houses (Regional Data Centers, 1986). 

Mobile Homes 

The Tucson mobile home market witnessed a boom in the early 

1970s, but has remained relatively stagnant during the last fifteen 

years. Consequently, the mobile home market share has declined from 12 

percent ten years ago to 11 percent today. A new growth phase has just 

begun in Tucson. Vacancy rates on existing large parks average only 1.5 

percent, which allowed managers to increase lot rents by 15 to 17 



TABLE 5 

MEDIAN PURCHASE PRICES: SINGLE-FAMILY HOUSES 

1986 

Urban Area 

Boston, MA 

New York, NY 

San Francisco, CA 

Orange County, CA 

Los Angeles, CA 

San Diego, CA 

Hartford, CT 

Washington, DC 

Dallas, TX 

Denver, CO 

Chicago, IL 

Tucson, AZ 

Miami, FL 

Minneapolis-St. Paul, MN 

Ft. Lauderdale, FL 

Providence, RI 

Source: National Association of Realtors 

Median 

$149,000 

$147,200 

$143,000 

$138,000 

$120,400 

$110,000 

$106,400 

$101,100 

$ 93,900 

$ 84,600 

$ 82,000 

$ 80,000 

$ 78,500 

$ 76,300 

$ 72,300 

$ 71,900 

39 
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percent last year. This profit incentive has motivated several 

developers to begin new construction. Two-thirds of Tucson's mobile 

homes are located in parks. Most of the ten largest parks (300 units or 

more) were built in the 1970s boom period. These larger parks have been 

adding amenities to meet new lifestyle demands. People who choose 

mobile home living are looking for more than simply lower costs. They 

are making a positive choice for the desired lifestyle, amenities, and 

social arrangements. 

Apartments 

The Tucson apartment market exploded in the 1980s with construc

tion of multi-family units at an all-time high level. In the past ten 

years Tucson's apartment inventory has doubled and the residential 

market share has jumped from 21 percent to 28 percent. Expansion peaked 

in 1984 when 7800 units were added to the inventory. Even the slower 

construction pace today outstrips that of the single-family house 

sector, thereby insuring the continued ascent of the apartment sector at 

the cost of the single-family one. 

Although apartment absorption has been strong, it has not kept 

up with the extraordinary construction and therefore vacancy rates have 

climbed. The average annual apartment vacancy rate in Tucson has 

climbed steadily from 7 percent in 1982 to double digits since 1985. 

Vacancy rates have, however, already started to recover as recent con

struction levels declined in response to market conditions and tax 

reforms. 



41 

Two areas of Tucson have emerged as the leading apartment growth 

locales: the Foothills, especially along Oracle Road, and Pueblo South, 

on major streets near Interstate 19. New complexes in the Foothills are 

attracting white-collar and professional tenants who prefer to live in 

Tucson's most desirable residential area without the responsibilities of 

homeownership. Pueblo South has had a substantial inventory of apart

ments for many years, but those apartments were primarily found in small 

complexes. The recent apartment construction boom brought large com

plexes with substantial amenities to Pueblo South. 

The Cost of Rental Housing: An Intercity Comparison 

The rapid growth of the Sun Belt is occurring as a result of 

interregional migration. America continues to be a nation of mobile 

people. When people move to different areas of the country, one 

important issue to all these migrants is the cost of living. Families 

contemplating a move to another city want to know how living costs in 

the new city compare to their current home. The major sector in the 

family budget is housing. Shelter costs comprise the largest category 

(28%) in the oft-quoted CPI or Consumer Price Index (U.S. Department of 

Labor, 1987). The Bureau of Labor Statistics (BLS), Department of Labor 

computes the CPI for 56 major U.S. cities. This index measures "changes 

in the average price of a representative sample of goods and services 

purchased by typical wage earners and clerical workers in urban areas of 

the United States." (U.S. Department of Labor, 1987). 

The CPI has been criticized for a number of significant flaws, 

including the lag between changes in consumer preferences and CPI weight 
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adjustments. The key "flaw'' in the CPI is that it only measures infla-

tion or periodic changes in the cost of living, not the cost itself. 

For example, if the CPI reflects a 10% annual increase for one city and 

a 5% jump for another, those statistics only represent the change in 

living costs. If the cost of housing for the first city was $600 last 

year and the corresponding cost in the second city was $800, the first 

city's housing is still less expensive, even though its inflation rate 

(CPI) was double the rate of the second city. 

City 

1 
2 

Housing Cost Year 1 

$600 
$800 

Inflation 

10% 
5% 

Housing Cost Year 2 

$660 
$840 

Therefore, the CPI provides no answers to cost of living questions, but 

the BLS has published an important measure of the cost of living. The 

City Workers Family Budget [1], also known as the Family of Four Budget, 

was first published by the BLS for 39 cities across the u.s. in 1966. 

The study is one attempt to answer questions about how much it costs to 

live and how much is spent on food, housing, transportation, clothing, 

personal care, medical care, and other expenditure categories. One 

significant expenditure category in the Family of Four Budget is not 

included in the CPI: taxes. 

[1] Details described in three U.S. Department of Labor publi
cations: City Worker's Family Budget Pricing, Procedures, 
Specifications, and Average Prices (Autumn 1966- Bulletin No. 1570-3)1, 
City Worker's Family Budget for a Moderate Living Standard (Autumn 1966-
Bulletin No. 157Q-1), both available from the Bureau of Labor 
Statistics, and Three Standards of Living for an Urban Family of Four 
Persons, Spring 1967 (BLS Bulletin 1570-5) distributed by the National 
Technical Information Service of the U.S. Department of Commerce. 
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The Family of Four Budget does not reflect how families of four 

actually spend their money, but represents "the collective judgement of 

families as to what is necessary and desirable to meet the conventional 

and social as well as physical needs of families of the budget type." 

(City Worker's Family Budget for a Moderate Living Standard, 1966). The 

content of the budget, specification of items, and quantities of each 

item allowed are based on a survey of consumer expenditures undertaken 

by the BLS. Approximately 400 goods and services are priced in all 

expenditure categories. 

A comment should be made concerning the relation of the Family 

of Four Budget to the Consumer Price Index (CPI). The Family of Four 

Budget is not an index, but an actual dollar figure representing the 

amount needed for a moderate standard of living. Many of the items 

priced for the two studies are identical. While the CPI is perhaps the 

best measure of change in the purchasing power of the dollar, the Family 

of Four Budget is the best measure of the cost of living and the only 

one which allows comparisons in living costs among different cities. 

Unfortunately, the Family of Four Budget was discontinued by the 

BLS in 1982. At the same time other researchers, including this author, 

were forced to cease local Family of Four Studies because of lack of 

funding. The Tucson Family of Four Study was produced by the Division 

of Economic and Business Research from 1977 to 1981 (Kolbe, 1982). 

Nevertheless, the tried and tested methodology utilized by the BLS is 

still available today for cost of living comparisons. 

Housing expenditures have long been the major component of the 

family budget, and therefore, have been a key concern for households 
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contemplating movement to another city. A large proportion of migrants 

rent at their new destination city. Numerous studies have shown that 

renters are more mobile than owners (Lansing and Mueller, 1967; 

Deutschman, 1972; Fredland, 1974; Quigley, 1976; Boehm, 1981; Clark, 

Deurloo, and Dieleman, 1984). These mobile renters usually rent at 

their new destination. Today, however, there are a large number of 

migrants who owned prior to moving and many of these previous owners 

also rent at their new destination. One of the reasons for the renting 

by previous homeowners is the federal tax law, which allows homeowners 

two years to defer all capital gains on previous house sales by 

purchasing another home of equal or greater value than the last house. 

During this two year period many previous homeowners rent residences, 

while searching for a new home to buy. 

For this study, the Family of Four methodology was utilized to 

determine current rent for single-family houses in 17 U.S. cities. 

Classified advertisements in each city were surveyed and prices were 

recorded for each unfurnished three bedroom home for rent. Only three 

bedroom homes were included in-the survey because they are the dominant 

type in the market and they are the only size utilized in the Family of 

Four Study. The middle third of the rents for each city was determined 

and the mean of the middle third was calculated. Using the mean of the 

middle third eliminates the impact of any extreme rental rates. The 

rates are not representative of the total rental market because houses 

already rented are not included. For that reason, this study does not 

include rent controls. Instead, the more than 2000 houses priced for 

this research are units available for rent at the time of the survey. 

-----------------------------------------



These houses are the ones which migrating Americans would rent if they 

moved to these metropolitan areas. The numbers in this study were 

generated from direct pricing of housing and thereby provide a viable 

method for comparing living costs among cities. 
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Results of the study reveal considerable variation for the 17 

surveyed cities (Table 6). The most expensive city surveyed, Los 

Angeles, has average rents more than triple the least expensive city, 

Baltimore. Boston's rent rates have historically been high, but they 

have accelerated along with purchase prices during the last several 

years. Recently, Washington, D.C. has witnessed a similar increase in 

rent rates. The great variation between Washington and nearby Baltimore 

may appear strange, but a similar differential existed in an earlier 

parallel study (Kolbe, 1979). Baltimore rents ranked 18th among 18 

metropolitan areas surveyed in the earlier study. 

One important finding is the relative affordability existing in 

many Sun Belt cities, which are the principal destinations for most 

migrants. Except for the California and Dallas markets, western Sun 

Belt cities are at the lower end of the rent scale. Las Cruces and El 

Paso are as close in average rent rates as they are geographically. El 

Paso has a greater supply of available rental hous:f.ng and has slightly 

lower rents. The two Arizona cities also have very similar rent 

structures; although in that state the larger city, Phoenix, has the 

higher rents. Historically, Phoenix has had higher living costs than 

Tucson, particularly for housing. 

The divergent rental schedules of the 17 surveyed cities under

line the fact that real estate markets are local in nature. Any 

---~--~------ ---------- . 



URBAN AREA 

Los Angeles, CA 

Boston, MA 

San Diego, CA 

Washington, D.C. 

Dallas, TX 

Atlanta, GA 

Denver, CO 

Milwaukee, WI 

Seattle, WA 

St. Louis, MO 

Phoenix, AZ 

Tucson, AZ 

Kansas City 

Cleveland, OH 

Las Cruces, NM 

El Paso, TX 

Baltimore, MD 

TABLE 6 

MONTHLY RENTAL COSTS 

THREE-BEDROOM SINGLE-FAMILY HOUSE 

Summer 1986 

AVERAGE (MEAN) 

$1207 

$1126 

$ 812 

$ 803 

$ 623 

$ 621 

$ 605 

$ 581 

$ 571 

$ 569 

$ 548 

$ 519 

$ 473 

$ 443 

$ 438 

$ 421 

$ 367 
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involvement in another real estate market requires local data. National 

statistics, or even statistics from a nearby city, cannot be assumed 

appropriate for a specific study area. 

The methodology utilized for rental comparison was not 

appropriate for apartment rents. Past research, however, has shown that 

rent rates for apartments correlate closely to those for single-family 

houses (Kolbe, 1979). A telephone survey of all Tucson apartment 

complexes revealed that rents ranged from $300 to $720 for an 

unfurnished three bedroom apartment. Excessively high rental rates were 

not included if the high rates were due to special options, such as 

daily or weekly rates or special amenities in retirement complexes. The 

mean rate of $441 is the rate utilized in the next chapter on economic 

analysis. 



CHAPTER 5 

ECONOMIC ANALYSIS OF RENTING VERSUS OWNING IN TUCSON 

"Buy land. They ain't making any more of the 
stuff." (Will Rogers) 

The decision to buy or rent a residence is not purely an 

economic one, but the analysis of the quantifiable factors does provide 

a means of measuring the economic advantages in each tenure choice. The 

intangible factors that cannot be quantified in monetary terms are not 

incorporated in the economic analysis, but are examined in other sec

tions of this study. Perhaps the most important intangible is mobility. 

The ease of moving is a major advantage for renters who contemplate 

changes in family status, income, or occupation. Ties to past places of 

residence or to hometown may also cause people to value mobility. A 

variety of other intangibles, including pride of ownership, privacy, and 

security, were included in the overall study. 

This chapter analyzes only those factors that can be quantified 

in dollars. The economic aspects of the decision to buy or rent are 

much more complex than the comparison of the outlays of rent payments 

versus mortgage payments. This analysis requires a comparison of all 

costs and benefits. For this cost-benefit analysis a minimum of assump-

tiona were applied. Instead, actual market conditions were utilized. 

Rent-buy economic analysis also is usually limited to a single 

comparison of renting a house versus buying a house (Galaty, Allaway, 

and Kyle, 1985; Ring and Dasso, 1985; Unger and Karvel, 1987). This 

48 
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type of analysis fails to include the major type of rental residence: 

apartments. Additionally, apartments are not only the fastest growing 

segment of Tucson's and the nation's residential inventory, but they are 

also the residence of choice for newcomers. Therefore, the economic 

analysis in this study compares the costs and benefits of buying a house 

to those of renting both a house and an apartment. 

Whenever possible, averages were utilized for input data in the 

cost-benefit analysis of the buy-rent decision in Tucson. A three

bedroom home is the unit of analysis because this size dominates both 

the sales and rental single-family house markets and this size is used 

in cost-of-living studies. 

Figure 3 details the pertinent statistics applied to the 

analysis. Homeowners costs are based on the current median purchase 

price of $80,000. Average financing costs involve a thirty year fixed 

rate (10%) mortgage with 80% loan-to-value (20% down payment). Buying 

costs are estimated to be 2 percent. Selling costs, which are primarily 

real estate sales commissions, have been determined to be 7 percent. 

This rate of brokerage commission has been prevalent in over 90% of 

Tucson's brokered sales (Emery and Kolbe, 1985). Property taxes in Pima 

County are averaging one percent of home market value and hazard 

insurance cost one-half of one percent. Industry averages reveal a 

long-term maintenance cost of 2 percent. 

The resident's tax bracket is 35 percent for all years of the 

analysis. This is a combined federal and state tax rate. Even though 

most federal tax rates will change in 1987 and 1988, the federal tax 

rate will not change for the average Tucson household. The average 



Own Rent 
Single-Family House Single-Famili House 

Purchase Price $80,000 
Down Payment (20%) $16,000 
Buying Costs 2.0% 
Selling Costs 7.0% 
Property Taxes 1.0% 
Hazard Insurance 0.5% 
Maintenance 2.0% 
Mortgage (30 Years @ 10.0% fixed) 

Initial Monthly Rent $542 
Required Deposit $813 
Renter's Insurance 0.2% 

Resident's Tax Bracket 
(Federal & State) 35% 35% 

Opportunity Cost of 
Capital 7% 7% 

Inflation Rate 5% 5% 

Renter's Capital Invested $16,787 

Figure 3. Net Costs of Owning Versus Renting 
Three Bedroom Home in Tucson, Arizona 
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Rent 
AEartment 

$441 
$662 

35% 

7% 
5% 

$16,938 
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household income in 1986 is in the 28% bracket, which is the primary 

bracket developed by the 1986 Tax Reform Act. If federal taxes are not 

altered, the 28% bracket will apply for all years of the analysis. The 

same is true for the state tax rate, which is 7% for the average house

hold. For the owner all capital gains taxes are assumed to be either 

deferred or totally avoided. The deferral is achieved by buying another 

home of equal or greater value within 24 months of a sale. Capital 

gains taxes can be exempted by owners over 55 who live in the house for 

at least three of the last five years that they own it. 

The opportunity cost of capital used in the analysis is 7 per

cent. This opportunity cost is the rate of return that could be earned 

on invested capital. Given the current level of interest rates, this is 

an appropriate assumed rate of return to apply to capital saved by 

renting instead of owning. The difference between the owner's down 

payment and buying costs and the renter's required deposit is excess 

capital invested by the renter at the opportunity cost. In the analysis 

the down payment is $16,000 and the buying costs are $1,600. Required 

deposits are $813 for the house renter and $662 for the apartment 

renter, leaving excess capital of $16,787 for the house renter and 

$16,938 for the apartment renter. On the other hand, money tied up in 

the equity of the owner's home is losing the chance to earn a return at 

the cost of capital, but this equity is the key benefit of homeowner

ship. Capital gains are realized from the proceeds of the home sale. 

Five percent is the inflation rate projected by the federal and 

state government. The rate of increase is applied to the market value 

of the owner's property and to all expenses including rent. Buying and 
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selling cost:s are prorated over the number of years of ownership. 

Therefore, t:he cost of buying (2% of the $80,000 purchase price • 

$1,600) and the cost of selling (7% of the sales price) are divided by 

the number of years owned. For example, if the house is owned for 2 

years, the $1600 buying cost averages $800 per year and the $5880 

selling cost (7% of $84,000) averages $2940. For 3 years the buying 

cost averages $533 and the selling cost (7% of the appreciated price of 

$88,200 • $6174) averages $2058. 

In addition to the buying and selling expenses and the equity 

opportunity cost, the homeowner also has interest on the mortgage, 

property (real estate or ad valorem) taxes, hazard insurance, 

maintenance and repair expenses. For the first year of ownership these 

expenses total $17,112 (Figure 4). On the benefit side, the homeowner's 

property will appreciate $4000 the first year. The homeowner will also 

receive a tax savings of $2,514 because of deductions allowed for 

mortgage interest and property taxes. The net annual cost for the 

homeowner is $10,598 for the first year. 

The primary cost to both types of renters is monthly payments of 

rent. The only other cost is renter's insurance. The first year costs 

total $5900 for the house renter and $4681 for the apartment renter 

(Figure 4). The key benefit for the renters is earnings on the excess 

capital not required for home purchase. In the first year the $16,787 

of invested capital would earn the house renter $764 after taxes and the 

apartment renter's $16,938 would earn $771 after taxes. 

··-------------------------------------------



House Value 
Monthly Rent 

Costs 

Interest on Mortgage 
Property Taxes 
Hazard Insurance 
Maintenance 
Buying Expenses 
Selling Expenses 
Equity Opportunity Cost 
Rent, Annual 
Renter's Insurance 

Total Annual Costs 

Benefits 

Income Tax Savings: 
For interest paid 
For property taxes 

Equity gain/appreciation 

Renter's Return on Capital 
Invested at 7% 
Minus taxes at 35% 

Total Annual Costs 

Net Annual Cost 

Net Advantage to Buying 

Own 
House 

$80,000 

$ 6,384 
800 
400 

1,600 
1,600 
5,600 

728 

$17,112 

$ 2,234 
280 

4,000 

$ 6,514 

$10,598 

Rent 
House 

$ 542 

$6,504 
160 

$6,664 

$ 764 
$ 764 

$5,900 

($4,698) 

Rent 
Apartment 

$ 441 

$5,292 
160 

$5,452 

$ 771 
$ 771 

$4,681 

($5,917) 

Figure 4. Net Costs and Benefits of Owning Versus Buying 
Three Bedroom Home in Tucson, Arizona - Year 1 - 1986 
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Results of the first year analysis reveal that house renting is 

over $4500 less costly than owning and apartment renting is almost $6000 

less expensive. Figures 5 through 13 illustrate the changing costs and 

benefits. After year 3, owning becomes less costly than house renting, 

but owning is more expensive than renting apartments until year 5. 

Figures 14 and 15 show the ten-year comparison for the net costs and the 

net advantage to owning. 

The economic analysis for the first ten years of occupancy in 

Tucson residences reveals that renting is less costly if occupancy is to 

be less than two years for the house renter and less than four years for 

the apartment renter. The five-year break-even period for the apartment 

renter versus houseowner comparison is probably longer than most 

residents think. A caveat, however, is necessary. Although actual 

Tucson market data were applied whenever possible, some assumptions and 

projections were required. A key unknown for the future is the infla

tion rate. A higher than projected rate would result in a shorter 

break-even period and a lower rate means a longer one. Furthermore, 

inflation factors could be nonuniform. Apartment rents could increase 

faster than home values appreciate. Changes in the factors of costs or 

benefits can vary the results of the analysis and the perceptions of 

residents. 

While a very small number of residents actually perform this 

detailed analysis, most do have a perception that renting is less expen

sive for some period of time. All of this leads people who value 

mobility to choose renting. A number of other noneconomic factors, such 

as the time that it takes to sell a residence, also influence mobile 

--- -------------· 
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residents towards renting. The impact of mobility on the tenure deci

sion was tested in the study and will be influenced by mobility as well 

as by both economic and noneconomic factors. The results of the survey 

revealed that the significance of the different factors varied with the 

buying intentions of the respondents. 



House Value 
Monthly Rent 

Costs 

Interest on Mortgage 
Property Taxes 
Hazard Insurance 
Maintenance 
Buying Expenses 
Selling Expenses 
Equity Opportunity Cost 
Rent, Annual 
Renter's Insurance 

Total Annual Costs 

Benefits 

Income Tax Savings: 
For interest paid 
For property taxes 

Equity gain/appreciation 

Renter's Return on Capital 
Invested at 7% 
Minus taxes at 35% 

Total Annual Costs 

Net Annual Cost 

Net Advantage to Buying 

Own 
House 

$84,000 

$ 6,347 
840 
420 

1,680 
800 

2,940 
926 

$13,953 

$ 2,221 
294 

4,200 

$ 6, 715 

$ 7,238 

Rent 
House 

$ 569 

$6,829 
168 

$6,997 

$ 799 
$ 799 

$6,198 

($1,040) 

Rent 
Apartment 

$ 463 

$5,557 
168 

$5,725 

$ 806 
$ 806 

$4,919 

($2,319) 

Figure 5. Net Costs and Benefits of Owning Versus Buying 
Three Bedroom Home in Tucson, Arizona - Year 2 
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House Value 
Monthly Rent 

Costs 

Interest on Mortgage 
Property Taxes 
Hazard Insurance 
Maintenance 
Buying Expenses 
Selling Expenses 
Equity Opportunity Cost 
Rent, Annual 
Renter's Insurance 

Total Annual Costs 

Benefits 

Income Tax Savings: 
For interest paid 
For property taxes 

Equity gain/appreciation 

Renter's Return on Capital 
Invested at 7% 
Minus taxes at 35% 

Total Annual Costs 

Net Annual Cost 

Net Advantage to Buying 

Own 
Bouse 

$88,200 

$ 6,306 
882 
441 

1,764 
533 

2,058 
1,135 

$13,119 

$ 2,207 
309 

4,410 

$ 6,926 

$ 6,193 

Rent 
Bouse 

$ 597 

$7,170 
176 

$7,346 

$ 835 
$ 835 

$6,511 

$ 318 

Rent 
Apartment 

$ 486 

$5,834 
176 

$6,010 

$ 842 
$ 842 

$5,168 

($1 ,025) 

Figure 6. Net Costs and Benefits of OWning Versus Buying 
Three Bedroom Home in Tucson, Arizona - Year 3 
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House Value 
Monthly Rent 

Costs 

Interest on Mortgage 
Property Taxes 
Hazard Insurance 
Maintenance 
Buying Expenses 
Selling Expenses 
Equity Opportunity Cost 
Rent, Annual 
Renter's Insurance 

Total Annual Costs 

Benefits 

Income Tax Savings: 
For interest paid 
For property taxes 

Equity gain/appreciation 

Renter's Return on Capital 
Invested at 7% 
Minus taxes at 35% 

Total Annual Costs 

Net Annual Cost 

Net Advantage to Buying 

Own 
House 

$92,610 

$ 6,260 
926 
463 

1,852 
400 

1,621 
1,356 

$12,878 

$ 2,191 
324 

4,631 

$ 7,146 

$ 5,732 

Rent 
House 

$ 627 

$7,529 
185 

$7 J 714 

$ 873 
$ 873 

$6,841 

$1,109 

Rent 
Apartment 

$ 511 

$6,126 
185 

$6,311 

$ 881 
$ 881 

$5,430 

($302) 

Figure 7. Net Costs and Benefits of Owning Versus Buying 
Three Bedroom Home in Tucson, Arizona - Year 4 
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House Value 
Monthly Rent 

Costs 

Interest on Mortgage 
Property Taxes 
Hazard Insurance 
Maintenance 
Buying Expenses 
Selling Expenses 
Equity Opportunity Cost 
Rent, Annual 
Renter's Insurance 

Total Annual Costs 

Benefits 

Income Tax Savings: 
For interest paid 
For property taxes 

Equity gain/appreciation 

Renter's Return on Capital 
Invested at 7% 
Minus taxes at 35% 

Total Annual Costs 

Net Annual Cost 

Net Advantage to Buying 

Own 
House 

$97,241 

$ 6,210 
972 
486 

1,945 
320 

1,361 
1,588 

$12,882 

$ 2,173 
340 

4,862 

$ 7,375 

$ 5,507 

Rent 
House 

$ 659 

$7,905 
194 

$8,099 

$ 912 
$ 912 

$7,187 

$1,680 

Rent 
Apartment 

$ 536 

$6,432 
194 

$6,626 

$ 921 
$ 921 

$5,705 

$ 198 

Figure 8. Net Costs and Benefits of Owning Versus Buying 
Three Bedroom Home in Tucson, Arizona - Year 5 
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House Value 
Monthly Rent 

Costs 

Interest on Mortgage 
Property Taxes 
Hazard Insurance 
Maintenance 
Buying Expenses 
Selling Expenses 
Equity Opportunity Cost 
Rent, Annual 
Renter's Insurance 

Total Annual Costs 

Benefits 

Income Tax Savings: 
For interest paid 
For property taxes 

Equity gain/appreciation 

Renter's Return on Capital 
Invested at 7% 
Minus taxes at 35% 

Total Annual Costs 

Net Annual Cost 

Net Advantage to Buying 

Own 
House 

$102,103 

$ 6,154 
1,021 

510 
2,042 

267 
1,191 
1,833 

$ 13,018 

$ 2,154 
357 

5,105 

$ 7,616 

$ 5,402 

Rent 
House 

$ 692 

$8,300 
204 

$8,504 

$ 954 
$ 954 

$7,550 

$2,148 

Rent 
Apartment 

$ 563 

$6,754 
204 

$6,958 

$ 963 
$ 963 

$5,995 

$ 593 

Figure 9. Net Costs and Benefits of Owning Versus Buying 
Three Bedroom Home in Tucson, Arizona - Year 6 
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Own Rent Rent 
House House AJ2artment 

House Value $107,208 
Monthly Rent $ 726 $ 591 

Costs 

Interest on Mortgage $ 6,093 
Property Taxes 1,072 
Hazard Insurance 536 
Maintenance 2,144 
Buying Expenses 229 
Selling Expenses 1,072 
Equity Opportunity Cost 2,092 
Rent, Annual $8,715 $7,092 
Renter's Insurance 214 214 

Total Annual Costs $ 13,238 $8,929 $7,306 

Benefits 

Income Tax Savings: 
For interest paid $ 2,133 
For property taxes 375 

Equity gain/appreciation 5,360 

Renter's Return on Capital 
Invested at 7% 
Minus taxes at 35% $ 998 $1,007 

Total Annual Costs $ 7,868 $ 998 $1,007 

Net Annual Cost $ 5,370 $7,931 $6,299 

Net Advantage to Buying $2,561 $ 929 

Figure 10. Net Costs and Benefits of Owning Versus Buying 
Three Bedroom Home in Tucson, Arizona - Year 7 

61 



House Value 
Monthly Rent 

Costs 

Interest on Mortgage 
Property Taxes 
Hazard Insurance 
Maintenance 
Buying Expenses 
Selling Expenses 
Equity Opportunity Cost 
Rent, Annual 
Renter's Insurance 

Total Annual Costs 

Benefits 

Income Tax Savings: 
For interest paid 
For property taxes 

Equity gain/appreciation 

Renter's Return on Capital 
Invested at 7% 
Minus taxes at 35% 

Total Annual Costs 

Net Annual Cost 

Net Advantage to Buying 

Own 
House 

$112,568 

$ 6,025 
1,126 

563 
2,251 

200 
985 

2,366 

$ 13,516 

$ 2,109 
394 

5,628 

$ 8,131 

$ 5,385 

Rent 
House 

$ 763 

$9,151 
225 

$9,376 

$1,043 
$1,043 

$8,333 

$2,948 

Rent 
Apartment 

$ 621 

$7,446 
225 

$7,671 

$1,052 
$1,052 

$6,619 

$1,234 

Figure 11. Net Costs and Benefits of Owning Versus Buying 
Three Bedroom Home in Tucson, Arizona - Year 8 
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Own Rent Rent 
House House AJ2artment 

House Value $118,196 
Monthly Rent $ 801 $ 652 

Costs 

Interest on Mortgage $ 5,951 
Property Taxes 1,182 
Hazard Insurance 591 
Maintenance 2,364 
Buying Expenses 178 
Selling Expenses 919 
Equity Opportunity Cost 2,654 
Rent, Annual $9,609 $7,819 
Renter's Insurance 236 236 

Total Annual Costs $ 13,839 $9,845 $8,055 

Benefits 

Income Tax Savings: 
For interest paid $ 2,083 
For property taxes 414 

Equity gain/appreciation 5,910 

Renter's Return on Capital 
Invested at 7% 
Minus taxes at 35% $1,090 $1,100 

Total Annual Costs $ 8,407 $1,090 $1,100 

Net Annual Cost $ 5,432 $8,755 $6,955 

Net Advantage to Buying $3,323 $1,523 

Figure 12. Net Costs and Benefits of Owning Versus Buying 
Three Bedroom Home in Tucson, Arizona - Year 9 
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House Value 
Monthly Rent 

Costs 

Interest on Mortgage 
Property Taxes 
Hazard Insurance 
Maintenance 
Buying Expenses 
Selling Expenses 
Equity Opportunity Cost 
Rent, Annual 
Renter's Insurance 

Total Annual Costs 

Benefits 

Income Tax Savings: 
For interest paid 
For property taxes 

Equity gain/appreciation 

Renter's Return on Capital 
Invested at 7% 
Minus taxes at 35% 

Total Annual Costs 

Net Annual Cost 

Net Advantage to Buying 

Own 
House 

$124,106 

$ 5,868 
1,241 

621 
2,482 

160 
869 

2,959 

$ 14,200 

$ 2,054 
434 

6,205 

$ 8,693 

$ 5,507 

Rent 
House 

$ 841 

$10,089 
248 

$10,337 

$ 1,140 
$ 1,140 

$ 9,197 

$ 3,690 

Rent 
Apartment 

$ 684 

$8,210 
248 

$8,458 

$1,150 
$1,150 

$7,308 

$1,801 

Figure 13. Net Costs and Benefits of Owning Versus Buying 
Three Bedroom Home in Tucson, Arizona - Year 10 
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Year 

1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 

10 

Own 

$10,598 
7,238 
6,193 
5,732 
5,507 
5,402 
5,370 
5,385 
5,432 
5,507 

Rent House 

$5,900 
6,198 
6,511 
6,841 
7,187 
7,550 
7,931 
8,333 
8,755 
9,197 

Rent Apartment 

$4,681 
4,919 
5,168 
5,430 
5,705 
5,995 
6,299 
6,619 
6,955 
7,308 

Figure 14. Net Costs and Benefits of Owning Versus Buying 
Three Bedroom Home in Tucson, Arizona 

Year 

1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 

10 

Versus Rent 
House 

-$4,698 
- 1,040 

318 
1,109 
1,680 
2,148 
2,561 
2,948 
3,323 
3,690 

Versus Rent 
Apartment 

-$5,917 
- 2,319 
- 1,025 

302 
198 
593 
929 

1,234 
1,523 
1,801 

Figure 15. Net Costs and Benefits of Owning Versus Buying 
Three Bedroom Home in Tucson, Arizona 
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CHAPTER 6 

OVERALL SURVEY FINDINGS 

A wealth of information about Tucson newcomers and their prefer

ences and perceptions was collected by the Tucson apartment renters 

survey. Information was gained about renting newcomer characteristics 

and attitudes. These data are useful for understanding newcomers and 

their tenure decisions. The findings of the survey are detailed in the 

tables of the appendices for the total sample and for each of the groups 

categorized by buying intentions. Optimal utilization of the findings 

can be attained by analyzing the data by group. 

The findings for the overall survey are presented first in order 

to provide a base for the behavioral model. In addition to the total 

sample of newcomer apartment renters, the two major groups categorized 

by homebuying intentions were intended buyers and entrenched renters. 

These groups were defined by their responses to the three categorization 

questions for the time periods of six months (short-term), twelve months 

(intermediate), and two years (long-term). Intended buyers responded 

with either a 6-quite likely or a 7-extremely likely. Answers of !

extremely unlikely or 2-quite unlikely were given for all three time 

periods by the entrenched renters. The two groups were unique in 

numerous ways. The differences between the buyers and the entrenched 

renters were most pronounced for the four major issues: 
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(1) residential history, (2) socio-demographic determinants, (3) place 

ties, and (4) economic constraints. 

Total Sample 
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The total sample included all the apartment renters surveyed and 

was representative of newcomers to Tucson. The overall survey findings 

for the total sample are detailed in Tables 13 through 102 which are 

contained in the Appendix. The representativeness of the sample was 

illustrated by the comparison of the survey sample to the newcomer 

statistics from other sources (Table 1 in Chapter 3). The percentages 

in the sample population were very similar to those of the newcomers in 

other studies, including the U.S. Census and Tucson Trends 86. In this 

study the reasons for moving to Tucson were similar to the reasons given 

in other research using open-ended questions (Gibson, 1969; Tucson 

Trends 86, 1986). The top eight reasons were the same order as Tucson 

Trends: employment-had job, education, climate, relatives here, 

employment-seeking job, military transfer, health, and retirement. 

The Tucson migration data from the 1980 Census was recently 

analyzed by Plane (1987). The geographic origins of in-migrants in this 

study compared closely to those in the Census. The only significant 

variation was in the East North Central and West North Central 

Divisions, but the difference was insignificant for the Midwest Region 

which contains these two divisions. 
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TABLE 7 

GEOGRAPHIC ORIGINS OF IN-MIGRANTS TO TUCSON 

Census Survey 
Origin (%) (%) 

Other Arizona County 14.8 10.1 

Other States 77.4 85.0 

West Region 21.9 24.1 
Mountain Division 8.1 11.4 
Pacific Division 13.8 12.7 

South Region 12.3 14.0 
South Atlantic Division 5.8 5.1 
East South Central Division 1.6 1.3 
West South Central Division 4.9 7.6 

Midwest Region 26.9 31.7 
East North Central Division 19.6 5.1 
West North Central Division 7.3 26.6 

Northeast Region 16.3 15.2 
New England Division 3.6 1.3 
Middle Atlantic Division 12.7 13.9 

Other Countries or U.S. Terr. 7.7 5.1 
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Intended Buyers and Entrenched Renters 

The entrenched renters rated the likelihood that they would buy 

a home as extremely unlikely (1) or quite unlikely (2) for all three 

time periods. Tables 193 through 279 in the Appendix detail the 

responses of this group. The intended buyers were all respondents who 

answered with a 6 (quite likely) or a 7 (extremely likely) to the 

categorization question. The responses of those who intended to buy a 

home in the next six months were substantially different from those who 

intended to buy in one or two years. Therefore, the detailed responses 

in Tables 103 through 192 in the Appendix are presented for two sets of 

intended buyers: (1) immediate buyers and (2) future buyers. The 

immediate buyers were those intending to buy within six months. The one 

year and two years buyers were similar and were combined in the future 

buyers category. 

The survey results for the entrenched renters and the intended 

buyers were statistically analyzed to find out which variables distin

guished each tenure type. Group means were examined by analysis of 

variance and chi-square analysis was utilized for determinant percent

ages. 

Residential History 

Duration was a significant residential history determinant. 

Overall, the buyers had lived in Tucson fewer years than the renters. 

Entrenched renters had been in Tucson long enough to decide that they 

were not buying. 



TABLE 8 

RESIDENTIAL HISTORY DETERMINANTS BY TENURE TYPE 
(Mean Values and Percents) 

Determinant 

Duration in Tucson* 
% Preferred Single-Family*** 
% Single-Family Last Home 
% Single-Family Adult Homes 
% Single-Family Child Homes 
% Urban Last Home** 
% Urban Adult Homes** 
% Own Last* 
% Own Ever* 
Importance - Better for Children 
Importance - More Security 
Importance - Pride of Ownership* 
Importance - Area Crime Reputation* 
Importance - Close to Recreation* 

***Significant at .01 probability level 
** Significant at .05 probability level 
* Significant at .10 probability level 

Intended 
Buyers 

2.59 
91.4 
53.6 
75.3 

100.0 
31.1 
71.4 
48.4 
62.0 
4.53 
5.33 
5.25 
6.19 
4.72 

Entrenched 
Renters 

3.26 
68.3 
53.6 
69.2 

100.0 
66.7 
87.5 
38.7 
53.6 
4.97 
4.90 
4.57 
6.49 
4.20 
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The type of previous residence was not a significant factor in 

the tenure decision, but the preference for single-family houses was 

very significant. Although the majority of both intended buyers and 

entrenched renters preferred single-family houses, the percentage of 

buyers with this preference was significantly greater than that of the 

renters. This preference differential was not explained by previous 

residences. The same proportion of each group last resided in single

family houses and there were no significant differences in the type of 

residence occupied by each group during adulthood or childhood. 
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The type of previous community was a significant factor differ

entiating the two tenure groups. The proportion of entrenched renters 

who last resided in an urban area was more than double that of the 

intended buyers. This relationship was also true in regards to the 

history of both adult and childhood residences. 

Contrary to the theories proposed by past researchers, prior 

ownership was not a very significant factor. The percentages of 

intended buyers who had last owned a home or had ever owned a home were 

both greater than the percentages for entrenched renters. These differ

ences were only significant at the .10 probability level, much less 

significant than would be expected from the literature on migration and 

home tenure. 

Twenty preference factors were evaluated for importance to each 

of the tenure groups. Six of the factors were economic in character and 

will be discussed with the issue of economic constraints. The 

entrenched renters and intended buyers gave comparable ratings to most 

of the remaining factors. Only five factors had differences worth 
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noting. The renters gave slightly higher ratings for the importance of 

ownership for the betterment of children and slightly lower ratings for 

the importance of more security in an owned home. The significant 

differences were evident with the three other preference factors. As 

expected, intended buyers rated pride in ownership as more important. 

The other two factors involved the selection of where one lives. The 

renters felt that the crime reputation of an area was more important 

than the buyers did. This is related to the fact that the entrenched 

renters gave less importance to ownership of a home providing more 

security. The other location factor was proximity to recreational 

facilities. Close to recreation was less important to the entrenched 

renters because they continue to reside in apartment complexes which are 

equiped with extensive recreational amenities. 

Socio-demographic Determinants 

The total sample for the study was similar in life cycle charac

teristics to the newcomer population of Tucson. The two tenure groups, 

however, had marked differences in several characteristics. The most 

significant difference in the tenure groups was income. As an economic 

variable income is critical to home purchase for most buyers. Income, 

however, was not directly related to age. In fact, the average age of 

the intended buyers was ~ than that of the entrenched renters, but 

the difference was not statistically significant. The key difference in 

the age structure of the entrenched renters was a 23 percent share who 

were over 65. This large number of retired people contributed to the 

renters' lower income. 



TABLE 9 

SOCIQ-DEMOGRAPHIC CHARACTERISTICS BY TENURE TYPE 
(Mean Values and Percents) 

Characteristic 

Income (OOO's)** 
Age 
% College Graduates** 
Household Size* 
Number of Children* 
% Married* 
% With Children Gone 
% With Other People 
% White 
% Major Change Leisure* 
% More Outdoor Leisure* 

**Significant at .OS probability level 
* Significant at .10 probability level 

Intended Entrenched 
Buyers Renters 

28.9 20.6 
33.7 35.3 
60.5 37.8 
2.33 2.00 

.64 .31 
60.8 48.7 
39.5 35.9 
12.1 12.8 
85.7 84.6 
23.9 36.1 
24.7 11.1 
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Educational levels of the buyers and renters were distinct. The 

percentage of intended buyers who were college educated was much higher 

than that of the entrenched renters. The more educated buyers were more 

aware of the advantages and amenities of homeownership. The percentages 

of entrenched renters with bachelors or masters degrees were below those 

of the intended buyers, but oddly enough, the proportion of entrenched 

renters with a doctorate (8%) was the highest of any group. 

Household size and composition of the two tenure groups were 

diverse. Entrenched renters had the smallest households: one third 

were one person households. Directly correlated with the smaller house

hold size were the fewer number of children and greater shares of 

divorced, widowed, and single entrenched renters. The percentages of 

each tenure group with other people living in their home or with 

children who no longer live there were similar. Ethnic composition of 

the two tenure groups was also similar with practically the same propor

tion of whites. 

Entrenched renters were more likely to enact a major change in 

their leisure pursuits after moving to Tucson. More than one third of 

the entrenched renters made major changes in their recreation, but only 

24 percent of the intended buyers made major changes in leisure. There 

was also a significant difference in the percentage of each group 

seeking more outdoor leisure, but the intended buyers led this transi

tion by more than double. The greater proportion of buyers transforming 

to active, outdoor pursuits is explained by the fact that outdoor 

leisure activities were fundamental to a majority of the entrenched 

renters before moving to Tucson. Although there were changes, the 
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leisure activities of the entrenched renters still centered on the 

outdoors. Additionally, the positive relationship of outdoor recreation 

to home purchasers reflects the importance of homes and yards for 

family-oriented activities. 

Place Ties 

The greatest difference between intended buyers and entrenched 

renters was evident in their likelihood of moving out of the Tucson 

area. This measure of mobility revealed the lack of place ties that the 

entrenched renters had in Tucson. The differences were significant for 

all of the time periods, but were strongest for the long term (5 years). 

The entrenched renters were more likely to migrate than the intended 

buyers. 

Place ties to Tucson were also measured by prior experience in 

Tucson and the number of social ties. One third of the newcomers were 

never in Tucson before moving. The intended buyers, however, did spend 

more days in Tucson before moving there than the entrenched renters, but 

the only significant difference was in the number of days spent 

searching for a home before moving. The entrenched renters had more 

friends and relatives in Tucson before moving there because their 

primary reason for moving was to join relatives in Tucson. At the time 

of the survey the intended buyers had slightly more close friends in 

Tucson and in their current neighborhood. 



TABLE 10 

PLACE TIES DETERMINANTS BY TENURE TYPE 
(Mean Values and Percents) 

Determinants 

Mobility-Likelihood Move in 1 Year* 
Mobility-Likelihood Move in 2 Years** 
Mobility-Likelihood Move in 5 Years*** 
Total Days in Tucson Before Move 
Days Home Search Before Move** 
Days on Business Before Move 
Days on Vacation Before Move 
Tucson Friends/Relatives Before Move 
Close Friends Tucson 
Close Friends Neighborhood 
Close Friends Last City 
Likelihood of Job Last City 
Likelihood of Move to Last City 
% Own Home Last City 
% Own Other Realty Last City 
Visits Last City 
Likelihood of Job in Hometown** 
Likelihood of Move to Hometown* 
% Own Realty in Hometown 
Visits to Hometown 
Close Friends in Hometown 

***Significant at .01 probability level 
** Significant at .05 probability level 
* Significant at .10 probability level 

Intended 
Buyers 

2.35 
2. 71 
3.33 

15.90 
4.63 
1.21 
6.81 
2.04 
2.83 
1.35 
4.14 
4.21 
3.23 

44.2 
5.9 
3.21 
1.87 
1.97 
9.5 
2.39 
4.63 

Entrenched 
Renters 

3.40 
4.28 
5.03 

10.40 
1.40 
0.50 
5.40 
2.54 
2.50 
0.96 
4.29 
3.98 
3.03 
35.0 
5.1 
3.01 
3.20 
2.63 
o.o 
2.36 
4.55 
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There were no significant differences in the two tenure groups' 

ties to the last city of residence before Tucson. The entrenched 

renters had slightly more friends in the last city, but the other place 

ties to last city were slightly stronger for the intended buyers. The 

buyers gave higher ratings for the likelihood of a job in or moving to 

the last city, were more often owners of real estate in the last city, 

and made more visits back. The place ties to hometown were stronger for 

the entrenched renters, but once again the differences between the two 

tenure groups were insignificant. 

Economic Constraints 

The previously discussed variable of income was a critical 

constraint differentiating the two tenure groups. There was a signifi

cant difference in the average incomes of the two groups. The mean 

income of the intended buyers was 40% higher than that of the entrenched 

renters. There were, however, extremes in each group: 11 percent of 

the buyers had incomes below $15,000 and 8 percent of the entrenched 

renters earned more than $50,000 per year. Another measure of income 

was also significantly different. The maximum dollar amount that the 

intended buyers thought they could afford as a house payment was 44 

percent higher than that of the entrenched renters. 

Financing factors varied with each tenure group. The entrenched 

renters and intended buyers had similar perceptions of current interest 

rates, but those perceptions differed over time. A more rapid rise in 

rates was anticipated by the entrenched renters and the resulting 

forecasted two year interest rates for the entrenched renters were 



TABLE 11 

ECONOMIC CONSTRAINTS BY TENURE TYPE 
(Mean Values and Percents) 

Constant 

Income (OOO's)** 
Affordable Payment ** 
Current Interest Rates 
Six Month Interest Rates 
One Year Interest Rates 
Two Year Interest Rates 
% with Adequate Down Payment* 
Importance - Investment** 
Importance - Tax Advantage* 
Importance - Down Payment 
Importance - Monthly Payment 
Importance - Interest Rate 
Importanct - Price 

**Significant at .05 probability level 
* Significant at .10 probability level 

Intended 
Buyers 

28.9 
575 

10.15 
10.15 
10.78 
11.46 
43.4 
6.22 
5.31 
5.15 
5.66 
5.60 
6.00 

Entrenched 
Renters 

20.6 
400 

9.88 
10.13 
11.13 
13.15 
32.4 
5.35 
4.71 
5.34 
6.12 
6.19 
6.00 
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significantly higher than those of the intended buyers. Another signi

ficant difference between the two groups was in the percentage with 

adequate down payment to buy a home. The proportion of intended buyers 

with adequate down payment was 11 percentage points above that of the 

entrenched renters. 

Only two of the six economic preference factors were signifi

cantly different. The intended buyers gave much higher importance 

ratings for homeownership as an investment and as a tax advantage. 

The survey results showed that the buyers were unique in a 

number of ways. The differences between the buyers and the entrenched 

renters were most pronounced for the four major issues. These issues 

are examined in the next four chapters, beginning with the relationship 

of residential history to the tenure decision. Throughout the survey 

results, a strong link was evidenced between homebuying and residential 

history. 



CHAPTER 7 

TENURE DECISION AND RESIDENTIAL HISTORY 

Migrants decide whether to buy or rent their homes depending on 

their residential history. Roseman (1983) incorporated experiences in 

his life-history view of migration. A host of researchers have shown 

that homeowners have significantly lower rates of migration then renters 

(Rossi, 1955; Lansing and Mueller, 1967; Butler et al., 1969; 

Deutschman, 1972; Speare, Goldstein, and Frey, 1975). Residential 

history also influences the tenure decision. Fredland (1974) found that 

prior ownership was a fundamental factor in his homebuying model, in 

which he theorized that prior ownership also indicates that the style of 

living implicit in homeownership was accepted by the entire household. 

The anomaly investigated in this study is the fact that a majority of 

the newcomers owned a residence sometime in their lives, but are now 

renting apartments in Tucson. The tenure decisions of Tucson in

migrants are contrary to the findings of past studies, such as Bourne 

(1981). Although it is common for in-migrant to rent during their 

initial settlement period in a new city, past research has shown that 

former homeowners will eventually buy again. Many Tucson in-migrants 

did not buy again, but instead became entrenched renters. The impact of 

residential history on the homebuying decision was analyzed on three 

scales: (1) the history of newcomers during their time in Tucson, 
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(2) the residential experiences of these migrants prior to moving to 

Tucson, and (3) the consequences of their experiences on preferences and 

future decisions. 

Tucson Residential History 

Duration of residence is an often debated migration factor. 

Morrison (1967); Myers, McGinnis, and Masnick (1967); Land (1969) and 

McHugh (1984a) argued that there is an inverse relationship between 

duration of residence and mobility. This hypothesis of cumulative 

inertia has been countered by Clark and Cadwallader (1973), Huff and 

Clark (1978), and Speare, Goldstein, and Frey (1975). Stress-resistance 

models have incorporated the confounding effects of duration on 

mobility. 

In this Tucson study the duration period of the sample population 

was restricted to five years so that only newcomers would be included. 

Although the direct relationship of duration to mobility reinforces the 

stress-resistance hypothesis, it must be remembered that durations 

longer than five years are not included in the study. The finding that 

entrenched renters lived in Tucson longer than the buyers may be a 

result of the homebuying act. Since the immediate buyers had an average 

length of Tucson residence of 2.5 years, the purchase of a home in the 

next six months would result in a change of residence. Therefore, a 

survey at that time would not find these newcomers in apartments. The 

ongoing process of intended buyers moving out of apartments partially 

explains the low percentage of buyers with Tucson residence longer than 

3 years. Nevertheless, there is a direct relationship between duration 

and mobility. This is illustrated by the findings of the questions on 
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likelihood of moving out of the Tucson area. The entrenched renters who 

have the longest duration of Tucson residence rated the likelihood of 

moving the highest for all three time periods. 

Another measure of the entrenched renters' mobility was that a 

greater portion of them had lived in other districts in Tucson. More 

than two thirds of the buyers had lived only in their current area of 

Tucson, which was primarily the Foothills or the Far Eastside. One half 

of the entrenched renters had lived in other areas. Fewer of the 

entrenched renters than buyers currently lived in the Foothills or the 

Far Eastside because these are areas dominated by owner-occupied 

residences. 

Residential History Prior to Tucson 

Bourne's (1981) premise that in-migrants tend to occupy the same 

tenure as they did in their previous location was not true of the Tucson 

newcomers. Forty percent of these apartment renters owned their last 

home. Prior ownership, however, was a factor in the tenure intentions 

of these newcomers. The number of intended buyers who previously owned 

homes was far greater than the renters. One half of the buyers owned 

their last residence, but only 39 percent of the entrenched renters had 

last owned. The differences in lifetime ownership between the two 

groups was not as large, but was still important. While 62 percent of 

the buyers had owned a home sometime in their lives, 54 percent of the 

entrenched renters had owned. It is important to note that the 

indifferent group, who rated the likelihood of buying in between the 

entrenched renters and the buyers, only included 38 percent ever owning 

a home. 
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The state or region of last residence before Tucson was not a 

significant factor in the tenure decision. Newcomers from the East 

North Central, especially the states of Illinois, Indiana, and 

Wisconsin, were more often buyers than renters. The Pacific, 

particularly California, was the source region for a greater share of 

entrenched renters. In fact, none of the immediate buyers were from the 

Pacific region. The analysis of the source states and regions provided 

some interesting findings, but nothing of significance to the tenure 

decision. 

The type of previous community did furnish important inputs on 

the homebuying decision. There was an inverse relationship between the 

number of newcomers who lived in urban areas and the intention to buy a 

home. A much larger proportion of renters than buyers lived last in 

urban areas. This relationship was also true in regards to the history 

of adult residences and childhood residences. 

The type of previous residence did not correspond with the 

tenure decision. There were no meaningful differences in residence type 

between groups. Over half of every group last lived in a single-family 

detached house and the proportion of each group last residing in apart

ments was close to the 32 percent level for the total population. All 

of the buyers and entrenched renters spent their childhood in single

family houses. 

Since the variation in past residential types was not signifi

cant, it appears that the key element in past residences was the type of 

community. The urban experience made apartment living more acceptable 

to the entrenched renters. The suburban and rural communities, in which 
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the majority of the buyers lived, were dominated by owner-occupied homes 

and these became the residence of choice for buyers. 

Consequences on Preferences and Future Decisions 

The fundamental impact of prior residential experiences was on 

the choice of tenure. Owners of previous homes were more likely to buy 

another home. The influences of community type and duration were also 

important. In an earlier section, the choice of destination was 

discussed, It was shown that previous residence affected destination 

selection, especially among the entrenched renters. 

Another preference which is influenced by residential history is 

the type of home favored. This factor also plays an important role in 

the tenure decision, The overwhelming popularity of single-family 

houses in America is evident by the dominance this type of residence has 

in the market, When newcomers were asked the type of home in which they 

would most prefer to live, the majority of every group responded with 

single-family houses. The margin of preferences, however, was substan

tially different for buyers and for entrenched renters. Only 10 percent 

of the buyers did not choose single-family homes. Twice as many 

entrenched renters (20%) preferred apartments. Only 68 percent of the 

entrenched renters picked single-family houses as their favored type of 

residence. Two-thirds of the buyers preferred townhouses as their 

second choice. The second choice for entrenched renters was divided 

among four types: townhouses (44%), mobile home (22%), single-family 

(20%), and condominium (12%). The divergence in the housing preferences 

of buyers and entrenched renters was also a factor in the tenure 



decision. The apartments preferred by the entrenched renters are not 

available for purchase. 
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Residential history was also a factor in the area preference of 

newcomers. The buyers ranked the Foothills as the most desirable area 

in which to live. Two thirds of the buyers picked District 1 East as 

the most desirable and 15 percent chose District 1 West. The entrenched 

renters also preferred the Foothills, but it was by a much smaller 

margin (70%). Although both the buyers and entrenched renters preferred 

the Foothills for its openness and views, more of the renters than 

buyers preferred the City Center for its convenience. The lower number 

of entrenched renters and higher number of buyers choosing the Foothills 

could be related to the fact that the real estate market in the 

Foothills is dominated by owner-occupied single-family homes. 

A series of factors were evaluated for importance to each of the 

groups. Entrenched renters rated lower all the ownership factors, 

especially pride of ownership, tax advantages, and owning as an invest

ment. The entrenched renters gave ratings comparable to the buyers for 

all the locational factors except one: closeness to recreational 

facilities. The entrenched renters rated the proximity of recreation 

lower than the buyers because the renters preferred type of residence, 

apartments, included a wide range of recreational amenities. 

The variation in the preferences of Tucson intended buyers and 

entrenched renters parallels the findings of other research. Studies 

have demonstrated that tenure choice and prior residential experience 

affect migrant evaluations (Wolpert, 1965; Butler et al., 1969; Troy, 
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1973; Kennedy, 1975). The newcomer buyers in Tucson had unique residen

tial histories that influenced their tenure decision. Residential 

history, however, was only one of the major issues analyzed. Socio

demographic variables were also important determinants in the tenure 

decision. 



CHAPTER 8 

SOCIO-DEMOGRAPHIC DETERMINANTS 

Undoubtedly the most widely used approach to migration and 

tenure research has been the analysis of various socio-demographic 

variables. A wide range of socio-demographic variables have been 

examined by researchers. This study analyzed two variable groups: (1) 

standard socio-demographic variables, and (2) life-cycle and leisure 

variables. The population variables included age, education, household 

size and composition, and occupation. In order to interrelate the 

significance of these diverse variables, researchers developed theories 

of life cycles. The plural of the word theory is utilized here because 

the theories of researchers vary as much as the socio-demographic 

factors. While researchers have employed a wide assortment of different 

variables in their definitions of life cycles, several common themes 

have emerged. The four major themes were described by Bell (1958): 

consumption, community, social prestige, and family. 

The consumption theory, also known as consumerism, centers on 

the importance of amenities to people. Bell (1958) aligned this theory 

with younger populations and Michelson (1977) underscored the importance 

of nearby shopping in this theme. The community theme involves inter

action of people, often of the same group, such as retired. In this 

theme, Preston and Taylor (1981) emphasized the significance of 
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neighborhood characteristics in the preferepces of residents. The move

ment to the suburbs is a consequence of the social prestige theme. Role 

emphasis is important to this theme, which is also included in the 

careerism theory. Fredland (1974) and Urell (1976) stressed the signif

icance of career changes in mobility and tenure choice. The fourth 

theme is the one that has been most widely accepted, but rarely in the 

same format. Familism or the family-centered theme has been adopted by 

a wide variety of researchers. 

Deutschman (1972) proposed that mobility was not a function of 

the stage in the life cycle, but instead of the probability of change in 

the family at various stages. Space needs of the family constituted the 

critical factor in the models of Foote, Abu-Lughod, Foley and Winnick 

(1960), McCarthy (1976), Michelson (1977), and Preston and Taylor 

(1981). In the Foote et al. study, one specific event was critical--the 

birth of a child. Specific events were also strategic to Huff and 

Clark's (1978) research, but the most important event in their work was 

marriage. The opposite finding was underlined by Butler, Chapin, 

Hemmens, Kaiser, Stegman, and Weiss (1969). They found that broken 

marriages or common-law marriages constituted the key elements in their 

rent model. Ethnic minorities, income, and age were the other major 

factors in the Butler et al. study. Shaw (1975) suggested that age is 

the sole universal migration differential. While few others would rate 

age as the exclusive variable, most research has included age as a 

significant factor. The age factor is not just limited to that of the 

household head, but also includes the age of children (Feldman and 

Feldman, 1975). 
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A fifth theme has been added to the theory of life cycle. 

Systematic variations in leisure activities have been tied to stages in 

the life cycle. While this theme could be loosely tied to consumerism, 

many researchers have investigated the role of leisure in the life cycle 

and the impacts on mobility and tenure. Michelson (1977) stressed the 

importance of change in leisure activities and the potential for reloca-

tion. Other research has examined the variation in the amount of 

leisure time (Reed, 1976), the frequency of specific leisure pursuits 

(Chapin, 1974), and the effect of area attributes on leisure preferences 

(Preston and Taylor, 1981). 

Tucson newcomers do not fit many of the life cycle models 

developed by past researchers. One model which has been adopted by 

later academicians is that of Foote et al. (1960). The seven stages of 

housing in the family life cycle were: 

1) rent small furnished apartment 
2) rent large unfurnished apartment 
3) buy small older house 
4) buy large new house 
5) expand/remodel house 
6) empty-nesters, children leave house 
7) sell house, move to apartment or smaller house 

This sequence of stages is linked to the progression of age of household 

heads and the raising of children. The changes in the demographic 

structure of Tucson's population are contrary to this model. A larger 

number of people are choosing to be never-nesters--couples who decide to 

have no children. Furthermore, those couples having children are having 

fewer than earlier parents. Smaller households sizes have changed 

housing demand. The high divorce rate and its consequences on mobility 

and housing, which were recognized by Butler et al. (1969) in their 
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research, is continuing to affect Tucson. Additionally, transitions in 

Tucson's real estate market are counter to the model. The second stage 

of unfurnished apartments is becoming less likely as developers have 

concentrated on furnished units. More than fifty percent of the 

apartments built in Tucson during the 1980s have been furnished units 

(Friedheim, 1986). This made the Tucson apartment market different from 

other areas of the nation, where unfurnished units are the overwhelming 

norm. The third stage of small older house purchase has been supple

mented by the mass marketing of affordable new houses by national entry

level builders. An assortment of other factors has joined these to 

cause the Tucson newcomer to be unique. While the newcomers in this 

study were not typical of those in past research, they did have socio

demographic characteristics which explain their tenure decision. 

Population Variables 

Age 

One variable has been utilized and emphasized in migration 

research more than any other: age. It is the one variable that has 

demonstrated consistency in a variety of study populations. In her 

milestone work Thomas (1938) noted that age alone has been the uniform 

explanatory variable in both a contextual and temporal sense. A wide 

range of research has stressed the importance of age in the explanation 

of mobility (Leslie and Richardson, 1961; Mcinnis, 1971; Deutschman, 

1972; Pickvance, 1973; McCarthy, 1976; Clark and Onaka, 1983). The 

primary finding has been that there is an inverse relationship between 

age and the probability of migration, but the increasing migration of 
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elderly as a consequence of retirement and widowhood has also become a 

topic of research (Shryock, 1964; Koebernick and Beegle, 1978; Long and 

Hansen, 1979). 

While Fredland (1974) agreed with much of the other migration 

research that mobility declines with age, he found the opposite was true 

of homeownership. The probability of home purchase increased with the 

age of the household head. Other factors, including income, certainly 

add to this propensity to buy. Fredland also stated that older 

migrants, especially those who have owned before, are much more likely 

to purchase than rent. This was not true for Tucson in-migrants. The 

probability of purchase actually decreased with the age of the household 

head. In fact, the two largest age groups of buyers (with 21 percent 

each) were 18 to 24 and 25 to 29. Only 28 percent of the entrenched 

renters were in these two age groups. The most unique findings involved 

the elderly. The results of the study were contrary to Fredland's 

premise. There was a greater percentage of in-migrants over 55 who 

chose renting (28%) over owning (25%). Further analysis revealed that 

the differences were more disparate for the 65 plus groups. Merely 7 

percent of the buyers were in this age group, but 23 percent of the 

entrenched renters were over 65. This finding was explained by the in

migrants themselves in response to the question on why they had waited 

to buy a home. The dominant answer for this age group was that they 

were too old/retired and did not want to own. 
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Education 

The literature indicates that education is a major factor in 

explaining both migration and tenure. The reason is that highly 

educated people are more aware of the amenities and advantages available 

through migration and homeownership. Preston (1978) included education 

as a part of a social class factor. Education was incorporated in 

interregional models in the United States (Bogue, Shryock, and Averman, 

1975) and in Canada (Mcinnis, 1971). 

There was a strong positive interrelationship between tenure and 

education for Tucson newcomers. The disparity in the levels of educa

tion between buyers and renters was much greater than was expected. In 

the total population of Tucson the proportion of owners with college 

degrees was only 2 percent higher than that of renters (Tucson Trends 

86, 1986). For the newcomers, 60 percent of the buyers had college 

diplomas, but only 38 percent of the entrenched renters were college 

graduates. It was also significant that of those with degrees, 32 

percent of the buyers had graduate degrees versus 19 percent of the 

entrenched renters. The same trend was also true at the other end of 

the education scale. While 30 percent of the renters had no education 

past high school, a mere 18 percent of the buyers never attended 

college. 

The results supported the theory of increased awareness of 

better-educated people. The questions on ownership factors showed that 

buyers were much more cognizant of the advantages of homeownership. 

Buyers rated the importance of homeownership both as an investment and 

as a tax advantage much higher than the entrenched renters. 
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Household Size and Composition 

While household size has long been utilized in such past models 

as Goodman's (1976), few have applied this variable in a more rigorous 

model than that of Clark, Deurloo, and Dieleman (1984). Their analysis 

of 46,500 households in Tilburg, Holland stressed the importance of 

household size, especially in relation to density of housing. 

Nonetheless, Clark, Deurloo, and Dieleman also uncovered significant new 

information on the role of "triggers." The key "trigger" in their 

housing consumption study was the birth of a child. Foote, Abu-Lughod, 

Foley and Winnick (1960) also exalted the significance of this event in 

housing choice. The impact of children on migration and on tenure 

decisions has been researched by Butler, Chapin, Hemmens, Kaiser, 

Stegman, and Weiss (1969), Long (1972), Cottrell (1975), and Preston and 

Taylor (1981). Troy (1973) demonstrated that parents were more 

sensitive to mobility in the early child-rearing years. In addition to 

the number of children, Feldman and Feldman (1975) found the ages of the 

children to be significant. 

Household size and offspring characteristics were major factors 

in Tucson newcomer tenure. There was a direct relationship between 

household size and homebuying. The average household size for the 

buyers was 2.3 persons, but for the entrenched renters it was 2.0 

persons. One third of the entrenched renters households were comprised 

of only one person, while only one out of every five buyer households 

were individuals. The key factor in the large size of buyer households 

was the existence of children. Forty-three percent of the buyers had 

children, but only 23 percent of the entrenched renters had children. 



94 

There was also a marked difference between the two buyer groups. The 

immediate buyers were predominantly parents (64%), whereas the future 

buyers were more comparable to the entrenched renters. Although the 

percentage of future buyers with children (21%) was similar to that of 

the entrenched renters (23%), the size of the future buyer families was 

much greater. Two thirds of the renting parents had only one child, but 

one half of the future buyer parents had two children and one third of 

the buyer parents had three children. The presence of children was an 

immediate motivation for home purchase. Thus immediate buyers rated as 

important the questions on home ownership being better for children and 

on the quality of schools in the neighborhood. 

Long (1972) found in his analysis of u.s. Current Population 

Survey data that the age of children played as important a role as their 

presence. Married couples with children migrated less than those with

out children and families with school age children migrated the least. 

The higher probability of home purchase for Tucson newcomer families 

with children parallels Long's finding since home purchase is a 

deterrent to migration. A further parallel was evidenced in the 

increased likelihood of purchase for families with school age children. 

Nearly two thirds of the buyer parents had children aged 5 to 18, while 

55 percent of the renter parents had children in that age group. 

While Foote et al. (1960) emphasized the significance of the 

birth of a child as a motivation for change in residence for young 

renters, they also noted the importance of children leaving the home. 

As parents entered this empty-nester phase, they were predicted to sell 

their family houses and to move to apartments or to smaller houses. 



Both alternatives were evidenced in this study. Entrenched renters 

moved to apartments and decided to stay there, while buyers occupied 

apartments temporarily as they contemplated their next home purchase. 
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Of the 36 percent of the entrenched renters who had children not living 

with them, seventy-one percent became empty-nesters over four years ago. 

The average ages of these entrenched renters and their offspring were 

older than those of the buyers and their children. Out of the 41 

percent of the buyers who were empty-nesters, nearly half (47%) had 

become so within the last four years. 

Few of the newcomers had other people living with them. Only 11 

percent of the buyers, 13 percent of the entrenched renters and 19 

percent of the indifferent had household members other than spouses and 

children. The primary relationshp of the other people living with the 

buyers (48%) and the indifferent (60%) was spousal equivalent. For the 

entrenched renters, 25 percent of the others were spousal equivalents, 

but the other 75 percent were friends of the same gender. 

Marital status has been shown to be a significant factor in 

migration and in tenure. Huff and Clark (1978) discovered that migra

tion was most likely after one event--marriage. Butler et al., (1969) 

determined that the end of a marriage was critical and broken families 

were most mobile. In Fredland's (1974) study, marital status was so 

major that models for home purchase were developed for two separate 

groups--married and unmarried. Fredland ascertained that the unmarried 

bad a low propensity to purchase homes when moving. 

Tucson newcomer buyers had stronger coupling ties. The bulk of 

the buyers were either married (63%) or living together with spousal 
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equivalents (11%). Half as many entrenched renters were living together 

(5%) and only 49 percent of renters were married. While both buyers and 

entrenched renters had like proportions of widowed, the percentage of 

divorced and single people was considerably higher for the renters. 

With the exception of studies that concentrated on specific 

ethnic minorities (Campbell, Johnson, and Stangler, 1974; Zonn, 1975), 

past research has determined that ethnic background was a minor factor 

(McAllister, Kaiser, and Butler, 1971; Preston, 1978; Cronin, 1979). 

There was an insignificant relationship between ethnic group and buying 

tendencies for Tucson newcomers. Whites were the dominant group for 

both the buyers (86%) and the renters (85%) as they were for the total 

population (87%). There was a noticeable difference between the two 

buyer groups. Only 7 percent of the immediate buyers were minorities, 

but 21 percent of the future buyers were from ethnic groups other than 

white. Due to the small variation in groups and the small numbers in 

each ethnic minority, no statistically significant findings on ethnic 

groups were discovered. 

Occupation 

Occupation has long been a factor of interest in migration 

studies, as shown in the emphasis on job search (Lippman and McCall, 

1976, 1979). Employment has also been a key reason for migration, as 

shown in this study and in others, such as Long and Hansen (1979). 

Research on occupational patterns in migration (Lansing and Mueller, 

1967; Mcinnis, 1971; Deutschman, 1972) have explained that professionals 

are the most mobile. 
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It is true that professionals comprised the largest proportion 

of the entrenched renters, who were the most mobile group on the Tucson 

newcomers. The professionals were also the major occupation category 

for the total and for the buyers. In fact, the percentage of 

professional buyers (38%) was greater than that of the entrenched 

renters (31%). This anomaly can be explained by the related factors of 

education and income. Since the professionals were better educated and 

had higher incomes, they had more opportunities to purchase a home. 

Other occupations revealed more about the newcomers' homebuying 

tendencies. More of the buyers were managers/administrators and 

craftsworkers, while more of the entrenched renters were clerical 

workers and laborers. These occupational trends were also directly 

related to education and income levels. This was not the case for those 

employed in the armed forces. Income and education levels for the 

military were as high as those for the buyers, but none of the military 

were included in either buyer group. The required mobility in a 

military career curtailed homebuying. Two occupation groups were split 

between buyers and entrenched renters. While twice as many students 

were entrenched renters (10%), the five percent of the buyers who were 

students were all future buyers. These students could foresee the time 

in the near future when they would end their education and begin 

professional careers which could make home purchase economically 

feasible. The other occupation group which was divided between buyers 

and sellers was the retired. A slightly larger proportion of retired 

(15%) were entrenched renters who had decided that the responsibilities 

of ownership were too much and opted for the amenities of renting. The 
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13 percent of the buyers who were retired had all owned before and were 

only renting apartments during a post-migration transition period. 

Life Cycle and Leisure 

Much of the literature on life cycles had relied on life style 

for categorization. The themes of careerism, consumerism, and 

community-bias were all based on the roles of people in life styles 

(Michelson, 1977). Life style has been shown to have significant 

effects on residential choice (Chapin, 1974; Reed, 1976). Preston and 

Taylor (1981) illustrated the ways that leisure activities exert 

influence on migration and home selection. 

Several leisure factors were tested for the Tucson newcomers. 

The key questions on recreation concerned the primary leisure time 

activities before and after moving to Tucson. The wide variety of 

leisure pursuits (a total of 64) made analysis of the relationship 

between most individual activities and tenure meaningless. The classi

fication of leisure activities also yields little help in the tenure 

analysis. Approximately the same proportions of buyers and entrenched 

renters were involved in active or outdoor sports. 

The key aspect of leisure activities was the change which 

occurred after moving to Tucson. The entrenched renters were more 

likely to enact a major change in their recreational habits. While the 

buyers were more likely to go through minor transitions, more of the 

buyers sought outdoor or active pastimes in Tucson. Approximately the 

same proportions of buyers and entrenched renters recreated in less 

active sports, but the 23 percent of the buyers becoming more active far 
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exceeded the 11 percent of the entrenched renters. The greater propen

sity towards outdoor activities for buyers coincides with the findings 

of other researchers. Bell (1958) first noted that families prefer to 

own in the suburbs because of their desires for family-oriented 

activities. The preferences for homeownership were associated with the 

benefits to children by Foote, Abu-Lughod, Foley, and Winnick (1960) and 

by Butler, Chapin, Hemmens, Kaiser, Stegman, and Weiss (1969). Specific 

leisure pursuits were tied to area attributes by Michelson (1977), who 

placed renters close to the downtown indoor amenities. The entrenched 

renters of Tucson did not all locate centrally (downtown), but the 

concept advocated by Michelson still applied. Tucson's apartment 

renters choose multi-family living for the extensive amenities offered 

within the apartment complex. Since recreation is readily available at 

the complex, there is less need to pursue it in other areas. Entrenched 

renters placed less importance on other recreational facilities. In the 

series of questions on importance of factors in choosing where to live, 

the entrenched renters rated close to recreational facilities much lower 

than all the other groups. 

The newcomer entrenched renters adopted major changes in their 

leisure habits as they accepted major alterations in their housing. A 

transition in life-styles was evident for the entrenched renters both in 

recreation and in residences. These renters had changed to apartment 

living when they arrived in Tucson. The majority of the entrenched 

renters had not lived in apartments at their last residence, but they 

had shifted to apartments in Tucson and had accepted this type of resi

dence as their principal choice. 
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The significance of the diverse socio-demographic determinants 

in the tenure decision was linked to the life cycles of Tucson newcomers 

The uniqueness of buyers and entrenched renters was explained by each 

group's socio-demographic characteristics. Particularly significant was 

the change of life styles among the entrenched renters. Both groups of 

newcomers were also affected by another change--one in place ties. 



CHAPTER 9 

PLACE TIES 

When Tucson newcomers made the decision to migrate, they also 

altered their place ties and consequently their tenure decisions. The 

housing choices of the in-migrants were influenced by modifications in 

three place ties: (1) place ties to Tucson, (2) place ties to past 

residences, including the last city of residence as well as hometowns, 

and (3) destination place ties. 

Past research on "push-pull" factors has been limited primarily 

to economic aspects of migration. Economic stress was linked to such 

push factors as outmoded land ownership systems, unfavorable trading 

terms, and labor surpluses (Taber, 1968; Rutman, 1970; Shaw, 1974). 

Pull factors, such as greater employment prospects or higher wages, have 

been analyzed as functions of migration (Lowry, 1966; Rogers, 1968; 

Mcinnis, 1971). These pull factors centered on the economic 

opportunities of destinations. Recent research has extended pull factor 

theories to the social realm. DeJong and Fawcett (1981) rated family 

and friend affiliation in destinations as a moderate positive pull 

factor. This study concurs with McHugh (1984a) in the appraisal of this 

pull factor as a strong one. In addition to this positive pull factor, 

DeJong and Fawcett rated social and economic ties to the origin area as 

a moderate negative motive to migration. These place ties could be 

viewed as pull factors towards the origin area and therefore inhibiting 

migration. McHugh (1984a) measured the social and economic ties to 
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current residence and found that they were strong factors inhibiting 

migration. Place ties are also important pull factors in the tenure 

decision. Pull factors in the current community inhibit migration and 

thereby help facilitate homebuying decisions. The pull factors toward 

destinations, including past residences, encourage migration and 

restrain home purchase. 

Tucson Place Ties 

Several measures of place ties to Tucson were tested in this 

study. These place ties focused on social bonds to Tucson. Economic 

bonds to Tucson were not directly analyzed, but the potential for 

employment in other areas was measured. This gauge of employment oppor

tunities in other cities indirectly provides information on Tucson's 

economic attraction. These economic bonds will be discussed in the next 

section on place ties of past residences. 

The movement question fundamental to migration research 

furnishes keys to place ties. The place ties of mobile people have 

weakened or were never strongly established. Homebuyers were much less 

likely to migrate from Tucson. The difference between buyers and the 

other groups increased with the time horizon. The likelihood of moving 

out of the Tucson area in the next five years was much lower for the 

buyers. In fact, the majority of the buyers said it was unlikely 

(intention categories 1, 2, or 3) that they would move. Past research, 

including Lansing and Mueller (1967) and Fredland (1974), emphasized 
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that renters were more likely to migrate than homeowners. Similarly, 

this study revealed that intended migrants were less likely to purchase 

homes. 

One pull measure of Tucson place ties is the duration of 

residence in the community. The length of time in residence has been 

most researched as a negative migration factor, inhibiting movement 

(Morrison, 1967; Myers, McGinnis, and Masnick, 1967; McGinnis, 1968; 

Land, 1969; Speare, Goldstein, and Frey, 1975). This concept of cumula

tive inertia has been countered by the theory that duration of residence 

may also have a positive influence on migration. Huff and Clark (1978) 

and McHugh (1984a) proposed that migration probabilities could increase 

over time as life cycle events occur. Fredland (1974) measured time at 

address in his two-year model of married households. He found that the 

mobility of homeowners appeared to rise with time in a given home at a 

rate of 1 percent per decade. Fredland hypothesized that the passage of 

time may lead to an accumulation of disequilibriums between housing 

demand and consumption, thus increasing local mobility. In his model 

for tenure choice, Fredland did not discover any significance of dura

tion in the decision to buy or rent. 

Overall, the duration of residence in Tucson negatively affected 

home purchase. On average, the entrenched renters had lived in Tucson 

longer than the buyers. Although the portion of future buyers who lived 

in Tucson more than three years was greater than that of the entrenched 

renters, the mean number years residence for future buyers was less than 

that of the renters. The future buyers were actually bimodal with major 

sectors (40%) residing either less than one year or greater than four 
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years. The duration differences between the two buyer groups underlines 

the uniqueness of each. One reason for the shorter duration of imme

diate buyers was the fact that all of the immediate buyers who had sold 

a home in their last city, had done so within the last two years. A 

timely purchase was necessary if they were to be able to defer capital 

gains taxes. The bulk of the future buyers who previously owned homes 

had sold them more than two years ago. Of the few renters who had owned 

homes prior to Tucson, the majority had sold them more than two years 

ago. Nevertheless, the underlying reason for longer durations among the 

entrenched renters seems to be a finalization of the tenure decision

making process. While the duration of future buyers lengthened as they 

saved for down payment or completed educations, the renters became more 

entrenched over time and made the decision to stay in apartments. 

A key aspect of cumulative inertia is the social ties developed 

in an area. One measure of social ties is the number of close friends 

in a community. The number of close friends in Tucson was directly 

correlated with the probability of homebuying. The buyers had more 

close friends in Tucson than the entrenched renters. This finding was 

also true for each group after controlling for duration of residence. 

On the other side of the coin, the entrenched renters had more close 

friends in their last city than the buyers did. The number of friends 

in the last city was also inversely related to duration. 

Research has linked environmental amenities to migration and has 

shown how travel acquainted potential migrants with those amenities 

(Stanislawski, 1957; Gibson, 1969; Peters, 1969, 1974; Morrill, 1978; 

Roseman and McHugh, 1982). Vacationing was discovered to be a direct 
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link for migration to nonmetropolitan areas (Koebernick and Beegle, 

1978; Roseman and Williams, 1980). Climate was a primary reason for 

migration to Tucson. Did the in-migrants become enamored with Tucson's 

amenities on a prior visit? And did prior experience in Tucson estab

lish stronger ties with the community and thereby increase the 

likelihood of buying? Buyers did spend more days in Tucson than renters 

before moving there. Half as many buyers as compared to renters spent 

no days in Tucson prior to migration. The most significant difference 

was in the number of days spent searching for a home. On average, the 

buyers spent four times as many days searching for a home. 

Past Residence Place Ties 

The literature has emphasized the importance of return migration 

(Campbell, Johnson, and Stangler, 1974; Lee, 1974; Long and Hansen, 

1979). The magnitude of the return movement has been diverse. Lansing 

and Mueller (1967) and DaVanzo and Morrison (1981) all discovered return 

migration in one fourth of their samples, but Walker (1985) found a 

majority of the movement to Western Kentucky was returnees. Due to the 

significance of return migration, two types of ties to previous resi

dences were tested in this study. Ties to the last city of residence 

before Tucson and ties to hometown were both analyzed. It was hypothe

sized that ties to these locations would act as pull factors encouraging 

return migration and thereby inhibiting home purchase. 

Last City of Residence 

Tucson and the entire state of Arizona have a high rate of 

in-migration, but they also have high out-migration. Much of the 
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out-migration contains returnees. Those who make the decision to go 

back do so for a variety of reasons, including failure to realize the 

perceived economic opportunities in Tucson and inability to overcome the 

strong ties with the past residence. 

One of the key reasons for moving is employment. This economic 

factor was evaluated as the strongest positive migration motive by 

DeJong and Fawcett (1981). Although employment was the primary reason 

for in-migration to Tucson, it was not a strong pull factor back to the 

city of last residence. The strong Tucson economy provided in-migrants 

with jobs which contributed to a pull factor to Tucson. All of the 

respondents were employed except for the 11 percent who were retired and 

the 7 percent who were students. (The majority of these students were 

also employed at least part-time.) This explains why buyers and 

entrenched renters both gave similar ratings to the perceived likelihood 

of jobs in their last city. In fact, the buyers gave slightly higher 

ratings for potential job likelihood than the renters. The buyers also 

gave slightly higher ratings for the likelihood of moving back, but 

overall the ratings were low. The majority of all groups rated it 

unlikely that they would move back. The lack of influence was also 

revealed in the low number of visits back to the last city. Over 40 

percent of each group made no visits back during the time they lived in 

Tucson. 

There has been substantial literature on the economic place tie 

established by ownership of real estate, especially a home (Rossi, 1955; 

Butler et al., 1969; Fredland, 1974; Speare, Goldstein, and Frey, 1975). 

This economic place tie is not limited to the pull effect from a current 
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residence. Place ties to other locales, especially a past residence, 

can also be in existence. The economic place tie to past residence was 

tested in this study through a series of questions on real property 

ownership in the last city. Stronger ties to the past city were 

discovered for the entrenched renters. More of these renters still 

owned a home in the last city and a greater proportion of those homes 

were not currently for sale. The reasons for not selling revealed 

supplemental place ties to the last city. Entrenched renters were not 

selling because they still had personal ties with the residence 

(friends, family) or they planned to move back. A small number of both 

entrenched renters and buyers owned other real estate in the last city, 

but this factor did not seem to influence migration or homebuying since 

the sole reason for ownership was investment. 

Hometown 

Although return migration has been investigated as a part of 

several studies, the specific return migration to hometowns has not been 

extensively researched. One of the problems in examining hometown is 

the definition of this place. In this era of mobility, many places 

could be considered to be a hometown. Although we all have only one 

birthplace, there are often a number of childhood homes. Even later 

adult residences can be adopted as a hometown. Most locales are not as 

distinctly identified as hometown as Eastern Kentucky was by the partic

ipants in Walker's (1985) study. Most of those people had lived their 
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entire lives in Eastern Kentucky before migrating north for employment. 

The return migration was clearly perceived as movement back to home

towns. 

In this study a variety of locations were identified as home

towns. Birthplaces accounted for 4 percent and childhood homes for 28 

percent. Tucson was adopted as hometown by 9 percent and the last place 

of residence before Tucson was the hometown of 22 percent. In an 

earlier question, the place listed here as hometown was also given as 

the place to which 20 percent of the respondents would most likely move. 

Since place ties were already measured for the place of last residence, 

they were not asked again of those in-migrants who listed that last city 

as their hometown. Likewise, those listing Tucson were also not asked 

the hometown place tie questions. 

In contrast to the similarity of answers by buyers and 

entrenched renters to the question of job opportunities in their last 

city, the two groups varied greatly in regards to hometown employment. 

The likelihood ratings for hometown job opportunities were much lower 

for the buyers than for the renters. The entrenched renters felt the 

likelihood was similar to that of the last city, but the buyers average 

hometown rating was half of the rating they gave to the last city. In 

fact, none of the immediate buyers rated the likelihood of finding a 

suitable job in their hometown higher than a 2-quite unlikely. The 

ratings for likelihood of moving back if a suitable job was available 

were parallel to the other ratings. More than two-thirds of the buyers 

rated it extremely unlikely that they would move baek. 
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There were no significant differences between buyers or 

entrenched renters in the number.of close friends living in hometowns. 

The same finding was true for ownership of real estate in the hometowns. 

An inconsequential number of respondents owned any real estate in home

towns. There was evidence of a slightly stronger tie to hometown for 

renters seen in the greater number of visits back. 

Destination Place Ties 

Roseman (1983) and McHugh (1984a) argued that place ties to 

potential destinations need to be included in surveys of prospective 

migrants. Just as place ties to the last city of residence and to 

hometown encourage migration back and inhibit home purchase, so do ties 

to other destinations. In this study, ties to destinations were 

directly measured in one question. Respondents were asked to indicate 

the specific city and state where they would most likely move if they 

were to move out of the Tucson area. Out of the total sample, 96 

percent answered the question. However, 23 percent of the answers were 

inexact: unknown (14%), depends on employment (6%), small towns (2%), 

and anyplace but Arizona (1%). The buyers gave the greatest number of 

these answers, revealing a lack of firm destination ties. The absence 

of established destinations ties was also illustrated by the buyers who 

gave secondary destinations. In spite of the fact that the question 

asked for a specific city and state, 12 percent of the buyers gave two 

potential destinations. As shown in other questions, the entrenched 

renters were more likely to move out of Tucson and less likely to buy a 

home. The greater number of primary destinations and lesser number of 



secondary destinations for entrenched renters coincides with McHugh's 

(1984a) findings on intended migrants. 
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Further analysis of the destination findings shed new light on 

the ties to past residences. The destination answers were compared to 

the residential histories of respondents. It was discovered that 20 

percent of the buyers listed their last city of residence as a destina

tion, but 37 percent of the entrenched renters forecasted a move back. 

The strongest pull-back factors for renters were to the past residence 

in California (17%), other parts of Arizona (7%), and Texas (5%). No 

state other than Arizona attracted back more than 4 percent of the 

buyers. 

The comparison of destinations to past residences also disclosed 

some of the migration trends. Although only 27 percent of the 

entrenched renters last resided in California, Arizona, or New Mexico, 

this tri-state area was by far the principal destination region with 

twice as many renters (55%) choosing it. For one third of the renters, 

Tucson appeared to a stopping-off point before moving on to California. 

The findings on stronger renter ties to destinations enforced 

the results of analysis on ties to Tucson and to past residences. The 

place ties to potential destinations and to past residences were 

stronger for entrenched renters. These ties acted as pull factors for 

migration and therefore inhibited home purchasing decisions. On the 

other hand, Tucson place ties were stronger for the buyers. These pull 

factors retarded migration keeping buyers in Tucson and thereby 

increasing the likelihood of homebuying. 
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While place ties acted as pull factors which affected the home

buying decision, there were also other factors influencing the tenure 

decision. Migration literature described economic pull factors which 

influence movement. Similarly, economic factors have significant 

effects on homebuying choices. 



CHAPTER 10 

ECONOMIC CONSTRAINTS 

The purchase of a home is the major financial and economic 

decision of most people's lives and economic constraints comprise a 

critical part of that decision. Goodman (1981) criticized models for 

giving unwarranted emphasis to economic variables. DaVanzo (1981) 

joined Goodman in advocating the analysis of noneconomic factors. 

DeJong and Fawcett (1981) attacked the economic approach to migration 

research because it usually tested at the aggregate level. While all of 

these critiques have validity, it is essential to include economtc 

variables in an analysis. The noneconomic factors in Tucson newcomer 

tenure have already been discussed in earlier chapters. This chapter 

concentrates on the economic constraints at the individual household 

level, including but not limited to income. Other key economic con

straints analyzed were financing, taxes, and investment. 

Income 

Perhaps no other tenure variable has been as intensely examined 

as income. However, researchers have not always agreed on the relation

ship of income to tenure. The average citizen would most often agree 

with the premise of Butler, Chapin, Hemmens, Kaiser, Stegman, and Weiss 

(1969) that the proportion of households renting increases as income 
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decreases. Fredland (1974) and Urell (1976) disagreed with this premise 

and argued that renters are economically similar to buyers at the lower 

income levels. 

There was a positive relationship between the income of Tucson 

newcomers and the likelihood of home purchase. The average income of 

buyers was higher than that of renters, but this trend was not absolute. 

There were entrenched renters with high incomes. While 9 percent of the 

buyers had annual incomes above $60,000, there was also 5 percent of the 

entrenched renters at this level. At the other end of the spectrum, 

there were low income households in both the buyer and entrenched renter 

groups. It is obvious from the economic analysis in Chapter 5 that the 

high costs of homeownership would force many low income newcomers to 

rent their residences. The inability to qualify for home financing 

would explain why the 45 percent of the entrenched renters with incomes 

below $15,000 were compelled to rent their homes. But the 11 percent of 

buyers with the same low income would seem to be erroneous. There are 

two explanations for the low income buyers. More than half of these low 

income households were future buyers, who were anticipating substantial 

rises in income. Most of these future buyers were students who expected 

greater earnings after graduation. The other group of low income buyers 

were older immediate buyers. This group had low incomes because they 

were retired and did not need higher incomes to qualify for financing 

because they were utilizing proceeds from past home sales to pay all or 

most of the purchase price of a new home. 

In addition to gross income from all sources, another measure of 

income was obtained. Respondents estimated the maximum dollar amount 
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they thought they could afford as a monthly payment to buy a home. This 

gauge of disposable shelter income revealed the same results as total 

income. While 29 percent of the entrenched renters believed they could 

afford no more than $350 per month (and 14 percent simply responded that 

they presently couldn't afford to buy), there was only a small minority 

of buyers (9%) who could afford $350 or less. 

Financing 

While income is the most researched economic constraint to 

tenure, it is only one variable. As Goodman (1976) and Chapter 5 of 

this study illustrated, there are a number of components in the cost 

benefit analysis of tenure. Financing is necessary for the vast 

majority of home purchases. The all-cash sale is very rare in 

homebuying. Income is an important variable in financing as homebuyers 

need sufficient income to qualify for a mortgage loan. Income, however, 

is not the only variable. Incomes usually change slowly, but interest 

rates have made swift transitions that have quickly eliminated potential 

buyers from the marketplace. A jump in interest rates can disqualify 

many buyers, who can no longer afford payments. 

The perceptions of interest rates and their future levels 

influence homebuying intentions. For the respondents who estimated 

current interest rates, the averages for all of the Tucson newcomer 

groups were close to the actual level of interest rates at the time of 

the survey. A larger proportion of entrenched renters did respond with 

"don't know/no idea." Significant variations existed in the different 

group predictions of future interest rates. In six months the immediate 
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buyers anticipated that rates would on the average rise minutely. The 

immediate buyers forecasted the lowest average level of any group and 

had the greatest percentage who foresaw a drop in rates (44%). This 

time frame coincides with the period in which these immediate buyers 

would be purchasing. The immediate buyers still gave the lowest average 

estimate for one year, but for two years the lowest average interest 

rate was predicted by the future buyers, who would then be actively 

shopping for homes. The bulk of the future buyers did not anticipate a 

decline in interest rates, but instead envisioned more reasonable rates 

than the other groups. The average predicted rate for future buyers was 

one percent higher than their current rate, but the 11.3 percent rate 

was well below the average projected two year rate of the other groups, 

especially the entrenched renters. The renters average projection was 

for 13.2 percent. The forecast of skyrocketing interest rates 

reaffirmed the entrenched renters decision to continue renting. 

The importance of financing in the tenure decision was also 

underlined by the ratings of homebuying factors. Price was the highest 

rated factor for the buyers (6.06 mean). The entrenched renters gave 

similar ratings to house price (6.00), but this factor was not the most 

important to the renters. Interest rate on mortgage (6.19) and monthly 

payment (6.12) were rated higher in importance by the entrenched 

renters. These were the two factors that disqualified the renters from 

obtaining financing. 

Surprisingly, the factor of down payment amount was rated lowest 

by both the buyers (5.15) and the entrenched renters (5.34). Lack of 

down payment was not listed by any entrenched renters as a reason for 
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waiting to buy a home. The key reason for renters was affordability. 

The lack of importance placed on down payment by the entrenched renters 

reflected their lack of interest or participation in homebuying. Since 

they were not active in the search to buy a home, the entrenched renters 

did not realize the prominence of down payment in a purchase. Few 

lenders will accept 100 percent loan-to-value mortgages due to the risk 

of losses at foreclosure. Most conventional mortgages require approxi

mately 20 percent down and even an FHA insured mortgage requires some 

down payment. One fifth of buyers gave lack of down payment as their 

reason for waiting. 

The greatest insights on the impact of down payment were 

obtained from the questions on down payment resources. When asked if 

they felt they had adequate down payment to buy a house, the immediate 

buyers stood out. The proportion of immediate buyers with adequate down 

payment (64%) was twice as large as that of the entrenched renters 

(32%). This economic variable of down payment corresponds with the 

life-cycle factor of age. On average, the immediate buyers were older 

than the other two groups. Only half of the immediate buyers were under 

40, but nearly two thirds of the entrenched renters were under 40. 

Strangely enough, the percentage of future buyers with adequate down 

payment (28%) was lower than the entrenched renters. Both groups were 

predominantly composed of younger residents. The fundamental difference 

between the future buyers and entrenched renters was revealed in a 

follow-up question for those without adequate down payment. The 

responses to how long it will require to acquire the necessary down 

payment were markedly different. More than three fourths of the future 
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buyers without adequate down payment thought that it would require less 

than two years, but more than three fourths of the entrenched renters 

believed they would need more than two years (and 46 percent of the 

renters said it would take more than four years). The differences 

between renters and buyers were accentuated by the 15 percent of the 

entrenched renters who did not know how long or said they never would 

acquire adequate down payment. 

Taxes and Real Estate Investment 

In Chapter 7 the importance of prior homeownership was detailed. 

This study joined a host of works which demonstrated the significance of 

prior ownership in the tenure decision. There are also economic aspects 

of prior ownership which affect future tenure. Former owners are more 

likely to have adequate down payment from the sale proceeds of the last 

home or from savings. In order to buy the last home, owners needed to 

establish saving habits which carry over to the current time. 

The essential economic element of prior ownership is related to 

the last home more than to earlier residences. There was a wider margin 

of difference between buyers and entrenched renters in last home owner

ship versus ownership ever. A majority of both buyers (62%) and 

entrenched renters (54%) owned sometime in their lives, but only 48 

percent of the buyers and 39 percent of the entrenched renters owned 

their last residence. It is evident that prior ownership is not an 

important factor to many entrenched renters as they opted to continue 

living in apartments. The economic influence of prior ownership 

diminishes with time. Although adequate down payment would be made 
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available from sales proceeds, the economic impact of this money on 

tenure would decline over time. If the prior home was owned in the 

remote past, the funds would already be spent on other priorities or 

committed to other investments. Since the buyers would need the funds 

for purchase in the short-run, the significant ownership would be in the 

recent past. 

In order to determine the impact of the last home which was 

owned, the history of that ownership was necessary. Of the newcomers 

who owned in the city before moving to Tucson the bulk of both the 

buyers (67%) and the entrenched renters (79%) had already sold their 

previous homes. For those who had not sold their homes, two thirds of 

the intended buyers currently had those homes for sale, but only one 

third of the entrenched renters were selling. Those entrenched renters 

not selling their homes refused to sell because of ties to the last 

community. Since the majority of both the buyers and the entrenched 

renters had already sold their previous homes, the significant factor 

was not the existence of a sale, but instead the timing of the sale. 

While 73 percent of the entrenched renters had executed their home sales 

more than two years earlier, all of the immediate buyers had closed 

their home sales within the past two years. These buyers were motivated 

to purchase another home by the income tax laws that allow deferral of 

all capital gains on a home sale if another home of equal or greater 

value is purchased within two years of the sale. This tax deferral 

motive stimulated the immediate buyers to purchase a home in the near 

future. 

-~~-------·-----------------------------------------------------
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The ownership of other real estate in the last city of residence 

or in the hometown did not contribute to the tenure decision. Nearly 

equal minorities of buyers (6%) and entrenched renters (5%) owned other 

real property. The reason for this ownership was investment, and these 

investments were long-term and proceeds were not earmarked for a future 

home purchase. The owners of this real property had also owned homes in 

the last city and were in the upper income brackets. Funds from the 

sale of the other real estate were not needed for a subsequent home 

purchase as was the case for the sale of prior homes. One fourth of the 

immediate buyers felt that they would have adequate down payment only 

when their last home sold. 

Overall, the buyers were much more cognizant of the economic 

benefits of owning a home, as seen in the ratings given for ownership 

factors. Buyers rated owning a home as an investment much higher (6.22 

mean) than the entrenched renters did (5.35). The tax advantages of 

ownership were also rated higher by the buyers (5.31) than by the 

entrenched renters (4.71). The intended buyers rated investment and tax 

advantages higher because these factors were pertinent to their tenure 

decisions. 

While the income variable was not as important a factor in the 

tenure decision as past researchers have believed, the economic 

variables of financing, taxes, and investment were combined with income 

as economic constraints, which had significant influence on the buy/rent 

decision. These economic constraints were incorporated with the other 

three major issues into a regression model which provided new insight 

into the explanation of the post-migration homebuying decision. 



CHAPTER 11 

THE REGRESSION MODEL FOR TENURE 

The four major issues detailed in the preceding pages were 

integrated into a regression model for tenure that successfully 

explained the intended tenure decisions of Tucson in-migrants. In this 

chapter the model is used to explain housing choice by apartment renters 

who recently migrated to Tucson. The statistical explanation was 

accomplished by means of stepwise regression. The dependent variable 

was the likelihood of home purchase in two years. The designated values 

of the dependent variable were the actual answers to the survey 

question. The resulting regression coefficients may be used to derive 

estimates of the explanatory power of the independent variables, (i.e. F 

or t tests). The technique has been utilized in similar research (Lee, 

1963; Maisel, 1966; Fredland, 1974; McHugh, 1984a). While other 

research has converted the tenure decision to a bilinear variable with 

zero equal to not buying and 1 equal to buying, this study used linear 

regression of a near-continuous variable. Intention of buying was coded 

in response to the 7-point scale. 

The conceptual model (Figure 16) illustrates the determinants 

which explain homebuying behavior. The final independent variables 

tested in the regression model were the variables from each of the major 

determinant areas that had the strongest relationship to the tenure 

decision. The independent variables in Figure 16 were the ones 
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utilized in the last series of numerous regression analysis computer 

runs. A number of other independent variables were used in the 

preceding regression runs, but they had lower explanatory power. 

Variables were also eliminated because of multicollinearity. The rela

tionship between certain variables was obvious, as in the case of 

ownership of the last home and prior ownership. Other variables were 

less obvious and required further analysis. All variables were tested 

for their relationships to one another by calculating the Pearson 

Correlation Coefficients between each variable. If a strong correlation 

existed between two variables, one had to be eliminated from the 

regression model. This was the case for importance of a home as an 

investment and importance as a tax advantage. These two variables were 

strongly correlated with one another. Therefore only importance as 

investment used in the model. Importance of a home as a tax advantage 

was shown to be a weaker variable in the stepwise regression and it was 

eliminated from the model. Two other independent variables which 

appeared to have explanatory power were also eliminated. 

The number of days searching for a home in Tucson prior to 

moving showed a positive relationship to the tenure decision, but the 

majority of the respondents spent no days searching for a home. Since 

the bulk of all groups spent some total days in Tucson before moving, it 

might be assumed that total days would be a better independent variable, 

but total days had a weak relationship to intended tenure, as did the 

number of vacation and business days. 

The length of time since the sale of the last house had a strong 

negative correlation to the intended tenure decision, but the sample 
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answering the question was small. The only newcomers answering this 

question were those who had previously owned a home and had already sold 

it. Those who did not own their last home or who had not sold their 

last home were not included in the sample of this question. This 

variable was not included in the regression model, but for a subsample 

this variable was very significant. For the previous homeowners who 

sold their homes, this factor was inversely related to the tenure 

decision. The longer the period of time since the sale, the less likely 

a newcomer would buy. This was particularly true for the immediate 

buyers who needed to purchase another home within two years of the sale 

in order to defer capital gains taxes. The length of time since the 

sale of the last home also required elimination because of 

multicollinearity. This variable is strongly correlated with another 

variable in the model: duration in Tucson. 

Residential History Determinants 

Three variables from the residential history issue were found to 

be significant in the explanation of homebuying behavior. The propor

tion of newcomers last residing in urban areas was negatively 

correlated with intended tenure. Those newcomers who last lived in 

urban areas were more likely to be entrenched renters. The proportion 

of buyers was higher for suburban dwellers and was highest for those 

from rural settings. The inverse relationship of urbanization to 

intended tenure was also true for the total adult residential history of 

newcomers, but this weaker variable was eliminated. 
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The second variable from the residential history issue was 

duration in Tucson. Although it seemed to be counter to the positive 

relationship of duration to migration which has been well-researched, 

the length of residence in Tucson was negatively correlated to intended 

home ownership. Actually this finding complements one theory of past 

studies on migration because the longer duration of the entrenched 

renters allows locational stress to build up and instigate mobility. 

The shorter duration for many immediate buyers coincides with the 

urgency discussed earlier in regards to the time since the sale of the 

last home and the need to purchase within two years of a sale in order 

to defer capital gains taxes. 

The final residential history variable was preference for 

single-family houses over all other types. There was a marked 

difference between the buyers, who overwhelmingly preferred single

family houses, and the entrenched renters. Six times as many renters 

actually preferred apartments. Although equal proportions of buyers and 

entrenched renters lived in single-family houses in their last residence 

before moving to Tucson and in their childhoods, the numbers were quite 

different for the entire adult histories of the two groups. This varia

tion in experience undoubtedly affected the housing preferences and 

consequently, the tenure decisions. Overall, the combination of 

residential history factors was strongly related to the tenure decision. 

Socio-Demographic Characteristics (Life Cycle) 

Age, education, and household size have been important socio

demographic characteristics in past works. In migration models, age has 
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been negatively correlated with mobility. The lack of mobility leads to 

increased likelihood of home purchase. The results of this study 

concerning age were counter to those of past researchers. Age was not a 

significant variable in the explanation of the tenure decision and it 

had the opposite sign of what would be expected. The probability of 

purchase actually decreased with the age of the household head. Educa

tion was also positively related to tenure. Better educated newcomers 

were more cognizant of the advantages of homeownership. The positive 

relationship of household size to tenure was more than a reflection of 

greater demand for space. The size of the household was greater for 

married people, people living together, and especially those households 

with children. There was a definite recognition of increased benefits 

for children in an owner-occupied home. 

In addition to age, education, and household size, two recrea

tion-oriented life cycle variables were examined for their significance 

in the explanation of the intended tenure decision. The importance of 

proximity to recreational facilities was directly related to the likeli

hood to purchase a home but it was not a significant factor in the 

model. The buyers were more concerned with area recreation than 

entrenched renters because the renters had a variety of leisure pursuits 

available in their apartment complexes. The other leisure variable 

tested was the change in outdoor leisure activities since moving to 

Tucson. The buyers sought more outdoor, active recreation in Tucson 

than they did in their last city. The positive relationship of outdoor 

recreation to home purchase reflects the importance of homes and yards 

for family-oriented activities, also noted by Bell (1958) and Preston 
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(1978). The recreation-oriented life cycle variables were not as 

important as the socio-demographic variables of education and household 

size. This finding has implications for further research in other Sun 

Belt cities. Leisure factors should be incorporated with the standard 

socio-demographic variables in future tenure research. 

Place Ties 

A single place ties factor was the most important variable in 

the explanation of tenure. Mobility (likelihood of moving) was the 

primary factor in the intended tenure decision. The strong negative 

correlation between mobility and homebuying intentions accounted for the 

relatively low explanatory power of such variables as income and prior 

homeownership. Mobility was measured by the likelihood of moving out of 

Tucson .. This factor was negatively correlated with intended tenure for 

all three time frames. The relationship was significantly strong for 

all three periods, but was the strongest for the five year term. Since 

mobility in the three time frames was interrelated, only the five year 

mobility was utilized in the regression model. 

The inverse relationship of mobility to tenure in this study is 

an extension of past migration research. Rossi (1955), Butler et al. 

(1969), Speare, Goldstein, and Frey (1975), and McHugh (1984a) 

consistently found that homeowners exhibited significantly lower rates 

of mobility than renters. This study went one step further in its 

finding that apartment renters, who had recently migrated to Tucson, 

were more likely to buy a home if they had lower mobility. 
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Economic Constraints 

The income variable has been touted as an essential explanation 

of the tenure decision. Although income displays a positive relation

ship to homebuying, the relationship is weaker than expected. The 

weakness of income as an explanatory element in the intended tenure 

model would not be a surprise for some earlier researchers. Fredland 

(1974) discovered that income had weak explanatory power and that its 

effect declined with the increase in income. Fredland dismissed the 

declining effect as a statistical fluke. Nevertheless, he also proposed 

that income has a threshold effect and that income offers little 

constraint to purchasing homes when the household income possesses a 

level of sufficiency. Furthermore, Ladinsky (1967) stated that other 

variables may supercede the impact of income. Although Ladinsky utilized 

income as one of his career pattern variables, he pointed out that 

income's positive effect on migration may be overriden by other 

variables. He proposed that young married couples with high education 

levels, but low income will still migrate in spite of the income 

variable. The same finding was applied to this study since newcomers 

with high mobility will rent apartments irregardless of their income. 

Even the lower income constraint is superceded by other variables. Such 

was the case of low income buyers who were retired and had purchase 

money from the sale of a previous home. 

Two other economic variables were positively related to intended 

tenure: importance of home as an investment and as a tax advantage. 

Both of these variables were derived from a series of questions on the 

importance of homeownership factors. Both factors reflected the 
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increased awareness that buyers had for the advantages of homeownership. 

The importance ratings of buyers were much higher for these two factors 

than those of the entrenched renters, but due to multicollinearity the 

weaker factor of importance as a tax advantage was eliminated. 

Model Results 

The results of the regression analysis were respectable (Table 

12). The R2 for the final computer regression run was 0.3811. Although 

this coefficient could be considered low on an absolute scale, it was 

quite acceptable considering that the data came from a real-life popula

tion. The R2 value of 0.3811 can be considered at least moderate, 

especially for social science statistics. This level of coefficient of 

determination means that the multiple regression equations incorporating 

the previously discussed independent variables explains 38.11 percent of 

the variation in the dependent values, home purchase intentions. 

The results of this model also appear satisfactory in comparison 

to those of past studies. In McHugh's (1984a) work the resulting 

regression coefficients for his models on intention of migrating varied 

from 0.218 to 0.434 depending on the time frame. The highest R2 was 

obtained from a model based on a three-year horizon. The explanation of 

43 percent of the variation in migration behavior by McHugh's model 

appears superior in light of other similar research which had a peak R2 

of 0.38 (Bach and Smith, 1977). The R2 for Fredland's (1974) migration 

models was lower; his best model was one for renters (0.1530). Fredland 



TABLE 12 

REGRESSION ANALYSIS OF HOMEBUYING BEHAVIOR 

Determinant 

Residential History 

Single-Family Preference 
Last Residence Urban 
Durat:f.on in Tucson 

Life Cycle (Socio-Demographic Characteristics) 

Education 
Household Size 

Place Ties 

Mobility (Likelihood of Moving) 

Economic Constraints 

Importance as Investment 
Income 

***Significant at .001 probability level 
** Significant at .05 probability level 
* Significant at .10 probability level 

Coefficient 

.343 
-.200 
-.133 

.161 

.129 

-.307 

.193 

.178 

F 

15.10*** 
5.58** 
2.72* 

3.83** 
2.52 

10.58*** 

4.96** 
4.58** 
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had better results with his model for home purchase, where his R2 

reached 0.2878. Considering the effectiveness of past models, the 

results of this study's model are very respectable. 
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The model successfully explains much of the intended tenure 

decision of Tucson in-migrants, but more importantly it provides a means 

for future researchers to investigate the tenure decision. The summary 

of finding from this study provides insights into the possible 

explanatory factors for the homebuying behavior of newcomers in other 

Sun Belt cities and the model furnishes a methodology for studying those 

factors. 

. ··- ·---- ·------------------------------



CHAPTER 12 

SUMMARY AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

This study furthered the understanding of the importance of 

household characteristics in the tenure decision-making process. The 

key purpose of the research was to develop a behavioral model to explain 

housing choice by renters who recently migrated to Tucson. Answers were 

provided to the question of why so few new in-migrants were buying homes 

when affordability was at the best level it had been in half a decade. 

Most importantly, this study provided better understanding of the impor

tance of household characteristics in the tenure decision and of the 

links between buying behavior and household factors. This chapter 

summarizes the major findings and recommends desirable future research. 

Summary of Major Findings 

One factor was of primary importance in the explanation of 

tenure--mobility. The strong negative correlation between mobility 

(likelihood of moving) and homebuying intentions accounted for the 

weaker explanatory power of other variables. Although mobility was 

directly tested as a place ties factor, it also had significant impact 

on the other three issues. This study joined the ranks of past research 

which found that the positive effect of certain variables can be 

overridden by other more important variables. Such is the case of the 

economic variables superceded by the mobility factor. Newcomers with 

high mobility rented apartments regardless of their income. In a like 
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manner, mobile newcomers would continue to rent even though their life 

cycle characteristics were positively correlated to home purchasing. A 

decision to remain mobile would also overshadow the effects of residen

tial history. Past research has consistently found that homeowners 

exhibited significantly lower rates of mobility than renters. This 

study expanded this thesis in its finding that recent in-migrant renters 

were more likely to buy a home if they had lower mobility. 

In addition to the significance of the mobility factor, the 

other major findings were all related to the four major issues. 

1. Residential History 

Contrary to past studies this research discovered that recent 

in-migrants to Tucson did not occupy the same tenure as they did in 

their previous residences. Forty percent of the apartment renters owned 

their last home. Prior ownership was a positive factor in the short

term tenure decisions of newcomers. The number of intended buyers who 

previously owned homes was far greater than that of the entrenched 

renters. However, the relationship of previous ownership to homebuying 

was far from absolute. A majority of the entrenched renters had owned a 

home sometime in their lives, but they had since converted to renters. 

This transformation is explained in the other findings. 

The type of previous community furnished important inputs on the 

tenure decision. There was an inverse relationship between an urban 

residential history and the intention to buy a home. A much larger 

proportion of entrenched renters than buyers lived previously in urban 

areas. The urban experience made apartment living more acceptable to 
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the entrenched renters. The suburban and rural communities, in which 

the majority of the buyers lived, were dominated by owner-occupied homes 

and these types of residences became the choice for the buyers. 

Residential history was also a factor in the area preference and 

type of home preferred by newcomers. The vast majority ranked the 

suburban Foothills as the most desirable area in which to live. This 

preference coincided with the buyers' partiality for single-family 

houses, which dominate the residential inventory of the Foothills. The 

greater number of entrenched renters who chose apartments as the 

preferred type of housing concurred with the increased popularity of the 

City Center for its convenience. 

2. Socio-demographic Determinants (Life Cycle) 

The Tucson newcomers in this study did not fit the life cycle 

models of past researchers. This was especially true for age, the one 

variable most utilized in migration research. The primary finding of 

prior studies has been that there is an inverse relationship between age 

and the probability of migration and consequently a positive relation

ship between age and homeownership. This was not true for Tucson in

migrants. The probability of purchase actually declined with the age of 

the household head. The largest age groups for intended buyers were 

under 30, while three times as many elderly (over 65) were entrenched 

renters versus buyers. 

There was a strong positive interrelationship between tenure and 

education for Tucson newcomers. In addition to the higher incomes of 

better-educated newcomers, the greater propensity to home purchase is 
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related to the fact that highly educated people are more aware of the 

amenities and advantages available through homeownership. This finding 

was reinforced by the results of questions in ownership factors which 

revealed that intended buyers were much more cognizant of the advantages 

of homeownership, especially the tax and investment benefits. 

Household size and offspring characteristics were major factors 

in Tucson newcomer tenure. There was a direct relationship between 

household size and homebuying. The key factor in the larger size of 

buyer households was the existence of children. The presence of 

children was an immediate motivation for home purchases. The age of the 

children played as important a role as their existence. Families with 

school age children were least likely to migrate and hence more likely 

to purchase a home. 

Marital status has been shown to be a significant factor in 

tenure. There were strong coupling ties among the newcomer buyers. The 

bulk of the buyers were either married or living together with spousal 

equivalents. 

A change of life style was evidenced in the leisure activities 

of the entrenched renters. The entrenched renters were more likely to 

enact a major change in their recreational habits. A greater propensity 

towards outdoor activities for buyers coincided with the preference for 

single-family homes in the suburbs and their family-oriented activities. 

The newcomer entrenched renters adopted major changes in their leisure 

habits as they accepted major alterations in their housing. Entrenched 

renters placed less importance on other recreational facilities since 

recreation was readily available at the apartment complex. A transition 



in life styles went along with the change to apartment living after 

migrating to Tucson. The majority of the entrenched renters had not 

lived in apartments at their last residence, but they had shifted to 

apartments in Tucson and had accepted this type of residence as their 

primary choice. 

3. Place Ties 
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While mobility was the principal place ties factor in the tenure 

decision, there were several other place ties factors which exerted 

influence on the decision to buy or rent. Of particular importance were 

the social and economic ties to residences. Strong Tucson place ties 

acted as pull factors, inhibiting future migration and thereby 

facilitating homebuying decisions. The greater number of buyers' close 

friends in Tucson was a measure of the social ties which buyers had 

developed in Tucson. The Tucson social ties of buyers were also 

cemented by the greater amount of prior Tucson experience which buyers 

had prior to moving to Tucson. The most significant difference was in 

the number of days spent searching for a home. 

On the opposite side of the social ties issue, entrenched 

renters displayed stronger place ties to their previous residences and 

to their hometowns. These stronger ties back were demonstrated by the 

greater number of close friends which entrenched renters had in these 

other locales and by the greater number of entrenched renters who still 

owned real estate, especially homes, in past locations. 

Just as place ties to the last city of residence or to hometown 

encourage migration back and inhibit home purchase, so do ties to other 
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destinations. Buyers demonstrated an absence of specific destination 

ties because fewer buyers than entrenched renters gave specific destina

tion answers to the question of where they would most likely move if 

they left Tucson. The buyers also provided more inexact answers (e.g. 

depends on employment) than the entrenched renters. The absence of 

established destination ties was also illustrated by the greater number 

of buyers who gave multiple destinations. 

The place ties to potential destinations, as well as to past 

residences, were stronger for the entrenched renters and acted as pull 

factors for migration, therefore inhibiting home purchasing decisions. 

For the buyers Tucson place ties were stronger, retarding migration and 

facilitating homebuying. 

4. Economic Constraints 

Income was not the only important economic variable in the 

tenure decision. Income was a significant constraint with a positive 

relationship to home purchase. The relationship, however, was not 

absolute. There were high income entrenched renters and low income 

buyers. The high income entrenched renters were influenced by other 

factors, including mobility. The low income buyers at first appear to 

be a contradiction. The economic analysis in Chapter 5 quantified the 

high costs of homeownership and illustrated why a large segment of the 

i~migrants were compelled to rent their homes. The low income buyers 

can be explained by describing the two groups of buyers with low 

incomes. One group was future buyers who anticipated substantial rises 

in income in the near future. A large part of this group was comprised 
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of students. The second group was retired households who had money from 

past home sales and did not need higher incomes to qualify for 

financing. 

Except for those previous homeowners who had substantial sale 

proceeds, the majority of home buyers need financing to purchase a home. 

The rapidly fluctuating interest rates of the past decade have affected 

homebuying intentions. The buyers and entrenched renters had varied 

perceptions of interest rates and their future levels. The buyers gave 

the most accurate estimates of the current level of interest rates. The 

key differences appeared in the perceived levels of future interest 

rates. The entrenched renters' forecasts of skyrocketing interest rates 

reaffirmed their decisions to continue renting. lbe buyers also 

predicted rising interest rates, but at a much slower pace. The imme

diate buyers gave the lowest estimate for the one year period and the 

lowest estimate for the two year period was provided by the future 

buyers. Both estimates coincide with the timing of anticipated home 

purchase by each group. 

Down payment was not a significant factor for the entrenched 

renters. Affordability was the key economic constraint for entrenched 

renters. The lack of importance placed on down payment by the 

entrenched renters also reflected their lack of participation in home

buying and consequently their ignorance of the need for down payment. 

The buyers surprisingly also rated down payment low in importance. The 

reason for this low rating was that the bulk of the immediate buyers 

already had adequate down payment and the future buyers believed they 

could acquire adequate down payment within two years. 
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Prior ownership has already been shown to positively impact 

future tenure. As an economic determinant prior ownership is signifi

cant for a source of funds. In-migrants who previously owned homes also 

have established the saving habits needed to buy a home. Nevertheless, 

the existence of a previous home ownership was not as important as the 

timing of the sale of the last home. In-migrants who still owned their 

last home were most likely to be entrenched renters and for the non

buyers who had sold their last home, the sale was usually more than two 

years earlier. The buyers sold their home within the past two years and 

were influenced by income tax laws. The buyers were attempting to 

purchase another home before two years elapsed so that they could take 

advantage of the tax break which allows deferral of all capital gains. 

The tenure decision is a complex one which is influenced by a 

variety of factors. Examination of four major issues provided explana

tion of the tenure decision of Tucson's in-migrants. Future research on 

the tenure decision will need to incorporate all four issues, as well as 

all pertinent local variables. 

Recommendations for Future Research 

The need for this study was due to the inability of past models 

to explain the tenure decisions of Tucson's in-migrants. Not only did 

this study increase the understanding of newcomers buy-rent decisions, 

but it also paved the way for future research on tenure. The 

methodology developed for this study can and should be used in the post

migration tenure analysis in other Sun Belt cities. Old models do not 



adequately explain tenure today because migration flows are different 

and financial markets are changing. 

The great number of changes in migration that are occurring 

necessitate new studies. This author concurs with Bennett and Gade 

(1979) that re-examination and replication of past work is needed. 

Clark, Deurloo, and Dieleman's (1984) request for research on housing 

aspects is most appropriate today in this era of residential market 

transitions. Research on the tenure decision also answers the often

heard call for studies at the micro level. 
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While the multiple aspects of the tenure decision necessitate 

multifaceted approaches, the findings of such research yield a myriad of 

practical potential uses. The importance to the real estate industry 

involves practically every segment from brokerage and property manage

ment to development. The financial industry can also utilize this 

research in its decision-making. The value to planners at all levels is 

unmistakable. In-migrants themselves can also utilize this information. 

In order to make results beneficial to this variety of users, findings 

should be provided in detail as was done in the tables of this study. 

In addition to utilizing this model to examine other Sun Belt 

destination cities, a need exists for longitudinal studies. Research 

over various time periods would be particularly useful for understanding 

the effects of changes in market conditions, including fluctuations in 

financing, shifts in individual residential markets, and tax reforms. 

Longitudinal studies could also illustrate the effects of changing urban 

spatial structure on tenure decisions. 
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Additional research is required on the tenure decisions of 

specific groups. The fastest growing segment of the population, the 

elderly, has also become a significant part of the migration flows. The 

perceptions and decision making of minority groups is not understood. 

Minorities did not comprise a significant portion of Tucson's newcomers, 

but other Sun Belt cities have larger numbers of migrating minorities. 

Some subgroups need closer examination and possibly exclusion from 

overall models. Such is the case of the military, who can have more 

significant effects on cities smaller than Tucson. 

One area of behavioral research which deserves more attention is 

that of informational flows. The factors influencing the flow of infor

mation to households of different socio-economic groups and the effect 

on tenure decisions need to be analyzed. This area has been pioneered 

by the work on real estate agents by Palm (1976a, 1976b) and Bettman, 

Capon, Lutz, Belch, and Burke (1978), but a variety of information 

sources are yet to be studied. 

Chapter 5, Economic Analysis of Rental Versus Owning in Tucson, 

used actual market conditions in the cost-benefit analysis. Shaw (1975) 

advocated further research into the extent people actually calculate 

costs and benefits and how they respond to various kinds of information. 

Another area of potential research was discovered when the pull 

of hometown was measured. The wide variety of identifications for 

newcomers' hometowns demands further study into the meaning of hometown 

as well as its effect on migration and tenure. 

This study on Tucson in-migrants has pioneered the way for many 

possible studies. The behavioral model developed in this work explained 
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the unique tenure decisions of Tucson's newcomers, but it also provided 

a methodology which can be used in future research. This methodology 

can be utilized to further the understanding of the tenure decision and 

to provide applied research which can be put to practical use. 
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Figure 17. Area and District Boundaries 
in Tucson Metropolitan Area 
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TABLE 13 

Q1. How long have you lived in the Tucson area? 

Less than 1 year 
1 year to 2 years 
2 years to 3 years 
3 years to 4 years 
4 years + 

TABLE 14 

Q2. Why did you move to the Tucson area? 

Employment, had job 
Employment, seek job, job opportunities 
Education 
Climate 
Relatives here 
Military transfer 
Health 
Retirement 
Less expensive 
Slower pace, smaller community 
Other reasons 

(Total is more than 100% due to multiple responses) 

TOTAL 
(percent) 

28.8 
17.3 
11.5 
11.5 
30.7 

20.7 
13.8 
20.7 
20.7 
14.9 
u.s 
6.9 
3.4 
3.4 
2.3 

10.2 
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TABLE 15 

Q3. On the following scale of 1 to 7, how would you 
rate the likelihood that you will buy a home in 
the next six months? 

1 • EXTREMELY UNLIKELY 
2 • QUITE UNLIKELY 
3 • SLIGHTLY UNLIKELY 
4 • NEITHER UNLIKELY NOR LIKELY 
5 • SLIGHTLY LIKELY 
6 • QUITE LIKELY 
7 • EXTREMELY LIKELY 

TABLE 16 

Q4. On the same scale of 1 to 7, how would you rate the 
likelihood that you will buy a home in the next twelve 
months? 

1 • EXTREMELY UNLIKELY 
2 • QUITE UNLIKELY 
3 • SLIGHTLY UNLIKELY 
4 • NEITHER UNLIKELY NOR LIKELY 
5 • SLIGHTLY LIKELY 
6 • QUITE LIKELY 
7 • EXTREMELY LIKELY 

TABLE 17 

Q5. On the same scale of 1 to 7, how would you rate the 
likelihood that you will buy a home in the next two 
years? 

1 • EXTREMELY UNLIKELY 
2 • QUITE UNLIKELY 
3 • SLIGHTLY UNLIKELY 
4 • NEITHER UNLIKELY NOR LIKELY 
5 • SLIGHTLY LIKELY 
6 • QUITE LIKELY 
7 • EXTREMELY LIKELY 

TOTAL 
(percent) 

64.4 
10.6 
3.8 
3.8 
2.9 
3.8 

10.6 

50.5 
9.7 
7.8 
5.8 

11.7 
2.9 

11.7 

35.0 
6.8 
4.9 

11.7 
11.7 
12.6 
17.5 
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TABLE 18 

Q6. Considering what you can afford, what area of 
Tucson is: most desirable, second most desirable, 
and least desirable. 

6a. Most desirable area to live: 

1 West 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 

10 
11 
12 
1 East 

TABLE 19 

Q6a1. Why is this area most desirable? 

Beauty, scenery, views 
Less crowded, open, privacy 
Nice neighborhoods 
Close to everything, convenient 
Close to work 
Nice homes 
Cleaner, well-kept 
Quiet 
Familiar with area 
Prestigious area, status 
More amenities/services 
Crime rate low 
Out of city 
Newer 
Affordable, good home prices 
Close to shopping 
Close to friends/family 
Less smog, air pollution, cleaner air 
Values rising 
Close to university/college 
Close to schools 
Other reasons 

(Total is more than 100% due to multiple responses.) 

TOTAL 
(percent) 

21.2 
4.0 
0 
2.0 
3.0 
4.0 
3.0 
8.1 
3.0 
1.0 
1.0 
1.0 

48.5 

24.1 
20.7 
17.2 
16.1 
14.9 
14.9 
10.3 
6.9 
6.9 
5.7 
5.7 
4.6 
4.6 
4.6 
4.6 
3.4 
3.4 
3.4 
3.4 
2.3 
1.1 

12.6 

---- --- ------------------ --------------------------
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TABLE 20 

Q6b. Second most desirable area to live 

1 West 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 

10 
11 
12 

1 East 

TABLE 21 

Q6bl. Why is this area second most desirable? 

Beauty, scenery, views 
Less crowded, open, privacy 
Nice neighborhoods 
Close to everything, convenient 
Close to work 
Nice homes 
Cleaner, well-kept 
Quiet 
Familiar with area 
Prestigious area, status 
More amenities/services 
Crime rate low 
Out of city 
Newer 
Affordable, good home prices 
Close to shopping 
Close to friends/family 
Less smog, air pollution, cleaner air 
Values rising 
Close to university/college 
Close to schools 
Other reasons 

(Total is more than 100% due to multiple responses.) 

----------------------

TOTAL 
(percent) 

22.1 
9.3 
2.3 
4.7 
7.0 
2.3 
4.7 

14.0 
14.0 
0 
1.2 
1.2 

17.4 

22.7 
18.2 
18.2 
9.1 

24.2 
10.6 
3.0 
7.6 
6.1 
3.0 
1.5 
1.5 
4.5 
4.5 
7.6 
7.6 
1.5 
1.5 
3.0 
6.1 
4.5 

12.1 

146 



TABLE 22 

Q6c. Least desirable area to live 

1 West 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 

10 
11 
12 

1 East 

TABLE 23 

Q6cl. Why is this area least desirable? 

Crime rate high, unsafe 
Too crowded 
Unkept, run-down, slum 
Low income area, low standard of living 
Too far from everything, inconvenient 
Too far from work 
Bad neighborhoods, tough 
Ethnic groups 
Noisy 
Too much traffic 
Industrial area 
Bad housing, values dropping 
Too close to air base 
Ugly, unattractive 
Other reasons 

(Total is more than 100% due to multiple responses.) 

TABLE 24 

Q7. What type of home do you most prefer to live in? 

SINGLE-FAMILY 
APARTMENT 
CONDOMINIUM (OWNED APARTMENT) 
TOWNHOUSE (ATTACHED WALL) 
MOBILE HOME 

TOTAL 
(percent) 

7.8 
3.3 
2.2 
0 
1.1 
8.9 
0 
1.1 

10.0 
21.1 
20.0 
23.3 

1.1 

20.0 
18.6 
17.1 
14.3 
14.3 
10.0 
10.0 
8.6 
8.6 
7.1 
5.7 
4.3 
4.3 
4.3 

14.3 

79.4 
9.8 
4.9 
2.9 
2.9 
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TABLE 25 TOTAL 
(percent) 

Q8. What type of home would be your second choice? 

SINGLE-FAMILY 
APARTMENT 
CONDOMINIUM (OWNED APARTMENT) 
TOWNHOUSE (ATTACHED WALL) 
MOBILE HOME 

TABLE 26 

Q9. On a scale of 1 to 7, where 1 is extremely unlikely and 
7 is extremely likely, how would you rate the likelihood 
that you will move out of the Tucson area in the next 
twelve months? 

1 • EXTREMELY UNLIKELY 
2 • QUITE UNLIKELY 
3 • SLIGHTLY UNLIKELY 
4 • NEITHER UNLIKELY NOR LIKELY 
5 • SLIGHTLY LIKELY 
6 • QUITE LIKELY 
7 • EXTREMELY LIKELY 

TABLE 27 

Q10. Move in the next 2 years? 

1 • EXTREMELY UNLIKELY 
2 • QUITE UNLIKELY 
3 • SLIGHTLY UNLIKELY 
4 • NEITHER UNLIKELY NOR LIKELY 
5 • SLIGHTLY LIKELY 
6 • QUITE LIKELY 
7 • EXTREMELY LIKELY 

TABLE 28 

Q11. Move in the next 5 years? 

1 • EXTREMELY UNLIKELY 
2 • QUITE UNLIKELY 
3 • SLIGHTLY UNLIKELY 
4 • NEITHER UNLIKELY NOR LIKELY 
5 • SLIGHTLY LIKELY 
6 • QUITE LIKELY 
7 • EXTREMELY LIKELY 

10.8 
6.9 

12.7 
52.9 
16.7 

45.5 
10.9 

6.9 
9.9 
4.0 
8.9 

13.9 

29.3 
13.1 
9.1 

12.1 
7.1 

12.1 
17.2 

22.0 
8.0 
9.0 

12.0 
8.0 

11.0 
30.0 
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TABLE 29 

Ql2. Please indicate the specific city and state where you 
would most likely move if you were to move out of the 
Tucson area? 

California-San Diego 
California-Los Angeles 
California-San Francisco 
California-Other cities 
Arizona-Phoenix 
Arizona-Other cities 
New Mexico 
Colorado 
Washington 
New York 
Texas 
Arkansas 
New Zealand/Australia/Canada 
Small town 
Unknown, none 
Depends on employment 
Other states 

Regions: 
West 

Pacific 
Mountain 

North Central 
West North Central 
East North Central 

South 
West South Central 
East South Central 
South Atlantic 

Northeast 
Middle Atlantic 
New England 

Other Countries 

TOTAL 
(percent) 

12.0 
6.0 
3.0 
4.0 
9.0 
6.0 
5.0 
5.0 
5.0 
4.0 
3.0 
3.0 
3.0 
2.0 

14.0 
6.0 

10.0 

69.1 
40.5 
28.6 

8.3 
1.2 
7.1 

11.9 
8.3 
1.2 
2.4 

7.1 
7.1 
0 

3.6 
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TABLE 30 TOTAL 
(percent) 

Q13a. Last residence before Tucson. 

California 10.1 
New Mexico 7.6 
New York 7.6 
Arizona, Phoenix 7.6 
Arizona, Other cities 2.5 
Texas 6.3 
Illinois 6.3 
Wisconsin 6.3 
Indiana 5.1 
Michigan 5.1 
Pennsylvania 5.1 
Florida 3.8 
Canada 2.5 
Europe 2.5 
Other states 21.6 

Regions: 
West 34.2 

Pacific 12.7 
Mountain 21.5 

North Central 31.7 
West North Central 5.1 
East North Central 26.6 

South 14.0 
West South Central 7.6 
East South Central 1.3 
South Atlantic 5.1 

Northeast 15.2 
Middle Atlantic 13.9 
New England 1.3 

Other Countries 5.1 

- -~-----------------------------------------



Q13b. Last home in Tucson 

1 West 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 

10 
11 
12 

1 East 
None 

TABLE 31 

TABLE 32 

Q13c. Type residence before Tucson 

SINGLE-FAMILY 
APARTMENT 
MOBILE HOME 
TOWNHOUSE (ATTACHED WALL) 
CONDOMINIUM (OWNED APARTMENT) 

TABLE 33 

Q13d. Type residences in adult life 

SINGLE-FAMILY ONLY 
APARTMENT ONLY 
MOBILE HOME ONLY 
TOWNHOUSE (ATTACHED WALL) ONLY 
CONDOMINIUM (OWNED APARTMENT) ONLY 
APARTMENT AND OTHER 
SINGLE-FAMILY, MOBILE HOME AND CONDO 
TOWNHOUSE AND MOBILE HOME 

TOTAL 
(percent) 

1.2 
1.2 
3.7 
2.4 
8.5 
6.1 
2.4 
4.9 
2.4 
1.2 
2.4 
o.o 
2.4 

61.0 

54.4 
31.6 
10.1 
2.5 
1.3 

28.0 
25.3 
1.3 
0 
0 

41.3 
2.7 
1.3 
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TABLE 34 

Q13e. Type residences in childhood 

SINGLE-FAMILY ONLY 
APARTMENT ONLY 
MOBILE HOME ONLY 
TOWNHOUSE (ATTACHED WALL) ONLY 
CONDOMINIUM (OWNED APARTMENT) ONLY 
APARTMENT AND OTHER 
SINGLE FAMILY AND MOBILE HOME 

Q13f. Own last residence 

Yes 
No 

Q13g. Ever own residence 

Yes 
No 

TABLE 35 

TABLE 36 

TABLE 37 

Q13h. Last residence - Type of Area 

Urban 
Suburban 
Rural 

TABLE 38 

Q13i. Adult residences - Type of Area 

Urban only 
Suburban only 
Rural only 
Urban and Suburban 
Suburban and Rural 
Urban and Rural 
Urban, Suburban, and Rural 

Total 
(percent) 

91.4 
0 
2.9 
0 
0 
2.9 
2.9 

39.5 
60.5 

51.9 
48.1 

42.1 
32.9 
25.0 

37.3 
16.4 
9.0 

13.4 
6.0 
9.0 
9.0 
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TABLE 39 

Q13j. Childhood Residences- Type of Area 

Urban only 
Suburban only 
Rural only 
Urban and Suburban 
Suburban and Rural 
Urban and Rural 
Urban, Suburban, and Rural 

TABLE 40 

Q14. Which one of the places in which you have resided 
would you most prefer to live in? 

Tucson 
Last residence 
Other 
Hometown 
None 
Rural area 
No preference 
Birth place 

TABLE 41 

Q15. Why would you prefer that place? 

Climate 
Family there 
Smaller 
Jobs 
Ambiance - Rural, slow pace 
Nice neighborhoods 
Less crowded 
Schools 
Beauty, scenery 
Convenience 
Other reasons 

(Total is more than 100% due to multiple responses.) 

TOTAL 
(percent) 

23.5 
32.4 
23.5 
11.8 
2.9 
0 
5.9 

41.2 
16.2 
16.2 
13.2 
5.9 
2.9 
2.9 
1.5 

30.9 
21.8 
12.7 
10.9 
10.9 
9.1 
7.3 
7.3 
5.5 
5.5 

23.6 
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TABLE 42 TOTAL 
<2ercent) 

Q16. On a scale of 1 to 7 where 1 is extremely 
unlikely and 7 is extremely likely, how would you 
rate the likelihood that a suitable job in your 
field could be obtained in the city where you lived 
before moving to Tucson? 

1 • EXTREMELY UNLIKELY 25.5 
2 • QUITE UNLIKELY 12.2 
3 • SLIGHTLY UNLIKELY 3.1 
4 • NEITHER UNLIKELY NOR LIKELY 7.1 
5 • SLIGHTLY LIKELY 6.1 
6 • QUITE LIKELY 19.4 
7 • EXTREMELY LIKELY 26.5 

TABLE 43 

Q17. On the same 1 to 7 scale, how would you rate the 
likelihood that a suitable job for your spouse or 
partner or other household member could be obtained 
in that city? 

1 • EXTREMELY UNLIKELY 22.8 
2 • QUITE UNLIKELY 5.1 
3 • SLIGHTLY UNLIKELY 7.6 
4 • NEITHER UNLIKELY NOR LIKELY 11.4 
5 • SLIGHTLY LIKELY 5.1 
6 • QUITE LIKELY 30.4 
7 • EXTREMELY LIKELY 17.7 

TABLE 44 

Q18. On the same 1 to 7 scale, if a suitable job in your 
field was available in that city, how would you rate 
the likelihood that you would move back? 

1 • EXTREMELY UNLIKELY 35.2 
2 • QUITE UNLIKELY 14.8 
3 • SLIGHTLY UNLIKELY 10.2 
4 • NEITHER UNLIKELY NOR LIKELY 5.7 
5 • SLIGHTLY LIKELY 11.4 
6 • QUITE LIKELY 8.0 
7 • EXTREMELY LIKELY 14.8 



TABLE 45 

Q19. Before you moved here, how many days did you 
spend in Tucson? On vacation? 

None 
1 
2 
3-4 
5-6 
7-9 

1D-13 
14-20 
21-30 
31-60 
61-90 
91-180 

181-360 
361 + 
Many short vacations 

Q19b. Days spent on business 

None 
1 
2 
3-4 
5-6 
7-9 

1D-13 
14-20 
21-30 
31-60 
61-90 
91-180 

181-360 
361 + 

TABLE 46 

TOTAL 
(percent) 

59.3 
0 
3.3 
3.3 
3.3 
5.5 
5.5 
6.6 
4.4 
4.4 
1.1 
1.1 
0 
0 
2.2 

85.9 
0 
4.3 
2.2 
1.1 
1.1 
3.3 
0 
1.1 
0 
0 
0 
0 
1.1 
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TABLE 47 

Q19c. Days spent searching for a home 

None 
1 
2 
3-4 
S-6 
7-9 

10-13 
14-20 
21-30 
31-60 

TABLE 48 

Q19d. Days spent before moving to Tucson other visits 

None 
1 
2 
3-4 
S-6 
7-9 

10-13 
14-20 
21-30 
31-60 
61-90 
91-180 

181-360 
361 + 
Many short vacations 

Q19e. Reason Other Visits 

Co-op 
Visit family 
Shopping 
Medical 
As child 
Job search 

TABLE 49 

TOTAL 
(percent) 

78.0 
2.2 
3.3 
3.3 
0 
6.6 
0 
4.4 
0 
2.2 

88.9 
0 
0 
1.1 
0 
1.1 
1.1 
1.1 
1.1 
0 
0 
2.2 
0 
2.2 
1.1 

10.0 
so.o 
10.0 
10.0 
10.0 
10.0 
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TABLE 50 

Ql9f. Total Days spent in Tucson before moving 

None 
1 
2 
3-4 
5-6 
7-9 

lQ-13 
14-20 
21-30 
31-60 
61-90 
91-180 

181-360 
361 + 
Many short vacations 

TABLE 51 

Q20. How many friends and relatives did you have in Tucson 
before you moved here? 

None 
1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6-7 
8-9 
10 or more 

TABLE 52 

Q21. Did you own a home in the city where you lived 
before moving to Tucson? 

Yes 
No 

TABLE 53 

Q2la. (If yes ) Did you sell that home? 

Yes 
No 

TOTAL 
(percent) 

35.1 
2.1 
5.3 
1.1 
6.4 
9.6 
6.4 
7.4 
8.5 
7.4 
1.1 
3.2 
0 
2.1 
4.3 

51.5 
6.1 

10.1 
4.0 
8.1 
4.0 
5.1 
2.0 
9.1 

36.0 
64.0 

75.0 
25.0 
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TABLE 54 

Q21b. (If not sold) Is that home currently for sale? 

Yes 
No 

TABLE 55 

Q21c. Why are you not selling your previous home? 

Partner still lives there 
Pending bank repo 
Moving back 
Property values in decline 
Child still living there with ex-wife 

TABLE 56 

Q21d. (If sold) When did you sell that home? 

Less than 6 months ago 
6 months to 1 year ago 
1 year to 18 months ago 
18 months to 2 years ago 
More than 2 years ago 

TABLE 57 

Q22. Do you still own any other real estate in your 
last city? 

Yes 
No 

TABLE 58 

Q22a. (If yes) What type of property is it? 

Rental house 
Farm, 3 houses, commercial building 
RV Park 
House and 20 acres 

TOTAL 
(percent) 

33.3 
66.7 

20.0 
20.0 
20.0 
20.0 
20.0 

12.0 
12.0 
12.0 
8.0 

56.0 

4.0 
96.0 

25.0 
25.0 
25.0 
25.0 
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TABLE 59 

Q23. What were your three primary leisure time activities 
in your previous city? (Before you moved to Tucson). 

Reading 
Hiking 
Movies 
Camping 
Fishing 
Golf 
Travel, sightseeing 
Sports 
Entertaining, partying 
Running 
Sewing, knitting 
Studying, School 
Sw:f..mm.ing 
Walking 
Boating, lakes 
Visiting 
Beach activities 
Gardening 
Hunting 
Off-roading 
Shopping 
Skiing 
TV 
Baseball 
Basketball 
Bowling 
Cards 
Church 
Eating Out 
Softball 
Aerobics 
Arts, art collecting 
Family 
Horseback riding 
Music, playing, piano 
Racquetball 
Bicycling 
Dancing 
Electronics, computers 
Pool, billiards 
Work 
Tennis 
Other activities 

(Total is more than 100% due to multiple responses) 

TOTAL 
(percent) 

20.8 
13.5 
13.5 
12.5 
12.5 
11.5 
11.5 
8.3 
7.3 
7.3 
7.3 
7.3 
7.3 
7.3 
6.3 
6.3 
5.2 
5.2 
5.2 
5.2 
5.2 
5.2 
5.2 
4.2 
4.2 
4.2 
4.2 
4.2 
4.2 
4.2 
3.1 
3.1 
3.1 
3.1 
3.1 
3.1 
2.1 
2.1 
2.1 
2.1 
2.1 
0 

18.7 
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TABLE 60 

Q24. What are your three primary leisure time activities 
now? 

Reading 
Hiking 
Movies 
Camping 
Fishing 
Golf 
Travel, sightseeing 
Sports 
Entertaining, partying 
Running 
Sewing, knitting 
Studying, School 
Swimming 
Walking 
Boating, lakes 
Visiting 
Beach activities 
Gardening 
Hunting 
Off-roading 
Shopping 
Skiing 
TV 
Baseball 
Basketball 
Bowling 
Cards 
Church 
Eating Out 
Softball 
Aerobics 
Arts, art collecting 
Family 
Horseback riding 
Music, playing, piano 
Racquetball 
Bicycling 
Dancing 
Electronics, computers 
Pool, billiards 
Work 
Tennis 
Other activities 
None 

(Total is more than 100% due to multiple responses) 

TOTAL 
(percent) 

22.6 
14.0 
15.1 
1.1 
3.2 

17.2 
5.4 
7.5 
0.8 
4.3 
8.6 
5.4 
5.4 
2.2 
0 
1.1 
0 
2.2 
1.1 
3.2 
9.7 
0 
3.2 
3.2 
0 
6.5 
0 
2.2 
2.2 
2.2 
2.2 
3.2 
3.2 
1.1 
4.3 
5.4 
7.5 
0 
2.2 
2.2 
2.2 
2.2 
5.4 
4.3 
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TABLE 61 

Q24a. Change in leisure time activities 

No change - same activities 
Minor change 
Major change 

MOre outdoor, more active 
Less outdoor, less active 
Same amount outdoor, activity 

TABLE 62 

Q25. During the time you've lived in Tucson, how often have 
you visited the city where you lived before moving 
to Tucson? 

NEVER 
ONCE 
TWICE 
3 TIMES 
4 TIMES 
5 TIMES 
6-9 TIMES 
10 TIMES OR MORE 

TABLE 63 

Q26. How many of your close friends live in Tucson? 

NONE 
1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6-7 
8-9 
10 OR MORE 

TOTAL 
(percent) 

16.3 
47.3 
36.3 

20.9 
17.6 
61.5 

42.9 
8.2 
8.2 
6.1 
7.1 
6.1 
2.0 

19.4 

36.4 
12.1 
8.1 

11.1 
14.1 
4.0 
7.1 
1.0 
6.1 
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TABLE 64 

Q27. How many of these close friends live in your current 
neighborhood? 

NONE 
1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6-7 
8-9 
10 OR MORE 

TABLE 65 

Q28. How many of your close friends live in the city where 
you lived before moving to Tucson? 

NONE 
1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6-7 
8-9 
10 OR MORE 

TABLE 66 

Q29. What city or town do you consider to be your hometown? 

1 • Not place most likely move in Q 12 
2 • Childhood home 
3 • Last place resided before Tucson 
4 • Place most likely move in Q 12 
5 • Tucson 
6 • Birthplace 
7 • Not childhood home 
8 • No place 

TOTAL 
(percent) 

64.0 
14.6 
10.1 
4.5 
3.4 
0 
0 
1.1 
2.2 

25.8 
8.2 
8.2 
8.2 
7.2 
4.1 
5.2 
2.1 

30.9 

59.3 
27.8 
22.2 
20.4 
9.3 
3.7 
1.9 
1.9 
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TABLE 67 

Q30. On a scale of 1 to 7 where 1 is extremely 
unlikely and 7 is extremely likely, how would 
you rate the likelihood that a suitable job in 
your field could be obtained in your hometown? 

1 • EXTREMELY UNLIKELY 
2 • QUITE UNLIKELY 
3 • SLIGHTLY UNLIKELY 
4 • NEITHER UNLIKELY NOR LIKELY 
5 • SLIGHTLY LIKELY 
6 • QUITE LIKELY 
7 • EXTREMELY LIKELY 

TABLE 68 

Q31. On the same 1 to 7 scale, how would you rate the 
likelihood that a suitable job for your spouse or 
partner or other household member could be obtained? 

1 • EXTREMELY UNLIKELY 
2 • QUITE UNLIKELY 
3 • SLIGHTLY UNLIKELY 
4 • NEITHER UNLIKELY NOR LIKELY 
5 • SLIGHTLY LIKELY 
6 • QUITE LIKELY 
7 • EXTREMELY LIKELY 

TABLE 69 

Q32. On the same 1 to 7 scale, if a suitable job in your 
field was available in your hometown, how would you 
rate the likelihood that you would move back? 

1 • EXTREMELY UNLIKELY 
2 • QUITE UNLIKELY 
3 • SLIGHTLY UNLIKELY 
4 • NEITHER UNLIKELY NOR LIKELY 
5 • SLIGHTLY LIKELY 
6 • QUITE LIKELY 
7 • EXTREMELY LIKELY 

TOTAL 
(percent) 

57.4 
10.6 

2.1 
0 

10.6 
8.5 

10.6 

51.4 
11.4 
2.9 
0 

11.4 
5.7 

17.1 

58.7 
13.0 
0 
0 

10.9 
6.5 

10.9 
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TABLE 70 

Q33. Do you own a home in your hometown? 

Yes 
No 

Q33a. (If yes) Why do you still own a home in your 
hometown? 

Investment 

TABLE 71 

Q34. Do you own any other real estate in your hometown? 

Yes 
No 

Q34a. (If yes) What type of property is it? 

Vacant land 

TABLE 72 

Q35. How many of your close friends live in your hometown? 

NONE 
1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6-7 
8-9 
10 OR MORE 

TABLE 73 

Q36. During the time you lived in Tucson, how often have 
you visited your hometown? 

NEVER 
ONCE 
TWICE 
3 TIMES 
4 TIMES 
5 TIMES 
6-9 TIMES 
10 TIMES OR MORE 

TOTAL 
{percent) 

2.1 
97.9 

100.0 

4.3 
95.7 

100.0 

29.2 
6.3 

10.4 
4.2 
8.3 
2.1 
4.2 
0 

35.4 

35.4 
27.1 
10.4 
8.3 
4.2 
2.1 
8.3 
4.2 
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TABLE 74 

Q37. Why have you waited to buy a home in Tucson? 

Lack of money, too expensive, can't afford 
Lack of down payment 
Do not want to stay in Tucson 
Do not want to buy/own 
Undecided about staying in Tucson 
Too old, retired 
In school 
Unstable job 
Currently shopping/looking 
Looking for right price 
Just moved here 
Plan to build one 
Other reasons 

(Total is more than 100% due to multiple responses.) 

TABLE 75 

Q38. Do you feel that you have an adequate down payment 
necessary to buy the type of house you want to buy? 

Yes 
No 
Maybe 

TABLE 76 

Q38a. (If no) How long do you think it will take you to 
acquire the necessary down payment? 

Less than 6 months 
6 months to 1 year 
1 to 2 years 
2 to 3 years 
3 to 4 years 
4 to 5 years 
5 years + 
Couple of years 
As soon as last house sells 
Don't know 
Never 

TOTAL 
(percent) 

40.0 
8.9 

14.4 
8.9 
6.7 
5.6 
4.4 
4.4 
4.4 
3.3 
3.3 
2.2 
8.9 

36.6 
62.4 

1.1 

2.3 
22.7 
18.2 
6.8 
6.8 

18.2 
9.1 
2.3 
2.3 
9.1 
2.3 
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TABLE 77 

Q39. What do you think is the current average 
mortgage interest rate (percent) now available 
from Tucson lenders? 

Don't know, no idea 
7% 
7~ 
8% 
8~ 
9% 
9~% 
10% 
1~ 
11% 
12% 
13% 
14% 
15% 

TABLE 78 

Q40a. What percent do you think Tucson mortgage interest 
rates will be in 6 months? 

Don't know, no idea 
7% 
7~% 
8% 
8~% 
9% 
9~% 
10% 
1~% 
11% 
12% 
13% 
14% 
15% 

TOTAL 
(percent) 

23.1 
1.3 
0 
3.8 
7.7 

14.1 
12.8 
11.5 
3.8 
9.0 
7.7 
3.8 
0 
1.3 

30.3 
0 
0 
7.9 
2.6 

11.8 
6.6 

15.8 
3.9 
7.9 
7.9 
1.3 
1.3 
2.6 
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TABLE 79 TOTAL 
(percent) 

Q40b. Interest rates in 1 year? 

Don't know, no idea 31.6 
7% 0 
7~% 0 
8% 5.3 
8~% 3.9 
9% 7.9 
9~ 5.3 
10% 14.5 
1~% 3.9 
11% 9.2 
12% 3.9 
13% 6.6 
14% 2.6 
15% 5.3 

TABLE 80 

Q40c. Interest rates in 2 years? 

Don't know, no idea 34.2 
7% 1.3 
7~ 0 
8% 3.9 
8~% 0 
9% 5.3 
9~% 1.3 

10% 6.6 
1~% 2.6 
11% 13.2 
12% 13.2 
13% 2.6 
14% 6.6 
15% 2.6 
16% 5.3 
28% 1.3 

--- ----------- ··---·-·· .. 
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TABLE 81 TOTAL 
(percent) 

Q40d. Future interest rates 6 months: 

Same 40.8 
Up by ~% 12.2 
Up by 1% 20.4 
Up by 2% 4.1 
Up by 3% 4.1 
Up by 4% 0 
Up by 5% or more 0 
Down by ~% 8.2 
Down by 1% 4.1 
Down by 2% 6.1 

TABLE 82 

Q40e. Future interest rates 1 year: 

Same 20.0 
Up by ~% 6.0 
Up by 1% 30.0 
Up by 2% 10.0 
Up by 3% 14.0 
Up by 4% 0 
Up by 5% or more 0 
Down by ~% 8.0 
Down by 1% 6.0 
Down by 2% 4.0 
Down by 3% 2.0 

TABLE 83 

Q40f. Future interest rates 2 years: 

Same 12.5 
Up by ~% 0 
Up by 1% 12.5 
Up by 2% 31.3 
Up by 3% 14.6 
Up by 4% 6.3 
Up by 5% or more 8.3 
Down by ~% 6.3 
Down by 1% 2.1 
Down by 2% 6.3 
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TABLE 84 TOTAL 
(percent) 

Q41. On a scale of 1 to 7 where 1 is extremely 
unimportant, and 7 extremely important, how 
would you rate the following reasons for owning 
your own residence? 

a. As an investment 

1 • EXTREMELY UNIMPORTANT 3.3 
2 • QUITE UNIMPORTANT 2.2 
3 • SLIGHTLY UNIMPORTANT 2.2 
4 • NEITHER UNIMPORTANT NOR IMPORTANT 17.8 
5 • SLIGHTLY IMPORTANT 8.9 
6 • QUITE IMPORTANT 17.8 
7 • EXTREMELY IMPORTANT 47.8 

b. Tax advantage: 

1 • EXTREMELY UNIMPORTANT 9.0 
2 • QUITE UNIMPORTANT 5.6 
3 • SLIGHTLY UNIMPORTANT 2.2 
4 • NEITHER UNIMPORTANT NOR IMPORTANT 20.2 
5 • SLIGHTLY IMPORTANT 11.2 
6 • QUITE IMPORTANT 18.0 
7 • EXTREMELY IMPORTANT 33.7 

c. Pride of ownership 

1 • EXTREMELY UNIMPORTANT 10.1 
2 • QUITE UNIMPORTANT 7.9 
3 • SLIGHTLY UNIMPORTANT 6.7 
4 • NEITHER UNIMPORTANT NOR IMPORTANT 4.5 
5 • SLIGHTLY IMPORTANT 15.7 
6 • QUITE IMPORTANT 19.1 
7 • EXTREMELY IMPORTANT 36.0 

d. To have more space: 

1 • EXTREMELY UNIMPORTANT 4.5 
2 • QUITE UNIMPORTANT 0 
3 • SLIGHTLY UNIMPORTANT 5.6 
4 • NEITHER UNIMPORTANT NOR IMPORTANT 5.6 
5 • SLIGHTLY IMPORTANT 13.5 
6 • QUITE IMPORTANT 14.6 
7 • EXTREMELY IMPORTANT 56.2 
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TOTAL 
e. To have more privacy: (J:!ercent) 

1 • EXTREMELY UNIMPORTANT 3.3 
2 • QUITE UNIMPORTANT 0 
3 • SLIGHTLY UNIMPORTANT 4.4 
4 • NEITHER UNIMPORTANT NOR IMPORTANT 4.4 
5 • SLIGHTLY IMPORTANT 6.7 
6 • QUITE IMPORTANT 13.3 
7 • EXTREMELY IMPORTANT 67.8 

f. To have more security: 

1 • EXTREMELY UNIMPORTANT 3.4 
2 • QUITE UNIMPORTANT 5.6 
3 • SLIGHTLY UNIMPORTANT 9.0 
4 • NEITHER UNIMPORTANT NOR IMPORTANT 13.5 
5 • SLIGHTLY IMPORTANT 12.4 
6 • QUITE IMPORTANT 11.2 
7 • EXTREMELY IMPORTANT 44.9 

g. It's better for children: 

1 • EXTREMELY UNIMPORTANT 16.9 
2 • QUITE UNIMPORTANT 2.2 
3 • SLIGHTLY UNIMPORTANT 5.6 
4 • NEITHER UNIMPORTANT NOR IMPORTANT 10.1 
5 • SLIGHTLY IMPORTANT 4.5 
6 • QUITE IMPORTANT 11.2 
7 • EXTREMELY IMPORTANT 49.4 
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TABLE 85 TOTAL 
(:[!ercent) 

Q42. On the same 1 to 7 scale, how would your rate each 
of the following factors in choosing where to live? 

a. Close to friends or relatives 

1 • EXTREMELY UNIMPORTANT 15.2 
2 • QUITE UNIMPORTANT 10.9 
3 • SLIGHTLY UNIMPORTANT 17.4 
4 • NEITHER UNIMPORTANT NOR IMPORTANT 21.7 
5 • SLIGHTLY IMPORTANT 9.8 
6 • QUITE IMPORTANT 6.5 
7 • EXTREMELY IMPORTANT 18.5 

b. Close to employment: 

1 • EXTREMELY UNIMPORTANT 5.4 
2 • QUITE UNIMPORTANT 2.2 
3 • SLIGHTLY UNIMPORTANT 3.2 
4 • NEITHER UNIMPORTANT NOR IMPORTANT 15.1 
5 • SLIGHTLY IMPORTANT 22.6 
6 • QUITE IMPORTANT 24.7 
7 • EXTREMELY IMPORTANT 26.9 

c. Close to recreational facilities: 

1 • EXTREMELY UNIMPORTANT 7.4 
2 • QUITE UNIMPORTANT 7.4 
3 • SLIGHTLY UNIMPORTANT 8.5 
4 • NEITHER UNIMPORTANT NOR IMPORTANT 22.3 
5 • SLIGHTLY IMPORTANT 17.0 
6 • QUITE IMPORTANT 22.3 
7 • EXTREMELY IMPORTANT 14.9 

d. Quality of schools in area: 

1 • EXTREMELY UNIMPORTANT 19.8 
2 • QUITE UNIMPORTANT 2.2 
3 • SLIGHTLY UNIMPORTANT 2.2 
4 • NEITHER UNIMPORTANT NOR IMPORTANT 6.6 
5 • SLIGHTLY IMPORTANT 8.8 
6 • QUITE IMPORTANT 16.5 
7 • EXTREMELY IMPORTANT 44.0 
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TOTAL 
e. Close to shopping: (Eercent) 

1 • EXTREMELY UNIMPORTANT 4.3 
2 • QUITE UNIMPORTANT 1.1 
3 • SLIGHTLY UNIMPORTANT 7.6 
4 • NEITHER UNIMPORTANT NOR IMPORTANT 31.5 
5 • SLIGHTLY IMPORTANT 19.6 
6 • QUITE IMPORTANT 17.4 
7 • EXTREMELY IMPORTANT 18.5 

f. Pleasant neighborhood environment: 

1 • EXTREMELY UNIMPORTANT 1.1 
2 • QUITE UNIMPORTANT 0 
3 • SLIGHTLY UNIMPORTANT 0 
4 • NEITHER UNIMPORTANT NOR IMPORTANT 1.1 
5 • SLIGHTLY IMPORTANT 7.4 
6 • QUITE IMPORTANT 22.1 
7 • EXTREMELY IMPORTANT 68.4 

g. Reputation of crfme rate in area: 

1 • EXTREMELY UNIMPORTANT 0 
2 • QUITE UNIMPORTANT 0 
3 • SLIGHTLY UNIMPORTANT 1.1 
4 • NEITHER UNIMPORTANT NOR IMPORTANT 7.5 
5 • SLIGHTLY IMPORTANT 10.8 
6 • QUITE IMPORTANT 18.3 
7 • EXTREMELY IMPORTANT 62.4 

h. Away from heavy traffic: 

1 • EXTREMELY UNIMPORTANT 1.1 
2 • QUITE UNIMPORTANT 1.1 
3 • SLIGHTLY UNIMPORTANT 1.1 
4 • NEITHER UNIMPORTANT NOR IMPORTANT 3.2 
5 • SLIGHTLY IMPORTANT 15.8 
6 • QUITE IMPORTANT 21.1 
7 • EXTREMELY IMPORTANT 56.8 

i. Price of home: 

1 • EXTREMELY UNIMPORTANT 4.3 
2 • QUITE UNIMPORTANT 0 
3 • SLIGHTLY UNIMPORTANT 1.1 
4 • NEITHER UNIMPORTANT NOR IMPORTANT 12.9 
5 • SLIGHTLY IMPORTANT 17.2 
6 • QUITE IMPORTANT 21.5 
7 • EXTREMELY IMPORTANT 43.0 



j. View: 

1 • EXTREMELY UNIMPORTANT 
2 • QUITE UNIMPORTANT 
3 • SLIGHTLY UNIMPORTANT 
4 • NEITHER UNIMPORTANT NOR IMPORTANT 
5 • SLIGHTLY IMPORTANT 
6 • QUITE IMPORTANT 
7 • EXTREMELY IMPORTANT 

k & 1. Other important factors: 

Quietness 
Price 
Near transportation 
Good construction and design 
Future market 
Air quality 
Land for horses 
Near library & education facilities 
Away from flood plain 
Safe environment for pets 
Privacy 
Type surrounding homes 
Size of lot 
Neighborhood pool and day care 
Yard and carport 
Church 
Climate 

TOTAL 
(percent) 

4.3 
2.1 
6.4 

10.6 
19.1 
23.4 
34.0 
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TABLE 86 TOTAL 
<2ercent) 

Q43. On a scale of 1 to 7 where 1 is extremely 
unimportant and 7 is extremely important, how 
would you rate the importance to you of these 
factors? 

a. Down Payment Amount: 

1 • EXTREMELY UNIMPORTANT 8.8 
2 • QUITE UNIMPORTANT 1.1 
3 • SLIGHTLY UNIMPORTANT 1.1 
4 • NEITHER UNIMPORTANT NOR IMPORTANT 16.5 
5 • SLIGHTLY IMPORTANT 16.5 
6 • QUITE IMPORTANT 16.5 
7 • EXTREMELY IMPORTANT 39.6 

b. Monthly mortgage payment: 

1 • EXTREMELY UNIMPORTANT 5.4 
2 • QUITE UNIMPORTANT 0 
3 • SLIGHTLY UNIMPORTANT 0 
4 • NEITHER UNIMPORTANT NOR IMPORTANT 5.4 
5 • SLIGHTLY IMPORTANT 8.7 
6 • QUITE IMPORTANT 29.3 
7 • EXTREMELY IMPORTANT 51.1 

c. Interest rate of mortgage: 

1 • EXTREMELY UNIMPORTANT 4.4 
2 • QUITE UNIMPORTANT 0 
3 • SLIGHTLY UNIMPORTANT 1.1 
4 • NEITHER UNIMPORTANT NOR IMPORTANT 6.6 
5 • SLIGHTLY IMPORTANT 13.2 
6 • QUITE IMPORTANT 24.2 
7 • EXTREMELY IMPORTANT 50.5 

d. House Price 

1 • EXTREMELY UNIMPORTANT 1.1 
2 • QUITE UNIMPORTANT 0 
3 • SLIGHTLY UNIMPORTANT 1.1 
4 • NEITHER UNIMPORTANT NOR IMPORTANT 9.8 
5 • SLIGHTLY IMPORTANT 14.1 
6 • QUITE IMPORTANT 19.6 
7 • EXTREMELY IMPORTANT 54.3 



TABLE 87 

Q44. What is the maximum dollar amount you think you 
could afford as a monthly payment to buy a home? 

Less than $300 
$300 
$350 
$400 
$450 
$500 
$550 
$600 
$650 
$700 
$800 
$900 
$950 

$1000 
$1200 
$1300 or more 
Presently can't afford to buy 

TABLE 88 

Q45. On a scale of 1 to 7 where 1 is extremely inactive and 
7 is extremely active could you please indicate how 
active you now are in the search to buy a home? 

1 • EXTREMELY INACTIVE 
2 • QUITE INACTIVE 
3 • SLIGHTLY INACTIVE 
4 • NEITHER INACTIVE NOR ACTIVE 
5 • SLIGHTLY ACTIVE 
6 • QUITE ACTIVE 
7 • EXTREMELY ACTIVE 

TOTAL 
(percent) 

12.9 
2.4 
4.7 

14.1 
4.7 

15.3 
4.7 
8.2 
4.7 
2.4 
5.9 
1.2 
2.4 
4.7 
1.2 
3.5 
7.1 

59.8 
8.7 
4.3 
7.6 
5.4 
5.4 
8.7 
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TABLE 89 TOTAL 
(Eercent) 

Q46. On a scale of 1 to 7 where 1 is extremely 
unimportant and 7 is extremely important, could 
you please rate the following factors according 
to the importance of each factor as you have 
already utilized them in your search to buy a home? 

a. Newspaper Ads 

1 • EXTREMELY UNIMPORTANT 12.9 
2 • QUITE UNIMPORTANT 4.3 
3 • SLIGHTLY UNIMPORTANT 4.3 
4 • NEITHER UNIMPORTANT NOR IMPORTANT 24.3 
5 • SLIGHTLY IMPORTANT 18.6 
6 • QUITE IMPORTANT 10.0 
7 • EXTREMELY IMPORTANT 25.7 

b. Real Estate Agents 

1 • EXTREMELY UNIMPORTANT 20.0 
2 • QUITE UNIMPORTANT 5.7 
3 • SLIGHTLY UNIMPORTANT 2.9 
4 • NEITHER UNIMPORTANT NOR IMPORTANT 12.9 
5 • SLIGHTLY IMPORTANT 11.4 
6 • QUITE IMPORTANT 20.0 
7 • EXTREMELY IMPORTANT 27.1 

c. New Home Subdivision Models: 

1 • EXTREMELY UNIMPORTANT 18.6 
2 • QUITE UNIMPORTANT 7.1 
3 • SLIGHTLY UNIMPORTANT 10.0 
4 • NEITHER UNIMPORTANT NOR IMPORTANT 17.1 
5 • SLIGHTLY IMPORTANT 14.3 
6 • QUITE IMPORTANT 12.9 
7 • EXTREMELY IMPORTANT 20.0 

d. Radio Ads: 

1 • EXTREMELY UNIMPORTANT 47.9 
2 • QUITE UNIMPORTANT 11.3 
3 • SLIGHTLY UNIMPORTANT 14.1 
4 • NEITHER UNIMPORTANT NOR IMPORTANT 19.7 
5 • SLIGHTLY IMPORTANT 2.8 
6 • QUITE IMPORTANT 1.4 
7 • EXTREMELY IMPORTANT 2.8 
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TOTAL 
e. TV Ads: (percent) 

1 • EXTREMELY UNIMPORTANT 43.7 
2 • QUITE UNIMPORTANT 14.1 
3 • SLIGHTLY UNIMPORTANT 9.9 
4 • NEITHER UNIMPORTANT NOR IMPORTANT 22.5 
5 • SLIGHTLY IMPORTANT 4.2 
6 • QUITE IMPORTANT 1.4 
7 • EXTREMELY IMPORTANT 4.2 

f. Friends or Word of Mouth: 

1 • EXTREMELY UNIMPORTANT 8.6 
2 • QUITE UNIMPORTANT 2.9 
3 • SLIGHTLY UNIMPORTANT 4.3 
4 • NEITHER UNIMPORTANT NOR IMPORTANT 12.9 
5 • SLIGHTLY IMPORTANT 14.3 
6 • QUITE IMPORTANT 35.7 
7 • EXTREMELY IMPORTANT 21.4 

g. Billboards: 

1 • EXTREMELY UNIMPORTANT 44.3 
2 • QUITE UNIMPORTANT 10.0 
3 • SLIGHTLY UNIMPORTANT 10.0 
4 • NEITHER UNIMPORTANT NOR IMPORTANT 17.1 
5 • SLIGHTLY IMPORTANT 8.6 
6 • QUITE IMPORTANT 7.1 
7 • EXTREMELY IMPORTANT 2.9 

------------
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TABLE 90 TOTAL 

Q47. How many persons live in your household? 
(Eercent) 

1 27.3 
2 44.4 
3 16.2 
4 10.1 
5 1.0 
6 1.0 

TABLE 91 

Q48. How many children do you have living with you? 

1 16.2 
2 10.1 
3 2.0 
4 1.0 
None 70.7 

TABLE 92 

Q48a. What are the ages and genders of children? 

Ages: 0 to 5 46.3 
6 to 11 26.8 
12 to 14 12.2 
15 to 18 14.6 

Genders: Male only 51.9 
Female only 33.3 
Both male and female 14.8 



TABLE 93 

Q49. Do you have any children who do not live with 
you? 

Yes 
No 

Q49a. What are their ages and genders and how many 
years ago did they stop living with you? 

Ages: 

Genders: 

0 to 5 
6 to 11 
12 to 14 
15 to 18 
19 to 29 
30 to 39 
40 to 49 
50 to 59 
60 to 69 

Male only 
Female only 
Both male and female 

When stop living with you? 

Less than 6 months ago 
6 months to 1 year 
1 year to 2 years 
2 years to 3 years 
3 years to 4 years 
4 years or more 

·---·-------- ----

TOTAL 
(percent) 

33.7 
66.3 

3.5 
10.5 
8.8 
5.3 

31.6 
17.5 
15.8 
5.3 
1.8 

30.3 
15.2 
54.5 

9.1 
3.0 
6.1 
9.1 
9.1 

63.6 
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TABLE 94 

Q50. Do you have any other people living with you 
other than children? 

Yes 
No 

Q50a. What are their relationship to you and their 
ages and genders? 

a1. Relationship: Parent 

a2. Age: 0 to 5 
6 to 11 
12 to 14 
15 to 18 
19 to 29 
30 to 39 
40 to 49 

Spousal equivalent 
Friend 
Sibling 

a3. Gender: Male only 
Female only 

TABLE 95 

Q51. What is the highest level of formal education you 
have completed? 

GRADE 8 OR LESS 
GRADES 9 - 11 
GRADUATED FROM HIGH SCHOOL 
1 - 3 YEARS OF COLLEGE 
GRADUATED COLLEGE (4 YEARS) 
MASTERS OR PROFESSIONAL DEGREE 
DOCTORATE 

TOTAL 
(percent) 

14.1 
85.9 

6.7 
46.7 
33.3 
13.3 

0 
0 
0 

16.7 
58.3 
16.7 
8.3 

38.5 
61.5 

0 
3.1 

23.7 
30.9 
20.6 
17.5 

4.1 
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TABLE 96 

QS2. Which one of the following categories best 
describes your current occupation? 

TOTAL 
(percent) 

PROFESSIONAL OR TECHNICAL (e.g., ACCOUNTANT, 33.3 
ARTIST, ENGINEER, LAWYER, LIBRARIAN, NURSE, PHYSI-
CIAN, SCIENTIST, TEACHER, TECHNICIAN, WRITER, etc.) 

MANAGER OR ADMINISTRATOR (EXCEPT ON A FARM) 8.1 

SALES WORKER (e.g., INSURANCE SALESPERSON, REALTOR, 
SALES CLERK, STOCKBROKER, etc.) 4.0 

CLERICAL WORKER (e.g., BANK TELLER, BOOKKEEPER, 
CASHIER, OFFICE CLERK, POSTAL WORKER, SECRETARY, 
TEACHER'S AIDE, TELEPHONE OPERATOR, etc.) 8.1 

CRAFTSWORKER (e.g., BAKER, CARPENTER, ELECTRICIAN, 
FOREMAN, JEWELER, MECHANIC, PAINTER, PLUMBER, 
TAILOR, etc.) 6.1 

MACHINE OPERATOR OR LABORER (e.g., BUS DRIVER, 
CONDUCTOR, FACTORYWORKER, WAREHOUSEMAN, TRUCK 
DRIVER, CARPENTER'S HELPER). 2.0 

FARMER, FARM MANAGER, OR FARM LABORER 1. 0 

SERVICE WORKER OR PRIVATE HOUSEHOLD WORKER (e.g., 
BARBER, BARTENDER, COOK, DENTAL ASSISTANT, DISH-
WASHER, FIREFIGHTER, JANITOR, NURSING AIDE, POLICE 
OFFICER, USHER, WAITER, etc.) 8.1 

MILITARY/ARMED FORCES 6.1 

HOMEWORKER 4.0 

STUDENT 7.1 

RETIRED 11.1 

SELF-EMPLOYED, ENTREPRENEUR 1.0 
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Q53. What is your gender? 

MALE 
FEMALE 

TABLE 97 

TABLE 98 

Q54. What is your marital status? 

MARRIED 
LIVING TOGETHER, NOT MARRIED 
DIVORCED 
SEPARATED 
WIDOWED 
SINGLE, NEVER MARRIED 

TABLE 99 

Q55. What is your current age? 

18 - 24 
25 - 29 
30 - 34 
35 - 39 
40 - 44 
45 - 49 
50 - 54 
55 - 59 
60 - 64 
65 - 69 
70 - 74 
75 OR OLDER 

TABLE 100 

Q56. Please select the category which best describes 
the ethnic group to which you belong. 

WHITE/ANGLO 
BLACK/AFRO-AMERICAN 
HISPANIC/CHICANO/SPANISH AMERICAN/MEXICAN 
AMERICAN INDIAN/NATIVE AMERICAN 
ASIAN/ORIENTAL 
MIDDLE EASTERN/ARABIC 
OTHER: EURASIAN/GREEK AMERICAN 

TOTAL 
(percent) 

54.5 
45.5 

50.5 
7.1 

18.2 
2.0 
5.1 

17.2 

19.2 
21.2 
17.2 
10.1 
6.1 
3.0 
1.0 
5.1 
4.0 
7.1 
3.0 
3.0 

86.9 
2.0 
5.1 
1.0 
2.0 
1.0 
2.0 
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TABLE 101 TOTAL 

Q57. What is your total annual household income from 
(~ercent) 

all sources? (Please include income from all 
sources including salaries, interest, dividends, 
bonuses, capital gains, profits, and so on.) 

LESS THAN $5,000 5.1 
$5,000 TO $7,499 8.2 
$7,500 TO $9,999 6.1 
$10,000 TO $14,999 12.2 
$15,000 TO $19,999 17.3 
$20,000 TO $24,999 18.4 
$25,000 TO $29,999 4.1 
$30,000 TO $34,999 6.1 
$35,000 TO $39,999 1.0 
$40,000 TO $44,999 8.2 
$45,000 TO $49,999 1.0 
$50,000 TO $59,999 3.1 
$60,000 TO $74,999 3.1 
$75,000 TO $99,999 0 
$100,000 OR MORE 1.0 
REFUSAL 5.1 

TABLE 102 

Q58. Area of Tucson 

North 28.9 
East 26.0 
West 12.5 
South 16.3 
Central 16.4 

--- -------------------------------



TABLE 103 

Q1. How long have you lived in the Tucson area? 

Less than 1 year 
1 year to 2 years 
2 years to 3 years 
3 years to 4 years 
4 years+ 

TABLE 104 

Q2. Why did you move to the Tucson area? 

Employment, had job 
Employment, seek job, job opportunities 
Education 
Climate 
Relatives here 
Military transfer 
Health 
Retirement 
Less expensive 
Slower pace, smaller community 
Other reasons 

Immed 
Buyers 

(percent) 

33.3 
26.7 
13.3 
6.7 

20.0 

23.1 
7.7 

15.4 
30.8 

7.7 
15.4 

0 
0 
0 
0 
7.7 

(Total is more than 100% due to multiple responses) 
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Future 
Buyers 

(percent) 

40.0 
5.0 
0 

15.0 
40.0 

25.0 
6.3 

31.3 
18.8 
6.3 
0 
6.3 
0 

12.5 
6.3 

18.8 



TABLE 105 

Q3. On the following scale of 1 to 7, how would 
you rate the likelihood that you will buy a 
home in the next six months? 

1 • EXTREMELY UNLIKELY 
2 • QUITE UNLIKELY 
3 • SLIGHTLY UNLIKELY 
4 • NEITHER UNLIKELY NOR LIKELY 
5 • SLIGHTLY LIKELY 
6 • QUITE LIKELY 
7 • EXTREMELY LIKELY 

TABLE 106 

Q4. On the same scale of 1 to 7, how would you rate 

Immed 
Buyers 

(percent) 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

26.7 
73.3 

the likelihood that you will buy a home in the next 
twelve months? 

1 • EXTREMELY UNLIKELY 
2 • QUITE UNLIKELY 
3 • SLIGHTLY UNLIKELY 
4 • NEITHER UNLIKELY NOR LIKELY 
5 • SLIGHTLY LIKELY 
6 • QUITE LIKELY 
7 • EXTREMELY LIKELY 

TABLE 107 

Q5. On the same scale of 1 to 7, how would you rate 
the likelihood that you will buy a home in the 
next two years? 

1 • EXTREMELY UNLIKELY 
2 • QUITE UNLIKELY 
3 • SLIGHTLY UNLIKELY 
4 • NEITHER UNLIKELY NOR LIKELY 
5 • SLIGHTLY LIKELY 
6 • QUITE LIKELY 
7 • EXTREMELY LIKELY 
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Future 
Buyers 

(percent) 

30.0 
35.0 
5.0 

15.0 
15.0 
0 
0 

0 
0 

15.0 
10.0 
60.0 
10.0 
5.0 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

60.0 
40.0 



186 

Immed Future 
TABLE 108 Buyers Buyers 

(percent) (percent) 

Q6. Considering what you can afford, what area 
of Tucson is: most desirable, second most 
desirable, and least desirable. 

6a. Most desirable area to live: 

1 West 13.3 15.8 
2 0 0 
3 0 0 
4 0 5.3 
5 6.7 0 
6 6.7 0 
7 6.7 0 
8 0 10.5 
9 0 0 

10 0 0 
11 0 0 
12 6.7 0 
1 East 60.0 68.4 

TABLE 109 

Q6a1. Why is this area most desirable? 

Beauty, scenery, views 14.3 38.9 
Nice homes 28.6 22.2 
Close to everything, convenient 21.4 16.7 
Less crowded, open 7.1 27.8 
Nice neighborhoods 21.4 5.6 
Close to work 7.1 22.2 
Cleaner, well-kept 14.3 5.6 
Prestigious area, status 14.3 5.6 

(Total is more than 100% due to multiple responses.) 
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Immed Future 
TABLE 110 Buyers Buyers 

(Eercent) (Eercent) 
Q6b. Second most desirable area to live 

1 West 23.1 29.4 
2 7.7 23.5 
3 0 0 
4 0 5.9 
5 7.7 5.9 
6 0 0 
7 7.7 5.9 
8 30.8 11.8 
9 15.4 5.9 

10 0 0 
11 0 0 
12 0 0 

1 East 7.7 11.8 

TABLE 111 

Q6bl. Why is this area second most desirable? 

Close to work 22.2 23.1 
Affordable, good home prices 11.1 30.8 
Beauty, scenery 11.1 23.1 
Close to everything, convenient 11.1 23.1 
Less crowded 11.1 23.1 
Quiet 11.1 15.4 

(Total is more than 100% due to multiple responses.) 

TABLE 112 

Q6c. Least desirable area to live 

1 West 0 10.5 
2 0 0 
3 14.3 0 
4 0 0 
5 7.1 0 
6 0 15.8 
7 0 0 
8 0 0 
9 7.1 21.1 

10 7.1 15.8 
11 28.6 26.3 
12 35.7 10.5 

1 East 0 0 



TABLE 113 
Immed 
Buyers 

(percent) 

Q6c1. Why is this area least desirable? 

Q7. 

Q8. 

Too crowded 
Crime rate high, unsafe 
Bad neighborhood, tough 
Noisy 
Too far from everything, inconvenient 
Low income area, low standard of living 
Too much traffic 

11.1 
22.2 
22.2 
11.1 
11.1 
22.2 

0 

(Total is more than 100% due to multiple responses.) 

TABLE 114 

What type of home do you most prefer to live in? 

SINGLE-FAMILY 80.0 
APARTMENT 6.7 
CONDOMINIUM (OWNED APARTMENT) 6.7 
TOWNHOUSE (ATTACHED WALL) 0 
MOBILE HOME 6.7 

TABLE 115 

What type of home would be your second choice? 

SINGLE-FAMILY 6.7 
APARTMENT 13.3 
CONDOMINIUM (OWNED APARTMENT) 6.7 
TOWNHOUSE (ATTACHED WALL) 66.7 
MOBILE HOME 6.7 
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Future 
Buyers 

(percent) 

29.4 
5.9 

11.8 
17.6 
17.6 

5.9 
17.6 

100.0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

0 
5.3 

15.8 
68.4 
10.5 



TABLE 116 

Q9. On a scale of 1 to 7, where 1 is extremely 
unlikely and 7 is extremely likely, how would 
you rate the likelihood that you will move out 
of the Tucson area in the next twelve months? 

1 • EXTREMELY UNLIKELY 
2 • QUITE UNLIKELY 
3 • SLIGHTLY UNLIKELY 
4 • NEITHER UNLIKELY NOR LIKELY 
5 • SLIGHTLY LIKELY 
6 • QUITE LIKELY 
7 • EXTREMELY LIKELY 

TABLE 117 

Q10. Move in the next 2 years? 

1 • EXTREMELY UNLIKELY 
2 • QUITE UNLIKELY 
3 • SLIGHTLY UNLIKELY 
4 • NEITHER UNLIKELY NOR LIKELY 
5 • SLIGHTLY LIKELY 
6 • QUITE LIKELY 
7 • EXTREMELY LIKELY 

TABLE 118 

Q11. Move in the next 5 years? 

1 • EXTREMELY UNLIKELY 
2 • QUITE UNLIKELY 
3 • SLIGHTLY UNLIKELY 
4 • NEITHER UNLIKELY NOR LIKELY 
5 • SLIGHTLY LIKELY 
6 • QUITE LIKELY 
7 • EXTREMELY LIKELY 

Immed 
Buyers 

(percent) 

60.0 
13.3 
13.3 

0 
0 
0 

13.3 

40.0 
26.7 
13.3 
13.3 

0 
0 
6.7 

40.0 
20.0 

0 
20.0 
6.7 
6.7 
6.7 
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Future 
Buyers 

(percent) 

52.6 
10.9 
5.3 

15.8 
5.3 
5.3 
5.3 

27.8 
27.8 
5.6 

16.7 
11.1 
0 

11.1 

16.7 
16.7 
16.7 
16.7 
11.1 
5.6 

16.7 

~---- -~~ -- ·~---·-~~-----·----- ------~~·~-~-~·~ ---~--~·-~----------- --~ 
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Immed Future 
TABLE 119 Buyers Buyers 

(Eercent) C:l~ercent) 

Q12. Please indicate the specific city and state 
where you would most likely move if you were 
to move out of the Tucson area? 

California-San Diego 5.8 10.5 
California-Los Angeles 5.8 0 
California-San Francisco 0 5.3 
California-Other cities 0 0 
Arizona-Phoenix 23.5 0 
Arizona-Other cities 0 5.3 
New Mexico 0 15.8 
Colorado 17.6 5.3 
Washington 0 10.3 
New York ll.8 0 
Texas 0 5.3 
Arkansas 5.8 0 
New Zealand/Australia/Canada 0 0 
Small town 0 5.3 
Unknown, none 17.6 5.3 
Depends on employment 0 10.5 
Other states 5.8 15.8 

Regions: 
West 64.3 77.7 

Pacific 14.3 33.3 
Mountain 50.0 44.4 

North Central 7.1 5.6 
West North Central 0 0 
East North Central 7.1 5.6 

South 14.3 5.6 
West South Central 7.1 5.6 
East South Central 7.1 0 
South Atlantic 0 0 

Northeast 14.3 11.1 
Middle Atlantic 14.3 11.1 
New England 0 0 

Other Countries 0 0 

---~~-- ~~ ~----~- ---~-- ---------------
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Immed Future 
TABLE 120 Buyers Buyers 

C2ercent) C2ercent) 
Q13a. Last residence before Tucson. 

California 0 7.1 
New Mexico 15.4 0 
New York .7.7 21.4 
Arizona, Phoenix 15.4 7.1 
Arizona, Other c1 ties 0 0 
Texas 7.7 7.1 
Illinois 15.4 0 
Wisconsin 15.4 0 
Indiana 0 7.1 
Michigan 0 7.1 
Pennsylvania 0 14.3 
Florida 0 0 
Canada 0 0 
Europe 7.7 0 
Other states 7.7 21.4 

Regions: 
West 30.8 21.4 

Pacific 0 14.3 
Mountain 30.8 7.1 

North Central 46.2 21.4 
West North Central 7.7 7.1 
East North Central 38.5 14.3 

South 7.7 14.3 
West South Central 7.7 7.1 
East South Central 0 0 
South Atlantic 0 7.1 

Northeast 7.7 42.9 
Middle Atlantic 7.7 42.9 
New England 0 0 

Other Countries 7.7 0 



Q13b. Last home in Tucson 

1 West 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 

10 
11 
12 

1 East 
None 

TABLE 121 

TABLE 122 

Ql3c. Type residence before Tucson 

SINGLE-FAMILY 
APARTMENT 
MOBILE HOME 
TOWNHOUSE (ATTACHED WALL) 
CONDOMINIUM (OWNED APARTMENT) 

TABLE 123 

Ql3d. Type residences in adult life 

SINGLE-FAMILY ONLY 
APARTMENT ONLY 
MOBILE HOME ONLY 
TOWNHOUSE (ATTACHED WALL) ONLY 
CONDOMINIUM (OWNED APARTMENT) ONLY 
APARTMENT AND OTHER 
SINGLE-FAMILY, MOBILE HOME AND CONDO 
TOWNHOUSE AND MOBILE HOME 

Immed 
Buyers 

(percent) 

0 
0 
0 
0 

16.7 
8.3 
8.3 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

66.7 

58.3 
25.0 
16.7 
0 
0 

25.0 
16.7 

0 
0 
0 

50.0 
8.3 
0 
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Future 
Buyers 

(percent) 

0 
0 
0 
5.9 

17.6 
5.9 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

70.6 

50.0 
31.3 

6.3 
6.3 
6.3 

30.8 
30.8 

0 
0 
0 

38.5 
0 
0 

-~-- ··~ --~-~-~---------------····· --------------·----



TABLE 124 

Q13e. Type residences in childhood 

SINGLE-FAMILY ONLY 
APARTMENT ONLY 
MOBILE HOME ONLY 
TOWNHOUSE (ATTACHED WALL) ONLY 
CONDOMINIUM (OWNED APARTMENT) ONLY 
APARTMENT AND OTHER 
SINGLE FAMILY AND MOBILE HOME 

Q13f. Own last residence 

Yes 
No 

Q13g. Ever own residence 

Yes 
No 

TABLE 125 

TABLE 126 

TABLE 127 

Q13h. Last residence - Type of Area 

Urban 
Suburban 
Rural 

TABLE 128 

Q13i. Adult residences - Type of Area 

Urban only 
Suburban only 
Rural only 
Urban and Suburban 
Suburban and Rural 
Urban and Rural 
Urban, Suburban, and Rural 

I liDDed 
Buyers 

(percent) 

100.0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

42.9 
57.1 

61.5 
38.5 

25.0 
41.7 
33.3 

18.2 
36.4 

0 
9.1 
0 

18.2 
18.2 
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Future 
Buyers 

(percent) 

100.0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

52.9 
47.1 

62.5 
37.5 

35.7 
35.7 
28.6 

16.7 
0 

16.7 
41.7 

8.3 
8.3 
8.3 



TABLE 129 

Q13j. Childhood Residences- Type of Area 

Urban only 
Suburban only 
Rural only 
Urban and Suburban 
Suburban and Rural 
Urban and Rural 
Urban, Suburban, and Rural 

TABLE 130 

Immed 
Buyers 

(percent) 

33.3 
33.3 
33.3 

0 
0 
0 
0 

Q14. Which one of the places in which you have resided 
would you most prefer to live in? 

Tucson 
Last residence 
Other 
Hometown 
None 
Rural area 
No preference 
Birth place 

TABLE 131 

Q15. Why would you prefer that place? 

Climate 
Family there 
Smaller 
Jobs 
Ambiance - Rural, slow pace 
Nice neighborhoods 
Less crowded 
Schools 
Beauty, scenery 
Convenience 
Other reasons 

40.0 
10.0 
20.0 
20.0 
10.0 

0 
0 
0 

50.0 
12.5 

0 
25.0 

0 
12.5 

0 
0 
0 
0 

25.0 

(Total is more than 100% due to multiple responses.) 
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Future 
Buyers 

(percent) 

28.6 
42.9 
14.3 
14.3 
0 
0 
0 

30.8 
23.1 
15.4 
7.7 

15.4 
0 
7.7 
0 

12.5 
25.0 
37.5 

0 
12.5 
12.5 
25.0 
0 

12.5 
25.0 

0 



TABLE 132 

Q16. On a scale of 1 to 7 where 1 is extremely 
unlikely and 7 is extremely likely, how would 
you rate the likelihood that a suitable job 
in your field could be obtained in the city 
where you lived before moving to Tucson? 

1 • EXTREMELY UNLIKELY 
2 • QUITE UNLIKELY 
3 • SLIGHTLY UNLIKELY 
4 • NEITHER UNLIKELY NOR LIKELY 
5 • SLIGHTLY LIKELY 
6 • QUITE LIKELY 
7 • EXTREMELY LIKELY 

TABLE 133 

Immed 
Buyers 

(percent) 

21.4 
7.1 
0 
7.1 
7.1 

35.7 
21.4 

Q17. On the same 1 to 7 scale, how would you rate the 
likelihood that a suitable job for your spouse or 
partner or other household member could be obtained 
in that city? 

1 • EXTREMELY UNLIKELY 
2 • QUITE UNLIKELY 
3 • SLIGHTLY UNLIKELY 
4 • NEITHER UNLIKELY NOR LIKELY 
5 • SLIGHTLY LIKELY 
6 • QUITE LIKELY 
7 • EXTREMELY LIKELY 

TABLE 134 

Q18. On the same 1 to 7 scale, if a suitable job in 
your field was available in that city, how would 
rate the likelihood that you would move back? 

1 • EXTREMELY UNLIKELY 
2 • QUITE UNLIKELY 
3 • SLIGHTLY UNLIKELY 
4 • NEITHER UNLIKELY NOR LIKELY 
5 • SLIGHTLY LIKELY 
6 • QUITE LIKELY 
7 • EXTREMELY LIKELY 

15.4 
7.7 
7.7 
7.7 
0 

38.5 
23.1 

21.4 
28.6 
14.3 

7.1 
7.1 
0 

21.4 
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Future 
Buyers 

(percent) 

16.7 
33.3 

5.6 
0 
0 

22.2 
22.2 

15.4 
15.4 
7.7 

23.1 
0 

23.1 
15.4 

33.3 
13.3 
13.3 
13.3 
13.3 

0 
13.3 
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Immed Future 
TABLE 135 Buyers Buyers 

(percent) (percent) 

Q19a. Before you moved here, how many days did you 
spend in Tucson? On vacation? 

None 50.0 63.2 
1 0 0 
2 0 10.5 
3-4 0 10.5 
5-6 0 0 
7-9 0 0 

1o-13 21.4 0 
14-20 14.3 5.3 
21-30 0 5.3 
31-60 7.1 5.3 
61-90 0 0 
91-180 0 0 

181-360 0 0 
361 + 0 0 
Many short vacations 7.1 0 

TABLE 136 

Q19b. Days spent on business 

None 88.7 78.9 
1 0 0 
2 0 10.5 
3-4 0 0 
5-6 0 5.3 
7-9 0 5.3 

1o-13 14.3 0 
14-20 0 0 
21-30 0 0 
31-60 0 0 
61-90 0 0 
91-180 0 0 

181-360 0 0 
361 + 0 0 



Immed 
TABLE 137 Buyers 

(percent) 

Q19c. Days spent searching for a home 

None 64.3 
1 0 
2 0 
3-4 7.1 
5-6 0 
7-9 14.3 
1Q-13 0 
14-20 7.1 
21-30 0 
31-60 7.1 

TABLE 138 

Q19d. Days spent before moving to Tucson other visits 

None 
1 
2 
3-4 
5-6 
7-9 

1Q-13 
14-20 
21-30 
31-60 
61-90 
91-180 

181-360 
361 + 
Many short vacations 

Q19e. Reason Other Visits 

Co-op 
Visit family 
Shopping 
Medical 
As child 
Job search 

TABLE 139 

100.0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

0 
100.0 

0 
0 
0 
0 

197 

Future 
Buyers 

(percent) 

57.9 
5.3 

19.8 
5.3 
0 

10.5 
0 
0 
0 
5.3 

89.5 
0 
0 
5.3 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
5.3 
0 

50.0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

50.0 



TABLE 140 

Q19f. Total days spent in Tucson before moving 

None 
1 
2 
3-4 
5-6 
7-9 

10-13 
14-20 
21-30 
31-60 
61-90 
91-180 

181-360 
361 + 
Many short vacations 

TABLE 141 

Q20. How many friends and relatives did you have in 
Tucson before you moved here? 

None 
1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6-7 
8-9 
10 or more 

TABLE 142 

Q21. Did you own a home in the city where you lived 
before moving to Tucson? 

Yes 
No 

TABLE 143 

Q21a. (If yes) Did you sell that home? 

Yes 
No 

Imm.ed 
Buyers 

{percent) 

28.6 
0 
0 
0 
0 

14.3 
14.3 
14.3 

0 
21.4 

0 
0 
0 
0 
7.1 

60.0 
0 
6.7 
0 

20.0 
13.3 

0 
0 
0 

40.0 
60.0 

66.7 
33.3 
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Future 
Buyers 

(percent) 

21.1 
5.3 

15.8 
5.3 

15.8 
21.1 

0 
5.3 
5.3 
0 
0 
0 
0 
5.3 
0 

52.6 
10.5 
15.8 
5.3 
5.3 
0 
0 
0 

10.5 

47.4 
52.6 

66.7 
33.3 



TABLE 144 

Q2lb. (If not sold) Is that home currently for 
sale? 

Yes 
No 

TABLE 145 

Q21c. Why are you not selling your previous home? 

Partner still lives there 
Pending bank repo 
Moving back 
Property values in decline 
Child still living there with ex-wife 

TABLE 146 

Q21d. (If sold) When did you sell that home? 

Less than 6 months ago 
6 months to 1 year ago 
1 year to 18 months ago 
18 months to 2 years ago 
More than 2 years ago 

TABLE 147 

Q22. Do you still own any other real estate in your 
last city? 

Yes 
No 

TABLE 148 

Q22a. (If yes) What type of property is it? 

Rental house 
Farm, 3 houses, commercial building 
RV Park 
House and 20 acres 

Immed 
Buyers 

(percent) 

100.0 
0 

25.0 
25.0 
25.0 
25.0 

0 

6.7 
93.3 

0 
100.0 

0 
0 
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Future 
Buyers 

(percent) 

0 
100.0 

0 
0 
0 

50.0 
50.0 

0 
0 

20.0 
0 

80.0 

5.3 
94.7 

0 
0 
0 

100.0 



TABLE 149 

Q23. What were your three primary leisure time 
activities in your previous city? (Before 
you moved to Tucson). 

Reading 
Golf 
Movies 
Hiking 
Running 
Gardening 
Sports 
Travel, sightseeing 
Aerobics 
Swimming 

lmmed 
Buyers 

(percent) 

14.3 
21.4 
21.4 
7.1 
7.1 
7.1 
7.1 
7.1 

14.3 
14.3 

(Total is more than 100% due to multiple responses) 

TABLE 150 

Q24. What are your three primary leisure time 
activities now? 

Reading 
Golf 
Sports 
Hiking 
Swimming 
Bicycling 
Movies 
Travel, sightseeing 
Fishing 
Sewing, knitting 
None 

30.8 
23.1 
15.4 
7.7 
7.7 
0 
0 
0 

15.4 
15.4 
7.7 

(Total is more than 100% due to multiple responses) 

TABLE 151 

Q24a. Change in leisure time activities 

No change - same activities 
Minor change 
Major change 

More outdoor, more active 
Less outdoor, less active 
Same amount outdoor, activity 

15.4 
53.8 
30.8 

7.7 
30.8 
61.5 

200 

Future 
Buyers 

(percent) 

27.8 
11.1 
11.1 
22.2 
16.7 
11.1 
11.1 
11.1 

0 
0 

23.5 
17.6 
23.5 
29.4 
17.6 
17.6 
17.6 
17.6 
0 
0 
6.7 

18.8 
62.5 
18.8 

37.5 
0 

62.5 
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Immed Future 
TABLE 152 Buyers Buyers 

(Eercent) (Eercent) 

Q25. During the time you've lived in Tucson, 
how often have you visited the city where 
you lived before moving to Tucson? 

NEVER 42.9 47.4 
ONCE 14.3 0 
TWICE 14.3 5.3 
3 TIMES 7.1 5.3 
4 TIMES 0 10.5 
5 TIMES 0 5.3 
6-9 TIMES 0 0 
10 TIMES OR MORE 21.4 26.3 

TABLE 153 

Q26. How many of your close friends live in Tucson? 

NONE 35.7 36.8 
1 14.3 5.3 
2 7.1 5.3 
3 7.1 21.1 
4 7.1 21.1 
5 0 5.3 
6-7 14.3 0 
8-9 0 0 
10 OR MORE 14.3 5.3 

TABLE 154 

Q27. How many of these close friends live in your 
current neighborhood? 

NONE 64.3 53.3 
1 7.1 20.0 
2 14.3 13.3 
3 7.1 0 
4 0 6.7 
5 0 0 
6-7 0 0 
8-9 0 0 
10 OR MORE 7.1 6.7 
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Immed Future 
TABLE 155 Buyers Buyers 

(percent) (percent) 

Q28. How many of your close friends live in 
the city where you lived before moving 
to Tucson? 

NONE 35.7 22.2 
1 14.3 5.6 
2 7.1 5.6 
3 7.1 5.6 
4 7.1 11.1 
5 7.1 5.6 
6-7 0 11.1 
8-9 0 11.1 
10 OR MORE 21.4 27.8 

TABLE 156 

Q29. What city or town do you consider to be your 
hometown? 

1 • Not place most likely move in Q 12 so.o 66.7 
2 • Childhood home 30.0 33.3 
3 • Last place resided before Tucson 10.0 11.1 
4 • Place most likely move in Q 12 0 33.3 
5 • Tucson 10.0 0 
6 • Birthplace 0 0 
7 • Not childhood home 0 0 
8 • No place 0 0 
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Immed Future 
TABLE 157 Buyers Buyers 

(~ercent) (~ercent) 

Q30. On a scale of 1 to 7 where 1 is extremely 
unlikely and 7 is extremely likely, how 
would you rate the likelihood that a suitable 
job in your field could be obtained in your 
hometown? 

1 • EXTREMELY UNLIKELY 71.4 66.7 
2 • QUITE UNLIKELY 28.6 0 
3 • SLIGHTLY UNLIKELY 0 0 
4 • NEITHER UNLIKELY NOR LIKELY 0 0 
5 • SLIGHTLY LIKELY 0 3.3 
6 • QUITE LIKELY 0 0 
7 • EXTREMELY LIKELY 0 0 

TABLE 158 

Q31. On the same 1 to 7 scale, how would you rate the 
likelihood that a suitable job for your spouse 
or partner or other household member could be 
obtained? 

1 • EXTREMELY UNLIKELY 50.0 40.0 
2 • QUITE UNLIKELY 0 0 
3 • SLIGHTLY UNLIKELY 16.7 0 
4 • NEITHER UNLIKELY NOR LIKELY 0 0 
5 • SLIGHTLY LIKELY 16.7 60.0 
6 • QUITE LIKELY 0 0 
7 • EXTREMELY LIKELY 16.7 0 

TABLE 159 

Q32. On the same 1 to 7 scale, if a suitable job in 
your field was available in your hometown, how 
would you rate the likelihood that you would move 
back? 

1 • EXTREMELY UNLIKELY 71.4 66.7 
2 • QUITE UNLIKELY 14.3 16.7 
3 • SLIGHTLY UNLIKELY 0 0 
4 • NEITHER UNLIKELY NOR LIKELY 0 0 
5 • SLIGHTLY LIKELY 14.3 0 
6 • QUITE LIKELY 0 0 
7 • EXTREMELY LIKELY 0 16.7 



TABLE 160 

Q33. Do you own a home in your hometown? 

Yes 
No 

Q33a. (If yes) Why do you still own a home in your 
hometown? 

Investment 

TABLE 161 

Immed 
Buyers 

(percent) 

0 
100.0 

Q34. Do you own any other real estate in your hometown? 

Yes 
No 

Q34a. (If yes) What type of property is it? 

Vacant land 

TABLE 162 

0 
100.0 

Q35. How many of your close friends live in your hometown? 

NONE 
1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6-7 
8-9 
10 OR MORE 

28.6 
0 
0 

14.3 
0 
0 
0 
0 

57.1 
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Future 
Buyers 

(percent) 

16.7 
83.3 

100.0 

33.3 
66.7 

100.0 

33.3 
0 

16.7 
0 

16.7 
16.7 

0 
0 

16.7 



TABLE 163 

Q36. During the time you lived in Tucson, how often 
have you visited your hometown? 

NEVER 
ONCE 
TWICE 
3 TIMES 
4 TIMES 
5 TIMES 
6-9 TIMES 
10 TIMES OR MORE 

TABLE 164 

Q37. Why have you waited to buy a home in Tucson? 

Lack of money, too expensive, can't afford 
Lack of down payment 
Do not want to stay in Tucson 
Do not want to buy/own 
Undecided about staying in Tucson 
Too old, retired 
In school 
Unstable job 
Currently shopping/looking 
Looking for right price 
Just moved here 
Plan to build one 
Other reasons 

Immed 
Buyers 

(percent) 

42.9 
14.3 
0 

42.9 
0 
0 
0 
0 

16.7 
16.7 
8.3 
0 
8.3 
0 
0 
0 

16.7 
8.3 
8.3 

16.7 
16.7 

(Total is more than 100% due to multiple responses.) 

TABLE 165 

Q38. Do you feel that you have an adequate down payment 
necessary to buy the type of house you want to buy? 

Yes 
No 
Maybe 

64.3 
35.7 

0 
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Future 
Buyers 

(percent) 

50.0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

16.7 
16.7 
16.7 

44.4 
22.2 
5.6 
0 
0 
0 
5.6 
0 
0 

11.1 
5.6 
0 
7.8 

27.8 
72.2 

0 



TABLE 166 
Immed 
Buyers 

(percent) 

Q38a. (If no) Haw long do you think it will take you 
to acquire the necessary down payment? 

Less than 6 months 
6 months to 1 year 
1 to 2 years 
2 to 3 years 
3 to 4 years 
4 to 5 years 
5 years + 
Couple of years 
As soon as last house sells 
Don't know 
Never 

TABLE 167 

25.0 
25.0 

0 
0 

25.0 
0 
0 
0 

25.0 
0 
0 

Q39. What do you think is the current average mortgage 
interest rate (percent) now available from Tucson 
lenders? 

Don't know, no idea 
7% 
7~% 
8% 
8~% 
9% 
9~% 
10% 
1~% 
11% 
12% 
13% 
14% 
15% 

16.7 
0 
0 
0 
8.3 

25.0 
8.3 

16.7 
0 

16.7 
8.3 
0 
0 
0 
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Future 
Buyers 

(percent) 

0 
38.5 
38.5 

0 
7.7 
0 
0 
7.7 
0 
7.7 
0 

20.0 
0 
0 
6.7 
0 

13.3 
26.7 

0 
13.3 
0 

13.3 
0 
0 
6.7 
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lmmed Future 
TABLE 168 Buyers Buyers 

(percent) (percent) 

Q40a. What percent do you think Tucson mortgage interest 
rates will be in 6 months? 

Don't know, no idea 23.1 21.4 
7% 0 0 
7~ 0 0 
8% 7.7 14.3 
8~ 0 0 
9% 23.1 7.1 
9~ 23.1 7.1 
10% 7.7 21.4 
1~% 0 14.3 
11% 0 0 
12% 7.7 7.1 
13% 0 0 
14% 0 0 
15% 7.7 7.1 

TABLE 169 

Q40b. Interest rates in 1 year? 

Don't know, no idea 23.1 28.6 
7% 0 0 
7~% 0 0 
8% 0 7.1 
8~ 0 0 
9% 23.1 0 
9~% 0 14.3 

10% 30.8 14.3 
1~% 7.7 7.1 
11% 0 7.1 
12% 0 7.1 
13% 7.7 0 
14% 0 7.1 
15% 7.7 7.1 
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Immed Future 
TABLE 170 Buyers Buyers 

(percent) (percent) 

Q40c. Interest rates in 2 years? 

Don't know, no idea 25.0 42.9 
7% 8.3 0 
7~ 0 0 
8% 0 7.1 
8~% 0 0 
9% 0 7.1 
9~% 0 0 

10% 8.3 7.1 
1~% 0 14.3 
11% 25.0 7.1 
12% 16.7 0 
13% 8.3 7.1 
14% 0 7.1 
15% 0 0 
16% 8.3 0 
28% 0 0 

TABLE 171 

Q40d. Future interest rates 6 months: 

Same 11.1 63.6 
Up by ~% 11.1 18.2 
Up by 1% 22.2 9.1 
Up by 2% 0 0 
Up by 3% 11.1 0 
Up by 4% 0 0 
Up by 5% or more 0 0 
Down by ~% 33.3 0 
Down by 1% 11.1 0 
Down by 2% 0 9.1 
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Immed Future 
TABLE 172 Buyers Buyers 

<2ercent) <2ercent) 
Q40e. Future interest rates 1 year: 

Same 10.0 40.0 
Up by ~% 20.0 0 
Up by 1% 30.0 20.0 
Up by 2% 10.0 20.0 
Up by 3% 10.0 0 
Up by 4% 0 0 
Up by 5% or more 0 0 
Down by ~% 20.0 10.0 
Down by 1% 0 0 
Down by 2% 0 10.0 
Down by 3% 0 0 

TABLE 173 

Q40f. Future interest rates 2 years: 

Same 0 25.0 
Up by ~% 0 0 
Up by 1% 0 12.5 
Up by 2% 66.7 37.5 
Up by 3% 11.1 0 
Up by 4% 11.1 0 
Up by 5% or more 0 0 
Down by ~% 0 12.5 
Down by 1% 0 0 
Down by 2% 11.1 12.5 
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Immed Future 
TABLE 174 Buyers Buyers 

(Eercent) C:l!ercent) 

Q41. On a scale of 1 to 7 where 1 is extremely 
~important, and 7 extremely important, 
how would you rate the following reasons for 
owning your own residence? 

a. As an investment 

1 • EXTREMELY UNIMPORTANT 0 5.3 
2 • QUITE UNIMPORTANT 0 0 
3 • SLIGHTLY UNIMPORTANT 0 0 
4 • NEITHER UNIMPORTANT NOR IMPORTANT 7.7 10.5 
5 • SLIGHTLY IMPORTANT 0 10.5 
6 • QUITE IMPORTANT 23.1 26.4 
7 • EXTREMELY IMPORTANT 69.2 47.4 

b. Tax advantage: 

1 • EXTREMELY UNIMPORTANT 15.4 5.6 
2 • QUITE UNIMPORTANT 7.7 0 
3 • SLIGHTLY UNIMPORTANT 0 0 
4 • NEITHER UNIMPORTANT NOR IMPORTANT 7.7 27.8 
5 • SLIGHTLY IMPORTANT 15.4 0 
6 • QUITE IMPORTANT 15.4 22.2 
7 • EXTREMELY IMPORTANT 38.5 44.4 

c. Pride of ownership 

1 • EXTREMELY UNIMPORTANT 0 5.3 
2 • QUITE UNIMPORTANT 0 10.9 
3 • SLIGHTLY UNIMPORTANT 7.7 21.1 
4 • NEITHER UNIMPORTANT NOR IMPORTANT 0 5.3 
5 • SLIGHTLY IMPORTANT 23.1 15.8 
6 • QUITE IMPORTANT 23.1 15.8 
7 • EXTREMELY IMPORTANT 46.2 26.3 

d. To have more space: 

1 • EXTREMELY UNIMPORTANT 7.7 5.3 
2 • QUITE UNIMPORTANT 0 0 
3 • SLIGHTLY UNIMPORTANT 0 5.3 
4 • NEITHER UNIMPORTANT NOR IMPORTANT 0 5.3 
5 • SLIGHTLY IMPORTANT 7.7 15.8 
6 • QUITE IMPORTANT 15.4 21.1 
7 • EXTREMELY IMPORTANT 69.2 47.4 
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Immed Future 
Buyers Buyers 

<2ercent) (Eercent) 
e. To have more privacy: 

1 • EXTREMELY UNIMPORTANT 0 5.3 
2 • QUITE UNIMPORTANT 0 0 
3 • SLIGHTLY UNIMPORTANT 7.1 5.3 
4 • NEITHER UNIMPORTANT NOR IMPORTANT 7.1 0 
5 • SLIGHTLY IMPORTANT 7.1 15.8 
6 • QUITE IMPORTANT 14.3 5.3 
7 • EXTREMELY IMPORTANT 64.3 68.4 

f. To have more security: 

1 • EXTREMELY UNIMPORTANT 0 5.3 
2 • QUITE UNIMPORTANT 7.7 10.5 
3 • SLIGHTLY UNIMPORTANT 7.7 10.5 
4 • NEITHER UNIMPORTANT NOR IMPORTANT 7.7 21.1 
5 • SLIGHTLY IMPORTANT 7.7 5.3 
6 • QUITE IMPORTANT 0 10.5 
7 • EXTREMELY IMPORTANT 69.2 36.8 

g. It's better for children: 

1 • EXTREMELY UNIMPORTANT 7.7 15.8 
2 • QUITE UNIMPORTANT 0 5.3 
3 • SLIGHTLY UNIMPORTANT 7.7 5.3 
4 • NEITHER UNIMPORTANT NOR IMPORTANT 0 10.5 
5 • SLIGHTLY IMPORTANT 0 10.5 
6 • QUITE IMPORTANT 23.1 15.8 
7 • EXTREMELY IMPORTANT 61.5 36.8 
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Immed Future 
TABLE 175 Buyers Buyers 

(percent) (percent) 

Q42. On the same 1 to 7 scale, how would your 
rate each of the following factors in 
choosing where to live? 

a. Close to friends or relatives 

1 • EXTREMELY UNIMPORTANT 15.4 15.8 
2 • QUITE UNIMPORTANT 15.4 5.3 
3 • SLIGHTLY UNIMPORTANT 7.7 21.1 
4 • NEITHER UNIMPORTANT NOR IMPORTANT 0 36.8 
5 • SLIGHTLY IMPORTANT 15.4 5.3 
6 • QUITE IMPORTANT 7.7 10.5 
7 • EXTREMELY IMPORTANT 38.5 5.3 

b. Close to employment: 

1 • EXTREMELY UNIMPORTANT 0 10.5 
2 • QUITE UNIMPORTANT 7.7 0 
3 • SLIGHTLY UNIMPORTANT 0 0 
4 • NEITHER UNIMPORTANT NOR IMPORTANT 15.4 21.1 
5 • SLIGHTLY IMPORTANT 38.5 15.8 
6 • QUITE IMPORTANT 23.1 31.6 
7 • EXTREMELY IMPORTANT 15.4 21.1 

c. Close to recreational facilities: 

1 • EXTREMELY UNIMPORTANT 7.7 0 
2 • QUITE UNIMPORTANT 0 15.8 
3 • SLIGHTLY UNIMPORTANT 15.4 10.5 
4 • NEITHER UNIMPORTANT NOR IMPORTANT 15.4 26.3 
5 • SLIGHTLY IMPORTANT 30.8 5.3 
6 • QUITE IMPORTANT 7.7 21.1 
7 • EXTREMELY IMPORTANT 23.1 21.1 

d. Quality of schools in area: 

1 • EXTREMELY UNIMPORTANT 7.7 26.3 
2 • QUITE UNIMPORTANT 7.7 5.3 
3 • SLIGHTLY UNIMPORTANT 0 0 
4 • NEITHER UNIMPORTANT NOR IMPORTANT 0 5.3 
5 • SLIGHTLY IMPORTANT 15.4 10.5 
6 • QUITE IMPORTANT 7.7 15.8 
7 • EXTREMELY IMPORTANT 61.5 36.8 



213 

Immed Future 
Buyers Buyers 

e. Close to shopping: (percent) (percent) 

1 • EXTREMELY UNIMPORTANT 7.7 0 
2 • QUITE UNIMPORTANT 0 0 
3 • SLIGHTLY UNIMPORTANT 7.7 21.1 
4 • NEITHER UNIMPORTANT NOR IMPORTANT 30.8 26.3 
5 • SLIGHTLY IMPORTANT 3·0.8 10.5 
6 • QUITE IMPORTANT 7.7 26.3 
7 • EXTREMELY IMPORTANT 15.4 15.8 

f. Pleasant neighborhood environment: 

1 • EXTREMELY UNIMPORTANT 0 5.3 
2 • QUITE UNIMPORTANT 0 0 
3 • SLIGHTLY UNIMPORTANT 0 0 
4 • NEITHER UNIMPORTANT NOR IMPORTANT 7.1 0 
5 • SLIGHTLY IMPORTANT 7.1 0 
6 • QUITE IMPORTANT 14.3 15.8 
7 • EXTREMELY IMPORTANT 71.4 78.9 

g. Reputation of crime rate in area: 

1 • EXTREMELY UNIMPORTANT 0 0 
2 • QUITE UNIMPORTANT 0 0 
3 • SLIGHTLY UNIMPORTANT 0 0 
4 • NEITHER UNIMPORTANT NOR IMPORTANT 7.7 5.6 
5 • SLIGHTLY IMPORTANT 30.8 5.6 
6 • QUITE IMPORTANT 23.1 33.3 
7 • EXTREMELY IMPORTANT 38.5 55.6 

h. Away from heavy traffic: 

1 • EXTREMELY UNIMPORTANT 0 5.3 
2 • QUITE UNIMPORTANT 0 0 
3 • SLIGHTLY UNIMPORTANT 0 0 
4 • NEITHER UNIMPORTANT NOR IMPORTANT 0 0 
5 • SLIGHTLY IMPORTANT 23.1 21.1 
6 • QUITE IMPORTANT 15.4 10.5 
7 • EXTREMELY IMPORTANT 61.5 63.2 

i. Price of home: 

1 • EXTREMELY UNIMPORTANT 0 5.3 
2 • QUITE UNIMPORTANT 0 0 
3 • SLIGHTLY UNIMPORTANT 0 0 
4 • NEITHER UNIMPORTANT NOR IMPORTANT 7.7 26.3 
5 • SLIGHTLY IMPORTANT 23.1 15.8 
6 • QUITE IMPORTANT 23.1 26.3 
7 • EXTREMELY IMPORTANT 46.2 26.3 



j. View: 

1 • EXTREMELY UNIMPORTANT 
2 • QUITE UNIMPORTANT 
3 • SLIGHTLY UNIMPORTANT 
4 • NEITHER UNIMPORTANT NOR IMPORTANT 
5 • SLIGHTLY IMPORTANT 
6 • QUITE IMPORTANT 
7 • EXTREMELY IMPORTANT 

Immed 
Buyers 

(percent) 

7.7 
0 
0 
7.7 

23.1 
23.1 
38.5 
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Future 
Buyers 

(percent) 

0 
5.3 

15.8 
5.3 

21.1 
15.8 
36.8 
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Immed Future 
TABLE 176 Buyers Buyers 

<eercent) <eercent) 

Q43. On a scale of 1 to 7 where 1 is extremely 
unimportant and 7 is extremely important, how 
would you rate the importance to you of these 
factors? 

a. Down Payment Amount: 

1 • EXTREMELY UNIMPORTANT 15.4 10.5 
2 • QUITE UNIMPORTANT 7.7 0 
3 • SLIGHTLY UNIMPORTANT 0 0 
4 • NEITHER UNIMPORTANT NOR IMPORTANT 0 31.6 
5 • SLIGHTLY IMPORTANT 0 15.8 
6 • QUITE IMPORTANT 23.1 26.3 
7 • EXTREMELY IMPORTANT 53.8 15.8 

b. Monthly mortgage payment: 

1 • EXTREMELY UNIMPORTANT 7.7 10.5 
2 • QUITE UNIMPORTANT 0 0 
3 • SLIGHTLY UNIMPORTANT 0 0 
4 • NEITHER UNIMPORTANT NOR IMPORTANT 7.7 5.3 
5 • SLIGHTLY IMPORTANT 7.7 15.8 
6 • QUITE IMPORTANT 23.1 42.1 
7 • EXTREMELY IMPORTANT 53.8 26.3 

c. Interest rate of mortgage: 

1 • EXTREMELY UNIMPORTANT 7.7 10.5 
2 • QUITE UNIMPORTANT 0 0 
3 • SLIGHTLY UNIMPORTANT 0 0 
4 • NEITHER UNIMPORTANT NOR IMPORTANT 7.7 0 
5 • SLIGHTLY IMPORTANT 15.4 26.3 
6 • QUITE IMPORTANT 30.8 31.6 
7 • EXTREMELY IMPORTANT 38.5 31.6 

d. House Price 

1 • EXTREMELY UNIMPORTANT 0 5.3 
2 • QUITE UNIMPORTANT 0 0 
3 • SLIGHTLY UNIMPORTANT 0 0 
4 • NEITHER UNIMPORTANT NOR IMPORTANT 7.1 10.5 
5 • SLIGHTLY IMPORTANT 7.1 26.5 
6 • QUITE IMPORTANT 21.4 15.8 
7 • EXTREMELY IMPORTANT 64.3 42.1 



TABLE 177 

Q44. What is the maximum dollar amount you think 
you could afford as a monthly payment to buy 
a home? 

Less than $300 
$300 
$350 
$400 
$450 
$500 
$550 
$600 
$650 
$700 
$800 
$900 
$950 

$1000 
$1200 
$1300 or more 
Presently can't afford to buy 

TABLE 178 

Q45. On a scale of 1 to 7 where 1 is extremely 
inactive and 7 is extremely active, could you 
please indicate how active you now are in the 
search to buy a home? 

1 • EXTREMELY INACTIVE 
2 • QUITE INACTIVE 
3 • SLIGHTLY INACTIVE 
4 • NEITHER INACTIVE NOR ACTIVE 
5 • SLIGHTLY ACTIVE 
6 • QUITE ACTIVE 
7 • EXTREMELY ACTIVE 

Immed 
Buyers 

(percent) 

7.7 
0 
0 

23.1 
15.4 
7.7 
0 
0 

23.1 
0 
0 
0 
0 
7.7 
7.7 
7.7 
0 

14.3 
7.1 
0 
7.1 
7.1 

14.3 
50.0 
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Future 
Buyers 

(percent) 

10.5 
0 
0 

15.8 
5.3 

10.5 
5.3 

10.5 
0 
5.3 

10.5 
0 

10.5 
5.3 
0 
5.3 
5.3 

31.3 
12.5 
0 

25.0 
12.5 
12.5 
6.3 
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TABLE 179 Buyers Buyers 

(J2ercent) (J2ercent) 
Q46. On a scale of 1 to 7 where 1 is extremely 

unimportant and 7 is extremely important, 
could you please rate the following factors 
according to the importance of each factor as 
you have already utilized them in your search 
to buy a home? 

a. Newspaper Ads 

1 • EXTREMELY UNIMPORTANT 0 25.0 
2 • QUITE UNIMPORTANT 7.7 12.5 
3 • SLIGHTLY UNIMPORTANT 7.7 0 
4 • NEITHER UNIMPORTANT NOR IMPORTANT 23.1 18.8 
5 • SLIGHTLY IMPORTANT 23.1 12.5 
6 • QUITE IMPORTANT 23.1 18.8 
7 • EXTREMELY IMPORTANT 15.4 12.5 

b. Real Estate Agents 

1 • EXTREMELY UNIMPORTANT 15.4 25.0 
2 • QUITE UNIMPORTANT 7.7 6.3 
3 • SLIGHTLY UNIMPORTANT 0 6.3 
4 • NEITHER UNIMPORTANT NOR IMPORTANT 7.7 31.3 
5 • SLIGHTLY IMPORTANT 15.4 6.3 
6 • QUITE IMPORTANT 30.8 12.5 
7 • EXTREMELY IMPORTANT 23.1 12.5 

c. New Home Subdivision Models: 

1 • EXTREMELY UNIMPORTANT 42.9 0 
2 • QUITE UNIMPORTANT 0 14.3 
3 • SLIGHTLY UNIMPORTANT 7.1 21.4 
4 • NEITHER UNIMPORTANT NOR IMPORTANT 0 21.4 
5 • SLIGHTLY IMPORTANT 14.3 14.3 
6 • QUITE IMPORTANT 21.4 0 
7 • EXTREMELY IMPORTANT 14.3 28.6 

d. Radio Ads: 

1 • EXTREMELY UNIMPORTANT 53.8 43.8 
2 • QUITE UNIMPORTANT 0 18.8 
3 • SLIGHTLY UNIMPORTANT 23.1 12.5 
4 • NEITHER UNIMPORTANT NOR IMPORTANT 15.4 12.5 
5 • SLIGHTLY IMPORTANT 0 6.3 
6 • QUITE IMPORTANT 0 0 
7 • EXTREMELY IMPORTANT 7.7 6.3 
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Immed Future 
Buyers Buyers 

(J:!ercent) (J:!ercent) 
e. TV Ads: 

1 • EXTREMELY UNIMPORTANT 53.8 37.5 
2 • QUITE UNIMPORTANT 7.7 25.0 
3 • SLIGHTLY UNIMPORTANT 15.4 6.3 
4 • NEITHER UNIMPORTANT NOR IMPORTANT 15.4 18.8 
5 • SLIGHTLY IMPORTANT 0 6.3 
6 • QUITE IMPORTANT 0 0 
7 • EXTREMELY IMPORTANT 7.7 6.3 

f. Friends or Word of Mouth: 

1 • EXTREMELY UNIMPORTANT 7.7 6.7 
2 • QUITE UNIMPORTANT 0 6.7 
3 • SLIGHTLY UNIMPORTANT 0 6.7 
4 • NEITHER UNIMPORTANT NOR IMPORTANT 15.4 13.3 
5 • SLIGHTLY IMPORTANT 0 26.7 
6 • QUITE IMPORTANT 38.5 33.3 
7 • EXTREMELY IMPORTANT 38.5 6.7 

g. Billboards: 

1 • EXTREMELY UNIMPORTANT 46.2 26.7 
2 • QUITE UNIMPORTANT 0 6.7 
3 • SLIGHTLY UNIMPORTANT 7.7 13.3 
4 • NEITHER UNIMPORTANT NOR IMPORTANT 15.4 20.0 
5 • SLIGHTLY IMPORTANT 7.7 13.3 
6 • QUITE IMPORTANT 15.4 13.3 
7 • EXTREMELY IMPORTANT 7.7 6.7 

--·-·------------·-------------------



TABLE 180 

Q47. How many persons live in your household? 

1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 

TABLE 181 

Q48. How many children do you have living with you? 

1 
2 
3 
4 
None 

TABLE 182 

Q48a. What are the ages and genders of children? 

Ages: 

Genders: 

0 to 5 
6 to 11 

12 to 14 
15 to 18 

Male only 
Female only 
Both male and female 

Immed 
Buyers 

(percent) 

14.3 
35.7 
35.7 
14.3 
0 
0 

35.7 
28.6 

0 
0 

35.7 

45.5 
27.3 
27.3 

0 

57.1 
42.9 

0 

219 

Future 
Buyers 

(percent) 

26.3 
42.1 
15.8 
15.8 
0 
0 

5.3 
10.5 
5.3 
0 

78.9 

25.0 
25.0 
12.5 
37.5 

25.0 
50.0 
25.0 

--- -----------· -·--·-



TABLE 183 

Q49. Do you have any children who do not live 
with you? 

Yes 
No 

Q49a. What are their ages and genders and how many 
years ago did they stop living with you? 

Ages: 

Genders: 

0 to 5 
6 to 11 

12 to 14 
15 to 18 
19 to 29 
30 to 39 
40 to 49 
50 to 59 
60 to 69 

Male only 
Female only 
Both male and female 

When stop living with you? 

Less than 6 months ago 
6 months to 1 year 
1 year to 2 years 
2 years to 3 years 
3 years to 4 years 
4 years or more 

----------------------------------

Immed 
Buyers 

(percent) 

50.0 
50.0 

0 
28.6 
14.3 

0 
14.3 
28.6 
14.3 
0 
0 

42.9 
28.6 
28.6 

14.3 
0 

14.3 
0 

14.3 
57.1 
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Future 
Buyers 

(percent) 

31.6 
68.4 

0 
0 
0 
0 

90.0 
0 

10.0 
0 
0 

50.0 
0 

50.0 

16.7 
0 
0 

16.7 
16.7 
50.0 



TABLE 184 

Q50. Do you have any other people living with you 
other than children? 

Yes 
No 

Q50a. What are their relationship to you and their 
ages and genders? 

a1. Relationship: Parent 

a2. Age: 0 to 5 
6 to 11 

12 to 14 
15 to 18 
19 to 29 
30 to 39 
40 to 49 

Spousal equivalent 
Friend 
Sibling 

a3. Gender: Male only 
Female only 

TABLE 185 

Q51. What is the highest level of formal education 
you have completed? 

GRADE 8 OR LESS 
GRADES 9 - 11 
GRADUATED FROM HIGH SCHOOL 
1 - 3 YEARS OF COLLEGE 
GRADUATED COLLEGE (4 YEARS) 
MASTERS OR PROFESSIONAL DEGREE 
DOCTORATE 

·····--------------------- ----

Immed 
Buyers 

(percent) 

0 
100.0 

0 
7.1 

14.3 
28.6 
28.6 
21.4 
0 
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Future 
Buyers 

(percent) 

21.1 
78.9 

0 
50.0 

0 
50.0 

0 
0 
0 

33.3 
0 

33.3 
33.3 

50.0 
50.0 

0 
0 

15.8 
15.8 
26.3 
36.8 
5.3 



TABLE 186 

Q52. Which one of the following categories best 
describes your current occupation? --

PROFESSIONAL OR TECHNICAL (e.g., ACCOUNTANT, 
ARTIST, ENGINEER, LAWYER, LIBRARIAN, NURSE, 
PHYSICIAN, SCIENTIST, TEACHER, TECHNICIAN, 

Immed 
Buyers 

(percent) 

WRITER, etc.) 28.6 

MANAGER OR ADMINISTRATOR (EXCEPT ON A FARM) 21.4 

SALES WORKER (e.g., INSURANCE SALESPERSON, 
REALTOR, SALES CLERK, STOCKBROKER, etc.) 0 

CLERICAL WORKER (e.g., BANKTELLER, BOOK
KEEPER, CASHIER, OFFICE CLERK, POSTAL WORKER, 
SECRETARY, TEACHER'S AIDE, TELEPHONE OPERATOR, 
etc.) 7.1 

CRAFTSWORKER (e.g., BAKER, CARPENTER, ELECT
RICIAN, FOREMAN, JEWELER, MECHANIC, PAINTER, 
PLUMBER, TAILOR, etc.) 7.1 

MACHINE OPERATOR OR LABORER (e.g., BUS DRIVER, 
CONDUCTOR, FACTORYWORKER, WAREHOUSEMAN, TRUCK 
DRIVER, CARPENTER'S HELPER). 0 

FARMER, FARM MANAGER, OR FARM LABORER 0 

SERVICE WORKER OR PRIVATE HOUSEHOLD WORKER 
(e.g., BARBER, BARTENDER, COOK, DENTAL ASSIS
TANT, DISHWASHER, FIREFIGHTER, JANITOR, NURSING 
AIDE, POLICE OFFICER, USHER, WAITER, etc.) 7.1 

MILITARY/ARMED FORCES 0 

HOMEWORKER 7.1 

STUDENT 0 

RETIRED 21.4 

SELF-EMPLOYED, ENTREPRENEUR 0 
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Future 
Buyers 

(percent) 

47.4 

10.5 

5.3 

5.3 

5.3 

0 

0 

5.3 

0 

5.3 

10.5 

5.3 

0 



Q53. What is your gender? 

MALE 
FEMALE 

TABLE 187 

TABLE 188 

Q54. What is your marital status? 

MARRIED 
LIVING TOGETHER, NOT MARRIED 
DIVORCED 
SEPARATED 
WIDOWED 
SINGLE, NEVER MARRIED 

TABLE 189 

Q55. What is your current age? 

18 - 24 
25 - 29 
30 - 34 
35 - 39 
40 - 44 
45 - 49 
50 - 54 
55 - 59 
60 - 64 
65 - 69 
70 - 74 
75 OR OLDER 

TABLE 190 

Immed 
Buyers 

(percent) 

57.1 
42.9 

78.6 
0 
7.1 
0 

14.3 
0 

21.4 
21.4 

7.1 
0 

14.3 
7.1 
0 
0 

14.3 
7.1 
7.1 
0 

Q56. Please select the category which best describes 
the ethnic group to which you belong. 

WHITE/ANGLO 
BLACK/AFRO-AMERICAN 
HISPANIC/CHICANO/SPANISH AMERICAN/MEXICAN 
AMERICAN INDIAN/NATIVE AMERICAN 
ASIAN/ORIENTAL 
MIDDLE EASTERN/ARABIC 
OTHER: EURASIAN/GREEK AMERICAN 

92.9 
7.1 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
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Future 
Buyers 

(percent) 

57.9 
42.1 

47.4 
10.5 
15.8 
5.3 
0 

21.1 

21.1 
21.1 
15.8 
10.5 
5.3 
0 
5.3 

15.8 
5.3 
0 
0 
0 

78.9 
0 

10.5 
0 
5.3 
0 
5.3 
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Immed Future 
TABLE 191 Buyers Buyers 

(2ercent) (J:!ercent) 
Q57. What is your total annual household income 

from all sources? (Please include income 
from all sources including salaries, interest, 
dividends, bonuses, capital gains, profits, 
and so on.) 

LESS THAN $5,000 7.1 0 
$5,000 TO $7,499 0 0 
$7,500 TO $9,999 0 5.3 
$10,000 TO $14,999 0 10.5 
$15,000 TO $19,999 21.4 10.5 
$20,000 TO $24,999 28.6 26.3 
$25,000 TO $29,999 7.1 5.3 
$30,000 TO $34,999 14.3 0 
$35,000 TO $39,999 0 0 
$40,000 TO $44,999 7.1 21.1 
$45,000 TO $49,999 0 5.3 
$50,000 TO $59,999 0 5.3 
$60,000 TO $74,999 7.1 5.3 
$75,000 TO $99,999 0 0 

$100,000 OR MORE 0 0 
REFUSAL 7.1 5.3 

TABLE 192 

Q58. Area of Tucson 

North 33.3 50.0 
East 33.3 20.0 
West 6.7 5.0 
South 13.3 10.0 
Central 13.3 15.0 



TABLE 193 

Q1. How long have you lived in the Tucson area? 

Less than 1 year 
1 year to 2 years 
2 years to 3 years 
3 years to 4 years 
4 years + 

TABLE 194 

Q2. Why did you move to the Tucson area? 

Employment, had job 
Employment» seek job, job opportunities 
Education 
Climate 
Relatives here 
Military transfer 
Health 
Retirement 
Less expensive 
Slower pace, smaller community 
Other reasons 

(Total is more than 100% due to multiple responses) 

--- - -- ---- -------------

Entrenched 
Renters 

(percent) 

14.3 
26.2 
14.3 
9.5 

35.0 

13.9 
5.6 

19.4 
16.7 
25.0 
19.4 
8.3 
8.3 
0 
2.8 

11.1 
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TABLE 195 

Q6. Considering what you can afford, what area of 
Tucson is: most desirable, second most desirable, 
and ~ desirable. 

6a. Most desirable area to live: 

1 West 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 

10 
11 
12 
1 East 

TABLE 196 

Q6a1. Why is this area most desirable? 

Close to everything, covenient 
Less crowded, open, privacy 
Beauty, scenery views 
Nice neighborhood 
Cleaner, well-kept 
Close to work 
Quiet 

(Total is more than 100% due to multiple responses.) 

-------------------

Entrenched 
Renters 

{percent) 

23.7 
7.9 
0 
0 
0 
5.3 
2.6 
5.3 
2.6 
2.6 
2.6 
0 

47.4 

22.6 
22.6 
19.4 
16.1 
9.7 
9.7 
9.7 
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TABLE 197 

Q6b. Second most desirable area to live 

1 West 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 

10 
11 
12 

1 East 

TABLE 198 

Q6b1. Why is this area second most desirable? 

Beauty, scenery, views 
Close to work 
Less crowded, open 
Nice neighborhoods 
Close to university/college 
Nice homes 

(Total is more than 100% due to multiple responses.) 

TABLE 199 

Q6c. Least desirable area to live 

1 West 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 

10 
11 
12 

1 East 

Entrenched 
Renters 

(percent) 

20.0 
3.3 
0 
6.7 
6.7 
6.7 
3.3 

13.3 
16.7 

0 
0 
0 

23.3 

29.2 
25.0 
20.8 
20.8 
12.5 
12.5 

14.7 
5.9 
0 
0 
0 
8.8 
0 
0 
8.8 

20.6 
11.8 
26.5 
2.9 
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TABLE 200 

Q6c1. Why is this area least desirable? 

Crtme rate high, unsafe 
Too crowded 
Low income area, low standard of living 
Too far from everything, inconvenient 
Ethnic groups 
Too far from work 
Unkept 

(Total is more than 100% due to multiple responses.) 

TABLE 201 

Q7. What type of home do you most prefer to live in? 

SINGLE-FAMILY 
APARTMENT 
CONDOMINIUM (OWNED APARTMENT) 
TOWNHOUSE (ATTACHED WALL) 
MOBILE HOME 

TABLE 202 

QS. What type of home would be your second choice? 

SINGLE-FAMILY 
APARTMENT 
CONDOMINIUM (OWNED APARTMENT) 
TOWNHOUSE (ATTACHED WALL) 
MOBILE HOME 

- ----~------~---

Entrenched 
Renters 

(percent) 

23.1 
19.2 
15.4 
15.4 
11.5 
11.5 
11.5 

68.3 
19.5 
4.9 
4.9 
2.4 

19.5 
2.4 

12.2 
43.9 
22.0 

228 



TABLE 203 

Q9. On a scale of 1 to 7, where 1 is extremely 
unlikely and 7 is extremely likely, how would 
you rate the likelihood that you will move out 
of the Tucson area in the next twelve months? 

1 • EXTREMELY UNLIKELY 
2 • QUITE UNLIKELY 
3 • SLIGHTLY UNLIKELY 
4 • NEITHER UNLIKELY NOR LIKELY 
5 • SLIGHTLY LIKELY 
6 • QUITE LIKELY 
7 • EXTREMELY LIKELY 

TABLE 204 

Q10. Move in the next 2 years? 

1 • EXTREMELY UNLIKELY 
2 • QUITE UNLIKELY 
3 • SLIGHTLY UNLIKELY 
4 • NEITHER UNLIKELY NOR LIKELY 
5 • SLIGHTLY LIKELY 
6 • QUITE LIKELY 
7 • EXTREMELY LIKELY 

TABLE 205 

Q11. Move in the next 5 years? 

1 • EXTREMELY UNLIKELY 
2 • QUITE UNLIKELY 
3 • SLIGHTLY UNLIKELY 
4 • NEITHER UNLIKELY NOR LIKELY 
5 • SLIGHTLY LIKELY 
6 • QUITE LIKELY 
7 • EXTREMELY LIKELY 

Entrenched 
Renters 

(percent) 

42.5 
10.0 
2.5 
7.5 
7.5 
7.5 

22.5 

Entrenched 
Renters 

(percent) 

33.3 
5.1 
0 
2.6 

10.3 
17.9 
30.8 

25.0 
0 
7.5 
0 
2.5 

12.5 
52.5 
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TABLE 206 

Q12. Please indicate the specific city and state where 
you would most likely move if you were to move out 
of the Tucson area? 

California-San Diego 
California-Los Angeles 
California-San Francisco 
California-Other cities 
Arizona-Phoenix 
Arizona-Other cities 
New Mexico 
Colorado 
Washington 
New York 
Texas 
Arkansas 
New Zealand/Australia/Canada 
Small town 
Unknown, none 
Depends on employment 
Other states 

Regions: 
West 

Pacific 
Mountain 

North Central 
West North Central 
East North Central 

South 
West South Central 
East South Central 
South Atlantic 

Northeast 
Middle Atlantic 
New England 

Other Countries 

------·-------

Entrenched 
Renters 

(percent) 

17.5 
7.5 
2.5 
5.0 
5.0 

10.0 
7.5 
0 
7.5 
2.5 
5.0 
0 
5.0 
2.5 

15.0 
5.0 

25.0 

72.9 
48.6 
24.3 

2.7 
2.7 
0 

13.5 
10.8 
0 
2.7 

2.7 
2.7 
0 

5.4 
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Entrenched 
TABLE 207 Renters 

Q13a. Last residence before 
(;eercent) 

Tucson. 

Califomia 16.7 
New Mexico 3.3 
New York 6.7 
Arizona, Phoenix 3.3 
Arizona, Other cities 3.3 
Texas 10.0 
Illinois 6.7 
Wisconsin 3.3 
Indiana 3.3 
Michigan 0 
Pennsylvania 0 
Florida 10.0 
Canada 3.3 
Europe 3.3 
Other states 26.7 

Regions: 
West 36.7 

Pacific 20.0 
Mountain 16.7 

North Central 23.3 
West North Central 10.0 
East North Central 13.3 

South 26.6 
West South Central 13.3 
East South Central 3.3 
South Atlantic 10.0 

Northeast 6.7 
Middle Atlantic 6.7 
New England 0 

Other Countries 6.7 



Q13b. Last home in Tucson 

1 West 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 

10 
11 
12 

1 East 
None 

TABLE 208 

TABLE 209 

Q13c. Type residence before Tucson 

SINGLE-FAMILY 
APARTMENT 
MOBILE HOME 
TOWNHOUSE (ATTACHED WALL) 
CONDOMINIUM (OWNED APARTMENT) 

TABLE 210 

Q13d. Type residences in adult life 

SINGLE-FAMILY ONLY 
APARTMENT ONLY 
MOBILE HOME ONLY 
TOWNHOUSE (ATTACHED WALL) ONLY 
CONDOMINIUM (OWNED APARTMENT) ONLY 
APARTMENT AND OTHER 
SINGLE-FAMILY, MOBILE HOME AND CONDO 
TOWNHOUSE AND MOBILE HOME 

Entrenched 
Renters 

(percent) 

3.1 
0 
6.3 
3.1 
0 
6.3 
3.1 

12.5 
3.1 
3.1 
3.1 
0 
6.3 

50.0 

53.6 
32.1 
10.7 
3.6 
0 

19.2 
23.1 
3.8 
0 
0 

50.0 
0 
3.8 
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TABLE 211 

Q13e. Type residences in childhood 

SINGLE-FAMILY ONLY 
APARTMENT ONLY 
MOBILE HOME ONLY 
TOWNHOUSE (ATTACHED WALL) ONLY 
CONDOMINIUM (OWNED APARTMENT) ONLY 
APARTMENT AND OTHER 
SINGLE FAMILY AND MOBILE HOME 

Q13f. Own last residence 

Yes 
No 

Q13g. Ever own residence 

Yes 
No 

TABLE 212 

TABLE 213 

TABLE 214 

Q13h. Last residence - Type of area 

Urban 
Suburban 
Rural 

TABLE 215 

Q13i. Adult residences - Type of area 

Urban only 
Suburban only 
Rural only 
Urban and Suburban 
Suburban and Rural 
Urban and Rural 
Urban, Suburban, and Rural 

Entrenched 
Renters 

(percent) 

100.0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

38.7 
61.3 

53.6 
46.4 

66.7 
18.5 
14.8 

58.3 
8.3 
4.2 

12.5 
0 

12.5 
4.2 
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TABLE 216 

Q13j. Childhood Residences- Type of area 

Urban only 
Suburban- only 
Rural only 
Urban and Suburban 
Suburban and Rural 
Urban and Rural 
Urban, Suburban, and Rural 

TABLE 217 

Q14. Which one of the places in which you have resided 
would you most prefer to live in? 

Tucson 
Last residence 
Other 
Hometown 
None 
Rural area 
No preference 
Birth place 

TABLE 218 

Ql5. Why would you prefer that place? 

Climate 
Family there 
Smaller 
Jobs 
Ambiance - Rural, slow pace 
Nice neighborhoods 
Less crowded 
Schools 
Beauty, scenery 
Convenience 
Other reasons 

(Total is more than 100% due to multiple responses.) 

Entrenched 
Renters 

(percent) 

40.0 
10.0 
20.0 
30.0 

0 
0 
0 

38.5 
15.4 
23.1 
15.4 
3.8 
0 
3.8 
0 

22.7 
27.3 
13.6 

9.1 
9.1 
4.5 
9.1 
0 
9.1 
4.5 

31.8 
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235 

Entrenched 
TABLE 219 Renters 

Q16. On a scale of 1 to 7 where 1 is extremely 
C2ercent) 

unlikely and 7 is extremely likely, how would 
you rate the likelihood that a suitable job in 
your field could be obtained in the city where 
you lived before moving to Tucson? 

1 • EXTREMELY UNLIKELY 35.0 
2 • QUITE UNLIKELY 7.5 
3 • SLIGHTLY UNLIKELY 0 
4 • NEITHER UNLIKELY NOR LIKELY 10.0 
5 • SLIGHTLY LIKELY 7.5 
6 • QUITE LIKELY 10.0 
7 • EXTREMELY LIKELY 30.0 

TABLE 220 

Q17. On the same 1 to 7 scale, how would you rate the 
likelihood that a suitable job for your spouse or 
partner or other household member could be obtained 
in that city? 

1 • EXTREMELY UNLIKELY 34.4 
2 • QUITE UNLIKELY 0 
3 • SLIGHTLY UNLIKELY 3.1 
4 • NEITHER UNLIKELY NOR LIKELY 15.6 
5 • SLIGHTLY LIKELY 9.4 
6 • QUITE LIKELY 21.9 
7 • EXTREMELY LIKELY 15.6 

TABLE 221 

Q18. On the same 1 to 7 scale, if a suitable job in 
your field was available in that city, how would 
rate the likelihood that you would move back? 

1 • EXTREMELY UNLIKELY 47.1 
2 • QUITE UNLIKELY 8.8 
3 • SLIGHTLY UNLIKELY 5.9 
4 • NEITHER UNLIKELY NOR LIKELY 5.9 
5 • SLIGHTLY LIKELY 8.8 
6 • QUITE LIKELY 11.8 
7 • EXTREMELY LIKELY 11.8 



TABLE 222 

Q19a. Before you moved here, how many days did you 
spend in Tucson? On vacation? 

None 
1 
2 
3-4 
5-6 
7-9 

1D-13 
14-20 
21-30 
31-60 
61-90 
91-180 

181-360 
361 + 
Many short vacations 

Ql9b. Days spent on business 

None 
1 
2 
3-4 
5-6 
7-9 

1D-13 
14-20 
21-30 
31-60 
61-90 
91-180 

181-360 
361 + 

TABLE 223 

Entrenched 
Renters 
(percent) 

67.6 
0 
0 
2.9 
2.9 

11.8 
2.9 
5.9 
0 
2.9 
2.9 
0 
0 
0 
0 

88.0 
0 
4.0 
4.0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
4.0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
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TABLE 224 

Q19c. Days spent searching for a home 

None 
1 
2 
3-4 
5-6 
7-9 

1G-13 
14-20 
21-30 
31-60 

TABLE 225 

Q19d. Days spent before moving to Tucson other visits 

None 
1 
2 
3-4 
5-6 
7-9 

1G-13 
14-20 
21-30 
31-60 
61-90 
91-180 

181-360 
361 + 
Many short vacations 

Q19e. Reason Other Visits 

Co-op 
Visit family 
Shopping 
Medical 
As child 
Job search 

TABLE 226 

Entrenched 
Renters 

(percent) 

88.0 
4.0 
0 
0 
0 
4.0 
0 
4.0 
0 
0 

87.9 
0 
0 
0 
0 
3.0 
3.0 
0 
3.0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
3.0 

0 
50.0 
25.0 
25.0 

0 
0 
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TABLE 227 

Q19f. Total Days spent in Tucson before moving 

None 
1 
2 
3-4 
5-6 
7-9 

10-13 
14-20 
21-30 
31-60 
61-90 
91-180 

181-360 
361 + 
Many short vacations 

TABLE 228 

Q20. How many friends and relatives did you have in 
Tucson before you moved here? 

None 
1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6-7 
8-9 
10 or more 

TABLE 229 

Q21. Did you own a home in the city where you lived 
before moving to Tucson? 

Yes 
No 

TABLE 230 

Q21a. (If yes) Did you sell that home? 

Yes 
No 

Entrenched 
Renters 

(percent) 

45.7 
0 
2.9 
0 
5.7 
2.9 

11.4 
8.6 

11.4 
2.9 
2.9 
0 
0 
2.9 
2.9 

56.4 
7.7 
5.1 
0 
2.6 
5.1 
7.7 
2.6 

12.8 

35.0 
65.0 

78.6 
21.4 

238 



TABLE 231 

Q21b. (If not sold) Is that home currently for sale? 

Yes 
No 

TABLE 232 

Q21c. Why are you not selling your previous home? 

Partner still lives there 
Pending bank repo 
Moving back 
Property values in decline 
Child still living there with ex-wife 

TABLE 233 

Q21d. (If sold) When did you sell that home? 

Less than 6 months ago 
6 months to 1 year ago 
1 year to 18 months ago 
18 months to 2 years ago 
More than 2 years ago 

TABLE 234 

Q22. Do you still own any other real estate in your 
last city? 

Yes 
No 

TABLE 235 

Q22a. (If yes) What type of property is it? 

Rental house 
Farm, 3 houses, commercial building 
RV Park 
House and 20 acres 

Entrenched 
Renters 

(percent) 

33.3 
66.7 

so.o 
0 

so.o 
0 
0 

9.1 
9.1 
9.1 
0 

72.7 

5.1 
94.9 

so.o 
0 

50.0 
0 
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TABLE 236 

Q23. What were your three primary leisure time 
activities in your previous city? (Before 
you moved to Tucson). 

Reading 
Fishing 
Camping 
Hiking 
Beach Activities 
Movies 
Sewing, knitting 
Studying, school, writing 
Travel, sightseeing 
Baseball 
Golf 
Running 
Skiing 
Swimming 
Visiting 

(Total is more than 100% due to multiple responses) 

TABLE 237 

Entrenched 
Renters 

(percent) 

18.4 
15.8 
13.2 
13.2 
10.5 
10.5 
10.5 
10.5 
10.5 
7.9 
7.9 
7.9 
7.9 
7.9 
7.9 

Q24. What are your three primary leisure time activities now? 

Reading 
Tennis 
Golf 
Movies 
TV 
Bowling 
Swimming 
Travel, sightseeing 
Walking 
Music 
Sewing, knitting 
Studying, School 
None 

(Total is more than 100% due to multiple responses) 

19.4 
19.4 
13.9 
13.9 
13.9 
11.1 
11.1 
11.1 
11.1 
8.3 
8.3 
8.3 
0 
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TABLE 238 

Q24a. Change in leisure time activities 

No change - same activities 
Minor change 
Major change 

More outdoor, more active 
Less outdoor, less active 
Same amount outdoor, activity 

TABLE 239 

Q25. During the time you've lived in Tucson, how often 
have you visited the city where you lived before 
moving to Tucson? 

NEVER 
ONCE 
TWICE 
3 TIMES 
4 TIMES 
5 TIMES 
6-9 TIMES 
10 TIMES OR MORE 

TABLE 240 

Q26. How many of your close friends live in Tucson? 

NONE 
1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6-7 
8-9 
10 OR MORE 

Entrenched 
Renters 

(percent) 

19.4 
44.4 
36.1 

11.1 
16.7 
72.2 

41.0 
12.8 
10.3 
5.1 
5.1 
5.1 
2.6 

17.9 

33.3 
12.8 

2.6 
15.4 
17.9 
5.1 

10.3 
2.6 
0 
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TABLE 241 

Q27. How many of these close friends live in your 
current neighborhood? 

NONE 
1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6-7 
8-9 
10 OR MORE 

TABLE 242 

Q28. How many of your close friends live in the city 
where you lived before moving to Tucson? 

NONE 
1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6-7 
8-9 
10 OR MORE 

TABLE 243 

Entrenched 
Renters 

(percent) 

60.0 
17.1 
8.6 
8.6 
2.9 
0 
0 
2.9 
0 

30.8 
10.3 
10.3 
5.1 
5.1 
0 
5.1 
2.6 

30.8 

Q29. What city or town do you consider to be your hometown? 

1 • Not place most likely move in Q 12 
2 • Childhood home 
3 • Last place resided before Tucson 
4 • Place most likely move in Q 12 
5 • Tucson 
6 • Birthplace 
7 • Not childhood home 
8 • No place 

55.0 
25.0 
20.0 
25.0 
15.0 
0 
5.0 
5.0 

242 
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TABLE 244 

Q30. On a scale of 1 to 7 where 1 is extremely 
unlikely and 7 is extremely likely, how would 
you rate the likelihood that a suitable job in 
your field could be obtained in your hometown? 

1 • EXTREMELY UNLIKELY 
2 • QUITE UNLIKELY 
3 • SLIGHTLY UNLIKELY 
4 • NEITHER UNLIKELY NOR LIKELY 
5 • SLIGHTLY LIKELY 
6 • QUITE LIKELY 
7 • EXTREMELY LIKELY 

TABLE 245 

Q31. On the same 1 to 7 scale, how would you rate the 
likelihood that a suitable job for your spouse or 
partner or other household member could be obtained? 

1 • EXTREMELY UNLIKELY 
2 • QUITE UNLIKELY 
3 • SLIGHTLY UNLIKELY 
4 • NEITHER UNLIKELY NOR LIKELY 
5 • SLIGHTLY LIKELY 
6 • QUITE LIKELY 
7 • EXTREMELY LIKELY 

TABLE 246 

Q32. On the same 1 to 7 scale, if a suitable job in 
your field was available in your hometown, how 
would you rate the likelihood that you would move 
back? 

1 • EXTREMELY UNLIKELY 
2 • QUITE UNLIKELY 
3 • SLIGHTLY UNLIKELY 
4 • NEITHER UNLIKELY NOR LIKELY 
5 • SLIGHTLY LIKELY 
6 • QUITE LIKELY 
7 • EXTREMELY LIKELY 

Entrenched 
Renters 

(percent) 

50.0 
5.0 
5.0 
0 

10.0 
15.0 
15.0 

64.3 
0 
0 
0 
0 

14.3 
21.4 

57.9 
10.5 

0 
0 

15.8 
5.3 

10.5 
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TABLE 247 

Q33. Do you own a home in your hometown? 

Yes 
No 

TABLE 248 

Q34. Do you own any other real estate in your hometown? 

Yes 
No 

TABLE 249 

Q35. How many of your close friends live in your hometown? 

NONE 
1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6-7 
8-9 
10 OR MORE 

TABLE 250 

Q36. During the time you lived in Tucson, how often 
have you visited your hometown? 

NEVER 
ONCE 
TWICE 
3 TIMES 
4 TIMES 
5 TIMES 
6-9 TIMES 
10 TIMES OR MORE 

Entrenched 
Renters 

(percent) 

0 
100.0 

0 
100.0 

28.6 
9.5 
4.8 
4.8 

14.3 
0 
4.8 
0 

33.3 

33.3 
23.8 
19.0 

0 
4.8 
0 

14.3 
4.8 
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TABLE 251 

Q37. Why have you waited to buy a home in Tucson? 

Lack of money. too expensive. can't afford 
Lack of down payment 
Do not want to stay in Tucson 
Do not want to buy/own 
Undecided about staying in Tucson 
Too old, retired 
In school 
Unstable job 
Currently shopping/looking 
Looking for right price 
Just moved here 
Plan to build one 
Other reasons 

(Total is more than 100% due to multiple responses.) 

TABLE 252 

Q38. Do you feel that you have an adequate down payment 
necessary to buy the type of house you want to buy? 

Yes 
No 
Maybe 

TABLE 253 

Q38a. (If no) How long do you think it will take you 
to acquire the necessary down payment? 

Less than 6 months 
6 months to 1 year 
1 to 2 years 
2 to 3 years 
3 to 4 years 
4 to 5 years 
5 years + 
Couple of years 
As soon as last house sells 
Don't know 
Never 

Entrenched 
Renters 

(percent) 

32.4 
0 

32.4 
17.6 
2.9 

11.8 
5.9 
5.9 
0 
0 
0 
0 
8.8 

32.4 
64.7 

2.9 

0 
15.4 
7.7 

15.4 
7.7 

30.8 
7.7 
0 
0 
7.7 
7.7 
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TABLE 254 

Q39. What do you think is the current average 
mortgage interest rate (percent) now available 
from Tucson lenders? 

Don't know, no idea 
7% 
7~ 
8% 
~% 
9% 
9~ 
10% 
1~% 
11% 
12% 
13% 
14% 
15% 

TABLE 255 

Q40a. What percent do you think Tucson mortgage interest 
rates will be in 6 months? 

Don't know, no idea 
7'7. 
7~ 
8% 
8~% 
9% 
9~% 
10% 
1~% 
11% 
12% 
13% 
14% 
15% 

--- ------------------

Entrenched 
Renters 

(percent) 

25.9 
3.7 
0 
7.4 

14.8 
3.7 
0 

14.8 
3.7 

14.8 
7.4 
3.7 
0 
0 

36.0 
0 
0 
4.0 
8.0 
8.0 
0 

12.0 
0 

16.0 
8.0 
4.0 
4.0 
0 
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247 

Entrenched 
TABLE 256 Renters 

{percent) 
Q40b. Interest rates in 1 year? 

Don't know, no idea 36.0 
7% 0 
7~ 0 
8% 8.0 
8~% 4.0 
9% 4.0 
9~% 4.0 
10% 12.0 
1~ 0 
11% 4.0 
12% 8.0 
13% 8.0 
14% 4.0 
15% 8.0 

TABLE 257 

Q40c. Interest rates in 2 years? 

Don't know, no idea 34.6 
7% 0 
7~% 0 
8% 7.7 
8~ 0 
9% 0 
9~% 3.8 

10% 11.5 
1~% 0 
11% 11.5 
12% 3.8 
13% 3.8 
14% 7.7 
15% 0 
16% 11.5 
28% 3.8 

---- ----~----------- ------~-------
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Entrenched 
TABLE 258 Renters 

<2ercent) 
Q40d. Future interest rates 6 months: 

Same 31.3 
Up by ~% 12.5 
Up by 1% 31.3 
Up by 2% 12.5 
Up by 3% 6.3 
Up by 4% 0 
Up by 5% or more 0 
Down by ~% 0 
Down by 1% 0 
Down by 2% 6.3 

TABLE 259 

Q40e. Future interest rates 1 year: 

Same 18.8 
Up by ~% 0 
Up by 1% 25.0 
Up by 2% 6.3 
Up by 3% 37.5 
Up by 4% 0 
Up by 5% or more 0 
Down by ~% 0 
Down by 1% 6.3 
Down by 2% 0 
Down by 3% 6.3 

TABLE 260 

Q40£. Future interest rates 2 years: 

Same 23.5 
Up by ~% 0 
Up by 1% 11.8 
Up by 2% 17.6 
Up by 3% 5.9 
Up by 4% 11.8 
Up by 5% or more 23.5 
Down by ~% 5.9 
Down by 1% 0 
Down by 2% 0 
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Entrenched 
TABLE 261 Renters 

(l:!ercent) 
Q41. On a scale of 1 to 7 where 1 is extremely 

unimportant, and 7 extremely important, how 
would you rate the following reasons for owning 
your own residence? 

a. As an investment 

1 • EXTREMELY UNIMPORTANT 6.5 
2 • QUITE UNIMPORTANT 3.2 
3 • SLIGHTLY UNIMPORTANT 3.2 
4 • NEITHER UNIMPORTANT NOR IMPORTANT 22.6 
5 • SLIGHTLY IMPORTANT 6.9 
6 • QUITE IMPORTANT 16.1 
7 • EXTREMELY IMPORTANT 41.9 

b. Tax advantage: 

1 • EXTREMELY UNIMPORTANT 12.9 
2 • QUITE UNIMPORTANT 6.5 
3 • SLIGHTLY UNIMPORTANT 3.2 
4 • NEITHER UNIMPORTANT NOR IMPORTANT 16.1 
5 • SLIGHTLY IMPORTANT 22.6 
6 • QUITE IMPORTANT 12.9 
7 • EXTREMELY IMPORTANT 25.8 

c. Pride of ownership 

1 • EXTREMELY UNIMPORTANT 20.0 
2 • QUITE UNIMPORTANT 13.3 
3 • SLIGHTLY UNIMPORTANT 0 
4 • NEITHER UNIMPORTANT NOR IMPORTANT 3.3 
5 • SLIGHTLY IMPORTANT 16.7 
6 • QUITE IMPORTANT 13.3 
7 • EXTREMELY IMPORTANT 33.3 

d. To have more space: 

1 • EXTREMELY UNIMPORTANT 6.7 
2 m QUITE UNIMPORTANT 0 
3 • SLIGHTLY UNIMPORTANT 0 
4 • NEITHER UNIMPORTANT NOR IMPORTANT 10.0 
5 • SLIGHTLY IMPORTANT 13.3 
6 • QUITE IMPORTANT 13.3 
7 • EXTREMELY IMPORTANT 56.7 



250 

Entrenched 
Renters 

(Eercent) 
e. To have more privacy: 

1 • EXTREMELY UNIMPORTANT 6.7 
2 • QUITE UNIMPORTANT 0 
3 • SLIGHTLY UNIMPORTANT 3.3 
4 • NEITHER UNIMPORTANT NOR IMPORTANT 3.3 
5 • SLIGHTLY IMPORTANT 3.3 
6 • QUITE IMPORTANT 20.0 
7 • EXTREMELY IMPORTANT 63.3 

f. To have more security: 

1 • EXTREMELY UNIMPORTANT 6.7 
2 • QUITE UNIMPORTANT 6.7 
3 • SLIGHTLY UNIMPORTANT 13.3 
4 • NEITHER UNIMPORTANT NOR IMPORTANT 16.7 
5 • SLIGHTLY IMPORTANT 10.0 
6 • QUITE IMPORTANT 13.3 
7 • EXTREMELY IMPORTANT 33.3 

g. It's better for children: 

1 • EXTREMELY UNIMPORTANT 23.3 
2 • QUITE UNIMPORTANT 0 
3 • SLIGHTLY UNIMPORTANT 3.3 
4 • NEITHER UNIMPORTANT NOR IMPORTANT 10.0 
5 • SLIGHTLY IMPORTANT 6.7 
6 • QUITE IMPORTANT 6.7 
7 • EXTREMELY IMPORTANT 50.0 
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Entrenched 
TABLE 262 Renters 

(~ercent) 
Q42. On the same 1 to 7 scale, how would your rate 

each of the following factors in choosing where 
to live? 

a. Close to friends or relatives 

1 • EXTREMELY UNIMPORTANT 21.2 
2 • QUITE UNIMPORTANT 9.1 
3 • SLIGHTLY UNIMPORTANT 18.2 
4 • NEITHER UNIMPORTANT NOR IMPORTANT 9.1 
5 • SLIGHTLY IMPORTANT 12.1 
6 • QUITE IMPORTANT 9.1 
7 • EXTREMELY IMPORTANT 21.2 

b. Close to employment: 

1 • EXTREMELY UNIMPORTANT 8.8 
2 • QUITE UNIMPORTANT 2.9 
3 • SLIGHTLY UNIMPORTANT 5.9 
4 • NEITHER UNIMPORTANT NOR IMPORTANT 14.7 
5 • SLIGHTLY IMPORTANT 17.6 
6 • QUITE IMPORTANT 14.7 
7 • EXTREMELY IMPORTANT 35.3 

c. Close to recreational facilities: 

1 • EXTREMELY UNIMPORTANT 17.1 
2 • QUITE UNIMPORTANT 5.7 
3 • SLIGHTLY UNIMPORTANT 8.6 
4 • NEITHER UNIMPORTANT NOR IMPORTANT 22.9 
5 • SLIGHTLY IMPORTANT 11.4 
6 • QUITE IMPORTANT 22.9 
7 • EXTREMELY IMPORTANT 11.4 

d. Quality of schools in area: 

1 • EXTREMELY UNIMPORTANT 21.9 
2 • QUITE UNIMPORTANT 0 
3 • SLIGHTLY UNIMPORTANT 3.1 
4 • NEITHER UNIMPORTANT NOR IMPORTANT 6.3 
5 • SLIGHTLY IMPORTANT 9.4 
6 • QUITE IMPORTANT 12.5 
7 • EXTREMELY IMPORTANT 46.9 
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Entrenched 
Renters 

(percent) 
e. Close to shopping: 

1 • EXTREMELY UNIMPORTANT 9.1 
2 • QUITE UNIMPORTANT 3.0 
3 • SLIGHTLY UNIMPORTANT 6.1 
4 • NEITHER UNIMPORTANT NOR IMPORTANT 30.3 
5 • SLIGHTLY IMPORTANT 6.1 
6 • QUITE IMPORTANT 18.2 
7 • EXTREMELY IMPORTANT 27.3 

f. Pleasant neighborhood environment: 

1 • EXTREMELY UNIMPORTANT 0 
2 • QUITE UNIMPORTANT 0 
3 • SLIGHTLY UNIMPORTANT 0 
4 • NEITHER UNIMPORTANT NOR IMPORTANT 0 
5 • SLIGHTLY IMPORTANT 17.1 
6 • QUITE IMPORTANT 20.0 
7 • EXTREMELY IMPORTANT 62.9 

g. Reputation of crime rate in area: 

1 • EXTREMELY UNIMPORTANT 0 
2 • QUITE UNIMPORTANT 0 
3 • SLIGHTLY UNIMPORTANT 0 
4 • NEITHER UNIMPORTANT NOR IMPORTANT 8.6 
5 • SLIGHTLY IMPORTANT 8.6 
6 • QUITE IMPORTANT 8.6 
7 • EXTREMELY IMPORTANT 74.3 

h. Away from heavy traffic: 

1 • EXTREMELY UNIMPORTANT 0 
2 • QUITE UNIMPORTANT 2.8 
3 • SLIGHTLY UNIMPORTANT 2.8 
4 • NEITHER UNIMPORTANT NOR IMPORTANT 8.3 
5 • SLIGHTLY IMPORTANT 13.9 
6 • QUITE IMPORTANT 13.9 
7 • EXTREMELY IMPORTANT 58.3 

i. Price of home: 

1 • EXTREMELY UNIMPORTANT 8.8 
2 • QUITE UNIMPORTANT 0 
3 • SLIGHTLY UNIMPORTANT 2.9 
4 • NEITHER UNIMPORTANT NOR IMPORTANT 11.8 
5 • SLIGHTLY IMPORTANT 14.7 
6 • QUITE IMPORTANT 14.7 
7 • EXTREMELY IMPORTANT 47.1 



j. View: 

1 • EXTREMELY UNIMPORTANT 
2 • QUITE UNIMPORTANT 
3 • SLIGHTLY UNIMPORTANT 
4 • NEITHER UNIMPORTANT NOR IMPORTANT 
5 • SLIGHTLY IMPORTANT 
6 • QUITE IMPORTANT 
7 • EXTREMELY IMPORTANT 

Entrenched 
Renters 

(percent) 

5.7 
0 
2.9 

14.3 
17.1 
22.9 
37.1 

253 
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Entrenched 
TABLE 263 Renters 

{2ercent) 
Q43. On a scale of 1 to 7 where 1 is extremely 

unimportant and 7 is extremely important, how 
would you rate the importance to you of these 
factors? 

a. Down Payment Amount: 

1 • EXTREMELY UNIMPORTANT 9.4 
2 • QUITE UNIMPORTANT 0 
3 • SLIGHTLY UNIMPORTANT 0 
4 • NEITHER UNIMPORTANT NOR IMPORTANT 15.6 
5 • SLIGHTLY IMPORTANT 25.0 
6 • QUITE IMPORTANT 12.5 
7 • EXTREMELY IMPORTANT 37.5 

b. Monthly mortgage payment: 

1 • EXTREMELY UNIMPORTANT 3.0 
2 • QUITE UNIMPORTANT 0 
3 • SLIGHTLY UNIMPORTANT 0 
4 • NEITHER UNIMPORTANT NOR IMPORTANT 9.1 
5 • SLIGHTLY IMPORTANT 6.1 
6 • QUITE IMPORTANT 30.3 
7 • EXTREMELY IMPORTANT 51.5 

c. Interest rate of mortgage: 

1 • EXTREMELY UNIMPORTANT 0 
2 • QUITE UNIMPORTANT 0 
3 • SLIGHTLY UNIMPORTANT 3.1 
4 • NEITHER UNIMPORTANT NOR IMPORTANT 6.3 
5 • SLIGHTLY IMPORTANT 9.4 
6 • QUITE IMPORTANT 31.3 
7 • EXTREMELY IMPORTANT 50.0 

d. House Price 

1 • EXTREMELY UNIMPORTANT 0 
2 • QUITE UNIMPORTANT 0 
3 • SLIGHTLY UNIMPORTANT 0 
4 • NEITHER UNIMPORTANT NOR IMPORTANT 12.5 
5 • SLIGHTLY IMPORTANT 18.8 
6 • QUITE IMPORTANT 25.0 
7 • EXTREMELY IMPORTANT 43.8 



TABLE 264 

Q44. What is the maximum dollar amount you think you 
could afford as a monthly payment to buy a home? 

Less than $300 
$300 
$350 
$400 
$450 
$500 
$550 
$600 
$650 
$700 
$800 
$900 
$950 

$1000 
$1200 
$1300 or more 
Presently can't afford to buy 

TABLE 265 

Q45. On a scale of 1 to 7 where 1 is extremely inactive 
and 7 is extremely active could you please indicate 
how active you now are in the search to buy a home? 

1 • EXTREMELY INACTIVE 
2 • QUITE INACTIVE 
3 • SLIGHTLY INACTIVE 
4 • NEITHER INACTIVE NOR ACTIVE 
5 • SLIGHTLY ACTIVE 
6 • QUITE ACTIVE 
7 • EXTREMELY ACTIVE 

Entrenched 
Renters 

(percent) 

17.9 
3.6 
7.1 

17.9 
3.6 

10.7 
3.6 

10.7 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
7.1 
0 
3.6 

14.3 

86.1 
5.6 
2.8 
5.6 
0 
0 
0 
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Entrenched 
TABLE 266 Renters 

(Eercent) 
Q46. On a scale of 1 to 7 where 1 is extremely 

unimportant and 7 is extremely important, 
could you please rate the following factors 
according to the importance of each factor as 
you have already utilized them in your search 
to buy a home? 

a. Newspaper Ads 

1 • EXTREMELY UNIMPORTANT 9.1 
2 • QUITE UNIMPORTANT 0 
3 • SLIGHTLY UNIMPORTANT 4.5 
4 • NEITHER UNIMPORTANT NOR IMPORTANT 27.3 
5 • SLIGHTLY IMPORTANT 13.6 
6 • QUITE IMPORTANT 4.5 
7 • EXTREMELY IMPORTANT 40.9 

b. Real Estate Agents 

1 • EXTREMELY UNIMPORTANT 13.6 
2 • QUITE UNIMPORTANT 0 
3 • SLIGHTLY UNIMPORTANT 0 
4 • NEITHER UNIMPORTANT NOR IMPORTANT 13.6 
5 • SLIGHTLY IMPORTANT 13.6 
6 • QUITE IMPORTANT 9.1 
7 • EXTREMELY IMPORTANT 50.0 

c. New Home Subdivision Models: 

1 • EXTREMELY UNIMPORTANT 13.6 
2 • QUITE UNIMPORTANT 9.1 
3 • SLIGHTLY UNIMPORTANT 13.6 
4 • NEITHER UNIMPORTANT NOR IMPORTANT 18.2 
5 • SLIGHTLY IMPORTANT 13.6 
6 • QUITE IMPORTANT 9.1 
7 • EXTREMELY IMPORTANT 22.7 

d. Radio Ads: 

1 • EXTREMELY UNIMPORTANT 54.5 
2 • QUITE UNIMPORTANT 9.1 
3 • SLIGHTLY UNIMPORTANT 9.1 
4 • NEITHER UNIMPORTANT NOR IMPORTANT 27.3 
5 • SLIGHTLY IMPORTANT 0 
6 • QUITE IMPORTANT 0 
7 • EXTREMELY IMPORTANT 0 

-- -~ ---- ------------- --------·------ ----------------- - --·- ---
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Entrenched 
Renters 

e. TV Ads: (~ercent) 

1 • EXTREMELY UNIMPORTANT 50.0 
2 • QUITE UNIMPORTANT 13.6 
3 • SLIGHTLY UNIMPORTANT 4.5 
4 • NEITHER UNIMPORTANT NOR IMPORTANT 27.3 
5 .. SLIGHTLY IMPORTANT 4.5 
6 • QUITE IMPORTANT 0 
7 • EXTREMELY IMPORTANT 0 

f. Friends or Word of Mouth: 

1 • EXTREMELY UNIMPORTANT 9.1 
2 • QUITE UNIMPORTANT 0 
3 • SLIGHTLY UNIMPORTANT 4.5 
4 • NEITHER UNIMPORTANT NOR IMPORTANT 18.2 
5 • SLIGHTLY IMPORTANT 13.6 
6 • QUITE IMPORTANT 31.8 
7 • EXTREMELY IMPORTANT 22.7 

g. Billboards: 

1 • EXTREMELY UNIMPORTANT 59.3 
2 • QUITE UNIMPORTANT 9.1 
3 • SLIGHTLY UNIMPORTANT 9.1 
4 • NEITHER UNIMPORTANT NOR IMPORTANT 18.2 
5 • SLIGHTLY IMPORTANT 4.5 
6 • QUITE IMPORTANT 0 
7 • EXTREMELY IMPORTANT 0 
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Entrenched 
TABLE 267 Renters 

~2ercent) 
Q47. How many persons live in your household? 

1 33.3 
2 43.6 
3 12.8 
4 10.3 
5 0 
6 0 

TABLE 268 

Q48. How many children do you have living with you? 

1 15.4 
2 7.7 
3 0 
4 0 
None 76.9 

TABLE 269 

Q48a. What are the ages and genders of children? 

Age: 0 to 5 45.5 
6 to 11 27.3 
12 to 14 9.1 
15 to 18 18.2 

Genders: Male only 55.6 
Female only 33.3 
Both male and female 11.1 

-. ·-- -----------------------------------



TABLE 270 

Q49. Do you have any children who do not live with you? 

Yes 
No 

Q49a. What are their ages and genders and how many years 
ago did they stop living with you? 

Ages: 0 to 5 
6 to 11 
12 to 14 
15 to 18 
19 to 29 
30 to 39 
40 to 49 
50 to 59 
60 to 69 

Genders: Male only 
Female only 
Both male and female 

When stop living with you? 

Less than 6 months ago 
6 months to 1 year 
1 year to 2 years 
2 years to 3 years 
3 years to 4 years 
4 years or more 

. ----------------------------------

Entrenched 
Renters 

(percent) 

35.9 
64.1 

3.6 
10.7 
7.1 
7.1 

17.9 
21.4 
17.9 
10.7 
3.6 

28.6 
7.1 

64.3 

7.1 
0 
7.1 
7.1 
7.1 

71.4 
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TABLE 271 

Q50. Do you have any other people living with you 
other than children? 

Yes 
No 

Q50a. What are their relationship to you and their ages 
and genders? 

a1. Relationship: Parent 
Spousal equivalent 
Friend 
Sibling 

a2. Age: 0 to 5 
6 to 11 

12 to 14 
15 to 18 
19 to 29 
30 to 39 
40 to 49 

a3. Gender: Male only 
Female only 

TABLE 272 

Q51. What is the highest level of formal education you 
have completed? 

GRADE 8 OR LESS 
GRADES 9 - 11 
GRADUATED FROM HIGH SCHOOL 
1 - 3 YEARS OF COLLEGE 
GRADUATED COLLEGE (4 YEARS) 
MASTERS OR PROFESSIONAL DEGREE 
DOCTORATE 

Entrenched 
Renters 

(percent) 

12.8 
87.2 

0 
25.0 
75.0 

0 

0 
0 
0 

20.0 
60.0 
20.0 
0 

20.0 
80.0 

0 
5.4 

24.3 
32.4 
28.9 
10.8 
8.1 
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TABLE 273 

Q52. Which one of the following categories best 
describes your current occupation? --

PROFESSIONAL OR TECHNICAL (e.g., ACCOUNTANT, 
ARTIST, ENGINEER, LAWYER, LIBRARIAN, NURSE, PHYSI-

Entrenched 
Renters 

(percent) 

CIAN, SCIENTIST, TEACHER, TECHNICIAN, WRITER, etc~) 30.8 

MANAGER OR ADMINISTRATOR (EXCEPT ON A FARM) 5.1 

SALES WORKER (e.g., INSURANCE SALESPERSON, REALTOR, 
SALES CLERK, STOCKBROKER, etc.) 2.6 

CLERICAL WORKER (e.g., BANK TELLER, BOOKKEEPER, 
CASHIER, OFFICE CLERK, POSTAL WORKER, SECRETARY, 
TEACHER'S AIDE, TELEPHONE OPERATOR, etc.) 12.8 

CRAFTSWORKER (e.g., BAKER, CARPENTER, ELECTRICIAN, 
FOREMAN, JEWELER, MECHANIC, PAINTER, PLUMBER, 
TAILOR, etc.) 0 

MACHINE OPERATOR OR LABORER (e. g., BUS DRIVER, 
CONDUCTOR, FACTORY WORKER, WAREHOUSEMAN, TRUCK 
DRIVER, CARPENTER'S HELPER). 2.6 

FARMER, FARM MANAGER, OR FARM LABORER 2.6 

SERVICE WORKER OR PRIVATE HOUSEHOLD WORKER (e.g., 
BARBER, BARTENDER, COOK, DENTAL ASSISTANT, 
DISHWASHER, FIREFIGHTER, JANITOR, NURSING AIDE, 
POLICE OFFICER, USHER, WAITER, etc.) 18.5 

MILITARY/ARMED FORCES 12.8 

HOMEWORKER 2 • 6 

STUDENT 10.3 

RETIRED 15. 4 

SELF-EMPLOYED, ENTREPRENEUR 0 
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Q53. What is your gender? 

MALE 
FEMALE 

TABLE 274 

TABLE 275 

Q54. What is your marital status? 

MARRIED 
LIVING TOGETHER, NOT MARRIED 
DIVORCED 
SEPARATED 
WIDOWED 
SINGLE, NEVER MARRIED 

TABLE 276 

Q55. What is your current age? 

18 - 24 
25 - 29 
30 - 34 
35 - 39 
40 - 44 
45 - 49 
50 - 54 
55 - 59 
60 - 64 
65 - 69 
70- 74 
75 OR OLDER 

TABLE 277 

Q56. Please select the category which best describes 
the ethnic group to which you belong. 

WHITE/ANGLO 
BLACK/AFRO-AMERICAN 
HISPANIC/CHICANO/SPANISH AMERICAN/MEXICAN 
AMERICAN INDIAN/NATIVE AMERICAN 
ASIAN/ORIENTAL 
MIDDLE EASTERN/ARABIC 
OTHER: EURASIAN/GREEK AMERICAN 

--- --- ---~~-

Entrenched 
Renters 

(percent) 

53.8 
46.2 

48.7 
5.1 

23.1 
0 
7.7 

25.9 

15.4 
12.8 
20.5 
15.4 
2.6 
5.1 
0 
2.6 
2.6 

10.3 
5.1 
7.7 

84.6 
2.6 
2.6 
2.6 
2.6 
2.6 
2.6 
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TABLE 278 

Q57. What is your total annual household income from 
all sources? (Please include income from all 
sources including salaries, interest, dividends, 
bonuses, capital gains, profits, and so on.) 

LESS THAN $5,000 
$5,000 TO $7,499 
$7,500 TO $9,999 
$10,000 TO $14,999 
$15,000 TO $19,999 
$20,000 TO $24,999 
$25,000 TO $29,999 
$30,000 TO $34,999 
$35,000 TO $39,999 
$40,000 TO $44,999 
$45,000 TO $49,999 
$50,000 TO $59,999 
$60,000 TO $74,999 
$75,000 TO $99,999 
$100,000 OR MORE 
REFUSAL 

Q58. Area of Tucson 

North 
East 
West 
South 
Central 

TABLE 279 

Entrenched 
Renters 

(percent) 

5.3 
15.8 
10.5 
13.2 
15.8 
15.8 

0 
5.3 
0 
2.6 
0 
2.6 
2.6 
0 
2.6 
7.9 

19.1 
28.6 
16.7 
19.0 
14.3 
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APPENDIX A 

Letter of Introduction 

Dear '1\Jcsonan, 

Housing expenditures have long been the major component of the family 
budget and therefore continue to be a key concern for households. 

Knowing what residents of TUcson think about housing and what the housing 
of the future might be like is important to all of us. But it is 
especially relevant to planners, builders, and developers since it may 
help them make decisions about TUcson's future housing. We are conducting 
this study because we feel that the residents of '1\Jcson should have their 
opinions heard on these important matters. 

Your household is one of the small number in which people are being asked 
to give their opinions on these matters. It was drawn in a random sample 
of the entire city. In order that the results will truly represent the 
thinking of the people of TUcson, it is important that each questionnaire 
be completed and returned. 

You may be assured of complete confidentiality. The questionnaire has an 
identification nllllDer for mailing purposes only. '111is is so that we may 
check your name off of the mailing list when your questionnaire is 
returned. Your name will never be placed on the questionnaire. 

'111e results of this research will be made available to officials and 
representatives in your area's government, planners in both the public and 
the private sector, and all interested citizens. You may receive a summary 
of results by writing "COpy of results requested" on the return envelope, 
and printing your name and address below it. Please do not put this 
information on the questionnaire itself. 

I would be most happy to answer any questions you might have. Please write 
or call. The telephone number is (505) 646-3201. 

'111ank you for your assistance. 

Sincerely, 

Phillip T. ~olbe 
Project Director 

--------------------------------··-··- ... ··-·--· 
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.. APPENDIX B 

Follow-up Postcard 

Last week a questionnaire seekin<] your opinions about 
housing was given to you. Your household was drawn in a randan 
sanple of residents of TUcson. 

If you have already completed and returned it to us, 
please accept our sincere thanks. If not, please do so today. 
Because it has been sent to only a small, but representative 
saJ!i)le of 'l'Ucson residents, it is extremely i.Jrp)rtant that 
yours also be included in the study if the study results are 
to accurately represent the opinions of TUcson residents. 

If by some chance you did not receive the questionnaire, 
or it got misplaced, please call me tonight, collect (505-
521-1036) and I will get another one in the mail to you today. 

-----------------------

Si~ 
f./ 

pT. Kolbe 
Director 
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APPENDIX C 

Second Follow-up Letter 

About a month ago we gave you a questionnaire seeking your op1n1on on 
housing in Tucson. As of today we have not yet received your completed 
questionnaire. 

we have undertaken this study because of the belief that citizen op1n1ons 
should be taken into account in the formation of public and private 
policies for the planning and development of communities in which people 
will live in the future. 

I am writing to you again because of the significance each questionnaire 
has to the usefulness of this study. Your household was drawn through a 
scientific sampling process in which every household in Tucson had an 
equal chance of being selected. This means that only about one out of 
every 600 people in Tucson households are being asked to complete this 
questionnaire. In order for the results of this study to be truely 
representative of the opinions of all Tucson residents it is essential 
that each person in the sample return their questionnaire. 

In the event that your questionnaire has been misplaced, a replacement is 
enclosed. 

Your cooperation is greatly appreciated. 

Cordially, 

Phillip T. Kolbe 
Project Director 

P.S. A number of people have written to ask when the results will be 
available. we hope to have them out in the Spring. 

----------------------
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APPENDIX D 

Tucson Apartment Renters Survey Questionnaire 

The sixteen pages which follow comprise the entire survey 

questionnaire utilized in this study. For the survey the pages were 

reduced to 6 inches by ~ inches and assembled into booklet format for 

ease of mailing. 

--------------------------···· 



!-lOOSING: A CITYWIDE SURVEY 0~ 'I'UCSON RESIDEm'S 
ABOUT THEIR OPINIONS AND PLANS 

This survey is being done to ~tter understand how TUcson residents feel 
about a wide variety of important issues now confronting us. Please answer 
all of.the questions. tf you wish to comment on any questions or qualify 
any answers, please feel free to use the space in the margins. Your 
comments will be read and ta~en into account. 

Thank you for your hel?. 

Return your questionnaire to: 

Department of Finance, Insurance and Real Estate 
sox 3 FIN 
New Mexico State University 
Las cruces, New ~exico 88003 

---~-----~-----------------------
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1. How long have you lived in the TUcson area? 

N1.m1ber of years--------

2. Why did you move to the Tucson area? 

3. On the following scale of 1 to 7, how would you rate the li~elihood 
that you will buy a home in the next six months? (Please circle one 
number l 

1 = EXTREMELY UNLIKELY 
2 = QUITE UNLIKELY 
3 SLIGHTLY UNLIKELY 
4 = NEITH~ UNLIKELY NOR LIKELY 
5 = SLIGHTLY LIKELY 
6 = Q!JITE LII<ELY 
7 = EXTREMELY LIKELY 

4, On the same scale of 1 to 7, how would you rate the li~elihood that you 
will buy a home in the next twelve months? (Please circle one number) 

1 = EXTREMELY UNLIKELY 
2 = QUITE UNLIKELY 
3 SLIG~Ny UNLIKELY 
4 = NEITHER UNLIKELY NOR 
5 = SLIGHTLY LIKELY 
6 = QUITE LIKELY 
7 = EXTREMELY LIKELY 

\ 

LIKELY 

5. On the same scale of 1 to 7, how would you rate the likelihood that you 
will buy a home in the next two years? (Please circle one number) 

1 • EXTREMELY UNLIKELY 
2 ,. QUITE UNLIKELY 
3 = SLIGHTLY UNLIKELY 
4 = NEITHER UNLIKELY OOR LIKELY 
5 z SLIGHTLY LIKELY 
6 = QUITE LIKELY 
7 • EXTREMELY LIKELY 
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6. Considering what you can afford, please use the map below and indicate 
what area of Tucson is: most desirable, second most desirable, and 
least desirable. 

Most desirabl~ 
area to live 
(Please circle one nbr) 

1 West 
1 East 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 
10 
11 
12 

Why is this area 
most desirable? 

Second rrost desirable Least desirable 
area to live --aCea to live 

(Please circle one nbr l (Please circle one nbr l 
1 West 1 West 
1 F..ast 1 F..ast 
2 2 
3 3 
4 4 
5 5 
6 6 
7 7 
8 8 
9 9 
10 10 
11 11 
12 12 

Why is this area second? Why is this area 
least desirable? 
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An important purpose of this study is to learn more about people's preferences. 
So next we would like to ask you some questions about your preferences. 

7. What type of home do you most prefer to live in? (Please circle one letter) 

A SINGLE-FAMILY 
B TCWNHOUSE (ATI'J\CHEI) WALL) 
C CONI>01ImUM (CMNED APARTMENI'l 
D MOBILE H~£ 
E APARTMENT 

B. What type of home would be your second choice? (Please circle one letter) 

A SINGLE-FAMILY 
B TCWNHOOSE (ATI'ACHED WALL) 
C CON!)()'1INIUM ( CMNED APARTMENI') 
D MOBILE HCME 
E APARTMEm' 

9. on a scale of 1 to 7, where 1 is extremely unlikely and 7 is extremely likely 
how would you rate the likelihood that you will move out of the Tucson area 
in the next twelve months? (Please circle one number) 

1 = EXTR-~ELY UNLIKELY 
2 = QUITE UNLIKELY 
3 = SLIGHTLY ~IKELY 
4 = NEITHER U!ILIKELY NOR LIKELY 
5 = SLIGHTLY LIKELY 
6 = QUITE LIKELY 
7 = EXTREMELY LIKELY 

10. In the next 2 years? (Please circle one number) 

1 = EXTREMELY UNLIKELY 
2 = QUITE UNLIKELY \ 
3 = SLIGHTLY UNLIKELY 
4 = NEITHER UNLIKELY NOR LIKELY 
5 = SLIGHTLY LIKELY 
6 = QUITE LIKELY 
7 = EXTREMELY LIKELY 

11. In the next 5 years? (Please circle one number) 

1 ., EXTREMELY UNLIKELY 
2 = QUITE UNLIKeLY 
3 = SLIGffl'LY UNLIKELY 
4 = NEITHER UNLIKELY NOR LIKELY 
5 = SLIGffl'LY LIKELY 
6 a QUITE LIKELY 
7 = EXTREMELY LIKELY 

12. Please indicate the specific city and state where you would most li~ely move 
if you were to move out of the TUcson area? 
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13. History of residences 

Another significant part of understanding the preferences and importance of 
people who moved to TUcson is knowing the backgrounds of these new residents. 

On this page would you please list the history of your homes including when 
you lived there (what years), the type (ex. single-family, townhouse, 
apartment, mobile home), whether you owned or rented (or other status such as 
lived with parents), the city and state in which you lived (if Tucson, what 
part of1 the city from map in Q.6), and how would you describe the area in 
which you lived (urban, suburban, or rural). 
If you lived in a city or town for less than a six month period, do not 
include it. 

WHE:-l 
(Years, 
ex. 1985-6) 

TYPE 
CeX.Single
family, town
house) 

~OR REm' 

\ 

CITY AND STATE/c:outn'RY 
( IF TUCSON, WHICH AREA 

FRCJ-1 MAP IN Q. 6) 

rrF.BAN, 
SUBURBAN, 
OR RUPAL 
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14. Which one of these places would you most prefer to live in? 

15. Why would you prefer that place? 

16. On a scale of 1 to 7 where 1 is extremely unli~ely and 7 is extremely 
lik~ly how would you rate the li~elihood that a suitable job in yotJr field 
could be obtained in the city where you lived before moving to TUcson? 
(Circle one number) 

1 "' EXTREMELY UNLIKELY 
2 = QUITE t1NLII'.ELY 
3 = SLIGHTLY UNLIKELY 
4 = NEITHER UNLIKF:LY NOR f,IKELY 
5 = SLIGHTLY LI~ELY 
6 = QUITE LIKELY 
7 = EXTREMELY LI~ELY 

17. On the same 1 to 7 scale, how would you rate the 1i~elihood that a suitable 
job for your spouse or partner or other h~Jsehold member could be obtained 
in that city? (Circle one number) (If you li'Je alone, go to Q. 18) 

1 = EXTREMELY UNLIKF.LY 
2 = QUITE UNLI~ELY 
3 = SLIGHTLY UNLIKELY 
4 = NEITHER UNLIKELY NOR LIKELY 
5 = SLIGHTLY LIKELY 
6 = QUIT~ LIKELY 
7 = EXTREMELY LIKELY 

18. On the same 1 to 7 scale, if a suitable job in your field was avail~le in 
that city, how would you rate the li~elihood that you would move back? 
(Circle one number) 

1 = EXTREMELY UNLIKELY 
2 = QUITE UNLIKELY 
3 = SLIGHTLY UNLIKELY 
4 = NEITHER UNLIKELY NOR LIKELY 
5 = SLIGHTLY LIKELY 
6 = QUITE LIKELY 
7 • EXTREMELY LIKELY 

Now could you please tell us about your life before you moved to TUcson. 

19. Before you moved here, how many days did you spend in Tucson? (If 
none, write 0 l • 

on vacation? -----

on business?-----

Searching for a heme? 

Other? (Please specify) ----
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20. How many friends and relatives did you have in Tucson before you moved 
here? (Please circle one letter) 

,, 
~~. 

A. NONE 
B. 1 
c. 2 
D. 3 
E. 4 
F. 5 
G. 6-7 
H. 8-9 
I. 10 OR MORE 

Did you own a home in the city where you lived before moving to 
Tucson? (Circle letter) 

A. YES (Go to Q2la) 
B. NO (Go to Q22) 

2la. Did you sell that home? (Circle letter) 

(If nol 

~. YES (Go to Q2ldl 
B. NO (Go to Q2lb) 

2lb. Is that home currently for sale? 

(If no) 

~. YES (Go to Q22l 
B. NO (Go to Q2lcl 

2lc. Why are you not selling your previous home? 

(If yes) 
2ld. When did you sell that home? !olonth ___ Year ----

22. ::>o you still own any other real\ estate in your last city of resi<lence? 

A. YES (Go to Q22al 
B. NO (Go to Q23) 

(If yes) 
22a. What type of property is it? (Ex. House, vacant land, office 

building, etc. l 

23. What were your three primary leisure time activities in your previous 
city? (Before you moved to Tucson) 

1 

2 

3 
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Next ~ would li~e to ask about your life in Tucson. 

24. What are your three primary leisure time activities now? 

1 

2 

3 

25. ouring the time you've lived in Tucson, how often have you visited 
the city where you li'Jed before moving to 'l\Jcson'? (Circle one letter) 

A. NEVER 
a. ONCE 
C. 'I'..r!CF: 
0. 3 TI~ES 
E. 4 TIMES 
F. 5 TIMES 
G. 6-9 TIMES 
H. 10 TIMES OR MORE 

26. Kow many 0f your close friends live in TUcson? (Circle one letter) 

A.. NONE 
3. 1 
c. 2 
D. 3 

-· 4 
F. 5 
G. 6-7 
H. 8-9 
I. 10 OR MORE 

27, How many of these close friends live in your current neighborhood? 

A. NONE 
B. 1 
c. 2 
D. 3 
E. 4 
F. 5 
G. 6-7 
H. 8-9 
I. 10 OR M:JRE 

28. How many of your close friends live in the city where you lived before 
moving to Tucson? (Circle one letter) 

A. OONE 
B. 1 
c. 2 
1), 3 
E. 4 
F. 5 
G. 6-7 
H. 8-9 
I. 10 OR M:JRE 
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Next we would like to ask you about the place which you consider to be 
your hometown. If your hometown is the last place where you resided before 
moving to TUcson, please skip Q29 through 36 and go to 037. 

29. What city or town do you consider to be your hometown? (If Tucson, go 
to Q37l 

30. On a scale of 1 to 7 where 1 is extremely unlikely and 7 is extremely 
likely, how would you rate the likelihood that a suitable joh in your 
fie,ld could be obtainer'l in your hometown? (Circle one number'! 

1 = EXTREME~Y UNLIKELY 
2 = QUITE UNLIKELY 
3 = SLIGHTLY UNLIKELY 
4 = NEITHER UNLIKELY NOR LIKELY 
5 = SLIGHTLY LIKELY 
6 = QUITE LIKELY 
7 EXTREMELY LIKELY 

31. On the same l to 7 scale, how would you rate the likelihood that a 
suitable job for your spouse or partner or other household member 
could be obtained? (Circle one number) (If you live alone, go to Q32l 

= EXTREMELY UNLIKELY 
2 = QUITE UNLIKELY 
3 = SLIGHT"wY UNLIKELY 
4 = NEITHER UNLIKELY NOR LIKELY 
5 = SLIGHTLY LIKELY 
6 = QUI~E LIKELY 
7 = EXTREMELY LIKELY 

32. On the same l to 7 scale, if a suitable job in your field was 
avai.lable in your hometown, how would you rate the likelihood that you 
~auld move back? (Circle one number) 

\ 
1 = EXTREMELY UNLIKELY 
2 = QUITE UNLIKELY 
3 = SLIGHTLY UNLIKELY 
4 = NEITHER UNLIKELY NOR LIKELY 
5 = SLIGHTLY LIKELY 
6 = QUITE LIKELY 
7 = EXTREMELY LIKELY 

33. Do you own a home in ¥Our hometown? (Circle letter) 

A. YES (Go to Q33a) 
B. NO (Go to Q34) 

(If yes) 
33a. Why do you still own a home in your hometown? 
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34. Do you own any other real estate in your hometown? 

~. YES (Go to Q34a) 
B. NO (Go to Q35) 

(If yes) 
34a. What type of property is it? (Ex. House, vacant l~nd, office 

building, etc.) 

35. H~ many of your close friends live in your hometown? (Circle one nunberl 

A. NONE 
3. 1 
c. 2 
D. 3 
::. 4 
!". 5 
G. 6-7 
H. 8-9 
I. 10 OR r-Y.lRE 

36. juring the time you lived in TUcson, how often have you visited your 
hometown? (Circle one letter) 

A. NEVER 
9. ONCE 
C. 1WICE 
D. 3 TIMES 
E. 4 TIMES 
!". 5 TIMES 
G. 6-9 TIMES 
H. 10 OR MORE 

Policy ~kers need to better understand people's op1n1ons about home buying, 
therefore we would like to ask several questions about home purchase. 

\ 
37. Why have you waited to buy a home in TUcson? 

38. Do you feel that you have an adequate down payment necessary to buy the 
type of house you want to buy? (Circle letter) 

(If no) 

A. YES (Go to Q39) 
R. NO (Go to 038al 

38a. How long do you think it will take you to acquire the necessary 
down payment? 

39. What do you think is the current average mortgage interest rate (percent) 
now available from TUcson lenders? 

40. What percent do you think TUcson mortqage interest rates will be 

in 6 months? ~ in 1 year? in 2 years? 
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41. On a scale of 1 to 7 where 1 is extremely unimportant, and 7 extremely 
important, how would you rate the following-reasons for owning your own 
residence? (Circle one number for each) 

EXTREMELY F.'XTREMELY 
UNIMPORT.D.NT IMPORT A. "'I' 

~ an inves~~en~ 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

Tax advantages 2 3 4 5 6 7 

?~de of ownership 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

To have more space 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

To have more privacy 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

To have more security l 2 3 4 5 6 7 

It's better for children 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

42. 1)'1 the same 1 to 7 scale, how would you rate each of the following factors 
in ch00sing where to live? (Circle one number foe each) 

EliTRE!.,ELY EXTRF.MELY 
UNIMPORT.D.NT IMPOR':A."l''' 

Close to friends or relatives 2 3 4 5 6 7 

Close to errployment l 2 3 4 5 6 7 

Close to recreat iona 1 facilities 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

Quality of schools in area 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

\ 

Close to shopping 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

Pleasant neighborhood environment l 2 3 4 5 5 7 

Reputation of crime rate in area 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

Away from heavy traffic 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

Price of heme 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

View 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

~re there any other factors important to you? (If yes, please specify) 
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43. on a scale of 1 to 7 where 1 is extremely unimportant and 7 is extremely 
important, how would you rate the importance to you of these factors? 
(Circle one number for each) 

EXTREMELY EXTREMELY 
UNIMPORTANT IMPORT AN!' 

Down payment amouno.: 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

Monthly mortgage payment 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

I 
7 Interest rate of mortgage 1 2 3 4 5 6 

House price 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

44. Wh~t is the maximum dollar amount you think you could afford as a monthly 
payment to buy a home? 

S ______ PER t-'Om'H 

Now could you please tell us about your current search for the purchase of a 
home. 

45. On a scale of 1 to 7 where 1 is extremely inactive and 7 is extremely 
active could you please indicate how active you now are in the search to 
buy a home? 

1 = EXTREMELY INACTIVE 
2 = QUITF. INACTIVE 
3 = SLIGHT~Y INACTIVE 
4 = NEITHER INACTIVE tnR ACTIVE 
5 = SLIGHTLY ACTIVE 
6 = QUITE ACTIVE \ 
7 = EXTREMELY ACTIVE 

46. On a scale of 1 to 7 where 1 is extremely unimportant and 7 is extremely 
important, could you please rate the following factors according to the 
importance of each factor as you have already utilized them in your search 
to buy a hane? 

EXTREMELY EXTREMELY 
UNIMPORTANT IMPORTA.rn' 

Newspaper ads 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

Real estate agents 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

New hane subdivision models 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

Radio ads 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

Til ads 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

Friends or word of mouth 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

9illboaros 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

279 



Finally, we would li~e to ask some questions about yourself and your 
household to help interpret the results. 

47. How many persons live in your household? 

48. How many children do you have living with you? 
(If none, writ~ 0 and ski? to Q.49l 

48a. What are their ages and genders? 

49. Do you hav~ any chilGren who do not liv~ with you? (Circle letter) 

A. YES (Go to Q.49al 

B. ~ (Go to Q.SOl 

(If yes) 
49a. What are their ages and genders and how many y~ars ago did 

they stop living with you? 

AGE 

\ 

50. Do you have any other people living wit~ you other than children? 
(Circle letter l 

A. YES (Go to Q50a) 

B. NO (GO to QSll 

(If yes) 
SOa. What are their relationship to you and their ~ges and genders? 

REJ:ATIONSHIP AGE GENnER 
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51. What is the highest level of formal education you have completed? 
(Please circle one letter) 

A. GRADE 8 OR LESS 

3. GR!WES 9 - 11 

C. GRADUATED FRCM HIGH SCHOOL 

D. l - 3 YEARS OF COLLEGE 

E, GRADt:.ll, ':'ED COLLEGE ( 4 YEAHS) 

F. MAS':'ERS OR PROFESSIONAL DEGREE 

G •. ocx:roAATE 

52. Which one of the following categories best describes your current 
occup'ition? (Please circle one letter)--

A. ?RO!"ESS!ONAL OR ':'ECHNICAL (e.g., ACCOU!'n'ANI', ARTIST, ca-\PUTER 
SPECIALIST, DENTIST, ENGINEER, LAWYER, LIBRARIAN, NURSE, 
PHYSICIAN, SCIENTIST, TEACHER, TECHNICIAN, WRITER, etc,) 

B. Mli,NAGER OR ADMINISTRATOR (EXCEPT a-1 A FARM) 

C, SALES 1-nRKER (e.g,, INSURANCE SALESPERSOO, REALTOR, SALES 
C'L.f.RK, Sl'OCKBROKER, etc.) 

0, CLERICAL WORKER (e.g,, SANK TELLER, BOOKKEEPER, CASHIER, 
OFFICE CLERK, POSTAL WJRKER, SECRETARY, TEACHER'S AIDE:, 
:'ELSPHONE OPERATOR, etc.) 

!'.:. CRAFTS.-IORKER (e.g., BAKER, CARPEm'ER, ELECTRICIAN, FOREMAN, 
JEWELER, MECHANIC, PAINTER, PLUMBER, TAILOR, etc.) 

F. 1-'.li,CHINE OPEAA'IDR OR LABORER (e.g. , BUS DRIVER, Ca>IOUCl'OR, 
FACTORY WORKER, WAREHOOSEMAN, TRUCK DRIVER, CARPEm'ER'S 
HELPER) 

G. FARMER, FARM MANAGER, OR FARM LABORER 

H. SERVICE WJRKER OR PRIVATE HOOSEHOLD lolJRKER (e.g., BARBER, 
BARTENDER, OXJK, DENI'AL ASSISI'ANI' 1 DISHWASHER, FIREFIGI-fi'ER, 
JANI'IDR, NURSI~ AIDE, POLICE OFFICER, USHER, WAITER, etc.) 

I. "'ILITARY/ ARMED FORCES 

J. HCJoiEMAKER 

K. STUDEm' 

L. RETIRED 

M. OOI' SURE WHICH CATEGORY (PLEASE TELL US BRIEFLY WHAT YOOR JOO 
IS:) 

------------------------
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~3. What is your gender? 

A. MALE 
B. FEMALE 

54. w~at is your marital status? (?lease circle one letter) 

A. MARRIED 
B. LIVING 'IX>GETHER, I'm MARRIED 
C. DI\'ORCED 
D. SEPARATED 

, E. WI!XMED 
F. SINGLE, NEVER MAPRIED 

55. What is your current age? (Please circle one letter) 

A. 18 - 24 
B. 25 - 29 
c. 30 - 34 
o. 35 - 39 
E. 40 - 44 

"'· 45 - 4Cl 
G. 50 - 54 
H. 55 - 59 . 60 - 64 L • 

J. 65 - 69 
K. 70 - 74 
L. 75 OR OLDER 

56. ?lease select the category which best descrihes the ethnic group to 
which you belong? (Please circle one letter) 

.b... WHITE/ ANGLO 
13. BLACK/ AFRo-AMERICAN 
C. HISPANIC/ CHICArO/ SPANISH AMERICAN/ MEXICAN 
D. AMERICAN INDIAN/ NATI\lf. A!'IERICAN 
E. ASIAN/ ORIENTAL 
F. MIDDLE EASTERN/ ARABIC 
G. orHER (PLEASE SPECIF"Yl 

57. What is your total annual household income from all sources? 
(Please include income from all sources, including salaries, interest, 
dividends, bonuses, capital gains, profits, and so on.l (Please circle 
~letter) 

A. LESS THAN $5,000 
B. $5,000 TO $7,499 
C. $7,500 TO $9,999 
D. $10,000 TO 514,999 
f.. 515,000 TO $19,999 
F. $20,000 TO $24,999 
G. $25,000 TO $29,999 
H. $30,000 TO $34,999 
I. 535,000 TO 539,999 
J. $40,000 TO $44,999 
K. $45,000 TO $49,999 
L. $50,000 TO $59,999 
M. $60,000 TO 574,999 
N. $75,000 TO 599,999 
0. 5100,000 OR MORE 
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Is there anything else you would like to tell us about the kinds of 
communities in which you would like most to live? If so, Please use this 
space foe that purpose. 

Also, any comments you wish to make that you thin~ may help in future 
effoc:s :o unde~stand what residents want in their communities will be 
aP9reciaterl, either here oc in a separate letter. 

Your contribution to this effect is very greatly appreciated. If you wonlc 
like a summary of the results, please print your name and address on the 
back of the return envelope (~t this questionnaire). we will see that you 
get it. 
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