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This is an exploratory study of the residential mobility of 172

Indian and non-Indian family units living in designated poverty areas

and h2 farrdly units from a middle income area of the Gity of Winnipeg.

The project was cenducted by a group of second year stndent.s at the
University of Hanit.oba School of Social ’riork follawing an invitation
by the Ganadian Welfare Council to participate in a national study of
1ow-1ncome families, |
The study sough’c. to answer several questions about residential

mobilitys the extent of the residential mobilit.y of.‘ the sanple, why
the families moved what Variables were related to the reasons for

' moving, grhether families were satisfied wit.h t,heir move, whether the
eircumstances that caused the move were st:.ll present anci whether
there were any relationshipe between reasons for mving and satisfaction
with the last move.

. ',De.ta was obtained by the personal adrrd.nistration of struct.ured

intemew sehedules. v N _
Tt was found that the residential mobility of each of the three

groups studied was both qualitatively and quantitatively different,

‘ " Approximately one half of the poverty sample and one quart,er of the

I middle income sample moved at least once in the thfee year seudy

peried. The Indian poverty group showed a particularly high rate: of

mobility. Two reasons for moving accounted for more than one half of

all reasons given; these included i'easons related to features of

housing and reasons signifying involuntary movement, The family units

_ which were the most mobile tended to have one or more of thé follow=

ixig family characteristics: lower anmual income, separated marital
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’statﬁs, large family size énd éihgle member units over sixty years of

age. Generally, most families showed s#tisfaction with their last
moié, with this trend beihg less. prominent in the Indian group. Mosy
‘families aﬁated that the cirgumstances causing the move wére no longer_
present. Some family units, particularly in the non-Indian sample,
indicated intention to move again.

The general information derived from this project provides a

background for further research studies,
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- Chapter I

INTRODUCTION

'The purpose of this reeeareh projeet wes‘to‘study a epecifie‘societel
phenomenon, residentiel’mobility, its effect on and relationship to the
poverty group in the City of Binnipeg, as further subdivided into tne
‘Indian poverty group and non-Indien poverty group. Our study was ex-
_ploratory in nature to enable us to determine the extent of, reasons for,
kand reaulte of the reeidential mobility of the poor and also to enable
“;ue to search for and identify any significant relationshipa among the
vv%factors involved in this mobility. A small middle income»group was in-
_cluded in the total sample for oomparative pnrposee. It was hoped that

the information gained would increase our knowledge and understanding of

T e

‘the attitudes andvbeheviour patterns of the poor. Itkis only through
snch an awareness of the life style of the poor, their wantsuand needs,
. that ef:eetivevservices can be provided to help alleviate this poverty.

This project a:part of a major longitudinal study of urban low—income

‘p‘famillee 1n Canade undertaken by the Canadian Welfare Council and financed by
Wa grant from the Laidlaw Foundation. The larger study, entitled National
‘ Urban LowbIncome Family mveluetion (hereafter called NULIFE) was eoncerned
ﬁ.with the broader social problem of urban poverty in Canada. Its purpose was
N to focus ondthe»reeeeroh needs and geps in our present knowledge about tbe

Cenedieniﬁoor; with the .goal of ultimately affecting the development of policy

and programs by the government and voluntary health and welfare agenciee. The




present study was conducted by eleven students in their second year at the Uni-
versity of Manitoba School of Social Work who were asked to seléct one aspect
of,the\larger NULIFE study in partial fulfillment of the requirements for the
Degree of Master of Sécial Work.
In the past two years, much coneern has been expressed about the problem

éf‘poverty in Canada, In an affluent society such as ours, the consequences of
this'sociai pfoblem are serious and dangerous, not only for the poor themsslves
but also for the progress and welfare of the whole country. ' The Canadian Gov-
ernment, in the 1965 Speech from the Throne, made a formal cémmittment to under~
take a war against poverty. This was in recognitionkof the fact that the fac-
tors perpetuating poverty are social and economic in nature, as ﬁell as indi-
vidual and that social responsibility must be accepted by the government and
social action taken if poverty is ever to be alleviated., Social Work also has
its place in seeking answers to the problemS«of'poverty;and”in initiating social ' :
action to try and combat it. It is generally,recégnizedfthat our_affluent in-
dustrial society has developed a new kind of poverty, the poverty of the
"underdog",of Ypariah! classes, Tﬁe,poorkof.today are what-Michael Harrington
refersbto,as "internal exiles.“l By the very nature of'their poﬁerty, they are
unable to benefit from the progress the rest of the country is experiencing and
therefore are unable to lift theméelves,out of their impoverished situation.

~ The extent of poverty in Canada is considerable. In 1964, it was estimated
by the Ontario Federation of lLabour that 22 per cent (over four million) of

non-farm families and'individuals and 46 per cent (almost omsé million) of farm

lMichael Harrlngton, ‘The Other America (Bdltlmore, Maryland' Penguln Books,
1962), Pe 174 -




2 These people will remain in

.fgmilies and individuals were living in poverty.
poverty unless effective programs are established to help them re-enter the
mainstream:of industrial society., - Before resources and opportunities can be
made-available to the poor,-itiis first necessary to know what the impoverished
person thinks, feels, and wants., Very few studies have been carried out in
relation to the poverty group in Canada. The information we do have comes
mainly from two major case history studies on urban-and rural poof in Canada

undertaken by the Canadian Welfare Council in 1965.3

.The findings from these
studies are only tentative and do not include the viewpoint held by the indi-
viduals and families of!thevpoverty group. Thése:studies do indiecate thé fact
that many Canadians live in conditions which can only be considered as poverty-
stricken: . their -housing is inadsquate, they suffer from ill health, have only
marginal-incomes, are undereducated and. poorly trained, have had few opportu—
nities, and are excluded from various kinds of interaction in the community.

It is generally believed that these factors are interrelated and»GOnstrbute@a
"eulture of poverty" which is passed on from one generation to another. No
Canadian study has been done that validates this hypothesis about the culture
of poverty. There is a paucity of informetion about the living styls of the
poor'iananadaland the way in which their problems form global networks or sys-—
' tems . of interacting factors. If we are ever to break through ihe “yicious

circle of poverty," it is most important that this information be obtained,

- The NULIFE'study~was;undertaken’in recognition -of and response to‘thé

20ntar10 Federation of Ilabour, Povertv in Ontarlo (Toronto. Ontario
Federation of ILabour, l96h); Pe 10, o

. 3These studies were under the sponsorship respectively of the Special
~Planning Secretariat of the Privy Council and ARDA.




existingﬁgaps:in~our knowiedge on the Canadian poor and was concerned with
finding out the beliefs, attitudes, aspiraticns, and life patterns of the poor
in seven interrelated areas: housing, budgeting, employment, health, welfare,
education, and social involvement. The members of the research group were
particularly interested in one of these areas—-housing. In the past year there
has been much publié concern surrounding the housing problems of the poverty
group in Winnipeg, especially in regards to slums and urban renewal, The lo-
cation of the urban community of the poor is generally in the “inner city"
whére~the houses are old, dilapidated, unsafe, and unsanitary, the neighbour-
hoods are crowded and often seriously defieient in parks, playgrounds, and cer-
tain social services adequate to the needs of the people living there.  The
slums of the poor also seem. to be a breeding ground for crime, delinquency,
prostitution, and other social problems. Urban renewal, an attempt to create .
more adeguate housing for the poor, often creates new problems for the poor,
When a slum is torn down for urban renewal, only a portion of its former in-
habitants get accepted into the new low-rent housing. The displaced families
who: do not get: accepted have no choice but to move into another old run-down
house much: Like ‘the one they left. This recently occurred in Winnipeg.
Aivin‘Schorr suggests, as seen in Chapter Il of this study, that housing
has a great impact on people's attitudes and behaviour and; iﬁ this way, influ-
ences their ability to avoid poverty or leave 1t behind.a Other studles reveal

that hou31ng is a deep ‘source of anxiety for the. poor and that within the inner

AAlvin L. Schorr, Slums and Social Insecurity (Nauhlngton, D, C.: Us S,

Department of Health, Education and Welfare, 1963), Pe. 31.




éity*thére“décurs a "pereénnial search for better housing."s' Northwood refers
£o the high rate of residential mobility in the inner city and other studies
¢onfirm this. ‘

As the residential mobility of the poor is a significant aspect of their
1ife style and is closely related to housing, our research group became partic-
ularly interested in studying this mobility as the focus of our project. Resi-
dential mobility is a very"important'aSpéét of modern, industrial sbciety.

From the 1961 Census of Canada, it was determined that within a five year period
42 per cent of the population changed their residence at least once. In Mani-
- toba; 41 per cent of the population mb%ed'at least once; while in Winnipeg the
rate was 47.8 per Cent;"éf“ﬁarticulaf interest was the fact that the highest
rate of movement in ‘-;wmnipég;” 52,1 per ¢ent, was found in Lord Selkirk Park,

an area of the city where many of the poor live.?

‘Numerous studies have been done, especially in the United States;'in'the
residential mobility of the society as a whole and of the middle class.” In
‘éb'ntrast',"'very few studies have been done in the residential mobility of the
poor and those that have been conducted have mainly been concerned with the
rate of mobility. We know from various studies that the residential mobility
of the middle class is a functional adaptation to modern industrial'society.8

The middle class generally move to bring housing into lihé‘with housing néeds

5Lawrence K. Northwood, "Deterioratlon of the Inner City," Social Work and
Social Problems, ed. Nathan Cohen (New York: National Assoclatlon of Social
%orkera, 196h), e 207.

6Census of Canada 1961, Bulletln CX - 1, Catalogue. 95—5&1.‘
7rhese studles are dlscussed in some detall in bhapter Il. -

: BPeter H. Rossi, Why Famllles Move: A Study in the Social Psychologv of |
Urban Residential Mobility (Glencoe, Illinois: The Free Press, 1955) I
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‘and ‘their decisions to move are usually associated with life cyecle and céreer
‘pattern of the family. The research group felt that there are factors in the
f"eﬁvirqnme’im of ‘the poor wmch"ﬁght- affect. £h,eir mobility and make it differ
from that of the middle ¢lass. The environment of the poor is one of sub-
standard housing, blighted neighbéurhoods » little money, no economic- security,
and few opportunities. ~We wondered what effect these factors and others, such
as ithe' ahéﬂ;age of ‘adequate heusing»:for ‘the poor, have on the poverty groups’
attitudes and behaviour :.pattgr'nsv in regards to their residential mobility. The
Indian and Metis constitute a 1§rge perceﬁtage of the poverty group in Winnipeg.
We wondered if they have unique problems concerning residential mobj.lity'becausa
‘of ‘additionel factors such as discrimination. We therefore decided to study.
the Indian and Metis as-a- separate aub-‘-grbnp of the poverty group. It was felt
‘that 1f«we were able to gain more k.ixowledge' about’the!behaviour' patterné of the
“poverty group, both Indian and non-Indian, in regards to their residential
mobility-~how often they move, whj ‘they move, what variables are involved in
'theix? moves, that we might be able to identify certain problem areas, Social

. welfare services can then be directed towards these areas where théyv,afe'most :
needed, - -

.~ Inéluded in our study were family units living in three areas of Metropol-

“itan Winnipeg; two. poverty areas and one middle income area as specified by

the Community Welfere Planning Council of Greater Wimnipeg in cooperetion with
the Planning Division of the Metropolitan Corporation of Greater Winnipeg.. .
‘The poverty areas chosen were bounded by Notre Dame Avenue on the south ,;\

McPhillips Street on the west, Burrows Avenue on the north and the Red ‘River

‘ to Point ‘Douglas on the east. A poverty area in which.some change, such as.
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urbaqxreneﬁal,“had oecurredfincludedfthe Census Tracts Ly 5, 10, 11, and 12; a
vpovertyvaréawin'which,no change had ocecurred included the Gensus~Tracté 19, 22,
and 23, The middle income area was bounded by Wavell Avenue on the south,
Osborne Street on the west, Bartlett Avenue on the north, and Fisher Strest on
the east. |

~The time covered by this study was from September 1966 to May 1967 of the
1966 to 1967 academic year. The interviewing of the sample was carried out by
the eleven students in the research group, First Year Social Work students, and
a community interviewer.

The population of this project was 1000 dwelling units randomly selected
from the specified geographic areas by the NULIFE study. From this population,
thebehbbl of 'Social Work was given a random sample of 400 addrés&es~er dwelling
units, 300.in~designated‘poverty areas and 100 in the‘dagignated middle income
area, The total sample of this study was arrived at by administering an inter-
view schedule on a random basis to family units:living within the specified
areas and dwelling wunits,

~7 The focus of our study was on'a comparative analysis of the extent of, fac-
torsginvolved in, and famiry;characteristica of the mobile sample and the three
groups within it--the Indian poverty group, non-Indian poverty group, and
middle income group. We were interested in determining the freqneney of the
resid@ntial*mbbility of ‘the groups, the reasons for moving, satisfaction with -
moves, and intention to move again., In looking at the frequency of moves, we -
looked at ‘only those family units who had moved within a three year time span
from January 1, 1964 to December 31, 1966,  In studying the factors involved

in residential mobility, the project was concerned specifically with the last

move, Also, in relation to the middle income sample, the project studied only




- those .family units whose.annual income did not exceed $8000.

_The family characteristics of the mobile groups--annual family. incoma ».
marit.al status, size of family, and stage of family life cycle s Were. analyzed
to dqt,qrmine_j,f any relationship existed between these variables and reasons
for moving. The characteristics of the mobile sample were also compared to the
total sample to ascertain if there were any unique characteristics assoclated
with residential mobilﬂity.,’ Because f;the focus of our study was on mobility, the
non-mobile sample was not studied as a sepsrate group but only as it was found
with_inm;,thg total sample,

A limitation implicit in this research project was that we accepted the
answers given by the interviewees as being accurate and made no attem'pt to
check. the validity of the responses to many of the questions. élosely connected
to this was the fact that we relied entirely on the memory of the respondent in
answering the questions on frequency of residential mobility and factors in-
volved in residential mobility and & limitation in doing so was that the time
spa,n«_bgtyeen‘the_; move and the interview may have affected the respondent's mem-
orj and therefore his replieé. Another limitation was that certain variables
were ﬁqg mciuded in the study, variables which we know. from other studies may
affect rate and reasons for moving. These include distance and direction of
move, occupation, education, sex of head of household, owners and »rentérs s and
cultural influences other than Indian ethniecity. There also may be other vari-
ables which we did not account for which may affect the validity of our study.
We studied factors in the previous residence that lead the family unit to mmrev
from the house (“"the push"), but we did not study the factors that influenced

the family unit towards the new house ("the pull") and this is a limitation as

we know that both of these factors have importance. Also, we studied causes




of: r,eé;tﬁential .mobility and other variables- for the last move ohly, which is a

Iimitation of this study as these variables may not be typical of other moves.
| It is necessary to define several terms as they have been used within the

context of this feseareh project. These include?

"Residféntial Mobility": movement of a family unit from one place of abode to

anothér.

' "Dweliing ﬁnit';‘: a place of abode designated by a street and number within

which one or more family units may reside.

"Famiiy Unit": one-or more persons in a household that share an income.

"Mobile Family Unit": a family unit that has moved between January l, 1964

‘and December 31, 1966.

'!,Indiéh-.-Family Unit": -;,.aé‘;family unit the head of which profeeées to be of

Indian ‘or Metis racial origin. | |

"Non~Indian Family Unit": a family unit the head of which professes to be of

any rgéiallorigin other than Indian;or:Mbtigi g

"Family Head"s & male adult, except where no male spouse legal or common lawj

then a female adult.

??Poverﬁy Group": those family units residing in designated poverty areas

regardless of income.

',"lviiddlé Income Group": those family units residing in the deaignate.d middle

income: area: whose -anhual income does not exceed: $8000.:

"Ineom'é‘": all monies coming into the family unit.

"Volmi‘ﬁa‘r’y Move': -a residential" move in which the family unit had a clear

choice between st.a;ying ‘and ‘movings

"Involuntary Move": a residential move in which the family unit did not have

a. clear choice between staying and moving. -
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"Family 1dfe Cycle": that process of the family's development that can be

ed”into the following stages:

(1)’ single adult under sixty years of age

(2 ) ‘married adult(s), legal or common law, no children

(3) " married adult(s), legal or common law, children sixteen years and

. under

(4) " married adult(s) » legal or common law, all children over sixteen

(5 ) single member family unit sixty years of age and Sver

The basic concern of this study was to identify and relate elements con-
tributing to the process of residential mobility. This concern arose from
nine questions to which’ the study is addressed. These include:
1. Whet is the extent of residential mobility of the three groups, Ix’x‘di’én
poverty ;ff‘"xi‘éhi-'lndian* pdvert'y; and middle income géo"up‘s?
2. What were the reasons for moving from the last residence for each of the
three mobile groups?
3. Ar‘e:‘ihéra reasons for moving common to each mobile group?
4, What*;fariaibleé“bré related to the reasons for moving and the rate of resi-
~dential mobility?
5., Was themova from the last residence voluntary or involuntary?
6. Vere 31;.53 mobile family units satisfied or dissatisfied with their last’
move?
7. -Are the circumstances that caused the last move still present?
8, “Are .‘ﬁhére relationships betwsen certain reasons for moves and satisfaction
or dissatisfaction with the moves, within the groups involved?

9. Are “there relationships among the ‘variables we are exploring which could
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lead toféﬁhypothesis‘regarding residential mobility in the poverty group?

A ngicwaSSuhptionrof:this research study was that the residential mobil-
ity of a&fémils'unit is precipitated by some cause or causes which can be iden-
tified thréugh an interview with the mobile family head and family unlt. It
was alsqaassumed-that where a responsible adult, other then the head of the
household, was interviewed that he would accurately represent the general at-
titudes- of the family unit. In order to gain a general insight into. theumo—
bility experience of the urban Indian people as a whole, it was felt that those

family unitSmof Metis origin should be included in the Indian sample. - An as-

sﬁﬁptionéyréftherefore'made that the cultural background of the”Indignuand:
Hetis'waggsﬁfficiently similar as to allow analysis and study as one group,
withoutféifecting~the validity of findings. As the»purpoaefoffOur_stﬁdyiwas
0 learn more about the residential mobility of the three groups;aaswtheiathemp
selves sawwit, we assumed that the answers given by the respondents were correct
and that- the validity of the findings would not be affected by the time lag
between the:actual»move and the research interview. AnxassumptionzwaSValso.
madefthaiathe7inteipretive skill of the interviewer through the administration
‘of a stmictured interview schedule was, for the purpose of this study, the
most reliéble source of gathering data.

5‘A'f9imnlative'and exploratory design was used in our research project be-
‘cause offﬁhé*lackTof‘available knowledge on the residential mobility of the
‘poverty group, a lack which prevented us frbm‘formulating\a hypothesis. and
‘testing variables in a more controlled way. This method enabled us to collect
basic information pertaining to the residential mobility of the three groups

in the sample and to search for causal relationships among certain variables.

It wes hoped that this would lead to the formulation of hypotheses which could
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then be%@ébted in other research projects.

Tﬁéﬁﬁéthod used for data collection was a structured interview schedule

personéiiy7administered to family units in the designated poverty and middle
inccme'ﬁié&é.‘ A sample of 400 dwelling units was randomly selected from the
specifiédfgéographic areas and door-to-door interviews were completed with
22l, family units. The order in which the family units were interviewed was on

a random basis.

The data’ recorded ‘on the interview ‘schedules was organized aecording to
area and' ethnic origin into three groupings, Indlan poverty, non—Indian pov-
erty, and middle income; each of theae groupings was then further sub-divided
intb“msgfié“éﬁd‘ﬁbhémébiié\groups.’VThe'data was then transferred to'féiiy
SHééts"ﬁﬁﬁ"fﬁé"ﬂbbilé sample and groups therein were éﬁélyied as to the fre-
qnéﬁéy¢6f3ESVés;"féa30ﬁs'fbr meing,‘aﬁd“fééultébbf'mbving; in particular,
de’g‘re‘e-fidf’n’*éfsift‘iiiéfactibn' with the move, whether the reason that precipitated the

‘ mnve‘iéfS%fli“ﬁféSent; and intent to mbve'agaih'ihbthé'ﬁeéf futﬁre. '?amiiy
characteristics pertainlng to annual income, size of family, marital status,
and stage of family 1ife cycle were analyzed in the mobile sample to saarch for
any relationships that might ‘exist between these and other variables.k‘Tﬁe |
characteristics of the mobile samplevwaswcomparad‘to'thOSG of the total,sample
to detéfﬁiﬁé*thé"éiﬁilafities’ah& differences betwsen the two. ”Thé”findihgs'
were presented in narrative and statistical form and use was made of tables
aﬁdié”ﬁﬁf;éfahh for classification, créséscléssifidatioh, and comparative

Before discussing mathod in detall, ‘the background literature will first

be reviewed.




- GHAPTER II
BACKGROUND LITERATURE AND PREVIOUS STUDIES

- Reference was made ln Chapter I to the recent increased concern about the
grave problem of poverty in our affluent modern-day society. This concérp,
which is expréssed in a growing quantity of material written on.po#erty, has
culminated in ﬁhe governments of both Canada and the Uﬁited States declafing
an'unconditioned Hwar on poverty.” ' The literature on poverty 1ncludeslsoms
descfipﬁibn‘of;the residential mobility of the poor'as an aspect of their life
stylevand"élsO'of'the housing of the poor, which is éloaaly conngcted;ﬁith'
ﬁhéir résidentialvmobility.; Our reading thus centered around these three main
areass - poverty, the housing of the poor, and residential mobility both of the
general population and of the poor. In owr review of background literature
and’ previous studies, we found that the amount of material available on. poverty
wﬁb‘extensive, also on the housing of the poor and the general mobility of the
populatibn;' However, few studies have been conducted on thavresidential mobil-
ity pf ihe poor and even fewer on the residential mobility of the Indién poor.

Wilensky and Lebeaux; in their'bOijIndustfial Socisty and Social Welfare,
present a comprehensive picture of the dynamic elements present in modern in-
dustrial aociety. It is withiﬁ this broader socio-cultural context thai,both
poverty and residential mobility must be viewed. Wilenaky~and Lebeaux sﬁggest
that a high degree of residential mobility, resulting from an increased demand

for a: mobile industrial labonr force, is a major characteristic of Western

.society. This mobility is accompanied by other changea in the social order
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including urbanization, specialization of occnpatzon with more emphasis on

achievement, a new and enlargened ‘ddle class, and an aceent on the ‘nuclear

From® these 3001& chang , there emerges both soc1a1 prs ress as well

as socia nproblems. One ‘of the most prevalent’ and pre851ng social’ problems in
our urban—industrial soclety 1s that of poverty.l

In hls book The Other America, Michael Harrlngton v1vid1y deserlbes what

kit means to be poor 1n an affluent soclety, who the poor are, how poverty 1s
deflned, and the extent of poverty.’ To deflne poverty by 1ncome alone is not

‘msufflclent. Harrlngton suggests that poverty should be definsd in terms of

wthose who are denled the mlnlmal levles of health, housing, food and education

,-that our. present sta e of’technologlca' and cientlflc kn' hedge speclfles for

life as 1t 15 l1ved 1n this country. A deflnltlon of poverty should also in-

elude those whose rlghtful place 1n society is denied them becduse they are

wpsychologieally handlcapped, and are unable to take advantage of new opportu—

}nities. Lastly, reference must be mde to the condltlons of contemporarv llfe

%becauseithe poor downot share in the galns of prosperous times, but invariably

'{‘surfer the_hardshlps of bad tmes.z

o The structural ana soc1al changes brought about by industriallzatlon and

Lurbanismwhave created a certaln kind of poverty Hlth certain characteristics.

The aged,\migrant wcrkers, people w1th low education, ch;ldren -and female-
ﬁhﬁadﬁﬁafgmiliﬁsaﬁnewthaégroupsrwhbzatexthe=mostivulneraﬁlgf€oipévértY”iﬁ’dﬁr

{Qqcigtg_;;thsefare“thexpeqpleawho.areﬁ"immune”tofprdgréss“.**Harriﬁgtad'“

“r.+~1Harold Wilensky and Charles Lebeaux;, Industrial Society and Soclal S
_ﬁélfare (New York: Russell Sage Foundation, 1958), pp. 49-133. - o

, 2ﬁichael,Harr1ngton, The Other America (Baltlmore. Penguin Books Inc.,
196}), P- 175'; L
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states:
 The other Americaens are the victims of the very inventions and ma-
chines that have provided a higher living standard for the rest of

‘soaiety. They are upside-down in the economy, and for them greater
productivity often means worse jobs; agrlcultura advance becomes

hunger.

According to ﬁarrington, the extent of poverty in the Un;ted States ls
aiarmingly large and the numbers, rather thanvdiminishiﬁg, are increasing.
Approximately-one—qnarter of the popnlgtion of the United States is.preaently
living in poverty or deprivation. ‘A disturbing factor about this poverty is
- that 1tvia~so invisible.

- The other America, the America of poverty, is hidden today in a

- way it never was before. Its millions are socially invisible to

. - the rest of us. ... . They have no faces they have no voice.’

-The character of modern poverty, Harrington suggests, has changed consid-
erably. from previous periods in the history of North America. At one time
poverty was associated with immigrent groups and was considered to béva tem-
porarysstate. ,The,poverty“of today 1s a wﬁy of life and the poor lack the
hope, aspirationa, ‘and opportunities to better their pasition that.was charac—
teristie of the immigrant poor. The meaning of poverty is described by
Harrington as follows: |

In short, being poor is not one aspect of a person's life in this
cauntry, it ia his 11re. Taken as a whole, poverty is a eulture.5

The poor have &8 distinctive set of values and behaviour traits that set them
off fram ‘the reat of the population. Their style of life is shaped by pro-
longed economic deprivation and nncertainty. The poor lack education andkakill,

.~ 3uichael amﬁgﬁon;. Ibid., p- 19
“Michael Harrington, Ibid., P. 13,

5Miehael Harrington, Ibid., p. 158.
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have ‘bad hbuqing,‘poor*héélth;4io;%i§yels of aspiration»ahd'high levels of
mental distress. 4Eachvdiéab111£§*is»£na*mbrefinﬁense because it exists within
‘e web of disability. The poor are more exposed to illness dus to poor housing
conditions and unhygienic circumstances whereby they have less possibility for
‘treatment. Thus it can be seen, Harrington states, that their prbblems‘are
‘intrinsically interrelated in causation and in influence one on the other, and
the ‘eulture of poverty beedues persisting and perpetuating from generation to
generation.

** Leonard Schneiderman's® study broadens our' understanding of this poverty
culture.: He suggests that it is a fallacy to view the culture of poverty as
being dysfunctional and statea that it is actually a positive, stable, pere

siatent way of life whlch is functional for survival in the limited environ-

| ) ment and ‘1ife style of the impoverished. It may appear disorganized but this

is-only'becausefit is a style of life severely"maladaptedffor‘success~in a
middle~class urben socisty. He states: | _
“"'The 1ife style of the chronically impoverished is not so much
L disorganized as it is differenmtly organised, The appearance of
“"disorganization is largely a function of the ethnocentricity of
- __the middle class community which tends to see what is differ;nt
‘”as pathological or wrong and what is wrong as lacking order.

This theory is extremely valuable for understanding the'residentialamb-
‘bility of the poor gréup-as a part of their life style and the nature of the
comiunity in which they live. = A,

"Ih the repértﬁof fﬁé’Speéiél’?lahﬁihg:Secréﬁariat;'“Prbfile~cf’Poverty

6Leonard Schneiderman, "The Culture of Poverty-—A Study . ef the Value-
: Orientation Preferences of the ‘Chronically Impoverished" (unpublished Ph. D,
dissertation, Dept. of Sociclogy, University of Michigan, 1965).

TLeonard Schrieiderman; Ibid., p. 16L.




17

the role of attitudes and the deveiopment and perpetuation of
poverty in Canada is discussed. The report states, in agreement with Harring-
ton, that the poverty group is characterized by attitudes of pessimism and’
defeat and therefore their motivation towards means of self-improvement is
far from strong. Included in this is their lack of motivation towards resi-
dential ‘mobility. The poor feel alienated from the rest of society and are
not as ready to move to different provinces or different areas'bf.the’éity in
an attempt to improve their life situation as are the other members of °
_ society;?'Atbithdes‘of‘sociéty”alsb cause this poverty culture,
. 'Society rejects the poor, holds them apart and prevents them, either

directly or by its general attitude towards the change of economic

and ‘social institutions, from crossing into regions of prosperity.

In turn, because of their poverty, the poor develop adjustments to

“‘their’ environment’ which ‘contribute equally to this vicious circle "
and prevent them from taking advantage of opportunities for indi—
o vidusl developmant.9
?fA,IargGTprcportiOn*of-Our‘canadian population;“thié’féport revéais,‘20

per cent to 25 per cent are presently living in impoverished conditions. - It
discusses many factors that urgently need tofbe'dealt:with‘if“C&nada is to do
something constructive towards alleviating the poverty in our midst; One of
the main‘areas that it is particularly concerned with is housing.

| * ‘Alvin Schorr in his book Slums and Soclal ‘securit presents very useful

background material on the poor and their problems in housing. He describes
povertyaas.beingia syndrome of mutually reinforcing handicaps, with advances

in one,afea, such as housing, contributing to advances in other-areas, -

8"Profile of Poverty in Canada, Based on a Paper Prepared by the -
Special Planning Secretariat" (Privy Council, Ottawa, 1966), (mimeographed).

9"Profilevof~Poverty?in Canada, Based on a Paper Prepared by the
Special Planning Secretariat,” p. L.
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Sehorr found that the type of housing which people occupy influences their
health, behavienr, and attitudes, particularly if the housing is inadeqpateek
Ina mwriad of ways, hcusing affecta ability to improve one's circumatances
and therefore he hypothesizea that it has a significant relatlonshlp to
whether people can move out of or stay out of poverty. ,bchorrvregers to a
persen's house and neighbourhood as being extensions of self.low,k
 5¢,This,b0ok also deals with the reasons families have for wanting to change
"theirfplace of-residencé.,.Schorrfsuggests that poor people take the housing
_ they can afford, making choices within a very narrow range. He sees the mo-
bility of the: middle claas, on the other hand, as being closely connected to
the family's life stage and comp051tien, to aspirations to move upward
socially or, aimply to 1ive better~—"consumership.”;l But this "middle~class
wish,“ e points out, is not neoesaarily the wish of the poverty graup, or if
it is, it is not necessarily within their attainmant. ‘Some of the persons in
the poverty group mey wish to stay,withinpthe inner eity»among "their own
kiﬁd.”;:Othera lack the money or credit to find the housing they desire. - Dis-
erimination restricts the choice of housing for some, while suitabie housing
is notfavailable'for others, - The families most likely to be fouﬁdain sub-
standard housing, Schorr suggests, are those of a racial minority, the aged,
1grge-families,‘old people,,rurai.immigranbs,:the uneducated, and the families
headed by & mother. These families are also very likely to be paor.12

Schorr discusses the diffioulty'the poor have. 1n compatantly managing

loAlvin Schorr, blums agd Social Insecuritx (washington, D, C.: U. S.
Dapartmsnt of ﬁealth, Education, and Welfare, 1963), p. 31.

114y vin Schorr, Ibid., P. 36,

lelvin Schorr, 1ec. cit.
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changew»rﬂe:statea:a

.+ . Those who are poor are more often at the mercy of events: they
do not have the money, the contacts, or the attitudes which make
.- it possible to bend events to their will. Poor psople are the .
most often affected by housing changes and the least often in a
- position to influence it.

:Urbanurenewal,‘he found, often tends to create new problems for the poverty
group, Families forced from blighted neighbourhcods must find new homes and
these are not always available,

A recent article in the Winnipeg Tribune substantiates this statement of
Schorr's, illustrating the critical nature of this problem in Winnipeg. The
article reports:.

 when a slum is torn down it is only a handful of the “upper~ L
class poor" that get accepted into new low-rent housing. Hun~

. .dreds of displaced families--the rejects and leftovers from the
new housing project--get another old run-down house much like

~...the one they left. « « .« Winnipeg cannot find suitable housing.

for needy families at the prices they can afford to pay. Only
- Melum housing" is available at cheap rates. L

‘The ;extent of education, deep~rooted feelings about family and neighbourhood,_

resentmsntvof,outside interference and lack of income to pay highen_:enﬁ are
all problams associated with relocation of the poor.

- Lawrence Northwood in his. artiele UThe Deterioration of the Inner City"
vgiyeaLq,veryﬁcomprebensive‘pictqre of the environment conditions under which
many of~the,poverty,gr9up live. He concludes:

~ - The inner city is not only a relic mound of the past, it is the
dumping ground of the present. ‘It is overpopulated by the poor.
' ‘Many do not live there by choice; they lack the steady income to

‘live elsewhere, . Because of inadequate income and the high cost
ﬁ»ﬁaef 1iving, the poor must crowd together, often with many '

313A1v1n¢30h0rr,k1bid., De 55.

‘Unyinnipeg Tribune, October 22, 1966, p. 1.
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families ‘4n a dwelling unit that once housed one family.ls
The houses of the inmner city, sccording to Northwood, ‘are old, dilapidated,
unsafe, and unsanitary; the neighbourhoods are crowded, often seriously defi-
cient in parks, playgrounds, and social services adequate to the needs of
'pebpleiliving there; schools are often inferior; and certain”formé of adult
recreation and commercialized vice are inappropriate for family life. He
refers to the high mobility into, out of, and within this area which he terms
as a “perennial search for better housing" and notes that "though the slume
‘dﬁeller~move8‘whenever he can in search of better housing, he does not move
far. "16' » ‘

The Canadian Welrare Council's study Urban Need _Canada, 1965 revealed

that housing is & source of deep anxiety for the poor in Canada. The candition
ot housing was bad or unfit to live in for almoat one-half of the sample group
stuﬂied, the most inadeqnate housing was found to ‘be occupled by the aged,
breken families, and Indians. Overcrowding was common and rent was high, Fdod
and rent eonsumed almoat 20 per cent of all income of the poor faanlias, which
necessitatad many movas to try and find 8 reasonable balance between what the
family qould afford:andrwhatjwaa~tolerab19.j In regards to the attitudes of the
poorfgréup‘aﬁoﬁt their housihg,vthé’§£udy reported that, 65 per cent of the
sample felt that their present home was limited or inadequate for their needs;

yet 70 per cent of the families stated that they had no intention to move.

15Lawrence K. Norihwood, "Deterioration of the Inner City," Soeial Work and

Soc
Workers, 1964

ial Problems, ed. Nathan Cohen (New York: Nationai Association of Social
)s Pe 24 . : , .

17Canadian Welfare Couneil, Urban Need in Canada, 1965: A Case Report on

the Problems of Families in Four Canadian Cities (Ottawa: Canadian Welfare
Council, 1965), pp. 19-32,




21

‘~,;;Tbvunderstandrthetresidential mobility of the poor, it is first helpful
toeler'at broad society and to ascertain why the whole society is on the
mbﬁe,v~Wilensky and lLebeaux state that change and movement are inherent in
industrialization. The worker is dependent, in an industrialized society, on
the employer and the labour market whose changing demands necessitate frequent
Jeb.changes, which often involves residential mobility. According to
Wi:lensky and Lebeaux; geographic mobility is very high for the whole popula-
tion but is highest among those who conform closest to the kinship pattern
dominant in the urban middle class. They suggest that:
4+ + there is reason to believe that mobility (in houses, jobs,
" income) among professions becomes a regular pattern of urban life,
' and does not have the disruptive effect that even_a much smaller
ramount of mobility has on working class famlllee
'Peter Rossi in his book Egz Families Mcve also pointe out the high degree
of mobility in modern society, with one person in five shifting residence over
a period of one year. In 1ooking more closely at the factors involved in this
mobllity Rossi statess
| 'ﬁ;The mobility which chareeterizes our urban places is made up of
.. countless thousands of individual moves. . Each individual move- is-
not a random event but determined by the household's needs, dis-
- .rsatisfactions, and aspirations. - There is an underlying social
psychological "order" 80 the apparently restless milling-about of
© .our urban population.*? oo oo ST E R '
He;snggestsfthat~an;adeqpate'understanding‘of mobility requires a knowledge of
what moving means to individual households«~the part mobility plays in the
femily's life, needs, desires, and aspirabione.

vﬁThe main factor involved in mebility,.Roesi found, was the family life

135ara1d L. Wilensky and Oharles N. Lebsaux, op. olt., p. &3. -

19Peter H. Roaai, hhx Families Move (Glencoe, Illinoisz The Free Press of
Glencoe, 1955), p. 177.
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cycle. - He hypothesized that mobility is a mechanism by which a family's
housing is brought into adjustment with its housing needs. Needs change as

the family goes through its life cycle and housing Variesvconsideraﬁly in its

ability to satisfy changing family needs. The gap between the needs and the
inflexibility of urban housing in meeting these needs produces the high rate : l
of urban residential mobility. Housing needs, Rossi explains, are determined *
primafily by the composition of the household, Families change ﬁs they go

: thrdﬁgh'the life ecycle éf‘gfdwth where nééde'a#e greatest and thén decline.
Wﬁéﬁ‘the‘family‘is*young'and growing it has'pressiﬁg needs for more space and

also is more sensitive to the physical and social environment within which the
residénce is located. Less space is~neédéd when children grow up and leave

the family and generally another move occirs at this time.

. 'In his study, Rossi did not discuss the residential mobility of the poor.
He classified all moves into two categories, voluntary moves where the house-
h61§:had a clear choice between étaying’or’moving and forced moves where this
cﬁﬁibé’was'ﬁbt’prééént}‘ The forced moves made up 39 per cent of all moves and
Rossi did not study these at all. It is the poverty group that largely makes
up those families who were forced to move. =

Leslie and” Richardson‘s studyzo reveals that a decision to move is the
rééﬁlﬁ“of varioqu"pushes"'fram'the‘criginal dwelling and "pulls” towards the
new one. They found thet 29 per cent of alirmoves were involuntary, due to
such things as divorce, eviction, marriage, and a-job in-a distant location.

In contrast to Rossi, they concluded that 1t was not life eycle but caresr:

206 Leslie and A.‘Richardson,‘"Life chle -Career Pattern, and Decision
to Mbve,“ American Sooiolo ical Review, XXVL, No. 2 (December 1961), o
pp' 89““9020 ‘ i '
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pat@ern;factors such as socisl mobility expectations that correlated highly
with'residential,mobility._<Tuo families may have the same number of people
and spece but only one family will move. This may be explained by.theyﬂaet
that families without significant residential mobility potential may ration-
alize the same features which mbbile;family units list as objectionablé.
Very few studies are focused on the reasons why the poor move. Most
authors think of the poor as moving aimlessly and continually, but never
really bettering their position. Mhnn,zl in his stﬁdy of the inner-city
slum arégfof Toronto, found that thé rate of mobility was characteristically
high, with the majority of moves be;pg made,withtn the area. Only 15 per
cent of all the moves in a given year were shifts to a higher status district.
In one school, he discovered that the turn-over of the children was almost
100 per cent in a ten month school year. Of these, three quafters of the
moves were attributed to one quarter of the families, the hard-core movers
who through sheer economic pressure may move thres or four times a year.
Th15 hard—corevgroﬁp merely,shifts from one residence to anothef:uithin:an ,
area of a few blocks. v | |
f ,Akstuﬂy dealing specifically with a sample population from the poverty
group was conducted in 1960 by Michael Copperman,zgi He.;s concernedrma;nlf
with the rate of mobility but does speculate on certain causes, His finding
revealed that almost one-half of all the families studied,(k?_pér,eent)~did_

notﬁmQVe at all during & two. year period, while one third moved only 6néa;_

21W. E. Mann,:"Tbe Social bystem of a Slum: The aner ward, Torento,“
: ; .y, ed. 3. D. Clark (Tor@ntos ’
Univeraity of Toronto Press, 1961), PP khpél.

: 22Michael Copperman,’“Reeidentlal Mbbility of a Group of Public Welfare
Clients,“ Social Casewori, XLV (July 1964), pp. LO7-412.
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Eight families moved five times or more and accounted for 62 per cent of all
the moves.  From these statistics, Copperman concluded that it is incorrect
to' 'say that all publie welfare clienﬁs are excessively mobile.

Copperman found that family size and place of residence characterized
| families that moved. Large families moved less often than smail -ones and
Gopperman ‘attributed this to the fact that they have less choice of housing
and they are more likely to have completed the growth and moving cycle. His
results also showed a significantly higher rate of r'esidenfcial‘l mobility in a
particular community noted for its great ceneent?atibn of social ills. It §
was a small number of :x families in this area who moved a disproportionate: num- |
ber of times. Copperman suggests that one of the causes of residential mo-
bility may be the inability of some families to manage their finances, regerd-
less of the adequacy of the budget. Residential mobility in iteelf is
néither healthy nor unhealthy, rather, it depends on the number of moves and
- 6if§ﬁmstances surrounding them. One of the most significant comments in the
study was that excessive mobility is usually not a basic cause of the family's
problems, rather it is a symptom of malfunctioning; but, it can become a
causal factor in the family's continued malfunctioning.

‘" 'The study by the Canadian Welfare Council Urban. Need in Canada, 126523
revealed that the poverty group in Canada is very active in terms oi‘ move- §
merit; this movement is mainly within the oity. The study found that 65 per
cent ‘of the total sample moved at least once in'a five year period; with one z

half of these families moving from two to eight times. It also found that

; 230anadia.n &elfare Council, Urban Need in Canada, 1265 A Cgse Raggrt
og the Problems of Families in Four Canadian Cities (Ottawa: Canadian Welfare
Couneil, 1965)
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low income is directly correlated with a lack of sense of belonging or group
participation. Those with the better homes tended to be those who ,Avdi's]».iked
their neighbourhood and wanted to move.out, while those with the worst homes
liked the neighbourhood. . »

The Legasse Report,zh one of the few studies concerning Indian mobility,
‘deals mainly with reasons why Indians and Metis move to the ecity. Once they
have moved to Winnipeg, there is a general instability of residence. The
report states that this is an evidence of instability of employment, of fam-
ily life, and of community life. Legasse suggests that moving indicates that
tenants are 1ooking for something better. Promise of a better place of resi-
dence, he found; caused many families to go down the street or over & few
blocks.

‘ A review of literature thus reveals that the chronically poor exist
within a specific culture, the Yeulture of poverty," that is significantly
different in value orientation from that of the deminant culture in society
today. The life styls of those who live in a state of poverty is shaped by
a much different environment than that which influences thelgeneral popula=-
tion. Their environment is one of sub-standard housing, racial discrimina-
tion, blighted neighbourhocds, unemployment or undéremployment, little money,
.and“ho economic security. They suffer from poor health, disability (mental
aqd physiéal), age, lack of an education,'larée often one-parent families,
aﬁé.few opportunities. These factors interact and reinforce one another and
tend io make the poor very vulnerable to crises situations. They ﬁlso affect

the povefty group's attitudes and behavior in regards to residential mobility.

f’lthean H. Legasse, A Study of the People of Indian Ancestry in Manitoba,
II (Winnipeg: Department of Agriculture and Immigration, 1959).
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Past studies on residential mobility point out the complexity of this phe-

nomenon ‘and the need to consider a variety of factors in the life style and

environment of the poor in order to ﬁhderstand the nature of their residen-

tial mobility in a modern, industrial society.




CHAPTER IIT
 METHOD

This research project was undertaken by a group of eleven students in
the Mssters yeer programme at the University of Msnitoba bchool of bocial ,

WOrk. Our group wes invited to participate in a national study on urban pov—

erty in Cenade being carried out under the sponsorship of the Canadian Welfare

Council in Ottawe and the Community Welfare Planning Council in Winnipeg. The
purpose of the NULIFE study was to gain a more comprehensive picture of the
attitudes, beliefe, and life style of poverty families es they themselves 88w
‘ them to be. From the initial broad focus of poverty, our research gr up be—
csme intereeted in the area of houeing end from thie we narrowed our focus to
the residential mobility of the poor. (See Chepter I for rationale.) Bsek~
ground msterial, including relsted reeearch studies and theoreticel 1itere~
ture on poverty, housing, and residential mobility wss diecussed in our
group. From these diseussions nine questions were formulated, as outlined
in Chapter I, pertaining to the petterns of reeidentiel mobility of the poor.
For comparative purposes, we also etudied the petterns of reeidential mobil—
ity of middle income femily units.‘ Beceuse of the scarcity of 1itersture on
the residential mobility of the poor, our study was formulative and explora~
tory in design.

The source of data for the project was a sample of femily units living

in deeigneted poverty areas and a deeignated middle income ares. An inter-

view schedule was personally administered to the head of the household or a .
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reepensible adult in the household eighteen years of age or older, in door-
to—door interviews. The responses of the 1nterviewee were recorded on the
schednle. B e , o v .
The semple was obtained by the following process. The NULIFE study
selected a random semple of 1000 dwelling units in Winnipeg, 900 frcm desig-

nated peverty areas and 100 from a designated middle—inccme area.“ Income

statistics from ‘census tract bulletins of the 1961 Canadian census were

used ioﬂidentify the low-income and middle-income census tracts. One half
of the 1ow~income eample was randomly drawn from the “impect area" of a

7:urban renewal prodect.k The community welfare Planning COuncil Of

Greateryhinnipeg in cooperation With the Planning Division of the Metropolio

tan Corporation of Greater Winnipeg delineated "poverty blocks“ within each |
ceneus tract in the lowuincome erea. Dwelling unite were ennumereted within
theee blocks for the poverty areae and within "non—pcverty blocks" for the
middle~income area. The final etage was a random sampling of dwelling units.
o From the NULIF& sample, our Reseerch Advieor obtained a sample of LOO
randcmly eelected dwelling unite, 300 frcm the designated poverty areas and |
100 from the designated middle—income area. Ae a dwelling unit could con- |
ceivably contain more then one famiky unit, the NULIFE etudy instructed inter-
viewere to ettempt to interview every family unit within a dwelling unit.
The order in which the femily units were interviewed was also on a randcm
basis.’wf" i S , o

| Interviewing was carried out from Jenuary 15, 11967 to March 1, 1967 and
within this time 1imit we tried to complete as many interviews as peseible.

The interviewere were membere of the research group, First Year Social Work

studente, and a community interviewer. By March l, 1967, 22b interv1ewe
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wggqigogplgtedlgnd:this constituted ou;_tgtal sample, From the original
aamplélgfngoo; 22), interviews were completed, 57 were refusals andithgnu
remgiﬁinngere not completed for the following reasons--call not made, ﬁacant
residence, no such address, and two call backs made.

The large number of refusals plages some 1imitation on the sample. This
was,in:part_due to the time limit we set for interviewing, in orde: phqp the
projécﬁQcould‘be completed by the end of April. No appointments were.ﬁadeb
prior to the door-to-door interviewing in accordance with the NULIFE. instruc-
tions and this might have affected the interviewee's response and 1imited the
samplgg,;The inipiallrgsponsevof;the:personAinterviewed was often one of sus-
picionfénd it was left up to the skill of the interviewer to elicit his co-
operation at the time of first contact. Appointments-were made only when the
respondent was not available to participate in the project on the first call
and ;ggipg@ed agreement. to participate at a later date. - e

Tﬁefproject;data was obtained by the administration,ofva'structured
interview schedule, which for the focus of this report consisted of two seg=
tions, the first section. (A) consisting of 6 questions and the second section
(B),qbgsisting of .7 questions. . (See Appendix A for & copy of the sghedule.)
The procedure involved developing tentative questions related to the main
qnesﬁi§hsilistad,iﬁ Chapter I and supporting ideas for use as reliaﬁiliyy |
ehgckéf@ﬁ basic questions. The next step was to apply this original draft to
a pre;tebt sample comprised of eleven family units. The pre-test was con-.
ducted in November, 1966. Of the pre-test sample of eleven, nine family
units living in what was considered to be low-income areas were selected by
the xgighbourhOQd_SqrviceVCenter and two family units living in what wes

cgng;ééggd,to be a middle-income area were selected by the Child Guidance
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‘clini¢¥6f Greater%Winnipeg; Whenever possible, thevfamily unit was,contacted
by telephone to arrange for an appointment. Before the interviewingtwasp
carried out, the schedule and method of approach wéskdiaéusséd b} the group
members in order to insure uniformity of approach and method. . Also, from

: thezstﬁdiesmin the literature and group discussion we devised a classifica~
tion system of reasons for moving which we anticipated might be given by the
respondeﬂts-and these were coded., .

'Afﬁer’testing the schedule, we examined and analyzed the data collected
and attempted to evaluate the effectiveness of the schedule and the;applica—
bilityipfithe*classification system of reasons. Section A, pertaining to
identifying information to be transferred from the NULIFE schedule face:
sheet, was added to the schedule in order that we could determine the char-
acteristics of the family units in the sample.  Minor adjustments in the
wordingiand'ordering of questions in Section B were made, the aim being fur-
ther clhnification of the questions in order to insure facility and increased
objectivity of responses.

" The questions in‘the schedule were devised to obtain information . .
reqnire&=t0fanswer.the major questions listed in Chapter I. Séction-B,
Queations 1 and 2 of the schedule were closed-end questions designed to ascer-
tain mobile family units and non-mobile family units and to determine the
numbeﬁhétzmoves~per‘family unit within the last three years. Section B,
Quéétisn‘59was asked as an open-end question to provide information: regarding
all théxreasons:and}the major reason.for moving from the last place of resi-
denceffbf~the mobile sample. It was felt that an open-end question. related

to re&éaﬂs:for mbving would ‘give the respondent more scope in his answers,

4dn accordance with the exploratory nature of the study. Section B, Question 4
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was de&i;e§‘t0<determineawhat proportion of moves for the mobile sample[waa
voluntébyﬁahd»what proportion was involuntary. This referred specirically
to'thégiastgmove.‘ Section B, Question 7 was to determine whether the mobile
familyéunits were satisfied or dissatisfied with their last move. The three
'pointﬁrating scale provided two levels of positivity ("very satisfied" and
"moderately satisfied”) and one level of negativity ("dissatisfied“);q7Sec—
tion;B;xQuestionS‘B and 6, pertaining to whether the reaspn.that;prééipi—
tateﬁaﬁhé;movevis still present and future intention to mﬁve, were included
to vériﬁy,the,respondent's degree of satisfaction with the 1ast-move;_
~'$ha;addresavof the family unit was obtained in Section A, Question‘l,
inaogderathat wé*could;identify family units living in the poverty areas and
thoseﬁliving in‘the middle~income area. Section A, Question 2 was asked in
| order%i@;determine/whether the family unit was of Indian or non-Indian -
ethnic prigin.v Section A, Questions 3, 4, 5, and 6 pertaining to marital
statﬁﬁaefttheshead,of»the household, total annuwal family income, number of
membeéﬂ%in.family unit, and ages of children were devised in order that we
couldﬁdegcribe=andreompare the family characteristics of the total sample
andvbh;,total,mobile-sample. '
,;~;Aﬂst&ndaidized~method.of application of the research schedule was uti=-
lize@i?'ﬂhe instructions for the administration of the NULIFE schedule were
alé@quﬁed:for ﬁhe;administrationkof our schedule. It was decided by the
reseagéh‘group.thatAthe:schedulevfor»the project was to be administered
'&fterécémpleting-the face sheet of the NULIF# schedule. Prior to the actual
admiﬁiﬁtration_of-the schedule, a briefing session was held with the First
IearﬁStudents,andvthe community interviewer, wherein a member of our research

.groupﬁinterpreted the questions of the schedule and gave instructions for
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its adﬁiﬁistration¢~ This was done in order to ensure as closely as possible
consiSﬁghqyainfthe administration of the schedule. Hach member of our group
was‘pﬁé#i&éd withian identification=card~signed by Lloyd Lenton from the
Winnipeg Community Welfare Planning Council on behalf of the Ganadian Wel=-
fafétcbdncilg and a standardized approach to the family units in the sample
wag established. After the schedules were completed, a letter was serit out
by the! community Welfare Planning Council to each family unit that: partlci-
pated An the study, thanking them for their cooperatlon,~f" _ ‘

- “fhe use of the schedule resulted in some limitations. fSéctidnpA,iQuesu
tibhﬁﬁhpartaihing to the total annusl family income should not have been in-
clﬁaéd“aé'p&rt~offthe identifying information section, as annual\iﬁéome was
not-recorded on the.face sheet of the NULIFE scheduls, only'ﬁdtal[ﬁonthly
* family income, The interviewer multiplied the total monthly income from the
'NUﬁIFEﬁschedule by;twelve<to'get the annual income and this does not give an
accurate account for annual income in many instances, |

;’*'Andtherflimibation'arising from the schedule resulted from our failure
to“include in the identifying information ééctionfa-queStiOn1which?aéked the
age(s) of the adult member(s) of the family unit. This data was needed in
order to determine if a family unit is in stage one of the family life cycle
(Siﬁglé’adult’under‘Sixty years of age) or in stage five (single adult sixty
yegfbVoffagefor older). Afteér the interviewing was completed and the
findings were being computed and tabulated, it was necessary for us to refer

backﬂta the NULIFE schedule for this information.

In administering the schedule, it was sometimes necessary to paraphrase

and: explain questions for respondents who had difficulty in understanding the

qustions for reasons such as language barrier. This might have put a further
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limitation on the use of the schedule,

- The'organization and analysis of our data was carried out as follows:

Thie ‘224 ‘completed schedules were classified into family units living in

the designated poverty areas (hereafter called poverty group) and family
»units711ving in the designated middle income area (hereafter called middle
-incomcﬁgroup); Ten family units in the middle income group whose total an-
nual fﬁﬁily income exceeded $8000 were eliminated in accordance with the in-
structicnS’given by the NULIFE study, leaving a total sample of 214, Our
researchigroupvdecided at this time to include in the total sample all fam-
ily unitSVIn the’péverﬁyfgroup regardless of their income. As the focus of
our study is on the residential mobility of family units in the poverty
“areas; this decision was arrived at in order that we might obtain a truly
'rcprescntativa»picture?of the residential mobility patterns ofcthis:group.

%The;pcverty-group was further sub-divided according to ethnic origin
rintcflndian=and~non—Indian. The middle income group was not sub=divided, as
the only Indian family unit in this: group had an annual income exceeding
$8000"and therefore was eliminated. A further submdivision was made of each
of these three groups--poverty Indian, poverty non-Indian, and middle income—-
into mobile and non-mobile classification. .

After formulating these six major groupings, all the'schcdules were

numbered from 1 to 214 inclusive. All the reasons for last moves given by
“the respondents were codified according to our pre-constructed classification
-system-of’reasons for moves. ' Minor revisions were msde at this time incthe
” classification system of reasons to accommodate certain reasons that hadn't

fbeen anticipated. (See Appendix B fcr a copy of the revised: classification

'system.) A mpdification was also made in our original classificatlon of the
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stages of the family life cycle.  Stage one was modified to include single
adults under sixty years of age and stage five was added to inelude single
adults sixty years of age and over. We had previously grouped all single
adults into one stage but, on further consideration, it was felt that these
two categories of persons might have different patterns of residential mobil-
ity. .The final classification of the family life cycle thus included five
stages .as defined in Chapter I.

-Data .from the total sample was then transferred to the tally sheets,

The nnmbex;_ and percentage of Indian and non-Indian family units within the
total sample, middle income sample, and poverty sample were computed, tabu-
lated and analyzed., Following this, data was tabulated and analyzed as to
the number and percentage of family units who had moved at least once within
the last three years, in the total sample, total poverty sample, poverty
Indian.;:s_a;ﬁple s poverty non-Indian sample and middle: income sample;.l v;The._;zrgean
number of moves of the total sample was calculated for: purpose of later com-
parj,svép_; with the mean number of moves of the total mobile sample,

/The total sample was analyszed to determine family unit éharacteristies
using as criteria the following variables:. marital status of the head of the
household, total annual family income, family size, and stage of family life
cycle,  Marital status was classified into five sub~categories«-married,
divorged, separated, widowed and never-married. Size of family was classified
numerically in units of one from one to six inclusive, in units of two from

six to: ,e‘ightv,, and nine and over. Stage of family life cycle was classified

Z)IHerein a‘fterv ever?y table will be caiculat.ed usi_ng'thé ﬁotal aampie,
total poverty sample, poverty Indian sample, poverty non-Indian sample and
middle income sample. Also, every table will be calculated in number and
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acco?ding-to five stages, &s previously defined. Annual family income was
classified in units of 1000 from.zero to 7999 inclusive and 8000 and over.

The total mobile sample and the three groups within it--poverty Indian,
poverty non~Indian and middle income were analyzed to determine family unit
characteristics using as a criteria the four above~mentioned variables. The
family;unit characteristics of the total mobile sample were then compared to
thosg,pf'the:total‘sample to determine if there were any similarities or
diffefepcéé.

,BStill,focusing on the total mobile sample and the three groups therein,
we analyzed the frequency distribution of all the moves made within a three
year period, the mean number of moves, and the frequency distribution of all .
reasohsgfor»mnvinggand,of ma jor reasons for moving from the last place of
residence. This gave us a description of the total mobile sample.

We then isolated the categories of major reasons most frequently ape
pearing :within~. each mobile group. ~_,These.included A reasony that is, reasons
relatéd ﬁo features of housing and G reason, that is, reasons that signified
an iﬁ#ﬁluntary mpve.;,Thése two categories were then sub-divided into fre-
quency“distribntion of specific reasons. This was done in order that we
couldfﬁomparefthe family characteristics relating to major reasons of the
total;mobile group to those of the total sample to determine if there are any
simiiéflties or differences.

':EEASOnsz and G were tabulated and analyzed in terms of the family char-
Macteriétics-marital,atatua, family size, annual income, and family life
cycle. The poverty Indian and poverty non-Indian groups were examined in

relation to G reason. Because G reason category was very insignifiecant in

)

the middlevincome group, it was not examined here. For A reason, we looked
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at allfthree mobile groups. These findings were compared to the family char-
acteristics of the total mobile sample and the total sample in order to deter-
mine wnether the groups giving reesons A and G displayed any unique family |
'eharacteristics which might be associated with their reasons for moving.
Time did not permit us to compare the rate of mobility of the total sampls,
total mebile sample and three groupe therein with the four variables of marital
status, family size, annual income, end family 1ife cycle.

We determined, according to the reepondent's perceptlon, the frequency of
_ voluntary and 1nvoluntary mevee, the frequency of whether the reason(s) for
the last move is (are) still present, the freqnency of the degree of satisfac-
tlon with the 1ast move, and the freqnency with whlch the respondent stated an
intention to move within the next year. The findings of the four above—
mentloned categories were then compared in terms of percentages and were
presented in the form of a bar graph. It was felt that this data mightvgiie
us some idea as to the effectivenees of the move as 1ndicated by the type of
move (voluntary or 1nvoluntary), reeolution of reason(s) cau31ng the last move,
degree of satiefectlon with the move, and stated intentlon to move agaln within
the next year. | N o

For the poverty Indian and poverty nonulndian groups, we cross-classified
the;mejor reasons given with the degree of satisfaction with the laet move.

The data for this reseerch project was presented in tabular end bar graph
form and the statistlcal measures used were arithmetic means and proportions.
A detailed presentatlon of the findings and ana1y31s of the data appears in

Chapter IV.




CHAPTER 1V
PRESENTATION AND ANALYSIS OF DATA

: In this chapter the data gathered for investigation of residential
mobility is presented ﬁy area and ethnic group and analysed.

Within the U400 dwelling units assigned to The School of Social

| Wérk from the NULIFE study 224 famiiy interviews were completed. Qut of

J)the 224 interviews 10 middle income family units were found to have an
annual family iﬁcome over'the $8,000 criteria and therefore were deleted

;" from the study, leaving a total sample for the study of 214 family units.

Of the total sample of 214 family units 172, or 80.4 per cent, were

fromvthé designated péverty area aﬁd 42, or l9.6lper cent, were from the 1. B
; designated middle income area, | The poverty sample was further broken

down into Indlan and non—Indlan There were no Indian middle income

family unitvs. - Of the 172 famlly unlts in the poverty group 18 or 10.5

per cent, were Indian ‘ar;d 154, or €9.5 per cent were non-Indian.

The following is a description of the total sample and sub-groups
within it éccordihg tp the family'unit characteristics of: énnual fanily
income, size of family unit, marital stétus, stage of family unit life
cycle. . Completé tables of this data méy be found in Appendix (, Tabdles
C1, €2, C3 and Ch. | |

The annual family income reported in the total sample ranged from

lhereafter the non-Indians in the poverty sample are referred to
as the non~Ind1an samnle.




zero to $8,000 and over. The following text

annual family income for the total sample and

Total Sample ¢« e & s s

Poverty sample . . . .
Indian . . . . .
Won~Indian . . . .

Middle income sample .
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tables presents the mean

each group within ip:

. $3,559
. 2,999
3,027

. 2,996
59k

Within the poverty sample there was little variation 1n the mean annual

N

{

famlly income of the Indlan and non-~Indian, but there was)a large

iifference between the total poverty sample and the middle income,sample,

with the middle income group averaging '$2,91+9 a year more than the total

poverty group, .

Family units ranged in size from single member family units to

family units of 9 persons;énd over.

The following fext table presents

the mean family unit size for the total sample and each group within it

Total sample o ee e

~ Poverty sample Cie e

Indian . . . . . .

Non~Indian . . . .

Middle income sample .

1t was noted from Appendix

Indian éample,consisted of single

Table C2 that

member family

. 3.3 persons

S -
5.6
2.9 v

. 36

35.1 per cent of the non-

units as compared with

5.6 per cent of the Indian sample and 16.7 per cent of the middle income

sample. Cne half of the Indian sample con51sted of famlly units hav1ng
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more than 5H members, whereasvl2.3 per cent of the non~Indian sample and
"11.9 per cenf of the middle income sample are in‘this category. In the
Indian sample 22.2 per cent of the family units consisted of 9 or more
family members. The small family unit predominates in the non-Indian
sample, whereas‘the large family unit predominates in the Indian sample.

The annual family income and size of family unit characteristics
ware calculated t; determine per capita income. Thé'per capita income
for the non-Indian was $1,033, the Indién, $521, and the middle income
sample, $1,652. The Indian éer capita annual family income is approxi-
- mately one-~half that éf the non-Indian sample, and one7third of the middle
income éample.

As seen in Appepdix Table C3 marriéd’family units accounted for
54,2 per cént‘of the total s;mple. In the non-Indian sample 46.1 per
cent were mafried and in the Indian sample 6l.1 per cent were married.
In contrast 81 per ceﬁt of the>middle income sample Qere married. A
family unit with one spouse (i.e. separated, divorced, or widpwed)
represented 35 per cent of the non-Indian family‘uﬁits and 38.9 per cegt'
of the Indian family units in contrast t;)only 9.b5 per cent of the middle
income family units. l_No Indian family units were in the never married
category, while 18.8 per cent of the non~Indian sample and 9.5 per cent
of the middle income sample were in this category.

As seen in Appendi# Table CU the largest number of family units
were in stage 3 of the family life cycle (i.e. married, children under
16 years of age), with the Indian sample reporting 83.3 per cent, the
noﬁ-Indian sample reportingiBY;O per égﬁt and the middle inbome sample

50.0 per cent. It was also observed that the non-Indian sample had
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| TABLE I

24,7 per ceﬁt of ihehfamily units in stage 5 (i.e. single, 60 years of

age and over) as comﬁa?ed with 5.6 per cent of the Indian‘sgmple and 7,1
ver cent of the middle income sample. - Further to the previous observa-
tion regarding the predominance of small familyvﬁnitS'in the non-Indian
sample 1t is evident that the aged compose a iarge proportion of this group.
The total sample was analyzed according to whether or not the 
‘family unit have moved gnd'frequency of moves within é three year period.

The findings are presented in Table 1 and Table 2 respectively.

MOBILE AND NON-MOBILE FAMILY UNITS BY NUMBER AND PER CENT

3

Poverty Area

_ Hobility Total - iMiddle
Characteristics Sample ‘Income Area
. . { . ; ¢
Total Indian Non-Indian
No. % No. % No. % No. % No. %
Total 214 100.0 {172 100,0 | 18 100.0 | 154% 100.0 L2 100.0
Mobile 98 L45.8 | 88 51.2 | 17 9%k | 71 L6.1 10 23.8
Non-Mobile 116 54.2 | 84 4g.8 1 5.6 83 53.9 32  76.2

during the designated three year period.

‘the other hand, 46.1 per cent were mobile.

The data shows that 45.8 per cent of the total sample were mobile
‘ The poverty area samplé shows
greatver mobility (51.2 per cent) than the middle income samplé“(23;8 per
cent).* The most_gtriking observation is that 17 out of 18 Indian family

units or 94 4 per cent were mobile. Of the non-Indian family units, on
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Iy was found that over one-half of the moves madé durlng the three

year study period occurred witnin the last year.  Of particular interest

is the fact that the middle income sample. the=leastimobile group accord-

ing to Table 1, have made the largest - percentage of moves (80.0 per cent)

within the last year.

TABLE 2

 FREQUENCY OF MOVES PER MOBILE PAMILY UNIT BY NUMBER AND PER CENT

o Poverty Area

- Number Total u Middle

of . Moves Sample . ' : Income Area
: s ' Total Indian Non-Indian :

No. % | wo. % | Wo. % No. % No. %

Total "és 100.0' | 88 100.0 17 100.0 | 71 100.0 | 10 100.0

1 50 “?51-6 47 ‘53;)Jr 9 52.9 | 38 53.5 3 30.0
2 17 17(3 15 . 17.3 27 11.8> 13 18.3 “va - 20.0
3 19 19.4 |16 18.2 | 5 29.4 |11 15.5| 3 30.0 |
¥ |7 71| 5 56| 1 58| 4% 56| 2 2.0
5 5 51| 5 56| - - |5 70| - -

‘and over

Approximately‘half'of the total sample’(Sl.O per oont) moved only
once during the designdted three year period. For those family units
moving three or more tlmes, the middle inconme sample showed a greater
frequency of moves (50. O per cent) as compared with the poverty sample

(29-]1L per cent). The data_reveals ‘$hat while no Indian or middle” °

income family units moved five or more times, 7.0 per cent of the non-
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Indian sample fell within this category. . A small proportion of the
mobile sample (9.4 per cent) accounted for 37.8 per cent of all moves.
The mean number of moves per family unit was calculated for the

total sample and the mobile sample as follows:

Total Sample MObileTSample

Indian . .+« ¢« v v . .+ . .. 1.78 moves - 1,88 moves
Non-Indian . . . . + & « o o . . .90 W 1.94 v
Middle income sample . . . . .. JB] O 2.450

The above figuresvreveal_contradictory trends, as the.Indian saméic ic
" the most likely to move and the middle income sample is least likely to
move. Once mobile, however, the Indians make fewer additional moves

than do.the non-Indian or middle income mobile sample.

ThevaIiOWing four tables present the characteristics of the mobile

fémily‘mnits according to annmal fémily income, size of family;ﬁmafital
'status, and stage of the famlly life cycle Tmese characteristics are
describcd and comﬁared with the total sample to determine if the mobile
famlly unlts had any unique characteristics. | |

e In the total mobile sample, 70.0 per cent of all family units have
- an-annual family 1ncome below bMOOO This compares with 59. 7 per ‘cent
-of all famlly units in the total sample falling below this income level.
In the mobile non-Indlan sample‘ME.O per ccnt have annual incomes between
$3000 and $4999 as compared with 33 1 per cent of the total sample within
| thls income range. The mlddle income mobile sample display a similar
pattern of a higher proportion'in thic income range. In‘contrast, when
comparing the mobile Indian sample w1th the total Indian sample no

difference was found w1thin this income range.,
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! ‘ ' TABLE 3

ANNUAL FAMILY INCOME IN MOBILE SAMPLE BY NUMBER AND PER CENT

- ‘ Poverty Area
Annual Total - Middle

Family’ Sample ' Income Area

)= Income , Total Indian | Non-Indian

No. . % Wo. % No. % No. % |Woe. %

~ Total 98 '100.0 | 88 100.0 |17 100.0| 71 '1oq.o 10 100.9
$ 0- 999 | 11 11.2(11 12.,5| 2 - 11.8| 9 ‘12,7 - -
1,000

1,999 | 16 16.3|16 1s.2 17.6 |13 18.3| - -

2,000 - 2,999 15 15.3 | 15 17.0 '17.6 12 16,9 - =
| 3,000 - 3,999 | 27 27.2 |26 29.5
4,000 - 4,999 | 13 13.3 |11 12.5

5,000 5999 | 3 31|11 11|~ - |1 1k|2 200 =

29,4121 29.6 | 1 10.0 R
=

5.9 (10 141 | 2 2000

HooU W

6,000 - 6,999 | 5 5.1|3 34 1 59| 2 28|22 2.0

7,000 - 7,999 | 2 2.0 - - |- - |'o - |2 200
8,000 and over| 1 1.0 |1 11 |- - |1 1h4|. o
Uacaow | 5 51| 4 M6 |2 1.8 2 2.8|1 10.

Refused ’- - -y - - - | - - - -

Tne mean annual famlly income for the moblle sample was calculated

: i
cand: compared to the total sample as follows: ' o . T




Mobile

Total
S Sample Sample
Total . . v v v . .u .. 8 3129 § 3,559
Poverty sample . . . . . 2,861 | 2,999
Indian . . . . . .. .. 2,807 3,027
Non-Indian . . . . ... 2,873 2,9%
Migdle incﬁme sample . . , 5;623 5,948

In all groups the mean annual family income of the mobile sample
was lower than the mean annual income of the %total sample. I% is an
interesting fact that the Indian and non-Indian groups within the mobile

' sample have a comparable annual family income, as was found in the total sample,

TABLE 4 - : E

SIZE OF FAMILY IN MOBILE SAMPLE BY NUMBER AND PER CINT

Poverty Area
Total Middle.
Size Sample S Income Ares :
of 1 Tobal -Indian Non-Indian | - N
FPamily ' i
No. % No. % No. % No. % No. %
Total 98 100.0 |88 100.0 |17 100.0 |71 100.0 |10 100.0
Single 27 27.6 |24+ 273 |1 5.9 1023 32k | 3 30.0
2 W 1k 159 - - [ 19,7 | - -
3 . | 18- 184|15 17.0 | 2 11.8 |13 183 | 3  30.0
4 9. 9.2l9 10.2|3 1766 ‘85 | - -
5 |1 we|ls 9.1l2 8|6 &5 |3 3.0 |
6 -8 12 - 12,211 12,5| 5 29,46 8.5 | 1 10,0 g
9 and over| 6 -:‘6{1 6 6.8 4 2352 2.8 | - @ . |
Unknown 1 101 1.1)- = |1 o1k |- .




R

L5

A In general, the mobile sample shows similar characterigstics of

family size to the total sample. An exception is found in the single

catégo:y. The prdportion of middle income families in this category

in the mobile sample (30.0 per cent) is higher than»in the total sample
(16.7 per cent). In contrast, the ﬁroportion of ‘non-Indian family units
in this category in the mobile sample (BE;H per cent) is somewhat lower !

than in the total sample (35.1 per cent). ~ The single member family unit .

in tggﬁmiadle income sample tends to be highly mobile whereas the single

person non-Indian family unit is less likely to be mobile. Family size
of three seems to be related soméwhat to mobility for the non-Indian
sample, 18.3 per cent.for the mobile non~Indian sample'compared with 12.3
per cent of the total sample. |

When we'calculategktng,mean size of family in the mobile Sample-it
vas found that there wes little variation from the total sample, This
can be dbserved’by comparing the figures below. |

Mobile Total
Sample - Sample

Total . . . . . .. ... 3.5persons 3.3 persons

Povertyvsamble c e e .. 3.6 B 3.2 ft
Indian . . . . .... 59 O 5.8 0
‘NonJIndian'. e s + e . 3.0 2.9 i

Middle ihcome sample . . 3.4 3.6 "

The per capita income for the.mobile Indian sample was $U476 and
for the mobile non-Indian was $958, both figures are appreciably lower
than those of respective groups-in the total sample. The per capita

income for the mobile middlevincome sample was similar to that of the

total sample,
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TABLE 5

| MARITAL STATUS IN MOBILE SAMPLE BY NUMBER AND PER CENT

Poverty Area

Total Middle
Marital Sample Income Area
Status Total Indian Non~Indian
Ko, % No. % No. % | No. % No. %
Total 98 100.0 | 88 100.0 |17 100.0 |71 100.0 |10 100.0
Married Lo 50,042 L47.7 |10 58.8(32 u5.1 | 7 70.0
Divorced 2 2.0 2 2.3 | = - 2 2.8 - -
Separated 21 e2l.kj21 23.7| 6 352|155 2.l | - -
Widowed 10 10.2)10 11.6|1 59| 9 1.7 | - -
Néver . '
Married . 16 16.3{13 14,8 | = - 13 18.3 | 3 30.0

The family units in the mobile sample were comparable in their

marital status with the total sample, with the exception of those in the

separated category. A higher proportion of separated families (21.Y4 per

cent) was found in the mobile sample than in the total sample (15.4 per

cent). Once again, a contrast is seen between the middle income group

and the non-Indian group as shown in the never-married category. in

this category there was no differenée between the mobile and the total

sample in the non-Indian gfoup (18.3 per cent as compared with 18.8 éer

(30.0 per cent as compared with 9.5 per cént);

cent), wheregs a striking difference was found in the middle ihcome group
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TABLE 6

STAGEkOF FAMILY LIFE CYCLE IN MOBILE SAMPLE BY NUMBER AND PER CENT

) Poverty Area -
Total : Middle
Family Sample ‘ Income Ares
Life | Total Indian Non~Indian
Cycle :
No. % No;' % No. % No. % No. %
Total 9¢ 100.0 [ 88 100.0 |17 100.0 | 71 100.0 |10  100.0
Stage 1 9 92| 6 67|~ - |6 853 3.0
S 300313 34| - - 3 ko | - -
noo3 53 - B4.1 |47 53415 88.2|32 U451 | 6  60.0
ooy 13 13.3]12 13.6| 1 5911 15.5 | 1 10.0
no5 18 18.4|18 20.5| 1 5.9 |17 23.9 - -
Unknown 2 202 23| - - |2 28] = -

I
-
5
)

As presented in Table 6 the largest percentage of family units in

each group of the mobile sample were in stage 3 of the family life cycle,

namely 88.2 per cent of the Indian sample, 45.1 per cent of the non-Indian

sample and 60.0 per cent of the middle income sample, as compared %o 83, 3
per cent, 37 0 per cent and 50 per cent of these groups respect1valy in
stage 3 in the total sample. Therefore there seems to be a relationship
between stage 3 and mobility for each of these groups.

1% should be noted as well that the percentage of mobile family
udlts in stage L is consistently lower than the percentabe of the total

sample in thls stage.'

Ia stage 1, the non-Indian in the mobile and total samples show
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1ittlé variation,. On the other hand, a marked difference can be seen
in this stage for the middle-income group, 30.0 per cent in the mobile

_sample as compared with 9.5 per cent in the total sample. This seems

to indicate a relationship between mobility and stage 1 of the Family
life cycle fof the middle incoms area. | : _ | | K
Al; reasons given for moving and major reasons given for mo#ing
were énalyzed acéording to frequency of occurrence by category (see
Appendix B for classification of reason§ By category).
Table 7 presenting‘the data regarding all reasons given by the .
family wiits for the last move and Table 8 presenting the data regarding

major reasons given will be presented below:

TABLE 7

ALL REASONS FOR MOVING IN CATEGORIES BY NUMBER AND PER CENT

Poverty Area
Reason - | Total ‘ Middle
| Category Sample Total Indian Non-Indian | Income Area
No. %: No; % | ¥o. % |No. % o No. % |
~Total - | 139 100.0 1123 100.0 |21 100.0 | 102 100.0 |16  100.0
A | W+ 31,7 38 30.9 | ¥ 19.0 3% 333 | 6 37.5
B 7 50| 7 57 - - |7 69 |- -
¢ 13 94| 8 6511 w8l 7 6.9 |5 3.3
D 14 10,1 13 10.6 | - - 13 12.7 |1 6.3
E - - - - - - - - - -
ki 20 14| 18 146 | 2 9.5| 16 158 |2 12.5
¢ 34 24,5 | 33 26.8 |11 Ba.4| 22 21.6 | 1 6.3
H 5 35| 4% 33|2 9.5|.2 20 |1 6.3
I 2 1kl 2 7|1 W&l 1 10 |- -




- b9

TABLE 8

MAJOR REASONS FOR MOVING IN CATEGORIES BY NUMBER AND PER CENT

| Poverty Area

Reason - Potal Middle
Category Sample ) Income Area
Total Indian Non-Indian |
Wo, % No. % No. % No. % KNo. %
 Total 98 100.0 | 8¢ 100.0 {17 100.0| 71 100.0 |10  100.0
A 2h 24620 =22.7| 1 5.9|19 26,8 L - Lo.o
B . 6 6.1 6 68| - = 6 85| - -
c g 82| 6 6.8 1 59| 5 | 7.0 | 2 20.0
D 11 11.2|10 wh| - - |10 w11 100
. o o o o ) .
F 12 12211 12.5) 2 11.8| 9 127 1 10.0
G 3 31.6(30 341|100 58.8|20 28.2 | 1  10.0
H 4 }u.i 3 340 2 11.8| 1 | 1.4 | 1 10.0
1 2 e.o' 2 2.3{1 5.9 1 1.4 -

When the itwo tablesbzwere compared it was found that there was

very little difference betwéen them, The one notable difference between ‘

the two tables concerned catezory A (reasons related to features of : o
housing). In the Indian sainple, category A accounted for 19 per cezﬁt

of the reasons when all reasons were given for the move, whereas category

A accounted for only 5.9 per cent_of the reasons when only theAmaJor

reasons were given. In the table containing all reasons 33.3 per cent |

of the non-Indian fa.miiy.ur;its, as compared to 26.8 per cent_: in the table
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containing major reasons, gave cavegory A. This seems t§ indicate that
features of housing are often a contributing factor causing the poverty
family units to move,- but they are not always the factors that the . "’, | ;  §
family units consider as being most importent.  For all the other | |
categories of reasons there was only & small difference in the percentages
for the aerea and ethnic groups, when the two tables were éompared.

It is interesting to note from Table 8 that the two most significant
categories were 4, reasons related to features of housing, and G, reasons
that signified an involuntary move. In the total mobile sample giving
major reasons, they qomprised 56.2 per' cent of all the major réasons
given, In the middle class, A is ﬁhe most predominant reason. Only
5.9 per cent of the Indian.samplelmoved for reason A,  This compares
to 26.8 per cent of the non-Indian sampie_who moved for that reason.

Reason G accounted for 5%.8 per cent of the moves for the Indian sample

as compared to 28.2 per cent of the moves for the non-Indian sample,
ﬁone of the family uwnits s@ated category E, reasons related to

o improved financial ‘status, as the reasons for their move. Of the non~

Iﬁdian"sample,'lh.l per cent stated category D, reasons related to in-

sufficient money, whereas no Indian families moved for this reason. . E

hs 24,1 per cent of the moves of the poverty sample were o ‘;é
involwntary, category G was broken down into individual reasons. In , %

the non-Indian sample the.frequency distribution of individual reasons

within catezory G was as follows:
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- Urban redevelopment . v ¢ + o v v 4 . 4
EViCtiOD. . . . . . n . : . . * o’ ) » v.' ’o‘ 6‘
Condemned housing . . & . . . . . . . .

Welfare insisted on a move . . . . . .

[ d U S A T |

Children not allowed . . . . . . . . .

In the Indian sample the frequency distribution of individual

reasons within category G was as follows!

Condemned housing . . . + . . « v +
Bviction . . . . . . . . ¢ . . ...
Welfare insisted on a move' e e s 6

Natural disaster . . o » « o o o o o .

e i T - I Y

Urban redevelopment . . . . . . . . ..

Geographic transfer . . . . . ., . . .. 1

‘When category A was considered for the non-Ihdian,sample 10 out
of the 19 families had moved for one individual reason, which was personal
discomfort.

Table 8, discuésed above, indicated that the two most frequently
appearing categories of rea;ons were category G, reasons signifying
involuntary moves, and category:A, reasons :elated to features of housing.

The family unitvs signifying that the major reason for their last
move was involuntary demonstrated several interestiég factors in terms

of their family characteristics. These‘findings will be presented in

Tables 9, 10, 11, 12,

Tablé S presents the data related to anaual family income.

PRy
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TABLE 9

 ANNUAL FAMILY INCOME OF FAMILY UNITS GIVING MAJOR REASONS
FOR LAST MOVE AS INVOLUNTARY BY WUMBER AND PER CENT

Poverty Area
Annual ‘ .Total | Indian Non-Indian
Pamily 3
Income o
No.. % No. % No. %
Total | 30 100.0 [10. 100.0 20  100.0
$ 0- 999 | 5 "16.7| 1 100 4 20.0
1,000 - 1,999 | 7 23.3| 2 20.0 o5 - 25.0
_‘2{600 - 2,999 5 16.7|2 2.0 | 3  15.0
3,000 - 3,999 | & -26.7 | 2 20.0 5 30.0
' 4,606 - 14,999 | 2 6.711 10,0 1 f5.o.
5,000 = 5,999 | - - |- < - -
| 6,000 - 6,999 '1 32311 100 | - -
7,000 7,999 | - - |- - .| - -
, % g,000 and-qfe? | - - S R - | ' .
| Umknown | 2 6.7 |1 10.0 | 1 5.0 - h
'Refused - - - - - —
: —_ |

From the data3in,yh;s table it was noticed that‘u5'pef cent of
the non-Indian sample whose last move was 1nvoluntary had annual family
incomes of $1, 999 or less as compared with approxlmately 33 ver cent in - !

the total sample (see Appendlx G, Table (1) and 31 per cent in the mobile B l

sample (see Table 3). _ »'_,“ ,): \;’ : | -‘ U | . . |




The mean annual income of families whose last move was involuntary

‘was as follows: |
Total povérty sample .. ,'f .. .. ."$2,552
Indian . . v e e s v e e e e e .. . 3,097
Non-Indian . . . e . 2,293
Vhen these mean annual family incomes were compared with those of the
total mobile sample it was observed that among the non-Indian sample the
mean -annual income of thosevwhose last move was involuntary was lower
‘than that of the non~Indian mobile samﬁle, that is, $2,293 as compared
to $2,873. However, for the Indian sample the meanlannual incomé among | ' vg
families whose last move was involuntary was $3,097-as compared to $2,Sd7

for all the Indian family units who were mobiie. Therefore it seems

‘that lower income was a factor associated with the non-Indian sample ‘ .
giving involuntary reasons, whereas it was not a factor for the Indian
sanple,

The characteristic of femily size for those families giving the

major reasons for moving as involuntary is presented in Tablé 10,
In comparing the family size of the sample giving reasons for - o “%
last move as involuntary with the total mobile sample and the total B

sample one noticeable tendency appears in relation to the non-Indian

single member family units. The percentage of single non-Indian family ;. T
units whose last move was involuntary was 40 per cent. Thié compares
with'32.u per cent of the non~Indian in the mobile saﬁplevand.35.l per
cent of the non-Indian in the botal sample in the single nember category.
This would indicate that single member family units were associated with

involuntaiy moves in the non-Indian sample.
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TABLE 10

' SIZE OF FAMILY UNITS GIVING MAJOR REASONS FOR LAST
 MOVE AS INVOLUNTARY BY NUMBER AND PER CINT

: , Poverty Area ~
Size S

F:iily | Total ' Indian Non-Indian
No. % | Yo. % No. %.
Total 30 100.0 10 1100.0 | 20. 100.0
1 9 3.0 | 1 100 | & "'Mo.o
2 3 10,0 | - - 3 15.0 |
3 4 133 | 1 10.0 | 3  15.0 1
T 3 100 | 2 20| 1. 50
5 2 67| 1 100] 1 50
6-8 5 167 | 3 - 2 10.0
9 and over | 3 10.0 2 - 1. 5.0 - : o %
Umknown | 1 3.3 | - - 1 5.0 | ”

The mean family size of family units whose last move was an
infoluntary one was: |

Total p6Verty sample . . . . . . . . 4.1 persons - ' _ .

INAian . v v e b e e e .. : 6.1 i
Non-Indian : . -, e s - W
It was observed that in each sample the mean family size.was larger than

the mean family size of these groups in either the tobaliesmnle or the

mobile samplé.
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It is interesting to note that the per capita annual income for
the non-Indian family wnits giving reasons in category G was. $717 as v
compared with a per capita ahnualvincome of $958 for the mobile non-
Indian sample. The per capita annual incomé for the Indian family
waits givihg category G was $507 as compared with a per caplta annual
family income of $476 for the mobile Indian sample. The above data

indicates that lower per capita annual incomes can be associated with

‘involuntary moves for the non-Indian sample but not for the Indian sample.

_ Table 11 shows the marital status of those family units who

signified that their last move was involuntary.

TABLE 11

© MARITAL STATUS OF FAMILY UNITS GIVING MAJOR REASONS FOR
- LAST MOVE AS INVOLUNTARY BY NUMBER AND PER CEWT

Poverty Area

Mari tal . .

Status Total | Indian Non-Indian

No., - % No. % No." %

Total |30 . 200.0 | 10 100.0 | 20 100.0
Married 10 333 | 5  50.0 5 25.0
Divorced _ 2 6.7 - - 2 10.0
Separated 10 33.3 | 5 - 50.0 5  25.0
Widowed %133 | - - Y 20.0
Never married | 4 13.3 | - - 4 20.0.

It was interesting_to note that one-third‘of the poverty family
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‘units giving thisvreason for their last move were married and one-third
'weré separated.  Among the Indian family units giving the major reason’
for the last move as involuntary sne-half were separated.

When thevmarital status of family units giving the major reasoﬁs
for the last move as involuntary were compared with the marital stgtus
characteristic ofvthe total sample (see Appendix C, Table C3) and‘ﬁobile
sample (see Table 5), several interesting trends were observed. There
appeared 1o be a smaller proportion of married;famil& units in the group
giving the reason for the lést hdve as'invoiuntary. For example, 33.3
per cent of_those giving the majorireasonvfor_1ast'move'gs involuntary
were married as combéred with M7.7 per cent of the mobile sample,. This
trend was consistent throughout..

VA’second trend was found in the separated categor&. Of the poverty:
sample giving reasons for last move as involuntary 33.3 per centZWere ih,
the separated category as compared with 23.7 per cent of the mobiie poverty.'
sample. This indicated that within our sample étudyAthere appeared to
be an association between separated family units and involﬁntary moves.

The final family characteristic which was observed for those family |
units whose last move @as involuntary was Tamily life cycle, The findings
are presented in Table 12,

It was noted that the largést percentage of those whose reason for
" last move was involuntary were in stage 3'and that no unit in stage 2
gave this reason for last move. In compariﬁg thgifamily life cycle
characteristics of the family units‘clasgified as infoluntary movers %o

the family life cycle characteristics of the mobile sample (see Table 6)

it was observed that of’the.Indian-sample the percentage of faﬁilyiunits
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in stage 3 were as follows:
Involuntary sample ... . . . . . . . . 30 per cent
Mobile sample . v &+ +« v + « 4+ . . . . 45.1 per cent
These figures indicate that a smaller percentage of non-Indian family

wnits in stage 3 move for involuntary reasons than the percentage of

these famlly units in stage 3 in the mobile sample.

TABLE 12

STAGE OF FAMILY LIFE CYCLE OF PAMILY UNITS GIVING MAJOR
REASONS FOR LAST MOVE A4S INVOLUNTARY BY AREA AND
ETHENIC GROUP BY NUMBER AND PER CENT

Poverty Area

. Family '

Life Total Indian Won—~Indian
Cycle

No. % Xo. ’%  No. %

Total 13 1000 | 10 100.0 | 20 100.0
Stage 1 | 2 6.7 | - - 2 10.0
| noo2 - - | - - - -

"3 ik 46.7 8 80.0 6  30.0

Wy 6  20.0 1 10.0 | 5  25.0

"5 7 23.3 1 10.0 6  30.0
Unknown 1 3.3 | - - 1 5.0

In contrast, there were a higher percentage of non~Indian family
units in stages 4 and 5 who moved for an involuntary reason than the
percentage in thess Stageé’ip'the mobile sample, as shown by the following

figures:
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Sample Giving " Mobile
Involuntary Reasons Sample
Stage U . - 25,0 per cent 15.5 per cent
Stagé 5 30,0 per cent 23.9 per cent ‘ v,Lg

The second most frequently given reason category for moving was
Category A, recasons related to features of housing. As only one Indian

family gave this reason for moving the discussion dealt with the non-

Indian énd middle income samples only. Tables 13, 14, 15 present the

family characteristics of size of famiiy, marital status and stage of i
~ family life cycle f@r those famii& units giving reasons related to

features of hoﬁsing. The characteristic of anhual family income is in -

a text table below.

Reasons related Total

to features of Mobile

housing sample sample
Non-Indian sample $ 3,182 - $ 2,873
Middle income sample 6,340 5,623

These figures indicate'that the mean annual family income for each group

is higher in the sample giving reasons‘related to features of housing

than in the total mobile sample. In our-study higher family income can
be associated with reasons related %o featufes of housing.' |

The per cent of the non-Indian samplevwith family size of U hembers
and over .in the sample gi%ing reasons related to features of housing was
36.9 per cent as compared to 28;3 per cent in the total mobile sample,

(Table 4). The middle income sample giving this reason display a similar

‘tendency to larger‘family size. Thus there appears to be an association
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’ bétWeenvlarger families and reasons related %o features of housing within

the non-Indian and middle income samples.

TABLE 13

SIZE OF FAMILY UNI®S GIVING MAJOR REASONS FOR LAST MOVE AS
'RELATED T0 FEATURES OF HOUSING BY NUMBER AND PER CENT

. Poverty Area Middle Income
Size Non-Indian Area
of B '
Family :
No. "% : Yo. %
Total 19 100.0 ‘ L 100.0
Single 5 26.3 - -
2 4 212 | - -
3 3 15.8 2 . 20.0
4 3 15.8 - -
5 2 - 10.5 1 10.0
6-8 1 5.3 1 10.0
9 and over 1 5.3 - -
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TABLE 14

MARITAL STATUS OF FAMILY UNITS GIVING MAJOR REASONS FOR LAST
MOVE AS RELATED TO FEATURES OF HOUSING BY NUMBER AND PER CENT

: Poverty Area Middle Income
e Marital - Non-Indian Area
'§f‘ Status , : .
No. % No. %
Total 19 100.0 % 100.0
Married 11 57.9- 4 100.0
Divorced 1 - 5.3 - .-
Separated . 5 26.3 - -
Widowed 1 5.3 | - -
Never married 1 5.3 - -

It ﬁill be.notéd that 57.9 per cent of thé non-Iindian sample giving
reasons"pelated to féatures of housing, as)compared to 45,1 per cent of
the non-Indian mobile sample, were married (Tabie 5). In the middle
income sample giving this reason 100.0 per cent were marfied as compared
to 70.0 per cent of tﬁe'middle income mobile sample, This would indicate
that married family units tend to move more in the non—Indlan and middle

income samoles for reasons related to features of housing than other reasons.

In contrast the percentage of widowed and never married marital status
groups in the non-Indian samplé giving reason related to features of housing

is considerably lower than in the mobile non-Indian sample. (10 6 per cent

and 31 0 per cent respectlvely)
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TABLE 15

STAGE OF FAMILY LI¥E CYCLE OF FAMILY UNITS GIVING MAJOR
REASOhb FOR LAST MOVE AS RELATED TO FEATURES OF
HOUSIKG .BY NUMBER AND PER CENT

Poverty Area - Middle Income

Family Non~Indian Area B :

Life . ‘
CYCle 4No; ‘% No. % |
Total - 19 100.0 4 100.0
Stage 1 1 | 5.3" B

o2 R 211 - -

w3 g _ h2.1 3 | 75.0
o 4 - - 1 25.0

W5 6 3.6 - -

© By comparing Table 15 and Table 6 the percentage of the non-Indian
sample giving reason related to features of housiﬁg in stagé:j (42.1 per
cent) is very similar to the percehtage of non-Indian family.uhits in the
mobile sample in stage 3 (45.1 per cent). In conbtrast the middle income
family units in stage 3 giving this reason (75;0 per cent) is higher than
in the mobile sample (60.0 per cent), The findings thus indicate that
while families with children under 16 years of age (stagé 3) tend to
move for reasons related to features of housing in the middle income
sample there is no evidence that this is so in thé non—Indiah sample.

In sfage 2 the percentage'of.tbe non-Indian sample giving reasons

related to features of housing (21.1 per cent) is considerably higher

than the percentage in the mobile sample (4.2 per cent).
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Appendix Qables C5, 06, C7 and C& deal with the sample groups'
own perception of ﬁheif last move as indicated by their own evaluation
of the mo#e,as VOlunﬁary or involdntary, degree of satisfaction, continued
presence of movement reason and stated intention to move in the next year.

Appendix Table 05 shows that 43.2 per cent of thé“mobilé poverty

sample‘perce;ved'their last move as involuntary. lMore specifically
52,9 per cent of the mobile Indian sample perceived their move as invol-
untary which readily exceeds the 40.8 per cent and 20.0 per cent perceived
by the mobile non-Indian and mobi;e middle income samples. When these
figures were compared with those giving reasons related to involuntary
movement on the reason classification>5ystem it was found that 58.8 per
cent of the mobile Indian sample, 28.2 per cent of the mobile non-Indian
sample, énd l0.0‘per cent of the mobile middle income sample moved due to
invoiuntary reasons. The proportionate differences may indicate a value
variance between respondent's perception and the study classification systenm,
Appendix Table 06 illustrates that 10.2 per cént of the mobile lk  ;
poverty sample’réport &issatisfaction with their last move, The largest o ._Y E
group indicating dissatisfaction was 29.U per cent of the mobile Indian
sample. Those family.unitg in the non-Indian and middle incomewsamples
indicating dissatisfaction were negligible at 5.6 and 0.0 per cent
respectively. Over BO per cent of all three mobile samples indicated
that they were very satisfied with their 1a§t moves.
lMost mobile poverty sample moves appear %o be problem splving in
that only 12.5 per cent report persistence of original reasons for movement
as tabulated in Appendix Table C7. The highest peréentage of continued

preseace of reason was found in the mobile Indian samplé (23.5 per cent),




The mobile non-Indian and mobile middle income samplés are comparable
at 9.9 and 10;0 per cent stating reason still present. |

Stated intention’to move within the next year as recorded.in
Appendix Table C8 is indicative of some form of dissatisfaction with

present dwelling unit, and possibly dissatisfaction with the last move.

. Of the mobile poverty sample 36.4‘per cent indicated definite plans to
move within the next year. Of the mobile Indian samble 29.4 per cent

é} planned to move while 38.0 per cent of the mobile non-Indian sample

. planned to move.u No family wnit in ﬂﬁe mobilé middle income sample

stated an intention to move. |

Appendix Tables C5, €6, C7 C8 each contaihed one response‘category

indicating a negative connotation with regafd to the fespondent's last
move. Response to the category of involuntary, dissatisfaction, persis-
tence 6f reasons for move, and stated intent to move in the next year each

can indicate a degree of dissatisfaction with the last move. By aNeraging‘ ’ =

the percentages of responses to these categories the mobile Indian sample

had 33.8 per cent negative response, the mobile non-Indian samﬁle a 23.5

per cent negative response and the mobile middle income sample a 7.5 per

cent negative response.

The following observations are illustrated in Figure 1 on the next

page. The Indian mobile sample moves inveluntarily, is dissatisfied,

and has reason for move still present, much more often than the non-
Indian mobile sample.  From this observation one would expect that the

Indian mobile sample would state an intention to move more often than

the non~Indian. In fact the reverse is true. Despite little dis-

satisfaction and little continued reason still present the non-Indian

mobile sample displays the highest level of intention to move. Intention
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- to mOVe then,,doeé not appear to be related to other factors discussedf

FIGURE 1

COMPARISON OF INVOLUNTARY MOVE, DISSATISFACTION WITH MOVE, -
REASONS -SPILL PRESENT, AND INTENT TO MOVE ~

Per Cént
100

g0
&0
10
. Y | | 5 i
,.30
20

.€ 5.6 9.9 38.0| 20 0.0 10.0 0.0

52.9 29,4 23‘.'5 29;1+

Indian =~ . - Non~Indian - Middle .
Mobile - - Mobile - Income
Sample L Sample - Mobile
: : ‘* , Sample

Dissatisfaction With Move

'Egggi Reasons Still Present..

’§§§§-Involuntary Mové ’ | T | |

Intent to Move
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In conclusion, our research study sought to cross-classify the
major reason for moving with the degree of satisfaction with the last
\

move as expressed by the respondents from the poverty sample.

Table 16 illustrates this cross—cla931fication for the mobile

Indian sample.

TABLE 16

RELATIONSHIP OF MAJOR REASON CATEGORY FOR LAST MOVE WITH
DIGREE OF SATISFACTION, FOR INDIAN SAMPLE BY NUMBER

'Degree of Satisfaction
Reason .| .
Category ‘ Very Moderately " Disg- Don't
Total |Satisfied | Satisfied | Satisfied | Know
Total | 17 9 | 2 5. 1
A 1 1 - - ;
B - - - - -
c 1 1 - - -
D - - - — -
B - - - - -
F 2 2 - - -
@ 10 4 2 n -
H 2 1 - 1 p
I 1 - - - 1

The most noteworthy aspect of this table is the fact that 6 of

10 Indian respondents said they we?e very satisfied or'moderately

satisfied with their last mqve_in spitéAof the fact that the reasons -
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’they gave for moving related to involuntary causes.

Table 17.illustrates the cross-classification for the mobile non-

. Indian sample from the poverty area.

TABLE 17

- RELATIONSHIP OF MAJOR REASON CATEGORY FOR LAST MOVE WITH .
DEGREE OF SATISFACTION FOR NON-INDIAN SAMPLE BY NUMBER

Degree df Satisfaction

- Reason Very ﬂoderatély Dis-~
% Ogtggoryb Total Satisfied | Satisfied Satisfied
| "Totalv ‘_ 71 fﬁ- fT:ﬁ0_, 27 o
A 119 | 1y 5 -

B | 6 3 3 -

C 5 3 2 ‘ -

D 10 5 3 2

B - - - -

i 9 4 5 -

G 20, 9 9 | 2

H 1 1 - -

I 1 1 - -

Iwo interesting features stand out in this table. First, the
nod—Indian group also overwhelmingly said they were very satisfied or

‘moderately satisfied with their last move in spite of the fact that it

was an involuntary one. In fact, 18 out of 20 expressed this feeiing.

Second, it is interesting to‘note'that_the non—Indian'sample are totally
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- very satisfied or moderately satisfied (19 out of 19) with their last

move when the reason expressed for moving was related %o features of

1

housing.
The following chapter will present a summary and interpretation

of the findings and some of the conclusions that may be drawn from them.

e
S




CHAPTER V
CONCLUSIONS

This research project, using an exploratory design, etndied the reeidenu
tial mobility of Indian and non~Indien family units living in designated pov-
erty areas of the Gity of Winnipeg. A small sample of middle income family

unite livingdin‘a designated mdddle income area was aleo studied for compere_

tive p'vposee;~ The research group sought to determine the extent of mobility,

‘reasone 1or mobility, fEmily characteristics of the mobile family unite and

aatiefe

n_of the mobile femily nnits with their lest move. The most common
reasonsffor nobility and certaln characteristice of mobile femily units were
examined in order to establieh whether any relationships exist between theee
'fectors. Data was recorded on standardized irterview schedules whieh were
personally adminiatered to a total eample of 214 family units. The claeeifi-
cation of the poverty femily unite into Indian and non»Indien groups wag based
on the»reepondent°e perception of hie own ethnicity and in doing this, our
research group questioned whether accepting the reliability of the reepondent'e
answer might to some extent limit the accnreteness of the study. We had no
way of checking on the validity of the responees given to most of the qneetione
on the echedule and thie might also plece some limitation on the findinge of
this study and the conclusions subeequently'drawn.

| In the interpretation of the research findings and the formulation of
conclnaions, reference will be made to the nine questions listed in Chapter I

which were originated by the exploretory nature of this etudy.
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~‘Question One: ‘Wyhat is the extent of residential mobility for eaéh‘of
the three sample groups--Indian, non-Indian and middle income?" Our study
foundVthatVapproximately!one—half (45.8 per cent) of the total sample moved
at least once in the three year study period, with the poverty sample being
more mobile than the middle income sample, Similar findings were reported
in the 1961 Census of Canada for the mobility of family units over a five
year péfiod. The Census data revealed that approximately one<half of the
resmdents of Winnipeg had moved at least once in the five year period, ‘with
the family units living in a poverty area, “Lord Selkirk Park, having the
highest rate of mobility.

Within the poverty sample of this study, the Indian group had an extremely
high :&te of‘mobility, ‘more than twice that of the‘nonnIndian_group.' 0f fur-
ther éigﬁificaﬁbe'was the fact that although the Indian family units ini-
tially were more likely to move than the non-Indian and middle-income family
unitsgjiheflndian'family units actually moved less frequently, generally
making only one move, It was the mobile middle-income famlly units, the least
mobile as a group, that had the highest’ fraquéhby of movement. It may be
speculated that the middle-income family units move frequently until estab-
‘1ished in a home and job, at ﬁhich“time\they”become more stable in regards to
their mobility. The large pércentége of involuntary movement of Indian
fanmyf wiits may partially explain the high rate of mobility among the Indians
as a~group’and‘maynfﬁfther aceount for why the mobile Indian did not move
again;  A‘relucténce to*mo?§~ﬁnles$‘fbrced and other cultural factors such
as housing aspirations might possibly explain this oceurrence. This’seeméd

to indieate to the research group an important area for further studyo

The research project found that approximately one-half of the total
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mobile;:;‘s'ample made only one move within the three year period, with a ‘small
percentage making a disproportionately large number of recorded moves, All
of the: f_amil# units making more than five moves were in the non~Indian pov-
erty group. Chronic mobllity was not exhibited by the Indian or middle
income -groups. . It therefors appeared that, although the residential mobile
ity of ?the;_.;vt.otal;:povérty sample was high, it was & small number of family
units.-whiéhl. écéountedforva majority of the moves. | This is similar to ‘the
findings -of ‘Copperman's.study of public welfare clients and of Mann's: st.udy
of families: 1iving in the central city slum of Toronto.l e
Aa.,-;eques,t,ions two-and three are related, the answers are consideredi.t;:_—
gether, |
Qués’tion- 'l‘w_q: ‘Wihat .ﬁere: the reasons for moving from the.’-last=~'f':438;:lldience?"
Question Three: "Are there reasons for moving common to each group?®
:The'ﬂindin'g‘s revealed that there are many and varied reasons for thé res-
‘idential mobilibyf of the groups studied. The reasons given by: the. respondents
coincided with the reasons the research group had anticipated finding, with
one exception--the category of improved financial state. No family units in
any of:the three groups gave this as a reason for moving. This could perhaps
be é:iplained by the fact that if an increase in income did occur in the pov-
erty family units, it was not sufficient to allow a move or, if it was suffi-
cient, it may have enabled these family units to move to improved housing in
another area of Winnipeg. In the-middle income group where housing is ge‘n—i«
erally: comfortable, the urgency of moving is not generally so great that an

improved financial state alone would account for the move at. this time, Ve

Lhese studies are discussed in Chapter II.
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would»,"Aﬁ;go.»zsexpect- that this factor may be included in other reasons given,
'usach aswiife' style and features of housing.

.The reasons for the last residential move most frequently listed by the
family units living in the poverty area fell within the categories of reasons
-_s,ignifying;;zinv\oluntgry movement .and reasons related to features of hou’s;l,hgf.
‘Within.t.‘h‘e‘ts.';e;»:cate,goriea, specific reasons such as personzl discomforty con=
dem_ned housing and urban rqneﬁai Q.ccounf_ed for & large number of the.reasons
| given biy'f,:fﬁhé"gpﬁ’i\'rerty group. . Because of these factors, it would appear tha.t
'ingdequa,;tgef&fhtméingfis a major contributing factor of the residential mobil- :
ity of the poor. .This coincides with Northwood's findings (as diacu':‘ssédjin'
Chapter II) that the residential mobility of the poor in the inner city is
qharacterféﬁféd_;byf & !!pergnnial"search;’for better housing." It indicated}a:fﬁb :
our reseaéﬁfdhaégro_up; a-..ﬁeed in the community for more adequate housing at ‘lower
costs to be made available to the people in this area. - |

'f’l‘he.mo's:t;_ .frequent reason category given by the middle income. grpup»xwaa
reasons rq].atgéd to features of housing. Although this trend appears to-be.
common to. that of the poverty group, differences were apparent when specific
reasons within this category were considered. Within the middle income group,
no families moved for personal discomfort. A qualitative difference therefore
exists between the poverty and middle income groups in movement caused by .
‘reasons related to features of housing. It would seem that the nature of the
moves in the poverty group are directed towards the fulfillment of the basic
necessities .of 1ife, such as warmth, shelter, etc. Middle income movers,
having all their basic needs met, do not seem to move for reasons of such
urgency. They can, in their decisions to move, be more concerned with ma_t.téra

of .convéniénce , life style and housing adequate for family comfort.:
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‘ R‘féaécn's- related to housing structure given as a major reason for moving
. Was: c'omﬁdn"'-_ta' the non-Indian and middle income groups, indicating a poésible
culture continuum between these two groups. On the other hand, reasons re-
lated to features of housing were perceived by the Indian group as ‘contr’ib-
utingi«-z‘if&dﬁors in the family's decision to move, but not as a major precipi- %

tating factor. - This can be seen by the fact that although these reasons

: réted;é}ié?bréngly'when all reasons were given, they did not appear tboﬁ-O}ffﬁéb
when major r’eﬁéons‘ for moving were given. L
' 'i'hepredominant reasons given by the Indian group were .,thOse'»signgfying
involi:iﬁﬁirylmotvrﬁement. It seems reasonably conclusive that while*h&uﬁ,ipé fea-

turesimpingeon the Indian group, it is not to aileviate these discomforts |
~ that wltimately creates the mobile Indian group. We feel that it is quite | ;
likelythat culture and discriminatory factors might account for the Indien !
family units being more susceptible to involuntary moves and less 'ancefned - i
with?'rgé&s'bns* related to features of housing as a major precipita’_c.ting; reason

than the non-Indian family units. Other factors may also be involved and

this seems to be an area where further study is nesded.

“Question Four: "what variables are reiated to the reasons for moving
and the rate of residential mobility?" The variables that were studied in-
clude the famlly characteristics of annual income, family size, marital status, |
and stage of family life cyele. These variables were related to the two most é
predominantly appearing major reasons-~reasons that signified involuntary
movemént and reasons related to features of housing. The research group
reauz’édf that variables other than these four family‘characteristics' might

also have relevance. We were also aware that if we had compared the family %

charact_éristics of the mobile groups with those of the corresponding
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~non~mgbiléfgrpups'ratherxtﬁan those of the total sample, the differences shown
kould'ptébablykhave been:much‘greater. |
Thé@@@bile,non«lndi&nvfamiLy units who gave reasons for their last move
»as being involuntary were characterized by a lower annual income when compared
with ﬁhéﬁtctalfpdverty sample, Indian family units moving for this reason,

however, did not have a lower income.

Twoi, eharacteristics of family size were evident in those family units who

moved for 1nvoluntary reasons. ‘The study found that the non-Indians.- who{moved
for-thisaxgaggn,were often (4O per cent) single member family units;»;kléb; in
~each gronp of, the . poverty sample, the mean family size of the involuntary

movers was. larger than in. their respective total poverty sample group '

Theriﬁis a .tendency for the. involuntary mover to be in the- separat

ital. status category, especially in the Indian sample: By the«aame,takéngfthe
invqlunt@ﬁyfmpvera,in the~ppverty aample.werevcharacterized;by.réﬁer m4tried
family uwnits, . B

_In;the non-Indian group, family units with children over,theqagé;ofgbix»
teenh(stagg‘fﬁui of the family life cycle) and single member family units over
the;hgeﬁ§f sixty .(stage five) very often moved for involu@tary~reasons.»gFamily
unite;wiﬁhgchildrenvsixteen.years of ase,and“ﬁnder (sbagé threg),‘on the other
hand, we§é~not.predominant for those giving involuntary reasons.

~ The. above observations point out differences in family characteristics
that dafine the Indian and non-Indian poverty groups as being vulnerable to
involuntary movement. The Indian family units may be particnlarly vulnerable
bacausgwaptheir ethnic origin, because the family units are more often sep-

aratedkand;because.theyghavevlarger family units than the non<Indians. They

had by fér-the,highestiproportipn of family units moving for involuntary ... .
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réasbnksi.w ‘The non-Indian family units with separated marital status, those
single-member family units (especially over sixty years of age), those family
unitsfeii‘with-chiléren over esixteen years of age, or those with larger than-
average family size are also very susceptible to involuntary movement, - It -
can be speculated that the low income of the poverty family units (espeeially
the nop-Indian), family disintegration (especially in the separated: iihdian
families), and large family size would generally result. in sub-standard: o
hOuségné;' * As-the specific reasons given for the involuntary %.mavésv-‘weré}largely
relatéd to inadequate and sub-standard housing conditions, a _hypothéisiéﬁ for
further. study éould be formilated concerning a correlation bétweeﬁf:sﬁba; o
standdrd housing and involuntary movement. This also indicates a critical
area towards which social welfare services should be directed if these fam-
ilie'_s"%fax‘?é;iléve.:"\rto break through the "vicious circle of.‘povert.j;a'!-!.“‘«.a‘-L&,ckf-'ffof .
mney;.‘_;sub--standazjdl housing, family breakdown are all problems which:char-
acte;rfc‘;:tze;;thes‘e«Indian -and non-Indian family units, acting <;neuupon the ‘other
to perpetuate the culture of ‘poverty. By mk.tng“available't.o~*t.hes_‘e:=‘-fpeople: :
subsidized; adequate housing, family counselling service, family planning in-
formation; employment opportunities or welfé.re assistance above a.subsistence
level ,ibif:spaymenf; .much could be done towards meeting their very. real needs,
The:second most frequently mentioned category of reasons for -moving were
those.;mlatec.i ‘to features of housing, Only one Indisn family unit gave a
reason for moving which fell within this category. - Non-Indian and middle
incongefs:_,fam:l.lynﬂ units moving :for reasons related to features of housing were
chargé@;erizad' by married families with larger than average family size and

higher than average family income when compared to ‘the total sample. :Fewer

family units in both of these groups were in the separated and never married
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marital status, than in the total sample.

; In terms of family life cycle, the middle income family units moving for
reasoés related to featuree of housing were characterized by family unite
having children under sixteen years of age ‘(st.age three). This concurs with
Rossi's finding (as discussed in Chapter II) in his study of middle income
families in which he concluded that the major function of residential mobil-
ity is 'vto enable families to adjust their housing to the housing needs that
are generated by the shifts in family composition accompanying life cycle

o In contrast to these middle income families, the non-Indian family units
giving this reason were characterized by family units married with no chil-
dren (stage two). | o |

... The family units showing these characteristics were also characterized
by higher than average income. It can.thus be speculated that the non-Indian
tgtfn:_{l,lyrunips_whoge children are under sixteen years of age did not move for
reasone related to features of housing because their income, a.lt_ho_uéh higher
than average, was not ,suffici,egt{ly high to enable them to move for this rea-
son b}e.ca_ggei of the additional expense involved in raising a family. This
might’: also explain in part why only one Indian family unit moved for this
reason as the majority are WQ?Q with children ﬁnder sixteen years., The re-

sponsibllity of raising a fapily adequately could possibly have higher prior-

the non-Indian family units married with no children characteristically give
reasons related to features of housing because higher income and lack of fam-

ily responsibility enables them to be more selective in choice of housing.

.Q};estfioni,al‘?ivgz "Was the move from ;the_lyavst. residence voluntary or

st st
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involuntary?" Slightly more than two-fifths (43.2 per cent) of the mobile
family upit's from the poverty area perceived their last move as involuntary.
Relative to the number of respondents from the middle income group who bper-
ceived vtheir last move as involuntary (20.0 per cent), a very large number
from the Indian group (52.9 ‘per cent) perceived their last move aé involun~
tary. To a lesser degree (40.0 per cent), the same perception was exbéri—-
enced by family units in the non-Indian group. This reinforces the ‘opinion
expregspd ‘earlier in this chapter concerning mobile family units whose moves
we perceived as being involuntary according tovv our reason classification
system. Involuntary movement appears to be a compounding factor in family
units which already have problems because of size, low income, ethnic origin,
old age, or ‘missing spousé‘. ~ As such, these family units need speci#l con=-
sideration, study, and increased services to help them move more effectively
into places wheére there is less likelikood of being forced to move again;
thus removing one extra pressure from their lives, »
‘Question 5ix: < "Were the mobile family units satisfied or dissatisfied
with their lgst move?" 'The*vstudy revealed that a vast majority of mobile
family 'unita in the middle income group and in the non-Indian group (9h.4
per cent) were very or moderately satisfied with their last move. The Indian
family units, a large proportion moving involuntarily in the first place,
were the only ones expressing a noticeable proportion of \diaa’ati'sfact.ion'
(29.4 per eent). However, when considering the total mobile Indian group, a
large fpumber of family units, even when moving for involuntary reasons, ex-
pressed satisfaction with their last move. Further study concerning the

living conditions and standards of those family units who were forced to move

and yet expressed satisfaction with their last move seems to be indicated,
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b

:;Dq;s;_p;test,he .fact that they show a high degree of satisfaction with their
last move, the mobile non-Indian family units constitute the highest propor- |
tion iﬁtending to move again within the next year. In contrast to this, the
most dissatisfied group, the mobile Indian family units, do not express in-

" tention to move again to the same extent. It might be speculated here that
thqg‘gpous,ing aspirations or standards of the Indian family units are fxiot as
high,as_,,thosa of the non~Indian family units,  The Indian may be more accepting
of their situation, whereas the non-Indian family units indicate a desire to |
perpetuate mobility despite Memmt satisfaction. Factors in the cultural.-
lifestyle of the non-Indlan may lead to this increased sense of self-
determination which is not as evident in the Indian group. Further stﬁdy may
be very valuable in this area. .

Question Seven: "Are the circumstances that caused the .last. move still
present?” It.can be assumed that movement to be effective should place-the - }
family units in a situation where v;fc_,he,v;reagéons causing the move are eliminated.
The great majority of non-Indian and middle income family unitg-repoﬁted that I

: |

the N?jﬂbh& for their last move were no longer present. However, almost one-
fourtah;;&g,f ‘the Indlan family unite stated that the reasons for their last move
had not been resolved by the move. . This may indicate that the movement of .
Indian ‘.}"i_fami_ly units is inefficient and tenuous in that the same circumstances
still exist that caused the original move and may in turn provoke. further
undesired movement. |

SESE As perceived by the two mobile groups from the poverty areas, Indian and
non-Indisn, residentisl mobility is a qualitatively different phenomenon.
Indim;:amily unite tend.to be for ced into unsatisfactory movement to.another

situstion which may or may not lead to further mobility., It is possible that
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the Indisn does not perceive himself able to muster resources for further

ent “that would be more satisfactory and would give him a greater control

over his future. This may be because of a more passive and fatalistic out-
look on’lifé.  On the other hand, the non-Indian moves less for involuntary
“reasons, achieves greater satisfaction with his moves and places himself in
v"‘ai‘ situation xyhéi‘éf-i' the reasons for his last @ve usually do not exist. The
fact thatthe non-Indian family unit often intends to move again indicates
“that hemay see mobility as a self-determined tool by which he can-adjust his

‘ -apace ‘situation to his needs:- This seems to point out an area for addi-

'research around which a possible hypothesis could be formulated. con-
cerningthe degree of perceived self-control over life and its situations ahd
effective ¥iew of mobility between the Indian and non-Indian poverty groups‘.
’Qiiﬁéﬁibn‘ Edight: = "Are there relationships between certain reasons for
“moves ‘and dissatisfaction or satisfaction‘with the moves within the groups .
studied?® *The cross-classification :of'tﬁe ma jor reasons for moving with the
" degres of satisfaction with the last move as expressed by the poverty groups
* sought ‘to ‘answer this question. On the whole, contrary to what we expected
‘ té‘ ﬁnd, the study showed a negative relationship between reasons for moving
“and dégx"éé"o‘f’fsatiisfaction.' Both the Indian and non-Indian raxhily units ex-.-.
pressed general satisfaction with the move in spite of the fact that the rea-
“‘sons they had given for moving indicated an involuntary move. ' The sub-
‘eultural values of present orientation and passivity in the face of social
pres'sﬁ’i?éé' may partially explain this occurrence, It may also indicate that
'the 'gr§'\i§é“ﬁ£thin“the poverty area invést their energy in other more vital

“areas of life and that the“priority?gi:ven to housing conditions by the middle

incomegroup ‘and ‘our own research group mey simply represent a difference of
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sub=cultural values, - = -
Question Nine: ' ‘'"Are there relationships among the variables we are ex-
ploring which could lead to hypotheses regarding residential mobility in the
. poverty group?" Reference has already been made throughout this chapter to
various areas where further study is needed and around which hypotheses might
be formulated. Two additional areas which could lead to hypotheses concern
the large percentage of seﬁarated Indian family units who tend to move more
for invoiuntary reasons and also, the trend that the lower the income the
greater the likelihood of moving for involuntary reasons while the higher the
income the greater the likelihood of moving’for reasons related to featufes
of housing. | |
. This'exploratory research study of Indian and non-Indian groups in the
poverty areas of Winnipeg does provide some initial insight into the eixent
of, reasoné for, and factors involved in the residential mobility of the poor,
Tﬁe interpretations and conclusions drawn from the study,re;eal that the resi-
dential_mobility of the Indian and non-Indian groups is both a qp&litatively
and q#antitatively different phenomenbn, as is also its expressién in'theApov-
erty group as comparedktc the middle income grdup;‘ The study points to various
areas of concern around which attention must increasingly be focused. Family
units characterized by lower annual income, large family size, separated mari-
tal_status, and single meﬁbers over sixty years of age have been shown to be
particularly vulneraple to in#pluntary movement, Many of these family units
simply shift theif reéidehce ff?m 6ne inadequate, subastandard house to
another., Thrqngh ﬁﬁe provisioh of alguaranteed annual income and by making

available to the poor adequate low~-rent housing, a foundation could be laid

‘which would begin to'alleviate some of the pressures which are keeping these
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families trapped within the self-perpetuating culture of poverty. Social
work intervention, at all levéléAdf'prevention, is needed to provide social

serviéés'forfthe éb&r ahd héi§1£ﬁém'héke ful1'ﬁse of theSe'sefvibes in order

that they can take their rightful places in owr modern, affluent\society.
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APPTDIX A

INTERVIEW SCHEDULE -

A, Identifying Information

l.

2.

. 3.

‘B, 1.0

3.

Address
Kthnic “background - Indian/Metis
| Non-Indian
Merital Status P Married
| kd Divorced'
Separated
Wi&owed

Never Married

Total family income (annual)

'fNo. of members in family unidb

Ages of children

. {(Pransfer from NULIFE'schedule)

How long have you lived in this dwelling?

(house, apartment, room)

three years?

Are you maklng definite plans 1o move
w1th1n the next year?

Comments:

S = no

- months

- years

How many times have you moved in the last

. or more

- yes

L

- D.K.
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Did you feel you had any choice in the decision

‘to move from your last place? : = yes

- Nno

S ——————

Explain

(a) Thinking back to your last move, there are usually
a nunber of reasons that make a family move. What'
were the reasons that made you move out of your
last place? .

(Bstablish respondénts perception of most important
reasons for the move, accepting up to 3). 3

1.

2.

,4 3.

(b) Did one of these reasons influence your decision
" to move more than the others? ) ’
(I1f yes, indicate which one). - 1.

rart——t——

2.

3.

Is this reason(s) (given in question 5) still
bothering youl ' ’
Comments: - yes

- no
s

- N.A.

Howvsatisfiéd were you with‘youf last mcve?
| B Very Satisfied
' Moderately' Satisfied
| Dissatisfied.

Comments:




. APPENDIX B
CLASSIFICATION OF REASONS FOR MOVE

‘Reasons related tb featurés of housing

1) space deficiencies - fooms. yard, parking

2) space excess

3) inadequate housing - structural defects, inadequate utilities
4) personal discomfort - noisy, hot, cold; dirty, smelly, lack

of privacy

Reasons related to family composition
Increase 1) marriage

\\\ 2)  birth | o |
~ o 3) ‘incorporation of extended family into unit
Decrease  4) death
5) children leaving home

6) separation or divorce

7). deserﬁion
8) institutionalization
9) setting up own household
Reasons related to life style
1) dissatisfaction withvgroups and gesthetic features oflthe
neighbourhood' » |
2) raecial discrimination
3) ethnic and kinship solidarity

4) problems with landlord

5) wanted to purchase home
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Reasons related to'insufficient money

1)

2)

3)
)

loss Qf Job
debt and increased expenses
rent too high

raise in rent

Reasons related to improved financial state

1)
2)

3)

1)

2)

3)

4)

5)
6)

gain of Job
raise

clearance of debt

- Reasons related to convenience

distance from work
distance from public assistance

distance from institutions (schools, hospitals, etc)

distance from service facilities (store, bus, etc.)

availability of work

availability of public housing

Reasons related to involuntary moves .

1)

2)

3)

4)

5)
e)

7)

8)

eviction

natural disaster

‘condemned housing

urban renewal

geographic transfer

‘children not allowed

other

‘welfare insisted on a move




H. Other reasons

I. Reasons not known




APPENDIX ©

TABLE Cl

ANNUAL FAMILY INCOME IN TOTAL SAMPLE BY NUMBER AND
PER CHENT

Poverty Area
Total : Middle o
Sample Income Area : !
Annual 2 Total Indian Non-Indian Co ' - .;’
Income , e “'W
Ko. 4 |No. % |No. % |No. % | No. % : ]
— _ B
 Total 214 - 100.0{172 100.0| 18 100.0{154% 100,0 |42 100.0 ﬁ
$ 0.- ,99 21 9.8l21 122 2 11119 12.4| - - _‘ | a $
1,000 - 1,999 34 15.8| 3% 19.8| 3 16.7) 31 20.1| - e | f
2,000 - 2,999 | 32 14.9|30 17.4] 3 16.7 27 17.5| 2 Mg
j 3,000 = 3,999 | 41 19.2|'39 22.7| 5 27.8 3 22,1 2 g ;H,: - ... -{
E %,000°='4,999 | 24 11.2] 18 10.5| 1 5.6 17 11.0| 6 143 ' il
5000599 | W 53] 6 35 - - | 6 39[5 109 ’
1 6,000 - 6,999 20 9.3 & W6/ 2 111 6 39|12 28.6
7,000 - 7,999 12 5.6f 3 L7 - - | 3 19| 9 2.k
§,000 and over| -5 2.3 3 1.7| - - 3 19| 2 Lsg
Unknown 7 3.3 5 2.9/ 2 11.1| 3 1.9 2 4.8
Refused 7 3.3 5 1 2.9 =~ - | 5 3.2 2 | 4.8




SIZE OF FAMILY IN
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TABLE C2

POTAL SAMPLE BY NUMBER AND PER CENT

Poverty Area

Middle

Total
Sample Income Area
Sige Qotal | Indian  |Non-Indian
Tontly No, % §o. % |No. % [No. % |¥o. %
Total 214 100.0 |172 100.0 |18 100.0|154 100.0{ 42 100.0
Single 62 29.0 | 55 32.0| 1  5.6|54% 351 T 16.7
2 B 187 | 36 2.9 - - |36 234 ¥ 9.5
3 2 15| 2 12.2] 2 111]19 12.3] 10 23.8
4 24 11,2 |16 9.3 22.2| 12 7.8| "§ ‘19:0
5 | | 23 10.7| 15 8.7- 2 11,113 8.4 8 19.0
6 - & 2 11.2| 19 11.0| 5 27.8 Lk  i9.1 5. 11.9
9 and over 9 ~4o| 9 5.2 4 22.2 '5" 3.2 - -
~ Unknown 1 .5 1 b - - 1 bl - -




MARITAL

STATUS IN TOTAL SAMPLE BY NUMBER AND PER CENT

9L

TABLE C3

Total

Poverty Area

Middle

Sample Income Area
Maritel . Total Indian Non=Indian
Status
No. % ¥o. % |No. % |Wo. % |No. %
Total 214 100.0 | 172 100.0| 18 100.0|15% 100.0 - 42 100.0
Married 116 54,2 | 8 47,711 61.1] 71 6.1 |34 81.0
Divorced 6 2.6 | 6 3.5 - - | 6 .39 |- -
Separated | 33 15.% | 33 19.1| 6 - 33.3|27 17.5 | - -
Widowed 26 12.1 | 22 12.8| 1 5.6/ 21 136 | % 9.5
.Nevef ,' o h
Married 33 15,4 |- 29 16.9| - - 29 18.8 L 3.5
TABLE Ch

B STAGE OF FAMILY LIFE CYCLE IN TOTAL SAMPLE BY NUMBER AND PER CENT .

Poverty Area

Middle

Total .
Fi?;iy ‘Sam?}e | Total Indian  |Non-Indian| —0COMe 4rea
wese No. % | Fo. % |N¥o. % |Wo. % | No. %
Total 214'100.0» 172 100.0 | 18 100,0{154 100.0 | 42 100.0
Stage 1 19 89| .15 &7 - - |15 9.7| 4. 9.5
e 7 33| % 23 - - |4 26]-3 711
"3 93 43.5 | 72 M.9|15 83.3] 57 37.0 | 2l 50.0
oy 50 23.% | 39 22.7| 2 11.1| 37 240 11 26.2
LR W2 196 | 3 27| 1 5.6/ 3 27| 3 7.2
Unknown 3 1l.h4 3 1.7 - - - -

3019
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TABLE G5

Y.OLUNTARY AND INVOLUNTARY MOVES IN NUMBER AND PER CENT

Poverty Area
Total Middle
Type Sample Income Area
of Total Indian |Nosn~Indian
Move
Ko. % No. % |No. % |Wo. % | No. %
Total 9¢ 100.0 | & 100.0 |17 100.0|71 100.0| 10 100.0
Involuntary| 4O 40.8 | 38  43.2 | 9 52.9/29 k4.8 2 20.0
Voluntary | 57 58.2 | 49  55.7 | 7 4.2/  59.2] & 80.0
Unknown 1 10|l 1 111 59/- - | - -
TABLE C6
DEGREE OF SATISFACTION WITH LAST MOVE BY NUMBER AND PER CENT
Povert;{r Area
- Total Middle
Degree Sample Income Area
of Total Indian | Non-Indian
Satisfact- :
ion . -
“No. ¢ No. % | No. % | Wo. % | No. %
Total 96 .100.0| 88 100.0 | 17°100.0| 71 100.0| 10 100.0 .
Very : : :
satisfied 54 55.1| 49 55,7 9 52.9| 40 56.3 5  50.0
Moderately | | | . .
satisfied 3 3,7 29 33.0 2 11.8| 27 38.0| 5 50.0
Dissatisfied 9 9.2 9 10,2 5 29.4| 4 5.6 = -
Unknown 1 1.0 1 1.1 1 59| - - - -




REASON FOR LAST MOVE STILL PRESENT BY NUMBER AND PER CENT

93

TABLE C7

Poverty Area

Total Middle
Reason Sample ‘ _ Income Area
Still Total Indian |Non-Indian
Present .
No. % Wo. % | No. % [|No. % |N¥o. %
Total 9¢ 100.0 | &8 100.0 | 17 100.0 |71 100.0 |10 100.0
Yes 12 12.3| 11 12.5| 4% 23.5| 7 9.9 1 10.0
No 75 76.5| 69 78.4 | 11 64,8 |58 81,6 6 60,0
Unknown 11 1l.2| .8 9.1 2 11.71| 6 8.5 3 30.0
TABLE C8
INTENTION TO MOVE BY NUMBER AND PER CENT
Poverty Aréa .
Toval : Middle
Intention Sample _ "Income Area
to ‘ Total Indian | Non-Indian :
Move
No. % | No. % |No. % |¥o. % | No. %
Total 9¢ 100,0| &8 100.0 | 17 100,0| 71 100.0 | 10 100.0
Yes 32 32,70 32 36.4 | 5 29.4|27 38.0| - -
To 56 57.1| 48 54,5 | 10 58.8| 38  53.5 g 80.0
Unlen own 10 10.2| & 9.1 | 2 11.8 2  20.0

6 8.5






