DEMOGRAPHY ©

Volume 16, Number 4

November 1979

RESIDENTIAL PREFERENCES, COMMUNITY SATISFACTION,
AND THE INTENTION TO MOVE
Tim Heaton
Department of Rural Sociology, Universityof Wisconsin, Madison, Wisconsin 53706

Carl Fredrickson
Glenn V. Fugui"
Department of Rural Sociology, University of Wisconsin, Madison, Wisconsin 53706
James J. Zuiches
Department of Sociology, Michigan State University, East Lansing, Michigan 48824 and National
Science Foundation, Washington, D.C.

Abstract-s-This paper explores the role of size of place residential preference in

the evolution of the intention to move out of the present community using
data from the March 1974 NORC Amalgam Survey. People who prefer to
live in a community having different size or location characteristics than
their present residence are five times more likely to intend to move than
those who have attained their preferred type of residence. Within these two
groups, however, the particular configuration of current and preferred residence has no significant effect on the likelihood of intending to move. This
finding justifies the creation of a simple dichotomous variable, preference
status, contrasting these two groups. Community satisfaction and preference
status are highly interrelated and each has an independent effect on intentions to move. Moreover, the effect of preference status on mobility intentions is somewhat larger than that for community satisfaction, indicating
that residential preference plays a significant role in the decision-making
process regarding migration.
INTRODUCTION

Recent alterations of migratory patterns in many industrial societies have focused attention on how Jittle mobility
processes are understood (Goldstein,
1977). Both policy and-theoretical interest
have centered upon the appearance of net
migratory growth in the smaller and more
isolated locales of the United States and
of several Western European societies
(Beale, 1975; Beale and Fuguitt, 1978;
Tucker, 1977; Wardwell, 1977). Related
to this "turnaround," surveys of residential preferences have reported that some
combination of a rural environment and

access to a metropolitan center are frequently desired residential attributes
(Zuiches and Fuguitt, 1972; Fuguitt and
Zuiches, 1975; Dillman and Dobash,
1972; De long, 1974). While attempts to
explain the growth in previously declining
areas have included the suggestion that
persons may be increasingly able to realize their preferences, limited attention has
been given to the role of residential preferences in the mobility decision-making
process (De long, 1977).
Searching for attitudinal determinants
of migration has not been a predominant
mode of analysis, but as classic economic
constraints to mobility decrease (Carpen-
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tant aspect of the decision-making process: it is not preferences per se that
motivate migration but a discrepancy between a preference and actual location.
The concept of "preference status" indicating the discrepancy between actual
and preferred location is easily measured
by examining a matrix of current residence size-classes by preferred residence
size-classes. In its simplest form, on-diagonal respondents reflect no discrepancy
(yet may still feel dissatisfied with their
current place) and off-diagonal respondents prefer another size-location type of
community (yet may be satisfied with
their current location). We anticipate that
RESIDENTIAL PREFERENCE AND THE
persons on the diagonal of this matrix
INTENTION TO MOVE
(those whose current and preferred locaIt has been noted elsewhere that migra- tion coincide) are less inclined to move
tion may be increasingly influenced by than those off the diagonal, but persons
preferences in recent years (Fuguitt and having particular combinations of current
Zuiches, 1975; Zuiches and Rieger, 1978). and preferred residence within these two
Miller (1977) argues that the "prefer- broad categories may exhibit unusually
ences" of a highly mobile segment of high or low propensities of moving. Thus,
American society may have more strongly the first step of our analysis will be to
affected interstate migration ditrerentials identify configurations of current and prein the 1965-70 period than in the previous ferred residence with different likelihoods
decade. Longitudinal studies suggest that of moving.
recent mobility is "consumption" rather
In the second section of the analysis we
than "production" oriented (Duncan and incorporate a respondent's residential
Newman, 1975; Roistacher, 1975). Vari- preference status and community satisfacous changes in the demographic and eco- tion into a simple model of migration innomic structure could account for the im- tentions. At issue here is the degree to
portance of noneconomic determinants of which preference status measures an immigration. As more people retire at earlier portant aspect of factors affecting migraages, a larger segment of the population is tion intentions, over and above a global
not dependent on the location of employ- measure of community satisfaction. As a
ment opportunities. Affluence and leisure starting point the mobility model derived
time have created recreational growth in by Speare (1974) and his predecessors
rural settings (Fuguitt, 1977; McCarthy Wolpert (1965; 1966) and Brown and
and Morrison, 1978). Moreover, improve- Moore (1970) stresses the importance of
ments in transportation and communica- community satisfaction in the decision to
tion networks have made it possible for move. Because their analysis was based
residents in previously remote areas to en- on mobility in a single labor market, howjoy many benefits formerly restricted to ever, the authors acknowledged that the
urban centers (Phillips and Brunn, 1978).
selection and location of alternative comAlthough size of place of preferred resi- munities remained an undeveloped pordence is not always strongly related to the tion of their theory (Speare et al., 1974, p.
mobility measures (Zuiches, 1977), the 181). Our inclusion of size of place preferbivariate relationship between prefer- ence status adds information on the role
ences and mobility overlooks an impor- of perceptions of the alternatives to curter, 1977), the noneconomic aspects ofmigration decisions take on new relevance.
The recent work of Speare, Goldstein and
Frey (1974) emphasized evaluation of
residential satisfaction as one stage in a
sequential series of decisions regarding
mobility. In this way, they focused on attitudes toward the place of origin. In our
research we incorporate residential size of
place preference as a measure of attitudes
toward places of potential destination into
a model predicting migration intentions.
We then examine the relationships between residential preferences, community
satisfaction and migration intentions.

Preferences, Satisfaction, and the Intention to Move

Thinking in terms of both size and location, which of these types of community
would you like best to live in?
A. In a large metropolitan city (over
500,000 population)
B. In a medium-sized city (50,000 to
500,000 population)
C. In a smaller city or village, but
within 30 miles of a large or medium-sized city (under 50,000 population)
D. In a smaller city or village, more
than 30 miles from a large or medium-sized city (under 50,000 population)
E. In the country, outside of any city
or village, but within 30 miles of a
large or medium-sized city
F. In the country, outside of any city
or village, more than 30 miles from
a large or medium-sized city."

A similar question yielded classifications
with the same categories for present residence. In a previous survey those interviewed appeared to have little difficultyin
accurately reporting the size and location
of current residence. (For details, see
Fuguitt and Zuiches, 1975).
Our satisfaction variable was created
by having respondents rank themselves
on a scale of satisfaction with their community of residence. The five-category
scale ranged from "a very great deal of
satisfaction" to "no satisfaction." We dichotomized this ranking into groups of
relatively satisfied and relatively dissatisfied persons by splitting the scale at
its approximate midpoint. This was between persons expressing "quite a bit of
DATA AND METHODS
satisfaction" and only "a fair amount of
The data reported here are from satisfaction" with the community.
To ascertain migration intentions, reNORC's Amalgam Survey of the total
noninstitutional U.S. population aged 18 spondents were asked how likely it was
and over, conducted in March, 1974. The that they might move out of the present
question added to this survey by Fuguitt community in the next three years. Those
and Zuiches which concerned preferred who reported that they definitely would
move and those who reported that they
types of residence was worded as follows:
"We are also interested in the kind of probably would move were coded as incommunity you would prefer to live in tending to move. Those replying that they
might move (50-50 chance), probably
now, if you had your choice.
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rent place of residence in the decision to
migrate.
In generalizing to a broader class of
moves, Speare et al. (1974, p. 181) suggest
that the territorial scope of the search for
alternatives may extend beyond the
searcher's personal experience. Unlike the
search for alternative sites in intra-urban
moves, there is little actual discovery and
evaluation of alternatives in the migration
process. As Lansing and Mueller (1967, p.
210) have observed, only a minority of
moves involve active consideration of
multiple sites and fewer still are preceded
by actual evaluation via trips to the proposed destination. Much knowledge used
in the evaluation of alternative community locations is acquired secondhand
from friends or relatives, or drawn from a
set of pre-existing values about the characteristics of broad types of communities.
Some alternative choices may be based on
the broad set of societal assumptions
about the community ambience associated with sites of a certain size and location (Blackwood and Carpenter, 1978;
Hadden and Barton, 1973).
By inquiring of persons what community residence they most prefer, we attempt to discover the size and location of
a community from which they feel they
will derive the most satisfaction of all
size-location combinations offered. The
primary consideration is the degree to
which discrepancy between this preferred
alternative and current residence is related to satisfaction with the. community
of residence and alters the respondent's
intention to move.
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100
3
2
0
2
0

.10
1.00
1.00

City over 500,000
City 50,000 to 500,000
Within 30 miles: Small city
Rural area
More than 30 miles: Small city
Rural area

City over 500,000
City 50,000 to 500,000
Within 30 miles: Small city
Rural area
More than 30 miles: Small city
Rural area

--

.50

--

10
3
2
1
1
0

City over 500,000
City 50,000 to 500,000
Within 30 miles: Small city
Rural area
More than 30 miles: Small city
Rural area

Current Residence

City over
500,000

--

.41
.09
.14
.00
.45

0

11

17
120
7
5

11
1
0
5
0

7

City 50,000
to 500,000

20
28
24
20
16
0

INTEND TO MOVE

38
48
48
123
19
7

.48
.30
.11
.50
.27
.50

.53
.58
.50
.16
.84
.00

Odds of intending to move

29
46
203
6
15
2

DO NOT INTEND TO MOVE

14
14
22
3
4
1

Observed frequencies

Within 30 Miles of City
Small city
Rural
or village
area

Preferred Residence

--

1. 75
.39
.58
.75
.10

4
18
12
4
108
0

7
3
11
0

7
7

1.25
.92
1.00
.50
.33
.06

72

12
12
14
12
15

15
11
14
6
5
4

More than 30 Miles from City
Small city
Rural
or village
area

Table l.---Observed Frequencies of Intentions to Move by Current and Preferred Type of Residence and
Observed Odds of Intending to Move
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Table 2.-Log-linear Models of Association between Current (C) and Preferred (P) Residence, Intentions to
Move (M), and Location (L 1 or L2 ) in the Current-Preferred Classification

Model
1.

(C) (P) (M)

2.

(CP) (M)

Likelihood Ratio
Chi-Square

Degrees of
Freedom

Probability

1547.96

60

<.001

181.19

a
32

<.001

(CP) (CM)

158.12

4.

(CP) (PM)

147.37

5.

(CP) (CM) (PM)

82.66

a
22

<.001

6.

(CP) (L
1M)
(CP) (L
2M)

43.04

a
31

>.050

40.31

a
30

>.050

138.15

1

<.001

2.73

1

>.050

7.

<.001
<.001

Comparison of Models
8.

6 vs 2 (test for the effect of (LIM»

9.

7 vs 6 (test for the effect of (L
2M)
net of (LIM»

a--Three degrees of freedom are lost because the (CP) marginal contains three
empty cells.

would not move, or were very unlikely to
move, were coded as not intending to
move.
RESULTS

Intentions to Move by Current and
Preferred Type ofResidence

Table 1 reports the observedfrequencies for a cross-classification of current
residence by preferred residence by intentions to move, and the observed odds
of intending to move. Restated, the problem is to identify differences in the odds
of intending to move for various combinations of current and preferred residence. Table 2 compares various log-linear models which might describe the
association among current (C) and preferred (P) residence, and intentions to
move (M). (See Fienberg, 1977; Goodman, 1978, for a discussion of log-linear

models.) MOdell illustrates that the hypothesis of simple independence does not
fit the data. Much of the remaining association can be attributed to the fact that
persons living in different types of places
have different preferences independent of
intentions to move (compare Model 2
with Modell). Still, Model 2 does not
provide an acceptable fit, indicating tltat
intentions to move are associated with
current and preferred residence. Models
3,4 and 5 show that not all of this ~
tion can be attributed to either or both of
the main effects of current and preferred
residence on intentions to move. One
might conclude at this stage that the
three-way interaction (CPM) is necessary
to account for the patter:n of association
in the table. That. is equiy.nt to saying
that unique combinationso(CU1Ten~ and
preferred residence have dijfercQ,t ratios
of movers to.nonmovers, Thesubseqilent
,

. .

'

'~
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3.

a
27
a
27
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Table 3.--odds of Expecting to Move by Preference Status and Community Satisfaction

Community
Satisfaction

Correspondence
of Current and
Preferred Location

Expect
to Move
Yes
No

Odds of Expecting
to Move

Yes
No

49
72

580
225

.084
.320

Low

Yes
No

29
147

145
183

.200
.803

analysis reported in Table 2 shows that a
simpler interpretation can be given to the
data.
From Table 1 we observe that people
on the main diagonal are less likely to intend to move (odds = 78/726 = .107) than
those off the diagonal (odds = 219/408 =
.537). Using techniques described by
Hauser (1978), a fourth variable (L,) is introduced which is scored 0 for persons on
the main diagonal and 1 for those whose
current and preferred residence diverge.
By specifying an association between this
new variable and mobility intentions we
obtain a model of quasi-independence
(Model 6) which fits the data. well while
retaining several degrees of freedom. According to this model persons who have
not achieved their preferences are five
times more likely to intend to move than
those who have (odds = .537/.107 =
5.02), but within these broad categories
the particular configuration of current
and preferred residence has no significant
effect on intentions to move. In dividing
the difference between Model 2 and
Model 6 (see line 8) by the total association in Model 2, it is evident that 76.6 percent of the effect of combinations of current and preferred residence on intentions
to move is due to the differencesin mobility intentions between those on or off the
main diagonal. (See Blackwood and Carpenter, 1978, for an alternative interpretation of similar data.)
A continuing concern is the ability of
preferences to predict the direction of p0tential mobility. Are people who prefer

smaller places more likely to move there
than those who prefer larger places? De
long (1977) suggests the reverse is the
case in Pennsylvania. Examining, with
our data, the odds of moving for those
preferring a smaller place (182/329 =
.553) and a larger place (37/79 = .468)
seems to show a slight tendency for a
greater movement down the urban hierarchy. In Model 7 a revised variable, L2 , is
calculated, which allows persons above
and below the diagonal to have different
odds of intending to move. The comparison of Models 6 and 7 (line 9) indicates that this added information does
not provide a significantly better fit, so we
prefer Model 6 for its simplicity as well as
its good fit.
Relationships between Preference Status,
Community Satisfaction, and Intentions of
Moving
Does preference status, conceptualized
as agreement or discrepancy between actual and preferred type of residence, influence the expectation of moving independent of community satisfaction? Data
reported in Table 3 indicate that both
preference status and community satisfaction influence the expectation of moving.
Among persons who prefer their current
type of residence and who are highly satisfied with their local community, only
eight do expect to move for every one
hundred who do not. In contrast, among
the dissatisfied who prefer a different type
of residence, for every eight who expect to
move ten do not. Thus comparing the
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DISCUSSION

This paper explores the role of residential preferences in the evaluation of the
intention to move out of the present community. People who prefer to live in a
community having different size. or location characteristics than their present residence are five times more likely to intend
to move than those who have attained
their preferred type of residence. Within
these two groups, however, the particular
configuration of current and preferred
residence seems to have little effect on the
likelihood of intending to move. This
finding justifies the creation of a simple
dichotomous variable, preference status,
contrasting these two groups. We argue
that, like community satisfaction, preference status does influence intentions to
move. Unlike community satisfaction,

however, it reflects a more direct awareness that other sizes of communities in
different locations might be more desirable than the present residence. Results
support this proposition. Community satisfaction and preference status are highly
interrelated while each has an independent effect on intentions to move. Furthermore, the effect of preference status on
mobility intentions is somewhat larger
than that for community satisfaction.
Throughout this analysis we have neglected the link between migration intentions and migratory acts. Speare et al.
(1974, p. 229) observed that not all who
intend to move do so and not all movers
originally intended to move. This, they
add, does not diminish the appropriateness of their model of migratory processes
as a sequential series of decisions. It is
possible that the linkage between intended and actual mobility may be broken once the costs of the move are considered (Speare et aI., 1974, p. 183). Further,
preferences probably play a lesser role in
the choice of destination for unanticipated migration. We have indicated that
persons appear to utilize size of place
preferences in the formation of their migration intentions. One question which
necessarily remains unanswered in this
analysis is the degree to which the model
containing preference status explains the
variation in actual migration.
A second unresolved issue follows from
this. If it is true that individuals tend to
utilize size of place preferences in the decision to move, does the pattern of residential preferences allow us to say with
any confidence what combination of locations will be chosen as destinations for
these migrants? The recent inmigration to
previously declining areas of the nonmetropolitan United States makes speculation on the affirmative side of this issue
appealing. For example, Morrison and
Wheeler (1976) suggest that the growth of
these areas may be a partial consequence
of the increasing freedom of people to select destinations which are not necessarily
attractive as employment centers. Con-
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most and the least adjusted groups, there
is a striking ten-fold difference in the odds
of expecting to move. Moreover, differentials between levels of preference status
are larger than those between levels of
community satisfaction.
More explicit tests for relationships
among variables were carried out by fitting a saturated log-linear model to these
data. The model indicates a positive association between community satisfaction
and preference status (the additive effect
parameter lambda = .302, standard error
= .038) which illustrates that those who
are satisfied with the community they live
in are less likely to prefer one of a different size and location, and vice versa. The
expectation of moving is negatively affected by community satisfaction (lambda
= -.223, standard error = .038) and attainment of preference (lambda = -.340,
standard error = .038), with preference
status having the larger effect. The threeway interaction, however, is not significant (lambda = -.007, standard error =
.038). In sum, although preference status
and satisfaction are highly correlated, the
strong association between preference
status and the expectation of moving remains when satisfaction is controlled.
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