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ABSTRACT

Residential area location modeling is an important one of the great difficulties of contemporary
social science. In the study, a research is done on cross inquiries & correlation analysis about the
residential area location models. A research is done aboutdemographic data, the validity of their
available environmental context, the data specifying their choice, the data from the status of
property and the data of the socio-economic state of the person.The aim of this study is to make
research on cross inquiries and correlation analysis about residential area location models.The
topic is searched using SPSS computer program. Using this program; frequencies, crosstabs and
correlations are formed.To interrogate socio economic and demographic data; the relationship
between father's age/family cycle, income/family conversion, occupation/property, number of
households/income, number of households/ownership, father age/mobility, father's
age/ownership, occupation/ownership, occupation/income, income/education are examined. Also,
to interrogatereview preferences on ownership and current situation; the relationship between
mobility/apartment area adequacy, neighborhood relations/mobility, homeownership/mobility,
income/mobilityare examined. The analyses of the relationships are reviewed in conclusion.

Keywords: Architecture, Residential Location Choice, Land Use, Location, Crosstabs,
Correlations.

1. INTRODUCTION

Residential location modelling lies at the heart of one of the grand challenges of contemporary
social science. More than 50% of the world’s population now live in cities and, in different parts
of the world (Pagliara, F., Preston, J., Simmonds, D., 2010).Early studies relied mainly on census
data as aggregation level; they characterized a zone as alternative and used zonal attributes to
describe possible moving destinations for households (Anas 1982; Weisbrod et al. 1980). In the
last two decades, we have seen increasing availability of disaggregated data: census data is
available down to a one-meter resolution. Also, in this study research is done aboutdemographic
data, the validity of their available environmental context, the data specifying their choice, the
data from the status of property and the data of the socio-economic state of the person.The aim of
this study is to make research on cross inquiries & correlation analysis about residential area
location models.In this study, the topic is searched using SPSS computer program. Using this
program; frequencies, crosstabs and correlations are formed.
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2. AIM

The aim of this study is to make research on cross inquiries & correlation analysis about
residential area location models. Also, the aim is to investigate how a relationship is
betweenfamily cycle, father's age, income, mobility, ownership and education of the people
living in the residential areas.

3. METHOD

In this study, the topic is searched using SPSS computer program. Using this program;
frequencies, crosstabs and correlations are formed. To interrogate socio economic and
demographic data; the relationship between father's age/family cycle, income/family conversion,
occupation/property, number of households/income, number of households/ownership, father
age/mobility, father's age/ownership, occupation/ownership, occupation/income,
income/education are examined. Also, to interrogatereview preferences on ownership and current
situation; the relationship between mobility/apartment area adequacy, neighborhood
relations/mobility, homeownership/mobility, income/mobilityare examined. The analyses of the
relationships are reviewed in conclusion.

3.1. Investigation of Demographic Data
3.1.1. Classification of the Ages

M 13-18 yas
M 19-25 yas
O 26-40 yas
W 41-60 yas
O &1 ve ustu

Figure-1. Ages of the Survey Participants.
The respondents were categorized by age. Classification result; 1% of the participants are
between the ages of 13-15, 19% are between the ages of 19-25, 24% are between the ages of 26-
40, 51% between the ages of 41-60 and 5%.

Table-1. Ages of the Survey Participants.

Cumulative
Frequency | Percent | Valid Percent Percent
Valid  13-18vyas 1 1,0 1,0 1.0
18-25 yas 19 18,0 18,0 20,0
26-40 yas 24 24,0 240 440
41-60 yas 51 51,0 51,0 5,0
61 ve usty 5 5.0 5.0 1000
Tatal 100 100,0 100,0
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3.1.2. Age of Father

W 19-25 yas
W 26-40 yas
O 41-60 yas
W &1 ve ustu yas

Figure-2. Age of Father.

One of the most important of the data that can be used is father's age. In the group made
according to father's age; 15% are between the ages of 19-25, 17% are between the ages of 26-40,
61% are between the ages of 41-60, and 7% are over the age of 61.
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Figure-3. Age of Father.
Table-2. Age of Father.
Cumulative
Frequency FPercent YWalid Percent FPercent
Walid 19-25 yas 15 15,0 15,0 15,0
26-40 yas 17 17.0 17,0 320
41-60 yas 61 61,0 61,0 3.0
£1 ve ustu yas 7 7.0 7.0 1000
Total 100 1000 100,0
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3.1.3. Family Cycle
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Figure-4. Family Cycle.

Family cycle criterion; question the family structure of people. In the group made according to
the family cycle are formed from; 7% were unmarried couples without children, 28% were split
families, 2% were married and separated from children, 12% were married and separated from
some of their children, and 51% were married and had children all along.
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Figure-5. Family Cycle.

Table-3. Family Cycle.

Cumulative
Frequency Percent Walid Percent Percent

Walid  evli olm.,cocuksuz

cift,aile alm. T 70 70 0

parcalanmis aile(dul

tek,cocuklarla) 28 28,0 28,0 35,0

evli cocuklar ayri 2 20 20 37

evli cocuklarin bir

kismi ayri 12 12,0 12,0 49,0

evli cocuklarin hepsi

yaninda 51 51,0 51,0 100,0

Total 100 100,0 1000
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3.1.4. Professions of the Survey Participants

B ev hanimi issiz ogrenci
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Figure-6. Professions of the Participants.

37% of the respondents were housewives, students or unemployed. 26% are self-employed, 3%
are top managers, 8% are administrative, 19% are commercial, and 3% are in service. 3% is
retired and 1% is not occupational.

3.1.5. Education of the Survey Participants

B =gitimsiz
H ilkokul
O ortackul
H lise

O yuksek

Figure-7. Education of the Participants.

1% of the respondents are defined as uneducated. 16% were graduated from primary school, 11%
from middle school, 16% from high school and 56% are in higher education.

3.2. Investigation of the Validity of Their Available Environmental Context
3.2.1.Neighborhood Associations

W cevapsiz
Wiy
o ket

Figure-8. Neighborhood Associations.
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Neighborhood associations are one of the important factors that will influence the choice of the
residential area location choice of the persons. Satisfaction with neighbors' relations in the
neighborhoods where the respondents live is classified as good and bad. While 88% did not
answer this question, 11% responded positively and 1% responded that it was bad. It is concluded
that the majority are satisfied with the neighborhood relations.

Table-4. Neighborhood Associations.

Cumulative
Frequency Percent Yalid Percent Percent
Valid cevapsiz 33 88,0 8.0 88,0
iyi 11 11,0 11,0 99,0
kGt 1 1,0 1,0 100,0
Total 100 100,0 100,0
3.2.2. Mobility and Residential Area Adequacy
Table-5. Mobility.
Cumulative
Frequency Percent Yalid Percent Percent
Valid  hig 27 27,0 27,0 27,0
1 38 38,0 38,0 65,0
2 25 250 250 a0,0
3 7 7.0 7.0 a7.0
4 3 3.0 3.0 100,0
Total 100 100,0 100,0
Table-6. Residential Area Adequacy.
Cumulative
Frequency Percent Yalid Percent Percent
Walid ] 2 2.0 20 20
evet 76 76,0 76,0 78,0
hayir 22 220 220 1000
Total 100 100,0 100,0

27% of the respondents did not change housing. 38% once, and 25% of those who have changed
housing twice. Also, 76% of the participants think that the space is enough, and 22% of them
think that the space is insufficient space.
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Figure-9. Mobility.
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Figure-10. Residential Area Adequacy.
3.3. Investigation of the Data Specifying Their Choice
3.3.1. Places to Move
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Figure-11. Places to Move.
To determine the rate of mobility and the likelihood of participating in the survey, the place ratios
required to be visited were examined. The end of the review; 13% prefer to stay in the same
neighborhood, 48% prefer to move to Istanbul out of the center, 13% prefer to move to the center
of Istanbul Anatolian side and 17% to move out of the center of Istanbul Anatolian side. A high
ratio of 78% in total is required to move from the queen to the end.
Table-7. Places to Move.

Cumulative
Frequency Percent Yalid Percent Percent
Valid 0 7 7.0 7.0 7.0
ayni semt 13 13,0 13,0 20,0
istanbul disi 1 1,0 1,0 21,0
istanbul avrupa merkez 1 1,0 1,0 220
ist avrupa merkez disi 43 48,0 48,0 70,0
istanbul anadolu merkez 13 13,0 13,0 83,0
IdEEtsE:nbUl anadolu merkez 17 17.0 17.0 100,0
Total 100 100,0 100,0
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3.3.2. Living Tendency in Istanbul - Preferred Districts
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Figure-12. Preferred Districts in Istanbul.

The ratios of the preferred districts in order to determine the trends of the participants in Istanbul
in the survey were examined. 1% are Avcilar, 13% are Bahgelievler, 15% are Bakirkdy, 29% are
from Besiktas, 12% from Beykoz and 30% from Fatih. Most preferred districts are; Fatih and
Besiktas.

Table-7. Preferred Districts in Istanbul.

Cumulative
Frequency Percent Yalid Percent Percent
Valid  Awcilar 1 1,0 1,0 1,0
Bahcelievier 13 13,0 13,0 14,0
Bakirkaoy 15 15,0 15,0 29,0
Besiktas 29 29,0 29,0 58,0
Beykoz 12 12,0 12,0 70,0
Fatih 30 30,0 30,0 100,0
Total 100 100,0 100,0

3.4. Investigation of the Data from the Status of Property
3.4.1.Home Ownership

B ev sahibi degil
B ev sahibi

Figure-13. Ownership Ratios.

The housing criterion is important because it affects the 'mobility’ criterion. The rates were
examined to determine the host of the survey participants. 41% of the participants are not
homeowners, 59% are the hosts, and the end is out.
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Cumulative
Frequency Percent Yalid Percent FPercent
Valid  evsahibi degil 41 41,0 41,0 41,0
ev sahibi 54 59.0 59.0 100,0
Total 100 1000 100,0

3.5. Investigation of the Status of the Socio-Economic State
3.5.1. According to Income Ratio

M alt orta
@ orta
O st orta
W ist

Figure-14. Income Ratios.

According to income distribution, 7% of respondents are in lower middle income class, 53% in
middle income class, 29% in upper middle income class and 11% in upper income class.
Table-9. Income Ratios.

Cumulative
Freguency Percent Valid Percent Percent
Valid altorta T 7.0 7.0 7.0
arta 53 53,0 53,0 60,0
(st orta 24 280 280 89,0
(st 11 11,0 11,0 100.0
Total 100 100,0 100,0

3.6. Crosstabs - Cross Inquiries

Table-10. Crosstabs ofInterrogating Socio Economic and Demographic Data.

Father's Age - Family Conversion
Income - Family Conversion
Occupation - Property

Number of Households - Income
Number of Households - Ownership
Father Age - Mobility

Father's Age - Home

Occupation - Home

Occupation - Income

Income - Education

InterrogatingSocioEconomicandDemographic
Data
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Table-11. Crosstabs ofInterrogations to Review Preferences on Ownership and Current
Situation.

Mobility - ApartmentAreaAdequacy

NeighborhoodRelations - Mobility Interrogations to Review Preferences on
Homeownership - Mobility Ownershipand Current Situation
Revenue - Mobility

4. FINDINGS

4.1. Crosstabsabout Interrogating Socio Economic And Demographic Data
4.1.1. Relationship between Father Age and Family Cycle

40— — baba yasi

M 19-25 yas

H 26-40 yas

O 41-60 yas

B &1 ve ustu yas

30—

10—
- - u
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gocuksuz ¢ift,  aile(dul tek, ayri kir kismi ayri  hepsi yanincla
alle olm. cocuklaria)

ailenin dongusu

Figure-15. Relationship between Father Age and Family Cycle.

The relationship between the father's age and the family cycle was investigated by evaluating the
responses of the respondents. According to the result; All of the family aged between 19 and 25
years old are family members. In the family type who is married and has all the children, the
father is between 41 and 60 years old. According to the survey results; If father's age is less than
25, the family structure is negatively affected.

Table-12. Relationship between Father Age and Family Cycle.

Count

baba yasi
19-25yas | 26-d40vyas | 41-60yas | 61wve ustuyas Total

ailenin evli alm. cocuksuz
dongusu  cift aile olm. 0 4 ! 2 7

parcalanmis aile{dul

tek cocuklarla) 15 3 10 0 28

evli cocuklar ayri 0 0 0 2 2

evli cocuklarin bir

kismi ayri 0 0 10 2 12

evli cocuklarin hepsi

yaninda 0 10 40 1 51
Taotal 15 17 61 7 100

45



IJARR, 3(6), 2018; 36-58
4.1.2. Relationship between Income and Family Cycle
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Figure-16. Relationship between Income and Family Cycle.
An evaluation of the answers of the participants in the questionnaire resulted in a relationship
between income and family cycle. According to the result; broken families belong to lower
middle, middle and upper middle income group. The upper income group is; married, all of
whose children are members of a family. Reduced income affects the family cycle in the negative
direction.

Table-13. Relationship between Income and Family Cycle.

ailenin dongusu
parcalanm
evli alm. is aile(dul
Jcocuksuz tek, cocukl eyli cocuklar | evli cocuklarin | ewli cocuklarin
cift, aile olm. arla) ayri bir Kismi ayri hepsi yaninda Total
gelir alt orta 0 3 1 i 3 7
orta 3 20 0 3 27 53
(st orta 4 1 2 17 29
st ] 0 7 4 1
Total T 28 2 12 51 100

4.1.3. Relationship between Occupation and Property
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Figure-17. Relationship between Occupation and Property.

In this figure, which is formed by evaluating the answers given by those who participated in the
survey, an attempt was made to establish a relation between occupation and ownership.
According to the result; the occupation that is most hosted has been designated as a self-
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employed occupation. The following occupations; trade and retirement. Occupations where
property is less; trade, self-employment and unemployment.
Table-14. Relationship between Occupation and Property.

Symmetric Measures

Asymp.
Walue Std. Error” Approx. Tb Approx. Sig.
Interval by Interval Pearson's R ;108 091 1,076 284%
Ordinal by Ordinal  Spearman Caorrelation 077 100 7E5 A46=
M of Valid Cases 100

4. Mot assuming the null hypothesis.
0. Using the asymptotic standard error assuming the null hypothesis.
C. Based on normal approximation.

4.1.4. Relationship between Household Population and Income
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hanehalki sayisi B st

Figure-18. Relationship between Household Population and Income.

According to the relationship between the number of households and income; income in
households in the middle income group increases steadily until the number of households reaches
3. After 3, it falls. In the families in the upper income group; it is observed that as the number of
households (ownership) increases, income also improves properly. In the families in the lower
middle and upper middle income groups, there is no clear link between income and the number of
households.

Table-15. Relationship between Household Population and Income.

Symmetric Measures

Asymp.
Value Std. Error” | Approx. Tb Approx. Sig.
Interval by Interval  Pearson's R 334 038 3,508 Q0=
Ordinal by Ordinal  Spearman Correlation 204 a7 3,040 J003=
M oof Valid Cases 100

4. Mot assuming the null hypothesis.
. Using the asymptotic standard error assuming the null hypothesis.
C. Based on normal approximation.
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4.1.5. Relationship between Households (Ownership) and Property
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Figure-19. Relationship between Households (Ownership) and Property.

It was determined that there is a right ratio between the number of households and ownership in
the figure which is obtained by evaluating the answers given by those who participated in the
survey. As the number of households increases, ownership and ownership increase. While the
number of households is 5, ownership is maximum. After the number of households increases by
5, the ownership declines.

Table-16. Relationship between Households (Ownership) and Property.

Symmetric Measures

Asymp.
Yalue Std. Error” Approx. Tb Approx. Sig.
Interval by Interval  Pearsons R 233 0g1 2 368 J0z0=
Ordinal by Ordinal  Spearman Correlation 230 094 2339 0z1=
M of Valid Cases 100

4. Mot assuming the null hypothesis.
b. Using the asymptotic standard error assuming the null hypothesis.
C. Based on normal approximation.

4.1.6. The Relationship between Father Age and Mobility

60— haba yasi
W 19-25yas
[ 26-40 yas

50— O 41-60 yas

W 61 ve ustu yas
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tasinma istegi

Figure-20. Relationship between Father Age and Mobility.

The relationship between father's age and mobility has been examined. Generally, participants do
not consider moving. The vast majority of those who consider moving are the father aged 41-60
years. They were followed by participants aged between 19 and 25 years of age.

48



Table-17. Relationship between Father Age and Mobility.

IJARR, 3(6), 2018; 36-58

baba yasi
19-25yas | 26-40vyas | 41-60vyas | 61wve ustuyas Total
tasinma tasinmayi dasanmiyar 13 16 51 i a6
isteqi tasinmayi disiiniyor 2 9 10 9 14
Total 15 17 A1 7 100

4.1.7. Relationship between Father Age and Household (Ownership)
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Count

ev sahibi degil

Figure-21. Relationship between Father Age and Household (Ownership).

ev sahipligi

a0
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baba yasi
W 19-25 yas
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O 41-60 yas
B 51 ve ustu yas

The relationship between the father's age and housekeeping was examined in this figure, which
was formed by evaluating the answers given by those who participated in the survey. According
to the result; the father's age is 41-60, the household (ownership) is at the maximum level. Also,
as the age of father increases, the number of households increases.

Table-18. Relationship between Father Age and Household (Ownership).

baba yasi
19-25vyas | 26-40vas | 41-60vyas | 61wve ustuyas Taotal
ev sahipligi  evsahibi degil 12 3 21 0 41
ev sahibi 3 g 40 7 549
Total 15 17 61 7 100

4.1.8. Relationship between Occupation and Income
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=iz
expen

Figure-22. Relationship between Occupation and Income.
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In this figure which is formed by evaluating the answers given by those who participated in the
survey, an attempt was made to establish a relation between profession and income. According to
the outcome, the profession of each income group is related to trade. The profession that most
people belong to the upper income group has emerged as a self-employed profession. Those
belonging to the least income group; housewives, unemployed, students and service workers.

Table-19. Relationship between Occupation and Income.

gelir
alt orta orta lstorta st Total

meslek  evhanimiissiz ogrenci 2 11 0 0 13

ilmi teknik el serbest

meslek 0 11 1 g9 1

mitesebbus direktor

ust kad yan 0 1 3 0 4

idari personel 1 7 0

ticaret satis 2 14 12 2 30

hizmet isleri 2 3 0 0 5

emekli 0 2 0 a8

meslekleri tayin

edilemeyen. 0 0 1 0 1
Total 7 53 29 11 100

4.1.9. Relationship between Income and Education

30

25—

5 egitim
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alt orta orta ust orta st M lise
gelir O yuksek

Figure-23. Relationship between Income and Education.

The relationship between income and education has been researched. The rate at which the
education level of the people with the lower middle income group is highest; primary school and
secondary school education. Highly educated people are mostly in the middle income group and
the proportion of those with higher education is the highest among those in the upper middle and
upper income bracket. Especially when the income status of the upper middle income group is
examined, it can be said that the relation between income and education is directly proportional.

Table-20. Relationship betweenlncome and Education.

eqgitim
egitimsiz ilkokul ortaokul lise yuksek Total
gelir alt orta 1 2 1 1 7
orta ] 12 4 10 27 53
(st ora ] 4 5 18 29
iist ] 0 1 ] 10 11
Total 1 16 11 16 56 100
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4.2. CROSSTABS ABOUT INTERROGATIONS TO REVIEW PREFERENCES ON
OWNERSHIP AND CURRENT SITUATION
4.2.1. Relationship between Mobility and Residential Area

0 evet

daire alani yeterligi

hayir

tasinma istegi
sainmayl cistrm

Figure-24. Relationship between Mobility and Residential Area.
The relationship between mobility and circle area adequacy has been investigated to determine
whether the field insufficiency increases the desire for relocation. The answers of the respondents
are the result; those who think that the apartment area is adequate do not want to move. The
proportion of those who want to move falls in large proportions among those who think that the
flat area is inadequate. Those who think that the flat area is adequate do not want to move.

Table-21. Relationship betweenMobility and Residential Area.

tasinma isteqi

tasinmayi tasinmayi
distnmuyor disindyor Total
daire alani ] 2 ] 2
yeterligi evet 67 g 76
hayir 17 5 22
Total 26 14 100

4.2.2. Relationship between Neighborhood Relationships and Mobility
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Figure-25. Relationship between Neighborhood Relationships and Mobility.

tasinma istegi

W tasinmayi disinmiyor

[ tasinmayi disiniyor

51



IJARR, 3(6), 2018; 36-58

The relationship between neighborhood relations and mobility has been examined in order to
evaluate whether the positiveness of neighborhood relations has increased the desire for
relocation. The evaluation of the answers given in this direction is the result; the vast majority of
participants who say that neighborhood relations are good do not consider moving. On the other
hand, none of those who say neighborhood relations are bad think about moving. No definite

connection was detected.

4.2.3. Relationship between Occupation and Household (Ownership)
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Figure-26. Relationship between Occupation and Household (Ownership).
The relationship between occupation and housing has been examined. As a result of statistics
collected from the survey, the most frequent hosts are; self-employed. This rate is those who deal

with trade.
Table-22. Relationship betweenMobility and Residential Area.
ev sahipligi
ev sahibi
deqil ev sahibi Total
meslek  evhanimiissiz ogrenci 8 5 13
ilmi teknik el serbest
meslek 9 22 ey
mitesebbus direktor
ust kad yan 2 2 4
idari persanel ) 3 8
ticaret satis 13 17 30
hizmetisleri 3 2 5
emekli 1 7 8
meslekleri tayin
edilemeyen. 0 1 1
Total 41 59 100

4.2.4. Relationship between Household (Ownership) and Mobility

Count

tasinmayi cistnmiiyor tasinm;
tasinma istegi

ayi disiing

yor

ev sahipligi

W ev sahibi degl

W ev sahibi

Figure-27. Relationship between Household (Ownership) and Mobility.
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The relationship between the hostility and mobility was examined in this figure, which was
formed by evaluating the answers given by those who participated in the survey. According to the
result; the vast majority of the participants do not consider moving. The relationship between the
variables is negative.

Table-23. Relationship between Household (Ownership) and Mobility.

ey sahipligi
ev sahibi
deqil ev sahibi Total
tasinma  tasinmayi ddsdnmayor 36 50 86
isteqi tasinmayi dilsiniyor 5 g 14
Total 41 59 100

4.2.5. Relationship between Income and Mobility

50— tasinma istegi
W tasinmayi distnmiyor
[ tasinmayi disindyor

alt orta orta ust orta ust

gelir

Figure-28. Relationship between Income and Mobility.

The relationship between income and mobility is examined. The end of the review; those
belonging to the lower middle income group do not consider moving and the proportion of those
who think about moving; middle, upper middle and upper income groups. While the proportion
of those who do not consider moving is at the maximum level in the middle income group, it
decreases at a certain acceleration in the upper middle and upper income groups.

Table-24. Relationship betweenIncome and Mobility.

tasinma istegi
tasinmayi tasinmayi
disinmiuyar disanyaor Total
aelir alt orta 7 ] 7
arta 43 5 h3
(st arta 24 5 29
st 7 4 11
Total a6 14 100

4.3. CORRELATIONS

4.3.1. Pearson Model
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FAMILY
CYCLE (-) 0,838

0,000 0,240

AGE OF 0,000 __, OWNERSHIP 0240 5  MOBILITY

0,115 >
FATHER U,600

0,010 0,00

INCOME
Figure-29. Pearson Model.

Table-25. Pearson Model — Correlations.

Correlations

ailenin deqgistirilen
baba vasi dangusu gelir mulkiyet konut sayisi
baba yasi Pearson Carrelation 1 407 321 ,385% 184
3ig. (2-tailed) 000 001 000 066
gf{?;;fpsrgssgf; and §8,000 49800 | 20600 | 15600 15,400
Covariance 687 503 208 158 156
M 100 100 100 100 100
ailenin dongusu Pearson Correlation A07 1 159 2267 - 021
Sig. (2-tailed) 000 115 024 83a8
Srose poauie 10| sos00 | 220180 | 18320 | 18,520 -3,120
Covariance 503 2224 185 67 - 032
M 100 100 100 100 100
qgelir Pearson Correlation 329 159 1 419 -041
3ig. (2-tailed) 00 115 000 685
gf{:’;;fpsrgssgf: ad | 20600 | 18320 | 60540 | 16,040 -3,240
Covariance 208 185 613 162 -033
M 100 100 100 100 100
mulkiyet Pearson Correlation 385 226* A9 1 - 168
Sig. (2-tailed) 000 024 000 084
gt‘g;ﬁg;’ﬁgg ad | 15600 | 16520 | 16040 | 24790 -8,390
Covariance 158 167 62 244 -,085
M 100 100 100 100 100
deqistirilen konut sayisi  Pearson Correlation 184 -021 -041 - 168 1
Sig. (2-tailed) 066 838 685 094
gfg;;fpsrg;f;fss 91 45400 3120 | 2240 | 8300 102,590
Covariance 156 - 032 -033 - 085 1,036
M 100 100 100 100 100

** Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).

*. Correlation is significant atthe 0.05 level (2-tailed).
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Table-26. Pearson Model.

RELATIONSHIP FACTOR m Sig. (2 tailed) | RELIABILITY

Family Cycle —Age of Father + 0,407 Weak Relationship 0,000 Very Reliable
Family Cycle - Ownership + 0,226 Very Weak 0,240 Reliable
Relationship
Age of Father- Income + 0,321 Weak Relationship 0,010 Very Reliable
Age of Father- Ownership + 0,385 Weak Relationship 0,000 Very Reliable
Income — Mobility - 0,410 Nonlinear Inverse 0,685 Weakin Terms of
Weak Relationship Reliability
Ownership - Income + 0,419 Weak Relationship 0,000 Very Reliable
NUMBER OF
HOUSEHOLD 0,001
o’oool 0,001
0,001 = 0,000 _ OWNERSHIP OF
0,177 AGE OF . B INCONE ~_ ANOTHER
FATHER 0,000 ——» HOUSE

0,000

0,002

DUCATION
Figure-30. Pearson Model.

Table-27. Pearson Model- Correlations.

Correlations
hanehalki baska ev
baba yasi sayisi gelir sahipligi eqgitim
baba yasi Pearson Correlation 1 368™ el b L350 - 305%
Sig. (2-tailed) 000 001 000 002
M 100 100 100 100 100
hanehalki sayisi Pearson Carrelation 368 1 334% 329 - 136
Sig. (2-tailed) 000 001 001 AT7
M 100 100 100 100 100
gelir Pearson Correlation 321 334+ 1 ,553* 351%
Sig. (2-tailed) 001 001 ,0oo 000
M 100 100 100 100 100
baska ev sahipligi Pearson Correlation 350 320% 553+ 1 - 045
Sig. (2-tailed) 000 001 000 655
M 100 100 100 100 100
egitim Pearson Correlation -, 305% -136 351%4 - 045 1
Sig. (2-tailed) 002 A77 000 (655
M 100 100 100 100 100

**. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).
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Table-28. Pearson Model.

RELATIONSHIP FACTOR m Sig. (2 tailed) | RELIABILITY

Number of Household- Age of + 0,368 Weak Relationship 0,000 Very Reliable
Father

Income - Number of Household + 0,334 Weak Relationship 0,001 Very Reliable
Age of Father- Income = 0,321 Weak Relationship 0,001 Very Reliable
Ownership of Another House - Age + 0,350 Weak Relationship 0,000 Very Reliable
of Father

Income - Ownership of Another + 0,553 Middle 0,000 Very Reliable
House Relationship

Education - Income + 0,351 Weak Relationship 0,000 Very Reliable
Number of Household- Ownership of + 0,329 Weak Relationship 0,001 Very Reliable

Another House

4.3.2.Kendall's Tau_B Model
Table-29. Kendall's Tau_B Model - Correlations.

Correlations

ailenin degistirilen

baba yasi dongusu gelir mulkiyet konut sayisi

Kendall's tau_b  baba yasi Correlation Coefficient 1,000 258™ 2TE™ 3507 148
Sig. (2-tailed) . 004 002 ,000 ,090

N 100 100 100 100 100

ailenin dongusu Correlation Coefficient 258 1,000 070 72 -001
Sig. (2-tailed) 004 . A27 068 ,992

N 100 100 100 100 100

gelir Correlation Coefficient 2TE* 070 1,000 395+ - 015
Sig. (2-tailed) 002 427 . ,000 861

N 100 100 100 100 100

mulkiyet Caorrelation Coefficient 350 72 395 1,000 -158
Sig. (2-tailed) ,000 068 ,aoo . 087

N 100 100 100 100 100

degistirilen konut sayisi  Correlation Coefficient 148 -001 -015 -158 1,000
Sig. (2-tailed) ,090 ,992 861 087 .

N 100 100 100 100 100

**. Correlation is significant atthe 0.01 level (2-tailed).

Table-30. Kendall's Tau_B Model - Correlations.

Correlations

hanehalki baska ev
babayasi sayisi gelir sahipligi egitim
Kendall's tau_b  babayasi Correlation Coefficient 1,000 2934 2TE™ 348+ - 2454
Sig. (2-tailed) . 001 ooz ,000 006
M 100 100 100 100 100
hanehalki sayisi Caorrelation Coefficient 293 1,000 244 272 - 151
Sig. (2-tailed) 001 . o4 002 073
M 100 100 100 100 100
gelir Caorrelation Coefficient 2TE 244 1,000 481+ 2944
Sig. (2-tailed) 002 004 . ,000 001
N 100 100 100 100 100
baska ev sahipligi  Correlation Coefficient 348% 272 A917 1,000 019
Sig. (2-tailed) 000 00z Jaoa . 843
N 100 100 100 100 100
egitim Correlation Coefficient - 245% =181 294* 019 1,000
Sig. (2-tailed) 006 073 001 843 .
N 100 100 100 100 100

**_ Correlation is significant atthe 0.01 level (2-tailed).

4.3.3. Spearman Model
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Table-31. Kendall's Tau_B Model - Correlations.

Correlations

ailenin degistirilen

baba yasi dongusu gelir mulkiyet konut sayisi

Spearman'srho  babayasi Correlation Coefflicient 1,000 318™ 302+ 370 70
Sig. (2-tailed) . 001 ooz ,ooo 091

N 100 100 100 100 100

ailenin dongusu Caorrelation Coefficient 318+ 1,000 ,089 183 000
Sig. (2-tailed) 001 . 380 068 ,998

N 100 100 100 100 100

gelir Correlation Coefficient 302+ 0ga 1,000 418+ - 024
Sig. (2-tailed) 0oz ,380 . ,000 816

N 100 100 100 100 100

mulkiyet Correlation Coefficient 370 183 418+ 1,000 =172
Sig. (2-tailed) Jooo 068 ,ooo . 087

N 100 100 100 100 100

deqgistirilen konut sayisi  Correlation Coefficient 70 000 -024 =172 1,000
Sig. (2-tailed) 091 998 816 087 .

N 100 100 100 100 100

**. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).

Table-32. Kendall's Tau_B Model — Correlations.

Correlations

hanehalki baska ev
baba yasi sayisi gelir sahipligi egitim
Spearman’s rho  baba yasi Caorrelation Coefficient 1,000 350 302 Relilthl - 275%
Sig. (2-tailed) . .ooo oz ooa 006
N 100 100 100 100 100
hanehalki sayisi Correlation Coefficient 350 1,000 204* L 304% - 185
Sig. (2-tailed) 000 . 003 002 065
N 100 100 100 100 100
gelir Correlation Coefficient 302 294 1,000 520 3317
Sig. (2-tailed) 002 003 . 000 001
N 100 100 100 100 100
baska ev sahipligi  Correlation Coefficient 369 304 G20 1,000 020
Sig. (2-tailed) J0oa 002 0oa . 844
N 100 100 100 100 100
egitim Carrelation Coefficient - 275% -185 331 020 1,000
Sig. (2-tailed) 006 065 01 844 .
N 100 100 100 100 100

** Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).

5. RESULTS

The conclusions obtained as a result of the correlation analysis;

* There is a linear, weak relationship between family cycle, father's age and income.

*There is a non-linear relationship between income and mobility. Therefore, it can be said that the
increase of income is the effect of decreasing the mobility.

*There is a linear, strong relationship between ownership and mobility. According to the
responses of the participants, as the property is increased, the mobility is also increasing.
Similarly, there is a strong relationship between father's age and mobility.

*There was a weak relationship between the number of households, father's age and income.
*There is a relationship between income and other homeownership in middle weakness.

A weak relationship between education and income has been identified, and a strong relationship
exists between education and other homeownership in a linear way, according to the results
obtained. Therefore, it is achieved that the educated people have a high rate of having another
house.
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