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- * ABSTRACT . ‘ -
To é;largé extent, the combined choices |
of thousands of householgs"with respéct to wheré they

live‘determiﬁes the physical and social character of

:urbah résidential neighbqurhoods. This thesis delves into ' ¢

- the houéing choice of a specific group of_households—- 

tenants in central area rental housing. The researc¢h has
been spurred by the realization that there is extremely .

little_hafd information availéble'abbut the central city

renter--who they are, and why they have cHosen their

N

parsicular residential setting.

The thesis begins with a discussion of
previous work related to the residential location agcisiéh,
with specific emphasis bn»inhgbitants‘in,thg central arga’a,>

~ ° .
It discusses market theory, .land use theory, and the

"éoﬁcepts’of life cycle}‘dwelling'satisfactio d place

utility;isummarizing‘basic31ly what ié knq; about house-
holds renting in the downtown area and the.reésons wﬁy
they have chosen a céntral loc;tion.

ﬁ fhe thesis the;'presents'the analysis which
identifies .the chafacteristics of a sample of renters in’

2

. : ‘ o iv



households.

'tenants.

central Edmonton and assess the active variables in their

!

residefitial locationjdecision making process. The ,

/

Yariébles exanined_Within the context of the décision

include those associated with the interior of the (unit,
agpects of site,end‘structurew aspects ofymanagemen
physical and social aspects of the surrounding development

and neighbourhood, accessibility. to other facilities and

.- . . ,
financial considerations. The research determines ‘the

role of each of these varlables in the location dec1510n

and how they vary w1th\_hé characterlstlcs of the 1nd1v1dual

© ‘

4

A -

The purpose of the study .is to verify or

clarify existing models, hypotheses and assumptiohs. It

k‘ ' . .

\»:,%ddresses itsélf to what has‘been discovered as an

infdrmation gap--the paucity.of evidence on the character-
istics of centrai‘qrea tenantsnand their reasons for
ch0051ng a. céntral as opposed to a suburban reSLdentlal
location, The study will not 1ntroduce new models or

hypotheses although it will dlscuss pollcy and- theory

‘1mp11cations of the work and suggest approaches that future

‘work could.take to-further our knowledge of central area

'
)
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, ~ CHAPTER 1

k : ‘ INTRODUCTION

THE SROWTH OF EDMONTON'S RENTAL HOUSING INVENTORY

‘Rapid population growth dating back te the
. - \ :

1940's. affd the discovery of 0il in the Edmonton area has

resulted in substantial increases in the city's housing

A

winventory. Between 1941 and 1976 the number of occupied

~. dwelling units in the metropolitan area rose from jﬁst_

-

to;l79,635~(Statis§ics‘Canada), a 681 per cent
increase. Even more noticeable than tHe total increase

in the inventory has been the increa in the relative -

/
i

importance of multiple as 0pposed to single detached

units. Table 1-1. 1llustrates that the percentaqe of

multlple unlts rose from less than par cent of Edmonton s

. annual houSLng starts in the laté flftles to over 75 per

».4

cent in: the late sixties, Multiple unit constructlonr

N

dropped substantially 1n the. early seventles but not to

N

the low levels characterlstlc of the flftles In the mid-
seventies there has again been a marked increase in |

‘ muitipleﬁuhitvstarte. National figures illustrate a

NI

gimilar trend. The increase in multiple unit starts has

)



. TABLE 1—1 

.

HOUSING STARTS BY TYPE OF STRUCTURE:;EDMONTON AND CANADA

Edmonton Canada
. / R
Year Multiple  Total Muit.%. ..Multiple Total Mult.%
Total - - Total
1957 397 3,320 12 39,385 122,340 32
1959 843 4,004 21 49,167 141,345 34
1961 1,722 4,562 38 49,147 125,577 39
1963 1,993 a,883 41 71,466 148,624 48
1964 1,872 4,479 42 88,579 165,658 54
1965 1,805 4,581 39 91,124 i66,565 55
1966 1,623 3,746 43 63,832 134,474 44
1967 4,203 6,111 69 91, 589 164,123 56
1968 6,395 9,005 71§§ 121,539 196,878 \‘ 62
11969 7,439 9,807 © 76 132,011 210,415  63
1970 4,410 6.330 70 119,779 190,528 63
1971 ~ 8,132. 11,286 72 135,597 233,653 60
1972 5,545 9,500 58 134,344 249,914 54
1973 2,741 7,384 | 37 137,007 258,529’ 51
1974 1,812/ 5,362 35 99,978 222,123 45
T 1975 3,673 8,647 42 107,527 231,456 46
1976 7,092 12,370 57 158,890 273,203 51
1977 8,251 12,206 68 137,321 245,724 56

' Source:--CMHC:

Canadian Housing Statistics

[N
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had an effect on the dwelling inventory composition as a
whole énd thg‘proporﬁion of multiple units increased from
31 per cent in 1961 £o 44 per ceﬁt in 1976 (ﬁgble 1-2). A
similar trend1is evident in other major urpgn centres and
in Canada as a whole ‘gablefl—Z).

The majority of mﬁiéiple units in the iﬁvent—
ory are part of the rental as 6pposed io the ownership market.

For example; the Central Mortgage and Housing Corporation

Survey qf Houéing ﬁnitg in 74 illuét;aged that only § per
cent of ﬁdmonton's multiple unyts are.owner occupied while
at the same time only 17 per ¢ t of the single detached
units are rented. Rental accofmodation, besides being
concentrated in mulfiple unit gtructures, is also heavily
concentrated in th; centrgl area of tbe City. In 1971 -
approximately 85 per cent of Edmongon's rental inventory was

concentrated in the older central area built up béfore 1951

(Figure 1-1). At ﬁhe same time, 60 per cent of the total

—occupied stoék in this area wag/ tenant as opposed to owner
occupied. In some selected cejfisus tracts‘within this afea,
particularly those édjaéent te the downtown core, the
‘proportion of tenant occupied gits reéches 98 per cent.

i

In summary, the \Jominant element of cpange
-in Edmonton's housing inventory in the past'BO'years has

been the increasing importance of multiple unit dwellings.



TABLE 1-2

OCCUPIED DWELLINGS BY STRUCTURAL TYPE FOR SELECTED

CENSUS METROPOLITAN CENTRES AND

CANADA 1961-1976

‘Canada -

Edmonton

-
Calgary

Saskatoon

Toronto

Vancouver

~* Winnipeg

Single Detached

I

Multiple Units

1971

1961 1976 1961 1971 . 1976
% % % % % %
65 60 57 35 40 43
69 62 56 31 38 | 44
'é4 60 58 36 40 42
74 66 63 26 34~ 37
séf 46 40 45.  s4 60
75 63 57 25 37 43
63 58 30 37 '42

70

Source: --Statistics Canada -
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The majority of these unitd are part of thé rental market \
and they are heavily concentrated in ‘the central area of

Edmonton.

- RENTAL HOUSING STUDIES~-AN INFORMATION GAP
( ‘.

There has 'been a substantial amount of work
undertaken on the increasing i@portance of rental housing.
Throughout this introductory qrapter, in th? process of
identifying‘the study objectives, fhe different perspgctives
of this work will be discussed, although the complete revi;Q
of the relevant ligerature and references to specific studies
will not bé presented until Chapter Two.

| - Many studies have aealtfextensivély‘with the
market processes related to rental hou;ing aﬁd by referring
.spécifically to demographic and economic trends, héve.been
‘able to demonétrate éhat the pqpulaéion and. purchasing power
J

of certain sectors of the market from which tenants are

likely to be drawn has increased substantially. Still other

T——studies have dealt with sectors of the market that economic-

N " R

“ally lack the power to choose other than the rental market.
Most of the studies deal with the market processes and the
tenant population as they relate to the city as a wholeg

Very little of the work, particularly on Canadian cities,

- focuses on the central area or, more specifically,



determines if, in fact, the central area residential

environment attracts a particular type of resident.
nStudies of the rental inventory per se do

focug more specifically on the central area (Hoover and

Vernon, 1959; Bourne, 1967; Andrews, 1971; Birch, 1971 and
McCann, 1972 and@ 1975) but they discuss the physical and

structural processes of conversiofi and re-development,

documenting these processes and the role they play in

. P

increasing‘the.rental inventory. They do not specifically
discuss the tenant population of these units.

Even more spécifically,‘there is little hard
information available on the variables involved in the
1oca£;on decision of consumers of rental housing in the

central area. Very few studies deal with the specific

reasons behind the decision to take a central as opposed

to a suburban 1ocatiop.

Much has been made of tﬁe concept of
accessibili?y, particularly tO'employment; as an instru-
mental element in the decision to locate in the central
area. However, several studies have pointéd out, that
accéésibil%ty, or locational efficiency, consists of a
complex set of variables ahd inciudes much mor; than\the
home/work relationship. The active variablgs in the

household's decision to locate in the central area may,

-
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©

on the other hand, be totally dnrelatéd to access}bilfty.'

e

Studiéé focusing on tHe residential location

decision@illustratefthaﬁﬂthe variables activé in the decision
. ) . - 7 | _ |
vary with the socio-economic characteristics of the house-

holds iﬁvolved. For example, as pebple age tﬁé& progress
through the stages of the‘life cycle, and a change in the
.stage ofﬁﬁﬁe cycle oftep changes housing requirements.

This can be an instrumental factor in precipitating a move

~

and choosing a different type of unit or a different

residential location. Studies have also shown that compon-
ents related to a household's education and income can be

.'relgVaﬁtrin determining where,‘énd with what neighbours,
people choose to Jive. Life styles and their relationship

to thehresidentia% location have #lso been examined.’
- ( 5 » : ‘
'Suburbs, for example, have been fassumed most appropriate. for

the satisfaction of "familism" (family considerations) while

RN
-

central city areas are assumed mdst appropriate for life

styles related to "careerism" and "consumerism”.

Lo
R

N However, the previous work in this area

’ ’ . . *

has had a strong bias, towards occupants of suburban, owner
& i . .

occupied, single detached housing and there is still a paucity

\

of evidence on the variables that are important.in the
-\

" location decision of ténants in’ central city rental housing.

There is also little hard gvidence on how the variables

°
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active in the location decisiofi vary with differences in
socio-economic characteristics such as age, stage in the
life cycle, education and.income of the households involved.

STUDY OBJECTIVES

To add to our understanding of the demand

- for housing in the centrél aréa of Edmonton this study will:

1) identify what sectors of the population actually

-

create the demand for rental housing in the cemtral area,

o

concentrating extensively on the socio-economic character-

2

istics of the population present inJrentél units, and ﬁow
these éharacteristics vary withAdifferent'dweliiﬁg types,
»rgaiiéing, of course, that chanée is proceeding and that
the ﬁeople ahd‘théir éha:agteristics méy hot be the same

in the future;

2) idengifyvfhe variables'responsible for the decision
/ : - ~ .

of these households to locate in the central area. It will
specifically detérﬁine the importance of the concept of
accessibility and if the concept inciudes more than the
home,/work relétion;hib, or, if in fact, variables not

o

relaqu to accessibility play a role in the decision making
o | \ ’
process; and- '

3) determine how the relevant set of variables in

the location decision varies with such socio-economic

v e



characteristics of the household as age, life cycle,
education and income.

N The purpose of the study is to verify or.
clarify existing moéels, hypotheseé and assumptions. ;t’
addresses iﬁself to‘;hat has been disgovered‘as an.info;m—
ation gap——the paﬁcity of evidence on,thg'charécferistics:
of cenfraliarea tenants and their reason; for-éhobsing a
centrél as opposed td.a suburb;n residential location.

The study will not introduce new models or hypotheses

but it will discuss policy and theory implications of the

work and suggest approaches for future wprk_that'could

L3

further our knowledge of central area tenants.

ORGANIZATION OF THE STUDY C

L

,Briefly'the‘orgaﬁization of'thé study and
tHe research focus ofxindividual'éhapte:s is as follows:
Chapter Tw§ will diécuss%the relevégﬁ literafuré, pointing
out what is generally known aboutbthe cﬁaracteristics and
ﬁotivatiohs of inner ci£§ fentgrs and thé'related demo-
»gfaphic and ecdnémiC-q&endsf Life cycle, lahd use and
market theory and related concepts such as residentiai
search behavioﬁr, dwelling sétisfactibn and place utility
will also be discussed. Chapter Tﬁreg will oufline and

-discuss the research design. ; S

10
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The analysis begins with Chapter Four

. which discusses demographic and economic trends relevant

N : )

to inner city rental demand in Edmonton . Chapters Five,

Six and Seven proceed to deal more directly with a sample

of tenants of rental housing in the inner area, discussing
their characteristics, their activity pattefns and their

motivations for choosing a central location. Many

variables; some common to exisfing'theory and others not

tested extensively in existing studies are analyzed to

determine their relevance in the location decision. A

summary of the major findings plds relevant conclusions .

v

! ; LY
and possible approachés for further research are presented
. . . . |

in Chapter Eight.

11



CHAPTER 2

. A REVIEW OF EXISTING LITERATURE

- ' . Although there is not a substantial amount

RN

e ; ) . .
of literature focusing specifically on' inner city renters,

~ .

mény studies undéftaken from different perspectives do

provide. information,on the inner city tenant. The different

h 1

perspectiVes include studies on market and land use theory,

- -

. .

the journey to work, place utility\and dwelling satisfaction,
4 ‘ . N - v

mobility and residential search behaviour, and the life cycle
*concept. Literature on’these‘topicé is reviewed because it
provides a substantial amount of information on the’

characteristics and motivations of inner city renters and

also helps to shape the objectives of the study.
N /, TENANT CHARACTERISTICS

Seveiéi stﬁdiés have ex#minéd the character-
“istics of renters illustrating tha? they consist of
specific consumer»groups'within Eﬁe'housing market. 3apkin
and Gfigsﬂy (1960) and,Abu—Lughéd (1960) undértook siﬁaies.“
"of central area renters in Phiiadeiﬁﬁié and New York
respectively éhd documented quite extensively the hoGsehold
characteristics. They founa.that'many houséhOlds‘wefe

12



: o
unattached individuals living ‘alone or sharing accommodation

or married éouples‘without cﬁildren. Many households had
no one in the worgforce, i;e. ﬁ%ey:weré,rgti;ed or had
.independent means of sﬁppoft. The majo}ity of those
empldyed'ﬁofked downtéwn, and were White collar,workeré with
above average incomes: The ﬁigh income people were concen-
trated inAthe apartﬁe;ts while'biue'collar workers lived

in convérted Bomes. Many individuals were young and

>

highly mobile. Both these studies, however, dealt

basically with deluxe' apartments or modernized expensive

converted homes.

® ' . .
H/G%ns (1962) in his study The Urban vVillagers

+

also documehted the charactérisfics,of the central city

-

resident. He identified several groups including:
" intellectuals and professionals who live in the central

city to be near cultural facilities; childless or unmarried
‘ A < : . - :

\ o LY \ .
households who are temporary central residents if they

have childreh»and eventualiy mové to fhe'suburbs or
/permanents if they hevgrvmarry or never have chiiaren; the
déprived.who are poor,'emotionall? disturbed;'or broken
fami%ies_both white énd nbn;white who caﬁnotaor are not

« c .

allowed to afford better housing; and, the elderly'on.

"fixed incomes. He did not, however, focus; specifically on

tenants in the central area.
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Sternlieb and Burchell (1977) ;5 a study
of 7{500 rental units to determineihow househo}d'charactere
istics vary with dwelling type made the following general- =
isations about tenants. In modest sind}e family homes,‘the
households are generally blue collar, lowef income, less

educated and larger, with more chlldren than households in
\
other dwelllng types¢ ‘Only rarely are two members of the
\

‘household employed. Valk up apartment households areq
likely to be df low—mdderate income, sllghtly smaller than

households in 51ng1e famlly homes but with relatlvely more

children than households*dn’townhouses or hlghfrlse‘unlts.
They are young and more commonly‘headed by females or
those not employed. Both’adults in two pafent households
gene;ally work, and their edﬁcationaliattainments are ‘

' inferloruto residents in row o;‘town‘houses and‘high‘rise

unlts. : | = vl . : o
. Townhouse residents are genefally character— (

ized by_proﬁessional employment and~high\income. The house-

holds are smaller and have_fe&er childten than households in

Walk—ups;;they éenerally have only one emnloyed menber

and thefiha;e\higher educational qualifications. Hiéh

%

rise apartments'generally accOmmodaté‘professionals with

|
|

hlgher 1ncomes and educat10nal attalnments than other

»

dwelling types. The households ‘are sm%ller and older

' . 1
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1

-with virtually no children and very few second workers .

The study, howe&er, focused specifically on rental units

\

in néwly developing suburban areas rather than:rental
units in the central city.

Other studies, including those by Foote,

\

et. al. (1960), Neutze (1968), Norcross and Hysom (1968),
- 4 e ‘
Lansing, et. al. (1969), Nader (1971)~andemith, L.B. \

(1974) , although they do not focus spécifically on central

[ . . ~

| area tenants, aréivé,at many of the same conclusions.
Génefally, these stuﬁies indicate that renters, although
not neeessariiy cehtral area renters, fall_&ithin one of
thgifoilowing categories.
1. Newly formed family households whoée head‘is‘YOuné
@ N
i.e. twenty to thirty—fou;. These households often continﬁe
to be‘renters un£il the-éfri&él of the first or perhaps even
second child. ' ‘ - ‘ | “ |
2. Households consisting of late middle-aged and
elderly céuples whose .children have'ieft-hqme. |
3. Single parent'hou;eholds. .
4.'New'migrantlhouéeholds‘with or without children.'/
'5. Non-family households i.e. individual§ living
~ .. S ,
alone or a group of unrelated ihdividuals sharing a

dwelling unit.' This group consists of three sub-groups:

. ‘ ) 3 '
a) persons never married, mainly young individuals

15



16

who have recently moved out of their parents' homes to
live in separate'dwellings,
b) divorced and separated iAAividuals, and
c) elderly widows and widoweré.
Thé significance of these grouﬁé to the

. central area rental market of Edmonton will be determined.

THE FAMILY LIFE CYCLE

w

Characteristics Of The Life Cyecle

One characteristic of rental households that

‘cannotfbe:ignbred is the stage .in the life cycle. The life
\ - ‘ _
bycle_staée is frgquently stated as significant in the i
‘relationship between households and the type, fenure and
location of their dwelling ﬁnité. It is oféén explored as
. an alternative controi to age and used intérchangeably,
though life cyg;elexperiences ofja birth cohort ate by no
“heans uniform.
Speare (1970) %%ent%fies six stages1of a_‘
normal life &_-ycle‘:,‘ | S

1) young unmarried——age under forty-five:

2) just married with no children;

3) young married with children--the oldest child under

°

five; s

4) married with school-age children;



that Speare and Pickvance have outlined.

17

\

5) ol@erAﬁarried with the youngest child over eighteen;
and 6) older unmarried—-age forty-five or over whieh 3
includes widowed households. ' ' Y

pickvance (1973ﬁand 1974} views the concept.
ﬁuch,the same and hié;phases include: ,

1) pre-marriage; ‘ K N

2) married without children;

3) married from,fhé'birth of the first child to the
birthlof the last child—;the chi1d bearing or expansion
stage;

4) married from the birth of the last child to the
¥ . ' .
departure of the first child--child rearing stage;

5)Amarriedlfrom.the departuré of the first child to the
deparfure of the ias; child—-the child launching stage; and

6) post child stage.

Doling (1976) has also explored the concept
and identified the stages aﬁd.aléhoggh his descriptibn‘of

the stages varies slightly it follows the geﬁeral pattern

Relationship To Housing Characteristics

Not all households pass ﬁhrough the-nofmél
cycle but if they do there is a‘felaxionship betwéen the
st%ge of the cycle.and the type, tenure and location of
the dwglling unit. For example, studies by Foote, et. al.

~
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(1éq‘), Hoffman (1961), Melamed (1962), Norcross and

' Hysem (1968), Vancouver City Planning pepéftment (1972)
and Doling (1976) illustrate th?t young unmarried persons .
when they leaQe gheir perents' ﬂome generaliy move into

e smalﬁ rental dwelling in a high density qeighbourhpod

often dlose to the city centre. As they move from the
- \

young udparrled to the just marrled stage they generally
‘demand a\sllghtly larger dwelling but again often found in

1

a high dedflty neighbourhoed close to the city centre and

\

young marrie% stage .children appear in the family and the

qsuaily ré&ﬁed.v Moving from the just married to the

size of the f;@ily increases and with it the demand for
the space‘of s*burbah-livihg.' The household moves from
the rental to the ownership market as.the family grows and
at the same f;‘e usually moves ffom a central city to a

suburban location. When family size decreases, partic-

{
i

!

ularly with tZe/child launching stage as the children
reach adulthobd and leave the parental home there is
often'a return to a smaller rental dwelling at higher

~densities 7 d closer to the city centre.

/ )
/' Hayter (1973) and Smith and Hayter (1974)

fillustraié a relationship between dwelling type and life

/ . . ¢ . .
cle iq/Edhonton in a study of seven central city high
~

rises. /Their studies indicate that inner city high rises

/



of thé household are often more concerned with "careerism"

19.

largely exclude the conventional nuclear family

of parents with children. From .this, it is suggested
. that these apartments cater primarily to people at

the extremes of the family life cycle. The first

group comprises young adults in the pre—marrlage phase
. or young married couples without children (pre-child

phase). The, second, group consists of families that

have gone through the nuclear family sequence of

child bearing, child rearing arnd child launching and

/ are now in the-post child stage either as a married \
couple or as a single survivor. (Smith and Hayter,

1974). - L -

The éhanges in housing aesociated with tHeV
changes in tHe life cycle afe'really the result o; changes
in preference or ebjective needs as the household structure
changes{ pareicuiarly with.the ehaﬂges in size that are
asspciated witﬂ the changesvip the life cycleiATPut very
simply, the relationehip between the stage in the life

cycle andfthe type of dwelling is that households move as

.they outgrow their dwellings in a perlod £ household or

famlly fg:matlon.: There is a change in the size of the

household and in the amount of space requlred. However,

there is also a:change in the type of life style thdat

individuals lead as they move from one stage of the life

cycle to another. Bell (1958 and 1968) and Michelson (1977)

a

have stressed this relationsh;,pand the bearing it has on

‘residential location. .In thelearly stages of the life wcycle

(young unmarried or married without children) the occupants -~

“\ee\\'



in dwelling, and may even continue to 1

A

. DY I
e

w4 »

or "consumerism". The city centre areas are most appropriate

for such life sty}®¥7 7 As households move into the married

with children, g;ild rearing and child launching stages of

the lifg cycle they become more concerned w@th "famiiism";
and so are attracted to sﬁburban areas Qhere single family
homes and larger lots cater more.tb“éhis stage of life.

| There may,‘hOWever, be liﬁtle.change ih the
life c?cle‘statué as a person aQes? For examplé,‘if_a ferson
remains unmarried his need for a change in dwelling"type méy
never 0ccﬁr'éo one would expeét to find not only the young
ied and the old unmarried in the central érga, but

people of mldaie\ige who have never marrled Because‘they

have not proqressed tﬁreugh the stages of ‘the family life

cycle,“they haVe not experlence the same need for -a change
in high density

housing close to the city centre. E ST

Implications.Of The Life Cycle For The location Decision
Although studies identifying the character-
istics of rental households do not examine extensively the

household's motivation for locating in the central area

_Grlgsby and Rapkln (1960) and Gans (1962) do discuss the

personality of some of the groups ldentlfled as central

)

area residents, and the desire of these groups to partici-

20



pate in the recreational and‘cultural pursutts available in

or near the central business district. Bell (1958 and

1968), Hayter (1973) and: Doling (1976) also illustrate

the relationship between stage in the life cycle, dwelling

type, tenure and 16CatioﬁL Bell (;958 and 1968) pursues

the relationship between life cycle and life style and the

ensuing residential location discussing how the more_centrﬁi
!

areas cate¥ to households mostfconce;ned with "careerism"

or "consumerism" while a suburban location is more

appropriate for " familism" ogxfamily considerations.

‘However, for,a more thérough and complete review of the

\

motivating factors ¥ehind the residential location decision

" it is necessary to turn to studies on market and land use
theory, the journey to work, place utility and dwelling

satisfaction and residential search behaviour.
!

THE RESIDENTIAL LOCATION DECISION : ECONOMIC APPROACHES
9

» \
Rental Market Theory

Work‘on the rentél market theory or the
relationship between the .demand and supply of rental

5

housing units is best outlined in work by Grigsby (1967),
™ . 2 .

g

Smith, W. F. (1970), Ricks (1973), Smith, L. B. (1974)
and Kain (1975). According to the theory the allocation

of any resource (rental hgusingvincldded) §stécéomplishe&‘

21
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by means of the4pricing mechanism. Price, which includes
BN
.‘the proflt margln, is determlned by competltlve demand and

supply; S

To briefiy summafize the Eheory, at anY—given
time, a stock of dwelllngs exist (llne AB Flgure 2~ la)
This stock together with the demand for awellln; accommod—
ation - (l5xe CD) determlnes the prlce or'rent (Pl)'for
dwelllng unlts and the number- of unlte that w1ll be
vacant When demand ‘increases (ClDl)' the theory saggests
tﬁat the prlce will 1nerease (Pz) stlmulatlng new constr-
'aCtien and an increase in supply-(Hi to H2) as entre-
preneurs capitalize on the increase in‘demaad, .

‘ In Figure 2-1b the cost of new construction
is Eepresented Ey CCL~the priee of heus;hg by PP.. The
\iatersection of CC and PP aete;minee the volume of new
constructlon at- Hl If the prlce PP whlch lncludes the
_profit margla, lncreases (PlPl), the volume of new

>

construction wlllvlncrease to H,. Entrepreneurs examine
. L / T
the price or’ rent increases together with existing

vacancies,and compare this with constructi®en, 1aﬁd_ana
financing costs aad in the case of rental units, operating
costs, to determine the volume of coﬁsiiuction that can

profitably be undertaken. Beyond fome poiﬁt, the volume of

construction will exert pressure on the availability of

3
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v : /\_,
funds, building materials, land and labour, increasing the
cost” line CC until prices are higher than the market

can bear. -

To recapitulate, market theory postulateé

that an increase in demand leads to higher prices resulting'

Jln an increase in the volume (supply) of dwelling units,
enpgect of course to-supply constraints thatimay restrict
output in spite’of unsaﬁiSfied aemand. |

The theory is a macroeconomic approach
and relates to the total honsing market. However, housing
markets tend to be compartnentalized into seqments or
subemarkets.of unite with»different characneristics-— ‘
ibrice, tenure, type and location (Grigsby, 1963 and Bourne,
19786). Thesevsuquarkets afe‘occupied by'househelds wnose
characteristiqfi(age and sex of head, life\cyele stage,
. size and type of household, income; race, employment ;',
'location and life style) differ depenaing on the character-
fisticsjassoc1ated with the particular sub—market The

theory, however, can be applied to spec1f1c ‘sub-markets-—

»

e N B .
fhe inner city rental market included. Slgniflcant in

the context: of this study is not the princ1ples of the
theory but the many varlables tﬁg; affect the dynamic
1nterrelationsh1p (supply/demand) which result in housing

market behaviour. These variables are documented in work

14 ’
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by Dusenberry, lQSé;‘Grebler ana Méisel, 1963; McKeever,
1974 and‘émith; L.;B.,'i§74. A list of the most important
of these variables is contained in Tabie 2-1.

‘Thé list is noﬁjexhaustive as it onl& makeé
suéerficial reférénbesvto éspects of location{ chgracter—
“istics of the dweiling éndiconsumer tastés and .preferences.

Characterisficé of the management and éhe social and.

‘physical aspects of the surrounding neighbourhood are not

~

even méntipned. :Aléo, thé listldoes‘not.focué specificélly
on éhe inﬁer citylrental market. However, it does contain -
seQeral variqbles that will have to be examined im.thié <
study becausé they‘are“ipstfhmentai in the démand fof

" ifner city ;ental units énd,must bé'explored‘before the

0 .
characteristics of inner city renters and the motivations

for chooéing an inner city locatibn can be determined.
Therefore the,sthdy will é%?lyze demographic. acteristics,

trends In the age composition of'the population and
household formation, current income distribution and
_trends in household income, the different tastes'and
“ . ‘ : ’ . Ce v. ' > q;‘
preferences of inner city rental consumers with respect
. ‘ R

to rental -accommodation and the cost of alternatives such
as homeownership. !

“

Urban'Land Use Fheorvy

Early Work.--Many of the market studies.
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TABLE 2-1 S

VARIABLES AFFECTING THE SUPPLY AND DEMAND
OF RENTAL ACCOMMODATION :

Effect On

Type Of Variable Supply Or Demand

' DEMOGRAPHIC
population growth ) o
(natural or migration) ) - demand

4¥ age/sex composition :
e of the population. , o demand

changing householcﬁ siz'e. o . -, demand.

. number of family and _
non-family househblds . ‘demand

. INCOME AND EMPLOYMENT

household income -(past, - . demand
‘present and expected) : supply
income distribution S ' ~ demand
' supply
employment/unemploymeht _ _ demand
‘ | | o supply

- CONSUMER ASSETS o
_»Q\51ze ‘ ‘ . ' demand
S ' : supply

. ' &
liquidity , ' S demand
| A o *  supply
PRICE VARIABLES

rising cost of homeownership ) demand
‘ supply
‘rents L - T o demand
' supply
price of alternative - demand-

~consumer goods ‘ supply

o
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TABLE 2-1--Continued

Type of Gari7b1e

Effect On

Supply Or Demand

GOVERNMENT, INVOLVEMENT

HOUS ING INVENTORY

size of stock
location of stock
N\

composition of stock (age,
structural type, quality)

vacancies

demolitions, conversions,
removals : ’

DEVELOPMENT COSTS
constriction costs

land costs and availability‘b

~availability of interim

FINANCIAL

‘NON-FINANCIAL OPERATING COSTS

or bridge finahcing

mortgage rates
ﬁoftgagelavéilability
nbn;price mortgége terms
iﬁputed éost of gQﬁity funds

availability of CMHC lcans

operating %expenses

real estate taxes

w

demand
supply
- supply

supply

‘supply
demand .
supply

supply

supply

supply
supply

supply -
supply
supply
éupply
éeﬁénd
supply
supply

supply’
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TABLE 2-1-—Continued

’I _ | :Effect.On

Type Of Variable Supply Or Demand
NON—FINANCIAL OPERATING COSTS~ -Contlnued .
depreC1at10n _ supply - .

. ~ ' : .
CONSUMER TASTES AND ST |

PREFERENCES - ' o demand
DEVELOPER ORGANIZATION N .

size, structure, = ' o
expectations o supply
POLITICAL _

zoning regulations ‘ supply
building codes ' supply -

land use plans ' | supply
taxation, policies i.e.
income tax, capital dains,

_ depreciation allowance rates supply
'1andiassessment and taxes ' supply
MISCELIANEOUS - |
transportation facilities. ©+ demand

: supply
services - ' demand
L - supply

l Sourbé:——Grebler and Maiﬁel, 1963; McKeever, 1974;
‘and Smith, L. B., 1974



adopt an aspatial approach with little emphasis on the
‘'spatial aspects of the rental market. To find an explan-
ation of the spatial patterning of residential land use
‘and associated households it is necessary to turq‘to'
urban land use theories that diséﬁss the internal arrange-
/ﬁent ahd distribution’of.laﬁd uses. | N
mTﬁe most wi&ely,accepted explanation of
urban#?and usé distribution is economic rent theory. The
basic assumption of the theory is the notion of a trade-off
bétween ;he price paid.for the use of.a_particular,
location and the\;ransﬁdrtation costs arising frcm its
distance frovather locations with which interaction-is
carried out. In the context” of residential land use the
relationship is between the élaq; of work and:the’resrdénce.
Tﬁevthebry dates back to fhe work of
Voﬁ Thﬁnén (1826) when he laid the foundations of the
" formal séétial anélysis of'agricﬁltural land use; Early
‘in the,ﬁwentigth century it wasﬁadap%ed to the urban
situation by Hurd (1911) when he‘recoghizéd thatleconomic
rent was based on superiority of locaﬁiog althqﬁgh ﬁe saw
the joﬁrﬁeysto—work as a sedpndary factor to social
consideratiohs. Haig (1926) stated that the trade-off

between aécessibility'(length of the work trip) and housing

prices or rents was the primary determinant of residential’

L)
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location. Much of this earlier work, however, lacked
empirical underpinnings.
Empirical work was undertaken by Leipman

(1944) who focused on the significant cost involved in

K

~ the work joufney and iti influence oﬁ the spatial patterning
of residences and workélaces in cities; “Loewstein (1965)
uhdertook empirical work which indicated thét men travel
further than Qomen, high status.high inceme households o )
further than low égatus lowliegome_hpuseholds, and new
employees further tﬂan long term employees; |

| ,Carr?IT\(1952) adapteé zipf's (1947)
principle of 1east/éffqrt‘to the spatiél.felationship 6f
hehes to worka’/ee stating that forces are 1in operatlon
to mlnlmlzef§lstance between home and place of work i.e.
there is an - effort to minimize the journey to work.
Further theoretlcal work by Schnore (1954) modlfled the
preylous work by pointing out that it is not 51mply
franeportatipn eeéts to work ;?at change with}distance'but
also that'housing costs décline:as transéortation coSte
increaee, Duﬁcén>(l958) found empirical evidence to
support this hipbthesis in his work oh Chicago. Following
Schnore and Duncan, Hoover and Vernon (1959) were the
first ecénomlsts tosexplain the pattern of residential

1ocatlon in a clty in terms of a trade- off between travel



costs and housi;a\costs and the theory was formally stated

o
. | .
by Alonso (1960 and 1964) and Wingo (1961) then refined

and made more’comprehensive by Muth (1961 akd 1969),

Mills (1972) énd Evans (1973) and forms the basis of the
ecénomicg of residential location. The'basicy\Famewofk
: of the theory is outlined more fﬁily below.@  \\
N

The Basic Economic Theory.--The in}tial

\

. A\

theory assumed a single production and consumjtion

centre (the. central business district) located on an

!
3 :

isotropic surface with transportation cQsts varying only

with distance from the central business district. Greatest
utility isderived from oqcupation of the most accessible
(to"fhe céntral businéss diftricﬁ) site as transportation
costs are lowest. Thus the most accessible sites earn
the highgst economic renf. The slope of the land value
curve is set by t:ansportatidn costs, decreasing as
transportation costs (distance from the central businéss
diéérict) increase (Figure 2-2). |
‘Activities differ in the degree to WhiCh
they can take advantaée of the locational qﬁalities of
the posi£ion‘of greatest accessibility as they differ
considerabiy in their éccess neéas. /A retaii‘outlet,

in theory, can maximize its sales in a central location

'rathér thén an outlying one.. Although thé‘pricé of the
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Zygoods may ‘not differ by locatlon, the total, number of
transactloqs qrxllnks\y;ll Qlffer. The reason 1s‘fhat if
the establishment is 1oc;;;a’i. the central business
district--the focus of transportation régtqg-&more peopie
will walk or drive by it than if it were located five -

miles away. To make the. same number of transactions
five miles from the central business district would demand A

<

higher operating costs for such things as-advertisiﬁg and _
deliveries.
As the cost of access links are higher for.

an activity located away from the central business district

-

or other activity node retail outlets are willihg to pay
more for a highly accessible location as their profits are
tied direq;}y to their location. As their costs increase

. SN , ,
rapidly with distance, the amount they are prepared to pay

for a location drops off very rapidly with the distance

‘from the central business dist:ict;i.e. they haye a steep
rént bid function. Therefore, aciivities which/will
derive the greatest benefits (savings in transpo tjion

costs).will have the largest surpluses and will be

prepared to pay for the most accessible sites and the

order of pfecedence,of such activities is worked out by

competltlve blddlng (Flgure 2 3) Commerce and iﬁaﬁstry

’\

usually occupy the most accessible sites in thls theory
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{

because they are prepared to bid more for them while

residential uses are relegated the residual land. The

- - IR

expectatipn of profit which determines the amount they are

prepared. to pay°sorts out the uses or activities. In this

N

way the internal land use structure of the city is

resolved. ‘ v
oo .

The theory has been modified and made more

représentative of reality by more recent work. For

example, Evans (1973), Kirwan and Ball (1973) and Nelson
(1977) have introduce# the variable of commuting or
: I
I ~
travelling time as well as distance. The effects of . [~

o 1

rapid transit or freeways make’trans?o;t costs depéndent

. on direction asvjrll_as distW es although this‘does not’
nullify the validity of th¢
) 3

Gera and Kuhn (19ﬁ7) have in™¥duced the concept of

multipl@%ﬁob location pulling the theory away from the
. : s ,

restrictive and outmoded single centre concept. Land

v : ,
values, housing prices and land use intensity will

¢ - decline with distance from each centre so land use

intensity no longer declines continuously with distance
' 1

from the central business district——instead the centre :is

¢
©

surrounded‘by local peaks.

‘Implications For Residential Location.--The

household differs from the urban firm in that satisfaction

4

©
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is a more relevant criterion of optimal locét%on than
g = ) - .
profit. In purchasing or renting housing space, house-

- holds in theorylwiil be'willin§ to pay ‘more forzhgusing

’ . . M ’ . P 3 ] ]
close to the market centre, in order to reduce their

9

a

transpdrtatioﬁ_éosts fbr the'jouxﬁey ta Qo;k‘andyshopﬁénd
‘ triﬁs;‘ T6 expiain fhe:wa? in thcﬁ tréhsporﬁation |
,'césts’théo:eticalﬁy»réduce'theéﬁOuﬁt’thaﬁla‘éonsume; iSi»‘
w;lliné'éo,pay Egr a dwéllingAunit ét"differentJdisgénéés.;
‘ J.ffom‘thefciﬁy‘cehtre it ié;nécéésary‘to introéuqe indiff-
;.ereqbe Cu;Ve analysis 55 explaihéd‘in Noursge (f968i and
| "Bish and Nourse (1975).]‘ | | |
D N S e

Housing consumers receive incomeé from various

sources: wages, profits from self employment or inheritances.

T R . . : _ S .
© Given thxs/lncome and the price of goods and services,

<

. il B o o d )
*'féﬁﬁéﬁmers\mpst‘make the choice of: the things.they wish to

fbuyﬂ One decessary purchase is housing. Assuming a house-
: ’ . . - e N &
hold has an income equal to OC in Figure 2-4, the household

-

' = - : : S St -
has a choice of spending varying portions of this income on

food, clothing, transportation costs, other items arnd housing.

spené on other things and amounts on housing ‘that the
household éould‘purchase,Wiﬁh,OC income. At the city ¥

centre the price of a standérd,unit-of housing ié so
high that if a household spenft all of .its income on
- ' . : :

_ The budget line CD shows all the combinations of income ~ 7
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housing_it_eould]buy only OD units.
The ihdifferenqe curve I,I,, traces all the

combinations of housing and other godds ahd services that

would make a household equally satisfied. As the quantité.

of housing pu:chased-&acreases the quantity of other
quds and services that can_Be'purchased decreaseSt o

The household will select the'GOﬁbination that yields the

{gfeatest satisfaction to its members, en‘example being

point A., 0G - of the‘household's ineome Qili he‘epent‘oh
all other goods endfservieesagd QQé'wiﬁl be the amount of
hou51ng purchased. |

| . The héusehold mlght feel equally well off
with other.comb1nat10ns=of houSLng,and other goods, the
co-ordinetes ef point B for example, but given present '

prices and the household income, the househbld ¢annot -
o '

-

afford B. The combination of housing and other goods - -

- )
\

'available to the héuseheld ét the ma}ket'that]are‘within

ltS budget are represented by - the budget llne %& The
point on the budget 11ne tangent to an lmﬁlfference curve

is the highest level of satisfaction that can be reached

'S

) o b ) -
with the given budgetarly constraints.

: ; The same household'Kimiles from the city

i) o e
,V,'- > 0 .

centre WLJléﬁawe 1ts real income 1owered by the cost of
2\ ' i’y -
£ Ro
tfansportatlon to work and shopplng~and 1ts budget line
Re)

- 38



- will shift to EN. - If the price of a standard'uhit of
’ " : - H

housing was the same five miles out as it was at the Tity

centre the household spending all its 1ncome on housing -

. could'purchasé only ON units. However, it has already

been illustrated thatmtheigrice of land declines with

.
% "
A

distanCe from the centre'so the price of a standard unit
of hous1ng is reduced accordlngly. The househgld can

K‘thus purchase OF units and its new budget llne is EF and '

tangent to the 1nd1: mprve Illl and a,comblnatlon
) g B,
_Qf hou51ng and other géo&gﬁaﬁﬁ serv1ces equlvalent to

-~

that purchased at the c1ty centré is possible i.e. OQc

d o fof‘other goods‘and seruices.71

‘The ihdiffe;encefcurve 1212 a?lustratei‘all
."the‘co ihatious'of housinq and other goods and services
‘thatha househoId with'a hiéher level of‘income could

e

purchasé.v The entire graph could be fllfed .with lndlff-

erence curves w1th those closest to the or;gln representlng

the least satisfaction (households w1th lower 1ncomes)

.

 Theory And The Céritral City Renter.--At

,this point a.summary of what the ecouomic rent xheory’and
indifference curves indicate’about'centraliarea renters!is
in order. [The rent bid fuhction ofuthebuarious 1and usersf
’pand the lndlfference curves of hou51ng‘consumers can-be

cranked in terms of accesszblllty to tﬁf c1ty centre .Those

. 39
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6

consumers with -indifference curves closest to the origin
- ) . N "l\[ . ) “
of the graph are closest to the city centre. This implies

:~\

that acge351b111ty is lmportant to these consumers. They
are'preparedhto give up greater quantities of-houSLng for

closer access to work,' Indifference_curves also imply

that those closest to the origin are the lowest income

_household§.' Therefore, according to the theory central

B A -
area tenants would be basically low income households .

largely concerned with accessibility to work.
The reason for -this is not that the poor

have greater purchasing power-but‘rather that they ha&e

. .steeper rent bfd cﬁrves;( This stems from the fact that,

at ‘any glven locatlon the poor can buy less land than
the rch and 31nce only a qmall quantlty of land is
1nvolved changes in 1tsﬁpr1ce are not as 1mportant for

the poor as the cost and&inconvenlence of commutlng. The

rlch on the other hand buy greater quantltles of land,

(_h

"and are consequentIy affected- by changes in its prlce to ﬁﬁ ‘

a greaterkdegree. Therefore, if the theory is correct

one shoﬁld find low incomekhouseholds‘and those households

vthat'place a-great deal of priority on‘accessibility to

?

I

worﬁ'livihg»in the central area.

The-theory‘is also applicable to family-‘

~ size. Even when income.is held constant an increase in

- 40



. 3§, W '
size will increase the family's demand'forjhousing. Given

that the price of housing near the centre reduces the

amount that can be pur¢hased ceteris paribus households

with the greater space requirements’will live farther from

the place of work than households with smaller space

Pequirements (Gera and Kuhn, 1977). Other social variables

\ S P
that may be affected by implications of the theory include

age, sex and marital status. In a sense these are a

special case of family size.
B |

'Criticism'Of The Theofy.—~Thevtheory is,

however, stri¢t1P economic and spééks only of economic
man. ‘And although'the.preaictable robot'“ECénomic Mah“‘
is, liké Sanfa Claus, a cbﬁfortiné\figufe (Adams, 1568)
real mén‘and socia1 grbpps have neéds,’emofibnsvahd
desires which are‘nét consideréd‘in this the;ry SAlonso,

1968) . Also not coﬁsidered by‘the"theory'afe the'aépécts

of life :style, household type and stage in thgllife cycle

aithougﬁ'ﬁhey may be important in the fesidéntial location

decision. The Eheoryiis dependent on accessibility and

the‘éssumption that the place of work and place of residence

are related. Accordingly‘the resulting tresidential .
| loéati@n decision is explained. Bourne,  in his 1976
article "Housing Supply and Housing Market. Behaviour and

Residentiél.Develdpment", sums up the approach of the

-
-
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economic models‘to,résidential location by pointing out
- ‘ - .

that these modelé

. assume that p0pu1ation and housing stock

dlstributlons . . . are one and the same. The output

. of these models provides, simultaneously, a market
~equilibrium pattern of location rents . . . and an
'equlllbrlum distribution of households based en utility
maximization between housing consumed and access to
city-centred jobs. Even the trade-off between access-
ibility to work and living space is determined as if
the 'latter were plastic, tastes were.invariant and work
places were either fixed at' one location (city centre)
or ubigquitous, instead of ‘becoming concentrated at
several nodes withirn the city. The resulting patterns
(of housing, population) are, in fact, identical to
those which would be tained if an urban area was

_constructed again each 'year in a systematic form around

" the city centre.
This study:wi;lkéry.to determine,»by intérviéwing a sample
of“inner‘pity rgpters,.if'accé;;ibiliéj is importaht in
théir dec;sion-toitake‘an inner city location or if in fact
the deéisiéh isvcontingent upon othgg variables with no
" immediate economic.importhhce, ‘ 7

NON-ECONOMIC APPROACHES TO THE LOCATION DECISION

S\ R

Identifying the shortcomingsfofithe econdmié
approach is e#sier thah improving onvit,'though a*g;eat”
.deal of:work Has exéminéd'and stressed noh-ecéhomic |
féctofs in thefresidentia1 1éé;t£§h decision. ‘This work-

' has centred around suc¢h topics as social area ana

residential preférence or place utility, anq residenti

search behaviour. An examination of this work indicates

42
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what variables have been conSLQered significant ii the
reSLdentlal location decision and at the same time reveals
the shortcomings of this work with respect to the-central"'

city rental market.

'Social Area Analysis

Hurd (1911),>a1though he recognized the
importance of the journey to work, felt it was secondary |
to the'sdciai.claés of the household and the neighbourhood
in the choice of a resiaeqce as mentioned earlier. 4 y
Bﬁrge%s and Park;(l9255, Hoyt (L939),,%erris and Ullman
(194S$ ahd‘Firey (1947) explgined locationiby pointing out
that higher lncome groups grav1tated to newer and larger
accommodatlon 7n the best ée51dent1al 1and (1 e. well-
drained, high land away from nuisandes) while low income
households lived in housing‘that had been ebandoned by
the higher income groupsdand ‘had thus flltered down.
Shevky and Bell (1955) through factorlal ecology and .\;;f
.soc1al area analySLS explalned patterns of residential
.differentiatioﬁ using three socially significant indice;
i.e. social rank, family status and ethhicity. ‘Thie
“ approach was carried-forthef and emphasized such factors
as neigﬁgourhoodfquality, social climate, compatible.
‘friengs(and neighbours, shared velues,an& sentiments and .

e | T )

the “concept 6f the neighbourhood as a relatively homogeneous




-

and "natnral" social unit (Greer, 1968). Residential
\ 1
ch01ce Was thus based on the match between the household'
social characteristics and those of the (potential)

residential neighbéhrhood, or in other words, on the

"gocial distance" between them (Moriarty, 1970).
. 3 .

v
v

Dﬁeilinq And Locetipnal Preferences -
* éeographers for severalédecades;have employed
| the- term Kplace utlllty 'Historicallj they have relied
extensively on the role of acce531b111ty (home/work
relationship) i deflnlng pl%fs utility and more rebently
rhave added the relatlonshlp between life cycle and dwelllng
Eharacteristics. However, in recent years this concept
has neen broadened even further to inclnde é widebrange of
urban attributes and‘amenitie?, dwelling characteristics
and“nroximity to certein kinds of people -that have been ,
identified as important in.a household's preference for a
particular residential setting.
) _Frieden, as early,es léSl, in discussing
Iocational preferences in thebulban housing market was
‘considering neighbourhood attributes other than eccess-
vibilit§ as variables in the location decision; Inclu&ed
‘among these variables'was thetsocial>and.aesthetic quality

of the neighbourhood and characteristics of social class.

Further work by Kaiser and Weiss (1962),_Chapin and Weiss



£

K

(1965),?Lowry (1964 ana 1972), qteffens (1964), Kaiser
(1966 and 1968), Ellls (1967), Greenbie (1969), Wilson

(1969 and 1970) and Apgar and Kaln (1972) in the modelling
of household location and developer locat;on-dec151ons,
although‘dealing basically with'themrole of g;cessibility,'.
also attempted to determlne the role of similar variables.

Steffens (1964) and Greenbie (1969) also included attrlbutes

of the,dwelllng itself. Lansxng and Hendricks (1967)

" in an gxtensive study of living patterns and attitudes

. L . ) [3
‘in the Detroit region also confirmed the iImportance

of neighhourhood and dwelling attributes. These ‘studies,

however, dealt almost exclusively with the single family

housing market and focused basically on the su

areas. The work did not study to any extent tenants

.in apartments, or'spec1f1cally, tenants in central city

vlocations. » ’ °
Aberle and Wang (1965) dealt with the

preferences of apartment regidents in San Jose but focused

ron their home buying intentions rather than their prefer-

A

enoes,for rental units. Leamon (1967) conducted a similar -

study: of black renters. Neutze (1968) discussed several

variables in the location decision but focused on suburban
3 N .

apartments trying specifically to determine the reasons

for the sudden popularity of suburban apartment living.

MRS
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- Stegman (1972) - in his study Housing Investment In The Inner

City discusses why private developers were prepared to

invest in inner city reQSal projects. Accessibility to:
v . )

employmept is stressed byt other variables that developers

considered important in marketing a project, such as- -

neighbourhood atmosphere and environment, are_mentioned.

?

Mowbray (1962), McAfee (1967) and Homenuck

(1973) have undertaken studies of apartments in central

city area Although not focusing-spécifically on the
location decision these studies, in passing, :do mention

, N - .
that associated aspects of the complex such as office,

comfiercial and retail facilities (Mowbray, 1962), access

to. cultural, recreational and open space activities (McAfee,

1967), management policies and privacy (Homenuck, 1973)

" influenced the tenant's decision to take the particular ¢

dwelling. Mowbray's study, hoyéQer, emphasized the supp\y

| .
side of the market, McAfee concentrates:on high income

- high rise units and Homenuck is more concerned with the

effect of high fise living on the tenants.
- : )

Hayter (1973) in-a study on\the‘function‘of'

‘seven central city high rises in Edmonton focuses basically’

on the relationship between the style|of housing and the
family life cycle. However, the study also discusseé
characteristics of the apartments whict/;iiluenced‘the

™~

e
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. tenants in their residential location decisﬁon} These

charagteristics included size, furnishings and decor; the

{

provision of ancillary services such as recreation rooms

i

v . : IR .
“ahd swimming pools, and policies of the management.

Other non-economic factors identified as

o

important in the residential location decision in studigs

include environmental quality (Pendakur ahd Brown, 1970; .

PY . -

énd-Redding, 1970), visual appearance of the neighbourhood
and the structure (Peterson, 1967) and perception of the
neighbourhooa (Kasi and Harburg, 1972). Yamada‘(l972)
mentiq?g space withim the dwe}ling‘and access to leisure
“areas; Richardson, Vipond and Furby (1975) aiscués the

role of other facilities (not related to employmentidr
A /
shopping) within the urban infrastructure. Aus:i. and

Mitchell (1975) mention dwelling type and Davies (1974)".

-

the presence of a garage and the size of the lot. -~
i i . -

N //"
‘Preference for a particular side of town;jsiﬁﬁons, 1968)

T

. ’/ ) N
and preference for a certain Eype/bf people with particular

g
-

pastimes and life styles (éla;k ang_Cadwelder, 1973) have
~also been highlighted in the idcation decision.
'“.E:muth (19545 and Baxter (1975) in compre-
-hen;ive studies of rgsidential‘satisfaction énd urban

environmental preference confirmed the importance of many

of the variables already mentioned and identified by otheérs.

47
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\\ Ermuth dealt extensxvely w1th the role of accessibil&ty

&

X“buf expandéd it to include other fdcilities in the urban

iﬁ fructure. He also iderntified other factors suchhas

¢1eanliness ana ippearance of the neighbsurhood, publicb

‘services available, availability of leisurs ana'cultural .

opportunities and the education, race, sex, natfanality”

and income- @f other houséholds in the area. .Baxter focused .

on many asﬁects of the site, the situation and the actual

structure of the dwelling in an‘gltempt to identify taf

éontroi;ing yariébles.in the spatiar.patterning of

residential 1ocstion. He concluded that locatiqn played

« _ only a-minot fole in the attractiveness of housing and the
chars;tsristics_of physical space wsfe‘do&inant in the : .
gﬁdicewof“a dwelling. The'chsracteristics most Signiﬁicaﬁt‘
Wete private-oWnership, struétural‘type, agé, condition,

g

- the size and shape of the }esidential-lot and acres per

" dwelling. R ‘ ~ o '
Michelson, in work spanning a period'og teﬁﬁﬁ@ﬁ
years (1966, 1969, 1977), presents perhaps the mOst 3

““‘5

decision HlS study covers most structural types oﬁ

.



decision or one depéndent on just a few variables. :Many
different variables associated with the interior and \
exterior features and. the management of the unit, the \ -
.social, physicalland locational features of the neighbour-,
hood, fimancial and economic constraints associated with 
income and the journey to Qork and the/aeéqgraphic and )
. {thavioural a'spects of thje houseﬁold ‘itself, are con‘sidered.
His%studiés, h;wever, dia not fpcus épecifically on rental

units in the central area. It also dealt only with

families and)Michelson pointed out that he had g&fficulty

/ .
/ '

finding units rented to families with children, particul}
érly in the;dentral area. " -

.These studies identify many off the relevant
variables in the 1;catiqn decision and conffirm that the
decision is cOntinqént ﬁpon many variapies tkat are not .
0f a stfictly ;bonoAip néturé.'“However, most studies
to date have dealt almost éxciusively with owné;‘occupied
néw or existihg singlé faﬁilﬁ*um@ks, 6ften}in suburban
areas. There has been less wo;kgon rental units in the
markét place, particularly in the centraldarea of the

’ dity\and'theféxis still a paucity of évidence on the

motivating variables in the tenant's decision to live in

an inner city neighbourhood.

49
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‘ladjustment pnoéess. ROSSL (1955), qupert (1965),,.

' simmons (1968, 1972 and 1974), Brown and Moore '(1970)

S
T

o

Mﬁhility Anleesidential 5djustment - -]r‘

v o ~*

Cénfirmation of the significant variables
in the location decision of heusing cbnsumers can also

be found in the llterature on mobllity. As the 1ife a

c1rcumstances of a household change a’ pgocess of re51dent1a1

«adjustmeQE occurs and households move to dlfferent

dwelllngs often of a ﬂlfferent typejaﬁd in a dlfferent

o c.“
i LI

- location. The concepts of place utlalty and famlly 11fe

8 vy

cycle are closely related and lnstrumental in thls 6 g\

’ BrOWn and Longbrake (1970), Brown and Holmes (1970) and -

P

o

Brown and Firby (1978) have all dlscussed the dynamlc

*‘aspects of re51dent1al adjustment and the assoc1ated

.. y .
‘ moblllty These studles 1ndlcate that(?;ress occurs as

t

the llfe and context of the hOUSehold changes and 1ts

‘residential environmeht no_longer suits 1tsnpresent,way

N
..

of life, —Stress_may'ocbuf'beeausegof‘changes in.the,
-'household?stfucture»(staQeﬂin the life cycle)vor.because"
. ,a _',’ & - . <
of changes in the env1ronment assocxated with the re51d—

-
s 9

. ) . . -
» . . L 'e

;ent1a1>loeatlon;

\ Tt T
i o s

- 3 R B a o } . "
N _ The'varlables responSLble for ereatlng_orv{

ks allev1at1ng the stress assocxated w1th reSLdentlal

J

ad us’ nent are the same . varlables 1dent1f1ed in. other
. f{ .

50



I S ‘
studies/as playing a role -in the residential locdtion

'vdecision;. Stress leads to mobility_and many of the
reasons households glve for leav1ng the current dwelllng

and m#VLng to a new dwellldo are related to place utility

4 R T
_and the llfe cycle. In short the de e

nts of moblllty

Y

fare’often,the vital determlnants in t‘- c-cation”decision.'

3

Dlscu531ng the 1nd1v1dua1 varlables ét this polnt is .

,‘repetltlous, but one general flndlng that ‘should be.

mentioned lS that moblllty ltself s often a slgnlflcant
_varlable 1n‘a household' s’dec1510n_to rent as opposed to

hownlng a dwelllng. Households that see their location as.

“r

temporary because they are enrolled in an educational

’ 1nst1tutlon, expectlng a ]Ob transfer, or prefer to live

1elsewhere'often choose'tqifentvas opposed to.ownlng because

"of the greater convenience of dissolving housing respons-.
ibilities in a rental situation.
- N B

ReSLdentlal Search Behav1our

To. complete thls rev1ew the sxgnlflcant .
' variables in the residentlal 1ocation decision are also
- . . AR B L

'€7confirmed‘in-the literature written:on how éeople'find new
',housing, ;Studles that;have sought genera}laations.concern-
Jvingithe aimensions of the residential‘search;include"
_RosSi,(l955),.Adams'(1969~and 19735,.Barrett (1973),‘
Simmonsvz1968 and}l9i;¥,iBrownland Moore_(l97b), Moore

4 U
i 2

¢,
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_ (1972), Gad, et. al. (1973) and Michelsang(1977).

E o The work is not concerned with why the -

households move, what theypexpect(;qﬁf&hatothey find, but

3

f‘onlyiwith_the‘mechanicsvof hOQ:theytfina§a piace to live..

R

7 ' : o s . .
‘However, in the process of answering these questions

1

variables' related to.why they chose the location as a
matter of\course are identified. These studies also -
: . : RN ' ‘

provide some indication of how these variables differ with

the life cycle and other socio-econdmic and ‘demographic

characteristics of the'household.j

- SUMMARY
The review of the relevant literature illus-

vtrates that there has not,beeh a substantial'amount of work

‘ _ : |
focus;ng spec1f1cally on inner c1ty tenants——partlcularly

o

B

in the Canadlan conitext. Very few studles have document'd '

. N 5] “ . N
exten51vely the characterlstlcs of 1nner city tenants.

B

cxty or income grodﬁ'but does not cov 1 the different.

~

types of rental unlts in. the inner c1ty as a whole.

. With respect to the motivations fog locating
) C N

in the inner city,,market,ahd 1ahd»use'theory place the

' emphasis on econqmic‘factofs as the controlling Variables

in the location decision. Othef\seﬁﬁies identifying =

@ " ' .' . (
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- market one‘can'expect to fiﬁgéiﬁ the central area. It

53

dwelling and locational preferences illustrate that there

a

are many variablesi of no immgdiate economic significance, N

that are 1mportant in the locatlon declslon. " Again,

-

however, very'llttle of thlS work focuses specmflcally

on the motlvatlng variables in the inner city tenant s

3

deClSlon to live in- an inner c1ty area. - Even fewer‘

'studles have determlned ‘how the relevant varlables ln the

location decision vary with the characterxstlcs of the

' The objectives of the thesis have been )

fashloned to address this 1nformatlon gap whlch ex1sts in

@

the literature on inner city tenants. The thesis will

3

document.the characteristics of inner{city tenants and -

. determine how these characterlstlcs vary w1th dwelllng

o

type;and areas within the 1nner]c1ty. It w111 also test

the motlvatlng factors, both economlc and non- economlc, in

their: re51dent1al locatlon decision and determlne lf these-

- factors vary with'the characterlstlcs of the tenants.

Alfhough the relevant llterature on inner.. S
clty tenants 1s not exten51ve, related work has helped e

ashlon the detalled de51gn of the research The revrew

¢

'haS‘illustrated what soc10—econom1c'characteristiosvare

¥

likely to be‘important and\what.sectors ofbthedhousing‘

R

A



hai also 1dent1f1ed a wide range of variables that may be

S w

»fhstrumental ln the re31dent1a1 1ocatlon decision. The

review has helped consﬁderably in_determining tﬂe relevant

Al market processes for analysis and in formulating the

early stages of the 1ife cycle and elderly .couples or

h=4
a

.questionnaire used in interviewing the sample of renters.

Based on the litefature review one would
q
expect to flnd in the central area small households

-

,conSLStlng of unattached 1nd1v1duals 11v1ng alone or

e

-stharing accommodatiOn, married,couples without ch;ldren

and elderly couples or widows. Young households in the:

b

4

w1dows in qﬁ%%post Chlld stage should be the“dominaht
groups. e;;enants are 11kely to represehtvthe opposite'

ends of the 0ccupation and'income ranges varyingpfrom_high

‘1ncome professxonals to the economlcally disadvantaqed and

e

eldetly on fixed lncomes. The majority of the employed

can "be expected to work.in\the downtown area. *

't
¢

cwith the emphasisvonsdowntown employment,

acce551b111ty to work can be expected to play a role in

i

the residential locatiog'deC1510n of qent:al area tenants.

’

However, a review of the.literature indicates that .there

are other active. varlables in the locatlon dec1510n :

~

ing;uding'variables aSSociated with the interior of the

unit and‘aspects of the site and structure. Access to

.b

o B8



ffiends and family and other facilities in the urban area,
aspécts of managément and the physical and social éspects
' , .

of the surrounding devélopment and neighbourhood may also

play a role. .
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. on the tenants of rental housmng Ln central Edmonton. It

-of household and the occupation, education, and income of the

*nes;dentlal ldéatlon dec;slgn;of central'c1ty renters..

K 4 AR e

CHAPTER 3 ' B e

RESEARCH DESIGN

O

GENERAL OBJECTIVES

'To briefly relterate, thls study w111 focus.

~

\ . ; ~

. poses two questions:

1) what are the charaote;istics of central city renters

in Edmonton?fana,
- 2) what are the active variables in theﬁresidentiel
location decision making process of these renters? B

Morée;peCifically,.within the context of the

~first question the'Stuay,willi ay document'the socio-

economic characteristics of the tenants (i.e. age, size, ‘type

<

household heads) b) detetmine’how these CharaCteristics vary

with dlfferent dwelllng types, and c) 1€ent1fy the tenants'

attltudes tofthelr present hou51ng, thelr future houSLng

‘iant1c1patlons and their shopplng and lelsure time act1v1t1es ~

%

r":*'I‘he second objectlve w1ll attempt to determlne that- .a) the

concept of acceSSLblllty is an 1nstrumental varlable in the

i}

L




L

However, it is expected that' the concept will‘include more
by VN
than the hOme/wonk relatlonshlp -and abceé51b111ty to friends,

shopping qnd other facets oﬁ'.pe urban structure w1ll_also be

3

. N N B . a . ?
important; b) many locational deci51on5-w1ll be a response .to

variables not associated with accessibility and the import-
b . ' - A :

" ance of many of the non-economic variables mentioned in the

literature review will be confirmed; and, c) the relevant set
. o - . .

of yari@bles in the ‘location decision process varies with the
age, income and life cyclb'stage of the consumer.
Account_muet, of course, be taken of the wider

-

social,,demographic’anq economic forces operating in

. Edmonton-s'society; -As Meir'(l962) pointe out demographic,

"~ the broader*context within which the observedvpe0ple are

:economlc and soc1a1 forces are among the most important |/

determlnantsvbf human behaviour. Studies in geography tend

-

to be mlcro—level and often run the risk of 1051ng sight of

~ /_/

behaving.Q Therefore, the study will analyze in detall changes

in demographlc and economlc varlables operative within Edmon-

‘ S
ton's rental houSLng market that have 1nf1uenced the demand

o

. THE STUDY AREA ke

Précision in definition usually leads to
precision in problem solving but even reasonable precision

in definiﬂg theucentraltoity is illusive if not impossible
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(Case, F. E., 1972); The term central or inggf city is
generally used to connote the area of older dwellihg units
éurréuhding the downtown core. It is distinguished‘by areas
of decay and §oyertyvoft§n immediatély adjacent to hew‘hiéh
.rise, h#gh’incgme luxufy;apartments. éene£a11y~rehtal
tgnure is doﬁi&%nt th;oughout butAgmall exclusive areas of
hiqh_inédmegownef.6céupi¢§-hou§ing can also be located*fr .
the afea. | ¢
,J C Thé centrél city.és d%fiped in this study is
outlined in Figuregl—l;.pagefs, Itfis_Largely Eonfiped‘by.‘
tﬁe‘boundéry of the 1951 built-up area df Edmonton, Although
rental accommodation is scéttered.éh}oughout thé entirg urban
area, in 1974 thére was a concentration.witﬂin;this ar;a.
bﬁcCann (1972). found that the'érocésses of»coﬁversion afd -
,rédeVeibpment are largely confined wifhinithis area and.
tﬁese procéssgs.have added.a laqu numbef‘of rental units to
the market. In 1971, 60 per.éent of the total»dccgpiéd‘stock
in'ﬁhis area was tenant occﬁpied and %n some census tracts

. . . I . ~
within this area, particularly those adjacent to the down-

tﬂwn core, the proportion of “tenant occupied units reached gz

o

'28 per cent. - Beyond this area the city takes on a much more
43uburban quality. Many, althoughAnot ail, areas beyond this
boundary are_ﬁewer, plénnéd neighbourhoods whe:ggthere has

‘been greater initial control over the land use%??ptern.
‘ : A

s

<2
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. . .
| (

As the time involved in constructing a sampl-
ihg frame made it imposéible to survey th}s entire area the
c afacferistics Of.rental'demand and the £asis forythe
residéntial location decision were tes£ed in selectea enuméf
eration areas asli11uétfated in Figure 3-1. ‘These’éartié— B
ular enume:étion a?eas wege chosen beéause éollectively they
cohtaiﬁ a Jide range of ﬁgits bofh in terms of rental fates
and dwelliné types. Their é:oximity té‘the centrél business
district,_the‘Uniﬁersity'of Alberta, the Northern Alberta
'Instituﬁe of Teéhnology aﬁd other‘employment nodes wi;l
eithgf affifﬁ or negatekthércle'of acceséibility to eﬁploy—
ment in the résidential'location éeqision. Some of thesé~
enumeration éréas*are adjacent tq major.arteri$ls3>o£hers

are situated éo ﬁhat‘res%denté of.apartments haVeva view of
the river valley, while bthers-are close to ﬁéjor shopping
facilities and relatively accéssibie.to parks and entertain-
ment . Théy provide ample oprrtunity to test\éndbdeterming-

many of ‘the variables that may be important in the residen-

tial location decision of tenants of rental units.

THE SAMPLE

5

A 6 per cent proéortionéte random sample_of
rental dwel1ing units, stratified by dwelling type was ok

used. Choice of the 6 per cent sample (approximately 300.

\ -
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N

dwelling units) results in é sﬁandard error of estimate, |
p = pqg, of 16.7 per cent, i.e. the estimates de:ivéﬁ-fr9m<'n

n : : _

the samplé could véry as much as 16.7‘per cent from the
tfue‘gopulation quantities.':This degree of précisiOn

could be criticized and éommon sense indic#tes tH;t a

larger sampie would provide more precise results. However,
as the séandard error varies inversely to the squére root

of h—fthétAis, to halve the standard error requireﬁ‘a
sample four times as léfge (Haggeét, lééS)——to reduce this ;
to even 8 per cent would require a saﬁplg size of 1,200
which was nqt'possiblevgiven@the method édopted and the

time and resourées available. | \-

| A sample size se%ectednfo.obtéin a_standérd
~error of 5 per cent, which is of?en uéed, could.have been
obtained by éonduqting the survey in a much more limited
‘area but this would not have guarénteed a representative
measure of the characteristics of rental demand in the
central area as a whole or the basis for Ehé reéidential -
location decision.as béth éspggts can vary sugstaﬁfially -y
froﬁ dne area 6f fhe central city to another. The personal
interview and.the,reliabilityuit providés'in terms of
reducing the nnmgér of "No" ‘responses and the,adaipional
ipsiéhts it.periaéé—wag ﬁucﬁ more important‘than seiectin

) : s TN

. ‘ ] / o
a sample that meets a specific significance level. A
- , .

[}
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%&m%‘,,, 351 P w o z *
sample to meet a specific level, say 5 per cqa;, ﬂld .
'ta.h %%f & ‘?4_
have to be carrled out by mail and such samples ares{ . \“a Ty

vt et

notorlous for the low return rate and the number of 'ygﬁ’ dn? S

[ s % ‘3, ' ‘\"‘,..\v . )

questions that are not completed.‘ As weil, a departure o %? -
» ? ".'. . v

from the approprlate sample 51ze to obtaln a required .‘~'§§k.
o g; ; : n et

standard error of 5 per cent means only that the 1ntended ‘K‘
precision is not obtained it does not affect the valldlty "
of the resdlts (Yates, 1960 and Moser and Kalton, 1972).

-\V W . i ’ ’ c
s The sampling'unit'was”the dwelling unit

s

and the sampling procedure was conducted esvfollows:.

1) All rental dwelling units in.each ennﬁeration
area selected weredli3§eddand classiﬁied‘aCcording to
dwelling_type——high rlse} walk-up;.conyerted dwelllng,

duplex or rented'single1family dwel'ing.v Three sources

wereaused—ethe assessment files, the 1973 city census .
- ) o \*—»_,. A

records and fieldwork. .The assessmenr filegkcontein'the
legal deseription and.eddress,bf.all prdperties in the city
plus building and 1andhnse infornation; fncluding the
number of dwelling nnits'in each building,‘ ike the
agisessment reéords, rhe 1973 city’census recor‘s‘eontain
~ the address of each residential property, the:n
units in each building, but it is more recent and contgins

some changes .in the number of dwelling units in certain

areas that are not available in assessment, records. It .



§3

a‘;.also provides: informatlon on the age, sex and marital

E

i

* %status of the population which was used as a&gheck on the

accuracy of the survey information. A considerable

4 "
amount of field workTyas necessarxato ensure the accuracy

afid reliability of the. sampling frame. .

¢ 2) A sepggate sampling frame”waé"cqpétructed for each

dwelling type in each enumeration area. Six per- cent of’

' the units were sampled in each frame. Stratification by
N ' Fa . ¥ ) “a ¢ ‘l " ‘ h

dwelling type enguréd that all dwelling types are .

iy : - »
represented in the sample in proportion to their éercentage

N\ L. ‘ .
of the total.dwelling units. If the sample was not

stratified by dwelling’t?pe, a true gepreeehtafion of other
e : : /
types'bfﬁgWelling units might not be achjieved in an
L . i .
endmefatidg'e£Ea\conmginihg a large number of high rise
units:wﬁé; a random sample is used; o
S a$§fﬁach dwelling unit Was.give@ a number and from a

1lst of random numbers. de51gnéted \units were chosen and

R

. sampled s Téble 3- 1 1llustrates the total number of
N LT >

idwalllng unlts in a Qartlcular enumeratlon area, the

) A

‘stratiflcatlon by dwelllng type, the total size of the

s 118

XEample that was generated and the stratlflcatlon o%§khls e

=]

‘;v'3samp1e by dwelllng type. A similar breakdown is given for’

’the total samplzng frame.

'4)-A_contingency sample of the same size was drawn.

-

Eal
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“to allow. for the:replacement of households not wishimg to

ygﬁ»be*interviewed_and those that could not be contacted.. This. :
- B TS T IR '

- sample was used. on nine occasions.

. e soRvEY

, The survey of housing consumers was conducted
¢ . by means of a questionnaire administered personally

(Appendix ﬁ). The.presence of an interviewer as OppOSed to .

a self admlnlstered questlonnalre assures a hlgher resgonie

s Y
rate. The method also decreases the number of. "@Qn ti ﬁ“';

) .'w"d&","
 know"s and "no answer"s as -the 1nterv1ewer c#n orobe for f'

answers and atjthevsame tlme.the Lnformat
- be more accurate as the interviewer'

ibn is llkely to

uard agalnst
¢ j‘cbnfusion_in the interpretation.of'the questions. .The
llnterVLewer can, also observe as well as ask,;‘

‘ . . ) »

RN ;;’;ABoth open %nded and closed questlons were
‘;: ;used wThe'rﬁsp%Etlve@ad;aﬁfages and dlsaﬁvantages“of tﬂf i
‘:;‘ ’: 'two types o; questlons ;ie well known and fully explalned
in Babble (1973) 'sd they w111 only be treated brlefly here.‘\
% ;?he pr1nc1pal advantage of ogen—ended questlons is. the.' .
BN

’spontaneous undlrected responses they e11c1t. They elicit -

<

‘responses that. have been overlooked by the researcher s

s

'structurlng of the questlons and guard agarnst the>‘

”

possibility of’introduc1ng~b1as because of thls structdfing;




Lo | L e
However, they aré{verY’difficult to standardize, code and
procesE. Closed questions are easier and %uicker to answer
and provide greater uniformity of responses and standard-

ized data more amenable tonpantification and processing.‘

'Théy also”offset the‘disadvantages of information recall

{ywhlch lS 1mportant in thls study as lnformatlon on the .

reasons behlnd the ch01ce of the present 10catlon and“
.. "ﬁﬂ

..

-dwelllng was probed and 1n many cases . there was a - con51der—,

“able tlme 1aq between the tenant occupylng the re51dence

" and the tlme of the survey Many questlons were . asked 1n

,open form then re dlrected in closed form to derlve the “

LI

Aben\flts of both formats. Closed questlons ‘were. also

u

'followed by the questlon'"why°" A prellmlnary draft of

5 .
’the questlonnalre was pretested ln”ihe fleld and modlf—,A

lcatlons made to problems that were detected The data-

, R

that the questlonnalre was deslgned to collect and its
relatlonshlp w1th the general research objectlves outllneg

on'pagesJS‘and lO_ls descrlbed‘below:

M . . W" * .t .
l) proflle data, ige SOCiO#eEbnomic.characteristics

of the household whlch is necessary,to 1dent1fy ‘the

pspec1f1c submarkets generatlng demand ‘for the dlfferent

) o

“,types of rental.accommodatlon and also tonstratlfyvthe‘

- relevant set of‘variables in the,decision making‘process

, ) B . R B : »

by agezﬂincome and life5c§c1e stage; .

66



process;

u

. 2) location of employment and mode of travel ‘to and
) : B .

from work which will allow testing of the home/work

v""

‘relationship and the role it plays in the decision'making

“

. . . - . ‘ . B : v ¢
.y : e b |
‘ -~ . ‘ - .,\ Y ‘

3) the reasons for choosan the current dwelllnq @nd

locatlon to determlne if acce531b111ty c0n51sts Qf only one

variable,‘proximity,to.wqu, or-a set,of varxables

n

including proximity to shopping,_schools,~entertainment‘

and teoreational facilities. “The questionnaire will also

o~

determinefwhat*variabies other than thbee~related;to
' . . : "

accesslbtiity are- ;mportant Ln\the 1opatlon dec151on-

W <

4) the qeneral attltudes to thelr present hou%k43

‘i.e. why they choo~; 'Ttent and flements they like and y:
dlsllke about thet/j; sent dWélling and location. ‘' This

‘data w1llaprov1d- an indication Of‘the reasons béhind thex

-t

-

process; and

: 5) future hou51nq antlcipatlons ‘which - w1ll prov1de

some lndlcatlod'of the future actlon of consumers, how

P often they w111 move, what type of housan they w111 be

'

seeklng, and for what locatlonal aspects they will be

searching; This w111-proV1de'the data’necessary to,"

determlne what elements of demand regard rental houSLng

N ﬂ?ﬂ

kS

. . s . o i
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’

’himpossible. Processrls thusAbelng»Lnferred from.a¢stat1c

as transitional and rent becap$e it is more convenient

4

given'their present circums<gnces and.sraﬁus in the»
“llfe‘cycle‘and what elements regard it as permanent
accommodaﬁlon. The_quesrionnairevwill also determine if
consuﬁersFexpect_the‘relevant Variahles'ln their location

" decision .to vary with changes in their life cycle status.
timitations in data collected in the survey
; Lo . 7’ ) ' ' ‘A' .‘
of consumers are of COurse subject to the limitations‘that

apply to any survey that is done on a sampllng basis.

These llmrbatlons need not be discussed here but a full

v

explanatlon can be found 1n Cochraﬁe\~1962), Kish (1965)

,_bblé (1973) Surveys whlch deal with processes of
v ‘ . ?t‘

human behavxour dcaﬁgve another llmltatlon, however.

Human behav10ur can be!ﬂ&r&ctly‘observed for contlnuousl

perlods only on a v%ry small envlronméLtal scale us1ng
. & L

experlmentally controlled groups. "For béhav1ou§ﬁ%ﬁ "3

processes at the nelghbourhood or c1ty wide scale dlIECt

PO

., and continuous observatlon 1s lmpractlcal and generally

‘

. ¢ross-section rather than Eontinuous activity. 'Still, 7

it is a useful task asvit,represenﬁslaﬁralternate approach.

PR ",i * o o ~

o to.urban analysiS'thatv;sﬂbadly needed ro“cgttect the’

,market theory blas. R - lh

* > y N : - -

v’ fﬁ_ ’; ‘ To supplement the lnformatlon collected

SRR N &

@



N . R
- ' ’\-.‘ . L

‘L

69

¢

from consumers, unstructured but focused interviews were ° k.

v @ W

~ \
conducted with as many producers as time permitted. No

Y

 attempt was made to condﬁct a scientii&c sample as the

' the basis of 1nformat1%9 from the 11terature rev1ew.“

’Alberta Bureau of Statistics tolm

constructlon of a sampllng frame, when deallng with such’

a group of 1nd1v1duals, is d1ff1cult The toplcs dlscuség%

y

),
were selected on the basis of a pr10r1 reasonlng or on ‘ .

N

D13cussmon generally cgntred around what the producers

felt were the stlmulants behlnd the recentgsur%e_ln rental

d.‘ e
TR

<

'4}-\,‘ ¥

] houSLng market several da a sources - are used Sufficient

data'are'aVailable from the:Census othanadavand the

"re'changes_in'

3

p0pu1atlon composxtlon, famlly sazsy famlly formatlon,_-
employment and lncome dlstréputlon.- Most of thls 1nfor~l‘
matlon is avallable for Edmonton slnce the 1941 Census of
'Céhﬂ%h Howevern lncOme has rlsen soAmuch and so rapldly ;u

v

51nce 1941 that changes ‘in the classes and class lntervals

1n whlch the data is grouped make comparlsoﬁ dlfflcult and

' o _
restrlcts analysis to the perlOd sSince 1961 One must

¥

)



_(T\<\;Jx focuses on hou51ng 1s~the lnabllltyfl

“v

" make certaln.Qthllfylng assumpttons and focus : o T
. ‘ . .-

- | e ' o N . ' .70
@, B N ) L\, ‘{\‘ . . .
'Iu’ - ) \
also bear in ‘mind that changes igfihbome per se are not ;

K . . Ir

v O
a reallst;c measure of changes ig purchasxng power unless

they are ccﬁSEEid to-changes ifi the cost of houSing{i "

As a result the 1ncome chanqes over: the perlod are compared ©

‘ w1th changes in pribe 1nd1ces assoc1ated w1th the cost , .

QL

- of shelter. Lack of- rellable historical data 11mits\

. P . .
ana1y31s of these varlables to the, past ten to flfteen cp e

| 3
years.
1 L ' o ' ., L] '

| ' ~  LIMITATIONS

. A B . - . "4,:;. , . L .

~

One llmltatlon faced by any study’that

d%ooPe with the

ﬂﬁﬁmerous varlables that affect the Q?%ply and demand

and the dlfflculty of unravelllng the- interrelatlonshlps

) &

of these varlables.‘ All hou51ng studles are fosced to

8

selected 'few of the varlables respon31b1e for changes =
in the hoa;Lng 1nventory (Smith,, L. B'l,;974)f Thereb'.

.is also the ‘problem that when the market‘-vproc‘ess :L,ﬁ -
dlscussed one is really deallng w1th a set of relat:?‘

~sub-processes but for the sgﬁe of smeILCLty such a

flne dlstlnctlon is not usually drawn (Amedeo and Golledge,

1975) . ‘ | _
' TR G SRR
,Thisistqdy’is'no exceptioh: It does .not s



* analyze all the variables operative;in the supply and’
' demand but it does focus on those most instrumental in

' ! ' ) - & : \ ' . . .
- the recent increase in rental housing. Demand“elements
A

" receive the most attentlon because the study focuses

-

‘on the consumers rather than the producers of rental

housing in the central area Hoysver, work’bn other

l

~variables, partlcularly variables that affect the supply
l

iof rental housxng;would ﬁfsulﬁ in a bettér understandlng'

. of the role the. market place has played in the central

e L

2

~
‘The study also speaks of the ‘market process
Vbut dlscusses changes in several economlc:;nd demographlc
--a. .
‘trends whichﬁare_prd&bsses‘lnbthemselveswor sub-processes’
ﬂh :offthefmarket'process as a.g;ole. Future work'ident— _ )

1fy1ng the sub-processes,.thelr lnterrelatlonshlps with

each other -and the role they play 1n the market would

P

Wadd exten51vely “to our understandlng of how-the ‘market
operates in the central area.

Anotherwlimitation of thisfstudY-iS'that
W?consumer hehav1our is belng 1nferred from a Statlc
~ . ,
, cross—sect}on.; Behav1our/1s not belng studled as the
éon—going’process.that({t-iS'in,reallty.f Future_worhr ;
'-'wouid'benefitpby;a/;ontinuing study whichvobserVes‘consuﬁeri

behaviour in the'marketfplacénand consumers‘5activity

FIEEE



‘,fhousehOIds._

patterns within the urban area over a lof¥er time period.

The participant observer or diary of activities approach .

-as outlined by Chapin (1974) would add extensivelyvto

our dnderstandin?aof the decision making process of
. . [ X .

72
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] CHAPTER 4 ~—
L .

MARKET PROCESSE%dAND THEIR RELARONSHIP TO ‘THE

.CHANGING DEMAND FOR RENTAL HOUS ING

Thls chapter will ldentlfy, dlscuss and

\!‘plyze in detall change in- both demographic and economlc
'varlables that have lanuenced the demand for rental
housxng fhese changes are g@ften referred to as processes
:but in fact are really sub- pr0cesaes within the context ;
. of the market\process as a‘Whole. Although not all of

| these‘eub—processes discussed have specific'spatial
"iﬁp}ications'the?wqannotfbe divorced from the events

which are or have occurred in the rental market offcentraf

" Edmonton. | They must be identified and explained to

achleve a true understandlng of the characterrstlcs and

7 .
a‘«'

hou51ng preferences of renters in, the central area

3

v

R
DEMOGRAPHIC CHANGE

Tne:rapid‘increase in the hcﬁ»ing stock has
.neen.the‘reagonse,tova.rapidly'increasing popuiakion.
_This‘rapid nopulatioq,growth.dates back to the 194653
or more spec1f1cally to 1947 when oil was dlscovered in

the Edmontonwarea. Edmonton, in fact ‘has been growing




A}

—

»

o

K

i
|

T

ation_growth,,het natural increase and net

more rapidly than most urban centres in Canada. ‘Between

1951 and 1961 the population of the metropolitan area |

. increased 86 per cent. Only Calgary, which increased

96 per cent, grew more repidly. The qrban popﬁlatloq’of
Canada incregsed only 45 per cent. Bbtween 1961 and 1971

Edmbnton*s population increased 38 per cent, the central

city by 56 per cent. Calgary at 45\per cent and Kitchener

. . : . ' 9 - s )
at 46 per cent grew more mapidly. »The increase in the

1971-76 period. was 12‘pe§ cent. Again only ‘Calgary and

Kltchener increased more rapldly.- Urban Canada lncreased

only 6 per cent. ' j .
7’?? Zh . I ,‘@ “ 5 ) oA
qTﬁe.CombOrx_ents Of Change , . R e

The basiC‘components of Edmonton'a popul-

on, are-
Al ~

N

presented in Table, 4—1. The q%pldly 1ncrea51ng number

of blrths comblned with a slower increase in deaths

resulted in 1ncreaszng gains from natural increase durlng

 the 1941 to 1961 period. }Slnced7hen\ deaths ha“e continued -
1

to increase gradually but the~f
\ C .
to only’marginal increases in the number of birﬁhs.

ling birth rate has led

Therefore, nayeral 1ncrease has decllned sllghtly, although

absolute flgures remain hlgh

.

Co, .Migretion, although not a stable comgpﬁeht

&

- - of grveh has accounted for approximately‘so per cent of

-

o
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¢

five year perlod and the fact that much of Edmonton's

AN
| . A
the city's populaticn increase in the period 1946-76. The

influencedof migration is greatest in the 1ate,fortie§ and

early fifties, then weakens slightly as amere stable

76

economy replaced the boom conditions following the discovery

. b ‘
of oil. ‘The net negative figure in the 1?71-76 period

reflects the lower 6vera11‘p0pulation growth during this

»

recent development has' taken place outSLde the c1ty e
N & Jﬁ'

boundaries.

The Basie For Growth

Edmonton's rapid growth can be attributed

\basicailybtc two factors (Hanson, 1966 and 1968 and

Edmonton, Planning Department, 1971). First, it is the
. e . ; . .

provinci@l capital dnd as such contains many governmental

functions. It also contains the,University ofiAiberta.

-
-y

Both have been growmng rapldly in the past twenty years.
Second, and more lmportant many new manufacturlng and
service industrles-have 1ocated in Edmonton in association
with the oil and natural gas deveiopment which nas.
occurred since 1947, The result is a ra\}dlywexgandlng
labour force (Table 4-2) . 'Employment in all oc¢upations

-

has 1ncreased by 223 per. cent or approxunately 150 OOO jobs.

Increases have been high in educatlonal staff (qq: per

' cent) . and ‘there has beea a«248<per cent increase \io 000

,’,
3 Iff' .
oo
o

-

)
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\QA‘]absolute gains “have occugred151nce;19612

- generate demand for rental accommodatlon have been'

Cel _ e ) ‘ R

@s jobs) in c1er1cal positlons associated with government and

‘ bu51ness; Personnel assocaafed w1th the ohemzcal industry

B : have anreased 850 per cent._ The growth in these sectors o

of the labour force has led to a substaﬁﬁfal?lncrease in
; serv1ce related occupatlons. Approxlmately ZO“QOO Jobs
have been created in_ this sector151nce 1951t ) "h"'"ﬁ‘.

L A -0 Iy

e s ™

Household Formatlon

The rapldly expandlng 1aboﬂr force and

@ B N
e . 4
.;" . 'o

assocxated populatlon lncrease has led to a substantlal

<

growth in the number of households——the ba51c element of

N o

hou51ng demand.»‘Between 1941 and 1976 there was a’

g_ 534 per cent lncrease (Table 4 3) Thé largest percentage

v «

1ncreases occurred between 1946 and 1956 the 1n1t1alrboom

perlod after the dlscovery of 011 but the greatest

-at

i -
L SRR

£

Cmel ég Households That Generate Rental Demand Tr:f

e Household formatlon may explaln the growth ;n the~hous1ng

-

1nventory as a whole but it does not explaln the lﬁcrease

S in the importanceiof rentallunlts.‘ The households that

W . \

1dent1f1ed in Chapten Two and analy51s of the 1971 th

1976 census data for metropolltan EdmontonvCOnflrms that

_\\hese groups are 1mportant Ln the Edmonton rental market. R

3R “h

e ' L L e - O N
. . . B . ' %y
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large numbers of non- family households (Table 4-7) . 1 o

;‘rent (Table 4-8).

: '
that 49 per cent of total households are tenters but 1n )

; . " ' C ’
A ] " »

Table 4- 4 Households by Tenure by Age of Head illusfrétes'

)
. %
households with heads under twenty-flve, 93 per cent rent.

.vr

Thls flgure st1ll stands at 62 per cent 1n the 25 34 age:

group but then-decllnes raptdly The percentage beglns to

h ’)

: rise agaln in late m;ddlj;age (55 64) and reaches 36 per .

Jcent in the over seventy age group

e '.') . H . ¢
Table 4= 5 lllustrates that the percehtage

of migrant"householdswthat‘rent-increaseS”as the length

. of time thej‘have been in ﬁ?montonfdecreases,’rising

S e

‘from 30 per: cent for those who arrived more than twenty

‘years ago to 75 per cent for those arr1v1ng less than

five yearslago ; N

Metropolltan Edmonton contalned 28 650 »

_ | I
non- famlly hou holds i

4

e
1971 ‘ Flfty—three per cent were

o

headed by persoﬁs never marrled ﬁ6 per ‘cent were w1dowed

" 11 per cent separated and 10 per cent: ivorced (Table 4 6)
The‘largest numbef'of nonefamily houvp

?i&é:\approximately 80 per cent of these are widows. The~

. (,- N !
: under twenty—flve and the 2 -34 age gr ups also contaln o

-
Seventy—elght per cent of the néon- famlly households are

'renters, whlle only 33 per cent of the famlly households

olds areVOVer sixty-

* ) N
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-7 TABLE 4-4
HOUSEROLDS BY TENURE BY AGE oﬁ.HEAD"\' o
'METROPOLITAN EDMONTON 1971 .

o o ' o ’ e . \, »

B g = ‘:. e . M \

. Tenure

’ - ’ e e N i O - . 1 Rent ‘
’ : S % ,“: ‘ % .
‘All Household$é | 55 | .45

‘' Under 25 | 7 .| 93

-

~25 - 34 ; ~38.“_ 62

35 - 44 Tl 69 31

-t

‘.;"45‘5»54f‘,1v_; f 7es§n 26
Css-ea, | 12 28

70 plus . | 64- | 36  °

.SOurcei:—StatiStics'Canad@ :

G
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IMMIGRANT HOUSEHOLDS BY TENURE -
METROPOLITAN EDMONTON

LI

Per

iod

TABLE 4-5

R Z . R

Lo ) "" N il . ) = N . B

Tenure . .

Total | %
Own | Rent

~

1966

1946

1946

1956

1961

- 1971

- 1955
- 1960

- 1965

- 1971

4,770 | .25

24,505 59 | a1 :
o . _‘ ‘ | ) ; ‘) \ V' V'J“.

12,065 | 70 30!

STe T

5,345 | \ 65 [ 35

2,325 | 52| 48

- Source:--Statistics Canada
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"NON-FAMILY HOUSEHOLDS

.

.
.

TABLE" 4-6

LN
LN

-

L

BY TYPE

' METROPOLITAN EDMONTON {971

“w
v

I : .

o\

K}

-

. .

%

‘V_ Total

N
- Separated

‘Widowed

 Divorced

"fSingle_ j N

28,650

77,585

2,735

N (;Nd:j l|f
‘3,156 N

15,180jl

| 100

10

-

.

\

.f-S¢urce§—-st§ti5tiés'Canada

P
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o e, TABLE 4-8
. . v | | ," ) “ . ' B d
N  HOUSEHOLDS BY TYPE AND TENURE )
: c METROPOLITAN EDMONTON 1976
. ° \_»' . . . ‘ -
® | - Tenure
s T j : “ frype . . % )
' L/ Own Rent
. All households L 56 44
. - nglly household§ 67 33
Non- famlly households 22 .78,
; One person households . 23 77
Source:--Statistics Canada
7
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No information on the tenure of single
~,'parent hou;eholds was aVaiiable fron‘the“census, however, —
,off1c1als of both the Welfare and the City Planning 'J‘
“Departments tn Edmonton 1ndicated that approximately - b\*f gj

\

80: per .cent of all single” parents who malntalned thelr
own dwelling lived in rental accommodatlon. They also
indicated\that not oniy has there been a rapid increase.
;n_the;number of.sing}e p%rents invthe past)gen'years,

there has 41so been a rapid increase in the number

maintaining'their own household. This latter increase is
4 - ! o ’ -

the-result‘Pf increased welfare benefits, an increase in v

A -~

day care facilities allowing the single parent toﬂwork S

=1

and support the ;amlly and an lncrease 'in the number and

the amouLt of child support payments follow1ng separatlon

-

or divorce.
@ : - &

Growth In ThemType Of Households That Rent.f—

o

rent. have been'

The type of households most 1rkely to

lncreaSLng and generatmng an lncrease in rental demand 1n_

ﬁEdmonton. Between 1941 and 1976 all households 1ncreased

0 /‘ﬁ/ o o 9

534 per cent “ﬁamlly householdS/Ey 382 per cent. _The

,/
—

increase 1n/non‘f//1ly households was nine times as great

T
e ' . &

(3'301\§er cent) . &Puring the period non—family households

~also ipcreased thelr proportlon of total households from -0 A

" \

\
5 per cent to- 28 per cent while family ‘households dropped&
* i . : . : \\



7

(-4

\
from 95 per cent to, 7§ per cent (Table 4 3)

'\N i
\

0

Although households in all age groups heve

increased, households with heigs under twenty—five and
25-34 have been increasing much more rapfdl& (Tables 4-9

and 4-10). Absolute increages have been higher and percent-

age gains double that of any other age groups Between

@n

1961 and 1971 all households lncreased by 63 per cent,

households with heads under twenty—flve 1ncreased 190 per

cent. The younger age g&oups also reoorded the largest

©

. perceritage dains between 1951 and 1971--280 per cent.
~ oot . o

-

A

-

The same pattern is illustr%ted_by family and non-family-

households. There haskalso‘been large increases in the
-number of non-family households in the 55-64 and the '

sixty;five and over age groups. - ' | .
When a second dimension, marital status,
is added to the household data other aspects important

to the rental market are revealed (Table 4-11). The

\ ~

rate of increase has been much\more rapid for sgparated,

widowed, divorced and single households thaa it’ has for ‘'

narried households and theé most.rapidly-increasing‘ ;;X:

A . : | . . ) [
- k3

. ages in all marital categories are still those funder .

twenty-£five. Househoids under twenty-fiue have also
Areoorded the highest absolute gains in divorced and single

households and there have also been large increases in -

/

87.7
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the number of w1dowed hous holds over flfty-flve. , -0

LY ¢

D1v1d1ng these households lnto the famlly

o , T

and non- famlly categorles (Table 4- 12) 1llustrates the

-'frapld increase -in 51ngle parent households 1nd1cated by

B R >
's,‘-\ -, "'“

-=the Welfare ‘and City Planning Departments;v Between 1961.-

and 1971 thlS anrease totalled approxlmately 6, OOO--over

+

half of them . ln,the dlvorced and s1ng1e categorles.

e

R . - . . o

i ,
e

Aqelng Oof The "Baby Boom" -~The rapld o .

‘ IS

‘1ncrease in the ;%mber of young households ls due in part

‘t? the substantlal wave' of blrths durlng the late. 1940 s

o

and the early 1950 S. In Table 4- 13 th%)dashed lines ;-h 'f

n'lllustrate the 3981?9 of the “baby boom" . Egch column SR
;1nd1cates over-: a glven flve year span,the pOpulatlon

R N 5 ’ B b
”.change for all age groups Theflarge lncreases underllned f'

™~

by the da/hed 11nes demonstrate the agelng of the 1nd1v1duals '

v e X

hborn durlng the "baby boom" . 'lIn the perlod 1966 71 these
1nd1v1duals had reached the 20 24 age group., Ifﬂls in L S
this: age group that lndlvlduals begln to form households ” | .
'?rn suhstantlal numbers and generate demand for houSLng
units.of their owﬁ; *It has already been lllustrated
';‘that approx1mate1y 90 per cent of the householﬂs in® P

= !
) the age group rent so the age:.ng of the "“baby boom ‘

'fhas added substantlally to the demand for rental hou51ng.

~



{
\ o -
| meme a12 e
, PERCENTAGE CHANGE IN HOUSEHOLDS BY MARITAL STATUS AND TYPE
% - METROPOLITAN EDMONTON 1961-1371
’ Family . » Non-Family
. | .

;‘ ‘ Absolute | -Change Absolute | Change
T ! Increase | 61 - 71 Increase |61 - 71
Married | «33.419 47 -- -
Separated: 1,952 121 1,303 76
. Widowed . 703 - 22 3,500 | 86
‘ . ‘_:5;";. . ‘-,,' ) ] : . N ///
Divcrcé.d/slngl(e 3,420 417 11,414 | .176
Total-Single Parent | 6,075 108 . —- —

: Sdurce:——Stafiétics Canada

!

R

92.



\ J
v TABLE 4-13 .
~ POPULATION CHANGE BY FIVE YEAR AGE GROUPS
| | ~ EDMONTON CITY v

Age Group 51-56 .| 56-61 | 61-66 | 66-71 | 71-76
0- 4 10,444 | 6,656 | 8,127 | 5/116 | -6,490
5- 9 10,065 | 7,828 | 13,615 676 | -10,090
10 - 14 5,879 | 8,897 | 12,862 | 7,682 | 43,535
15 - 19 3,540 | 4,583 | 13,199 | 107482 | 7,320

= ' e
20 - 24 4,359 | 2,512 | 9,223 | 15,536 | 11,725
25 - 29 5,456 | 1,407 | 4,244 | 8,783 8,270
30 - 34 6,077 | 2,271 | \4,025 1,809 2,430
35 - 39 4,%55 | 3,910 | 4,898 1,051 -1,265

S‘ource:-—Sj:.étiStic’s Canada 1951, 1956,

1961, 1966 and 1971

f
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Aqe Char§§terlst1cs Of Mlgrants.——The age

9 i
P
v AT L

fchsracterlstlcs of mlgrants to Edmonton durlng the perhod
have added to the number of 1nd1v1duals born duang

"“baby boom" During the 1946 66 perlod 43 per cent of the
1
mlgrantsqto Edmoétgn\were between the ages of twenty and
d’ -
twenty—four, 78*per cent were between twenty and thlrty—'

four (Edmonton Planning Department; 1971). Between 1966

" and l971,.aLthoughtthe youthfnl characteristics of mﬁgrants

-were not qulte as pronounced approximately 45 per cent

were Stlll between the ages of twenty and . thlrty four

o

(Statistics Canada, 1971, Vol. 1, Part S)L

. The Propensity To Form Households.-;Work

by’Kirkland (1971)-iilustrateS‘thatbthe:propensity for

lnd;VLduals ln these age group3/t//form households,v

-

partlcularly non—famlly households, has been lncrea51ng

very rapldly—-much more.rapldly than for other age groups.

The motivating factorswbehind these increases are-bound'up'

{
!

- | : L . . . s .
in a set of socio-economic factors which are difficalt to  /

disaggregate. Und3ubtedly they are closely linked with /

_economic considerations such as incomes and levels of -

o

Some of these fattors wili‘be‘disoussed in

Summary.--In summary, demographic'processes

Y

94
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,1n Edmonton have resulted 1na;apid anreases 1n the tyPe of

households most likely to rent. Young househotis» slngle

parent households and new mxgrant households ha)e all been

J

"; 1ncrea51ng very rapldly Households con31st1ng of 1ate

mlddle—aged and elderly cOuples and 1nd1v1duals have also

.- - - . J,‘
@, i -ra‘l~ 3. . 0

1ncreased substantlally Perhaps even more lmportant has_
.been. the Shlft in the nature oﬁ demand w1th the increase in

the relatlve lmportance of non—famlly households addlng
even greater lmpetus to the Shlft towards mult{ple dwelllng

X K
constructlon. Non famlly households have been 1ncreas1ng

\ .

fmuch more rapldly than fam;ly households (Table 4- 3 page 79)

\

and a much hlgher percentage are rental\households

~

(Table 4-8, page 85) | : ‘ N

L

EEAN

'ECONOMIC CHANGE . NG

s

The precedlng section Lllustrated that there 5\\

 has been a rapld lncrease in the type pf households most

llkely to rent. This sectlon w111 111ustrate ‘that changlng

;

lncome and employment patterns have lncreased the purchas—

K3

ing power of these households maklng lt economlcally

_ p0551ble to set up households of thelr own but at the same

tlme\the increases 1n the\bost of home ownershlp relatlve

to the'increase in,rents-has encouraged many of these

T L St . “

o

v

. households to beCome‘and remalin renters. -
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Rising Income ° ' X o ’//{

. ~:,s"-

equlvalent Caﬁadian flgures Medlan and average figures.

/&
~.
%

B . . s
omev— . .

+

_Sufficient reliable fightes on income are

not avallable for Edmonton on a istorical basis to .
. s =2 ;
establish a trend and prev1ous to. 1974 Alberta lncome data

for famllles and 1nd1v1duals pusllshed by Statlstics_
.(‘_

';Canada was amalgamated with Manltoba and Saskatchewan

.
‘e’ ,~*~ : Bt

1under the prairle category 7 Thereﬁore¢ to establlsh a

A4}

. o

,trend Canadlan flgures had to_be used although it is a

L = ~ B

: easonably 'sound assumptlon that the trend has been the

A

‘same.‘ Alberta data publlshed slnce'1974 indicates that ;

'\

lncomes in the Prov1nce are sllghtly hlqher than the

— v

%

_//

for 1975 are; approxlmately $%OO higher than thE e equlv—
L1

-

r”wt flgures for Canada

»

Incomes in current dollars have rlsen

'spbstantlally in the past decade._ In Canada medlan famlly

ﬂ',lncome measured in current dollars 1ncreased 187 per cent

/:-‘between 1965 and 1976 rising from 35, 909 to $16,986.

Ind*Vthal income has rlsen 133 per cemy from $2 449 to

are changed to

M

$5 701 (Table 4- 14) . When these flgures

4éf

i

constant (1971) dollars whlch is a better measure of

,_purchgf nﬁ power. the/increase is not as’ impre551ve s o

96
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< ?Q" ; However, incomes héve 1ncreased more
: rapldly in the younger age groups than in ;he population
.as a whole; Median flgures are not avallable but the
’ \e

percentage change in the average indome of all lndlviduals /‘

‘ lby age. ‘and sex-for Alberta is presented in . Table 4-15.

The 1ncrease in the average lncome of younger 1ndiv1duals,
] »

"both male and female, has been much higher than for the

: , , x:-

‘other age grobps The galns have beeﬂpeven greater for
‘:.,.

‘women than ‘men although their annual averages are still

/

. ‘.
Ld
lower. Earnlngs of women over the ‘age of s1xty—f1ve
. .

. have:also incréased substantially. Table 4- 16 lllustrates

‘\\ghat lt is the in¢comes of the. 51ngle 1nd1v1duals 1n the

younger age groups that havp lncreased most rapldly
ChanqlanEmplovment Patterns f{

Employment patterns have also changed
[ el L X

as a hlgher percentage of women ‘enter the work force

A ¢ v,

In Alberta the participation_rate of women in the work -
force das increased from 15.7 per-cent:of all female

'1ndmv1duals flfteen years and over in 1941 to 43 B, per'

, .cent in 1971 (Table 4- 17) Equlvalent flgures are ‘\\\\\ /////

not avallable for Edmonton Increases have been subs- .
tantial (25-30 per cent) in the age categories:under ?

L : ' . : i\
 thirty-four. Although they have been higher in the middle-

age.categories, from a rental housing point of view this

N
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TABLE 4-16

AVERAGE ANNUAL INCOME BY AGE, SEX AND MARITAL STATUS
NON FARM POPULATION ALBERTA

{

~ MaJ.es ' .Females
Marital | Age Av. Annual % Av. Annual %
Status Of Head - Income Change Income ‘Change
' - 1961] 1971 61-71 1961] 1971 | 61-+71
1 $ s, $ s
Married | 15 - 24 | 3,684|5,358 g 1,533(2,901 89 |
N 25 - 34| 4,822(7,850| 63 1,5992,928 | 83
35 - 44 | 5,658/9,405 66 1,544|2,790 81
45 - 54| 5,357)9,072| °69 1,635(2,978 | 82
. : . Ba ' 4
55 - 647 4,400(7,179 63 1,525(2,680 76
... |65 plus | 3,054 4,054 33 809 1,695 | ll0
single |15 - 24 |1,590{3,593| 126 - {1,3522,734 102
25 - 34 | 3,393|5,522 63" | 2,803/4,575 63
'35 - 44 | 3,561|5,330 50 3,1185,266 69
45 - 54°| 3,23274,663 44 3,444|5,602 63
’ . N\‘\ . .
55 - 64 | 2,485|3,71% 51 3,525|4,944 40
65. plus | 1,506|2,528 68 1,918[3,056 | 59
. . &
Source:--Statistias Canada
‘\\‘\\
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. Economic ChanquAnd'Houséhold‘Eormatioh

'is not as important.. The women in these age groups are

(

"Fpt as likely to form their own households, particularly

,fental households. Although it has previously been

illustrated that there are ‘an increasing number of single
»

8 parent households in Edmdnton and approximately 68 per

°
cent of the 51ngle parent hquseholds with female,heads are *

o

,uheaded by women over the age of thirty four (Statistﬁcs

Canada, l97l)k «The‘fact that more women, particularly

| L ) o “

. : > . . . )
younger women are entering® the work force means that more
, , . i . .

' arejecohomically'able to maintain a dwelling of their own

.or . in comg!nation with another single ihdividual. Between a

-

.

1966 and 1971 the number of households headed\by 51ngle

females increased *apldly from 5 000 to 7, 650-—a 53 per -

(cent'incrfase (Statistics Canada, l9Zl).i All households

' . "

inqreased by only 3L per cent durlng the same period
It has~already been illustrated that a high percentage of

the young and the SLngle parent households are renters.

i €
j 4

.
.

*
~

. ‘ ~ . ] ‘ AN
. One effect~of“the;rising’incomes,

e ' N ‘ ca Lo E

particularlybof young single individuals, and inc¢reased-

a,
e ]

female part1c1pation in the’ labour force is to increase

* N *

“net househbld formation (Kirkland l9ﬂl and Smith, L. B.

) } .
: 1971“‘ and 1974).- 'T'hls 1ncreases the’ demand for new dwelling ‘,‘

g units,@both multiple_and331ngle. In the sihgle dwelllng

s I
. s

102
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gsector net’ demand increases as family income increaaes

and. #amilies shift their demand from rental to owner'u

8
K .

occupied.accommodation; In the multiple dwellinq sector4~

these same rising incomes stimulate non-family household

o ! v

formation, earlier marriages and net family undoubling.

-~

combined with demographinchandF have resultrd‘in a demand
é,
for/rentalwgnits which has outweiqhed thq re uction in

eac 2

' demand arising from the shift of famlly dema d from rental

to owner accommodation (Kifkland, 1971 and Smith, L. B.,
' 4 v i ) i

.

1971 and 1974).

w 7
\

Housrnq Prlces And The Consumer

'ﬁ .. HouSLng prlces have rlsen rapldly in Canada

51nce the early 19%0'5. Prlce lndlces lllustratlng %he

)

£

'1ncreases in several of the components of houSLng are

1llustrated in Table 4 18.° The ‘most ‘pronounced peréﬁntage

] Loa

increases have occurred in land costs, construction wage

rates and;mortgage 1nterestgcharges. . Sigmififtant but
- B S - .
/.- : A s . A S ’
smaller increases havg’gccurred in .construction costs,
. \\

1 ;

bulldlng materlals and property taxes

-The effect the;e 1ncreases have had on the
. | L
cost of new 31ng1é detached dwelllngs is. presented in '
¥ .- ’
Table 4- 19 In Edmonton the prlce of new Elngle detached

dwellings flnanced under the Natlonal Hou51ng Act has

/

,
o

” ¥
In the past ten to fiftéen years the increasing income /

103
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TABLE 4-18 .
/ : : .
INDICES OF SELECTED HOUSING COMPONENTS--CANADA 1961-1977
CON 1971 = 100 , .- - |
’ -—-:L-——i----—----—-
————————————————— .
Year | *M *C *p | wp sR .| ww | wr | wH
10617 "50.4 68.3 | 63.1| 56.7| 69.3| 46.6| 82.4| 57.4
1963 | 54.3| 67.7| 67.1|-67.87 72.1|.50.3| 82,9 6b.8
1965 | 57.8 | 74.7 ‘51.8' 67.5 | 80.2| 55.2 83.7 " 6.0
1067 | 63.2| s4.0| 78.2| 78.0| 86.7| 65.% a7.9 | 72.8
1969 | 78.6 | 95.5 | 90.7 | 91.6 | 96.4| 76.5 95.3 | 85.1
1971 | 100.0 | 100.0 | 100.0 | 100.0 | 100.0 100.07| 100.0 | 100.0
1972:| 108.7 | 106.7 | 101.6 | 106.5 | 109.8 110.6 | 101.2 | 108.0
1973 ;53;9 122.2 | 103.5 | 101.9 | 124.0 | 121.8 162;6 118.8
974 ['136.7 149.5° 104.0 | 106.1 135.2 | 133.9 | 105.4 | 130.3
1975 | 156.8 | 167.1.| 111.2 | 157.9 | 139.7 | 151.6 | 111.1 | 143.6
1976 | 179.1 | 180.6 125.7'|201.1 | 153.6 (.172.7 | 118.9 | 183.4
1977 | 198.8 | 189.3 141.1 | 223 | 165.4 | 193.8 | 126.3 | 181.2
5 , T ‘| .
*I | 294 177 | 124 295 139 . |'316. 53 216 . .

éourcé:——CMHC'Statistical Handbook

*M——Mbrtgage Interest o *W--Wage Rates Cénst. Workers
*é——cdnstfﬁction Cost/Sq. Fé} ' ;T--Tenanéf ' 3
*P——PropertfkTaxes ‘ | *H«-Hcmé Owhership A
*],—--Land Costs , *T-—% inéféé;e 61-77
*R--Residential ﬁldg.'MaEer%gls' |

K
Fl



» .
. ! / 1 s )
n a =
m ;.,/.,\ K3 ¢
“ . '  400QqpPUERH TEDTASTIRIS DHWO--:90INOS
- . e - ; ’ .
¢ o soTTIWey Ehmw -uou mma@mzmo JO SWODUT UETPaW G
. ~ g @ o UL umm G2 m:ﬂE§mmm swoout paxfnbay "y
‘ OHWD &Aq @mﬂﬁgmzm se mu:meuaswmu jo stseq w:u uo pajeinoled u:mEhmmszov WAWTUTN °€
' . ! . mmxmu pue 3s5I193) Hmmaocaum sopniouy juswled Atyauonw .- ¢
\ Avmv & uv 3003 oxenbs xad 350D MOTIONIISUOD T
: “ y4/N |986°91 S90°ST 9IS ‘€T |EES TT L9E'OT|LVE'6 /N |o98% .mmsovcH..umzo
g 162 | 006'TZ|00L‘0Z[000'6T|0099T|009°2T|000 1T |00Z 0T |00S "9 {oo9*s ¢ |  ewoour ‘boy
. ¢19 | stzroz[8zv LI|00L6 |L99°L |LLB'S |TYL'V |E€BL'Y €06°€ |9¥8 T ¢ ¥hedumroq
S zez | -.ssv [oev  |oee  [sve €9 |ezz 11z ¢ |oeT  |ot1 ,kea wan -
i 4 cgrie | €€ -fsE 62 ve 81 ot st et |t ;50D " &0
S S R e ) . SR | S
) , 9L zST ST |ebT 6T (8T ET|S88 6 |PP6'L €169 |€99°9 {8Ls‘e |8S0’€ 3soD puel
eege §LZ*¥9|8TY 199|016 '8Y|S88 8E | VL6 0E| VIV LE 60L'ST|¥56 617|098 VT 3s0D Te3ol
CLL*T9'% |, LL6T | 9L6T \| SL6T | .pL6T | €LBT | ZL6T | TLET | 9961 1961
. ) LLET- 1961 NOLNOWQE - S :
mmz ,daanNn amozcsz moquqmza QIHOWLAA mqosz MAN JO SISO0D ° u
AY e .
N T Ln:s. R S mH v mqmae
> o T o
B A7 Rl v




oL

b | : 106
f : ‘

cllmbed from an average ofisls 000 1n'1961 to $64 275 in-
1977,‘a 333,per cent 1n¢rease. The 1and costs_ ‘have o v o
increased over. 700 ner cent, construction coSts 212 per
cent The downpayment necessary and the monthl? carrylng

'charges requlfed to bear the cost of the mortgage have »

?lncreased 600 per cent and 300 per cent respectlvely
'“Medldn income durlng the same perlod has lncreased less
"than 300 per cent. Assumlng 25 'per cent gross- debt- SRR

. service which is the ratio of menthly payments-to gross
income that is usually alléWed under the regulations of

the‘National‘Housing‘Act'the price increases have raised
" the eligiblevincome required to buy an average house from

$5,600 to $22;000.
- ‘Comparison of the increasing annual income
required tc‘pggchase'a home with the median annual income

y °

of.non—fafm families (Table 4-19 and Figure 4-1) provides

an indication of the incwease or decrease in the percentage

of'ﬁanilies,able b bear the cost of homeownership. .

2 ;
- P -

Relfﬁblerincbme'gata ‘For Edmontoh was not available so
canadian figures had to.be used. Census figufes‘in 1961
and 1971 indicaté that Edmonton figures are slightly

.hlgher, however, the comparlson Stlll lllustrates clearly
W = e

the fact that the percentage has decllned rapld%y in

b

recent years. The percentage 1ncreased dutlng the early

/
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sixties and -as late as 1972 close to 50 per cent of the o
Edmonton -families could still afford the cost of,home4

ownershiptquowever, since 1972 the gap between the median
, | : ‘ )
income and the income required~to purchase '‘a home has
13

w1dened and’éy 1976 far less than 50 per cent could ‘ tx;/
afford the cost of homeownerﬁki3§ The reductlon in the

number of consumers ellglble for homeownershlp means that
il f 8.
more w1ll remain 1n the rental market

sy

The flgures presented deal only with houses-
flnanced under the Natlonal Housxng Act These»houses

lncreaSLngly represent the low price segment of thé market

as the prLCe of such houses has not risen as rapldly as

..
e

: overall hou51ng prlces because of the restricted celllngs
on National Housing Act Loans-(McFadYen,and Hobart, 1976) .
They are therefore not truly representatlve of the general T

\level cf housing prlces\ana if such figures were avallable
the gap hetween ‘the medlan lncpme and‘requ}redmrncomeAln
Figure‘4—i would be emen’widere\

| During the‘same peridaithe ccst'of'rental',
housing'has not increasec nearly as ' much as the cost'ofn

homeownership (Table 4-18). The-rental Price index in
tanada has increased only 53 per cent since 1961, \the

homeownershlp 1ndeX»has increased 216 per cent. Although o

: . - N !
the index has been criticized as not truly rdflective of
R

e

!



- reasonable mq{gln of error the rental market is SEIl1l

i

. ) . -‘ ) . . ST
. consumers 1S lnfluenced by lnCreased hdus;ng prlces.

|

!

‘J T . . '“\‘ -

. i,
» . ) vl ‘.E"‘-

]

thchost_of\rental accommodation even allowing for a

conomlcally more attractlve, partldularly when these

lncreases are compared w1th the - 1ncrease ln actual 5

purcha51ng power ln-Table 4-14, page 97. : f. b‘_- ;:_JN

Hou51nq Prlces And THE Developer : : ' R

| The actlon of ‘the developers as’ well as‘

.

[=]]

EShlftS in land prlces tend to Shlft ‘housing patterns

Lower 1and prlces encourage the use of 1arger 1ots and

in the face of lncreaSLng land costs many developers turn

-
3

prlvate gardens and shift hou51ng patterns away from

'multl famlly unlts toward SLngle famlly dwelllngs. But%

o . e

to hlgher den51ty land utlllzatlon in both the central

-

- amd suburban areas of the c1ty (McFadyen, 1972) Land

H

prlce increases, even if they occur first ln the suburbs”Q..

are soon followed by increases in the central areas, as

the urban'prioe gradient Climbs'and central areas move up.

Tt
W

to their relatiVe level.
"? Although it is lmp0551ble to determlne how '

.

'1nstrumental 1ncrea51ng 1and costs have been in encouraglng

. .
© . f
. v

'develOpers to bu11d hlgher den51ty housing a few pOlnts

J -.v"

are worth notlng It is durlng this period of rapldly

increasing land costs’ that Planned Unit Development and .

i N
i N
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. . ) S T o '3
zero lot line have‘gained'popularity,. The average lot

~ o

and‘finished‘floor area of dwéllinés_financed?under the v
'National‘Housing‘Act in canada have also declined

s1gn1f1cant1y ‘FrOnt footagenhasﬂdeclined aporoximately

r .

‘twelve to flfteen feet whlle average floor area has

N

' ,decllned from 1, 260 square feet in. 1966 to 1,059 square c

feet Ain’, 1977 (CMHC Statistlcal Handbook) These flgures,

however, agaln refer to houses flnanced under the Natlonal

N

'4Hou51ng Act and as g;ev1ously p01nted out they do not -

L

hlnclude the hlgh cost homes on £he market and ‘the trend
1to smaller dwelllngs 1s not ev1dent 1n Edmonton Edmontoni
' houses,'even those flnanced under ‘the Natlonal Hou51ng Act
»fare’among the.largest in the country'"‘In 1977 the average A
51ae of new houses ananced under the Natlonal Hou51ng Act’

in Edmonton was 1 157 square feet compared w1th the

’natlonal average of 1, 059 square feet. Most of the' new

5. .

"hou51ng flnanced under the Natlonal Hou51ng Act is,
(however,vln“suburban locatlons. Prov1d1ng zonfhg allo&s
‘resldentlal development land prlces near the central o
buSLness dlstrnﬁt or near other 1mportant emplovment and
'lrshonplng nodes or.major-arterlals in Edmonton, as well as
Bother Canadlan c1tr¢s, have lncreased to the polnt where
'ﬂ {,no longer makes sense to burld’anythlng but multlple :

. \ .
:,'unit ‘1f a deve10per ig to make a satlsfactory return
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,'/I

~—

g SR ©111

on his investment. . . ‘ \\\\\\;¥\1 -
_ Building-muitipie units on expens e ‘land -

results in considerable savings for the developer.

Table 4-20 lllustrates the per unlt land costs for low

rise apartments and SLngle\detached dwelllngs Durlng tﬁ \\\
perlod 1961-75 land costs per apartment unit ‘averaged

50-60 per cent of per unit'iand costs for'single_detached
L : ' ~ ' . 1
units. Ih{ormatlon presented in thé Peter Spurrs Report

Vo

(1975) 1nd1cated that in 1971/72 land costs as a percentage

. of total costs varled from;lﬁ per-cent per unit for row

w e

type buildings, to 10 per,cent;for walk—ups'and‘IZ per

3

cent for -high rise units. Land costs as a percentage of
total costs for éingle detached units'Was'26'per cent.

Technological Change
| - | S .
%\Recent advances in technology have been

\clted by producers as playlng an lnstrumental role in the
anrease in multiple unit constructlon (Economlc Counc11
Aof Canada, 1974). The‘introductlon of the tower crane in-
;the.past_ten to-fifteenmyears has‘facilitatedtthepcbnstr—‘
uction of hi@h rise units. Prefabrication has also
playedra rolewp The;donstruction‘Industry of Canada inir .

LY

- Toward More StablevGrOWth_in Cénstruction : EConomic‘

‘Council of Canada, 1974 reports that builders estimate

‘that the tower Crane~along with prefabrication have



, —
A | -~ TABLE 4-20 °
~ AVERAGE ESTIMATED LAND COSTS FOR D ELLINGS AND APARTMENTS N
‘ - FINANCED UNDER THE NHA--CANADA 1961-1975 -
. Ap;;tmentl Single D tached Apartménts/
Year Land-Cost ~Land Cost | Detached
‘ ) . ' (per-—m B ey : ) <___,///‘/ - T . » °
1961 - 1,259 1 2,602 - . 48
11963 \\\\\\ 1,27? ' 2,973 - 43
1965———35590 | _—3F,095 — 51 ‘
—— 1966 @l 901 o 3,480 | 55
C1968 | 2,196 W 3,746 | s9
1969 2,466 | 4,201 59
1970 2,076 . 4,191 - 50
1971 | 2,688 1° 4,588 59
& 1972 | * 2,876 4,887 59
1973 | 2,933 4,673 | 83’
1974 | = 3,050 4,187 |- 55
1975 | 3,591 7,248 ) 50
- _ v N ‘ | |

"

1. Low rise apartments only

Source:--CMHC Canadian Housing Statistics and Statistical

‘ ~ Handbook . o . ' o

Note: Land cost figures taken from CMHC files are often
questionable because they are based on value as appraised
by CMHC staff and do not always reflect true market valué.
However, lack of a better documented source leaves most g‘
studies dependent on CMHC figures. - ' ‘ )

?
S



vresulted in sav1ngs 1n labour costs of up t0’20 per cent

!

-

‘advance of demand. They were prepared to accept the hlgh :

"I

and have reduced project constructlon times by 25-30 per

centﬁ This gives developers greater flexibility;and

P

capacity to utilize much higher densities when faced with

increased land costs.

N , .-

-

'anestors ln a perlod of steep 1nf1atlon 1nto real assets

Inflationary Expectations BT | B
~ ’ o

"Inflationary expectations have also
influenced the pace of construction in|multiple unit
dwelllngs. Many deve10pers in the 51xt1es and early

seventles, the apartment boom years, were gulldlng in.

e ©

vacancy rates that existed in many centres during this

period JTable 4-21). 'Inra‘period‘of rising.inflation_

v

they were prepared to accept 1n1t1al 1osses in ant1c1patlon \

AN

of rlslng costs, rents and incomes. Initial losses have j

been more than offset by recent profits, however, bulldlng

in ant1c1pat10n qulckened the pace of re31dent1a1 change

Another important factor which has

‘such as housing. In times of inflation 1qre%tors do 'not

wish to hold assets such as cash and bonds which are

denominated in money terms and lose real value. Housing,

o

P {

— __/_____1_ e

#

Ry

X,
pLe
A

stlmplated 1nvestment in houslng has been the Flight .of (,ﬁ«///

TR~
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residential lots aﬁd undeveloped urban fringé land, because’
. . CEN ~ " - | .“, ~ . " .

} . R . . . o s .. -
they maintain their real value during inflation, become

I

-

', relatively attractive investments (McFadyen and Hobart,

, » X . P b
1976) . ‘ =~ .
Summary L ' o e,

In summary,. from the consumers' poiﬂt-qf

. . e . .
view there have been economlc«factors which have incredsed
’ - " ©w . o )

" the ‘demand for rental accommodation. 4Rising incomes,

particularly in the youngér age groups and td\aﬂlessér
ory mean tﬁat moré

\

individuals are able to maintain their own households.

~ .

extent in the sixty-five and over categ
These are the age groups most likely to rent. At Ehg émg/w
time the rising cost qffbomeowneréhip'has_reduced“tﬁé'_
number of families able to bear the cost of owning a ome

while the substantially

renféi’hbusing has made.

»

Developers, aware of the changing emphasis;

I “

" o . . /.
~* in housing demand and encouraged by higher/ land costs and
c : . e : S / o
 an inflationary economy, - have responded by producing more
= - . . .“‘ . N v / . . .
~ multi®family-houging. ~. o .7
. PP . - CoeTL e
. R o
R A R .
e . . pol.ITICAL “PROCESSES | A -
e e e A e T e ‘
- ’ * * J» * ’ ) :’ » . - »
. Staﬁhipg betweenlmhé market” forces and “the
) , L : , ‘
. Py - M B A

T SR e ' iy :
patterns of land use that result from them 'is the planning

N v ~ . - ®

-4



process (Gracey[ 1969) Plahning authorities associated

with alfl levels of government have become lnvolved in land

u
- 1

use decisions ana‘their influence pn residential change,

haS'beeﬂ exerc%sed through-zoning and development and

s.

redevelopment policies. e

. - e The tradltlonal method of publlc land use

i

: céntrol-is through municipal zonlng ordlnances. Zonlng
\

regulatlons are 1ntended to lmplement the overall planning

- lobjectlves of a community and should be based on a geniral

)

or master plan (Babcock, 1968) ‘Any general or master plan
is Ln effect a pollcy statement as to hpw the communlty

'should be spatlally arranged and therefore eontrols “the’
. ,

~general dlstrlbutlon of ‘spatial change (Foley, 1964)
Although zonlng 1n " Edmonton may set llmlts
) on the general spatlal dlstrlbutlon of hlgh den31ty

-re31dent1al units which are generally rental unlts it does
| ‘

.not always have spec1f1cflocat10na1 SLgnlflcance This is

~

.ev1dent by the large amount of land- that lT zoned for

redevelopment but has, as yet, falled to attract apartment‘

construction. For example, in 1973 only 435 of 1, 250

acres‘ZOned for apartments in the older central_subr

L%

‘4s.  divisions of Edmonton had been‘redeveloped~(Lovattjand“
Oleen, 1973) . RedeveloPment has not occurred; in some of
; IR . % ‘

A

> ) .
¢ . < . /
- e . Z# :
'

lle-
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the areas where zonipg alloweﬂit and there has been
considerable pressure for re-zoning to allow redevelop- , - \

ment in areas not prevlously zoned as such .for example,

the Oliver area. This has come by waY'of equests from
' ‘ . Y
developers who are equally, if not more, aware of“the
‘ } _ . . \ .
locational variables important  to rental housing and are

eager to capture the aesociated profits. Couversion
occure outside areas legally zoned to ellow it. On the h
whole, it appears that iohigg hes‘at times tended to -
‘reinforce‘the market forces‘respousible’forbchenge but

‘at. other times has ‘set definite barriers to the free.

‘market system. . | : ® L ¢

Development Policy , " ‘ L s -

public policy regarding the viability of

°

the downtown area is also an iﬂstrumental_factor in the

development of rental houSLng in central Edmonton.

|

Frleden E (1964) study on the future of old nelghbourhoods

conflrmed what has long been recognlzed on an lntultlve .
| : 5\

o Lo . Az
basis, Strengthénlng ‘the downtogp«core is an 1mportant

means of stimulating the demand for central city housing.
1 k >
His analysis-focused on three- cities: New York, a large
. A
SN . .
urban area with a strong viable core whith has experienced

a great deal of residential change; Los Anéeles, which -

‘lacks a‘single core and has'experienoed little ohange;
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and, Hartford, a smaller urban area with a smaller but

-
“

viable core representing the median situation where change [N

has been more prOminenﬁ than in Los Angeles but not as

L4

marked as in Néw York.
Edmonton’ city officials and persopnel of

the Plannlng Department stated that a prlmary planning

$

objectlve is the maintenance of a strong, viable and
grqwrng downtown area. This 1s also outllned in the .
objectives of} the Generaluplan (1972) which underscores
‘the %eed to paintain central Edmonton as a focus of
transportat/ion and - communication and sfcourage employmentr

entertainﬁent, recreation and personalyeérvice facilities
i , s

to locate in the central area.
9 , :
These objectives are clearly being imple-

-~

mented. _The central area is the focus of many major
traffic arteries and rapid transit. .Redevelopment of

“business in the central area continues with the addition
[ . ‘ .

of retail floor space, offices and hotels with associated

enfertainment‘facilities. Since"1972 buiiding(éermits

for two large retall complexes, three major hotels and

three major office bulldlngs have been. granted plus

numerbus permlts for smaller cOmmerCLal bulldlngs and

renovations of existing buildings (Edmonton,Plannlng

b

Department), “Hathd in hand with'redevelepment, often in

s . -



o

response to requests by developers, publlc offlc1als are

»

: ,re zonlng the nelghbourlng areas and gradually fashlonlng

4

N q -

7

'them 1nto hlgh denSLty re51dent1al areas for households

"

that work in the core or households that prefer a central

s

area residence.

S - o, : @

Summary . . ° S . P

The development of rental hou51ng in centgal

Edmonton can at least partlally be attrlbuted %o several
;/Eon-g01ng processes.' Demographlcally there has been a
'rapld increase in the typevof households most llkely to

rent and a shift ln‘the nature of demand from famlly tOJ

-

non- famlly households., Thls,\comblned w1th rlslng

i

"incomes partlculaely in @he youn%er age groups, means that

-t
- H

‘there are*more &ﬁlelduals able to malntaln thelr own

{
L

“fhouseholds. Greater and more. rapld anreases 1n the cost'

o
of homeownershlp havé also made rentlng economlcally

more attractlve. At diiee same time rlslng land costs have

¢

forced more developers to turn to hlgher densmty develop—v

a

ment and advances in technology have enabled ‘them to build

.

vlarqer bulldlngs in less time and at reduced costs.

Re1nforc1ng these market processes has been the contlnulng

objectlve of Edmonton city officials to~ma1nta1n a strong
\.. :

viable doWntown~by wayﬁi;>zon1ng and deve10pment/pollc1es.

—_—
(XY
r
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CHAPTER 5 SRR

* THE CENTRAL AREA TENANT

.The‘iﬁitial analysis of the sample concerns
1tself with ldentlfylng the soc10—econom1c characterlstlcs

oflthe tenants surveyed. It has been assumed that the

—~
[ 4

. A N N
relevaqt set of wvariables in the location dec131on.process

varies with the age, income, life cycle‘stage and‘othef

characteristics of the tenant.- At the outset therefore,

it is necessary to‘document the e_characteriStics, The
anal?SLS will also determine if the characterlstlcs of

the tenants vary w1th location and dwelllng type. | R

‘ A}#hough ‘the analysae%relles-heav11y on -

data collected during the‘survey; Civic and Statistics

&

Canada data are also utlllzed Where possible comparisons
Sotel
are made with Edmonton Metropolltan data_ in ordei to more

readily identify the characteristics unigque to ¢ ntralﬁ

v B
% :

CHARACTERISTICS OF THE TENANT POPULATION

.
~ . -

Dwelling Type- And Rental Rates
Table 5-1 illustfates the distrihu@ion,cf.
the different types ofvdwellings‘occupied,by theeSZntal
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Mg = TABLE 5-1
. . : Co )
SAMPLE DWELLINGS BY TYPE, AVERAGE RENT
, AND PERSONS PER UNIT |
=t ‘
. Units Average ~ Persons Per Unit
No. % Rent- § | Sample , Central Area*
L : A
High. Rise 106 |, 36 214 1.8 1.7
Walk-up 131 4s 156 . 2.0 1.9
Converted 32| 11 123 2.2 2.1
Single Detached 16 5| 170 3.5 3.1 ¢
. 8 i : ‘ ‘
Othg:v - 8 3. 137 2.5 2.7
, , ) o ,
Total 293 | 100 - - -
: ' o
“Avetage Persons - - - 2.1 : 2.1
Per Household H ‘

2

. * Source:--Civic Census, Fall 1973

Y
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households._ Forty—flve per cent of the unlts were walk-

ups, 36 per cent were high rlse, 11 per cent converted

and 5 per cent-51ngle detached units. The remalnlng‘
3 oer;cent consisted of du-, tri- and four plexes and - L7

dwellings above or behind stores. \

The average rent in high rise units was
v7§$214 Thls average fell to. $l70 for SLngle detached unlts,
$156 for walk- ups, $123 for converted unlts and $137 for

other dwelllngs., These averages were calculated @xclu51ve
YL of utllltles and w1thout taklng into cons1deratlon‘the
S : \\o> ‘,, n ) 3

number of bedrooms.

’

K

‘\ Persons Per Dwelling

The 293 households J.ntervn.ewed'.tained a
total of 630 1nd1v1duals for an average of 2.1%%ersons per

. i :
dwelllng (Table 5- l) © This ‘matches exactly the average for

all rental unlts 1n the sample area. but 1s much lower
'thaa the metropolltan average of 3A3 for all dwelllngs>
The smallest_households are ln hlgh rlse_unlts with less\
than two persons per dﬁelling while slngle detached'units
contaln the largest households with over three persons per

dwelling. Comverted units and walk-ups average apprbx—gi

imately two persons per dwelling.

122
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Household Type : - | A
The households surveyed in the sample were
classified according to one of six different categories on -

the basis of marltal status, the presence or absence of

S v,

chlldren in the household and the sharlng arrangement of
Q S . e
\

.t e unlt (Table 5- 2) The largeSt percentage of the

households con51sted of marrled couples w1thout children

(30 per cent), followed by 51ngle person households

(25‘per cent) and househeclds shared by sxngle'1nd1V1duals'~

I "
(24 per cent). Only 19.5 per cent of the households
contain children. This is far below the_58.4 per"cent

,fOr,the metropolltan populatlon as a whole ‘,.;\'

3

The chlldren in rental households were also
" much youncer. ;Fifty¥five per Cent Were prefschool, and -
45 per cent between six and 51xteen In the:total"
populatlon the respectlve‘percentages are 27 per cent and C
56 per'cent | Approx1mately 33 per cent of the ‘households
-contalnlng chlldren were 51ngle parent households but
they-account for only an estlmated 5 per .cent: of total
‘households Ln metr0polltan Edmonton

Famrly unlts account for‘only 49'per cent |

. of total households ln the sample. ‘In the:metropolltan

area as .a whole they account for 79 per cent ' This fact

‘ 1llustrates the unportance of the non famlly unlt in the
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- study area in the use of rental accommodation.

'Households By Age Of Head R - <

Profiles of households by age of ‘head were
established forireqtal and‘owner-dccupied dwellings in‘“

the metropolitan area and the sample areas within ceptral -

Edmonton- (Table 5-3). Thé-compériéon accentuates the |
youthfulness of the renting population. Renters in the
, . p : p :

metropolitan area are on the average nine years younger
than oners But central area renters are younger still.

Sampled‘renteré averaged over twenty years younger than

~

owners invfhé same areas as'WOuidbbe expected. Forty-
two per cent of the tenantsVére under twenty-five while

the'equivalent figure for owners is 1 per cent. .

' » . .v - .:> "" s -~ \/
The standard deviations of the different

profiles'illustrate that there is a'greater variation in

the age of households that rent. They contain a smaller

N , o : - o \ :

proportion of households in the family orientated age

groups but a.much‘higher'prOPOrtion of young\households.
The concentratlon of older 1nd1v1duals that
‘many other studles (Hoffman, 1959; .Foote, et \El., 1960

Norcross and,Hysom, 1968 and McKeever, 1974) of rental
- "dwellings identify are not present in Edmonton, "In fact,

. N L B N \.,
+ the percentage of.houﬁeholds that rent over the age of

sixty-five in-both the metropolitan and<the sample area-
. :

e
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HOUSEHOLDS BY AGE OF HEAD

/

——

' Metropolitan Area

Sample Area

Household™ - Household
Age , , :
Total Owner | Rental Owner? 'Rental
% % % % % -
15 - 24 11 1 24 1 a2
25 - 34 24 17 33 9 27
35 - 44 22 - 28 . oo 11 7
45 - 54 18 24 11 20 5
55 - 64 13 | . 16 ) 23 9
65 plus 12 14 9 36 . 10
Total 100 | 00 | 100 100 100
X | - 42 46 37 55 33
s.D. 15 13 16 14 17

1. Source:——Statisticé.Canada 1971

2. Source:--Civic Census 1973
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is lowér than the proportion of ﬁouseholds over sixty-
'five‘in tﬁe popqlatioﬁ as. a whole. There is, however,

a gfadual increase in tﬁe p;0portibn‘of renting hoﬁseholds
from.age férty—fivg;- This indicates ﬁhat the shift from
ownér to rental teﬁure that;occgrsnwith age according.

td many éther studies does in.fact oécur’in”Edmonton,‘

"if only to a limitéd extent.
’ - A

——

Education, Occupat'on And Income

\f\\\\\\\\\\\gp\ h;}education of household heads spans the

ge frqm/ihQSe who have received less than a

{

n to those with one or more post
graduate degrees. On the a age, hqwevér, the tenants in
"the sample were much better educated an the pbpulation'

as a whole (Table_5—4); Only 12 per cent of th ample

\ ——— .
i i —

households.hadﬁgrade eight o§ less éom?ared to\2§\9er cenﬁ ‘

]

of thé total ﬁousehoids. Atfthe'other end of the scé%ex
. i .

17 per cent of the sample hpuseﬁolds had taken some uni-
versity courées while 19 ber cent had completed at least \'i

one'degree-.~ The respective percentages in the population

as a whole are 7 and 10 per cent. The establishments in

the area that generate some of the demand for rental

accommodation such as the University of Alberfa, University

@

Hospital and Northern Alberta Institute of Technology no

‘doubt influence the education level of these ‘households also.
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TABLE 5-4 DI e "
' . ) ' 3 . ‘_ 1

“PERCENTAGE DISTRIBUTION OF- HOUSEHOLD HEADS
BY EDUCATION

o o ’ N , ' Metro Area* : Samp}g;“.~“”
' w ' Households .. .|-- -Hougeholds
‘ R se— 5 %
’ Grade eight or less 26 12
- | W B - X .53
—ee © Some: University , T ‘ 17
CQﬁpletion of Degree , 1o . 19*?

*Source:--Statistics Canada

~**13 per cent had one dégr‘ee, 6 per cent more than
one degree '

< -
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v ., ¢ When.the household heads that are gainfully
employed oqt51de the” home are'classlfled by OCCupatlon |

"\h £} 3

" and compared to the occupatlons “of. allAhousehold heads

‘ g L - -
-

. . M ~"

Y - - e -
- - -

_~profe551onal/techn1cal and .clerical people than in the

.t

‘

‘- - - b m" .

population as "a whole.l The percenﬂhges in these g;pups

-
& hd -t - »

-
'-are approxlmately double the percentages fﬁrﬁthe tqtal
»

.
. - S 2

populationr. There lS also 4 sllghtly hlgher perceq§age of .
crafgsmeh and‘ggskilled lahourerSgln the sample butiaﬂ
i ~ - ) . e " .
smaller percentage’of indi&iduals in sales and ;ermic;
occupations:?r C N >g f‘ o PR ;
o LT o

Even if the occupation of all those working

_either full or part time in- the sample are consldered the

plicture does not change radlcally Profe551onal and

clerical people'are Stlll over—represented while sales and

-

' services are under-represented.
If the sample is taken as a p‘ole, only
- 66 per‘cent of the household heads are gainfully employed,
16 per cent are students,rl4 per cent'are retired and

4 per cent are unemployed (Table 5-6). . Many of the 4
S b
per cent or thirteen households, that were classified as

-x/
—

-
I'(J e
o

word. EleVen of the thirteen were single parent households

unemployed‘Were not unemployed in the legal sense of the,\\

v 1129

employed in . the metropolltan area, consrderable dlfferences'

areobVLou§&£?able 5- 5) In the sample there are far more“

-
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\ average income of‘centraL axg

Al

several of whom'werealiving op welfare or separatroﬁ

i

allowances. . - ‘ . oo

[} .

The extremities of occupation are reflected

RS )

_+in the income distribution of the households. Approx-

imately 28 per cent of the households had annual incomes

1

" less than $6,000 (Table‘5~7j. Over 9 per cent earned in

'efoeSé of $20,000. Kbproximatqiy 27 per‘cent of the.

'households &ell in each of the cateq&ries $6,000-$10,000

and $10 000 $1s, 000 - The average lncome was $9, 885.

]

Compared to the p0pulatlon as’'a whole, the‘g

B ~

‘tenants is conSLderably

1ower Although gtéms dif§j to Qet reliable Encome

*

data, flgures ‘taken from tH§ # census and estimates for

£l

1974 preyaﬁed by the Research and Long Range Plannlng

'Branch of the Edmonton Plannlng Department lndlcate that

e ;
/

the medlan annual earnlng% of Edmonton households rose
. o

from $9,l60 in,1971 to $ll,800 in 1974. Thus, although

“the tenants in the ‘sample were better educated and a
. ". » '>~_,\’ w . . . N
higher percentage were in better paying occupations,
] _ L . .
the median income is still s2;84o ss ‘than all housgholds

in the city. The median is reduced by the high percentage

o

of student households with limited incomes, the: retired

x Lo .

non.fixed inoomes‘and those that were~nét'gainfﬁlly employed.

.~ It is also-possible that the households being much younger

9,
-

AN
i
’ " < 7
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4
‘s
io
5 -
R
LA
o
A
4 . %
= N
»

Median =

" PERCENTAGE DISTRIBUTION OF SAMPLE HOUSEHOLDS :
BY INCOME ) |
- 1 o - S -
' Income % Nymber Per c‘ent_
"{}Net Réportihg  . ) 2;7 
| ]$ $5 999 81 27.6
sg 000 - 59, 999  76: 26.6
$1o ooo - s1a'999 78 . 26.6,
$15,oogA- $1g,999' t21 7,2 )
,$20,000 plus - 27 9.2
Total i - . 293 100.0
X ) $9,885.00 R

L)

- $8.960.00 ¥

Sources-~-Sample S\iryey.
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, ) /// . ‘ . - s
on the average have not reached the earning capacity of -
| . . . - ¥ ' —
the population as.a whole. ’ o . o

‘ length of employment at: therr present jOb (Table 5 8)

" cent, of the eample had heen&at thﬁir present location

o

' basxc dwelllng and household characterlstlcs of each aLJ”

c MObllltV Characterlstlcsb

Moblllty was a major feature of the sample

of renters. It was reflected.in both the length of _ -

ccupancy at the1r present place of resxdence and the\

‘ Forty—three/per cent had been at their
N ‘

gplace.oﬁ*reéidenCe for less than.one~year; another 28 per

N

- o . A , e ;
cen§~statéﬁ they/had'beén there .gnly a yeaf. Only 20 per

Rl B

three- years or longer.

r A

e Ji’“ Wlth respect to- employment 43 per cent

- had/WOrked at théir“present locatlon for a year or.- less.'

Only 29 per cent had been at thelr present job locatlon

three or more’ years. e i S

l._' : k o B

\

s

SPATIAL VARIATION OF "THE BASIC CHARACTERISTICS

.'\, \: ) . . E o
[ ' :

o Tenant and dwelllng characterlstlcs varied
from one sample area to another. ThlS varlatxon 1f1ustrates

the dlfferent sub—markets that ex15t in the central area.

) .
AN

The sample'areas,:their'locational references.andpthe‘;C-

P 7

are‘presented 1n Flgure 3 -1, page 60 and Tabie 5- 9

S




- ~ A
<3
;  TABLE '5-8
' HOUSEHOLDS BY LENGTH OF OCCUPANCY AND EMPLOYMENT
' AT TH‘EIR PRESENT LOCATION :
‘ 1
@
.| Occupa‘ncyl Employmeht
Number | Per cent ‘Number | Per cent
4 ) L
Less than one year 125 43 59 . 24
' One yeé.r - - 81 © 28 46 : ' 19
. Two years 26 9 .62 26
o N * o 2 .
Three years 27 -9 19 © 8
) - ® . «\ ‘ ‘
¢ Four years 6 2 1% 5
Fiv.e. or more years . 23 8 38 16 ‘
Not Reperted S - 2 6 | 2
Ry AT
Total | 293 100 241 109
,u.“ 4 - > i : . . <
S. v -:I——‘—g :
Squree’-- R |
# o 5
. o
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lpeast of the central bus1ness dlstrlct conslst malnly of

' ‘ - ; T A
o B : X
. N

Areas 7023 and %063&1mmed1ate1y north—‘

-1ow rent converted and 31ngle detached unlts ,These_unlts

‘contaln a hlgh proportlon of older famllles w1th\children.‘,'

\. Household heads have a limlted educatlonj work in unskllled

My

b heads are well educated and profe551onally employed or'~

: conSLSt.malnly of moderate to hlgh rent hlgh rise and

‘pogitaons and fall in the low 1ncome brackets.-'

Areas 8087 - 8124 south of the rlver

‘gfwalk—up unlts; Most are occupled by marrled couples and |

7shared households._ Most heads are young, well educated

1‘studepts or profe551ona1 people ‘and’ househq;d 1ncome ls

Efrelatlvely hlgh Students and retlred 1nd1v1duals 1ower

athe 1ncome average in somg areas.

eunlts occupled by older marrled couples and 51ngle‘”

dlndlvlduals in the hlgher lncome brackets Household

.&»2 VA

Areas 901§ﬁand 9024 south—west of the

central bu51ness dlstrlc{ con51st bas;cally of hlgh rls'.
. 91 )

L

(retired,- Rents in the area are among the hlghest in the

 sample.

ﬁirectly‘westfof the central business,

tﬂdiStrict,»area,9032.is¢oéeupied bvgvoung.narried eouples

and single individuals of varying occupations and education

levels. 'Incomestandfrentsfare_aboutfaVerage for the sample.

137



Immediately north and north-west of the

Ay

central business district areas 9084 and 9097 are-mainly

-low rent walk—uPS‘occupied'by shared and single‘person

'or unskllled workers.

households. Households are in the low to mOderate,income

range/and ConSlSt malnly of students w1th limited education

-~

Area 9149 near the Northern Alberta Institute

_of‘Technblogy consisted almost entirely of low rent walk-ups

R

‘occupled maznly by very young marrled couples and shared

,households. MoSt were low income students or clerLcal

_wbrkers. - s

‘The more suburban areas, 9192 and 7093,

in the north-east and extreme west consisted mainly of

'walk -ups . contalnlng a hlgh proportlon of famllles

(%

Incomes and rents were 1ow in the north east (area 7093)
and slightly‘ab0ve arerage,in thezextreme'yESt (area 9;92f.w
Households in ooth'areas had a moderate levei of education
but tended to work in unskilled or semi-skilled occﬁpations
in the,north—east,‘while_those in thefwest were semi—
skil}e@%or professional Workers, |

V There was‘nbt,,as'would be expected, a

high correlatiOnrbetweén income and rent in the sample

Wareas, 'The patterns were similar but the  value of

I

Spearman's rho is only..75—¥r2 is .56 (significant at the

138



.01 1eve;). The major deviat;on‘wés inrareas containing
students,. Rents are high but quite.ofteo they are‘shared
by more-than one individual. Incomes,‘however,‘are‘f
relativelyjlow. ” A ‘ . t

Adfew geﬁeralizations are evident‘from the
preceding discussioh of the spatial'vafiation of tenant
characteristics. Areas south and west of the central‘

=business district and .south of the river near the Univer-

sity of Alberta are moderate to. hlgh income areas w1th the”

older more‘wealthy households associated thh hlgh rise

development and younger lower 1neome groups in walk-ups -
or:oonverted and‘single\detached unlts;f To the east and
" north ofdthe centraidbusiness districtdthe areas contain

N
CUN

tenants with varying characteristics but inComes are

-

L] . .
" contain child

This generaL‘spatial_description provides
anioverallimpressiOnhof the:charecteristicsoof the
d;fferent sampie arees and the diﬁferent sub-markets that
exist'but it\does not reveal’the gzstematic rélationships-
‘thétrexist'between'the differént variables. Cross |

~ tabulations and the appropriate summary statistics reveal
o : e o \ : ‘
- . . (
further relationships. %

- generally lower, and a”larger percentege‘of the-houSeholds,'
i@- |
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CROSS CLASSIFICATION OF TENANT CHARACTERISTICS |

This section discusses and analyzes cross

v
P

‘ClaSSlflcatlonS of the ba51c varlables of age, educatlon,

-—

;
occupation and 1ncome of the household head household

and dweliing type. This analysis will attempt to deter-
. ’ ’ . : “ L r\ . . ’ . ’
mine if the basic characteristics are related and if so,

~
~

What\is,thednature of the relationship. This will add <y

considerable detail to our kﬁowledge,of tenant charabter—‘

istics and at the-same time the differences in the
characteristics and the nature of the relationships that
" arise will further clarif?”the sub-markets that exist in

_ S 3 : .
the rental accommodation:in the central area.

Statistical Analysis Of Variabfe Relationsh;ps
- i )
Three staélstlcal approaches were used to

.
- ' L

summarlze the relatlonshlps deplcted in the Cross tabdiatlon

vtables. Chi-square was usedtto determine 1f<§ystematlc

S

N

relatlonshlps existed between the basxc varlables.

However, chl-square by 1tself determlnes only if
2

'skvarlables are 1ndependent or related it does not %ﬁﬂlcate
, "
the strength of the relat;onshlp.' This was measured by

Crameér's V. ‘Cramer's V is a modified;versioﬁ"of phi which
' measures the degree of relationship.-or assdgégﬁiOn of the

variables in a contingency or cross tabulation table and

]

14



S . . ]

is defined by - 42 . The value of V ranges from
' min(r-1), (c-1) '

O to 1 with a larger value SLgnlfyrng a hlgher degree of
q .

" association. High values are unusual because a relation-
ship can exist without there being a high degree of

correlation, particularly with the type of data subjected
to the chi-square test. However, the coefficient does
provide a statistical measgre‘cf the relatiée strengths

Ly

of the different relationships. | R :fi
‘Chi-square and Cramer's V indicate if a
relationship exists and provide-a measure of the strength .

\ |
of that relationship but neither indicate the manner nor

direction the relationship‘takes. This was achieved bfi

convertlng the observed frequenc1es of the contingency

[

table to percentage dlstrlbutlonsu Both row\and column .

percentages ‘were calculated.
Table 5-10 lllustrates that all the

/-

\ relatlonshlps tested were 31gn1f1cant at the .05 level and

all but one, households by type by type of dwelllng at the

1

.01l 1eve1 The strongest ‘point to emerge from lhese S v’
calculations is that there is @& strong pclarization in
elements of rental demand with little randomization in

the basic tenant characteristics. This polarization is
more evident when the individual hypotheses testedi;n_

-

the chi-square calculations are examined and-the direction
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_ * " ’and nature of each relationship discussed. ‘
‘l‘ g‘ ‘\- A ‘n .‘ ‘ ‘ . "' 3 ‘
Do Mhnner And Dlrectxon Of. Relationshlps ’
' "-T‘"'_"
CoL - : , . X e .
# - 1- Ho——fhere is no rélatlonshlp,beﬁween‘tho‘

: kl’ age ofJﬂ@hhougehold head and €he tvpe of hOusehold .
+ 4 .
8 B ‘N~E;f2§‘ré§ésegd at the .0l level (Table 1I- 1,0

I3 Appendlx II) 'stle 5-11 illustrates that there is a
relatlonshlp and - that the type of household changes as the
‘hge of head inc;eases., Under the age of twenty-flve the
maﬁority of householas afe.shared_hy single in@ividuals.’
In the twenty-five ho.thirty=four'age‘group_theumajority
are;marfied‘couples withoot‘childrenu//iny th fhe thirty-
five to fifty-four age}cepegory do the-majority of hoose—
.w. " holds contair; children and.thereafter the comoosition ‘ ’q
v'reverts to couples withou£ children and single person
households. ‘Qver the age of sixty—five, two-thirds of
- the households are occupied by a single individual.
In keeping with this pattefn, the aoerage
ege“of thefhousehold head fails from fortj—two for single .
persoﬁ households to twenty-three for shared, singles
(Tablei5—2, page 1245; »Thestanaesdbdeviatgpns indicate.'
'that variation in the age distrihhtion is greatest‘for
single'personS‘end married coublesgwithout children. The

distribution of these households is, in fact, bi-modal
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peakinq in both the younger and older age groupe with vory

few people in the middle age categorie- ” This second peak

0

in the distribution reflects Epe increaaing-propensity of

‘older married ‘and widowed households to live in rental

B o RY

‘accommodation. oThe»distribution f0r single parents isf

_also bi-modal with the younger aqe grqups consisting mainly

of unwed mothers, while the older age»groups are divorced
or widowed households.. Over 70 per cent of the married

.‘(I- . ‘,5 . ]

couples w1th children were¢1n the twentyffive to forty—f
a »
four age ggpup with the peak‘un the early thirties.‘ The

standard deViation is smallest for shared sxngles w1th

. .
LY n- 9

A

‘96 perucent of thh\heads under thirty-seven years of age.-.

L 5 This analySis 111ustrates the polarization

o

by age. and type of. the rental households in ?he=central
&

area.f The younger'households conszst mainly of shared

singles and‘couples, the older households‘?onsist of
0 * 3

31ng1e~persons and couples. It a&sorillustrates.the

pronounced lack'of‘couplesﬁwith cﬁildren.'
' o O /.,

R Ho--~there i no relaticnship befween the

s B Pire . .“d,‘.‘ . A .
‘age of the household head’and the-type'of dwelljng. ‘

o Ho is- rejected at the .01 levelw(Table II-2,

o

,Apoendix II) Although theré are many YOung households in
! C.
all types of units as expected with such a young population

a. large percentage of high rise and single detached units

¢ i : . . 5
) N . ' -
- . . N f ®



[aré occupied by households over:thefage o§ffiftyefive»

(Table 5 12) In walk—up and converted unlts more than

a

o ‘_50 per cent are occupled by households under twenty— iveﬁ- : '

Conversely, 52° per cent of the households over f;fty—flve

1Lve ln hlgh rlse unlts, 57 per centjof those under

. . :\ -

'_twenty—five llve in waIk—ups
i ~.”;v’.vf The average age falls from thlrty—elght

2

b.Ln hlgh rlses to thlrty—seven 1n szngle detached thirty—‘
;one walk—ups and thlrty ln converted un1ts (Table 5- I%Y

’The standard déviatlons lndicate that the greatest varlatlon :

Y

\ _1n the age dlstrrbutlon occurs in hlgh rlse unxts, wlth ""5 -

',68 per cent of theohousehold heads under flfty—seven and

o | 1q
o~ 96 per cent under seventy—91x The least variatlon ls

v T

found 1n walk ups where 68 per cent of the household heads'
are under forty one and 96 . per cent under flfty—one,

- Converted and 31ng1e detached unltsmhave 1ntermed1ate

\'J

‘."varxatlons.; =

N f,';-ﬁ'_ FAHo-rthefE’is'noxrelationShip hetween;thé

"

-

age and. the educatlon, occupation and lncome of the ,]33:

. hbusehold head.

o

,

Ho is rejected at the Ol level (Tables II 3

: ;'to 1I-5, Appendlx II) Table 5 13 1llustrates that ﬁhere'hlf

is ‘a negatlve relatlonshlp betwe age and educatlon R

'As age lncreases the educatlon level decreases Only,



... 6 . .st & . 9 . wmpoo  IoWI0pUE
.6z 6z moy psuoeleq STBUTS

oe oot 6 6l ez . 0s-  mow  pedzeatop

e

61 ~  BE .- 00T"

 -a's by sbexeay Teon snid s¢ vs-ge 4 pe-sz’ Sz F@pun . T

e

G4AT ONITIIMA X4 QVaH JO a5Y A€ SATOHESIIOH mouonaanwamHa.mu¢azwommm_u

Z1-6 @TEML. o e T

a - . .. e : : - '



‘149

. . Y
S s
& . K

 ed1beg’FO. CAyrszeatun 7T - 6

220 uoygerdwop . Swog -

§5971 I0
.. sepeip - ' . g 9peId

o s e o

P

P

—

<

«

AEI

S wr .- NOIdYONAE aNy oy __wmm.._mammm.ﬁ_nncmmw:o%..ma .,..one:m.,HmﬁmHn ADVINAD

?.



"“four, an fher 20“per cent between thlrty—flve ‘and flfty- '

1 . .t aso
a Su, .

15 per centfof the household heads under twentyffive had -
grade eightjor less but by age fifty-five this percentage
had increased to 53 per cent._ Conversely,’34 per cent of

the household heads under twenty—five had univerSLty

. tralnlng. Thls flgure fell(%; 10 per cent for household

-

‘heads . over flfty-five.

7 6 S The.relationship between'age;;occupati%n
and income islnotias~clear1y.de£ined."Many of‘thestenants
‘are Studentsor)areretiredhand}ashsuch.are not strictly” '
in the workrorCe or classified as'haulng an occupation.vi
fhese were, howeuer,uEOr the;purposesaof_this_study,
considered as occupations; “'l I B iiv;"'

B Households in the twenty-flve to flfty;'
four age category are more llkely to be ‘in a hlgher'

paylng occupatlon (Tables 5 14 and S-lS) Seventy per

cent of the students and approxlmately 50 per cent of the

t . .«.V"D'“\ g
5 . SN

cler1ca1 sales, service and unskllled workers were under “'te':
. ) Sy . . S

‘twenty-five. On the other hand 48 per cent’ of the >"f¢f5t°””"

|

professxonal people were between twenty-flve and thlrty- f
. .
‘»four and only 14 per cent under tﬁgnty—flve | Over the'
‘age of flfty—flve,’ 66 per cet‘f? of the households were .
“retlred. Most of the remalnder were employed in low pj_'-. :ﬂ;

paying clerlcal, sales, servlce andduﬁﬁkllled occupationsﬁw'wu'
" . . N S ,*&-r ’ B - ) . - - .



’ ‘})u.
/o “ e %\TABLE 5- 14

-/ PERCENTAGE DISTRIBUTION OF HOUSEHOLD HEADS )
’ _BY: AGE AND ‘OCCU‘PATION ,

o ., . 25 . 25-34 35-54 Plus . Total

‘jRetired éﬁd‘g .Row'"" 17 _Qv = 4 m Isz

1Unemployed . Col:}' \‘f7_ 5 '5:.‘_"{6'7._‘ 66

Méﬁagériél ';:Row . ‘28 ' :48{  ~-:20{ v;"5 th10b

'ban&'Tec/Prof . col. . 14 ’_‘fgsfylf"35w ' -5f 

151

=:"Sales/Service 30wa f-?44 _ "27' 15 7*15Tf 100

-_;anq Unskllled co;;f;j?_lsyi_ 14 18 11

motal 100 100 . 100 . ' 100
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i o L 183
. [ )
) ~ The twenty-five thirty-four age group

has the highest annual ave:aée earnings~followed by the

. ‘ . ) _ % . _
,thirty—five ; fifty-four age group. These age groups have

.the‘loweett‘;rCentage of households earning unde; $6,000 -
~r ,‘ N : . }‘ o ' . - //' : » . .
s Jf R arfd. the highest percentage earning $15,000 or more. These
age categories contain fewer studentS’and very few retired

ndlviduals (Table 5 15) and in many households both

husband and wife work. h o Lt e

Tl

| Households w1th heads flfty—flve and over

4

have the lowest annual average -and the highest percentage~ v
A B}

‘3 per cent) earning under $6 000. There are, however,

a falrly hlgh percentaée earnxng over $15 000. All‘but
two of these hlgh income 1nd1v1duals were under the age

of 51xty—f1ve, Many low income elderly 1nd1v1dualsvhave.

- only pension income.

Ho-~-there is no‘relationship hetwegn the

- ‘ .. ‘ : ) /'/
txge of household and tyge of dwell;;g o g ‘
-_15‘ Lo . Ho is rejected at the 05 level (Table II-6,
’ ,- NN L
NW&iwﬂppendixwrl)“”—The—distfibutieﬁ—of~untts”B””E?pe of
household is presented in- Table 5-16- In hlgh\rise ) K N

'a( 7

apartments thg;largest percentage (34 per cent) of unlts , .

N
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the hlghest percentage of unlts, fam11188 with chlldren
- the lowest. Converted units are occupled almost entirely.

- by SLngle persons and shared single households while
single detached &nd other units are occupled mainly by
families with children and married couples.

EE

Ho--there is.no relationship between the

type oﬁ household and thefeducation, occupation'andv

household income. ‘ -

Ho is rejectéd at the .01 level (Tables II-7 —

°

to -II-9, Appendlx II). Householdsdcontalnlng shared
'Slngles and marrled couplesIWLthout chlldren are the best7
-edﬁcated (Table 5-17). OVer 40‘per cent have received at
~least some unlver51ty tralnlng. For household heads 1n E
~the other two categoriesyless thaﬂhBQ per cent have

university training, over 20 per cent have attainedxgnly

»

’ grade elght or 1ess.'

. There is also a sxgnlflcant relationship

°

\between occdpationuand household tYpe}(Table 5-18) . ..The L

a

‘occupatlons of heads of marrled households w1thout

\\

»chlldren and heads with ¢hildren tend t vbe falrly evenly

the fo§§§r -are S o
employed in professional*occ'pations, the lattég gs k -

. i
- l E
BT g ¢ N

fdistributed. Therhrghest percentage o

2.

craftsmen. Heads of sxngle person #nd’ shared“%ouseholds,
a % ) : 4
in ceg@aln occupations.

5"

however, are much,more concentrate

i
i

. A.H‘.g; @, :
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TABLE 5- 18

v

PERCENTAGE DISTRIBUTION OF ,HOUSEHOLDS BY TYPE ;
BY OCCUPATION OF HEAD

157

: : *M.C.  *H.C.  *S.I *S.H Tétal
X ~_\J‘ . \: - . .
Retired and = *R . 19~ 21 58 .2 100 '
Unempléyed\ VJ;n*é ‘ 11’ 19 41 % T
U SN S
Student S*R 24 15 o 57 100
. / . O .
g R S ) 12 <3 35
Sl E el L e L
Managerial *R 38 13 30 20 100
and Tec/Prof  *C 26 14 25 16
Craftsmen and  *R 42 . 33 7 19 " 100
Lo [ ) .
Trans/Comm *C 20 25 4 11 -
Clerical *R 28 12 . 26 34 100
*C 16 11 18 23
____________________________ S
Sales/Service: *R 29 27 17 27 100
and Unskilled *C 14 19 10 215 @
Total 100 100 100 100 . -
$ . T
*R Row ?ﬁ.c.' Households with Chliéren%;f
*C Column *é.I Slﬁ@le Ind1v1duals
*M.C. MarriedeOuples *S.H.

Shared Households



Nearly ﬁalf‘thelsingle person hOuseholds.are retired,
>an9ther?25.pef cent-are emplé%ed,as7professionals. Th_ir;:y-w
‘five per Cent.o the heads in §hared households are
students, 23 per. cent are employed in clericél ocqupaﬁions.
- Married households have th; highest average
income (Table 5-19}. The average is gll,lﬁs--with'22 per
"\cent earding over 515,000 ahd_énly 9 péf»bent garﬁiﬁé |
under $6,000. Singie persdn hdusehplds‘ﬁa;e the loweét
aQerége income, $6,438--with only 5 per cent ea:ning over .
_$15,000 énd 57 per ceht‘earn;ng.under $6,600; Sha:gdld "
.hguséholds afe'intermediate with an average of $10,286.
Tﬁe.low inco&é of single pergon hbusehgids isla reflection
Vofﬁthe number of retired inéividualé that have Iimited
incomés. In»shared’households there‘are.oftenféwo or
7even:thrge wage'éa;ners which‘efpléiné the relatively,
.ﬁigh aye;agq>$s méﬁy<$@ these hQuseholdsfare*stddent§ or
i‘pegplé\in low payiﬁg;occqpétiong.'aMany ﬁa:riedihogsghblds
u.aiso contain more than'one wage earner, bﬁt moré of them

are also employed in higher paying occupations.

- Ho--there is no;relationshig between

.dwellinqitvpé and eduéétioﬁ, occupation and household income.

Ho is rejected at the .01 level (Tables-

II-10 to II-12; Appendix_il).' quanfs'in high rise units

~are better éducaféd; eﬁployed'in higher .paying occupations

v

158
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N

¢ -

° and have thelhigheat annual ‘average househo‘.@incqme.

Generally, walk-ups Qccupy the intermediate position with.

L3 1'9 v B - "

" ’v.’
converted and single detac*hed unitg occupied by the lower
- income, lower paid households. e

T

| o In high risegv 47. per cent of the household
x

!

heads have obtained univer51H§ training. The equivalent h -
flgure is 30 per cent for walk-ups, 29 per cent for’ converted

‘ “units and 4 per cent for 31ngle detached dwellings Only

z

‘8 per cent of household heads in high rise units have

grade eight or. less. ThlS figure 1ncreases to ll per cent

0 .

<

’

for walk1&ps, 22 per cent for converted and 25 per cent

®

for srngit de ched units (Table 5-20).
&

b

e Jyﬂ;gkr‘;‘t In high rises, 47 per cent of the heads are

lf-g %mplqyed ‘as either profe551onals er craftsmen (Table 5~ 21)

Thisgfigure fall# to 42 per cent for 51ngle detached units,

o \
" T M r ‘
‘ ,; 29 per cent for walk-ups End 22 per cent for converted

¢ ‘.‘ .

’!’sv‘

»f.;units. 1menants in walk—ups were quite evenly distributed

N th;oughont the:occupations but most in ¢onverted units .
) weré students or ind1v1duals in low income occupations. -t
| ;Ln;le”detached nnits present a bi—modal pickure Some
;were(occupled by high salaried profeSSLOnals, others by ;. Ce

low income sales, service, unskilled student or retired

-

»xwhquseholds.

7 Given their education and occupation, it is
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PERCENTAGE DISTRIBUTION OF HOUSEHOLDS BY OCCUPATION ;

©»

'BY. DWELLING TYPE !

e

. o o
- *H.R.. *W.U. - *Con.  *S.D. ‘Totalv”

Retired‘and © %R

‘-Craftsmen aﬂd s, fg ‘

and Unskllled ff?é

LUnemployed ¥

'Hsthéentf,_._x *R

’ tMPnagerlal L *RN“.I'{

iIand Tec/Prof IQ*Cbi'

23 17

100

-

>>f*n R. High Rise ﬁ":'”“

*W U- -Waik-ug R )
' gy
*Con. Converted ~%_

A
Vo :

*S D.. Szngle Detach%p and Other
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‘ not urprlslng that tenants in hlgh rlses have by far the

hlghest average household lncome (Table 5 22), $2 469

hlgher than tenants in walk- ups whlch have the second

!‘

Y

V‘ hlgher than the average for all households and $3 509

: fhighest‘avérageu In=h1gh rlses 30 per cent of the house- 2

‘holds eargtover“$15 000~per annum, ThlS flgure drops to

ll per cent in waIk-ups, 1) per cent, ln converted

o

' 1ts‘and

e

under $10 000 1 Thls flgure 1ncrea§?s~t0763xpergcent Lni

walk—ups, 68 per cent 1n converted and 74 per cent 1n

51ngle detached and other dwelllngs..«*

. -

Relatlve Strendth Of Relatlonshlps

The relatLVe strengths of the varlous

|

relatlonshlps as lndlcated by Cramer s V (Flgure B l)

.g .

111ustrates that some of the varlables are much more

strongly related than others. There is a relatlvely weak

’

£

L

‘ relatlonshlp between dwelling type and the other ba51c

varlabies.d The relatlonshlp between age and household

. -
< type lS much stronger (V =~.32) ‘and w1th the exceptlon of

“:" ;_ [ " -

k)

‘.age and 1ncome (V 20) therg is muoh strgnger _d‘

Cf relatlonship between age and household type and thq

baszc varlables than there is between dwelling t dl

W




FIGURE 5-1.

o

SUMMARY STATISTICS FOR CROSS
,TABULATIONeéCRAMER‘S V>
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°

~a

,rather_than dwelling type as the former are’stronger .' N

.
»

these Abasic variables . F‘uture analysiﬁ w:Lll thus centre

around sub-markets defined by age and house‘nolri type

et ‘ ) h /A

controililin&d variables.

Summag - g S 1

\
\

* -

-'Vage, houseﬁold type, education, occupation a“d income

retired ind:.viduals with 1J.mited * es.

<

The dlfferent sample areas (:bgure 3 1,
v # . s
page 60 an@'rab{ 5- 9 page 136) represent _real sub-
P N e
mq@ts of rental demand as the bas:.c characreristlcs of

A

vary spatially Areas south and west of the central

. _»__bus:.ness distrigﬁ and south of the river near the Um.vers:.ty

O.

o "_j“-of A:Lberta se moderag;.e to high :.ncome areas with the older

: ‘“-"more wealthy households assoc1ated w:.th high rise develop- '

mEn't and youngex’ lower income groups :Ln walk ups or

Y]
. ~

Caal o

166
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‘converted andisingle'detached units. ‘To the east'and north

w

I

. .of the central.business district the areas contain tenants

‘with varying characteristics but incomes are generally

_ lower and a 1arger percentage of the Households contain

.the'associated summary Statistics illuStrate the systematic A

g‘direction of these relationships. Within the.bi-modal age'»

v hey

. o a

.

. ‘l. _/‘
children. e N ‘
‘ R o o : =
. Cross tabulation' of the basic variables and

..

-

relationships that exist between the variables and the

distribution the yound households dﬁp‘ist mainly of singleg
sharing units ~and childless couplesgrzye older households

cons1st of childless couples and one_person households.

. s K

9
With respect to the life cycle the majority of the house-
- K

ho%?s are in the pre—marriage, §bung married wi"

children or the post child stages The majority of the

shared households are students on limited incomes or

| ~young singles employed in low paying clerical saiﬁg

g,

m‘_

' service ‘and unskilIed occupations. AT much 1ower percentage

\ L

' of the Young childless coup@es are students and close to

2s

A
chnt are employed Ln higher paying craft and

P fessional occupations. Approximately two~thrrds of\the

‘afe retired.fthe majority low -

"
LN
patnd®

167



'

o

o dwellin‘g.

g basic char cteristlcs are more strongly related to age

Ry S 168

&

of students.‘ Households between tw nty—fiVe and
' |

~

‘ The older households have received very lxttle S

Eﬁe oan'source of’ iﬁcome is the pension. g"il f

Although there is polarizatlon by age,

tenants Mo not consist entirely of the "newly weds" and

35‘»

.and househ 1d type but ‘they also vary with the type of

enants in high rises are older, have fewer

» chlldren, are better edUcated and employed 1n better paY1ng‘/

' are slightl

occupatlons,

N
Tenants in walk—ups are much yeunger and

more famlly ortentated wr;h more moderate” ' ‘.

PR

: indomes.and ducation levels. Tenants ln converted unlts

@

o are'younger,s illvand,consistjalmost entlrely of low
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income shared and single héﬁsghéids.‘ Single detached

»

units are occupied mainly by “.a’miliés' Sf varying ages - -
. . : ) ) g .

| and incomes.



CHAPTER 6

TENANT ACTIVITY PATTERNS

\‘v ! "+ ° TENANT MOBILITY

An analysis of tenant mobility provides

answersxto sublaquestions as: 'What_type of dwellings do

these houeeholde}come from? Why. and how often do they L

move? - And, to what type of\dwellingbdo they expect ito -

- move? This‘provides valuable insights into the sourcEI
. — 7

of demand for rental accommodatlon and hence the charac—'
|

terlstlcs of~centra1 area tenantg.. It also prov1d, the

data to determine what elements of the demand regard . /mx
I G !

P i
I

rental housing .as transitional and rent becagge 1t is more:
convenlent g1ven ‘their present circumstances and .status
in. the 11fe cycle and what elements regard it as permanent

accommodation. o , R

i

revious Dwelllng

One ghird of the sample had moved to thelr

| present dwelllng from a walk—up (Table 6-1), 15 per. cent

4

_from each of the three categorles; owned single detached, |

N cohverted and ‘other dwelllngs Included in the “other"‘

o category were households who had previoqggy lived with

170

-
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N
. \

| | S " | | o

relatives, at home with their parents or in an institutional“e
residence, plus a very small number.of householdsithat hadi'
moved from rdw houses or condominiums. preroxinately»lob
per cent had moved from rented single detached or high rise
units. = 1 | _7 o , o e
| There‘was nQ, significant relationship
between the type of household and the previous dWelling—-'
the determining factor was age. When the relationship

between age and dwelling type was tested. chi-squarp was

\_significant'at’the .01 le&el (Table 6-2)-. Households over

, |
fifty-five moved in significant numbers'from‘owner occupied

Lo
. .

single detached dwellingg kTable 6- l) Thetprevious _
\

«residences, householdd*under twenty—four tended to bJ

| ~
(

" _walk-up Or converted inits although a significant number“ |

I

e

BN
came from the parental home and institutional residenc’s.
The . majority of households between twenty-five and ﬁhlrty- \

I
four came from rental accommodation——basig?lly walk-ups ! \

) and high rises. The middle—aged households were much more

evenly distributed with respect to prev1ous dwelling than

~ the other groups.. T S ; 3

—

\

ggpected Moving Behav1dur f -

l . o . . T ~
. . . N . ' A .
'

/-' : - AL ¢ T e e

Mobility among renters is high Past

fv

R -



TABLE 6-2

!

i . ; ; ' W
v N j
3

SUMMARY STATISTICS FOR CROSS TABULATION ~ © &
‘ TENANT ACTIVITY PA'I'PERNS - : o
(See calculationa in APPENDIX III)
o
Significant at
*DF *C-S .05 - .01
. v . . . , /‘ "
Type of Household/ - L
‘Previoug'nwnlling; 15 22.48‘Jf.~\\ _
- Age of Household Head/ o | ;/,;;ﬂ//,/: '
Previous Dwelling 15 92.55 |— ** Jw*ﬁ
' Type of Household/ o B =
Moving Expectations .3 6.81
‘;Age of Household Head/ | !
) Movinq!&#bectatlons -3 30.06 *k *
: )
Type og Household/ ) ' A .
Expected Dwelllng Type 12 . 58.62 LA 2.
- B O
B Age of Householq Head/ e / .
“fu}':”“t!pegspd Dwe!ling Type |+ 127 |» 52.75 kL ke
o - b ! ‘ R T A w
o wType of Household’- ( S S B AR
“Expected renure SR 3 24.54 Radd *k
- Age of Househoid Head/ ‘\‘ - » _ ‘.9
Expected Tenure e 3 17.07 L
B Method of Travel by : A - .
’Household Income ~9. 26.30 | A G
Method of Travel by N
\‘ Occupation‘of‘Head : 15 74.50 ek dek
,j\ Distance Travelled by . T R -
< _Method of Travel e 10 138.50 | *k o Kk
ol EAL SN Tl LN R ,
o -.‘“ M i e TR \
: C *D -—Degrees of freédom - *C-S--QQigSquare value
e ] e T | L,
4\\ \ oo



f
\

) I \' SR \

' ’behaviour..over 40 per cent indicated they intended to

©

CE ‘married cquplee\planned to/move becaus

; Asmegl- The couples 1nd1cated they were expectlng or

' completzon of educatlou éxcess;ve

-
move with&n a year, 55 r cent said they had no planeuto
:%

‘v

'move in the near future and 2 gng cent ‘had ho response

' T,
(Table §L3)

|
FRS

between household Jype and xntention to move (Table 6= 1)

but mobillty dcclined rapidly with age (Table 6—3) .Over\‘

- 50 per cent of the households under thirty—fiva planned

Lto move within a year;but this figure dr09ped to 13a§er

' . . e rﬁ.» Co
cent for households over fifty“flve. ;'»5 - ‘ﬁ e J .

o

’/L. Although the reasOne for movmg varied §
3

‘ substantlally several were reported con91stently anluding

v

Job transfer and closer to: work (Tﬁble 6-4) APproxlm tely

\\~

40‘per cent. however, have numeroub other reaséns inclu ing;

getting marrled, buylng a hOme, mdving 1ﬁto unzversity |

‘ W o
res;denoe, recelpt of an eilction or terminat on notlce J

f . H o._l

recqrdedfmost

and‘dlslike of nexghbourhoeéwtenants.v~.' |

: D C
ﬂ - " The impo teffe Qf the reaso

- conSLStently varled w17h the  age- aq@ typelof~the»hous+hold .

(Table 6-4) Many houbeholds with/chlld en and young‘

~ V

“, plannlng ‘to have a child.‘ pren%e was a major pogpern

+
S ) o7
i N e i B vQ

-

o : 'r'here was no 'Qignific’ant relationsh:lp o o

\.»\' o s

174

rent, not’ enough spacevfem:
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’Slngle Pegsons

' 35 - 54 £

*55 plus,

- - /'ﬂ’ ’
- ’ 5 ‘ o
! . - ) .
: ' . ‘ /"“ » ‘m _‘ |
TABLE 6 -3 . x e
,\_\ ﬁ ” “ K )
A Tsnauwgugvrnc zxpzcmawxous S Y
(PERCENTAGE\DI$TRIBUTION) /(; T ,
L " otal |
W.'~j)» : | Hduseholds
~ BY'\.Agg ) K A,
. — - S
ST e "‘,“-'“‘< S 4.',' B ‘s
. Upder 25 52 , 1 . 48 £122 -
25}4‘34'ﬂ“’ | 56 | a4 L 79
o W % ; o 0, o

R

;'LNo Chlldren

.Households_With_

Childreny‘f?.~

Shared Slngles

%;tal Households: 

"Percentage

e

”; 54,0
 33 §
50
125

43

NI
2

46

87

50
161 -

55 |

S 1" ' .
o e > S )
Total‘Households ‘125 fe 161 | | 286*
_'Percentageb,‘ 437 55 N
’ By TYPe . y : ?o
Marrled Cbuple7 l 3 o

“-g7 .

O .
-8

* 7 persons, (2%) did not respond .

5. .
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.Under 25‘;

25_ 34
35°- 54 .
55 'plgs RS

1Total Households '

E*Households Wi@@
vChlldren

“Shared Singles

:fTotal Households‘e

Percentage , c' "

> 110

18

6|15 |20

443

s, -#2 : 16

‘37,

2 . "
Pal 63
2
fu

- kR

o d25 )

100

44

S E

’ Marrled ééuples 1%
: No Chlldren S

. Uy
0

Single Persén

7

Percentage;~

|12y

“/4fa‘12~..13
7| 10 | 26
~g |15 | 20

16"

Ty 12

31

46

37

405 35

1o 30

23
370
1250

- 100

\e

*S Unlx too small

S N

S7f¢1°§e?}t9 job

%E Unit too expen51ve

"?maJob Efapsger o

ST
[N ;
/

;F Fipishiﬁg,edupatioﬂ

*0 Other

o .
i e



rﬂ if they planned to move at all indicatéd expeﬁs was the -

3

e popular form of accommodation. Thirty per cent/of the B

Y

\$§\\\\fitty—five the percenta‘_-

~

N . o L ) _

. N !
. ’ ) , N /
e . K .

b .
for all categories but of greatest concern for married ‘
® 3 /

couples and shared households. young r shared/hofie— rd

’holds also placed considerable emphasis on.

'education while middle-aged households were more likely to

o . L

( -
be moving because of a job transfer.' Older/households,f

\' -
major concé!n

Ty

L. - . o
v o \\ - : e

o Expected Dwell ng T A | R L
Y . ) . N ’ T . ) - a

All households in the sample were questioned

7 4 ¥

I x

.

ghouseholds that respondedﬂto the question 1ndicated they

[ y

~

blanned to move to a 51ng1e detached unit 26 per cent

P S

e .
v

converted unit (Tahle 6-5) . _ "' B | "Q"

»\
I AR : —~

,urThere were 51gn1f1cant relatlonships S

mbve again ; The single detached dwelling remains the most i‘

FRE

| chose a walk up,.19 per cent a high rise and 13 per oent a

Ay
_on their expected dwelling t;pe and tenure/if they were to L

between the expected dwelllng type and the age and type of :‘,“q

household (Table 6- 2) | The percentage that expect to move |

N
i
..‘lntd a 51ng1e family dwelling 1ncreases 1nto middle age

fﬁ but drops off, rapidly after 1fty-f1ve (Table 6-5). Over'

Y

that expect to move into high

rise and walk-up its rises rapidly, particularly in_,ﬁ

high rise units. Veg ‘useholds over the age of

77

R BN . Ll ., . : . R '
. . P e !
- . . 2 g v
. S ’ . ) ) . .

*

<



T

Udder-25‘
25 - 34

! 55_91usq ?= ef X

fii¢ta1*3cdseho;dsf

. Percentage -

2]
EETS
a

; ._30 .

13|
»p24 »w

73|

26 | 1

.'. e 22 .

: By Type

.;Q”Marrxed Couples'

‘No Chlldrenx

Ty

."Children

&

,eSingle Persons

: shared Slngles_

 ‘Tota1 Households,

\

"Pergentagee1 

43 R

Households With ,';'
] .52

84

31

73

.19..

30

;267y

34 |
19

| 52

19 |

13 |

a};562

2TTRE

10_0 v

Converted AR
3ow/Town House Condomlnium o
Other ’

”ie*s}zSingle'Detachédeg T
W Walk-up. - . oo *Re
*H High Rlse e e‘_,~ - *kQ

ko 16 persons did not respond;ffxlﬁ



twenty—fi\ﬁ exnect to move into converted units./- .uf‘n
. ] J\,‘
When the. type "of hOusehold is considered. IR

‘ the largest percentage of married coupled and households "
containing children expe?t to move into single detachedb

_ b

units (Table 6+ 5) Walk-ups are: tﬂe second choice. For

single, divorced or Widowed households high rise units

tend to be the choice of the majority, followed <

by walk—ups. gbr shared households the distribution is

.

,more uniform The majority expect to move into walk-ups

. -

7 but a significant number also plan to move into converted j‘;j
Ly U

e

single detached or high rise units.

L

. o ) " \4"* o
Although there is an overall preference *_‘j:_<:;'

o E .

for single detached units much of the movemen\\within the
N ' " S ~(

rental market is to a unit similar 1n type to th

presently occupied by the household : When the pr sent
dwelling of the hbusehold is compared with their e
dwelling follow1ng their next move (Table 6 6) the pattern.
,‘1llustrates that the majority (41 per cent) of householdjr
‘1n high rises expect to move to another high rise unit. ‘
S 3 !
' }Twenty—51x per cent expect to move into a single detached

‘unit., The pattern ls repeated by households in walkeups,

-as the majority (34 per cent) expect to

' =walk-up and 25 per cent expect to moée into sxngle detached

1
,"

units. Over 70 per cent of the households in. 51ng1e

B N
Sl N
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5 . . ‘l' " ' | ‘. ' ] /'_ ’ I.'J," ‘ K . ,.." . ‘ v .' 191
: ‘ .6’ . . o Lt .

‘ detached and other ‘units expect to occupy the same type

@ﬁg unit. The figures indicate that converted units are

not a |

pular form of accomnodation. Only 13 per cent of

the households occupy%hg converted units expect to‘move .

g

to a similar type of unit as most households would prafer

1

¥ K e
_to live in single detached “OF. walk-up units. A small e

. percentage (6 per cent) expect to move into condominiums ‘,,

FW': .
\le‘sz“ ‘Mg
1t ix.‘rcentage 1ndicated other.

| éged. L T . | KA

' . .

In spitevof the preferénce for single

_detached dwellings, when ithe houeehdlds7were questionedc

on their expected tenure follow1ng the next move, 74 per

rcent (216) said they expected to rent. Only-22 peg'cent

' (64) indxcatednthey.expected to purchaseve dweliing whiLe

, - S N _ ;/’f
4 per cent. (13) had no response'(Table-6—7) ‘

There were s1gn1ficant relationshi /?hetween
’ ;

< =

‘the expected tenure and the and type of househo}d

’ (Table 6—2)” fThe percentage of households'that expect to -

; rent is Very high in the under twenty—flve and over fifty-

ufive age categories (Table 6- 7) but 1ower for middle—aged

househol&%; ApprOXLmately 90 per cent of the 81ngl erson

'_and‘shared’households expect tthontlnue to’ rent and



N

1

A 182
! 'TABLE 6-7
HOUSEHOLDS BY EXPECTED TENURE
Y (PERCENTAGE DISTRIBUTION) ‘
WMM
" . . ‘\‘ . A' ' i ' 1
N Expect To Rent | Expect To Buy -| Total
B ’ ’\i'l:. — ‘ -
No. % .« No. 1 % No.:{ %,
- ‘ v : - ’-‘ 3
; - ’ By Age / f .
e —— . ’ S R ¥ .
Under 25 97 81 23 | 19 | 120|100
25 - 34 g 51 | 66 26 | 34 77 | 100 -
35 - 54 ' 20 65 100 . .
% 55 plus as '| 92 , 100 .
.. Total 216 74 64 | 22 280 | *96
i3 L" By Type .\\ / 3
’ “‘-’l‘ ) . #! - -
Married Coyples _ I S
No.Children 50 | -61 32 | 39 " 82 | 100
Héuseholds With ’ | .
Children 39 | 71 16 | 29. 55 | 100 |
single Persons ‘| . 64 93 5 7 69 | 100 \
C . . i L .
Shared Singles - 63 85 : 11 15 74 100 \
‘ . . . R . ‘\
Total 216 | .74 64 | 22 280 | *96
* 13 persons (4%) did not respond ;
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| 3

although theprdgz;iion drops for married couples and
. S : ’

family households it is still well over 50 per .cent.
1} . ‘ : . ' ’

.

-

§ummag1 . . B
' The source of some of the initial rental

*
-

“'demand is the parental home, or instifutional residenoes

. as younq individuals set. up houéeholds of their own. Manj o

- - o

older households Sell single detached homes and nove into
'rental units. Tenant mobility,.hoqever, is' very high and
once indiViduais move into'the rental market they move
yithlnnit;seueral.times as'circumstancesksuch as getting
marrled Ahavlng a'ohild 'finishing thefrteducation‘or - ‘
gettlng a new jOb require a change in unit size‘or location.
In°this’ fespect rental housing serves as tran31t10n housing
for households who for varlous reasons do not plan to stay

~. . "
‘ln one location for any_length of time. Slmllar flndings
were presentéd.in étudies b;'Rossi (19555,’Wilkinson_and

Merry (1965), Foote, et, al. (1960)‘and‘Pickvanoe (1973 and
T . OORSy SEeSss %) ,

v

11974) .

. Mobilitynghowever, does decline %ith age.

Aa age lncreases households tend to move out of the rental

market then near retlrement move back in. Very few of
- \’.4\:' .

-

rthese older households plan to move agaln For them.'
rental houSLng can be regarded as the final solutlon or

at least a solution until they are unable to manage on
R y -

\

T
\



-
\
! o ‘.

their ‘own. Again the ahove referencod studie- prelented

ce ‘
similar ffhdinga. \ S :

. LOCAL 'P}Q'I'/IVI'I,‘Y PATTERNS o -
S A bdsic assumption of land ugg theory is
that households choose a.residence because of its access-

ibility to employment nbdes and shopping outlets This

' section will" identify the local activity patterns of the

\ N

tenahts and illustrate the relationship between their

residential location and other elements of the urban

structure. This will help to determine if a central

- -

area locatlon is 1mportant with respect to central area

employment nodes andzshopping outlets, or if, in fact
\

the resldentlal locatlon bears little relationshlp to these'

variables. The method of travel durlng employment and

shopplng trips will also be analyzed as it provides some" -

1nd1catlons of the tenants' rellance on theirraccessibility
. 1

to nearby facillties. : e

carf Ownershi

5

Car ownershgp statistics within the sample

® .

areas 111ustrate that the ratio of cars per household is
-

_lower than lt is for the populatlon as a,whole. There are

AN N
-

approx1mately 0 82 cars per household in the metropolltan

area (1971 Census) but in the sample are;;\the ratlo was



-~

4

Y

7_pub11c kransit.r The method used most frequently varied

0.65 (Civio Ceneue, 1973) | o
Thie rdtio aleo veriel from ohe eample area
lto. another (Table 6- 8) Lowiinoome~ereae end ereezf
containing a high percentege of older tenante do h ve
lowervretioe._ In moderate to high income ereae with a
‘founqer populhtion the ratioe are higher. Car ownerdhip,
hhowever, was not highly correlated with inoome, or"’nt
~as “has. been,th ceee in other studies Voorhees (1963).
Poulin{;nd R@r (1967), Pattilo (1969)-andrPendakur.(1972).
Spearmen'e‘rho (Table 6-9) iilustretes that thevporrel-

‘ation between car ratios and the average income of the
° ¥

eample area is very low, r = 0.28. The coefficient betwéen

the ratio and the average rent in the area is considerably

higher, r = 0.53, but there is still not a strong relation-.

Shlp. Nor/ is there a- strong relatiénship between average

d

‘"age in an area and the car ratio, r = 0.56.:

Journey To Work

-

‘, Mode Of Travel.--The car, howeVer, was still
-the most.freqnently used mode of travel«on‘the-journey to
work.(TaBle 6?10§. Over-40 per cent oé’the hdusehold'heads

used the car, 32 pex cent walked“ﬁnd>22 per cent used

t
~N

~
/

‘from one sempie area to angther. Walking was very common

in areas south of the river.nearfthe‘University,Of Alberta

/.

.

409
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TABLE 6-8

+

"CAR TO HOUSEHOLD RATIOS BY SAMPLE AREA

. , Numb;rl of e
. Number of Tenant Car to,
Area ' Tenant Households . Hou-_ohold‘\ \
. Houssholds With Cars Ratio
7023 125 35 .28
7063 67 32 .48
© 7093 188 94 .50
8087 1311 188 .60
8115 /570 414 .73
8122 . 493 349 .71
8124 4251 346 .82
9019 551 300 .54
9024’ 254 1 245 .44
9032 . 495 ‘415 .84
9084 89 66_' .67
'9097\ 318 165 .52
9149 573 359 63
9192 245 - 171 \ .70 (//ﬁ
Total 5,002 3,173 .6;\




[ 5

v,

Arqa " Car Ratio Rent Income Aéc'

7023 14 R Y 9 13
7063 - 12 12 14 1
,7093 .| ' 11 a1 7 T3
8087 | e L6 13 10
o118 | 3 | 1 2 2
8122 | 4 9 8 7
8124 . 2 '..\ s . &
9019 5 .. -3 3 .14 .
928 | 13 2, 1 12
9032 | 1 s 5 6
9084 6 e | 8 || 1 "4
9097 * 10 13 | 12 9
9149 7. 10 10 / ‘1
o192 |1 s | 5 6 | 8
Cér 3&#10/1{1(:0!!\@ Lrank = - 7’8 - [

' car Ratio/Rent R rrank = ’-‘/53* "

’ _cé; Ré.tfio/Aé;e | | rrénk - . 56*

* s:i_.gnificaﬁt at the 05/ level /, ,

>

' TABLE 6-9

L.

' RANK ,CORRELATION OF CAR

RATIO,

+ RENT, INCOME AND AGE

B

. /.
’ ’ v
”
- 4
/

/
/



) TABLE 6-10 . |
' MODE.OF TRAVEL TO WORK (PERCENTAGE DISTRIBUTION)
; ,b;{ | o . v g
e, | rPublic o T A .
Area . °| Car #~Transit* Walk |. Other* | Total
L % % | % - % %
o) . i . .

7023 -

7063

)

. 7093

8122

- 8124

- 2’9019

" /9024,

- 9097
S
;9139

" 9192

8087

9032

19084,

8115 ,

. .

065

- 44

40

100.

13

43
a5

42

33

,‘100 ,

38
21

45

33

10

63

© 44

29

35

v20\‘

33 .

32

100,
- 1bojf
100‘
‘}bo'
,160

100
100
100
‘100

100

100

»loo

100 .

Loo

100

]

»* Y Bicycle, truck, etc,.

2

188 .
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\ | o : N - .
and near the‘Northern Alberta Institute of Technclogy.
;ublic transit was used most frequently'in’the'low'lncome
areas north'and north—east %f the'central:business district

“and in the westd..hsuburban area. Thevcar'was‘used

Q

exten31vely in nearly all areas except those w1th a very

i 1ow average income.

"
3

-There were sxgnlflcant relatlonshLPSv'

' ‘e
o T

between the method of travelllng to work and the income e
'of the household and the occupatlon of the household head.‘

.When tested w1th chl—square both relatlonshlps were

SLgnlflcant at the .01l level (Table 6- 2) | ) o 335
| o Low 1nccme groups made greater use of" -
publlc tran51t or walked._ Colﬁmn percentages ln Table 6- ll;t

1nd1cate that 44 per cent of those earnlng under $6,000

walked to wcrg Thls percentage dropped progresslvely as o

s
P

o

lncome lncreased. The percentage that used the car lncreased

7
as

progre531ve1y from 23 per cent for households earnlng less S

/

\ than $6,000 to 62.pét cent for those earnlng over $15, 000.

Although there is no establlshed pattern for publlc tran51t o /

° /

usage a hlgher percentage of households earning under

se 000 did.use the bus. = -

With respect to occupatlon a very hlgh /“»
b . ¢ we

percentage of profe551onals and craftsmen used the car

'ﬁTable 6-12), while the majority of the students walked.
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S ' 2 N _ T -
. ‘ . RIS 3 B
. TABLE 6-12 A
¢ ° | |
*  PERCENTAGE DISTRIBUTION OF MODE OF TRAVEL. k
BY OCCUPATION OF HOUSEHOLD HEAD
: / . - " < "g. .
6c¢_upation \ | . ‘Mode o
. - : | L«
¢ car Bus Walk Other  Total -
. % % % % %

B Profegg:toxgl Row 62 "11 25 Y w00
| e Colmﬁat' 38 13 20 8, T
__________ X o o e e, L e - — - i
Clerical Row 30 ¢ 40 30 - 100 *

Column 15 38 15 =
_______________ —— e o e e e —
. : ¢
Sales/Service - Row , 27 33 100
Column’ g 19
) . Py LS
Craftsmen Row 63 3 100 -
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.Public transit was used more extensively by the- cl%rical,
sales and service employees. Unskilled workers although
they are 1ow income used, the car. extensiVely. This was -
surprising because prévgous analysis indicated that

: proxnmity to a bus routeowas important in ‘low income‘areag

Y Further analysis of the survey data indicatgd that working
Wives and other individuals in 1ow income: households were

very dependent on the bus for transportation to and from

owork; This ‘would account for its importance as a locational
N : SN ‘

~

- factor in low;income‘areas. i
v i B :

Trip'Lengthst;eThe length orlwork\trips‘wasl
‘:1determined by measuring'st:eet distances (the most direct
route). 'The average length of the trips was 2 l miles |
(Table 6- 13) Approximately\g? per cent’ travelled less-
' than a mile, 20 per cent more " than\\our miles. ‘The length
varied w1th the Sample area, with the lowest averages -
’recorded near the central businessydistri;tﬁané\the()
University of Alberta (Table 6 14) _‘ SR w§\#
As expected there was a very strong .“p T
relationship between the mode and the length of the trip
:_TChl square was Significant ‘at the 01 level (Tab1e~6~2)
hsThe car was used for 1onger trips. public tranSit for,
‘;intermediate trips and walking for short trips k.'I'n’~ o
bfTable'déls the row»percentages,illustrate that.59iperJCent



- \ " 5 TABLE 6-13 '
) LENGTH OF WORK, TRIPS ‘
. ‘ , . . &
.~ Distance - . Number of Ho;xsehoids Percentage
tenths of miles - : . ' ‘ " |
0.2 or ‘less» - 17 -1
0.3 - 0.4 11 - s |
‘ 0.5 - 0.6 23 10
0.7 - 0.8 R 3
0.9 - 1.0 . e 2
1.1.- 1.2 2 17 7
143 - 1.4 26 . 11
i.5 - 1.6 9 4
1.7 -°1.8 . 8 3
1.9 - 2.0 8 ) 3
2.1 - 2.5 24 10
2.6 - 3.0 11 5
B *. N N
3.1 - 4.0 26 11
¢ 4.1 plus' . 47 20
Total “ 241 100
N — —— i s o e v i — — _ ______ L o m e e e e
'Averagé Trip Length = 2.14
L} .\‘
.‘\. o
L . ! A B
%g E

. 193
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TABLE 6-14

B i
3\

LENGTH OF WORK TRIPS BY AREA . ,

o o . 5 Average . istance
' Area . mo Work (Miles)
. Iy 3 v ~ \ .
7023 - S 2003 S
P | . 7063 - . 4.0
Con d . . o [

7093

o . Q3T
I 808(7 - [ M u
, g5 . 2.27

.+ gl22 - '2.86

‘ o019t jﬁ'- 1156,
s024| s
9032 ,"-f 1.63 . E
! . 9684 LiyfV/ 1.63 "
Y - | * - , 4 > \ .

- 9097 1.58 | -
9149 2300 e
79192 S 3.37

| . B ™

1 . . ~
“Total ‘Sample“ ' y 2.14 R . e
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of those that used the 'car drove further than 2.5 miles.

The same figure for public transit was 37 per cent. No

' one walked further than 2.5 miles. Column percentages
. . : v . .

indicate that up to 1.5 miles walking was the most eommon
method of getting to work but thereafter the bus and the

car replaced walking almost completely.

“,

Trié Destinatxon.-—The two major employment
destlnations were the University of Alberta and the central
: N
business district (Table 6-l6)n Aéproxlmately 45 per cent .
of ail‘work trips terminated at these two destinations,
yther minor, although significant, destinations included

the Northern Alberta Instltute Qf Technology, the Argyle

Industrial Area, 124th Street and the North-West Industr131

Area. Slightlf*ﬁore than a third of the destinations

~ were scattered throughout the_qitj with no areas being

thefterminus of sufficient‘trins ﬁe'rate as a significéht
employment nbde.'«Approxinately 3 per cent of the trips:
termlnated beyond the metropolltan area. |

| Flgures 6-1, 6-2 and 6-3 1llustrate the most

significant destinations for employment trips originating

izézach area. 'Eigﬁre 6-1, indicating the most important
i

t inus for employment trigglfrém each area, illustrates

that for all areas south of the river it is the University
of Alberta. Most of the trips from the remaining areas

B



TABLE 6-16

]

WORK TRIP DESTINATIONS

~

S - —
. ' L
v s No. of Percentage
Destination Trips . Distribution
/o / o .
University of Alberta 56 ~—" 23.3
Central Business District 55 . 23.0 -
- ‘ ) & ‘ :
Northern Alberta Institute -
of Technology 13 5.2
Argyle Industrial Area 10 4.3
124th Street ‘ 9 3.8
_ _ : @
North-West Industrial Area . 8 3.1 -
, Other Metropolifan Edménton 83 34.3
outside the Metropolitan Area 7 3.0
Total. 241 100.0
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, : r o
. ' focus on the University of Alkberta.: /

tarminato in the central businol- district. There ire
three oxcoption-y the aru near the North-rn Alberta
Institute. oﬂ Tochnoldgy which !oculo- on tHat inltitution.
‘the area north-wnlt of thﬂ,csntrar)bulinolu diltrict which
focuses on 124th Streot and the area on 156th Stroot which

focuses on the Mitericordia,ﬂospital.
. ¥

'Figure 6-2, illustrating t e second most
1 ™~
: important terminus,qmphasizes thc importance of the contral

;business district as a focal point. Tripa from thq areas

‘gouth of the river terminate in the central businesa
district as does the area near the Northern Alberta
Institute of Technoloqy, the area om 156th Street and the

area north-west of the central business distriet The

¥ z ue i

two areas south-west of the centfal business/ dlstrict . .

/
) - ' S 9

*  _ ’ Minor focal point at appear on Figures"

6-2 and 6-3 include the Strathcona refinery, 124th and 82nd

o

Streets, the/g;ngsway‘Office/CommerCLal area and the "
)

b

// N . :
General Hospital}y ‘ J ‘',

<

‘;

f
hopp q Patterns . . ' WL

° : The shoppinq patterns of households )

also examined The data:collected and analyzed inciuded
the length and dest;nation of the trlps and the method

_of travel. These variables ‘Wére Ccross- classxfied by P

A S
N L4



- walked;

samplekarea.and the type of gogds purchased——convenience

or‘durahle. T I C,

! T "

a@ .

.

cOnvenlence Goods.—-The average length of

convenlence trips for the sample wasgb 63 milés (Table 6 17),

20 per cent of the houséholds travelled no more than one

. ‘tenth of a mlle, 60 per cent less than half a mlle.‘ The

Amajorlty of households do use the closest or most acce551ble

o . . - °

"outlet There was a very hlgh correlatlon between the :

average dlstance travelled in each area and the dlstance to

' the area's nearest grocery outlet (cornér stores were not

g

lncluded) The valde  of Spearman ] rho was 0295 (Table

e
6-18) . In Splte of ‘the, fact thattconven1ehce trlps were

&

fshort and the majorlty of households used their. nearest

s Bl

‘outlet over 50 per cent of the households st111 used the |

>

'~ car, ll per cent used publlc tran31t and 35 per cent

-

Durable Goods.PbPeople natur;%ay travelled

1

much further for durable goods, i.e. clothes, ‘furniture,
:hardware and appllances. The average dlstance travelled

was 1.9 miles~ ~The average varled from a low of 1.17

R

mlles to 2 67 mlles (Table 6- 19)

| Table 6- 20 lllustrates where the ma]orlty

: | 4 o
of households shop. Although there is a general trend
; . » s

-~ -

&8 .

202,
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’

L ' \ a
DISTANCE DISTRIBUTION OF CONVENIENCE
- SHOPPING TRIPS (TWO WEEK PERIOD)

2

TABLE 6-17

 Dis£ance,ﬁ Trips ’Percgntage

(miles) | -
0.1" 53 20
0.2 % 13
0.3 - 44 16
0.4 29 11
0.5 6 2
0.6 21 8
0.7 7 -3
0.8 A 3
0.9. 6 2
" |

1.0 ‘4 1
1.1-1.5 16 6
y . ,
1.6-2.0 5 2
2.0 plus 33 12
Total Trips 3p7* 100

JAverage TEiﬁ Length = 0.63 miles

e ’ 1

&

'

* 26 per’ééns did not respond

L]

N

203



CONVENIENCE SHOPPING--NEAREST OUTLET -AND

TABLE 6-18

AVERAGE DISTANCE TRAVELLED

- Diétance‘TofNeérest ) Avefage Distaﬁce
Area "Ma?orJ?Ftlet | _ Travelleél
_ioéj* 55 .97
7063 [ .80 .95
7093 '.sp‘ 83
: 8Q87.} .25 . .60
8115 30 .70
‘éizéi | . .45 .78
19124°< ‘ .40 .66
9019 - .65 1.10
”z:gdza . .25 :43 -
9032 .20 ) 34
o : R
q084 . 1.40 | 1.23
’A*9¢§7v\" .35 .41
| 9145':  10 .23
19192» ' 1.20 1.02"
Fﬁank ;-0??5* | o )

* significant at the .01 level

204 ..
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e o 305,

TABLE 6-19

DURABLE GOODS SHOPPING

- ﬂistance To ‘Distance To ,Aver4age Distance
Area | Nearest Centre -Downtown . - Travelled .
: (miles) - (miles) L (mi‘les) A ;
7023 ., © 1.30 . - 1.30 137
' . R 1 - - \'. . | R : '
7063 1.70 . | . 1.70 1 2.37 ~
7093 1.20 , 2.0 2,67 -
8087 | . 2.00 3 "~ 2.55 - .2.49
8115 | 2.40 IE 2.80 | 2.43
s122 | 1.90 a0 | 2.230
8124 1.80 2,00 2727
9019 |  1.15 o115 . 1.26
9024 1.10 w0t |0 L300
9032 165 |  1.65 2,06
gosa |  1.75 1.75 .. 1.4
9097 .80 .80 \ 1.17
9149 .15 1.90 1.54
9192 1.10 s . 4.30 1.90
_Total Sample \ o : Lo oo 11,90
o I o | )
Nearest To Average Irank = .65* R
' Average Té Downtown . frank = .78%. d
* significan(t at the .01 level [\
P - ' oo
\
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" or entertainment,

- - 207

towards the closest centre, householde shop aroundia great
deal nore'for durable than for convenience goods. Thefe
'ie»a significant relationship (r 5-0.65) betWeen the
-average dlstance travelled in each area and tie distance
to the nearest centre (Table 6“19), but the relaé/onshlp

/ o
w1th\the distance to downtown waspcons;derably h;gher

Q

‘;(r = 0.78);

- Table'6—20‘illustrates thefimportance of the

‘central businesshdistrict as a focal point for shoppiné.

- Out of a total of 686 trips recorded 244 or 36 per,cent:

termlnated in the downtown area. Thls is more than double

the flgure for Southgate, the next most important’centrel
@
Approxxmately a third or more of all the tr1p5/1n each area

were to the central bu51ness dlstrlct. Over 80 per cent
of these . trips were for shopping althbuéh they were often

combined with personal business, medical or dental trips

RN

Summary
The analysis,confirms that;there ié a’

physxcal and functlonal relatlonshlp between the tenants

+ .
resxdentlal 1ocat10n and the central or local employment

- and shopping nodes. Although more than one third of the

e e
hie Y

employment destlnaﬁéons termlnated in areas tha% had no
. ; ‘]_' N
relatlonshlp to the residential locatlon the maJOrlty of
. 3y ) .

Vo _ : //‘u 3 : L \

4
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tenants do utilize their proximity to employment and
work in the central employment nodes. The same conclusion

holds true for tenant shopping activity For convenience

E

shopping there is a very high correlation between the
distance to the closest centre and the distance tenantsg

travelled.: For durable goods tenants.shop,around more but
: : - S J
the trend is still to the closest centre.

The car,‘however, is still the most‘

\

frequently used mode of travel for both work and shopping

N i

even though tenants have fewer cars per household than the -

1

' population as,a-whole. Although there was not a high Co

.

correlation between income and,car ownership low income

tenants do rely more on.walking and publie transport.

These moMys of travel were used most extensiyely in low

income areas and areas near the,University,of Alberta
that contain many students with limited incomes.

R ' One inference is Very obvious from the
. . r

o

analysis, the central business district and the University

, , d L S .
of Alberta are the focus of much of the tenant activity

b \\':

“i with respect to employment”and shopping. As there is a

physic¢al and a functionaiwreiationship between residence
and these activity nodes it may~seem safe to conclude
that accessibility does playia roie‘in the household's
7 : . : . '
residential'1ocation'decision; However)vfurther
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e#amﬂn;ﬁion of this premise bf'actualiy analyzing the %
‘lpcation decision of the tenants ié necessary before.
'cbnfirmipg or degyiﬁé.;he éondlusion. The féct that an
individual lives | .ver.;y‘ ¢lose to his place of empl_oy'me’nts
may not»be’ar 'any: relationship to his reason for choos'ing
that‘pla'ce as a residence. ‘Chapin (1974) has poim::._ed' _
'out‘ that activity pétterns @,s they are perceived-in a
% physical senSe'may not always accurately rep_resen_t_ t;le

. ~ ' : ’J
ndads and preferences of those involved.
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central area tenants but it will also test the i;;k,Of

5

CHA%TER 7

THE LOCATION DECISION PROC?SS OF CENTRAL AREA TENANTS
- \ '

The‘review‘of existing iiterature indicates .
that there are many reievant variabieé in the residential
location decision. However, very few of the variables
that may be importagtﬁin the decision making prqeess have —
beenbextensively.tested in the eentral area. Aiso, there

‘/ ¢ .
has not béen a great deal of research. on how the?&ar%ableg

. \.

e

\,
.

.; ’
in the dec1510n maklng process vary with the character—

‘istics of the tenant] ‘The empha31s,on accessxblllty‘may

be easier to handle, particularl& when it centres on the
! ’ o © ' :

journey to work .and shopping but it may also be divorced

from reality.

' This chapter will examine the role that
r# 5
acce551b111ty plays in the locatlon dec151on process of -

J

i

other variables associated with the actual site and

-

structure, managerlal pollcy, soc1al and physical aspects

of the surroundlng nelghbourhood and flnanc1al conSLder—

ations. The study w#ll also4attemptatoideterm1ne if the

aetual variables‘coneidéred or the iﬁportance of specific
, _ e

variables varies with tenant characteristics.

8 | 210



THE LEVELS OF DECISION MAKING

For‘thg tenants there are at least two
levels of decision making when ' choosing auresidence;
first at the contextual level the decision to r;nt or buy,
then with%n the context of this deqisionkﬁhe more specific
processes of éelectiﬁé a particﬁiar érea and an actual

: 8 \ _
dwelling unit. The decision making process at all levels

varies with the characteristics of the decision makers.

, ‘ N R
The Contextual Level '

The Reasons For'Repting,—QWhen questioned

on th“théy chose to rent 41 per cent of the ‘households
stated they ¢ould not afford to ﬁuy (Table 7-1). Nearly

30 per cent indicated they were‘rentingAbecause they .-

N

conside:ed'their presence‘in Edmonton as temporary. They

“were finishihg their educatign,lexpect;ng'to be transferred
- ‘

to another job or pfeférred  6flive eléewhere.' Other

‘reasons included the reduction in responsibility associated

with renting, the fact that leséispace was needed, and a

preference for apartment living.

There were significant relationships
between the age and type of househbld'ana tﬁé reasons for

, ' 3 .
_ renting. Chi-square was significant at the .01 level

(Tables 7-1 and-7-2). A high percentage of all households

<
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reported that they rented only.becauee theyhtelt they

~

_could noq#ll agd to buy but the lack of purchaaing power

(Table 7e1X.k For shared households the temporary 10patidn

was a significant element. The lack of responsibilities,
T ‘ . .
reduced space reguirements and a preference for apartment~

1iving were more common among single person households. >
. ’ As age increased the percentage who stated

that they could not afford to own as ‘their primary»reason .

for renting declined-—from 49 per cent for households under

(Table 7-2) thiS'was not because income increased with age

—_—

e

(gaﬁple\figureesEESXS*EEwﬁgfi_i?t) but because the prlmarx/ﬂ

* Yeasons for renting change with age. The percentage thdt

/ ‘ { L J
see their location'as'temporary declines while the prop-

ortlon that prefer apartment 1i ving,'require leSS«space

~and dlSllke the respon81billt1es of ownership increase.

©

- Why;Households ﬁill Continue To Rent.——When

asked whether they expected to rent or buy following thelr

_ next move 216 (74 per cent) households indicated they

» I

“would rent, 74 (25 per cent) expected to buy while 3

\ :

(1 pér cent) households could/not express an oplnlon.

'

, Nearly half of the reasons given were assocxatedsw1th the;

fact that households could not afford to buy (Table 7-3).

o -

|



e TABLE 7-3

EXPECTED TENURE BY REASONS FOR TENURE

. . S
Reasons For Continuing To Rent

. 1 ﬁan t afford to buy
”2 See location as tamporary
l’3. Retired,’tqg old to buy
4. Dislike reeponsipiiities of.oﬁnereﬁip

l5. Interest ratéi; prices too high
J e o
6. Other (includes—-too young to buy, prefer
,/apartment living and very little space .
required) '

Total

Reasons For Entering-The Ownershlp Market
/

ed :
-1;'Freedom, independence e
L@

2. Renting is money wasted'

_ 3.{InVestmeht.purposes

4. More privacy and space
. 5 Other (1nc1udes——reasons associated w1th
security of ownership and famlly ‘planning)

_ I
Total -

" 44
25

11

10

100

100

‘Parcentage 7

aA

K.
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Another 25 per cent were associated with~the tenants'

temporary location, 11 per cent w1th tH"fact that tenants

,'were too old to buy, 5 per cent with a'dlsllke of the
responslblllties of home ownershlp and another 5 per cent ° v

- w1th the high 1n1t1a1 prlces and cost of debt flnanc1ng \

“The remalnlng 10 per cent of the reaFons lncluded too

0 . ) + ® : ' . ;""V ‘
young to,buy, a preference,for apartment llvlng-and the

"fact‘that thethousehoid did not require the’space'available

in a 51ngle.fam11y home..

1

Thlrty- our per cent pf the reasons g1ven

-~
.

by the households who planned to buy were assoc1ated w1th
' # -

‘the freedog andnlndependence of ownership, 17 per cen€

4
with the fact that rentlna was money wasted 15 per cent

-with ownershlp as an'lnvestment and 13 per cent with the

.

prlvacy and space offeréd by a sxngle famlly home. The

o

“remaining Zl.per cent oikthe reasons were anoc1ated w1th
the security of o&nership and family'planning;: Over 80

per cent of those who planned to buy were marrled couples
fb , -
S (_ ~ .
or household3‘w1th chlldren., Over 9i,per cent of those. :
| It | e
_ plannlng to buy intended to buy a SLngle detached dwelllng

[

Thls preference may be blased by the fact that there is
" very l:Lttle to chog from other than s:.ngle detached units
in,Edmonton. ‘Many 1nd1cated_they wou;drprefer a country .-

-

(acreage) or Small>town'location.

[

G
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Specific Site Seleéction

Thejgarfables Tested.--A total of sixty-

three variables was tested in the more spec1f1c process

. o

of selectlng an actual reSLdentlal 51te (see Appendlx IV).

. These varmables dealt with the unlt, the assoczated

structure and 51te and the location relatlve to other

'elements of the,urban.1nfrastructure. They ‘were selected

by reference to other researchlﬁn the'same area of study,

and by talklng to. 1nd1v1duals assocrated with the develop—
ment and management of rental property Thls included

dlscu591ons w1th off1c1als of the @dmonton Real Estate

‘Board, some of<thefcityfs major "investment firms such as

[

'Canada Fefmanent Trust and RoyainTrust;-development

companles such as Humford Developments erlted and Aldritt

_Apartments lelted companles 1nvolved in pr0perty

3

management such as E}ﬁ-West Property Management and

Weber Brothers Realty and flrms 1nvolved in apartment

~

construction such as Blrd and'Baton; Bowlen, A complete

list ‘'of these firms is included as Appansiix V, ‘Interviews

with flve resident managers of apartments ‘and five owners

\ H

. of converted dWelllngs were also conducted. These inter-

views Were conducted on an lnformal bas1s and no structured

d

vﬁﬁe%tionnaire was develOped- However, they did provide

valuable information with respect to the location and

217
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decisiop. ' ' cy
R \ . . ) : [ o
i -

P ~Twenty—f1ve per cent of the varlables

- | ™~

dealt w1th.aspecfs associated: w1th the 1nter10r of the

.

unlt 21 per “cent’ with the acce551b111ty of the 1ocat10n

.to other‘facilities aEET%g per ceﬁt with aspects agssociated
._with‘thé'siteiandfstructare }Taﬁle 7-4) . The.remain;ngf t\\\
'35 per<cent Qere associated Qith the hhysical appearance

- of surrccnding development,’aspects etfmanagement, financialsh

or special considerations and social aspects of the neigh--
bourhood.
A

During the survey households were first

[

presented Witﬂ a list,of~the~variab1es. _The variables

were not orqhnlzed 1nto the groups as 1nd1cated above

°

| because such a method of organlzatlon could blas the

\\results.» For example, households could look at the
T~

headlng "ASPECTS fm‘MANAGEMENT"~and if they felt manage—‘
| ment was lmportant or had formed a deflnlte 0p1nlon WLth,
respect to the management they might be ‘more lncllned to .

check ‘all or none of the assodiated varlables regardless
of how important they were'lngthe location declslon.f

Therefore, the factors,were,randomized as indicated in

Appendix VI. The housgbpldsaxg;e,asked to check those
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variables that ﬁhey considered in their choice of a
_ 3 \ R

Iocatidﬁ but initially they were not required to rate
them'in order of importance. However, actual ratings-will

. be discussed later in the Chééter.‘ \
, | &

' The'Variables Conﬁide:ed.~—Theffirst step

~ Yy - . . . ( '
in analysis was’ to determine which group of variables

rebéiyfd the greatest attention in the location decision.

"To do this a systemjof»weightedfrankings was ‘employed. 4

-Each gréup Sf variables‘was,wéighted'tp account for fhe
different number of variables each contained. This was
ﬂ/dche‘by'multiplying the numbef Qf'variableé in each group
Dby the number of households in the sample. The result is
& the total possible number;bf t;me5~a.g:oup'cou1d‘be-
considered (Table 7&5i. The actﬁal‘number’of.times eaCh;v
~ group was checked was then expfééseafas a percehtggéjbf,
this total and ranked as illustrated.

’ |

Overall, variables associated ‘'with the.

intefior of the unit received the greatest consideration

1

e

in theflotation decision, follcwed ¢clotely by access-

. ibility to other facilities. The physical characteristics

~ 4. )

.. of thefneighbdurhodd;were thira‘in“importanCe closely,‘
 Afo11erd’by,financia1 aspects. The associated aspects of
‘site and structure, aspects of management and social .

aspects of the neighbourhood followed in that order.

w3
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The results also indicate that.there are
some specific variables which are considered far more &
often than others by a ma30ﬁit§ of the households. ‘These
variables and the number and percentage oT‘households
that considered them are présented in Table 7-6. The.
literature review illustrates that several of the variables

"such as proximity to work and shopping, the size of the

unit ahd monthly rent, have been identified in several

\ preVious studies. However, others, such as.the presencé

of appliances, carpeting, laundry facilities, storage and :
) _

parking and access‘tofa bus routthaVe not. been extensively
tested previous1y.‘ They are méntioned'in economic liter-

" ature. on hedonic prices,(Ball, 1973; Rosen, 1974; Grether

.and Mieszkowski, 1974 Berry and Bednarz, 1975 and Chinloy, - -
. \ : .
1975) but not sPeCifically related to tenants, particularly

Vo . ]

central area tenants. - ,
Tl T E The variahles.listed in Table~7—é were‘ R
fconSidered by at least 50 per cent of the households 'fhe
consideration given to the remaining variables is presented
LI
in Appendix IV. The condition of the’ unit was conSidered -
, by 48 per cent of the households, prox1mity to downtown ’
~
'by 34 per cent but "the remaining variables received very |

— . -

little conSideratibn, in fact, 65 per cent were considered

by. 1ess than 25 per cent of the households.

/
/

“ ' ..- i
. o ) o -
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\
TABLE 7—‘6 :
VARIABLES CONSIDERED IN DECISION TO 'i‘AK;E . &
PRESENT DWrELLING UNI']}‘ | / | . -
——— \\\\
§ariables 3 .  Number | Percentage
1. Presence of appliances ' S S £ 5 A 62.
2. Monfhly rent EEEY | ‘  180 N 61
‘3. g&oselto bus route - ‘ 170 7 58
4. carpeting =, | 169 ,58
5. Close‘to shopping ‘ \ 167 } 57
6. Size of unit RS : ©oles | 56
' 7..Presence of laﬁndrykfacilities." 164 ,  56
8. Close to work T | 1s8 54
9. Storage space. S - 154 | 53 N
10., Pax"kingv space . 149q: 51

o




224

;Some of the variables received little
oonsideration for obvious reasons. For>variab1es aseob—
.iated with sinqiebdetached units, children or disabled
ﬁeopie the sample was small. Others such es air condit-
ioning_end feature walls existed in very few ﬁnits.
.However,fseveral tbat received verf little attentiin
haveﬂbeeh singled out by other stu@ies as important‘
’elemenbe in the reerdentiel locetion decision. These
linclude manage@ent policy on-the age'énd éekbof'tenants
and social aspécts associated with income and nationality
A . | iR ' . '
(Frieden,_lSSl? Lansiné and Muellar;'1964; Leaman, 1967;

" Home Builders Associa;ion,.1969; Gobar,%l973 and McKeever,
1924){f Tbese‘aspectsvyere also considered significant.by
“some of tbe'indiv;duals associated with therdevelopment
and'management_of rental‘property.that Qere.ihterviewed; : {
Somekwere.important in certain‘eample areas and their R
spatial significence is discussed.in‘amlater section.

| Space was provided for'additional‘variables
:that may have been lmportakt to some households but were |
not lncluded in those Iég/ ¢n the questionnaire. Several
were mentloned bg;,nof'w1th any conSLStency_and many
turned oﬁt;to/yé.variations of those already listed.

For exampie, some households indicated a preference for

a unit with a'spec1f1c number of bedrooms or a unit in a
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complex whlbh had a swimmlng pool. These variables are

mutations of the size and arrangement of units and

recreational‘facilities in the complex which were on the
: [ )

survey form. Other households sald they preferred a
certain area of the city but this Was usually related to .
‘aspects associated with the particular nelghbourhood

i.e. lt was quiet,.clean, spacious or it was close to
shonping, work or friends. | .," b

In'summarf, in the residential/locatlon

\decision; houSeholds donsider a wide r#nge,of'variableS. -‘l‘-
Sone are consideredAby*a much higher peroent;ge'of‘the
honseholds and canebe oonsidered as very basio require-

ments in the ch?ice of a place to' live.

N

The Ranking Of Variables.--After tHe

-

households had checked those'variables that they took

into consideration during their locational choice they

oy .

'~ were asked to list, in order.of importance,;what they
considered as the three’most important variables in their
decision. The‘ten most'important variables ranked according ;
to the number of households that 1lsted them as elther

the flrst, second or third most meortant varlable in
their.deoision are listed in Table 7-7.

Six of the ten variables were associated

walth the unit's accessibility to other elements of the
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urban structure. Proximity to work was rated as the most

‘important reason bylfifty of the households. Another

twenty—five listed the proximity of the University of

Alberta or Northern Alberta Institute 'of Technology which

)

is, in effect,-their place of employment althoqgh many

n

- are stndents. So, in effecty-seventy-five households, or
slightly more than one quarter of the.%ample; indicated
that their primary reason for choosfng the location was
its proximity to employment Several other households
that listed the prox1M1ty of a bus route indicated that
they did use the bus to get to work, so this variable

was also related to employment.

Two of the variables, size of'the rooms and
condition of the»unit, were assoc1ated with thelinterior
.of the unit and one, the‘quiet strroundings, with the
physical aspects of\the surroﬁnding deyelopment.‘ Consid—‘
erable importance.wa;\placed on.financial aspects and moré

households ranked monthlyurent as. the first seCQnd'qr'

\

,,,,,,,,

PO

.fthan any other. 51ng1e factor.

: When Table 7-7 is compared w1th Table 7- -6

o roo

only five variables are repeated . the montle‘rent the ‘

\\

size of the unit prox1m1ty to a bus route, shopping and

»
N

work;' The variables not repeated are the presence of
™ \

AN

227
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o
appliances, carpeting, laundry, storage and parking.
\ / <

These. variables are basic in terms of what most households ¢
require.when seeking a dwellingﬁhdt“their occurrence in:
‘a'high percentage of units onjthe'market means that a’
great deal of sign@{%sance need not be attached to them.
| 'Later 1n the questiqnnaire the households
“"were asked what two factors they liked most about thedr
present,locatlon.a Thls questlon was asked to see if the
| previousrrankinc of factors wag confirmed and the location
had 1ived up to iZs inltial expectatldns. In general; the
meortant factors were conflrmed aithough the order varied
ccons'iderahly (Table 7-8). The importance of monthly rent
Y fell from first to third place Qh}le proximity to.work
moved from second,to‘first.b Quietwsurroundings Eumped from
ninth to second.while proximity to the University of.Alberta
‘ N | T -
or Northern Alberta Institute. of Techno%ogy remained in ’
fourth:n | |
| Instead of households saying they were“,-'
easily accesSible torshopping, friénds; downtown‘or.a bus
route they'tendedmto sPeak in terms Sf.their "good" or.
"central iocatdon. Three new facths;_privacy! view rrcm
- the unit and availabilityiof'recreational facilities did”
appear on the list. ‘In general, howéver; thejreaSOns for

choosing the location in the first place were confirmed
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L

rbY the reasons glvén for llking their partlcular dwelllng
«
EV1dence Lndlcates that céntrallty is of
. . 0o .
paramount imporeance to tenants. Later in the questlon—

nalre households were asked what they felt were the'“

- . . -«

B advantages and dlsadvantages of a suburban 1ocat10n.
'RéSldentlal areas on or ne@r the perlphery of Edmonton

such as Mill, Woods, Beverley Heights, Petrolia, Duggan T '_ﬁ
. R . - . i ":t

“and West}awn Were glven as examples of suburban areas :
Table 7-9 lllustrates the results.<" s

N A

Approxﬁnately 42 per cent of the householdsvl

o
!

'*feltithere Were no advantages-~ Advantages that were
'mentlonedvlncluded the cheaper rents, the quieter, cleaner

hd -

;atmosphere, mo&e space and prlvacy and better plannlng

° S ~ .

" and provisiOn‘for children. Only 5 per cent said lt was

ﬁcloser to work ‘ s | S ”
.‘ ‘ ‘¢ ) . ) ‘0

Ao : - Wlth respect to dlsadvantages only 25 per
cent felt there were no dasadvantages. Approxlmately_

3

cE

. Co
‘§5 per cgnt mentrpned the travel tlme or dlstance to work

/

The other reasons glven——road condltlons in w1nter, the
dlstance from downtown, lack of good bus serv1ce and
: y‘, a :

{‘the dlstance from faCllltleS such ‘as shopplng, entertarhment .

[
<

-and health serv1¢es——11ke the dlstance from workL are all
\ |
a55001ated w1th the tenants relatlonshlp to\uentral area<
ve L ,%"

employment shopplng, entertalnment ‘and other fac111t1es.l

t9

N . . L ; o ) iy By

gy
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3
THE SPATIAL PATTERN OF RESPONSE

. Ddring the analysis,'cross tabalations were
codstracted and summary statistics for,cross.tabulatiohsu
calculated. ?he resulting statistics‘illustrate the"
relationships~that exist between the varlables cohsidered.
in the locational choice and other elements in the urban
structure. o . - )

‘Flrst the responseséto thevariables were
tested‘to determine if they illustrated a spatlal'pattern.

If the importance of a certain variable was related to a

»

partlcular aspect of the urbap spatlal structure the

W

\

households whlch gave conSLderatlon to that varlable shoulda

have'a related spatial pattern. Fortexample,'llv;ng close )

‘ to‘pe0pleﬁof the same nationality should appear as‘heing;

i

‘more important:to households living' in areas Where‘a

‘particular”ethnic‘group dominate. ,To.testuthis three
ey T &
methods were used. Chi- square ‘was used to determlne if a

'spatial reiatioﬁship existed- the strength of the relatlon—

@

ship was tested by calculatlng values for Cramer s V and

the contxngenCy coeff1c1ept;;and, as a thlrd stép,la spatlal

.COncentratioﬂ'ratio was calCulated. The ratlo was arrlved
at by leldlng actual by expected frequenc1es} Expected

frequenCLes for each.- area were calculated by multlplﬁkng

L3 B

) - i
wfftal nhmber “of tlmes aJvarlable:was con51dered by the

[

232
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percentage of sample households living 1n the area. The

actual number of households in the area that conSLdered the

‘ varlable was then- d1v1ded by the expected frequency

N

f' ‘ An example is set out below:

e

. The variable CLOSE TO RIVER VALLEY was considered by 47 of

the 293 household5° ‘ "' - ‘ | ‘
. v : '
Area 9019 contalns 31 households
Expected frequemcy _31 x 47 =5
e 293 -
Actual frequency - = 20 - . ‘

/

|

{

io _Actual = 20 or 4.0

Expected -5
~ : ““Those varlables lllustratlng a systematlc

(

spatlal relatlonshlp are - tabulated in Flgure 7-1. Values
® :

for Cramer‘s v and ‘the contlngqncy coefflc;ent are also.

presented. Flgure 7-2 1llustrates the spatlal concentratlon
: =

rat:.os. Any var:.able that has a ratlo greater than% ;Ls

'concentrated or has greater SLgnlflcance in that partlcular -

-

-~ area. than\would be expected—-glven the area’ s»percentage

of the‘total households in the sample.

The spatlal varlatlon is not c01nc1dental '

but is associated with;tenant»characterlstlcs in the.area
or with elementsbof the‘urbangSpatial structure. ‘éroups -
of uariableslillustrate~the same spatial pattern, others e
have individual patterns. : "'r" , o k-

N



w

. FIGURE 7-1.

\

SPATIAL RELATIONSHIP OF LOCATION DECISION

Monthly Rent

VARIABLES
Variabde *CS *LS *CV . *CC
L .01 .05
INTERIOR ‘
Air Conditioning 21.8. ** *k .27 «26
- Carpeting 31.3 *%k .33 .31
~.  Drapes 40.6 * .37 .35
Balconies 39.2 faled .37 .. -.34
View 68.1 Cox%/ 48 .43
Soundproofing - 47.9 Kk .40 - .37
EXTERIOR - -
" Recreational Eacxlltles 110.6 **.. .61 .52
' Play Space ‘ 32.4 ** - 33 .32
High Rise® 62.2 *k .46 .42
Walk-up 50.1 k. .41 .38
Single Detached 1226 wx k% .28 .27
' Size of Lot 44.9 ** .39 .36
MANAGEMENT ‘ - - S
Security Service ' 44.0 ** .39 .36
Children Allowed | 29.3 . %% . 33 .30
Children Not Allowed 24. 0 k% kR 0 29 .28
PHYSICAL - : _—
“Privacy ‘ 2546 *x .30 .28
Quiet Surroundlngs.v 25.9 ** .30 .29
SOCIAL e - '
Same Nationallty 34.3 ** .34
ACCESSIBILITY & % -
Close to Childign's School . 28.4 *x .31
Close to Univ.,” NAIT 57.9 %44
Close to Church , ,54.8 ek .43
Close to Bus Route =, 49.1 *k .37
Close to River Valley $3.4 ** .53
Close to Downtown 85.0 *x G54
Close to Relatives 53.8 *% 43
® - FINANCIAL ' R
33.3 ¥k . 34

*CS--Chi-square Value

*LS—fLeveIHOf.Significance'

*CV--Cramer's V.

' *CC--Contingency Coefficient

234,
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Several variables are associated with the
‘high rent, high income areas including the presence ofﬂair
conditioning,‘carpeting, drapes, balconies, soundproofing,
security servide; recreational facilities\in the complex
and the view from the unit. The view from the unit was
most significant in area 9019; the area overlooking the

.

‘river valley, but it a}so teceived consiaeration in other
areas containing high riee units: Because it was a high
}tise, as expected‘had ratios greater than'oneVin most‘of
theee.areas., Many of these,variables; although a?t ‘
eﬁclueively foﬁnd *in high rise anits, are more cften‘ ;“” . 7.
Hassociated’with them and pecp;e maf'chOOSe a high/riee
-unit if these Qariablés are important to them.

| Other.variables were cl?seiy associated
with areas cOntaininé families with children.. These
lncluded play space, the size of the lot or site, the
fact that managemeﬂt allowed chlldren in ‘the units or the
fact that they were close to a school. Also lllustratlng

L]

a sxmllar pattern was the varlable, "because lt is a

l’b
.

single detached unit". The above were, howéVEr, not

\

associated exclusively with areas containing a relatively
l

\ /

hlgh percentage of single detached unlts as other dwelling
types also contaxned f&mlllES‘WIth chlldren.

Although spatlal patterns ‘0of the remaining

+>



) structure is obvious.

2386

factors do not necessafily bear a relationship to each
other thgy'Canibe expldined. Their association with

certain characteristics of the tenants or aspects of urban

N
I
1

Generally‘associatea with low Fb moderate
iﬁcdme areas was the proximity of tﬁe bus route. As>
explained in 5hapter 6, the carXWas used quite egtenéively
_in these areas but members of thé ﬂousehoid‘other'than'the
head dependea‘extensiVely on the bus to get to wotk.“ Not
'unéxpectedly, the monthly réﬁt was also a significant
variable in the location”deg%sioh in these aréas. In areas
fhat were ciose fo,thé University of Alberta or the
Nofthern Alberta:Instituté of'T%chnoldgy, near tﬁe downﬁown‘
area or close to the river valléy, people inaicated that

) ‘

_ praiﬁ&ify to these elements was considered in their

location deci;ion. .
¢ Natiénakity aﬁd Ehé‘presenceiéf the church
was significant‘in areas horth—éasf of the ceﬁtyal businesé
‘disfr;?k containingxa slavic ethnic majority{ however, the
church was also signifigant‘in areaS-containing mahyv
elderly people.: Thg presence of relatives was génerally
_ﬁgre'impoftant in areés conféiﬁing famiiies-withvchildren

" and very important in the ethnic areas. Quiet‘surroundings,

'privacy and the fact that children were not allowed in bj

/



management was of greatest importénce in areas containing
single or elderly individuals.

The Strength Of The Spatial Relationships

Bagsed on the values of Cramer's V and the

contingency coefficient the presence of recreatlonal
\
facrrities in the complex 1llustr&ted the greatest degree

"

of assoc1ation. This is a‘ref%ection of the fact that

"»’i»' ) (’.Lf»“

| ~their distribution is very localized, being, confined to

.high rise, high rent -units. \
The next strongest association was illust-

rated by proximity to downtown, followed by proximity to

&

the . river valley,. v1ew from the unit, and proximity to

- the University ofaAlberta‘or the‘Northern Alberta Institute
of Technology This is as expected as none of the |
variables are ubiquitous in the urban area butvit does
illustrate that households living in.close proximity to
these variables or where elements such as the,tiew‘ere,
Aaveilable do ettach significance to-them.

Summary : - ‘ S

In summary, some variables considered

'important in the decision to take a dwelling'have4a
definite spatial pattern within the urban area. This

spatial variation is not coincidental but is associated

\

.

239
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with tenant‘Chafacteristics or elements in' the uyban

e

structure, These elements are,often‘controiling variables
in the decision to take a dwelling, i.e[ they have the

drawing power necessary to stimulate résidential'change;

4

"

TENANT CHARACTERISTICS AND THE ZOCATION f
DECISION MAKING PROCESS

e | | :
Variation By Household Type And Age Of Head
. ". \. ‘ \\ . n/

Several approaches were taken to determine

if the variables considered in the site selection varied
with the age and type of household. First the system of

. \
weéighted rankings was employed. Rankings were established

for households by age and type (Tables 7-10 and 7-11).
There waé considerable consistenéy in the‘way @iffergnt ,‘;'
variable groups were';anked‘but differences did exiét.
Spearman's fho was cdmbuged and used té ﬂetermine the
vdegree of similarity between, the overall ranking and the .
' rankidgs'establisheé fé; the diffefenf types of houseﬁolds
.and households in fhe‘different age groups.

‘The greatest deviation from the overall
pattérh»is illustrated by married couples,yith children
, fqlloﬁed by hoﬁsebolds shared by single @ndividuals
(Tabié'7—ldy. Married couples, single parents and si%gle

. persons conformed very closely to the pattern for the
_ _ -

entire sample. PR
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Wwith respect to age, houleholdl in the , *

l) )

‘thirty to thirty—four age group illustrated the greatest

W Py

deviation. Thie«is.coneietent\with the deviation by
married couples with cé\Idreh many of whom fall in this ?

) B . l) ," :
age bracket. The thifty—five to . fortyafour age bracket, <ﬂ”

a family oriented group, also illustrated coneiderable E

o . T v

deviation but not\a%wmueh as the'verx\yOung\and ‘the very

old (Table 7-11). ST P
0 . W ‘1 b ‘ ‘o ,‘ v ) .
fi' N Interior.——Treating each, group ofuvariableg

[ P ' Y et

»o

ind@v1iually all households, except thqee under twenty,

ranked the interior charadteristics of the unit eithem

s
'

first pr second.p The very 9oung¢hpuseholds placed very.

©

little empha51s on the 1nterior of the unit, ranking it

-

only fourth (Tableh7-ll); Very few of the indiVidual .

J

variables within the group illustrated-a 51gnificant “k‘h, .

s
&

Y~ : ’

‘relationship with either the age or the type f household M.

-+

-«

(Figure 71}). The°variahles that were given “the greatest'

©

, ’ " ‘ “ Q. ,. N ’ . . ‘ = . ¢
aonsideration tended to be important to nearly all ages and _4&
1

types of households. Soundproofing and the condition of .

“~

‘the unit were, sxgnifiqutly reléted to the type ofﬂhpusehold;

while View was. Significantly related ‘to both age ‘and type’

N

‘of household. - . : ”' ”- a0 o ;;

° oo

<

‘ The distribution of actual,has .compared to

o

'expected frequenc1es in” the contingency table (Appendix VII)

g -

3 . L ez . . . R
:
o . i . - . .

H
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?IGURE 7-3.

9

\

SUMMARY STATISTICS FOR CROSS TABULATION——

THE DECISION MAKING PROCESS

. L _ *wi

Age ! Household Type

Chi-Square -Level Chl«Square . Level.

Value .01 .05.  Value ,.01 05f

INTERIOR
Condition

View - ,
‘Soundproofinq' <. .2.88 . y 11.72 .
~EXTERIOR R ) : '
Parklng Space.
V‘Play Space
 High Rise
'MANAGEMENT . - _
‘Security Service - 3.17 R

Pets Allowed
Pets Not Allo

1.51 . - I i'12;01 * e

17.39 * % 892 ok

6.48 = - 10.49 - %

3al3sw e TaleL ke s

»7

7.36 2.60

wed  19.64°  x % - g.a4 - .. *

-

Children Allowed  7.51-° . T 82,42 0t R

‘_Children'Not_.

Allowed
Age/Sex Polic
PHYS ICAL

Appearance *

Privacy

Quiet
Surroundinds.,

Absence of

" - Traffic Nois
ACCESSIBILITY S TR
‘Close to Work =~ = 11.40 ke 4026

Close to
Children's

s School’
Close to Unlv.,

~ NAIT

9.12 e ' '*Q.' ' . 3 .07 h}‘:_fj’ ) 1{
10.73 ‘ * .6.05 .+

'@1“ L “'Q> R

13.79 # % 'l0:58, & *

e . - 10.26 T C * -I//‘39;37“~ii‘

Close- fo Church - 24.28 * ok ’.;. 8.16 .- 5 ¥

‘.Close to Trafflc ’ . ; R R .
s - 012,68 S R ‘ ﬂ.'1.94;-, L

_ Route .

‘Close to _ - R - R
" Entertainmeént. 10.87 - R T 1.84 -

N

\d

11.67 7 *  54.50 ERE f &

3053 , x  x*h 12,03 . x o x
v 17.63 * & 1827 . X %O

26.81 . % . *x - 21.20 R

244

ﬂSigﬁif,_'* ~ o signif. o

16.60 . * *x

3427 % Tox o iesuez - x ko
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/'a

a

Lndlcates that chlldless couples and s1ngle persons quer
forty-flve place a hlgher prlorlty on Xlew. Previous

ana1y51s lllustrated that the xmportance of view had a
dlstinct spatlal dlstrlbutlon i. e.‘lt was strongly 3 | v

.associated_with,thethlgh rlse, high 1ncome,areas on the

north‘side of the ri&er valleyl,ﬁ-quSeholdsfin these .
; areas are older than averQé fthe sample and this would_
aCCount for the. fa;t that v1ew from the unlt was sxgnlf-
“icantly'ielated to agelws | y

- Married couples illustrated a greater
o interest in conditiOn than expedted and soundproofing

was’ 1mportant to all. typeé'of households except those
- ‘ ]
w1th‘ch;1drenr It was partlcujarly important to shared

{

‘households. /,

\
'Site NLd Structure.e—Aspects of site and

v
!

,*structure ranged frop fourth to seventh (Tables 7 10 and

- 7-11). Marrled hou eholds and households w1th chlldren,
particularly those

four, placed greater emphaSLS on this aspect of the 10catlon v

/

dec1510n than the/young and the elderly that tend to. 11ve :

in shared orsxngﬁe person,households.

¥

Only a llmlted number of the varlables
} . i i
exhlblted a 51gn1f1cant relatlonshlp w1th the age and type Y

' of household.l Play areas were 1mpoftant to the family



. many of"them,had morewthan one car.

' were(more concerned ﬁgth the policy:of management ;ath

+ - vII) . /

L

oriented age grOups:

fact that it was a hlgh rise was SLgnlflcant to chlldless

couples and SLngle persons d"@*‘the age of f1fty—f1ve.

e

Many of the elderly who had sold thelr own homes Lndlcated
. i

‘they preferred the hlgh F*ise because of the elevator as ~

-

opposed to the stairs in walkaups.‘ Parklng was very

_szgnlflcant to married couples w1thout.children because

« @

._4.‘ - v' - (0’ -
' ‘Manggement.eeManagement wasjrelatively

3

/

unlmportant to all households but achleved 1ts greatest

SLgnlflcance w1th sxngle parent and older households

" (Tables 7- lO and 7 ll) Many management varlables were,
\
=,however, 51gn1f1cantly related>to the age and type of
" household. The.fact thatysecurlty service was provided

-and pets and children were not allowed was significant”to

the older. marrled couples and SLngle person. households.
S ! - .
Famlly households expressed greater concern about the

-

children being allowed while-the~younger shared households

'respectmtb rentlng to grougw§9f younger men or women ‘or a

: "q,‘(". v ~7 ¢

lhcombxnatlon of the ‘sexes as many of them had d;fflculty

‘flndlng landlords who would rent to such groups (Appendlx
l"’i '.‘\,g'ﬁ‘_, i ¥ '

ax

.dn
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«  Physical Aspects'Of The Neiqhbourhood,;f

There was a wide variation in the way physical aspects of
the nelghbourhood were v1ewed in the location decision.

Wwith age there was an obvious pattern. It recelved hlgh
[ :

priority with the very young but its importance decllned

until age thirty—five and then increased until it—ranked

number one with households orer the age of sxxty-flve.

’Wlth the type of household it was most lmportant to .

o

-

et ’ »
married couples and 51ngle person households and least

1mportant to couples wlth children. N

\ : .
There was a significant rela$10nsh1p between -
i

.the age of the household and appearance, prlvacy, quiet .

surround;ngs and absence_of trafflc noise. Surpr151ngly,

'younger households were much more concerned w1th appearance

.but as expected older households were more . concerned w1th

prlvacy, peace and qulet._~Two~of the varlables, qulet

fsurroundlngs and absence of trafflc noise were sxgnlflcantly

related to the type of household with marrled couples and

‘ﬁ

sxngle person households expre531ng the greatest concern

-

Soc1al Var1ables.—-Soc1a1 aspects of the‘w

»

.'nelghbourhood recelved little attentlon and ranked last

a &

: very conSrstently. None of the factors were 31gn1f1cantly

13

* related to the age or type of, household rThe greatest

‘1mportance was placed on frlendly nelghbours and even thls

25" ;w,»
. B

e
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‘ .
factor was considered by only 16 per cent of the house-
holds. From general information collected and opinions.
expressed during the interviews the lack of attention to

o | " ‘ v
social variables may be attributed to the fact that most.

'households%rEQard rental housing as transition housing |

~and glan to move in the very near future so they did not

take the same interest in their neighbours as they would

‘had they been more permanent_reSidents. On the other

hand, it‘nay’reflect the lack of social conflict in:~f

\
\

'\Edmonton s central area. Other households indicated they
A

':exists:in an ‘apartment building created pri@acy»prdb;ems.

g

preferred not to Know their neighbours socially because
. - \ . i . / " . .’-

c, . ' B - . \ . i ) ' ) :
doing so under a situation of such close proximity as

o o ,
> Lo Accessibility.-#Accessibility‘Was quite B

¥

portant to all households but recelved greater prlorlty
from young 51ngle 1nd1v1duals and couples with chlldren

(Tables 7 10 and 7 ll)

Several of the 1nd1v1dua1 varlables were

s

significantly'related to-the age-and type of household.

4

’ Famll;es w1th chmldren were concerned about the prox1m1ty

Q. :

Vo ;
of schools and young shared households, because many were

P o :
students, were concerned w1th access1b111ty to the’ Unlver51ty

¢

of Alberta oL the Northern Alberta Institute of Technology

‘Prox1m1ty to a church was 51gn1f1cant to older single person 3

@



holds rentsVaryxwith'the age and housevdld type. Many
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households- 'Accedéibility to a mapor traffic\;oute was
.', ) -
51gn1f1cant to younger marrled conles and shared households.

ACCESSIblllty to entertalnment and to work illustrated

a 51gn1f1éant relatlonshlp W1th young households but v

was’ not slgnlflcdhtly related to a partlculgr type of

household (Appende VII).

e

e Financial‘Variables.--Financial aspects

- ) Y

~were the only group of varlables to span the entire raﬁ@e

of ranklngs, although.there was more conslstency bg,age <€Q%m
than,type of househqld (Tables 7-10 and 7-11). It was
iméortén% to houé%holdé wiéh children and ﬁhis was
reflécted in'thevthirty to thirty-four age'gro;p but in
genefal its importance aeclinéé with;ageu;gWith réspéct
tg)%he tYpe of housghold,'thosé shared 5? single iﬂaividuals.
piaced‘a higher.emphasis oﬁ finahcial asPéétS.than‘other
househqid'typés. None of the’individﬁal financial N s

variables were significantly related to the age or type

”of\houséhold. - L ’ : C ;Z;

summary

At the contextual level the reasons house-~

'young married cduples and households . shared byksingle

individuals rented be%ause of their temporary circumstances.

\ - N B , o

o e



(G
K waﬁt fewer .pesponsibilities and require less space. A

e
\ ‘ c

— i

"The signlflcenpe of this reason, however, declined with

age and older _single person householde rent'because *y

much higher percentage of the households at this age prefer

apartment liviug. C '
\

Most'households, except those over fifty-

flve” would not rent if they could afford to buy The

1«:

\ggphamlc analysis of Chapter 4 111ustrated that the per-

centage who can afford ownershlp has been shrlnklng

rapidly since the early 1970's. The survey results reflect

t§§z and approx1mately one thlrd of the households 1nd1cated

- that although they would. prefer to buy when they next -

moved the cost of homeownership would prevent this. This
increases the demand for rental accommodation as until
recently many of these_householde‘would have moved into

the homeownership market.

\ - -
| :

k]

\ The 1ack of purchasrng\power is extremely

_significant for households that contain children. Although
only a small percentage of rental units contain chlldren

an’ 1ncfea51ng number of famllies w1th chlldren find 1t

1mp0551b1e-to get out of the rental market. iThlS 1s

likely to result in an increaseﬂin,the_percentage'of

units that contain children in the future.
: , are

The more specific process of selecting an \

" . . t. ~a " N



actual unit and a specific location depends on a wide

'range of variables. Some aspects of the actual unit such

Y

as appliances, ‘carpeting and the #resence of a laundry,

/

storage and parking are baSlC requirements and are

1

(njcons,idered by a 1we percentage of ‘the households.
However, a great deal'bf impoftance is not attached to .
these variables perhaps because they are ubiquitous. When
those\variables that are considered are ranked in order of

importance the variables referring to the location of the

site relative to other elements in the urban structure-
’ v

rate very’ high, particularly the relationship 6f the site
4to employment. The households attached considerable
1mportance to their central location and a 1arge percentage
were quick to stressithe\disadvantéges of suburban living.
Several of ?Le variables considered in the
decision to take a dWelling illustrated a significant
spatial relationship with tenant or duellingvcharacter-
isticsior othervasPects of the, urban structure. A
significant number of.variables relating to.the more
”luxurious aspects of the interior of the unit: had a spatial
: pattern sunilar to the distribution of high rise units,
whlch in turn corre5ponds very closely to the distribution

of high rent,‘high income areas.

The consideration of variables that one

. .
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would expect to be lmportant tF familles with children

had a spatial distribution simllar to areas containing a
high percentage of families with chfldren.  some of these

- areas also contained a nigher percentage of single
~detached. units. Other factors, . although they could not.be
put into groups with similar spatial‘patterns were
1nd1v1dually assoczated with- other characteristics. The
proxfmlty of a bus route and monthly rent were very

' rmportant in low income areas, nationallty and the cnurcn
in ethnic areas and qulet\surroundl gs, privacy and absence
of chlldren in areas contalnlng a high percentage of | !
elderly households. These variables-were controlling

elements in.the decision‘to'take a unit. | N

The varlables con51dered varied SLgnlflcantly

w1th the age and type of’ household Interlor aspectsiof

. %
the unlt were,of considerable significance to all households
E i *

except the very young. variables associated with the site
and structure were not of outstandlng lmportance to any

,
of the households although families w1th children were

concerned about the fac1llt1es avallable for children.
Only the older households who favoured strict control with

no children and single parents who wgre often discriminated

AR
agalnst expressed concern on p011c1es of the managenent..

a

With respect to the physical aspects of the

{ | z}w}

> -N Fae
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neighbourhood, youhger households were more concerned with

)

appearance, older households with privacy, peace and quiet. .

Minor importance was placed on friendly eeingoursvand a
few families were concerned with whom their'childreg _
aseociated Put in generei social variables received very
little attentioh. As many householde‘regarded their
;ocationvas teﬁporery fhey did not seem overly concerned
about their neighbbqrs or the type of neighbourhood they
lived in. ; |
Accessibility was significant to all
" households but most importaﬁt to young single person - \
households ;s‘mahy did not have access to~a car. In shared
ﬁguseholae coneaining young people there was usually at
least one car'availeble. Accqssibility‘was also mere'.
iméortant to families with children. Tﬁey wereipertgcul—
X o . : ]

arly concerned about the proximity of schools and as very

few Were.two car families the wife was more dependent on

.easy access to many facilities than were other households.

%
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CHAPTER 8 ' - ,

SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS
INTRODUCTION

© The study was stimulated by‘what was
reéognized as an’information'gap——ﬁhe paucity of evidence
on the chafécteristics of cent£a1 éiea.tenants and on fhef?
reasons for‘choosing a central as opposed to a suburban.
residentxal locatlon. The' study had three ﬁain/ébjecti§;s:
| 1) to. 1dent1fy the sotlo—econcmlc characterlsﬂlcs of
those sectors of the populatlon actually creatlng the
/
demand for rental housing in the central area of Edmonton;
. 2) to identify the variables responsible for the
dedision of these households to locate in the ééntral
area;»andc ' »‘ - , ' -
| 3) to détermine'th the relevant‘sef of variables in
the residential location decision_variéd with the §ocio—
economic characteristigsuof the household. |
The findings'réported here will hopéfully
prbve to be of §Om§ value in advéncing the unde:staﬁdin;

of the rental housing market and policy‘formation in

urban planning and housing alternatives. These aépects

. ' 254
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\

will be further déveiopﬂd—in a later section of this

summary.

' THE FORCES RESPONSIBLE FOR INCREASING RENTAL DEMAND

' v
5 i

 Réntal demand in Edmonton can be attributed
to a multiplicity of interrelated processes‘wbrking within

 the 'urban area. Although these processes .do not have
. . »
specific spatial implications they cannot be divorced from

. the events which have been or are occurring in the rental
e ‘ 7
market of central Edmonton.

The study determined that basic demand

)
« o

stems from a gapidly expanding‘populaﬁibh but wﬂkhin this
expanding populé;ion there haye bgén even greatef increéses
in the type of‘households“most 1likely to rent, bThe mény
iﬁdividﬁals born ih_theblaté‘1940‘s and4ear1y 1950's, during
the post war "baby boom"; began to‘form hquseholds in |
substantial numbers in the mid. to late 1960°'s.  As house-

, ) _ ‘
-holdé under thé age of twenty4fivé are more"likelyltb rent
than buy these yéunger people havevgubstantially increased
the demand for rental housing. In Edmonton this demand
uwas intensified.by\the’many migrant householdé attracted -
by the fapidly exp;nding economy. Also significant\in ghe_
démand for reﬁtal_units.ﬁave been the increases»in the

number of single parént hquéehqlds, late middle-aged. and
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-

‘Therthas 5156 5.

e

lthe ﬁncrease‘in o o
N o
y‘ ouSéholds which has <

B A L f “

added even greater impetus to conet

" accommodation.

\‘ V.l‘ hg?'x

has been‘reinforced by economic changen Rlslng incom S oﬁ

an ‘- yk%ﬁﬁm::w
the young d old, particularly w0men, allow more of é%im' _
»

»

to malntaln-thelr own household; The moresrapidly‘risingﬁf

cost of homeownershlp has made rental accommodatlon more

attractive and at the same time has forced many ho#seholds

to’remain in rental accommodation as they cannot afford.to
o M ‘
purchase 2 home.

ot A

- On the sup y side, although not a specific
‘part of the study, it was found that the rising cost of

land has shifted‘cohetruction to higher density development
iy ' ’ . - . . . o ‘ .
‘which is usually rental accommodation.. Improved technology

has also allowed developers to bulld larger apartments more.

-

frapldly and economically. Investors have also been ' .
| : '
cognlzantﬂof the - fact that the past couple of decades has
e :

been a period of rlslng inflation and many have hastened
. the pace of change by building in advance of demand | They

have been prepared to accept 1n1t1a1 1OSses 'in return for
. ;
much higher long_term gains.

8



t‘ "\Politieal processes'have also played a role
in residential change Public policy to maintain and .
strengthen the downtown core has increased the demand }or
~ inner city housing The city has fatilitated the devolop—
ment of inner city housing by re—z‘“ing large areas
around the@central business district to allow multi—family

nb
lopment .” This re—zoﬁ&ng has often been a response to

de
! the request of developers whgare very much <.aware’ of the

P ,
‘role played*by a strong downtown core in the demand for
43 . . -

Y b

housing. - , -

.
o - .
h i '
.
‘

THE CENTRAL AREA TENANT = ~.

o The study determlned that the majorlty of

\
1

rental households ln»the central area are Small non-famlly

‘&unlts w1thout chlldren The age dlﬂtribution is bl-modal,

s

f? kpeaking in both the younger and older age groups but the

. n_g;g avefage age of ¢Fnant heads in the central area 1s much .

v

Ta s lower'than the average for all household heads in the

. metropolitan area. Tenants are better educated than

o, . ,{i"'l "Q \

-metropolltan hohseholds in general and a higher proportloh

p & .ﬁ
L. i g

T:nﬁ are employed 1n h;gher salarled occupatlons but thelr
753 average inbome is lower.- This can be attrlhuted to the
;h“L51gn1f1cant number of students and retlred 1nd1v1duals

“l'fu;with limited incomes..

iv.l

T e



‘to the,life

’younger households ‘consist malnly of sxngles sharlng o

Q

"\

—_—

Within the bx-modal age distrlbutlon

units,aﬁd newly married‘couples\thhout‘chlldren. ‘The

rEJolder Households consist‘of couples whose children have;

T widowed 1nd1v1duals. With respect

. s

'left homefpr o
le, the- majorlty of the households are in

the pre—marriage, young marrled wuthout chlldren or the ;

.pOSt Chlld stage’ Most hared households ConSlSt of‘

,lndlviduals on lunlted/lncomes, students or young 51ngle

»

'~1n hlgher salarled 0ccupatlons ;n general 1ncome 1ncreases

'asset55

>‘1nd1v1duals ln unskilled occupatlons. “A lower percentage

v : P

'of the newly marrled chlldless couples are students and
a hlgher proportlon are employed in higher salarled - ;,

:occupatlons.. Two—thlrds of the older one person households

! K]

‘:are retlred and the majorlty are Ln the lower income 7f
'bracket. Many of the older couples w1thout chlldren,

vho‘ever, have not yet reached retirement age and are employed

r

with age untll close to &etlrement but the older households‘

/

have the lowest annual lkcome as,‘for many the only lncome

4 k c - 3 \

‘source lS the pens10n, although some may have substantlal

: . R u'° ce 7
. v . - S ; ! »,(r

Coe Although there lS a polarlzatlon by age

‘there ls not the concentration of “newly weds ‘and "nearly"

0N

deads" that dlscu331ons on the rental market so often

E . At L » g . ' L AR ] e S ) ;
- 4 RN

N

n

s
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. ‘-\V ‘ - , . ’ . . A -
emphasiZeL <A ~large segment'of the‘market consists of -« -

.
*

‘gyoung 51ngles elther sharlng a unlt or 11v1ng as 1nd1v1d-

- ‘ /

e Y , R :
miﬁbrity; are also represented.; Many -are srngle parent A
-2, o~ . L g
households on llmlted 1ncomes. "' B

> ;," The study 1nd1cates that the ba51c character— el

uals. Famllzes w1th chlldren, althou?h they ,are in a-

¥

'lstlcs did vary w1th the type of dwelllng ngh rlse

tenants are older, have fewer chlldren, are better educated

and have hlgher incqmes. Tenants lnywalkeups are much

_younger and slightly more famllyror;%ntated with more ?_ ' ;vu '

1 : <
: A
Pl

_moderate levels of educatlon and.- anome.v Tihaﬁts 1n

\u J

d EénSLﬂkgalmOSt entlreby:';

= converted unlts are younger still
.»of 16w“iﬁcamé shared,and single Ouseholds. Slngle detached* |
- unlts are occupled by famllles'of varylng ages and lncomes.

The characterlstlcs of the tenants do vary

2

7lspatially The tenants in areas south and west of the

central busxness dlstrrct anB near the UnlverSLty of '
. B . » B »

'*Rlbérta conszsﬁ.of moderate to hlgh lncome households w1th )

RS S AT . B v
older more weé.thy householdS\assoc1ated w1th hlgh rise

K

devélopment and younger lower 1ncome groups 1n walk up

uor converted unlts.y East and north of the central buSLness

u;i

’{’f;dlstrlct tenant households ha& lower lncomes, were on the e

‘ .
\

’%;*average oldér and contalned more chlldren.A Tenants in-
. ~ ,.‘,A . . N ’ . . B e
. the more suburban 1ocatlons had moderate 1ncomes and a - B

-
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PARAMETERS OF SPATIAL CONTROL

. S R | o
" One question that must be answered is what

are the'parameters"which control the spatial pattefnypf
_ » N . A SO

resident1al choiée°‘ Why, for example, is'so largedaf

percentage of rental housxng concentrated in. the central ”

eity? ‘ManYVYOung householdsyv1ew_renta1‘hous1ng‘as;‘ , fﬁ

'f@ﬁtransitionjhousing_asflt suitstheir.temporary‘cirEumstanceéi

”rolder households.rent bécause they want less spaQe and | |
ffewet requnslbllltlesr‘ I;.a central locatlon a'solixs

Cimportant? %

Undoubtedly the C1ty has Lnflu(nced the
1ocatlon of«change through 1ts zonlng pollcy as redevelop~bi
me:t 15 one way’of regeneratlng decaylng areas.s However,‘L‘ /-
unless there 1s bonsumeégdemand for thls type of houSLng 11!1' / :
ln thls partxcular locatlon developers woqld not«bulld it.
An examlnation of the varlables households conSLder i;‘fi“'

"'their deélszonuto‘takera unzt’lllustratesjthat many ffJ
1‘\act1vely seek a central 1ocatlon. :
R : S -

Thls study has 1llustrated that centrallty

gs lmportant to many households.“ They see dlstlnct s
dlsadvantages in a suburban locatlonyi They wantweasy S

access to the employment possrbllltles that the central



e
Noe e
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. * . . : " E o R
area provides. However, the accessibility of.a-oen;rdl“
area location that they desire need not mean access-

ivility to.employment. The role of employment in the"a_
.location dec1sxon ‘has been overempha51zed ln\hany studies

at the expense of‘other 1mportant variables. Acoessib;l;ty

~3P shoppin;, entertainment;'theddowntown area in general.,'t : }a

the churoh, the. river valley,-family and,erEnds also play
a role. , IR A "-, L o

: The ‘décision to take a dwelllng is not

’always tled to spat1a1 varlables ‘Some households ‘take

a unit because of the rental structure or characterlstlcs *

Lo

of the unlt or the complex wh1ch contalns the unlt

| C e

: R
1nc1ud;ng 1ts 51ze ‘and condltlon, the fac11it1es such as \\ o

Ry
.

parklng and regreatlon and the appllances present Furthet

N

i /'they de51re in the unlt or complex; Given that : \;-
,ahy households place conszderable emphasis ‘on centrallty
they mlght forego these elements if lt medht sacrif1c1ng
.the centtal locat;on.; | |
.The»ana1YSisdindicated that thefrelevant e
.
set of varlables 1n the locatlon process varled w1th

tenant“charaéteristics. The dlffereﬁt sub-markets have

hdiffefeht requirements with”respeet toatype and 1ocatlon of



: the phy51cal aspects of the nelghbourhood younger house—

"~

couples andhousehzz?s hared by single individuals rent
P

" the older'age bracket'prefer apartment.llvxng. The

S

,aspects é%ithe unxt were of con81derab1e sxgggﬁlcance to

_holds were concerned w1th appearance, older households ‘with.

. oprlvacy, peace and qulet. Only«é~nor lmportance was

oo | . 262
/- ,
. ) ' °
residence. At the cont?ytuai level many young married

+

because of their t orary c1rcumstances. Older households

rent because the want fewer responSLbllitles and require

" less spaceht A much hlgher percentage of households in K\

/‘

“majority of households,’however,pdo not regard renting as

their final housing ohjective andvplan to'entervthe Pwner-

O

Shlp market prov1d1ng th@y can afford to buy Many,

however, have reallzed that lack of the requlred purchasing
power may keep them in rental accommodation 1ndef1n1tely

3

~ o L The more swzflc Varlables cons:.de@red 1n

‘the actual selectlon of a unlt and a - 1ocatlon varled

2" A .

,!sjgnlflcantly w1th the age and type of household. Interior

d

W Y
all househof s,@xcept the young Familles wereﬁconcerned

about theﬁfaexlltles w;thlg the structure or on the site: AL

. ey ) oo g
that were avallable for chlldren. O?@Er houtholds who = . - o
'favoured strlct controls wijh no chlldren and single ‘v% <
. . I[ . % . ’

‘parent households who were often dlscrlmlnated aga;nst,&

expressed concern on management pollc1es. Wlth respect teq.’
d ’ 4

S Ve

o
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attached to social variables as most households did not
seem overly conqerned w1th the nelghbours or the type Qf . '

neighbourhood. Accessibillty was signlflcant to. alyg
L T {
households but most important to young single persons who

.
3

. <. o . N . -~ .
T did not have access to a Caﬁff-Families with children . .
were concerned about the proximity of schools, older ¥ #

households felt‘proximity to churc}j family‘and‘Eriends

. ' '
Were important. Households shared by young 51ngle 1nd1v1d-

uals placed the greatest emphasis on flnancaal aspects but

. \
thereafter tge lmportance of the monthly rental\payment

w

o decllned with age although lt wag of q ns1derable lmportance

v e oy

to famllles w1th chlldren.

4

T
v , POLICY AND THE ‘
\ | R -
- ies. related to urban deVelopment and &
housing must aséd on a clear understandlng of the '
. e - S ‘t ™ 7, B
) {-characterlstics[_motivatlons and preferences of consumers

or‘proper planning altefnatives oannot be‘provided. A A

better understandlng o

Wt\ecbnolnic .and demographic

’

. A

'3 v
-changes an ldentlflcatagn of present trends and thelr

¢ . ’ F ‘

‘ effects on: the hagslng market is. also needed.‘ The hou51ng -

;,market is always ln a state of over or under regctlon\ L;;

v

,,,,,,

°%$§”& Policy makérs and developers alike have been toco ﬂlow to

' 'respond to ohange in the past because‘they have-no firm

. ' | . r‘ | .. ) \.r ) " \
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understanding of the processes. The;evidence presenﬁ%d
in this stuﬁy helps further pur understanding of these
|

processes and the motiyation and housing preferences of
. T
rental consumers in the

\ \
b Developers and planners sometimes forget .

central c1ty area.

) the consumer-—the human element in- this pr0cess of: éhange.b

They must be aware of who. the consumer is, what he finds
. e ,Kl .
attractive about renting and what aspects of consumer

* demand are andvare not being satisfied. Thls study

~
23

prov;des reliable information to help answer these PO

LS

questions and in‘so doxng provides an expanded data base;?
that can 'he uBed in future policy formatlon. The study

'also helps correct some weak:assumptions about consumer
. - 3, o | T : -
subemarkets;and their de€§§&on'making process. The
location dec1510n is, madqﬂby con51der1ng various aspects
iof location and de51gn. It’ls seldom a s1mp1e dec151on
T oA

based on..one aspect KS a result, the planhing process

m&;t 1nvolve people with specxal skLTl:Abr knowledge of .

all aspects con51dered in the 1ocation deCLsion. Too -
" _

e

often, partlcular}y in the privatefmarket, one aspect is
overempha51zed at th% expense of otherssg

.2
« If changes in demographic and economlc -

’

trends, consumer;notivatzons and preferences are constantly
- 4
monitored future planning policy can be«structured to

<
-2

N : “i‘b;’
“
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accommodate new trends that appear.. Rental housing, for

- most households, has in the past beenwregarded as trans-

ition housing. In the face of recent economic changes

rentax hous ing may become a much more permanent part of

the llves of many households as tMey will never be able to

~

afford homeownershlp. With this in mind a greater effort
should be made to prov1de houslng that satlsfles 11v1ng

requlrements at all stages \E\the, lfe cycle Rental
: AN
hou91ng to date has not ‘been de51gned w1th dhlldren ln‘

rs
o

mind as?in the past there h%ve been few families in the
. W : : ‘. ’ "“ . ‘ . Qe
rental market. This is now changing and must be a

conSLderatlon for future development.

It is also evident from the study that

market and 1and use theory must be expanded by behav1oura1

. A‘Q_‘ ‘A ‘“’5 i 23
analysis to more fully explaln housing: market behav1our.

o

Both consumers égﬁ produCers of housing make locatlonal -

‘deCLSlons on the ba31s of thelr lnformation of real world

events, thelr expectatlons or personal wants and needs.

i

: Nelther the consumer nor the producer, however, is an

economic robot makLng dec131ons strlctly on the basis |

C

of acce551b111ty to employment-and transportatlon costs or
a complete understandlng of demand supply economlcs. Often

’locatlon dec151ons are. based on parameters that,have 11tt1e

economlc or spatlal smgnlflcance. In future’theorles

265
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|
|

introduced in this study. instead, the main purpose has
been to relate empirical findings to existing theories . to
illustrate the shdrthmings of these theories.

The study illustrates that many of the
£ \ - . ‘
variables that cefitral city renters consider in their
- \ :

residential’location'deciSion are not of an economic
nature. Therefere,.theories that are strictly economic
cannot hope to fully explain the actiqns of housing
consumers. ‘A more behavieural approach must‘be addpted.
The iitetature review illustrates that to a /‘certain extent

this has been done. However, there'is still room for

v

much merewark*in this_atea. Economic factors should
not be dgnored, they are‘relevant,‘but they must ber”
tempered by other varlables which recognlze that a. | ' .}
household's goal may depend on elements that have 1attle .

meedlate economic SLgnlflcanqe. The study has shown

N |
k | .
|

that varlous aspects assoc1ated with the phy51cal de51gn

’of the unlt or complex, management of the ccmplex and the C T i

! . . . .?
I o@

physical and social aspects of the.nelghbourhood,are als 8.
. %_'}‘ i . . . ‘- B
important. More testing gf'these concepts must be under-

\ _ o _ - :
taken and other varxiables related to these“concepts'includedf

"There must also be fnturé research on a

" micro level. . Most past ‘work has focused\on homeowners or
renters in- the city as a whole or in suburban areas.

v



y ) §

Understanding.would be enhanced by focusing work on more

l1imited groups or sub-markets. The present study can also
¥ . Co
be accused of too broad an approach. It focuses on

renters in the central area. However, if future work was
'* ) ' ' - . ‘
to take a sub-group from the study, il.e. renters in walk-

ups, renters in 1ow income areas or Fenters in walk—ups
'in low income areas and conﬂuct a 51m11ar ;{udy focusing
on a speciflc group, 23 truer understanding of the;r
’characteristlcs, motlvatlons and preferences could be
obtained: | ‘ | | o
Adnicro leyel study could also benefit from
the approach outllned by Chapln and Hightower (19@.),
- Chapin. (1968, 1976 and 1974),,cnap1n and Logan (1968) and

' eAnderson§%197l) in their dlscuSSLOn of activity patterns

\ ~

and time budgets. This approach is dynamic. . It’ studies 2a
household's activities over a period of time rather than

trying to capture the pictu're w‘ati'c approach +as in

‘the curQEnt stndy. ‘% household's activities can be broken °
@

into different systems, that is, those related to, employment

[ SR P dagy et

or ;ncome produ01ng activities, those related to child

‘ raising and famlly a tQ\itles, educatlonal act1v1t1es,

*

rellglous activities, homemaklng act1v1ties, soc1aliz1ng

N
act1v1t1es and recreatlonal act1v1t1es. There act1V1t1es

stddled over a per1od of tlme and comblned w1th background



.

socio—economic data on the household would provide a more
complete understanding'ofta\household's current behaviourf
preferences'and motivations. lt is a much:nore-thorough l
way of measuring human interaction and behaviour'although'
it is a much more time consuming and cOstly approach‘and
the resear¢her needs greater monetary'and support'
facilitles at his d1sposal. |
Other aspects that could have lmproved the
study and supplemented its present findings include trade-
- off analyszs. The study d1d determlne the meortance of
varlables and how they were ranked.by the households but

trade-off analyszs determlning which variables housLholds

7

would retain at the expense of others would more clearly

ldentify the most important varlables in the resxdentlal

;o ~ “ i
i

location dec1smon. g : ) * o

1
\

Although the sample used was as large. as

/Ruld be handled in a reasonable tlme span. by one 1nd1u1dual :
the study may also benefit frOm a’ larger sample: Tﬁls yl» N\

~ - = ' A
would prov1de a more extenslve data base Also, if bnly ﬁ\

*

© tenants that had recently occupied thelr dwelllng had been‘

° \lnterv1ewed thelr recall of the. reasons for choosxng the'

X _
dwelling may have been more rellable. .An approach such as

Mlchelson (1977) used which lncluded a follow—up to

determlne 1f the new lo%ation .met the household's egpectatlons

! oy I T

\\\A~ oo . ' e o ‘\

~

A



factors are relevant but they must be tempered by a more.

o
!

would also *nd'our knowledge of the central area "

renters' location deciaion process .

g

Future research with the suggested improve—

ments should start with the understanding that economic

behavioural approach. It must also recoqnize at the o
outset that decision makers do not have a complete undex= .
’standing of demand supply economics. They are often
'uncertain about future events and only partly/unde v
real. world conditions and possess a poor underst'

.th@ir needs and preferences.
ey N

I

/ e ®

Regardless of its micro or macr’proach

future research can also play a role in improv1ng our

understanding of the processes ahd causes ‘of residentlal

change in the central city To a large extent the )

‘Wit

"hé

fcombined choxces of households with respect to where they

e

11ve determines the ph&51cal and social character of urban;

resxdential neighbour ogds. Ag the. character of the central»

v

and out.of the cen!

of

1

A\

- /'.

demand for ancf

edjcational and ecreatlonal fac111t1es, churches and
D

spitals. Und rstanding the processes and causes of change'



‘efforts to plan for the 1§vq}‘of‘“

city officials in their

. \
such services as change progressaes. : . .

L] v . .
| \ R
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APPENDIX I

THE SURVEY

e
g

r. )
“THE UNIVERSITY OF ALBERTA
EDMONTON, CANADA TEG 2IM4

DEPARTMENT OF GEOGRAPHY
TCLEPHONE (403) 432.3274

Dear Tenant:

As a PhD. student Ln the Geography Department I am undertaking s survey':
of tenants of ren:al housing. The survey i{s designed to determine the age and
- ‘family composition of tenants and why they have chosen the particular dwelling
unit in which they live. You are not asked to give your name. All the
information that you provide on. the survey form will be treated as confidential

The results of this survey will be made available to thos‘e’ concerned
with the location and planning of rental housing and the informatioa you provide,
when combined with ti{nat of other temants who will be approached during the
survey will help to m:orm them of tenants' 'housing needs and preferences.

If vou wish you y confirm the validicy of the study at the above
address and phonesnumber or by comtacting the University of Alberta Public
Relations Office.

- Thanking you for your cooperacion

Tom Carter



~ 7 APPENDIX I--Continued

o

)

o
’A

SECTION ONE ’ o

In.this firse section of ghe 3yrvey you are asked to orovide household and P
employment. data. ' ' o ‘ . B e
1. How many persons live in chis dwelling unic? (no.) ) L ’

. : oo .
2. [a what year did chis housenold scarc living in chis dwelling unic? _ _ _ _'(vear)
J. Whae type of household occupies chis dwelling.unitd (cick aopropriace Hox)
[:] married couple

married couple wich children -

single parent wich children

single perscn only

shared by single nersons -

ocher ‘oiease specify) N

oo

4. In che following tabie lisc che birch date ofjéach'aerson 10 _che nousenhold and

level of education reached by gagh member Jf the housgnold over '6 vears of age.

you wish you may use the aducacional cacegories Jiven Delow che table as a Juide.

he
<

Zuucation Level -Reacuea

(3ee categoriaes delow)

3iggh Dage

Perscn No. ;
. (year oniy) Lo

- »
3 —_— <
.'4 - v
_ N ‘.‘
) — - — ! d - —
6 - L R
A, Crade 8§ or less D. Some Universicv
B, Grades 9-12 £. Bachelor's Degree
C. Technical or Vocational F. Post (raduate Dexree

5. For all persons working outside the home (includinz osart cime workers) or for
students attending posc secondary inscituctions such d4s the University or N.A [, T.
would you please list in the table below the accupation, the tocacion of emolovmenc,
the length of emplovmert ac chat location, the method used to :iravel to work 1ind cne

lengch of time it cakes o et co work.

Person ]Occugg;ion l ) Locacion Lengech of Mechod of
Nog. 1ULf student tname and address of Emplovment [Travel 3 work
! lisc firm or institucion) "vears and |-.car, Sus, |
- I_as such) . 7 | moachs) lwaik, Sicvgle)
v : t
' i !
1 ! | H )
1 13 | I | ) '
| 1 1 |
: I i ! i
e T * 1 - -
[ 1 i b ’
| . ! i ) | I
b= ! ! I ;
; . ! : : g
! T < : ; : ‘
' 3 | ’ | i '
i
' ( : [ f .
| ! | ; ;
; ——
T i i i | : *
!
' - l ) | ; ! |
v ! ! N I " {
f i : . i Tt .
. ! !

5 l . i ‘ ! '
o L SN 3 |
§ 24 H X == me——
. i : ; !

) ] ]
¥ 2
' f

i
v
-
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o . , - . .o @

6. For those persens who do _no¢ work outside che homa please specify the number that ’
Eall into any of the following cacegories N . »

« . . o

‘home maket

- . R 4" + !
i ) recired
. g
. e unemployed
cnildren under 16~ 3
¥

octher (please specify)

The remainder of ‘the survey is. dgsxgned to determxnc ‘why you have chosen this

. sarticular dwelling. Most people have ‘a-few factors that they consider important
< ‘when thev 3r¢ movliax Lnto 3 new dwelling unic. The folloving pagews contain a lisc of
fsctors that oeople ofcen take into consxderac‘on. Please place a tick (V) in the
hox beside those factors that-vyou uere looking for, or took into- consideration, “hen
+ou were avaluacini chis dwelling as a place to live, REMEMBER,. tick only those
factors that vou were looking for or took into consideracion when you. were -onsxderxng
zhis unit 33 a place <o idive.

73) The fircsc sec of factocs focus on the tngerior characteristics of che dwelling unic.

air conditioning condition of the unit '

carpecing od the ftloors arrangemenc of rooms

draves included s51ze Of rooms

major aopliances present view from the -untic. ..

spacious clasets and scorage space unit was fullv furnished

\

satios or balconies present camperature control in unic

oooooooag

cable. TV connection - z00d soundoroofing

feature wall present none of these

ocooooooa

incercom prosided .

*H) The nexct .section deals with the exterior of the unit or comolex Lf 1t is an
ioartnent buLLdLng

'ecreatxowal Eacxlxcxes in’ che
complex

because it is 3 walk uo

becjuse Lt 1s 3 3.agle decached

davcare cancre in che comolex dwelling

]IIILJ

aarking snace 3ooearance of the dwelling

1

.
slav area for cai.dren slze 2& zhe LoC

taundry facilities landscaoinue of zne lort or complex
N

qualicv of consctruction none of these

Ooao oo

Ninlnls

‘bgcause 1e 13 4 nigh rise
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] 7¢) This section deals with polgcies of che managemenc.

D security service provided

'

D sets allowed
|

D pets :wci allosed

[ chitdren alloved

i

U
d
—

children not allowed
aolicy regarding age or marictal
stacus of rCanancs

none of these

7d) This seczcion deals with cl}e' physical characteristics of the neighbourhood.

D screet lighting

appesarance of surrounding Do
developmentc

D srivacy

D quiec surroundings

O
d
U
O

clean surroundings ‘

spacious surZoundings ™~

absence o{ trafific noise

none of these

- ® Te) This shorz sesﬂgion focuses owe social charactariscics of. the neighbourhood. N

>
'

D neighbours of similar_ income level

D neighbourhood reputacion

]

D friendly neighbours

D neighbours of the 3ame r{a:ionalicy

0

7£) This sectipn focuses on accessibility co ocher neople, places or activities which

aone of these

-

may have been 4 factor inm your decision zo choose this dwelling unit.

r__] close

dwelly

e

B

Helow.

D close
[ crose
Cj close
] close
(] ctose

D close'

7g) Fianally, were aay of

ng unit?

to work . =
to shoooing

o #thdren's school

to Univarsicy, NAIT ete.
zo :hufch

to

co

Dus Touce

river valiey

D mdnchly renc N

D amount of damage deposit

D conditivns of the lease

~

there are any other factors that were
dwelling whicn are not included in the preceding juescion woula vou slease list cnem

O

L
C
O
O
0
0

zhe Zollowing importanc in your Jecision £o take €

O
O

imaortanc

close to recreacional faé}LLcies
close éo a major traffic route
dlose to downcown,

2losa o entertainment

close to friends

.:l.ose to reLa‘tLves

none of these

a physical disability or hghdicap
only alternative 3availabdle

none oOf these

in vour jecision fo take this

)
P
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A

D can'z afford to buv - . . .
h - N : . s ! 4
D_wsee location 4s temporarv ' dccausy b pussinle chiunge 1n emolovment,
: RS Ccompletion af ciuéacion, ccc.)
° . B : . .
. ‘ "'_ N .
D arefec apartment twving 7 vy oM -
. . - . . L : T,
. . D family s Llefe home 30 less-space ig nceded
', ' N v . i v Y
D dislike the respunsibilicies oc shome owadgship ' care of luwn, rendirs,
. . o \L."udrun{ Jeiveway ot snow, otc)
. - .
. .. . ; .
wother (please specity) . - ! e _
- & : . K 4 . R
.
- .
. 12, Have vou ever condidered reoatinuiin che ouger suourds’ ves ''no
. 7 . . ) . . i
3. Do vou si¢ any disadvancages in an viates ’s(gburbfn locac ton’ .
, .
- - - —_——— - ———
. 1% What about advantages’
. . s

~ .

PPENDIX I--Continued

+» 9, Worsld you‘ypluu' lisc below what you fael were the chree mosc important factors

from those you have chesen in questions 7 and 8?7

T <}~ . ' ) .- .
N . h
2. . .. . ~ . N, 0
3. . = . . )
N Y VI B ) .

10. Before you moved here uhac’vtype of dwelling were you lf;vin‘g 'Lnf

D ownad single detached ‘\ ' D row house
D rented single detached e 'E‘condmxnium
D.hi'gh rise apartment . Lo m:wn house .
* . —_ ’ [ . .
. D walk up aparcmenc - G Dasement suile in a house
s - . - N
[j other apartment (please spacilv) [:] other (pleas$ speciiyrs

~ N . : .
L1, Why uce you rencing 4s opposcd Co owning! .0 vou mav tick moge than one)
! . .

15. 1f vou were to move agdin .would vot want to locate closer fo thx city ¢onery,
further out from the centra, or At apout che.same distance’

.
[ | zhe sa=e dJistdnce

D rureher oue . D nu sreference .

15. How Jo vou o the majorify JC +our shoddine!

. o ' bus . D walk .

. . ‘il.cac . sther iolease sm;@{v:' )

D closer 20 the city centre

Pl
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“ three wveeks?

- .
17. Where have you done your §rocery shopping within the pasc

week?

two vaeeks?

18. How often do you g0 dfwn:wn gther than for wogpk? .’}

D never*

D a few times a year

D onca or twice a month

D once 2 week.
D twice 2 week or more

r

291

p

D 80 TO restaurants or bary

. *{f never, skip “to quescion 20

N

19. Fat what purpose do you go downtown?

. D shooptng

D Personal business (banking ecc) D 35 to movies, plays or concercs

*

D_uu of medical or dcn:al."fa'cilf.t‘iu D sther (please specify)

S * —p——e———

*
20. Where do you buy the following? (you may cick more than one location)

. s

1 Claches

Turnfture Apoliances ©
p \

dovacawn

)
f
|
i
]
|

Bonnie Doon

——— - ———— . ——
i \i '
' N < .
Southzace _ _ — I - e ——— — — e b e e e e -
t
, ! . ! .
Northgace - ‘..-._.__.i;a_.._-..__.q_'-h--___----__-,'__.___-m.
’ ' t *
. . | . .
Londonderry ! - N _____g_.__-_f.___*-__~-—..l<—-..° ~~~~~ -
1!
. T - 1 1 H '
. H ,
destmount _ ! [ S _.'.“_._-_‘_.__---:_..A_..._..
, 1 5 b
: \ )
- i \
B [N SN — e e
i i !
Capilano ! - '__ = e e
‘ : ! | ’ :
Cencennial Village | oo i : ° e m e ——n e
) ! | 4 |
Meadowlack _ Y l ————— - ———
. 1 i )
' . 1 f
Crandin 3hooners Park | . | > i
r — ; e el g
!
deher I | —_—
..... S,
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21, Here is a lisc of activicies chat people do in their spare time. ld wvou cick
those thst are imporcanc to you or your faamily? .

LIS Gglrdoning

D wacch TV k - ) ) Yy

D attend movies, Concerts etc.

D reading .

D‘spor:s activicies - parcicipace

D sports activicies - spectator . “

D visiting friends/relacives

D ocher (please specify)

G a:::‘nd cldbs, rescaurants, bars

t } belong to civic groups, service or professional clubs or neighbourjood ;;ou:s
w

3
2

22. Which of the accivities listed in question 2l occuoy mosc of YOUT $2are Cime,

. ‘ . e

L 4

23 What are che things you like most about your oresenc living -accomodation’ =

4. Would you ‘consider living in any othar sart of che sicy?

lua.,

3

Why?

v ; : .
D_ only chis pace D ocher parts (specify) . ——

25. Are vou thinking 9€ moving in the near fucute’ D ves a0

*if no, skip to question 27

26. Why are von :h\xnk&vhq ‘0f moving? s . \ -7
1 o ’ g .
D dwelling 13 too small job t¥dnster ~ ,
D dwelling ;i8 too expensive : ' D Ei.m.shL'm; aduycation '
E] closer ca job . D other (pleasg speciiv) -
- . ; B -

. ;o !

27. £ vou vere o move or gra'moving would vou bSe likelv co move inco 2
C B L

[ ‘| stngle. family nome ’ ! cow house
| -walk up ' D condominium
D nizh risa ' . D tovn housa

other apartmant : D basament sulte in 3 nousa

D othar {(pleasa’ spectfyv) _

e = . = . 0 ———t ey et . . = i
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28. Do you expect to remt or buy your nexd dwelling? ’
D Tenc D buy N .

28a. Why? i .

29. How much rent do you pay per month? (Include rent paid for a car pu-k or ucilicies,
but {ndicate how much extra this is over the renc paid) )
!

S renc S extra

30. What {s the approximate gross annual income of chis household?
‘ (] under $5,999.00 ‘
(] s6.000.00 - 59,999.00
(] 510,000.00 - 514,899.00
(] s15,000.00 - 519,999.00

D over $20,000.00

.. ) . ] - .

J1. Would yé)u say you are very satisfied, moderately sacisfied or unqsa:tsfied with
your presentc residential accozmodation? ’

D very satisfied D moderately sacisfied D unsatisfied

Thank you
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i : ‘ APPENDIX II

CHI-SQUARE CALCULATIONS FOR TENANT CHARACTERISTIC§<::::;MA
| | © | . |

-~

- J ' TABLE II-1 T
. ' . 7 :
HOUSEHOLDS BY AGE OF HEAD BY TYPE OF .HOUSEHOLD

Ho--there is no relationship between the age of the
household head and type of household

Married ' Single Shared

Couples Families - Person  Hhlds Total
Under 25 37 14 - 21 51 o
: (37) (26) - (31) (29) = 123
25 - 34 28 \ 23 13 16
(24) (17{' (20) (19) 80
. 35 - 54 4 18 10 2
(11) (7 ( 8) ( 8) 34
55 - 64 10 6 9 1
('8) ( 5)° (7 ( 6) 26
65 plus 9 1 20 ——
° (9 ( &) ( 8) (7 30
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»

.

TABLE II-l--Continued

X2 = (37-37)2 + (14-26)2 + (21-31)2 + (51-29)2 +

37 | 26 31 29
(28-24)% + (23-17)2% + (13-20)% + (16-19)2 +
24 17 20 19
2 2 2 Co2
(4-11)° + (18-7)° + (10-8)° + (2-8)° + |
11 - 7 8 8 >
2 2 2 2 ;
(10-8) ‘+ (6-5) + (9-7) + (1-6) + :
- 8 5 ' 7 6 ° /

(9-9)2 + (1-6)2 + (20-8)2 + (0-7)%
9 6 : 8 7

Al L}

= 92.52 (Ho rejected at .05 and .0l level)

.
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TABLE II-2

_HOUSEHOLDS BY AGE OF HEAD BY DWELLING TYPE
) . . ' o : P . n
Ho--there is no relationship between the. age of the
household head and type of dwelling
. \ a

———— s
— ———

Under 25 25-34 35-54 55 + Total

High Rise ~ 30 . 33 14 29

| . (45) (29) (12)  (20) 106
Walk-up 70 33 9 19

(55) (35) (16)  (25) 131

Converted 16 7 6 3

~ (13) ( 9) (4) (6) 32
Single Detached 7 7 5 5 )
and Other (10) 07 3)- (4) 24
Total 123 80 34 56 293

2 Caen 2 2 2 2
X® = (30-45)° + (33-29)° + (14-12)° + (29-20)% .+
45 29

12 20

- (70-55)2 + (33-35)2 + (9-16)2 + (19-25)2 +
55 35 16 25

o (16-13)% + (7-9)2 4 (5-4)2 + (3-6)2 +
~ 13 9 2 6

$7-10)2 +'(7—7)2 + (5-3)2% + (5-4) 2
10 7 3 © 4

24.16 (Ho rejected at .05 and .0l level)

<
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L

TABLE II-3
'HOUSEHOLDS BY AGE OF HEAD BY EDUCATION OF HEAD

Ho--there is no reiationship between the age and‘educatioh
of the household head

Grade 8 Grades 'Some At Least

Or Less 9 - 12 Univ. One Degree Total
Under 25 5 76 28 14
(14) (65) (21) (23) 123
25 - 34 4 33 13 30
(‘9 - (42) (13) (16) 80
35 - 54 7 13 5 9
( 5) (17) ( 6) ( 6) 34
________________ S S
55 plus 18 32 3 3
( 8) (29) (10) _ (11) 56
\  -
Total - 34 154 49 \\ 56 293
\
i
x? =

(5-14)% + (76-65)% + (28-21)% + (14-23)% +
14 " 65 21 23

(4-9)2 + (33-42)% + (13-13)2 + (30-16)2 +
- 12 13 16

(7-5)% + (13-17)% + (5-6)%,+ (9-6)% +
5 17 6 6

(18-6)2 + (32-29)2 + (3-10§2 + (3-11)2
6 29 10 11

69.59 !(Ho is rejected at .05 and .01 level)

t
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APPENDIX II--Continued
b

. TABLE II-4 _ ?

HOUSEHOLDS BY AGE OF HEAD BY OCCUPATION OF HEAD
Ho--there is no relationship between the age and occupation
of the household head
|

Under 25 25-34 35-54 55 plus Total

Retired 9 4 2 37

Unemployed (22) (14) ( 6) (10) 52
. 5 ’ \
Student 32 11 2 1
(19) (13) ( 5) ( 9) 46
——————————— ,——_———?Zg;_——_——_—-__- .
- Managerial . 17 29 7 12 3 R
Prof/Tech o (26) : (17) (7 (11) . 61
' Craftsmen - 22 11 7 3
Trans/Comm . (18) (12) ( 5) ( 8) 43
Clerical 25 14 S 6
(21) (14) ( 8) ( 9) 50
‘sales/Service 18 11 6 5 .
Unskilled (17) (11) { 5) ( 8) 41
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APPENDIX II--Continued
R SRR .
TABLE II-4--Continued B | ‘

x% = (9-22)% +.(4-18)2 + (2-6)2 + (37-10)2 +
22 1la. - 6 10
p (32-19)% + (11-13)% + (2-5)% + (1-9)% +
— 19 13 s "9
g oy 2 L (aaly 2 2 L aq1y2
(17=26)° + (29-17)° + (12-7)° + (3-11)° +
26" 17 S 11
(22-18)% + (11-12)% + (7-5)% + (3-8)% +
18 12 . 5 8 \
(25-21)2 + (14-14)2 + (5-6)2 + (6-9)2 +

21 14 6 9

(18-17)% + (11-11)2 +(6-5)2 + (6-8) 2
17 S0 - 11 7 5 - 8

8 . | |
= 137.07 (Ho rejected at .05 and .0l level)

\
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APPENDIX II--Continued

i

TABLE II-S
HOUSEHOLDS BY AGE,OF HEAD BY INCOME'OF HEAD

Ho--there is no relatlonshlp between age and ‘income of the
household head

.

' E $6,000  $10,000 oL ,
$0-5,999 -9,999 -14,999 slq.ooo + Total

Under 25 36 =~ . 35 .. 37 13

(34) . (33) (33) (21) 121
< 25 2 34 9 22 27 20
(22) (21) (21) (14) 78 .
@5 - 54 8 10 g 6
( 9) ( 9 ( 9) { 6) 33
55 plus - 28 11 5 9
(15) (14) (14) (10) 53
____________ B it
Total 81 78 78 48 285
2 2 2 : 2 2
X° = (36-34)° + (35-33)° + (37-33)° + (13-21)

34 33 ¢ 33 21

(9-22)2 + (22-21)2 + (27-21)2 + (20-14)% +
21 21 14

-t

(8-9)2 + (10-9)2 + (9=9)? + (6-6)2
9 L9

'9 6.

(28-15)2 + (11-14)2 + (5-14)2 + (9-10)2
15 & : ‘14 14 10

‘= 33.80 (Ho rejected at .05 and .0l level)
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APPENDIX II--Continugd

TABLE II-6
HOUSEHOLDS BY TYPE BY DWELLING TYPE = '

Ho--there is no relationﬁhip between type of household and
type of dwelling o ' : :

o

Married ' Single  Shared . »
Couples Families Person  Hhlds Total
\ %
High Rise .36 17 28 25 '
g (32) - (23) (26) (25) 106
Walk-up 434/ 28 31 29
(40) (28) © . (33) (30) 131
' ¢
Converted 3 6 11 12
(9 ( 7) ( 8) ( 8) 32
e e e e e - — = S e
Single det. 6 11 . 3 4
Other ‘ (7N ( 5) ( 6) (6) 24
Q ' ) .

X2 = 436-32)2 + (17-23)2 + (28-26)2 + (25-25)2 +
32 23 . 26 T 25

(43-40)2 + (28-28)2 + (31-33)2 + (29-30)% +
40 28 33 %

(3-9)2 + (6-7)2 + (11-8)2 + (12-8)2 +
9 7 8 g

(6=7)2 + (11-5)2 + (3-6)2 + (4-6)2
o7 5 6 6

= 19.38 (Ho rejected at .05 but accepted at .01 level)
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APPENDIX II--Continued

-4

TABLE II-7

A,

HOUSEHOLDS BY TYPE BY EDUCATION OF HEAD

i

Ho--there is no relatiohship between the type of household

and the education of the household head

‘Married- Single  Shared

Couples Families Person - Hhlds Total
Grade 8 7 . 12 - 15 -- . :
or less (10) ¢ 6) ( 9) - (9) 34
—— — — — —————— '-— — — —-q— —“—— — —— ‘. —————— ) — — ——
Grades .. 45 = 29 37. 43
9 - 12 (46) (30) (38) . (40) 154
Some 18 - 7 T 19 »
University (15) ( 9) (12). (13) o 49
At least 18 11~ 14 13
One Degree (17) (11) (14) 4 (14) 56
Total 88 . 57 73 ! 75 293

3
Qj

x% = (7-10)%'+ (12-6)% + (15-9)% + (0-9)° +
10 - 6 9 9
(45-46)° + (29-30)“ + (37-38)° + '(43-40)° +
46 30 38 40

(18-15)° + (5-9)% + (7-12)% + (19-13)° +
15 9 12 13

(18-17) %2 + (11-11)% + (14-14)2 + (13-14)2
17 11 14 14

= 27.57 (Ho rejected at both .05 and .01 level)

302
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APPENDIX II--Continued

. TABLE II-8 T
. 1 . ‘ .
HOUSEHOLDS BY TYPE BY OCCUPATION OF HEAD
Ho--there is no relationship between the type of household
and the occupation of the househdld head

Married X . Singie Shared

Couples Famiiies Person Hhlds .= Total S
Retired 10 11 30 1 g
Unemplé&yed (16)  (10) ° (12) ~ (14) 52 )
Student 11 7 2 26
(14) ( 9) {11) (12) 46
Managerial 23 8 ‘ 18 ' 12 ‘
Prof/Tech (18) (12) (15) (16)- 61
Craftsmen - 18 14
Trans/Comm ©(13) ( 8)
____________________ .
Clerical 14 h 6
’ (15) (10)
~Sales/Serv. 12 ‘ 11 ' 7 11
Unskilled (12) ( 8) (10) (11) 41

et e e . ea —— —— — — e et e e = m e e me e e s e
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APPENDIX II--Continued

TABLE II-8--Continued — - .

x? = (10-16)% + (11 10)2% + (30-12)2% + (1-14)2 +
’ 416 L 10 . 12 14

7TN11-14)2 4 (72912 + (2-11)2 + (26-12)2 4
14 9 11 12

(23-18)% + (8-12)% + (18-15)% + (12-16)% +
18 12 15 16

(18-1312 + (12-8)2 + (3-11)%+ (8-11)2 +
13 . s 11 11

~

(14-15)2 + t6-10)2 + (13-12)2 + (17-13)2 +

1s ~ 10 T 12 13

(12-12)2 + (11-8)2 + (7-10)% + (11-11)2
12 8% - 10 11

= 88.58 (Ho rejected at .05 and .0l level)

y
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APPENDIX IT--Continued

<

TABLE II-9--Continued

x2 = (11-35)2 + (42- 34L2 + (42-33)2 + (14 9)2
T 35 © - 33 3

13 12 2 4 (51- 25)2 + (20- 24)2 + 13 24 2 4 ,
25 24 ~

(3 §)2 + (2= 8)2 + (19 21)2 + .(16- 20L2
8 21 20

. C(23-20)2 + (4-6)2 + (12- 7)2
' 20 5

70.28 (Ho reﬁectgd at both .05 and .0l level)

i
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APPENDIX II——Continued~
; _ TABLE II-10

DWELLING TYPE BY EDUCATION O“‘HOUSEHOLD HEAD

'530——thefe is no relationship between dwelling type and the
education of the household head: ‘

Grade 8 Grades Some = At Least Total
Or” Less 9 - 12 Univ One Degree

High Rise 8 48 15 35
. (13) (55) (18) (20) 106

Walk-up 14 77 24 16
ﬁ, (16) (68) (22 (25) 131

i

Converted 7 16 ~ 5 4
\ ( 5) (16) ( 5) ( 8) 32
e -

 Single det 6 - 12 5 | 1 | ‘
- Other ( 3) (12) (4 ( 5) 24
——————————————— ]————\;—.—_—_—.__—_
Total 35 153 49 56 293
x2 = (8-13)2 + (48-55)2 + (15-18)2 + (35-20)2 +
13 55 18 20 -

(14-16)2 + (77-68)2 + (24-22)2 + (16-25)2 +
16 68 . 22 25

(7-5)2 + (16-16)2 + (5-5f2 + (4-6)2 +
5 16 5 6

(6-3)2 + (12-12)2 + (5-4)2 + (1-5)2 o
3 12 — T 5 '

= 27.32 (Ho rejected at .05 and .0l level)
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APPENDIX II--Continued

y

TABLE II-11  * | -
DWELLING TYPE BY OCCUPATION OF HOUSEHOLD HEAD

. Ho--there is no relationship between occupation of the
household head and type of dwelling '

»

{ﬁigh Walk - . ' \Single Det

Rise . -up Converted  and Other Total
Retired 24 22 , 3 3
Unemployed = (19) (24) (- 5) . ( 4) ' 52
Student 9 25 9 3
(16) (21) ( 5) ( 4) . 46
{
' Managerial 33 18 3 7
© Prof/Tech ° (22) ~(27) 7y ( 5) ‘ 61
. Cfaftsmen '173 319- . .. 4 3 ' :
" Trans/Comm (15) (19) { 5) - ( 4) 43
Clerical | © 18 6 - \
' - (18) ( 5) ( 5) 50
Sales/Serw s 7 8
Unskilled -  (15) (" 5) ( 3) 41
32 24 293




APPENDIX II--Continued

309 .

TABLE II-1ll--Continued

X

2 _

(24-19)2 + (22-24)2 + (3-5)2 + (3-4)2 +

19 24 5 4

(9-16)2 + (25-21)2 + (9-5)2 + (3-4)2 +

16 21 - 5 4 4

(33- 22)2 + (18-27)2 + (3=7)2 + (7- 5)2 +

22 27 -7 5

(17 15)2 + (19-19)2 + (4-5)2 + (3- 4)2 +

15 19 5 4

(18-18)2 + (26-22)2 + (6-5)2 + (0— 5)2 + N\

18 22 ) 5.

(5-15)2 + (21-18)2 + (7-5)2 + (8-3)2 :

15 | 18 5 3

44.35 4, (Ho rejected at .05 and .01 level)

ﬁ
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APPENDIX II~--Continued

TABLE II-12 . -

] !
DWELLING TYPE BY INCOME OF HEAD

Ho--there is no relationship between .income of the’
household and type of dwelling '

- $6,000 $10,000 $15,000

' $0-5,999 -9,999  -14,999 plus Total
©
High Rise = 19 o 21 32 31
: (29) " (28) (28) (18) 103
Walk-up 41 38 33 14
(36) (34) (34) (22) 126
Converted 13 . 9 - 8 2
(9) ( 9) (9 5) 32
Single Det 8 100 5 1
Other ( 7) ( 6) ( 6) ( 5) 24
Total 81 78 78 48 285
x2 = (19-29)2 + (21-28)2 + (32-28)2 + (31-18)2 +
\ 29 28 28 18
(41-36)2 + (38-34)2 + (33-34)2 + (14-22)2 +
36 . 34 34 22 -
| (13-9)2 + (9-9)2 + (8-9)2 + (2-5)2 +
9 9 9 5
(8-7)2 + (10-6)2 + (5-6)2 + (1-5)2
7 6 6 s
iﬂ:“' =

28.58 (Ho rejected at both .O%}andr,OI level)
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APPENDIX III
CHI-SQUARE CALCULATIONS FOR TENANT ACTIVITY PATTERNS

TABLE III-1

~

E TYPE OF HOUSEHOLD BY PREVIOUS DWELLING TYPE

Ho--there is no relationship between type of household and
previousydwelling ‘

3

Owned Rented

Single Single High Walk Con- P
Det. = Det. Rise -up verted Other Total
. : » , ) .
Married 13 10 11 25 15 14
Couples (14) ( 9) ( 9) (29) (13) . (14) 88
Families 9 11 6 20 6 5 ‘
- (9 ( 6) (6) (19) ( 8) (9 57
S single 18 5 6 25 10 9

Persons (11) ( 8) ( 8) (24) (11) (11) 73
Shared 5 5 8 26 12 17
Hhlds - (11) ( 8) ( 8) (24) (11) (11) 73

311
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APPENDIX III--Continued

TABLE III-l--Continued -

(13-14) 27+ (10-9)2 + (11-9)2 + (25-29)2 +

X2 =.
14 9 9 29
(15-13)2 ++(14-14)2 + (9-9)2 + (11-6)2 +
13 14 9 6
(6-6)2 + (20-19)2 + (6-8)2 + (5-9)2 +
. 6 - 19 8 9

-24)2% +

(18-11)2 + (5-8)2 + (6-8)2 + (25
11 8 8 24

(10-11)2 + (9-11)2 + (5-11)2 + (5-8)2 +

11 11 11 8
(8-8)2 + (26-24)2 + (12-11)2 + (17-11)2
8 24 11 11

Ly
22.48 (Ho is accepted at the .05 level)

312
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APPENDIX III--Continued

TABLE III-2  { - -
AGEVOF_HOUSEHOLD’HEAD BY PREVIOUS ﬁWELLINGI

‘ o——there is no relat10n§h1p between age of the household
head and prev1ous dwelling type

-

,Owned‘:LRented S
- Single Single High Walk Con-

Det. . Det. = Rise' -up verted Other  Total
' Under 24 6 10 6 46 22 31 |
IR - (19) . (13) 0 (13) (39) (18)  (19) 121
T e A
s -3¢ s s {as 3. 7 T 10 ¢
~ o2y o (9) (9 (26) = (12) (12) 80
35 - 54 6 6" 5 7 7 3

s |t —— ———, i ot i ot ot i it o b o i ot i e i mow ot

fed
55 plus 28 6 s 5 9 7 1
(9) (.6) (&8)y (18) ( 8) ( 9) 56
T N U T PRI S R ekl e
Total 45 31 131 96 43 45 291
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APPENDIX IMI--Continued

o
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Ly

TABLE “#TT-2--Continued
: E .

x? =

¢

A

—3

(6-19)2 + (10-13)> + (6-13)2 + (46439)° +
‘19 13 < 13 39

(22-18)2 +.(31-19)2% + (5-12)2 + (9-9)% +

T 18 1s 17 . 5.

(15-9) 2 + ' (34-26)2 + (7-12)2 + (10-12)? +
9. 26 ' 12 12

(6-5)% + (6-4)% + (3-4)% + (7-11)* +
i A }: 4 4 11 i )

7-5)2 + (3-5)2 + (28-9)° + (6-6)% + | |
5 5 3 5

o

(5-6) 2 + (9-18)2 + (7-8)% + (1-9)?
6 18 T8 9

<

92.55 (Ho rejected at both .05 and .01 level)



APPENDIX III--Continued

 TABLE III-3

[

TYPE OF HOUSEHOLD BY MOVING EXPECTAT IONS

Ho--there is no relationship betreen type of hoﬁsew

hold and moving expectations

—

,AiYeé ~ No, ' ‘Total

Married Couples 35 52
R (38) (49) 87

| .

Families with Children 30 26
(24) (32) 56
— — ——————————— ;— ————————————

Single Persons 23 46
(30) (39) 69

Shared Householﬁs 37 37
| ' | (33) (41) 74
Total 125 161 286

>
()
I

(35-38)2 + (52-49)2 + (30-24)2 + (26-52)2 +
38 49 , 24 32

(23-30)2 + (46-39)2 + (37-33)2 + (37-41)2
30 39 33 ' a1

= 6.8l (Ho is accepted at'.Ogglevel)

<



‘APPENDIX III--Continued

TABLE III—4  

HQUSEHOLDS BY AGE OF HEAD
BY MOVING EXPECTATIONS

Ho--there is no relationship between
age of household head and moving

expectations
Yes - No Total .
Under 25 63 59
(54) (68). 122
25 - 34 4 35
' (35) {(44) 79
—— — — — —— — — - —— ‘\ _________
R
35 -54 - 11 “ 20
' (14) (17) ' 31
55 plus 7 47 S
. (2¢) (300 54 '
Total 125 161 i 286
x? = (63-58)2 + (59-68)% + ;
54 68 | | ,

(44-35)% + (35-44)2 +
35 T a4 )

(11-14) 2 + (20-17)2 +
14 . 17 '

(7224)2 + (47-30)2
24 30

= 30.06 (Ho rejected at .05 and .01 level)
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~ APPENDIX III--Continued

“TABLE III-S
TYPE OF HOUSEHOID AND EXPECTED DWELLING TYPE
e .
‘Ho——thg&% is no relationship between the type of household
and" the expected dwelling type following the next move _

High

Single Walk Con- : :
IR Detached -up ~Rise verted Other Total
SR : ' ' :
h3)
Married 34 15 11 11 9 ,
"~ ,Couples (24) (21) (15) - (10) (10) 80
- --- | ‘
Families 29 15 4 2 6
: (17) (15) (10) (7) (.7) 56 .
Single 6 ® 20 .23 5 13
Persons (20) 'Q18) (12) ( 8) (9) 67
T ‘ . - . | :
Shared 15 23 - 14 17 5
Hhlds (22) (19)  (i4) ('9) (10) 74
Total 84 73 52 35 33 277



APPENDIX III--Continued . -

TABLE III-5--Continued

. \ ) . . )
%2 = (34-24)2 + (15-21)2 + (11-15)2 + (11-10)2 +
24 21 : 15 10

(9-10)2 + (29-17)2 + (15-15)2 + (4-10)2 +>
10 17 15 10
. . : |
(2-7)2 + (6=7)2 + (6-20)2 + (20-18)% +
7 7 - 20 18

(23-12)2 + (5-8)2 + (13-9)2 + (15-22)2 4+
12 .8 ' 9 22

(23-19)2 + (14-14)2 + (17-9)2 + (5-10)2
19 14 ' 9 10

’

=" 58.62 "(Ho is rejected at the .05 and .0l level)

=

0
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' APPENDIX III--Continued

TABLE III-6

AGE OF HOUSEHOLD HEAD AND EXPECTED DWELLING TYPE
. . | . _

j Ho-~there is no relationship between the age of the :
household ’head and the expected dwelling type . .
following the next move s

Single Walk High Con-

- . Detached  -up Rise verted Other Total
. : v . - w
‘Under 25 29 39 13 26 13
(37) (32) -~ (22) ~  (15) (14) 120 .
25 - 34 34 18 8 5 11
(23) (20) (14) ( 9) (10) 76
35 - 54 15 4 5 3 4 '
( 9) ( 8) ( 8) ( 4) ( 4) 31
55 plus 6 12 26 1 5
(15) (13) (9) ( 6) (7 50
_______ &

—— - a— o w—— ——— a— —t ——m o ot e o e e e e e s e
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, APPENDIX III--Continued ' .

TABLE III-6--Continued

x2 = (29-37)2 +t%§§—32)2'+ (13-22)2 + (26-15)2 +
37 _32 22 . 15. '

 (13-14)2 + (34-23)2 +.(18-20)2 + (8-14)2 +
14 | 23 | 20 . 14

(5-9)2 + (11-10)2 + (15-9)2 + (4-8)2 +
9 10 _9 . '8

(5-6)2 + (3-4)% + (4-4)2 + (6-15)2 +
6 4 -4 15 :

(12-13)2 + (26-9)2 + (1-6)2 + (5-7)2
13 9 6 7

= 52.75 (Ho rejected at the .05 and .0l level)

7
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APPENDIX III-~Continued’

TABLE III-7 .
TYPE OF HOUSEHOLD. AND EXPECTED TENURE

' Ho-‘there is no relationship betWeen the type of house- .
hold and expected tenure following next move

Expect To Expect To<
Rent - Buy Total -~
Married Couples ' - 50 i_ : 32 ’
©(83) T (19) 82 .
Families 39 16
’ o (43) (12) 55
Single Persons 64 5
' (54) (15) 69
Shared Households 63 11
‘ - (57) (17) 74
Total 216 64 280

. g ’ . ' l
(50-63)2 + (32-19)2 + (39-43)2 + (16-12)2 +
63 19 43 ‘ 12

v
N
1

(64-54)2 + (5-15)2 + (63-57)2 + (11-17)2
54 15 57 17
L 3 . :

24.54 (HO rejecfed at .05 and'.Ol.levél)

~
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APPENDIX III--Continued

i
TABLE III-8

AGE OF HOUSEHOLD HEAD AND EXPECTED TENURE -
N ) N Q‘ ' \\\ -
‘Ho--there is no relationship between the age of
the household head and expected tenure
'Vfollowing the next move

i

——————

‘ - t ‘
Expect To Expect To
Rent . Buy Total
Under 25 . 97 _ ‘_23
o (92) (28) 120
S
25 -'34 51 26
(59) (18) 77
e e _ . __ _ ________
35 - 54 20 11 :”
’ (24) (7 ; 31
55 plus 48 4 !
(39) (13) . 52
__________ S

~

(97-92)2 + (23-28)2 + (51-59)2 + (26-18)% +
92 28 | 59 18

ol
IN}
1

*
(20-24)2 + (11-7)2 + (48-39)2 + (4-13)2
24 7 39 13

17.07  (Ho rejected at .05 and .01 lével)- ®

e |
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APPENDIX IIXI--Continued
: : A

i
L

o TABLE III-9

.EMETHOD OF TRAVEL BY HOUSEHOLD INCOME

Ho--there is no'relationship between the method of
travel and household income

50~ '$6,000 sé!,ooo. $15, 000 .
5,999 ° -9,999  $14,999 plus  Total

Car 11 26 35 29
(20) (30) (32) (19) 101
Bus 13 16 13 10
(10) (16) (17) ( 9) 52
___________________ JPUSS :» S S,
Walk 1 26 22 7
(15) (23) (24) (14) 76
Other 3 3 5 1
' ( 3) ( 2) (" 2). ( 5) 12
Total 48 71 75 47 241
2 _ oy 2 2 2912 4 f5a. 1032
X2 = (11°20)2 + (26-30)% + (35-32)2 + (29-19)% +
20 30 32 19
. y\) * . ..
(13-10)2 + (16-16)2 + (13-17)2 + (10-9)2 +
‘10 K 16 17 9 -
(21-15)2 + (26-23)2 + (22-24)2 + (7-14)2 +
15 23 24 : 14
C(3-3)2 + (3-2)% + (5-2)% + (1-5)% ¢
T3 T2

2 5

26.30 (Ho rejected at .05 and .01 level)
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APPENDIX III--Continued
TABLE III-10 N
METHOD OF TRAVEL BY OCCUPATION OF HOUSEHOLD HEAD

Ho--there is no relationship between the method of
travel and the occupation of household head

e — ——

Car Bus ‘Walk  Other Total
Professional’ 38 7 15 1
: (25) (13) (19) ( 4) 61
Clerical 15 20 15 -
: (21) @ (1) (16) ( 2) 50
___________ L e e e e e L L M~ _
4 |
Sales/Service 8 | 10 9 3 '
- (12) | ( 6) (9 ( 3) 30
e e e b e e — — o — ’_.. _______________
Craftsmen 20 f 1 8 3
(13) (7)) (10) ( 2) 32
Unskilled 12 5 1 4
( 9) ( 5) (7 (1) 22
Students 8 9 28 1
(19) (10) (14) (3) 46
Total 101 52 76 12 241
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IX III-—Continued

L}

TABLE IRI-10--Continued

X2 = (38-25)2 + (7513)2 + (15-19)2 + (1-4)2 +

25 . 13 19 4
(15-21)2 + (20-11)2 + (15-16)2 + (0-2)2 +
21 11 s 2
, (8 12)2 + (10 6)2 + (9-9)2 + (3- 3L2
NN : 9 3

(20113)2 + (1-7)2 + (8- 10)2 + (3 -2)2 + 4
3 7 |

(12-9)2 ¥ (5-5)2 + (1.7)2 + (4-1)2 +
9 s 7 T 1

(8-19)2 + (9-10)2 + (28-14)2 + (1-3)2
19 10 14 3

= 74.50 (Ho rejetted at thei .05 and .0l level)
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APPENPIX III--Continued

\ TABLE III-11

l

JﬁDISTANCE TRAVELLED BY METHOD OF TRAVEL

326

Ho--there is no relationship between the distance travelled

and the method of travel

'Distance (tenths of miles)

0.0- 0.6- 1.1- 1.6- 2.1- 2.6 |
0.5 1.0 1.5 2.0 ‘2.5 plus Total
4 R N
= - : o IS ;
CaF/Truck 3 8 - 12 10 12 68 3
etc (15)  (15)  (22) (10)  (11)  (40) 113
e e e e e e ¢
Bus C—= 2 12 9 19
| (6) (83,7 (11) ( 5) °(19) 52
Walk 27 22 24 2 ==
(10)  (10)  (15) (7)  (28) 76
o
- - - s
Total 30 32 48 21 23 87 241
x? = (3-15)2 + (8-15)% + (12-22)? + (10-10)% +

15 5 15 22 io

N (12-11)% + (68-40)% + (0-6)2 + (2-6)% +

11 40 6 6

e

(12-11)2 + (10-5)2 + (9-5)2 + (19-19)2 +
BT 5 5 19

2 . o1y 2 ey 2 2 .,
(27-10) © + (22-10) ° + (24-15)" + (1-6)° + »
10 . 10 15 - 6

2-7)% + (0-28)2 .
7 T 28 : e

138.5 (Ho rejected at the .05 and..0l level)

h S
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APPENDIX wooos f«f
VARIABI&S TESTED ‘IN THE DECISIONQMAKING PROCESS AND THE
. N'UMBER AND PERCENTAGE OF HOUSEHOLDS CONSIDERING
| _EACH VARIABLE - ~
- ‘ . 7 v." i ‘ . . - » ‘
: : . S . S
e Variable L <?q. Per cent
; . -( ) C T
8 : |- '6 . .
, T .
INTERIOR OF THE UNIT
T e N ' pay
. Air conditioning =/ , 6 .
- Carpeting - SN . 169 - ' 58
Drapes ‘ SRR S R 56 = 19
Appliances = . - D 181 62
Storage . . R S o 154 53
_ Balconies = . . | - 98 33 -
cable TV- . T 39 - 13"
Feature wall -~ e : 15 - 5
»» Intercom : ' Lo coo92 31
Condition o _ DR .. :140" - 48
'+ . Arrangement’ o S . 77 26
Size - S [ © 165 - 56 .
View T . - SRR oo 13 25 -
~Furnished . ~ _ = .28 < 10
Temperature control TR - - 56 . 19 R
~ Soundproofing ° S ‘ 81 28 ’
‘None of these \\, o e 20 T
ASPECTS OF SITE AND STRUCTURE -
‘Recreational facilities”in complex 54 18
. Dawycare centre in complex - . 1 L=
i~ -Parking space : : ' - 149 . 51
' Play area for children . 18" 6
Laundry facilities - » 164 . 56
Quality of construction : . 44 1 15
Because it is a high rise , 37 13
Because it is a walk-up Coe .50 > . 17
.+  Because it is a single detached dwelling 17 6
Appearance of dwelllng S 68 23
Size of the lot A ‘ ' 9 o3
Landscaping o . - . 24 'ﬁ 8
fN%Pe of,th@se o c 45 15
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APPERDIX IV--Continued e e o o

oo
y

Variable; T “Né.eg’Per-§Ent_.

ASPECTS OF MANAGEMENT :f7;Qe'

Qe :'.TSecurlty serv1ce prOVlded ST f?"“'j60‘ 200

- SRR - Pets allowed TS RS S T S "”“40 _' 14
. .. Pets nmot allowed ~ - - ¢ - . 7 5O 17

. Children allowed.- B Y- 2 RN A= R
‘Children not’ allowed PRI N 37 ) ‘g;f”143’0\““

. :Age and sex.policy . .. 200 0 T

N4

PHYSICAL CHARACTERISTICS OF THE NEIGHBOURHOOD

“}VStreet llghtlng A ”Vv“fg” i ?”,515”3 17
" Appearance of surroundlng development 59 20
— Prlvacy e e 7425
Quiet: surroundlngs "ﬁ L T " - IR - S
. Clean surroundings - AU ORRR RS 1¢ B SRR < 7 S
e ] Spacious ‘surroundings . ... - H§3{1525-3f4"l9h

. ::46 S . .Absence of trefflc nolse . T 64 22 v
R ’iNone of these “‘,,,. e IR e 98 T3

o , SOCIAL»ASPECTS OF THE NEIGHBOURHOOD e | -

b 'e f.;Nelghbou;hood reputatlon f R - Iy SR O R
© 9 Friendlymeighbours - . .0 a8 . 1s

..j“¢Neighb®urs of snnllar lncome EVC¥Q-"ﬁv21¢3T;”f‘7%@j SRR
‘1~Ne1ghbours of same natlonallty ‘1fﬂ“312i*i’1ﬁ*4fj7;;fpf;

» ACCESSIBILITY R e e

154?:,

,Closefto;work‘%_ 'fﬁnC'lQQ'f* 5 \
R 57

'[:Cygse:toishopplng

~+€lpse to children's school
Close.ﬁo Unlver51ty, N.A.I. T
Close to church .

- se
LUB8 e

Close to bus route L. ot
L le

Close to river valley | "’f§_fjeC7£

o o ',:,‘*V\VLC:“
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APPENDIX IV--Continued

[

‘No.,

Per cent.

\None of these

'-QAVariéble
f ACCESSIBILITY;-CShtinued \
Closeﬂfourecreatlonal fccllltles 40, 14
.Close to majpr traffic route 54 18.
Close to downtown 114 . -39 .
Close.tOuentertalnment o 45 15
Close to friends 87 . 30
‘s Close to: relatives - 29 lo
" 'Noéhne of these 9 3
:'%FINANCIAL.AND OTHER VARIABLES ‘
Monthly rent v : : 180 - 61
Amount of damage dep031t 43 15
conditions of the lease : - 66 23
Physical disability or handicap . 12 . 4
Only alternative avallable 36 12
78 27

2 3
. (,’

329
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APPENDIX V
FIRMS INTERVIEWED
;j: ’ 1. Edmonton Real Estate Board .
10515 BninCess Elizabeth Avenue

2. Edmonton Housing Assoc1atlon
| - _ 10553A Jasper Avenue-

PROPERTY MANAGEMENT : ’ N
' 3. Canada Trust, Huron and Erie
10150'—-100 Stfeet"

4. Weber‘B others Realty Limited
»(m?LQlA Avenue

5. MidiWagt ,!%operty Management
~ . 3400 Edmonton House

. INVESTMENT FIRMS | “
\S | 6. Canada Permanent-Trust.
‘ o 10038 Jasper ‘Avenue .

\Royal Trust
L 10039 Jasper Avenue

. ”8; City Savings and Trust
~ o ‘400'McLeod,Building

'9..North West Trust Company
10053A Jasper Avenue‘-w

* DEVELOPMENT COMPANIES SR T
s = . 10. Conanda Corporation Limited
+ 610 - 10201 104 Street -

' ' } ' 11, Humford Developments lelted
‘ ' 2700 Avord Arms 1*

12. Carma Developers (Edmonton) lelted
320‘Macdonald Place

o L .13, Alldrltt Apartments Limited
Ny S R . 11305 - 149 Street ‘

e



. DEVELOPMENT COMPANIES--Continued

APPENbIX V—-Continued

o

14. Solano Develop@tntlelmlted
10350 - 122 Sstreet

CONSTRUCTION FIRMS } o .
'15. Stanton Developments Limited
11825 -~ 145 Street

lS.vBafonivBowléh Enterpriées‘Limited
10805 - 120 Street

= . ' 17. Bird Construction Company leited
’ ~ 503 Parklngton Plaza
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APPENDIX VI :

RANDOMIZED SURVEY VARIABLES

7. Please place a tick ( ) beside those factors that you ‘ :
were looking for, or took into conslderatlon when you . j
.were evaluating this dwelling as a place to live. ‘
REMEMBER, tick only those factors that you were 1ook1ng v [

fof

YES

NO

major appliances present

or took into consgideration when you were. considering
this unit as a place to live.

~ intercom provided

air conditioning

only alternative available
policy regarding age or marltal status of.
the tenants : '

.

close to work

 ‘parking space

because it is a high rise’

drapes included
quiet,surroﬁnainqs

clése tQ_ﬁriends

absence of traffic noise
neighbours of similar incoﬁe level
laﬁdsééping‘of the lot.o£‘complex
patiés‘dr baiconies present~ |
%1ose‘to"river vailey‘

feature wall present

4
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'APPENDIX VI--Continued
YES NO -

4 neighbourhood reputation

. close to recreational facilities
temperature control>in unit

\ggsearance of dwelling

L
close to entertainment

) view from the unit

- play area for children

_;_ —_  pets allowed _.;—//2/
. carpeting on thé floors

security service provided
privacy - T o
laundry facilities

condition of the unit ) ; &}

N | children not allow?f

close to relatives ‘ R :
clean surroundings

size of the lot :
. B

quality of construction - S i

v

neighbours of the same nationality

appearance of surrounding
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APPENDIX VI--Continued.
YES  NO - ‘
monthly rent
cable fﬁ connection : :  ‘i/: R \
spaciqus sﬁf;oundings
cloée to‘downtéwn v
friendiy neighbours
éﬁildren ailowed »
¢lose to bus route
a bhysiéal disability or handica?\
‘because it 'is a walk-up | ’
close to church
spécious“closets and storage space
éoﬁditioﬁs of the lease

|
size of rooms '

= street 1ightif_;g PR
.close to childréﬁ‘éhgéhool . - o \‘;;
amount of damagé deposit |
’beéause‘it is a single detacﬂed.dwélling‘
unit wasffully‘furnisﬁed
daycare centre ip thefcbmplex
ar¥angement of rooms
T;wﬁgoda :oundproofing'

Y ___ % close to shopping | v »,A%r’.
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APPENDIX VI--CoRtinued
YES . NO
close to major traffic route

pets not allowed



DECISION MAKING VARIABLES BY AGE

APPENDIX VII

_CONTINGENCY TABLE VII-1

0-24 25-34 35-54 55 plus TOTAL

INTERIOR

Condition
View
Soundproofing

" S ITE/STRUCTURE
Parking Space .

{
. Play Area

High Rise

MANAGEMENT

Security Service
Pets Allowed
Pets Not Allowed

Children Allowed

-

Children Not Allowed A

A
E

E

65

59

21
30

35
34

73

62

26
26

21
17

14
21

23
22

39

38

15
20

22

22

45
40

[9) RN

18

.17

12
11

11

14

19

" 15

14
16

12

20

W

Ul Oy

ul

22
26

. 26

13

19

15

19

28

13

11

140
140

~73

73.

1
81

. 81

© 149

149

18
18

-

37
37

60

60

40
40

50
50

54

54

42
42

336
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APPENDIX VII--Continued ' . h

CONTINGENCY TABLE VII—l——Cohtinued

i

0-24 25-34 35-54 55 plus TOTAL

MANAGEMENT--Continued \ , ( ) 3 »
Age/Sex Policy A 17 3 A 20 )
_ o E 8 6 2 4 20
PHYS ICAL _ -
- Appearance A 34 | 1s 7 3 59
S ; . E 25 16. 7 11 59
Privacy . A 33 11 7 23 74
- : ' E 31 20 9 15 74
Quiet : A 38 18 10 33 99
‘ E 42 = 27 11 19 99
No Traffic Noise a 17 16 - 12 19 64
E 27 18 7 13 64
ACCESSIBILITY :
Close To Work A 67 57 19 . 15 158
_ 'E 67" 44 18 30 158
Close To School . A 2 9 10 2 23
' E 9 6 3 4 23
N e .
Close To University/ A 57 23 7 1 ' 88
N.A.I.T. E 37 24 10 17 - 88
Close To Church A 12 5 5 20 " 43 ‘
' : “E 18 12 5 8 43
- Close To Traffic =~ A 33 14 4 3 54
Route ’ E 22 15 -7 11 . 54
Close To A 26 12 6 1 45
5 '

Entertainment ' E 18 12 9 45~
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APPENDIX VII--Continued

CONTINGENCY TABLE VII-2

U DECISION MAKING VARIABLES BY HOUSEHOLD TYPE

~.

*S_P.--Single Persons

v

. _*S.H.--Shared H

o

ouseholds

*M.C. *FAM. *S.P. *S.H. TOTAL
\
INTERIOR
Condition A 59 17 28 36 140
E 42 27 ' 35 35 140
View A 33 11 19 10 . 73
E- 22 14 18 18 73
Soundproofing A 28 4 24 25 81
: E 24 16 , 20 20 81
SITE/STRUCTURE \ | : g
~ Parking Space A 61 19 - 30 39 *149
E 45 29 37 39 149
/
Play Area A - 17 1 - 18
Ny E 5 . 4 4 5 18
High Rise A 16 1 15 5 37
' E 11 7 . 9 10 37
' MANAGEMENT
Security Service A 30 2 13 . 15 60
: ‘ E 18 12 15~ 16 60
Pets Allowed A 9 8 8 . 15° 40
E 12 8 10 11 40
. Pets Not Allowed A 22 5 15 8 50+
o E 15 10 12 13 50
' Children Allowed A 9 35 , -- 10 54
. . E 16 11 13 14 '54
*M.C.--Married Coﬁples *fAM\;—Families

338
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APPENDIX VII--Continued

CONTINGENCY TABLE VII-2--C ont:Lnued ;

L}

\ . ‘ .l M.C. FAM. . S.P. - S.H. TOM»L

MANAGEMENT-~Continued

Children Not Allowed A . 18 ' 2 18 6 ' 42 ’
; E . 12 9 . 11 11 42 ‘
‘ ’ - &
Age/Sex Policy A 4 -- 3 13 20 °
. E 6 4 5 5  £20 .
PHYSICAL - B
Appearance v A 18 10 11 20 59
- E 18 12 15 15+ 59
Privacy A 29 7 21 1% 74
E 22 15 19 19 ° 74
Quiet S A 38 - 11 32 . 18 . 99
E 29 19 25 26 99
No Traffic Noise A 27 11 18 - 8
E 19. 13 " 15 17
ACCESSIBILITY : ,
" Close To Work ‘ A 58 29 ¢+ 31 40
| ; . E 47 30 39 41
Close To School A - 21 2 —-
- E 7 4 6 5
. : ! B
Cloge To University/ A, 27 = 12 10 39 & -
N.ALI.T. ) Ej 26 17 22° 22 ‘
Close To Church A 13 7 18 5
o E 13 9 11 11
Close To Traffic A 2. 8 © & 19
' Route . .. E 16 11 13 . 14
Close ¢ —  — —A&—T16 5 10 - 14
8 11 12

Entertainmehtx” E 14




