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Residential mobility, neighbourhood quality an@1dourse
events

Non-technical summary

Life-course events like having a baby, losing a, job forming or dissolving a
partnership are often associated with moving hoMsmy studies have analysed how
households adjust the size, tenure, type and gualihousing at such different life
stages. However little is known about the effedt thfe-course events have on
moving into ‘better’ or ‘worse’ neighbourhoods. ¥his astonishing given that
research suggests that neighbourhood charactsrisiitience important outcomes

such as life satisfaction, health, and labour magkperiences.

In this paper we focus on the relationship betwbfcourse events, residential

mobility and neighbourhood quality. Using data fréne British Household Panel

Survey, we analyse which life-course events ertimeseholds to move house, and
what role the quality of the neighbourhood hashis tlecision. Furthermore we look
at the changes in neighbourhood quality of those wiove and investigate which

life-course events are associated with moves ietteband with moves into worse
neighbourhoods. The dimensions of neighbourhooditguadjustment we examine

include both a subjective measure, liking or nd&inlj the neighbourhood, and

objective measures as assessed by the IndiceslbplDeprivation.

We find that for singles and couples, many lifetseuevents such as taking up a new
job, partnership break-up, a child leaving home bBraVving the parental home are
associated with moving house. Not liking the nemirhood is also an important
factor in this decision. Among the objective measunf neighbourhood deprivation,
crime and the quality of the local environment bwaithin and beyond the home are
most important. In contrast, most of the life-c@uesents that we consider have no
statistically significant association with movingito more or less deprived
neighbourhoods. Ceasing to live with parents, @mework or having a child leave
home are associated with single people moving imboe deprived neighbourhoods.
The only life-course event that seems to serioadfgct couples is the husband
becoming unemployed, which leads to moves into naeprived areas, whereas

having a new baby is associated with improved rimghhood quality outcomes.
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Abstract: Neighbourhood characteristics affect the social ardonomic

opportunities of their residents. While a numberstidies have analysed housing
adjustments at different life stages, little is ¥umo about neighbourhood quality
adjustments, or movements into ‘better’ or ‘worselighbourhoods. Based on a
model of optimal housing consumption we analyse daterminants of residential
mobility and the associated neighbourhood quatijystments, drawing on data from
the British Household Panel Survey and Indices aftidle Deprivation. We measure
neighbourhood quality both subjectively and objexdit and find that not all life-

course events that are associated with movesdeagighbourhood quality adjustments.
Single people are negatively affected when cedsitige with parents and couples by a
husband’s unemployment. Couples having a new bawenmto better neighbourhoods.
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1. Introduction

Life-course events like having a baby, losing a, job forming or dissolving a
partnership are often associated with residentiabilty. The housing needs and
consumption opportunities of a household changetawhanges in its circumstances
(Kan 1999) and numerous studies have analysedrgasijustments at different life
stages. For example, there is a large literatupkihgy at the consequences of
partnership dissolution for the type, tenure andligu of housing (e.g. Poortman
2000; Feijten 2005; Aassve et al. 2006), and studiiehousing adjustments related to
retirement (e.g. Ermisch and Jenkins 1999) and pt@ment (e.g. Ermisch and Di
Salvo 1996). In contrast, little is known about #ffect that life-course events have
on neighbourhood quality adjustments, i.e. movingoi ‘better’ or ‘worse’
neighbourhoods. This is astonishing, given thadassh suggests that neighbourhood
features affect important outcomes such as lifesfeation, health, and labour market
experiences (e.g. Buck 2001; van der Klaauw and @ars 2003; loannides and
Zabel 2003). In this paper we focus on the relstm between life-course events,
residential mobility and neighbourhood quality, wirag on data from the British
Household Panel Survey (Taylor et al. 2009) andcesl of Multiple Deprivation
(Noble et al. 2006). The dimensions of neighbouchgoality adjustment we examine
include both a subjective measure, liking or nd&inly the neighbourhood, and
objective measures as assessed by the IndiceslopliDeprivation.

The classic view indicates that residential mopikt prompted by the unsuitability of
current housing, with the desire for more spacangk in home ownership status, and
for cheaper dwellings explaining relocation behaviqRossi 1955). Residential
mobility has been linked in the literature to agarof life-course events, including
demographic and employment-related events. Thedointlude changes in family
composition such as divorce, childbirth or childteaving the parental home which
may alter preferences for housing attributes inadgd housing type and
neighbourhood quality (Clark and Onaka 1983; Dielamand Schouw 1989; Mulder
and Hooimeijer 1999). For instance, when the hooisenters the childbearing and
childrearing stages of the life-course, both theent neighbourhood and the current
housing unit may be judged on new standards (La& @994). There is a substantial
literature that examines the complex relationsbigisveen job and employment status

changes and residential mobility. Much geographmability is associated at least



partly with employment-related reasons, includiegrement, and within the family

context this can create ‘tied movers’, i.e. spoushe are adversely affected by the
move in terms of their own employment and earniii@gstel 1979; Bailey and Cooke

1998; Boyle et al 2003; Clark and Davies Wither820

The neighbourhood as well as the dwelling can beuace of dissatisfaction with the
current location (van Ham and Feijten 2008). Howestadies which incorporate the
neighbourhood context into the analysis of residémhobility have mixed results.
Some suggest that although many individuals expiessatisfaction with their local
area, neighbourhood characteristics explain aivelst small proportion of actual
mobility (e.g. Newman and Duncan 19Tark and Onaka 1983; Boheim and Taylor
2002; Kearns and Parkes 2005; Clark and LedwittoR@Dther papers do find effects
for neighbourhood characteristics such as neighitomad deterioration, adequacy of
services, safety and accessibility, and the oversdessment of the neighbourhood
(Boehm and Ihlanfeldt 1986; Clark and Huang 2008he quality of the
neighbourhood has also been found to be an imgamativation for moving out of
distressed neighbourhoods, particularly in termsmfenvironment for bringing up
children, deficiency in law and order, and povei®hefer and Primo 1985; Skogan
1990; South and Crowder 1997).

While there has been substantial interest in shglthe reasons for moving house and
the role of neighbourhoods in this, neighbourhdoalge been studied much less as an
outcome (Clark et al. 2006 are an exception). Tdéreegal consensus from the existing
literature is that the young, the highly educatdahse in high level occupations,
private tenants and higher income households Herdighest mobility propensities
(Boheim and Taylor 2002; Clark and Dieleman 199&ilé and Livingston 2008),
and it is assumed that these individuals chooskvéoin ‘good’ neighbourhoods.
Clark et al. (2006) also concentrate on improvesiémtneighbourhood quality and
show that they often accompany housing improvemditiis could be because better
houses are concentrated in better neighbourhoagsnd&ghbourhood improvements
also occur independently of any changes in housirgyor tenure, thus indicating that
neighbourhoods motivate households in their owhtritn this paper we take account
of the fact that life-course events can trigger esinto favourable as well as into
non-favourable environments, depending on the eaifithe events.



An important distinction to make is between objestand subjective measures of
neighbourhood quality. Most of the literature relien survey data which collects
subjective perceptions of different aspects of Imeagirhoods, and linking in objective
measures is not always possible. Although it isuctbat perceptions of area quality
may be just as important as objective indicatorsgéin and Collver 1983), little is
known about the relationship between the two, angarticular which objective
aspects of a neighbourhood are relevant to indalgluperceptions of their living
environment. This paper will explore the relatiopstbetween objective and
subjective measures of neighbourhood quality bygmegrthe English Indices of

Multiple Deprivation into the British Household RaSurvey.

Our work contributes to the existing literatureaimumber of ways. To the best of our
knowledge this is the first paper looking at thieets of life-course events on moving
into neighbourhoods of different quality, which wefer to as ‘neighbourhood quality
adjustments’. We adopt a dynamic perspective, fagusn life-course events which
potentially change an individual’'s or householdsusing needs as well as their
assessment of the suitability of the neighbourhdddreover, by combining area-
based measures of deprivation with panel data,re/@fale to use both objective and
subjective measures of neighbourhood quality in aoalysis and to explore the
relationship between the two. We find that (i) bathbjective and objective

neighbourhood quality are determinants of couplesobility behaviour, but

subjective aspects are more important. Singles aiffected by subjective

neighbourhood quality only; (ii) not all life-cowsevents associated with mobility
lead to neighbourhood quality adjustments; (iii)ugles move into worse

neighbourhoods when a husband experiences unemgityand into better ones
when they have a new baby, whereas singles are affested when ceasing to live
with parents; (iv) moving into better (worse) hasige terms of tenure and/or size is

associated with moving into better (worse) neighihoads.

2. Theoretical background and methods
To provide a structure for the empirical analysie model households’ mobility
decisions as reactions to desired changes in the, tpcation and/or cost of the

current accommodation, which we call a househdlbsising consumption’. This is



comprised of a vector of housing characteristidg 6uch as housing tenure, the
number of rooms, cost, etc., and a vector of naighiood quality characteristics
(N). The maximum level of satisfaction that can betaoted from housing
consumption, fi, is a function of these housing and neighbourhaqpahlity
characteristics, together with characteristics thascribe a household’s needs in

periodt, which can be expressed as:
h* =h(Dy, H, N, ) 1)

whereD; is a vector of demographic and employment-relatearacteristics of the
household such as age of household members, théemuoh children, partnership
status, employment status, etc., amdis an unobserved random variable that
represents household-specific tastes for housing captured in the observable
characteristics. Equilibrium is reached when curteusing needs are met, i.e. when
a household maximises its relative satisfactionmfrieousing consumption and the
consumption of non-housing goods within the comstsaof what it can afford (e.g.
Boehm and Ihlanfeldt 1986).

If any of the components determining housing condion changes, because of
partnership or family formation for example, or &ese of changes in neighbourhood
quality characteristics or requirements, then #neell of satisfaction derived from
housing consumption also changes. This will promg#idential mobility if it is
anticipated that a higher level of satisfaction barachieved in a different dwelling or
location. Given this, the probability of a residahimove between timé-1 andt,
P(M1;), can be written as a functidnof moving costs@;) and the disequilibrium
between satisfaction from housing consumptiot+at(h.;) and that anticipated for
timet (h):

P(Mt—Lt) = k(h* -h4,G) 2)

Therefore mobility in this model might take placbem k* is sufficiently larger than
h.; to offset the associated moving costs. This mayowhen households wish to

change their total spending on housing or wishhange their housing consumption



through housing tenure, size, or neighbourhood. iNphthen is a response to
changes in household characteristics, housing nmments, or changes in

neighbourhood quality characteristics or requiretsien

In this model moving into a better or worse neiginbood can occur directly as an
intended outcome of the mobility process, such adesire to locate to a better
neighbourhood. It can also be the result of a taftiebetween the constituent
components of the household’s housing consumptosrexample moving to a lower

guality neighbourhood in order to be able to affardrger house.

Although we cannot observe the actual gain frondeggial mobility, it is clear that
households will only choose to move if the bendfiisweigh the moving costs both
in financial and psychological terms. The housimgl aneighbourhood adjustment
process will comprise two parts, (1) changes inralv@ousing consumption through
mobility, and (2) changes in housing and neighboadhcharacteristics as part of the
move. As we are particularly interested in neighthood quality adjustments, we
focus on the neighbourhood changes in the secortdopahe adjustment process,
controlling for housing adjustments.

The empirical counterpart to the simple model casgsr regression models which
capture the adjustment as a sequential process:

(1) the propensity to make a residential move betweeattl and time, and

(2) the extent and direction of neighbourhood qualityustment conditional on

making a residential move.

An alternative to this sequential approach is todehaesidential mobility and the
associated neighbourhood quality adjustments sametiusly, which would vyield
more efficient parameter estimates. However, asl webwn from standard
econometric methodology, this presents a probleawknas identification which can
only be resolved by finding ‘instrumental variablésat determine the probability of
moving home but not neighbourhood quality adjustneemditional on moving. The
lack of any such suitable instrumental variableour data leads us to follow the
sequential approach. We use several measures gifbmirhood quality adjustment,

namely the subjective measure of moving into ant afuneighbourhoods which



individuals like, and the objective measures of mgunto more or less deprived

neighbourhoods as assessed by the Index of Mulipf@ivation and its sub-indices.

We defineM'1; to be an unobserved continuous latent variablechvidentifies
housing consumption disequilibrium via an index tbé propensity to make a
residential movdetween year-1 andt. According to the life-course perspective we
adopt, this is assumed to be influenced by spetfiocks’ in the interval between
those years. A residential move takes place wWwign ; is greater than a threshold of
an arbitrary origin of zero on the latent continuBelow we discuss the use of logit
models for the probability of the move(M'_; >0), whereM’; ; is modelled by:

Mt*—l,t =a,+a Dy +aH + 3N +u, (3)

Here D,,, captures changes in individual and household deapbigc and

employment-related characteristics betwéeh andt. We refer to these changes as

life-course events.H,_; are housing characteristics prior to any mow,; is
neighbourhood quality prior to any move aod is random error. Each of the life-

course events is expected to increase the chahcesidential mobility by providing
a shock either to housing and neighbourhood demacadme, or the costs of moving.
For example, losing a job will affect the affordélgiof housing via an income effect,
whereas the birth of a child may alter the housiegds and the evaluation of the
current neighbourhood, and losing a spouse by damasieparation may significantly
alter both moving costs and income. The life-couesents we look at include
employment-related events such as entering worlempioyment, inactivity or
retirement and changing job and/or employer. Demgaigic events include a birth in
the family, a child approaching school age, andadualt child leaving the family
home. For singles we also consider whether theye hexperienced partnership
dissolution (by separation, divorce or death otman and whether they cease to live
with their parents. For couples, we look at emplegtrrelated events of both

spouses.

We treat life-course events as exogenous. If idstbere is residual correlation

between mobility and such events due to unobsdaetdrs which influence both, our



results could be biased. We would expect such esrdnty to be an issue when (1)
there are fixed person-specific attributes thaedafiboth the life-course events and
mobility or (2) there is anticipation, for exampecouple moves in anticipation of
planned fertility. Research has suggested bothmiobility and fertility choices, for
example (e.g. Kulu 2008), but there is little reshaon the expected direction of a
possible bias. We would assume that individuals &t prone to experience job-
related events are also more likely to move, faanegle because they are happy to
take risks. In this case our results would be liaggvards. We have no means of
identifying this as we do not observe enough midtipoves in our data to exploit
variation within individuals in life-course evengmd mobility. Furthermore, and as
discussed earlier, there are also no variablesad@ithat are correlated with the life-
course events but that have no independent ortdaféect on mobility which we

could use as instruments.

In addition to life-course events, we capture défeces across households using

variables measuring housing characteristidsTaprior to any movel,_;), including

home ownership or tenure status and the numberxakss’ rooms, which is defined
as the number of rooms in a dwelling minus the nemds individuals living in the

dwelling. N,_; includes variables measuring neighbourhood guahhich are of

central interest in this paper.

We might suppose without any loss of generality gheesidential move occurs when
M:_Lt is positive and therefore estimate a logit modpéctfication for the

probabilities of the observed mobility behaviouowvitver, because we have repeated
observations on the same individuals over time,alg® allow for time-invariant
unobserved effects that may be correlated with basidential mobility and

observable characteristics. We do this by decompgdsie error terms, as:

U =€+, (4)

where £ denotes the individual-specific unobservable éffemdv; is random error.

We treat ¢ as random and normally distributed and use theamneffects logit



model estimated under the standard assumptionvthate independent and follow a
standard logistic distribution with mean zero aadanceo? = 77 /3. With M{_,, as
in (3) and these assumptions ab@utand v, as components ot , if we denote

= PV(M:-M > O) then the model is:

5
In(ij =aq,+aD_ +a,H +a3N + & ®)

Estimation in this framework assumes that the tinvariant unobserved individual-
specific effects £) are independent of the observable characteriskits is a quite
restrictive assumption if, for example, more madighand committed individuals are
both more likely to get married or find a new jatdaalso more likely to move home.
In this case the estimated coefficients of intetes)t will pick up some of the effects
of the unobservable . To avoid this problem we relax the assumption tha¢ are
independent of the observed time-varying covaridtefiowing Chamberlain (1984)
and Mundlak (1978), we model the dependence betweenand observed
characteristics by assuming that the regressiontifum of £ is linear in the mean

values of the time-varying covariates. This cambi&en as:
g=a,+aD+a,H +a;N+u (6)

where 4, the residual unobservable effect, is assumea toncorrelated witlD, H ,

N and u,, a, will be incorporated into the overall intercep andD, H and N

refer to the vectors of mean values of the subk#teocovariates i1 Hi1, and
Ni_; that are time-varying. Time-invariant covariates axcluded. Therefore the latent

propensity to move becomes:
Mi_1p = Qo+ Dy + OH oy + 05N +8 D +a,H +agN + +y, ()

The parameters of this are estimated from the wbdamobility process through the

logit model considered above but with additionajrassorsﬁ, H and N. As the

mobility behaviour of singles is known to be distiirom that of couples (married
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and cohabiting) we estimate separate mobility egnat for single and couple
households. We provide a more detailed discussidheounits of analysis and how

they are defined in the data section.

The second part of the analysis focuses neighbourhood quality adjustments
conditional on a moveNeighbourhood quality adjustments are now treaded
outcomes which are a function of life-course evertd housing adjustments. The
effect of these can only be analysed by using métion on movers. Housing
adjustments may result in neighbourhood qualitynglea, for example because higher
quality housing is likely to be situated in ‘betteeighbourhoods. The coefficients on
the life-course events will measure their effect raighbourhood quality holding
constant changes in housing quality. We focus oangbs in the quality of the
neighbourhood in which a household lived at tirie compared tdhe quality of the
neighbourhood of residence at timé&Ve use two measures of neighbourhood quality
adjustments between the destination and origintilmeta The first examines the
change in deprivation score of the lower layer supgput area of residence between

yeart—1 andt, defined as:

Moy =M~ Mg (8)

Wheren is an element of the vect® = ny,....,s, which consist of the Index of
Multiple Deprivation and its seven domain indicescribed in more detail in the data
section. These are our objective measures of neighbod quality. Super output
areas are a statistical geography defined for thieation and publication of small
area statistics. There are 32,482 lower layer sopgut areas (LSOAS) in England
which were constructed using measures of proxirfidygive a reasonably compact
shape) and social homogeneity (type of dwelling &y of tenure, to encourage
areas of similar social background). Each LSOA ¢@sstant boundaries and a mean
population of 1,500 and a minimum of 1,000 indiatbu Although LSOAs are far
from being a perfect definition of a neighbourhotitey do allow more meaningful
fine-grained area analysis at the local level tenmore heterogeneous Census tracts

or wards.



To investigate the extent to which life-course dseare associated with these
objective neighbourhood quality adjustments, weinede the following using

Ordinary Least Squares (OLS):

N1t = Bo+ BiDiogy + BoHiogy + W 9)

where D,_;, again captures life-course events, aHg,,captures adjustments in

housing betwee-1 andt. To define changes in the quality of housing tenwe
assume a tenure hierarchy on an ordinal scalesqdipl renting; (2) private renting;
(3) owning with a mortgage; (4) owning outright. kéeholds moving up (down) one
or more places in this scale are defined as mointg ‘better’ (‘worse’) housing
tenure (Clark et al. 2006, p. 333, use a similarccedure). As we have repeated
observations on the same individuals over timds ipossible to again allow for
unobserved individual-specific effects using pad@a models. However, to do this
requires individuals with repeated moves within gfexiod, and there are too few
individuals who move more than once to make thiasifde. Instead we adjust
standard errors for clustering (repeated obsemstifor singles and couples

respectively, Wooldridge 2002).

Our second measure of neighbourhood quality isestibp and captures changes in
whether an individual likes his/her neighbourhoedobe and after a move between
1 andt. In particular we relate whether or not an indiad likes their current
neighbourhood at timé-1 (pre-move) to whether or not they like their reut

neighbourhood at time (post-move) by creating a variablé, (;,) that takes the

following values:

1 if the individual likes the current neighbourhdoath att—1 andt;

2 if the individual does not like the current nddghirhood at—1 but likes it at;
3 if the individual likes the current neighbourhcatd-1 but does not like it &t
4 if the individual does not like the current ndaglirhood at both-1 anck.

Here our dependent variable is unordered and catafj@and we specify the category

probabilities as a function of contemporaneous-difele events and changes in
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housing characteristics by a multinomial logit miodletting 7, ; = Prob{i1 i), 1 = 1,

2, 3, 4, this specifies

m . (10)
In| —-|= Vo + WDy + VoiHig, fOri=2,3,4

L

In this characterisation, category 1, the transitioom like to like, acts as the
reference category for the odds.

3. Data

3.1. Measures of neighbourhood quality

Our objective data on neighbourhood quality is frahe Index of Multiple
Deprivation (IMD) 2004 and 2007 (Noble et al. 200®his is a lower layer super
output area (LSOA) index consisting of seven doniagiices which capture different
aspects of deprivation within a super output arekating to income, employment,
health and disability, education, skills and tra@i barriers to housing and
geographical access to services as well as crimidi\ang environment. Most indices
refer to social characteristics of the LSOA, butlicators relating to physical
characteristics are used in the barriers to housing services index (e.g. road
distance to a post office) and the living environin@dex (e.g. condition of housing
and air quality). The domain indicators use up-atednformation from 37 indicators
to describe deprivation at the LSOA level. Althougdiled the IMD 2004 and 2007,
most indicators used to measure deprivation reé@t2001 and 2005 respectively.
Note that these are cross-sectional indices, nglath LSOA level deprivation at a

particular point in time.

As well as the seven domain specific indices, theran overall LSOA level index
which is a weighted combination of the domain iedicThe income and employment
domain indices carry more weight than others, th&bause they are the most robust
indicators of deprivation and because academicatitee indicates that these are the
domains most likely to contribute to deprivations well as each LSOA having an
absolute score for each index, it has also beegresk a national rank which may

differ for each index used. The most deprived LSfOAeach index is ranked 1 and

11



the least deprived LSOA is ranked 32,482. The scase different domain-specific
units of measurement and a high score indicateghalével of deprivation. The ranks

and scores show how each LSOA compares to allothéhe country.

The subjective measure of neighbourhood quality use is the response to the
question, “Overall, do you like living in this ndigourhood?” from the British
Household Panel Survey (BHPS) which we describanore detail below. It is
important to note that subjective measures mayubgest to measurement error and
ex-post rationalisation. They may capture chareties of the neighbourhood itself
but can also be influenced by positive or negafesings following a life cycle
event. In addition, the answer category is birargt as such does not capture a scale
of liking or not liking the neighbourhood. Despitieese shortcomings, which are
commonly encountered in subjective assessmentsjrieally they are useful in
explaining differences in behaviour (Bertrand andll&inathan 2001). One of the
aims of the paper is to compare the extent to whidbjective and objective criteria
coincide. Empirically, the liking (or not) of neigburhoods is fairly constant within
individuals over successive waves of the BHPS, witly 9.5% of singles, 6% of
husbands and 8% of wives that stay in the samelaese changing their status.
Among movers, 23% of singles change their statusrvthey move, either by moving
from a neighbourhood they did not like into onetthi#y like or vice versa. For
husbands in moving couples the proportion that ghaheir status is 21% and for

wives 38%.

3.2. Survey data

Our aim in this paper is to relate residential mitbbetween more and less deprived
neighbourhoods to life-course events. Micro-levahegl data are required in order to
accurately identify both residentially mobile iniuals and households, and the life-
course events they experience. Our analysis usesswane to sixteen of the British

Household Panel Survey (BHPS), covering the pet@@P—2006. We link data from

the years 1999-2002 to the IMD 2004 and data fiwemyears 2003—2006 to the IMD
2007, as these relate to the years closest to whenndicators used to measure

deprivation in the IMD were assessed. We do notBKEBS data prior to 1999 as we

12



cannot assume neighbourhood quality or deprivatobe constant over the medium
term and therefore focus only on BHPS data clogbdaog/ears for which IMD indices

are available.

The BHPS is a nationally representative sampleoofies 5,500 private households
recruited in 1991, containing approximately 10,Cffults. These same adults are
interviewed each successive year. If anyone spii® their original household to

form a new household, then all adult members of nkees household are also
interviewed. Children in original households areeidiewed when they reach the age
of 16. The core questionnaire elicits informatiom ilcome and earnings, labour
market status, housing tenure and conditions, Hmldecomposition, education and

health at each annual interview.

As part of maintaining the panel sample, infornratis collected on the migration
behaviour of BHPS respondents, identifying those thove house and attempting to
follow all migrants who remain in Britain. Attrittorates among migrants are higher
than among non-migrants (Buck 2000) and if the cdele into the sample of
individuals observed at two consecutive times ftevavet—1 and at waveé) is non-
random this could bias our results. We have ingatd this, and found that we
cannot reject the null hypothesis that residemtiability is independent of attrition.
Therefore we conclude that attrition does not affear results. Details of the
procedure used are available from the authors qurest.

The set of observations in our analysis samplehansehold-years, i.e. households
observed over a period between two poirisandt across adjacent years from 1999—
2006. For each yedrl we extract from the data samples of singles angples
(married or cohabiting) and trace them throughirteet. The singles sample include
those observations where the household was a simgleat bothi—1 andt but also
those on single individuals atwho had left a partner sindel, either through
separation, divorce or death of partner. The caugkmple is for those of intact
couples ovet—1 to t. The samples exclude the situation of a pdardmed couple at

timet, including those from single BHPS householdsmaeti-1, because information

13



for wavet-1 is not available for a spouse who joined antexjsBHPS household.
The same households may appear in several of theehold-year observations but
are included only if they are interviewed for thedewant consecutive years. Thus
some households who drop out may re-enter if theylater interviewed over two
consecutive years. Within this sampling frames paossible for the same individual to
appear in both the couples and singles samplefiaratt years, but only 5% of
individuals do so. We refer to the members of got®mas husbands and wives even if
they are not married. For couples, we merge theacheristics of the wife to those of
the husband to assess the impacts of each segathteigh we treat couple-years as

the unit of analysis in analysing movement.

To be able to identify objective neighbourhood gyabhdjustments of movers,
residential mobility is defined as moving from obh8OA to another between two
consecutive annual interviews. Recent researclsinggested that moves of both long
and short distance are at least partially motivaigdhousing adjustment reasons
(Clark and Davies Withers 2007). Therefore we ingpos distance constraints on our
definition of residential mobility. For those whoore within LSOA boundaries we
have no measure of objective neighbourhood quahgnge and we therefore delete
these observations (159 singles, 146 couples) dGonsample. Since the IMD is only
available for LSOA in England we select only thdiseng in England at both dates
who were aged 18-80. This results in a sample sizel3,777 single person
observations and 14,761 couple observations, ofclwhl,819 single person
observations and 1,236 couple observations mowad fine LSOA to another. To
these we have matched the IMD indices accordinbdin LSOA of residence prior to
and after a move. With these data we are able ledereach move and change in
neighbourhood quality to the life-course eventst timalividuals and households

experienced between the dates of interview.

4. Results

4.1. Descriptive evidence

Table 1 summarises the main characteristics ofsihgles and couples sets of
household-year observations by mover status betiwdeandt, where life events are
also defined betweetr1l andt. In this and the following descriptive tables, amgply
weights that adjust for both the probability ofesgtion into the BHPS sample and for
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non-random non-response. Most of the differencéwd®n movers and stayers are
statistically significant beyond the 5% level (dable for details). Looking first at
singles, changing job and/or employer and takingwgpk are the most frequent
employment-related events, whereas retirement ecougry rarely. A higher
proportion of singles that move change their labmarket status than of those who
stay in the same LSOA. For example 17% of singlke moved home also entered
work (compared with 9% of stayers) and 19.4% chdrgeir job or employer (11.7%

of stayers).

The differences between moving and staying singlgsbholds are also pronounced
when it comes to the arrival of a new child (2% pamed with 0.5% of stayers) and a
child leaving home (5.7% compared with 1.7% of stay. Most singles that cease to
live with their parents move home, while the snmalmber of staying singles could
have a change in household composition due toghthcbr moving out of parent/s. A
high proportion of single movers has also expeeédnuartnership dissolution (16.8%
compared with 4.1% for stayers), and was livingiivate rented accommodation at
time t-1 (35.6% compared with 7%). The mean overall detion score of the

LSOA of residence does not differ between movind staying singles, but a lower
proportion of movers reports liking their neighbloood prior to the move (83.5%

compared with 91%).

Among couples, both husbands and wives that moperegence labour market events
more frequently than those that stay. A larger propn of husbands that move rather
than stay in the same LSOA enter work (6.2% contpangth 2.6%), enter
unemployment (2.6% compared with 0.9%) and chamde gr employer (21.6%
compared with 11.3%). A similar pattern emerges Waymen that move. The
proportion of couples that have a new baby and whabsld reaches school age is
higher among the movers (7.1% and 11.8% comparéd 3vi% and 7.1% among
stayers), but a child leaving home is a more fragwent among stayers (4.1%
compared with 2.8%).

Couples resemble singles in that home ownershimsée be associated with staying
at a location whereas private renting is associadd mobility (21% of movers were

private tenants compared with 3.4% of stayers). Vdst majority of husbands and
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wives in couples like their neighbourhood althoufgk proportion is higher among
stayers than movers and the difference is partigutaarked among wives. Almost
93% of wives that did not move reported liking theeighbourhood compared with
68% of those that subsequently moved. Moving caupiled in more deprived
LSOAs than staying couples, with a mean overall Ig&»re of 20.7 prior to the

move, compared with 18.5 for stayers.

Table 2 compares households’ subjective perceptidribieir local neighbourhood
with the objective deprivation level as assessethbyoverall IMD as well as by the
seven domain indices. In particular it comparesassply for singles, husbands and
wives mean LSOA rankings by domain for individuatat reported liking their
current neighbourhood with those of individuals wdiml not like their current
neighbourhood. We use deprivation rankings rattman tscores in this and the
following table because they allow a direct comgami between the different
dimensions of deprivation; the scores use diffenamts of measurement in each
domain which makes interpretation and comparisongendifficult. If the objective
and subjective measures are consistent, then wecexpdividuals who did not like
their current neighbourhoods to live in more degadivower ranked LSOAs.

The descriptive statistics match our expectationsithin each domain individuals
who liked their current neighbourhood were livingless deprived (higher ranked)
LSOAs than those who did not like their neighbowdi® The difference in rankings
is substantial, with singles (husbands, wives)nlikiheir neighbourhoods living in
LSOAs ranked around 4000-5000 (6000-7000, 4000)581@6es higher than those
not liking their neighbourhoods. For example, s#sgivho liked their neighbourhood
lived in LSOAs with an average overall IMD rankiofj15902, compared with 11058
for those that did not like their current neighdmwd. The comparable rankings for
husbands (wives) are 18618 (18578) and 11447 ()30®@#s suggests that (1) the
neighbourhoods that singles like are more deprihad those that couples like, and
(2) the neighbourhoods that wives dislike are tegzived than those that singles and
husbands dislike. In the barriers to housing andices domain the difference in
ranking is negligible (around 400). This may reflée fact that this domain index is
likely to assign a low deprivation level to urbamas due to the proximity of many
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services, but these areas may well be deprivedyadbimer dimensions (Deas et al.
2003).

Table 3 summarises the relationship between obgeind subjective neighbourhood
guality changes for moving households. It showsdhange in deprivation ranking
for households who moved from liking the neighbaarth at wavet—1 to liking it
after a move at wave (column 1); from not liking the neighbourhood t&itig it
(column 2); and from liking the neighbourhood td hking it (column 3). We do not
include those who reported not liking their neighttiood both pre- and post-move
because of very small cell sizes. In line with estpgons the table shows that
households that experience a positive subjectaasition (from not liking to liking)
move into considerably less deprived neighbourhpadiereas those experiencing a
negative transition move into neighbourhoods withbr levels of deprivation. For
example singles who reported an improvement inestive neighbourhood quality
after moving were in an LSOA ranked 3429 placeqérigaccording to the overall
IMD. Those who reported a deterioration in subsagueighbourhood quality were
in a LSOA ranked 2987 places lower according to dlaerall IMD. Those with a
neutral subjective transition experience relativelyall changes in deprivation

ranking.

Comparing singles with husbands and wives, singles make a like-like transition

move to a neighbourhood ranked around 300-400 ®ldcsver than the

neighbourhood of origin, whereas husbands and wivasng the same transition on
average move up in ranking by several hundred plé®emetimes thousands). The
drop in deprivation ranking associated with a negasubjective neighbourhood
transition is similar for singles and husbands iastndomains, whereas for wives
relatively smaller drops in ranking are associatéti a negative subjective transition.
However, both singles and husbands who dislike theiv neighbourhood experience
relatively small drops or even slight increaseganking as assigned by the living
environment domain, and for singles this is alse fior the crime domain. This may
indicate that these domains have a particular itapoe for how individuals perceive
their neighbourhoods. The barriers to housing amdices domain follows a similar

pattern, but as before we assume this has to dodeprivation in this domain being

relatively low in urban neighbourhoods which mayotteerwise deprived.
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4.2. Probability of aresidential move

We first explore the probability of making a resitdal move which we estimate
separately for singles and couples. Table 4 presdme results from estimating
random effects logit models with means of the twaeying covariates as additional
regressors, where the dependent variable takesalne 1 if a single individual or
couple moves, and zero if they do not. These ase Ibaodels with life course and
housing covariates only. Table 5 below will considetensions by adding in
neighbourhood quality. The models are estimatechgusnaximum likelihood,
implemented in Stata version 10.0. The figures showTlable 4 are odds ratios — the
exponentiated coefficients which give the changedds in the multiplicative scale
for a unit increase in the predictor variable ho¢dother variables constant. Therefore
values of greater than one indicate covariates itfaease the chances of moving,
while values of less than one indicate covariates$ teduce the chances of moving.
The z statistics reported in the tables are thegaif the actual coefficients divided by
their estimated standard errors. Note that for Isotgles and couples, the proportion

of the total variance contributed by the househel@ variance component or the
variance partition coefficient (rho), defined & /(o7 +°/ , 8 22% and 17%

respectively. Both are quite large and quite pedgisestimated, indicating the
importance of allowing for unobserved individuattdregeneity within this random

effects framework.

Looking first at singles, the table indicates tmabving into work is positively
associated with residential mobility — holding athevariates constant, entering work
increases the odds of moving by 56%. Interactioite hwousing tenure (not shown)
reveal that entering a job is particularly ass@datith residential mobility for private
tenants. Changing job and/or employer and movitg imemployment, inactivity or
retirement do not trigger a move in the same ydaving a baby is associated with an
increase in the odds of moving from one LSOA tothen The odds for those who
have a baby are five times higher than the oddshimse who do not have a baby. A
child leaving the parental home also increasegliaaces of residential mobility, by
83%. Ceasing to live with parents has the strongepict on the probability of
moving, increasing the odds by a factor of aImdstc®mpared to individuals not
leaving the parental home. Partnership dissolutiaiso increases mobility
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considerably — the odds of moving are almost digh¢s higher for those that leave a
partnership than for those who do not. However, ébémated coefficient on the
partnership dissolution and female interaction tesralso statistically significant and
indicates that women are less likely than men tovenas a result of partnership
dissolution. The coefficients on the housing chimstics confirm earlier research
that living in private rented accommodation is assed with higher mobility than

home ownership and social renting. The number ceex rooms has no effect on

moving for singles.

The second set of results in Table 4 displays ths matios from the random effects
logit model of residential mobility for couples. &fiirst set of employment variables
in this specification relate to the husband, andfwe that most of the husbands’
labour market events have a statistically signifiaaffect on the mobility probability
(with the exception of entering unemployment). krtigular, the odds of moving
house are increased by 50% for couples in whichtisband enters work, by 99% for
couples in which the husband enters economic wac@nd by 32% for couples in
which the husband changes his job or employerohtrast only a wife’s retirement is
significantly associated with a residential movéerefore mobility decisions of
couples appear to be more sensitive to the lab@uken position of the husband than
the wife. In contrast to singles, having a baby amthild leaving home do not seem to
be associated with moving home for couples. Thecesf of housing tenure on
couples’ mobility are similar to those for singlesthat private renting is associated
with an increase in the odds of moving while homenership reduces the odds of
moving. Living in a house with many rooms compat@dousehold size reduces the

odds of residential mobility for couples.

In order to capture anticipatory moves and timexgelin mobility following a life-

course event, we have also estimated models fglesirand couples using leads and
lags of life-course events. However, this requiobserving households during a
number of consecutive waves and thus greatly redsample size. With the reduced
sample size we were not able to estimate effeatsigely and therefore do not

reproduce the results here (but these are avaiiadtethe authors on request).

19



Table 5 shows the results when successively intiodu the measures of
neighbourhood quality. Again, the proportion of tbh&al variance contributed by the
panel-level variance component (rho) is relativialsge and also highly statistically
significant, indicating the importance of allowinfpr unobserved individual
heterogeneity within this random effects framewdrk.model (1) we include the
subjective measure of neighbourhood quality andeiienates reveal that liking the
neighbourhood deters residential moves for botglegand couples — the associated
odds ratios are less than one. In particular, thasf moving for singles who like
their current neighbourhood are just 40% of thawesingles who do not like their
current neighbourhood. Among couples the size ef dffect differs considerably
between husbands and wives. The odds of movingdoples in which the wife likes
the neighbourhood are just 11% of those for coupleshich the wife does not like
the neighbourhood. The odds of moving for couptesvhich the husband likes the
neighbourhood are 54% of those for couples in whithhusband does not like the
neighbourhood. Hence the views of the wife aboeatdirrent neighbourhood have a

larger relative effect than those of the husbantherchances of a couple moving.

In model (2) we include the overall IMD score a% thbjective measure of
neighbourhood quality. The IMD and its sub indiees rescaled to have a minimum
value of zero and a maximum value of 100 to make sizes of the effects
comparable across indices. For singles neighboudrldeprivation as assessed by the
IMD score has no statistically significant effect subsequent mobility. For couples,
the probability of moving house increases with hbmurhood deprivation. In
particular we find that a one unit increase in i® score results in a 0.5% increase
in the odds of moving. This implies that couplesven@way from more deprived
neighbourhoods, controlling for other life-coursemsts.

In model (3) we investigate further which aspedtsieprivation affect households’
propensities to move. Because of high collineabgween all the domain indices
(except barriers to housing and services) we ezdeh of the indices into separate
equations. The results show that for singles dapigm in the crime and in the living
environment domain is associated with higher oddmoving home, although the
coefficient on the living environment domain ists#cally significant at the 10%

level only. A one unit increase in the crime scmsults in a 0.7% increase in the
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odds of moving, while a one unit increase in thed environment score results in a
0.4% increase in the odds. However a one unit as&en the education skills and
training deprivation score results in a 0.5% reiuncin the odds of moving, and an
equivalent increase in the employment domain resala 0.7% reduction (significant
at the 10% level only). The education domain relate a lack of skills and

qualifications among working age adults within aghéourhood, and residential

mobility is known to be less common among thosé \atver levels of education.

We find that the mobility behaviour of couples isnsitive to similar aspects of
deprivation to that of singles. The largest relteffects are found for the living
environment and the crime domains — one unit irsgean the deprivation score in
the crime and in the living environment domaingéase the odds of moving by 1%,
holding other variables constant. The effect of liealth and disability domain is

smaller at 0.6%, and the coefficient is significahthe 10% level only.

In model (4) we enter both the subjective meastireeghbourhood quality and the
objective measure in the form of the overall IMDbigc The estimates for singles
suggest that, for them, subjective perceptionsexghibourhood quality matter rather
than objective measures. Liking the neighbourhaetlices the odds of subsequent
residential mobility (by about 60%), while the ca#riMD score has no additional
effect. Likewise for couples, only the subjective measwkseighbourhood quality
are statistically significant when entered togetivéh the IMD scoreHowever both
were statistically significant when entered sepyafThis suggests that, for couples,
the subjective and objective quality indicatorspert capture similar aspects of the
neighbourhood, and the subjective assessment ie imgortant. Therefore whether
or not people like the neighbourhood in which tHey is more important than
objective measures of neighbourhood quality in &xwphg mobility. This might
suggest either that there are aspects of neighbodshthat contribute to people’s
subjective evaluation of neighbourhood quality tleae not captured by more
objective measures, or that people’s interpretadiotheir neighbourhood bears little

overlap with LSOA boundaries.
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4.3. Neighbourhood quality adjustments

The second set of results relates to neighbourlgoadlty adjustments of households
conditional on a move. Table 6 presents the residta OLS estimation where the
dependent variable is the change in deprivatiomestar singles that moved house
between wave—1 and wavd. When analysing changes in scores, it is possitae
the limited possibilities for a downward (upwardpwe for households living in the
most (least) deprived wards affect the overall ltssiests based on running the
analysis on a sub-sample that excluded the 10% mnustleast deprived LSOAs
yielded unchanged results, implying that this peabldid not bias results. Similar
results were also obtained using rankings rathan tecores, and using ordered
categories of moving up or down LSOA rankings. €hefficients in the OLS models
can be interpreted as the average change in daprivacore in each domain
associated with each event holding all else cohsfapositive (negative) coefficient
indicates moves into more (less) deprived neighfmoas.

The bottom panel displays neighbourhood adjustmestsociated with housing
adjustments after controlling for those associatdi life-course events (top panel)
and other housing adjustments. The estimates shatntoving into a better housing
tenure (e.g. from renting to owning) is associateth improvements in the

neighbourhood quality when measured by the ové#l) and by five of the seven

domain indices. The reverse is true for moving mtworse tenure. Moreover, moving
into a larger house with more excess rooms seemtale singles into better

neighbourhoods, although this association is nevadent as the tenure effect.

The results in the top panel show the effectsfefdourse events on neighbourhood
guality, holding constant changes in housing quaitd other life-course events. The
estimates indicate that for singles, most of tfeedburse events that we consider have
no statistically significant net association witgtighbourhood quality adjustment. One
exception is ceasing to live with parents whiclassociated with moving into more
deprived neighbourhoods in terms of overall IMD dénel health and disability, crime
and living environment domains. Young people leguineir parental home tend to
move into more deprived neighbourhoods. The onljieotevents that have
statistically significant effects on neighbourhoqdality adjustments are entering
work and a child leaving home. Entering work isocassted with more deprived
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neighbourhoods in terms of education, but lessideggmeighbourhoods in terms of
the living environment. A child leaving home is asiated with single people moving
to more deprived neighbourhoods, in terms of oVéxD, income, employment and

the living environment.

Table 7 presents the results on the relationshipvdsn life-course events, housing
adjustments and objective neighbourhood qualitysidjents for couples that move.
Moving into a worse housing tenure is again assediavith worse neighbourhood
quality across five of the eight deprivation measuralthough moving into a better
tenure or a larger house has little affect on nsoginhood quality adjustments for
couples. There is a (weak) association of movirg ipetter housing tenure with
increased deprivation in the education domain. Tdosld represent a trade-off
between location and tenure status in a bid ta@ffovner-occupation. The effects of
life-course events ‘net’ of housing adjustmentddate that again, while many of the
life-course events we consider significantly affée probability of a move, most of
them have no statistically significant effect onighdourhood quality adjustment
conditional on moving. Among the employment-relategents, a husband’s
unemployment is associated with moving into morprided LSOAs as measured
along most dimensions. A move coinciding with aeiifunemployment does not
result in significant changes in deprivation scareich indicates that couples can
compensate for this and the other employment-r@latents of husbands and wives.
Couples whose moves take place in the same yeaa thew baby is born move into
better neighbourhoods as assessed by the overd@l dhd the employment and

education indices.

In summary, several employment-related and dembagrdge-course events seem
important in triggering moves, but these one-oféreg do not result in significant
changes in neighbourhood quality, holding housidgistment constant. Important
exceptions are the transition from living with paeto forming own households for
singles and a husband’s unemployment as well asitteof a child for couples.

To get a more complete picture of neighbourhoodityuadjustment we also examine
the relationship between life-course events andsinguadjustments with different

types of changes isubjectiveperceptions of neighbourhoods among movers. As we
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have four possible state transitions which areandéred we use a multinominal logit
model for their probabilities. Unfortunately relaly small sample sizes and sparsely
populated cells force us to restrict the analysithtee of the four possible transitions:
(1) from liking the neighbourhood at watl to liking the new neighbourhood after
a move at wavet; (2) from not liking the neighbourhood to likindhe new
neighbourhood; and (3) from liking the neighbourthioto not liking the new
neighbourhood. Thus we omit the not like — not likensition due to small sample
sizes. We also drop the retirement variable becaissparsely populated cells.
Transition (1) is treated as the reference group.r@port relative risk ratios which
are the exponentials of the fitted parameters efrtlultinomial logit model. These
show, for each life-course event and housing chamgsv the relative risk of
experiencing transition (2) or (3) rather thandifjers between households who have
experienced a given event/change and those whorwyéolding constant values of
the other covariates. A relative risk ratio gregtmnaller) than one on a given life-
course event would indicate that households whaemespced this event are more

(less) likely than other households to undergositaon (2) or (3) over (1).

The results are presented in Table 8. We do npladighe estimates for singles, as
the Likelihood Ratio test indicates that we canrepect the null hypothesis that all

coefficients are simultaneously equal to zero atveational levels of significance.

For couples we find that similar events are assediaith subjective neighbourhood
quality adjustment for both husbands and wives. &ample, a husband entering
work, entering unemployment and changing job andemployer increases the
likelihood for both spouses that the move is frotiked neighbourhood to a disliked

neighbourhood rather than moving between neighlwma$ which were both liked. A

possible interpretation is that these negativestitimms are the result of longer term
unstable job attachment which eventually leads dowanward adjustment in terms of
neighbourhood. The magnitudes of the effects ansiderably larger for wives than

for husbands. For example, a husband changing mobboa employer doubles the

relative risk of a negative subjective neighbourhdoansition for husbands and
quadruples it for wives. For both spouses a husbamiemployment is associated
with the largest effect on the chances that thghimiurhood transition is negative,
making this transition six (eleven) times more Ijkéor husbands (wives) than a
neutral transition, compared to not having the huasbentering unemployment.
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A wife entering work approximately halves the refatrisk that the move is from a
neighbourhood that a couple did not like to oneythikeed for both husbands and
wives, while a wife entering inactivity is assoeidtwith a decreased likelihood of a
positive neighbourhood transition for wives onlyndw baby more than doubles the
relative chances of making a positive subjectivegmeourhood transition for
husbands, but for wives this effect is not stat#ly significant. The effect of housing
adjustment on neighbourhood quality shows that awipig housing tenure increases
the likelihood that the move is from a neighbourdhdleat the spouses did not like to
one that they liked. It increases the probabilgjative to that of the move being
between two liked neighbourhoods by a factor of Tbnversely, moving into a
worse tenure is associated with moving into a rmgihhood not favoured by
husband or wife. Changes in the number of excesmgohave no effect on the
subjective neighbourhood transitions.

A comparison of these effects with the results ioleth on objective neighbourhood
guality adjustments (presented in table 7) showsrsé similarities. In particular, the
negative effect of a husband’s unemployment angtisgtive effect of a new baby on
neighbourhood adjustment emerge for both objectind subjective measures of
neighbourhood quality. Along both dimensions ofghéiourhood quality the results
seem to indicate that the effects of a husbandis¢tated events on neighbourhood
quality adjustments are more important than theewlivjob-related events. The
negative effects of moving into a worse housingiterfound for the objective quality

measures is also replicated using the subjectiasore.

However, there are also some differences. In additb most of the effects found for
objective neighbourhood quality adjustments, thalymis focusing on subjective
adjustments also finds that moving into a bettaute increases the relative risk of a
neighbourhood transition being positive, and tteeenegative subjective effects of a
husband taking up work. This could suggest thatesagpects of neighbourhoods that
are important to individual’'s assessment of neiginbood quality are not captured in
the Indices of Multiple Deprivation. Alternativelyt, is possible that the subjective
measure is picking up negative or positive feeliagsociated with certain life events
or housing changes. For example, a move relatedniasband taking up work could
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be the result of instable job attachment and firdr@rdship, reflected in the way a
new neighbourhood is seen. Likewise, the satigfactassociated with having
achieved a better housing tenure could make a beighood appear in a better light.
Finally, differences in results for objective andbgctive neighbourhood quality
measures may also result from the fact that ouridlpn measure is continuous
whereas liking the neighbourhood is a binary vdeialihe likelihood that the
transition is of a particular type in our modelwgeis affected by the likelihood of
being in a particular state at tintel. Hence a reduced (increased) probability of
experiencing a not like-like transition comparedtie base case (like-like transition)
could indicate that individuals experiencing certhie events were unlikely (likely)
to have been residing in a neighbourhood they didlike at timet-1. Wives taking
up work, for example, could be less likely to hdezn in a neighbourhood they did
not like, and this would explain why no significatange in objective neighbourhood
quality was found for this group.

5. Conclusions

We find that both subjective and objective neighbood quality affect the decision
to move house for couples, after controlling fdiedtourse events and housing
characteristics. In particular, living in a neighioood that a wife (husband) likes
reduces the relative odds of a move by 89% (46%phpaved to living in a
neighbourhood that she (he) dislikes, holding ttieeiovariables constant. Hence the
wife liking the current neighbourhood has a mucigda effect than the husband
liking the neighbourhood on the relative odds ofving home. The probability of
moving house also increases with neighbourhoodivimn for couples, but the
effect is smaller and disappears when entered titomobility equations together
with subjective measures. A one unit increase énlfiD score, on a scale from 0 to
100, results in a 0.5% increase in the odds of ngplor couples. Not all aspects of
objective deprivation are equally important amowogipes, with deprivation in the

crime and the living environment domains havinggtiengest impact.

The mobility behaviour of singles appears to besiained by subjective, but not
objective measures of neighbourhood quality. Likihg neighbourhood of residence
reduces the relative odds of moving by about 60%pared to not liking the

neighbourhood. There is no statistically significaeffect of neighbourhood
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deprivation on the likelihood of a move. Of theslgourse events, we find that for
singles entering work, a new baby, ceasing to Wi parents, marital dissolution

(more so for men than women) and private tenaneyaasociated with residential
mobility. For couples, the husband entering wonactivity, retirement or changing

jobs, and the wife entering retirement all incretiserelative odds of moving home,
as does living in large houses and living in rerdedommaodation. In our analysis we
treat these life-course events as exogenous, anttgenay be biased if this does not
hold.

Among singles that move, most of the life-coursentés that we consider have no
statistically significant association with movingto more or less deprived LSOASs.
Ceasing to live with parents, entering work or hgva child leave home are the only
events that matter when holding housing adjustroenstant, and they generally lead
singles into more deprived neighbourhoods. As etgokanoving into better (worse)

housing tenure is associated with better (worsayhbeurhood outcomes, and

moving into larger houses also improves the objeatieighbourhood quality.

Most employment-related events of the husband erwife have no statistically
significant effect on objective neighbourhood giyaliadjustments of couples,
conditional on moving. The only life-course evehatt seems to seriously affect
couples is a husband becoming unemployed, whiasleamoves that are made into
more deprived areas, whereas having a new babysssciated with improved
neighbourhood quality outcomes. As for singles, mgwnto worse housing tenure is
associated with deteriorations in neighbourhoodityu&Vhen neighbourhood quality
is measured in subjective terms, not only a husksamtemployment, but also his job
change and taking up of work lead to the neighboadhtransition being negative
(from liking the neighbourhood to not liking it) fa@ouples, perhaps as a result of
unstable job attachment. In line with expectatiomw/es into a worse (better) housing
tenure are associated with worse (better) bettighbeurhood outcomes in subjective

terms.
For couples, estimates of neighbourhood adjustmerived using objective measures
of neighbourhood quality to a large extent correspto those obtained using a

subjective measure. There are several possibleaexjpbns for the remaining
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differences. These could result from not fully eajptg all important aspects of a
neighbourhood in the Indices of Multiple Deprivatjofrom life-course events
affecting the subjective perception of a neighboody from differences in the

modelling approaches for changes in continuousimbthary outcomes.

Given that the quality of the neighbourhood a hboke lives in affects important
economic, social and health outcomes, our resaliscate that some life-course
events will have repercussions beyond the immedéfiects of these events. For
example, a husband’s unemployment is associatdd immediate income loss, but
via a move into a worse neighbourhood is likelyh&we a wider impact not only for

the person himself but for the family as a whole.
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Table 1: Mover and stayer characteristics, singles and couples

Singles Couples
Moverst-1, t Stayerd—1,t Moverst—1, t Stayerd—1,t

Life-course events betweerl tand t

Into work 171 9.0 6.2 2.6
Into unemployment 4.0 2.8 2.6 0.9
Into inactivity 7.5 4.8 2.7 1.6
Into retirement 0Y 0.7 1.6" 1.6"
Change job/employer 19.4 11.7 21.6 11.3
Wife into work 10.8 5.8
Wife into unemployment 3.4 1.2
Wife into inactivity 5.9 3.2
Wife into retirement 19 1.3
Wife change job 12.4 8.2
New baby 2.0 0.5 7.1 3.1
Cease living with parents 19.7 0.4

Child reaches school age 57 2.19 11.8 7.1
Child leaves home 5.7 1.7 2.8 4.1
Out of partnership 16.8 4.1

Housing and neighbourhood
characteristics at t—1

Home owner outright 14.3 30.6 16.0 30.6
Home owner mortgage 32.9 41.8 50.7 54.9
Local Authority rent 14.4 24.1 11.8 10.5
Private rent 35.6 7.1 20.9 3.4
Like neighbourhood: single 83.5 91.0

Like neighbourhood: husbhand 85.1 93.6
Like neighbourhood: wife 67.7 92.6
Mean IMD score 22.8 22.8 20.7 18.5
Household-year observations 1,819 11,958 1,236 253,5

Notes: BHPS 1999-2006 and IMD 2004/2007. WeightsidguiBHPS cross-sectional weights. Table shows
percentage of group for which life-course eventsuding characteristics and neighbourhood quality
assessment applf).Except for these all differences between moverssamgers within the singles and couples
sample are statistically significant beyond the6%&I.
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Table2: Average IMD ranking of L SOA of residence by subjective per ceptions of neighbourhood quality

Domain Singles: like neighbourhood Husbands: like neighboad Wives: like neighbourhood
Yes No Difference Yes No Differende Yes No Diffecen
Index of Multiple Deprivation 15,902 11,058 4,844 8,418 11,447 7,171 18,578 13,069 5,509
Income 16,007 11,071 4,936 18,655 11,273 7,382 18,622 582,8 5,763
Employment 15,899 11,644 4.255 18,176 11,813 6,363 18,132 403,3 4,792
Education, Skills and Training 16,137 11,631 4,506 17,783 10,852 6,931 17,739 7124 5,268
Health and Disability 15,846 11,704 4,142 18,283 ,013 6,268 18,228 13,633 4,595
Barriers to Housing 16,331 15,883 448 16,652 16,279 373| 16,662 16,243 419
Crime 15,791 12,365 3,426 18,176 12,458 518  18,1513,680 4,471
Living Environment 15,651 13,001 2,650 18,180 19,75 4,421 18,173 14,588 3,585
Household-year observations 12,520 1,720 13,701 6871, 13,740 1,648

Notes: BHPS 1999-2006 and IMD2004/2007. Weighté@aguBHPS cross-sectional weights

Table 3: Changesin IMD ranking of L SOA of residence by subjective perceptions of neighbourhood quality for moving households

Singles Husbands Wives
(€] 2 3) 1) 2 3) 1) 2) (3
Change in mean ranking Like-like Not like- Like- Like-like Not like- Like- Like- Not like-  Like-
like not like like not like like like not like
Index of Multiple Deprivation —269 3,429 —2,987 789 4,784 -3,203 1,362 3,314 -1,858
Income —-285 3,039 -3,466 506 4,521 —2,964 1,075 3,102 2814
Employment -336 2,290 -2,491 260 4,166 -3,253 753 2,525 -1,920
Education, Skills and Training -352 3,576 -3,962 429 4,033 -3,142 741 3,084 -1,771
Health and Disability -316 3,051 -2,140 478 3,802 3,226 1,114 1,868 -1,735
Barriers to Housing 38 893 —957 271 249 390 49 344 3,458
Crime —462 2,712 -376 1,235 3,710 -2,470 1,683 62,89 —4,397
Living Environment —494 1,181 62 1,466 4,098 -896 ,283 3,390 -3,231
Household-year observations 1,339 188 122 949 150 7 |5 725 159 35

Notes: BHPS 1999-2006 and IMD 2004/2007. WeightdguBHPS cross-sectional weights.
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Table 4: Residential mobility random effectslogit: models without
neighbourhood quality measures

singles couples
Odds ratio Odds ratio

Life-course events
Into work 1.560 (3.21) 1.499 (2.15)
Into unemployment 1.159 (0.64) 1.376 (1.07)
Into inactivity 0.922 (0.41) 1.990 (2.51)
Into retirement 1.924 (1.54) 1.718 (1.86)
Change job/employer 1.016 (0.13) 1.323  (2.70)
Wife into work 1.109 (0.75)
Wife into unemployment 1.323 (1.13)
Wife into inactivity 1.156 (0.81)
Wife into retirement 1.974 (2.25)
Wife change job/employer 0.908 (0.78)
New baby 5.127 (3.79) 1.131 (0.79)
Child reach school age 0.703 (1.12) 0.979 (0.16)
Child leaves home 1.830  (2.51) 1.063 (0.27)
Cease living with parent/s 90.424 (22.25)
Out of partnership 7701  (8.48)
Out of partnership and female 0.468 (2.53)
Housing characteristics
Home owner outright 0.629  (3.97) 0.819 (1.83)
Local Authority rent 1.059 (0.51) 1.213 (1.59)
Private rent 9.862 (23.22) 7.047  (17.64)
Number of excess rooms 0.981 (0.50) 0.736 (7.53)
Rho (variance partition coefficient) 0.218 0.166
Rho standard error 0.026 0.025
Variance of household random effect 0.916 0.654
Log-likelihood -3,530.76 -3,672.27
N 13,464 14,583

Notes: Dependent variable = 1 for movers and zersthyers. Random effects logit, means
of time-variant variables included as additionajresssors. For couples, the first set of
employment variables relate to the husband. Inntheses are the absolute values of the z
statistics which are the ratios of the actual doigfiits divided by their estimated standard
errors. BHPS 1999-2006 and IMD 2004/2007. + sigaift at 10%, * significant at 5%,

**significant at 1%.
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Table5: Residential mobility random effectslogit: neighbourhood quality effects oddsratios

singles couples
1) 2 3) 4 @) 2 3) 4
Life-course events yes yes yes yes yes yes yes yes
Housing characteristics yes yes yes yes yes yes yes yes
Likes neighbourhood (husb) 0.393 0.388** 0.536** 0.532**
(6.06) (6.14) (3.69) (3.72)
Likes neighbourhood (wife) 0.109** 0.108**
(16.87) (16.89)
IMD score 0.999 0.998 1.005* 0.998
(0.37) (1.36) (2.33) (0.68)
Incomé” 0.996 1.005
(1.28) (1.57)
Employment 0.993+ 1.006
(1.80) (1.60)
Educ., Skills & Trainind 0.995* 1.002
(2.25) (0.92)
Barriers to Housint 0.997 0.999
(1.19) (0.23)
Health & Disability” 1.002 1.006+
(0.72) (1.78)
Crime” 1.007* 1.010
(2.09) (3.02)
Living Environment 1.004+ 1.010¢
(1.85) (4.42)
Rho (variance partition coefficient) 0.223 0.218 0.222 0.184 0.169 0.182
Rho standard error 0.026 0.026 0.026 0.025 0.025 0.026
Variance of household random effect 0.938 0.915 0.936 0.739 0.671 0.734
Log-likelihood -3,509.22 -3,530.60 -3,508.29 -3,373.37 -3,670.85 -3,373.13
N 13,464 14,583

Notes: Dependent variable = 1 for movers and zergthyers. Random effects logit, means of timéawawvariables included as additional regressbing. ‘yes’ in the first two
rows indicate that models include the life counsé housing covariates as in Table 4, but resuéisiat reported. In parentheses are the absolutesaf the z statistics which
are the ratios of the actual coefficients dividgdheir estimated standard errors. BHPS 1999-2@6aMD 2004/2007% Each sub-index entered into the random effects logi
model separately, reporting coefficients and z eslior the separate modetssignificant at 10%, * significant at 5%, **sigiitint at 1%.
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Table 6: Objective neighbourhood quality adjustments of singles by life-cycle events

IMD Income Employm Education Barriersto Health & Crime Living
ent Housing  Disability environm.
Life-course events
Into work 0.462 0.009 0.008 2.830° -0.364 -0.044 -0.073 —2.517
(0.45) (1.22) (1.65) (2.37) (0.47)  (0.75) (1.22) (1.85)
Into unempbymen|  0.657 0.010 0.004 1.620 0.679 0.007 0.003 .874
(0.33) (0.64) (0.42) (0.62) (0.46)  (0.06) (0.02) (0.74)
Into inactivity 1.306 0.006 —-0.000 0.714 0.872 0.113 0.077 2.800
(0.99) (0.59) (0.04) (0.45) (0.75)  (1.38) (0.85) (1.56)
Into retirement 1.782 -0.015 0.009 7.652 -1.120 0.154 -0.100 -2.326
(0.40) (0.35) (0.44) (1.46) (0.23)  (0.54) (0.37) (0.65)
Change job/empl| -0.065 0.002 0.000 0.167 0.287 —0.030 -0.006 -0.374
(0.07) (0.32) (0.08) (0.15) (0.39) (0.56) (0.10) (0.33)
Out of partnership —0.767 -0.009 -0.002 -0.505 -1.756 0.045 .00 0.932
(0.44) (0.69) (0.26) (0.24) (1.53) (0.56) (0.09) (0.52)
Out of partnership —0.220 0.002 —-0.000 1.043 -1.138 -0.002 9.03 -0.389
and female (0.11) (0.14) (0.01) (0.44) 7. (0.02) (0.32) (0.18)
Leave parent home 3.806 ~ 0.016* 0.005 0.278 -0.657 0.364  0.405" 10.615°
(2.94) (1.70) (0.82) (0.20) (0.66)  (4.93) (5.31) (7.25)
New baby 0.635 0.016 0.006 1.654 0.507 -0.063 -0.114 -5.882
(0.23) (0.78) (0.52) (0.45) (0.21)  (0.41) (0.69) (1.59)
Child school age 1.597 0.009 0.003 2.574 0.445 0.022 0.180" 1.118
(0.80) (0.52) (0.30) (0.80) (0.22)  (0.29) (1.87) (0.44)
Child leaves home 4.566 " 0.034" 0.015" 3.492 0.780 0.141 0.152 4.718
(2.50) (2.45) (2.01) (1.36) (0.66) (1.61) (1.35) (2.13)
Housing
adjustments
Better tenure -3.203 -0.020" -0.009° 0.277 -0.757 -0.163 -0.2437 —6.877"
(3.22) (2.74) (1.95) (0.24) (1.01) (3.03) .0@) (5.41)
Worse tenure 3.957 0.027" 0.012° 3.021° 0.285 0.180" 0.221" 5.757"
(3.65) (3.20) (2.31) (2.35) (0.36) (3.08) 5. (4.85)
Change in number —0.383°  -0.003"~  —0.001 -0.268 -0.313 -0.027° -0.024" 0.145
of excess rooms
(2.05) (2.33) (1.23) (1.22) (1.81) (2.33) .9Q) (0.62)
Constant -0.945 —-0.005 —-0.003 -1.888 0.257 —-0.045 -0.038 -0.833
(1.58) (1.02) (0.96) (2.77) (0.60) (1.40) 0Q). (1.22)
R°| 0.050 0.035 0.016 0.013 0.010 0.067 0.079 12D.
N 1,803

Notes: OLS estimates, dependent variable is chendeprivation score of LSOA of residence beford afier a move.
Absolute values of t-statistics (in parentheseslvdd from standard errors adjusted for clustedngndividuals. BHPS 1999-

2006 and IMD 2004/2007. + significant at 10%, *rsfigant at 5%, **significant at 1%.
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Table 7: Objective neighbourhood quality adjustments of couples by life-cycle events

IMD Income Employm. Education Barriers toHealth & Crime Living
Housing  Disability Environ.
Life-course
events
Into work 0.407 -0.000 -0.001 -0.708 -0.068  048. 0.060 3.526
(0.21) (0.01) (0.12) (0.28) (0.05) (0.48) (0.57) (1.57)
Into unemploym. 8.837° 0.064"  0.029° 9.942° 1.505 0.316°  0.392°  0.727
(3.29) (2.98) (2.28) (2.49) (0.65) (2.62) 632 (0.18)
Into inactivity 3.165 0.023 0.012 5.230 -1.742 0.036 0.106 2.462
(1.11) (1.14) (0.95) (1.46) (1.16) (0.24) .66) (0.70)
Into retirement -0.751 -0.004 0.002 1.113 -2.93 -0.024 0.241 -4.384
(0.21) (0.17) (0.15) (0.33) (0.66) (0.12) .9%) (0.92)
Change job/empl. 0.970 0.0I3  0.001 2.164° -0.253 0.000 -0.023 0.123
(0.99) (1.72) (0.22) (1.76) (0.27) (0.01) .36) (0.11)
Wife into work 1.317 0.013 0.005 1.581 1.634  .05D 0.083 -1.197
(1.06) (1.30) (0.82) (0.94) (1.40) (0.76) .0Q) (0.81)
W. into unemploy.| -1.285 -0.002 -0.004 -1.095 2.330 -0.051 0.045 -0.941
(0.53) (0.12) (0.33) (0.32) (1.50) (0.42) .30 (0.33)
W. into inactivity | —0.098 -0.006 -0.002 -0.876 -1.077 0.040 0.027 4.183
(0.05) (0.44) (0.20) (0.42) (0.67) (0.41) 28 (2.22)
W. into retirement| —4.543 -0.037 -0.014 —4.265 -4.278 -0.230 -0.219 -3.841
(1.45) (1.75) (0.87) (1.33) (0.72) (1.30) .3Q) (1.05)
Wife change job/e 1.032 0.004 0.008 1.441 0.94 0.032 0.013 -1.525
(0.78) (0.43) (1.20) (0.97) (0.86) (0.43) %) (0.89)
New Baby -4.233  -0.024 -0.019 -5.058° -2.191 -0.123 -0.152 —-2.490
(2.44) (1.63) (2.11) (2.38) (1.55) (1.34) 48) (1.56)
Child school age -0.778 -0.013 -0.004 -0.046  454. -0.112* 0.038 -0.384
(0.62) (1.31) (0.73) (0.03) (0.40) (1.71) .54) (0.28)
Child leaves homg  —1.601 -0.011 -0.001 -3.897 .15@ -0.052 -0.172 -1.729
(0.62) (0.53) (0.05) (1.00) (1.00) (0.37) .09) (0.59)
Housing
adjustments
Better tenure 0.470 0.006 -0.002 2.756 -1.104 0.081 -0.004 2.267
(0.42) (0.72) (0.46) (1.92) (1.15) (1.31) .0%) (1.58)
Worse tenure 3.065 0.024° 0.015" 3.798°  -0.500 0.171 0.062 0.781
(2.38) (2.46) (2.57) (2.25) (0.47) (2.53) .86) (0.53)
Change in number —0.324 -0.002 -0.002 -0.023 0.067 -0.020 2100 -0.486"
of excess rooms
(1.15) (0.97) (1.32) (0.08)  (0.35) (1.39) (1.16) (1.69)
Constant -1.878° -0.010" -0.006 =~ -2.367  -0.019 -0.085 -0.111" -2.743"
(2.87) (2.11) (2.02) (2.76) (0.03) (2.43) .66 (3.82)
R?| 0.028 0.028 0.025 0.025 0.012 0.021 0.014 017D.
N 1,226

Notes: OLS estimates, dependent variable is changieprivation score of LSOA of residence before arfter a move.
Absolute values of t-statistics (in parenthesesjvdd from standard errors adjusted for clusterimghouseholds. BHPS
1999-2006 and IMD 2004/2007. + significant at 10%ignificant at 5%, **significant at 1%.



Table 8: Subjective neighbourhood quality adjustments of husbands and wives

husbands wives
Not like- Like —not | Not like- Like — not
like like like like
Life-course events
Husband into work 1.447 4.000" 1.443 5.395
(1.00) (3.20) (0.92) (2.83)
Husband into unemployment 1.614 6.288" 1.056 10.994”
(0.90) (3.20) (0.08) (3.01)
Husband into inactivity 1.434  2.262 1.501 0.000
(0.75) (1.05) (0.87) (0.00)
Change job/employer 0.769 2.170° 0.781 4.078"
(1.11) (2.38) (1.03) (3.45)
Wife into work 0.464  1.410 0.469° 0.822
(2.17) (0.86) (2.18) (0.34)
Wife into unemployment 0.856 0.759 1.011 0.353
(0.33) (0.35) (0.02) (0.93)
Wife into inactivity 0.507 1.592 0.391° 2.165
(1.55) (0.98) (2.01) (1.41)
Wife change job/employer 1.209 1.516 0.645 0.775
(0.74) (0.99) (1.64) (0.48)
New baby 23160  1.683 1.608 1.562
(2.77) (1.14) (1.54) (0.84)
Child reach school age 0.951 1.845" 1.159 1.369
(0.18) (1.66) (0.59) (0.68)
Child leaves home 0.750 1.220 1.582 0.922
(0.46) (0.26) (0.93) (0.07)
Housing adjustments
Better tenure 1.475 1553 1.635 1.254
(1.79) (1.16) (2.24) (0.43)
Worse tenure 0.944 2.258 1.279 2.805
(0.22) (2.44) (0.93) (2.48)
Change in number of excess rooms 1.080 0.939 1.007 0.931
(1.57) (1.16) (0.15) (0.73)
Log likelihood —-634.40 -535.91
Likelihood Ratioy2 61.42 58.64
N 1,156 919

Notes: Results from multinominal logit models, figs reported are relative risk ratios.
Absolute value of z statistics in parentheseseandition from liking to liking the
neighbourhood is base comparison group. BHPS 198852
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