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CHAPTER I

INTRODUCTION

Background of the Study

Recent advances in medical technology related to disease pre-

vention, detection, and treatments plus improved medical equipment,

better nutrition, and a higher level of economic resources have con-

tributed to an increase in the percentage of people in the 65 and over

age group in industrialized nations. In the United States, during the

two decades from 1950 to 1970, an increase of approximately 8 million

aged people has occurred to bring the figure to about 20 million, or

approximately 10 percent of the total population. Moreover, an in-

crease of 22.5 percent to 24.5 million is expected between 1970 and

1980, and a 53.0 percent increase to 30.6 million has been predicted

from 1970 to the year 2000. Depending upon the birth rate, the aged

may represent from 10.7 to 12.5 percent of the population in the year

2000 (U.S. Bureau of the Census, 1975:6).

Although our culture generally affords a higher level of living

than ever before, often the aged are victims of fixed income, rising

costs, and physical deterioration (Hoffman, 1973:18; Nye and Berardo,

1973:578; Schultz and Rogers, 1975:302). Some common forms of physical

deterioration include dulling of the senses, slowness of motor skills,

lack of coordination, and a loss of strength and energy (Cavan,

1
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1965:50; Lawton and Azar, 1966:11-14; Moore, 1968:221). Despite the

obstac1es of fixed incomes, rising costs, and physica1 deterioration,

most aged peop1e remain in homes of their own (Cavan, 1965:50;

Focus II...,1974:13). However, the hea1th and financia1 status of

. the aged is not a1together b1eak. Many of the aged experience good

hea1th and secure economic status enab1ing them the opportunity to

se1ect a 1iving arrangement to meet their current needs.

During the 1ater years most Americans are retired from gainfu1

emp1oyment. This often causes prob1ems of a diminished se1f-concept

and fee1ings of worth1essness. Perhaps if individua1s can remain

independent through an appropriate near environment, they can retain

fee1ings of worth, dignity, and a who1esome se1f-concept.

Retirement communities, defined as age-restricted residentia1

areas, are a viab1e option for a segment of the aged. Gottscha1k

(1972:235) be1ieves 1ess than 5 percent of the aged 1ive in retirement

communities. Another writer contends that retirement communities are

a $250 mi11ion business and the fastest growing segment of the housing

market ("New Life .. .," 1972:70). De1 Webb, the deve1oper of Sun

City, Arizona, who origina11y estimated the market potentia1 of retire-

ment communities to be 2 percent of a11 retirees, has since revised

his estimate to 10 percent ("New Life. .. ," 1972:70). With a present

United States popu1ation of 22 mi11ion peop1e aged 65 years and over

(U.S. Bureau of the Census, 1975:6), the 2 percent prediction wou1d

yie1d 440,000 potentia1 residents; the 10 percent figure wou1d encom-

pass as many as 2.2 mi11ion. Ear1y retirement and a minimum entrance
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age of 50 years required by many retirement communities could further

increase the number of potential residents.

Statement of the Problem

According to Nash, executive director of the National Retired

Teachers Association (NRTA) and the American Association of Retired

Persons (AARP),

. . . any concept or any program that approaches older citi-
zens as a homogeneous group is doomed because they remain, in
age, as diverse a group as they were in youth or in middle age.
Too frequently we look for the single panacea, the single pro-
gram (Proceedings of the National Forum . .. ,1975:9).

Clearly, it is necessary that a suitable near environment be avail-

able for the aged who constitute a large heterogeneous segment of the

population. what, therefore, are the reasons a proportion of this

population selects the retirement community for its near environment?

Furthennore, what are the demographic characteristics of those who do?

Purpose and Potential Outcome

The purpose of this research was to explore the factors influ-

encing the relocation of aged persons to two retirement communities.

By identifying and recognizing the needs and preferences of the aged

segment of the housing market, it should be easier to develop suitable

housing and in turn increase the chances of the elderly to maintain

independence. Infonnation gained from this study could help profes-

sionals in direct contact with the late middle aged and aged to iden-

tify and evaluate their personal needs for an appropriate near
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environment. The findings also would be pertinent to those profes-

sionals planning and building housing units for this group and those

directly involved in government decision making.

This area of study at the interface between older people and

their near environments is especially appropriate for research in

Home Economics because:

The ultimate goal of research in home economics is to maximize
the satisfaction and well-being of individuals and families
through increasing knowledge and understanding of man and his
environent--his physical, cultural, and social milieu. Atten-
tion [has been] focused upon the reciprocal relationships
between man and the quality of his near environment as distinct
entities with sparse attention to the interfaces between them.
Future research should reflect more concentration of effort at· these interfaces (National Goals .. ., 1970:15).

In addition, one of the five national goals of Home Economics is to

"Improve the physical components of man's near environment" (National

Goals. .. , 1970:34). This can be done by identifying needs and

preferences of people, in this case the elderly, through exploratory

research.

Conceptual Framework

i
Recently Morris and winter (1975) have developed a theory of

family housing adjustment. According to this theory (Figure 1),

families recognize a deficit in their current residence which reduces

housing satisfaction. Such deficits often occur as families change

stages in the life cycle, causing a change in family structure. A

family's reaction to a recognized housing deficit is dependent upon

the influence of family nonns, cultural norms, and existing con-

straints (Morris and winter, 1975:79).
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Family norms are the personal framework, or guidelines, within

which a family assesses its housing. For example, one family might

want a separate dining room because the family members tend to pursue

individual activities but they gather for meals, whereas another

family might prefer that this housing space be used for a "family

room" where they can enjoy family-centered leisure activities to-

gether. Cultural norms include more general housing requirements

which span five classifications established by Morris and winter

(1975:82). These were: "l) housing space norms, 2) tenure nonhs,

3) structure type norms, 4) quality norms, and 5) neighborhood and

location norms." Finally, constraints on the family include 1) a

family's decision—making ability, 2) economic, social, and political

factors, and 3) attractive features of the dwelling (Morris and win-

ter, 1975:83).

Families react to alleviate a housing deficit and improve

satisfaction by following one of three patterns: residential mobility

or migration, residential adaptation, or family adaptation. Morris

and Winter (1975:85) define residential mobility as relocation within

a single housing market and a single labor market. Unlike residen-

tial mobility, relocation over a greater distance is differentiated

as migration and may be a response to other variables in addition to

a housing deficit. For example, a change of occupation and economic

opportunity or a change of climate preference might initiate reloca-

tion by migration. In the first pattern, a family uses mobility

(residential mobility or migration) to achieve appropriate
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accommodations commensurate with their life style and stage in the

life cycle. The second alternative finds the family adapting their

residence to fit their needs. Last, is family adaptation to the

dwelling unit whereby the family may postpone childbearing or arrange

for family members to be housed at schools, institutions, or with

other relatives. Regardless of the alternative chosen, all are con-

tingent upon the influence of family and cultural norms, one's cur-

rent housing conditions, and existing constraints (Morris and winter,

l975:79).

The model for this study (Figure 2) parallels Morris and

winter's theoretical framework. Specifically, a late middle-aged or

aged family recognizes that their near environment differs from their

conception of what it should be. Thus, they experience a housing

deficit based upon three factors: family norms, cultural norms, and

constraints. They seek to reduce dissatisfaction through selection

of one of the options of mobility, residential adaptation, or family

adaptation.

Some aged select mobility to retirement communities where

they may maintain their independence, enjoy leisure activities, and

derive companionship from others in their age group. This conforms

to family norms found in the United States today which encourage the

nuclear family structure in which adult generations of a family main-

tain separate living accommodations and distinct lives. Retirement

community living is further supported by the cultural norm encouraging

the aged to remain independent. Finally, mobility to retirement
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communities is precipitated also by constraints in the old near environ-

ment such as economic burden of a large dwelling unit, unsuitability

of the dwelling unit, and lack of peers for social interaction.

In this study, the researcher attempted to identify the factors

influencing the selection of a retirement community as a near environ-

ment, i.e., the option of residential mobility. Since most subjects‘

were retired, and therefore did not rely on the labor market, mobility

may include migration.

Definition of Terms

The following terms used in this study are defined to enhance

readily clarity and precision:

Aggg--any individual who is 65 years or older. _

Late middle age--persons aged 55 through 64 years.

Retirement age--the age when permanent, full-time employment

ceases. In the United States this is normally considered to be 65

years; full Social Security benefits are payable at this age.

Early retirement--cessation of permanent, full-time employment

which occurs before age 65, most likely between ages 55 and 65 years.

Adult community--a tenn used by some developers to describe

an age-restricted residential area.

Retirement community--an age-restricted residential area which

is built specifically for older people.

Near environment-—the area in which a person usually functions

including the dwelling unit, neighborhood, and larger community.
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Objectives of the Study

Objectives of this study were to:

1. Identify and compare demographic characteristics of the

samp1es of residents from two retirement communities.

2. Identify and compare 1imitations, or "pushes," of the

fonner near environment which caused the subjects to se1ect mobi1ity

as their response to a housing deficit.

3. Identify and compare attractions, or "pu11s," which caused

the subjects to se1ect the retirement community where they now 1ive.



CHAPTER II

REVIEW OF LITERATURE

Introduction

Individuals differ in their responses to a housing deficit.

According to Morris and Winter (1975:83), a person will attempt to

alleviate a deficit, thereby improving housing satisfaction, by se-

lecting one of the following options: residential mobility, residen—

tial adaptation, or family adaptation. The subjects who participated

in this study had chosen the option of residential mobility to a re-

tirement conmunity. Therefore this literature search encompasses

items related to retirement communities and their residents.

This review of literature includes published and unpublished

work based upon empirical research or the experience of the writers.

Literature from 1960 to the present time was examined and includes both

domestic and foreign writings. Specific topics covered in this review

are variables related to retirement such as retirement age, life ex-

pectancy, and retirement impact; and the environment of retired people,

including housing needs, age segregation, residents of retirement

communities, and retirement housing.

ll
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Variables Related to Retirement

Retirement Age and Life Expectancy
1

The inception of the Social Security Act in 1935 provided the

aged with a retirement income thus enabling retirement from gainful

employment. Age 65 has since become the "nonmal" retirement age

because Social Security allows payment of full cash benefits at age

65. Social Security cash benefits in 1976 will total about $76

billion. More than 32 million people receive these benefits; "nine

out of ten paid jobs are covered under Social Security." The maximum

benefit, effective June 1976, for a person retiring in 1976 at age 65

is $387.30 per month. Average Social Security benefits for a single

retired worker are $218 per month; for an aged couple, both receiving

benefits, are $372 per month (Cardwell, 1976:1-2).

Currently there are about 22 million people aged 65 and over

in the United States (U.S. Bureau of the Census, 1975:6). Life expec-

tancy in 1973 was 67.6 years for all males and significantly higher,

75.3 years, for all females. whites have a still longer life expec-

tancy than average, or 68.4 years for all males and 76.1 years for

females (U.S. Bureau of the Census, 1975:59). Thus, the average male

can expect to live 2.6 years after retirement at age 65 and the female

10.3 years, with whites living even longer than the average.

If past trends continue, it is clear that one can expect the

life span to continue to increase, adding to the number of years spent

in retirement. It can be projected that increasing opportunities for
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early retirement, before age 65, will also lengthen the number of years

spent in this stage of life. Social Security and some private pensions

provide a means for early retirement because partial retirement bene-

fits are payable at age 62. More people appear to be taking advantage

of this opportunity. In 1973, 8.7 percent (749,070) of all males aged

62 to 64 years were receiving Social Security retirement benefits com-

pared with 6.9 percent (470,925) in 1965 (U.S. Bureau of the Census,

1975:289). Another potential reason for early retirement is the high

rate of unemployment in the United States; 9.2 percent (7,820,000) of

the labor force was unemployed in April 1975, compared with 3.9 percent

in 1969. Of the 7,820,000 unemployed, 1,500,000 or 19.2 percent were

45 to 64 years of age (U.S. Bureau of the Census, 1975:349). Many

of these people may select early retirement because their age is often

a barrier to re-entry into the work force, despite their work experi-

ence. Others may be induced to select early retirement because of

benefits from private retirement and savings plans, the eradication

of work related expenses, and the ability to move to an area with a

lower cost of living.

Retirement Impact

Retirement from work forces the individual to make sudden

changes in established routines and daily activities. Retirement

"is usually accompanied by profound economic, social, and psychologi-

cal readjustments" (Palmore, 1965:4). Despite this, Maddox (1970a:

16-18) contends that one can adapt to retirement with ease if one has

experienced satisfaction with work, has adequate income and health,
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and has planned for retirement. This stage can be rewarding for those

who maximize their opportunities (Shock, 1968:152). Based upon the

acceptance and growth of retirement facilities for the aged, it ap-

pears that some people seek to maximize their retirement opportunities

by changing their residence.

Environment of Retired People

Housing Needs

Every individual has physical, social and psychological needs

related to his environment. As Montgomery (1972:39) points out, the

aged are no exception. He lists the following eight needs associated

with one's life space: independence, safety and comfort, wholesome

self concept, a sense of place, relatedness, environmental mastery,

psychological stimulation, and privacy. This theory parallels

Mas1ow's (1970:35-46) hierarchy of needs which includes psychologi-

cal, safety, love and belonging, esteem, and self-actualization. The

National Goals and Guidelines for Research in Home Economics (1970:34)

states "The immediate environment should satisfactorily acconmodate

man's social needs, it should provide function, comfort, contentment,·

health, economic, psychological, and aesthetic satisfactions."

Although not explicitly defined, Montgomery's concept of life

space and that of immediate environment appear to be similar to the

definition of near environment used for this research. Near environ-

ment is the area in which a person usually functions including the

dwelling unit, neighborhood, and larger community.
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Any person's housing needs involve more than “shelter, good

temperature controls, and a safe bathtub.... [They should encom-

pass] aesthetics, economics, community planning, city adninistration,

the structuring of a neighborhood, and the character of a community"

(Toward a National Policy . . . , 1973:30).

At the 1971 white House Conference on Aging, Musson sum-

marized,

Good housing is primary to the good life. Aspiring to the
good life for our people will be fruitless unless the full
significance of housing is understood. And there is no Dart
of the population that would benefit more from a comprehen-
sive, fully knowledgeable attack on the present deficiencies
of housing than the elderly. It could remake their lives
and remake our society (Toward a National Policy . . . ,
1973:31).

Housing needs are significantly more important to the aged than

to other age groups because, aside from their spouses, housing is

likely the most important single factor in their lives. The aged

spend more time at home than almost anyone else over the age of five

(The Golden Years . . . , 1970:72; Toward a National Policy . . . ,

1973:30).

The well-being of the aged is closely related to housing be-

cause diminishing physical capabilities restrict the ability of the

elderly to adapt to their housing. Safe and suitable housing "may

mean the difference between living independently or in an institution;

between solitude and socialization; between safety and danger; or in

extreme cases between life and death" (The Golden Years . . . ,

1970:72).
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Proppe (1968:176) investigated eight types of housing for the

aged inc1uding remode1ed housing, 1ife-care housing with nursing

faci1ities, and a "hote1." One non—profit faci1ity was an 11,000

resident retirement comnunity which offered individua1 homes. Each

u faci1ity was eva1uated for basic design detenminants, 1ighting prob-

1ems and corridors, the use of co1or, other design e1ements, and site

p1anning. Data were gathered by asking open-ended questions of the

residence management, residents, and personne1. Proppe (1968:179)

found that prob1ems occur when the needs of the e1der1y are not con-

sidered and with the 1ack of imaginative use of design e1ements,

especia11y 1ighting, co1or, corridors, and spacial definition.

Recchie (1973:66-73) examined independence and safety re1ated

to dwe11ing unit satisfaction as experienced by 80 women residents of

government housing for the e1der1y. Subjects inc1uded handicapped and

we11-e1der1y who were at 1east 65 years o1d, had resided in the dwe11-

ing unit for 6 months or more, and cou1d perfonn norma1 housekeeping

tasks. Recchie found that accommodating the needs of independence

and safety through design criteria in housing contributes to the

satisfaction of the e1der1y. Design criteria re1ated to independence

inc1uded such items as heights of wa11 switches and convenience out-

1ets, widths of doors, types of door knobs, 1ighting, faucet contro1s

and methods of opening windows. Items re1ated to safety were f1oor

types, 1ighting in ha11ways, number of thresho1d strips, range con-

tro1s, and protective devices on windows.
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Every segment of our society is entitled to a "decent home and

a suitable living environment" (Housing Act of 1949), yet this becomes

an increasingly difficult achievement if the inhabitants' needs are

considered. This is especially true for the aged who generally have

lessening physical resources, but do not constitute a homogeneous group.

Age Segregation

The retirement community provides housing for a group rela-

tively homogeneous in age because of the age restrictions required

for adnittance. Both benefits and liabilities may accrue to the resi-

dents of an age segregated environment, hence controversy exists among

writers over age segregation in retirement housing versus age inte-

gration in traditional housing. Some writers believe that age segre-

gation, as found in retirement communities, removes the individual

from the mainstream of society, depriving the young of the experience

and knowledge of the aged, and conversely, isolating the aged from

the energies associated with the young. These writers believe that

the aged individual often may disengage from active life. Others

point out that age segregation may actually enhance social interaction

by placing the individual with a density of peers who have similar

interests and time for leisure.

In the longitudinal Kansas City Study of Adult Life started in

1955, Cumming and Henry (1961:29, 230, 279) investigated the aging

process as found in a sample of 172 physically healthy adults aged

48-68 and 107 persons aged 70-90. One outcome of this research was
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development of the disengagement theory. Disengagement may result

from a change in life goals allowing a lessening of responsibilities

and a greater focus on one's inner self than in earlier life. Cunning

and Henry (1961:147) believe disengagement is a response to three

problems frequently associated with retirement: increased opportuni-
I

ties for sociability, a loss of status identity, and the loss of a

peer group. Increased sociability is often a problem because people

who were previously employed are not accustomed to unstructured daily

activities which revolve predominately around social activities. In

summary, Cumming and Henry (1961:50) perceive disengagement to be

dependent upon a combination of one's decreasing number of roles, the
° lessening frequency of interaction with others, and a diminishing

social lifespace.

Henry (1964:17) further indicates that as one ages and enters

the "empty nest" and retirement cycles there are fewer demands and

opportunities for involvement in one's work and family. Similarly,

there is less need to focus on one's future and the accomplishment of

goals. with the ease of former demands, one is able to focus on and

develop new goals. Disengagement is described as a complementary

process wherein society releases one from responsibilities and the

individual responds by feeling less bound. Those who have met earlier

goals are likely to receive this stage with pleasure; for those who

have not, it may bring distress. Henry (1964:18) recognizes that

people will likely react to this stage of the life cycle as they have

to other events and crises in earlier life; people will also tend to
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disengage in different ways, degrees, and at varying rates. In the

purest form, one who disengages reduces social interaction and involve-

ment with events, the freed attention is then focused upon one's inner

thoughts.

Gillespie (1967:32) studied the disengagement hypothesis with

the concept of neighborhood integration. He compared age with four

other demographic variables: length of residence, social class, sex,

and marital status. Data were collected in a 20 percent household

sample of St. Paul, Minnesota. Neighborhood integration assessment

was based on "participation in neighborhood voluntary associations,

orientation to the neighborhood, and number of neighborhood friends."

The disengagement hypothesis was only partially supported by the data.

Although age was not related to participation in voluntary associations

or to orientation to the neighborhood, among the elderly, age was the

best predictor of the number of neighborhood friends and those with

no neighborhood friends increases with age. Based on these findings,

Gillespie (1967:32) suggested that one continues behavior patterns

established earlier in life. That is, a person who was an introvert

in youth will likely remain one in later life, likewise a gregarious

individual will continue this behavior pattern. This parallels the

activity theory described by Havighurst (1961:8) as the continuation,

as long as possible, of activities and attitudes of middle age.

Following an investigation of social integration in age-

segregated housing for the elderly, Lawton and Simon (1967:39) claimed

opportunity for social integration is greater in age—segregated
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congregate housing (age-segregated institutional housing often with

nursing care) than in dispersed age-integrated housing (detached

dwelling units within an age-integrated community). Lawton and Simon

(1967:39) found that proximity to others influenced one's social

interaction. Furthennore, the mentally and physically healthy mobile

aged with a positive concept of aging were more independent, tended to

visit people who were located further from their units, and tended to

visit more frequently.

A longitudinal study was conducted during 1965-67 by Lehr and

Rudinger (1969:258-59) from the Department of Psychology at the Uni-

versity of Bonn, west Germany. There were 185 subjects, aged 60-75

in 1965, who were interviewed and tested during one week each year.

The findings appear to support the hypothesis that the degree of

social participation is detennined by personality variables, aspects

of different roles, established behavior patterns, proximity to others,

the lessening frequency of contacts, and a diminishing social life-

space (Cumming and Henry, 1961:50; Gillespie, 1967:32; Lawton and

Simon, 1967:39; Lehr and Rudinger, 1969:258-59).

Retirement communities may provide an ideal setting for social

interaction because they contain a density of age peers and encourage

leisure pursuits. In addition, retirement communities may help pre-

vent disengagement by alleviating the three problems often associated

with retirement-—increased sociability, loss of status identity, and

loss of a peer group (Cwnning and Henry, 1961:147).
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Increased sociability is facilitated by the social activities

and recreational facilities characteristically found in retirement

communities. These opportunities help the aged retain their life

space and prevent them from experiencing a decreasing number of roles

by allowing them to experience new roles. Status identity may be

retained by the retirement community resident because he does not have

to compete with younger people who rely on the status gained from the

prestige associated with various occupations. He may also gain status

frau activities pursued within the retirement conmunity. Although

retirement communities are said to be age-segregated, they may encom-

pass residents whose ages span several decades because of entrance

ages of approximately fifty years. Nevertheless, the relative con-

centration of the aged helps retirees cope with the loss of peer group.

The density of healthy aged in proximity to each other also should

increase social interaction (Lawton and Simon, 1967:39).

Retirement Housing

Housing infonnation was among the data gathered in a national

survey of the health of older people. Shanas (1962:102, 103) re-

ported that 83 percent of the 1,734 subjects aged 65 and over wished

to maintain independence in homes of their own. In addition, 6l per-

cent of these subjects considered homes for the aged to be least

desirable because they signified a loss of independence, a prelude to

death, and rejection by one's children.

A longitudinal study conducted by Peterson and Larson (1966:

129-30) was focused "on different levels of adjustment exhibited by
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aging persons living in contrasting settings." The sample studied in

the pilot phase of the research was comprised of approximately 400 in-

dividuals planning to move into a retirement community. A major reason

for moving was dissatisfaction with one's present neighborhood because

of deterioration of the community, influx of minorities, climate con-

ditions, and problems with neighbors such as too many children, in-

compatibility, and loss through death or migration. A second factor

was a desire to be free from the maintenance responsibilities associ-

ated with a larger home no longer needed during the empty nest stage of

the life cycle.

A review of literature about retirement communities by Bultena

and wood (l969:2l0-T2) included the following data. Residents of

retirement cmnnunities have significantly higher morale than those in

age—integrated comnunities, according to a Life Satisfaction Scale.

Most residents are from the higher occupational and educational

levels of the aged population and tend to settle particular retirement

communities by class. These researchers believe that retirement com-

munity residents usually have good health; and lastly, relocation

does not sever family ties or precipitate isolation.

Shanas (l969:l40) examined housing for the aged and found that

most of the aged live in housing which is in poor condition compared

with other housing because it tends to be older housing in older

neighborhoods. In addition, there is a high incidence of "overhoused"

aged, people who live in houses which have a high ratio of number of

rooms to the number of occupants.
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Shanas (1969:144) perceives the retirement comnunity as a rela-

tively new form of housing which can help the aged retain their inde-

pendence. She views the primary appeal of retirement communities as

the good value of the house for the money, and contends that retire-

ment communities are most successful when located in metropolitan

areas. Projecting into the future, Shanas believes retirement communi-

ties may have a problem with concentrations of dependent elderly when

the majority of residents, who entered the community in late middle

age, are twenty years older.

Shennan (1971:118-38) investigated motivations causing the

we11—e1der1y to select age-segregated congregate housing. She com-

pared residents in each of six age-segregated retirement facilities

with a demographically matched control group of 600 respondents living

in conventional housing units. The six sites examined by Shennan were

a retirement hotel, a retirement village of rental units, an apartment

tower, a retirement village of purchase units, a retirement village

of cooperative units, and a life-care facility. The purchase and

cooperative villages were similar because they both offered a form of

tenure associated with home ownership and the potential for investment.

Residents of these two sites had a mean age of 67.8 years, more than

six years younger than residents at any of the other four facilities.

Motivation for moving to retirement housing varied among the facilities.

Interviews with residents of the purchase and cooperative villages re-

vealed that residents selected this mode of retirement housing because

of ease of maintenance, security, a climate which aids health and
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recreational facilities. In addition, "a distinct pattern of pushes

and pulls was traced for the residents at each of six different

facilities . . . " (Sherman, 1971:135).
Gottschalk (1972:240) examined Moosehaven in Orange Park,

Florida. Moosehaven is a 450 resident, non-profit retirement commun-

ity sponsored by the Loyal Order of the Moose. Gottschalk believes

that a small sized retirement community such as Moosehaven allows

relationships to remain fairly personal, and that a retirement com-

munity can create an atmosphere in which ties to non-relatives can beestablished. ~
Summary

Because the aged are a heterogeneous group with varying expec-

tations, resources, goals, experiences, and opportunities (Hoffman,

1973:17; Maddox, l970b:23; Montgomery, 1965:1), retirement communities

are not a panacea; rather, they are a viable option for the upper seg-

ment of the aged population who enjoy better health and economic se-

curity. Shanas (1969:143) believes retirement communities attract the

"younger" segment of the aged population who are able to remain physi-

cally independent. According to the Administration of Aging, housing

for the aged is for "active, self-reliant persons who are living

longer, healthier, and more meaningful lives" (U.S. Congress House

Committee . . . , 1963:84). Clearly, this coincides with Gottschalk's

(1972:235) belief that retirement communities serve the relatively

healthy aged who have above average incomes.
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Research about retirement communities is in the exploratory

stage. Little has been done to isolate the retirement conmunity as a

fonm of retirement housing, and investigate its assets and liabilities

in order that developers and retired individuals may maximize the

potential of this option. Because the retirement community is an

acceptable and often sought housing option for the aged, research is

essential to ascertain the reasons people move from their fonher homes,

the reasons they select a retirement community, and a demographic de-

scription of these residents.



CHAPTER III

PROCEDURE

Data Collection

Instrument Development and Pretest

The instrument (Appendix A) developed for this research was

designed to ascertain reasons for relocation to a retirement commu-

nity and to identify demographic characteristics of the respondents.

Questions used in the instrument were composed on the basis of the

literature search and the related assumption that people move from

their old residence because of dissatisfactions with the near environ-

ment and anticipation of positive characteristics in the new near

environment.

The instrument consists of three sections: evaluation of the

old near environment, evaluation of the new near environment, and

demographic data. Evaluation of the old and new near environments

was made by asking respondents to indicate the degree to which charac-

teristics of the dwelling unit, neighborhood, and community influenced

their decision to relocate. Demographic information was obtained by

asking multiple·choice and open—end questions.

Content validity was established by comparing the test instru-

ment with the literature. Clarity and readability were assessed by

conducting a pretest at a progressive care residential facility for the

26



27

aged, Friendship Manor in Roanoke, Virginia, on September 22, 1976.

Six residents of apartment units completed the questionnaire in an

average time of fifteen minutes. Five of these residents had life

leases (a form of ownership) on their apartment; the other resident

was a renter. These individuals were similar to the actual sample in

age and level of independence. Some revisions were made in the test

instrument after consideration of comments made by the pretest re-

spondents.

Location of the Sample

The subjects of this investigation were residents of two

retirement, or adult, communities in Ocean County and Burlington

County, New Jersey. These communities were selected because they

offer single family detached dwelling units which are a prevalent

form of housing in the United States. All dwelling units found in

these communities were one-story designs and predominantly detached

units.

The community in Ocean County was first occupied by residents

in March, 1974; as of October, 1976, 102 dwelling units were occupied.

Five semi-custom dwelling unit models are available, ranging in price

from approximately $34,000 to $40,000 for about 800 to 1000 square

feet of living area. Homeowners pay a maintenance fee of approximately

$40 per month to cover individual yard maintenance, maintenance of

common grounds and a community bus, trash collection, taxes on common

buildings, and around-the-clock security personnel.
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Recreational facilities in this Ocean County community include

a swinming pool with a sun deck, a lake for fishing and non-power

boating, a horseshoe area, a croquet court, shuffleboard courts, a

putting green, a nature walk, and a community bus service, There is

also a recreation center containing a library/lounge with a fire-

place, club rooms, card and game rooms, and a multi-purpose room.

Residency requirements limit the size of a household to three

persons and prescribe that one member be 52 years of age or older.

In addition, only children who are over l9 years old and single may

be residents.

The Burlington County community was opened to its first resi-

dents in December, l970. In October, l976, occupied dwelling units

numbered ll94. Several one—story duplex and quadruplex units were

among the dwellings constructed at the community's inception. How-

ever, they now constitute less than one percent of the total comnunity.

This community has four semi—custom dwelling unit models ranging frau

approximately $34,000 to $40,000. Monthly maintenance fees are less

than $l5 per unit, covering maintenance of the common grounds and

comnunity bus, trash collection, taxes on common buildings, and day-

time security guards. The maintenance fee is low because individual

yards must be maintained by the homeowner and security guards are on

duty only in the daytime.

The Burlington County community has the following recreational

facilities: two swimming pools, a canal and two lakes for fishing

and non—power boating, shuffleboard courts, two barbecue areas, a
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driving range, a bicycle path, comnunity bus service, and two recrea-

tional centers.

Household size is limited to three persons, one of whom must

be at least 55 years old. Furthennore, no member of the household

may be under T9 years of age.

Criteria for Subject Selection

Subjects in this study were homeowners residing in the selected

communities in Ocean County and Burlington County, New Jersey. The

respondents included single or married residents, excluding children;

if married, either spouse could complete the questionnaire.

Administration of the Instrument

The questionnaire was adninistered door-to-door by the re-

searcher to households selected at random in the Ocean County and

Burlington County adult communities from Monday, October ll to

Sunday, October l7, l976. The sample size obtained represented

40 percent, or 40 units, of the Ocean County community and l0 per-

cent, or l2O units, of the Burlington County cdnnunity. To obtain

this sample size, 54 contacts were made in Ocean County, T4 refused

to complete the questionnaire yielding a refusal rate of 25.9 per-

cent; likewise, in Burlington County there were l58 contacts made

with 38 refusals, or a refusal rate of 24.l percent.

The researcher introduced herself to the homeowners and pre-

sented a letter of introduction from Virginia Polytechnic Institute

and State University (Appendix A) and one from the developer of the
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community. The researcher stated the purpose of the questionnaire

and reassured the subject of its confidentiality. The residents were

encouraged to participate and complete the entire questionnaire.

During the time interval in which the respondent answered the

questionnaire, the researcher proceeded to another dwelling unit to

dispatch a questionnaire. Later the same day the researcher returned

to collect the completed test instrument. If possible, it was checked

at this time in front of the respondent to make certain no questions

remained unanswered. In a few instances, the researcher read the

questionnaire to the resident and marked it because physical limita-

tions prohibited its completion unaided.

Data Analysis

Computer facilities were used to analyze all closed-end ques-

tions. Frequency distributions were generated to compile demographic

characteristics of the sample and identify the "pushes" and "pulls"

influencing subject mobility. Differences between the two retirement

communities were determined by using the Chi Square statistic. Open-

ended questions were hand tabulated and frequencies were calculated.



CHAPTER IV

RESULTS AND DISCUSSION

This study was designed to identify factors influencing reloca-.

tion of the elderly to retirement comunities. Demographic characteris-

tics and preferences relating to the old and new near environments were

obtained from residents of two retirement comunities to detennine the

type and degree of influences upon mobility.

One hundred sixty usable questionnaires were completed by resi-

dents of two retirement communities in New Jersey. Twenty-five percent

of the total sample, or representatives of 40 units, was obtained from

an Ocean County retirement community. The remaining 75 percent of the

sample, representing T20 units, was from a similar community in

Burlington County. More males completed the questionnaire than females

both in Ocean and Burlington counties.

Description of the Sample

Residents of the two retirement communities compose a rather

homogeneous sample, although the larger Burlington conmunity has a

broader category span for almost every demographic variable which was

examined (Table l). None of the descriptive characteristics were

significantly different for the two comnunities when treated with Chi

Square (p>0.05). Since these samples are homogeneous, influences upon

31
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TABLE 1

DESCRIPTIVE CHARACTERISTICS OF THE RESPONDENT
(Total N = 160)

Ocean 00.* Burl. Co.* Total
{N = 40) {N = 120) {N = 160)

N % N % N %

Sex of respondent
male 25 62.5 61 50.8 86 53.8
female 15 37.5 59 49.2 74 46.3

Age (years)
45 to 54 —· ·— 3 2.5 3 1.9
55 to 64 12 30.0 35 29.2 47 29.4
65 to 74 22 55.0 74 61.7 96 60.0
75 tp 84 6 15.0 7 5.8 13 8.1
not ascertained —— -— 1 0.8 1 0.6

Health (status)
poor —— —· 6 5.0 6 3.8
fair 7 17.5 30 25.0 37 23.1
good 23 57.5 59 49.2 82 51.3
excellent 10 25.0 24 20.0 34 21.3
not ascertained ·· ·· 1 0.8 1 0.6

Marital status
married 34 85.0 96 80.0 130 81.3
widowed 3 7.5 17 14.2 20 12.5
never married 3 7.5 6 5.0 9 5.6
not ascertained " " 1 0.8 1 0.6

Employment status
retired 38 95.0 103 85.8 141 88.1
employed part-time
(pennanent employment) 1 2.5 3 2.5 4 2.5
employed full-time
(permanent employment) " " 3 2.5 3 1.9
other 1 2.5 10 8.3 11 6.9
not ascertained " " 1 0.8 1 0.6

* There was no significant difference between the communities {p>0.05).

Note: Percentages may not equal 100 because of rounding.
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mobility (i.e., limitations or attractions) which are significantly

different between comnunities cannot be attributed to demographic

variables. Findings reported are based on aggregate data; however,

data for the individual comnunities appear in descriptive tables.

Upon inspection of the aggregate data, it can be seen that the

majority (60%) of the subjects in the Ocean and Burlington communities

tended to be between 65 and 74 years old while slightly over 30 percent

were aged 45 to 54. Fewer than 10 percent were over 74 years of age

(Table l). Their health was predominantly good (51.3%) or fair (23.1%).

They were most often married (81.3%), and retired from gainful employ-

ment (88.1%).

Spouses of these subjects were most often between 65 and 74

years old (40.6%), although a high percentage (33.8%) was found in the

55 to 64 year category (Table 2). Since more males completed the

questionnaire, this indicates that their wives were younger than them-

selves. Like the subjects, the spouses experienced good (39.4%) or

fair (20.0%) health and were retired (65.6%).

These findings coincide with those of other researchers cited

previously. Bultena and wood (l969:2l0—l2) believe most retirement

community residents are in good health. Sherman (1971:118-38) found

the mean age in two retirement communities was 67.8 years. Further-

more, in this study it was predictable that most subjects would be in

the 65 to 74 year age group because the two retirement comnunities were

less than six years old, age 65 is the "nonna1" retirement age, and
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TABLE 2

DESCRIPTIVE CHARACTERISTICS OF THE SPOUSE
OR OTHER HOUSEHOLD MEMBER

(Total N = 160)

*
·k

Ocean Co. Burl. Co. Total
(N = 40) (N = 120) (N = 160)

N % N % N %

Age (years)
45 to 54 -- —- 2 1.7 2 1.3
55 to 64 12 30.0 42 35.0 54 33.8
65 to 74 17 42.5 48 40.0 65 40.6
75 to 84 5 12.5 6 5.0 ll 6.9
85 or over —- -- 1 0.8 1 0.6
not ascertained** 6 15.0 21 17.5 27 16.9

Health (status)
poor 2 5.0 9 7.5 ll 6.9
fair 3 7.5 29 24.2 32 20.0
good 18 45.0 45 37.5 63 39.4
excellent ll 27.5 17 14.2 28 17.5
not ascertained** 6 15.0 20 16.7 26 16.3

Employment status ·
retired 30 75.0 75 62.5 105 65.6
employed part-time
(pennanent employment) —- -— 3 2.5 3 1.9
employed full-time
(permanent employment) 2 5.0 7 5.8 9 5.6
other 2 5.0 14 11.7 16 10.0
not ascertained** 6 15.0 21 17.5 27 16.9

* There was no significant difference between the communities (p>0.05).‘

** High figures reflect the residents who were living alone,
i.e., had no spouse or other household member.

Note: Percentages may not equal 100 because of rounding.
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retirement often precipitates relocation, hence potential entry into

a retirement conmunity. _

Most of the subjects in this sample had moved from a house

(85.6%) they had owned (83.8%) which was within a l00—mile radius of

the retirement community (82.5%) (Table 3). This probably would

indicate that these residents liked the geographic area and had en-

joyed ownership of single family detached dwelling units, and there-

fore, sought this form of residence for their retirement.

All subjects from the Ocean County community had lived there

less than three years with most residing between l and 3 years,

whereas the Burlington community subjects almost consistently spanned

a residence period of 0 to 6 years with a peak of 3 to 5 years resi-

dency (Table 3). These figures are in concordance with potential

lengths of residence created by the inceptions of both comnunities.

Education, occupation, and socioeconomic status (SES) were

categorized and evaluated according to the Two Factor Index of Social

Position designed by Hollingshead (1957:1-11). Formal education for

this sample was high as most males and females had completed high school

and many had attended or had graduated from college (Table 4).

Primary occupation of the males was predominantly in the top

three categories devised by Hollingshead. Scores for these three cate-

gories and frequency distributions of the samples were: 1 = higher

executives, proprietors of large concerns, and major professionals

(15.0%); 2 = business managers, proprietors of mediun sized businesses,

and lesser professionals (30.0%); and 3 = adninistrative personnel,



36

TABLE 3
HOUSING CHARACTERISTICS OF THE SAMPLE

(Total N = 160)

*
·k

Ocean Co. Burl. Co. Total
{N = 401 {N = 1201 {N = 1601

N % N % N Z

Last residence type
house 38 95.0 99 82.5 137 85.6
mobile home -- -- 1 0.8 1 0.6
apartment 2 5.0 18 15.0 20 12.5
other -- -- 1 0.8 1 0.6
not ascertained —— -- 1 0.8 1 0.6

Last type of tenure
owned 38 95.0 96 80.0 134 83.8
rented 2 5.0 21 17.5 23 14.4
not ascertained —- ·— 3 2.5 3 1.9

Distance from last residence
100 miles or less 37 92.5 95 79.2 132 82.5
101 - 500 miles 2 5.0 17 14.2 19 11.9
501 — 1000 miles 1 2.5 3 2.5 4 2.5
1001 - 2000 miles —— —— 3 2.5 3 1.9
2001 miles or more ·· ·— 1 0.8 1 0.6
not ascertained ·— ·· 1 0.8 1 0.6

Present length of residence
less than 1 year 7 17.5 21 17.5 28 17.5
1 year but less than 2 16 40.0 8 6.7 24 15.0
2 years but less than 3 17 42.5 20 16.7 37 23.1
3 years but less than 4 —— —· 25 20.8 25 15.6
4 years but less than 5 ·· ·· 24 20.0 24 15.0
5 years but less than 6 ·· ·· 20 16.7 20 12.5
not ascertained ·· ·· 2 1.7 2 1.3

* There was no significant difference between the conmunities (p>0.05).
Note: Percentages may not equal 100 because of rounding.
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TABLE 4

EDUCATION AND SOCIOECONOMIC STATUS OF THE SAMPLE
(Total N = 160)

Ocean Co.* Burl. Co? Total
{N = 40} {N = 120} {N = 160}
N' % N % N %

Last grade completed by husband
graduate school 2 5.0 7 5.8 9 5.6
college graduate 10 25.0 29 24.2 39 24.4
1 year college, no degree 10 25.0 23 19.2 33 20.6
high school graduate 11 27.5 36 30.0 47 29.4
grade 10 2 5.0 17 14.2 19 11.9
grade 7 2 5.0 1 0.8 3 1.9
less than grade 7 1 2.5 2 1.7 3 1.9
not ascertained 2 5.0 5 4.2 7 4.4

Last grade completed by wife
graduate school e- ·- 1 0.8 1 0.6
college graduate 9 22.5 14 11.7 23 14.4
1 year college, no degree 7 17.5 24 20.0 31 19.4
high school graduate 18 45.0 59 49.2 77 48.1
grade 10 2 5.0 14 11.7 16 10.0
grade 7 1 2.5 3 2.5 4 2.5
not ascertained 3 7.5 5 4.2 8 5.0

Primary occupation of husband**
1 - high status 6 15.0 18 15.0 24 15.0
2 11 27.5 37 30.8 48 30.0
3 12 30.0 25 20.8 37 23.1
4 2 5.0 10 8.3 12 7.5
5 4 10.0 14 11.7 18 11.3
6 1 2.5 8 6.7 9 5.6
7 - low status —- -- 2 1.7 2 1.3
not ascertained 4 10.0 6 5.0 10 6.3

Males' socioeconomic status**
1 - high status 6 15.0 18 15.0 24 15.0
2 9 22.5 26 21.7 35 21.9
3 15 37.5 38 31.7 53 33.1
4 5 12.5 24 20.0 29 18.1
5 - low status 1 2.5 9 7.5 10 6.3

not ascertained 4 10.0 5 4.2 9 5.6

* There was no significant difference between the communities {p>0.05}.

** Hollingshead scale.
Note: Percentages may not equal 100 because of rounding.
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small independent businesses, and minor professionals (23.1%). Since

the education and occupation levels were high, it was also found that

the SES was high, with over 35 percent of the male subjects in the

top two SES levels. These findings concur with the belief that re-

tirement comnunities tend to be settled by class and most residents

are from the higher education and occupation levels of the aged popu-

lation (Bultena and wood, 1969:210-12).

It was not possible to determine income levels or sources of

income because these items were frequently left unanswered and other

subjects indicated they were not willing to reveal accurate infonna-

tion in this area.

Influences on Mobility

The questionnaire was designed with six categories relating

to limitations and attractions of the near environment. These cate-

gories, or areas of potential influence on one's mobility, are com-

binations of specific items on the questionnaire. Limitations were

measured for the last dwelling unit (Items l-7), the old neighborhood

(Items 8-14), and the old community (Items 15-21). Similarly, attrac-

tions were assessed for the new dwelling unit (Items 22-28), the new

neighborhood (Items 29-30), and the new community (Items 31-41).

Residents from both retirement communities were compared

using Chi Square to determine any significant differences between the

samples for influences on mobility and selection of a retirement com-

munity. Responses to only 7.3 percent, or 3, of the 4l items were
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found to be significantly different between the two communities

(p<0.05). Two of these items pertained to the last dwelling unit; the

third, to the new dwelling unit.

Limitations of the Old Near Environment

Dwelling unit. The two conmunities were found to be signifi-

cantly different for two of the items regarding influence of last

dwelling unit on mobility (Table 5). The first item concerned the

large size of the last dwelling unit. Over 60 percent of the respon-

dents in the Ocean County community (0) indicated that the large size

of their old home was a moderate or great influence on their decision

to move. Conversely, almost an equal proportion of respondents in

the Burlington (B) sample perceived this as having little or no influ-

ence. It is logical, therefore, that subjects from both communities

were not influenced by having a residence which was too small (9l.3%).

The second item found to be significantly different was

"property taxes were too high" (Table 5). Most respondents from the

Ocean County conmunity (O = 62.5%) felt this was a great influence,

whereas the Burlington subjects were equally divided between those who

felt taxes were no influence on their move (B = 40.0%) and their

counterparts who were greatly influenced (B = 40.0%).

Stairs, interior house maintenance, exterior house and yard

maintenance, and maintenance expenses were found to be an influence

on relocation (Table 5). Stairs were a moderate or great influence

for 52.5 percent of the Ocean County respondents and 43.3 percent of
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TABLE 5

INFLUENCES OF LAST DWELLING UNIT ON MOBILITY
(Total = 160)

Ocean Co. Burl. Co. Total
(N = 40} (N = 1201 (N = 160)
N % . N % N

Last residence was too large*
no influence 10 25.0 59 49.2 69 43.1
little influence 5 12.5 14 11.7 19 11.9
moderate influence 6 15.0 15 12.5 21 13.1
great influence 19 47.5 32 26.7 51 31.9

Last residence was too small
no influence 39 97.5 107 89.2 146 91.3
little influence 1 2.5 7 5.8 8 5.0

· moderate influence -- -— 3 2.5 3 1.9
great influence —-

-- 1 0.8 1 -0.6
not ascertained -- -- 2 1.7 2 1.3

Property taxes were too high
on last home*

no influence 7 17.5 48 40.0 55 34.4
little influence 3 7.5 13 10.8 16 10.0
moderate influence 5 12.5 11 9.2 16 10.0
great influence 25 62.5 48 40.0 73 45.6

Last residence had stairs
no influence 17 42.5 54 45.0 71 44.4
little influence 2 5.0 12 10.0 14 8.8
moderate influence 4 10.0 22 18.3 26 16.3
great influence 17 42.5 30 25.0 47 29.4
not ascertained -· -— 2 1.7 2 1.3

Inside of last home was too
hard to maintain

no influence 21 52.5 62 51.7 83 51.9
little influence 7 17.5 24 20.0 31 19.4
moderate influence 5 12.5 12 10.0 17 10.6
great influence 7 17.5 20 16.7 27 16.9
not ascertained —— -- 2 1.7 2 1.3
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TABLE 5 — Continued

Ocean Co. Bur1. Co. Tota1
QN = 40} QN = 120} QN = 160}
N Z N Z N Z

Outside of 1ast home and yard
were too hard to maintain

no inf1uence 10 25.0 51 42.5 61 38.1
1itt1e inf1uence 4 10.0 12 10.0 16 10.0
moderate inf1uence 7 17.5 14 11.7 21 13.1
great inf1uence 19 47.5 42 35.0 61 38.1
not ascertained —— -- 1 0.8 1 0.6

Maintenance expenses on 1ast
home were becoming more than
resident wished to spend

no inf1uence 15 37.5 40 33.3 55 34.4
1itt1e inf1uence 5 12.5 15 12.5 20 12.5
moderate inf1uence 7 17.5 30 25.0 37 23.1
great inf1uence 13 32.5 34 28.3 47 29.4
not ascertained -— —— 1 0.8 1 0.6

*There was a significant difference between the communities (p<0.05).
Note: Percentages may not equa1 100 because of rounding.



42

the Burlington community respondents but no influence for almost

as many (0 = 42.5%, B = 45.0%) others. Similarly, exterior house and

yard maintenance was a moderate or great influence for the two retire-

ment communities (51.2%). Maintenance expenses had helped precipitate

a move in many instances (65.0%), and interior maintenance had a

moderate to great influence on the moves made by some of the subjects

(27.5%). These findings parallel the investigation by Peterson and

Larson (1966:129-30) which revealed that prospective retirement com-

munity residents wish to be free from the maintenance responsibilities

associated with a larger home no longer needed during the empty nest

stage of the life cycle.

Neighborhood. As indicated by the high response rate of "no

influence" (85.6%), zoning of the old neighborhood was clearly not a

motivation for relocation (Table 6). This was also true for the item

pertaining to upkeep of property by one's neighbors; respondents felt

this was not an influence (65.6%).

Some subjects were concerned with other characteristics of the

neighborhood to the extent that these factors did have moderate or

great influence on their move. Factors relating to safety were a con-

cern to these people, who felt their neighborhood was changing (42.5%)

and that they were not safe from robberies, muggings, and vandalism

(50.6%). Subjects were also affected by the traffic (35.0%), the

noise (38.1%), and the presence of too many children in the vicinity

(33.2%). Peterson and Larson (1966: 129-30) also found that the

elderly migrated to retirement communities because there were too
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TABLE 6

INFLUENCES OF LAST NEIGHBORHOOD ON MOBILITY
(Total

-
160)

Ocean Co.; Bur1.Co.* Total
(N = 40} (N = 120} (N = 160}
N % N % N %

Old neighborhood was rezoned
to include development of
apartments, shopping malls,
and/or small businesses

no influence 36 90.0 101 84.2 137 85.6
little influence 2 5.0 8 6.7 10 6.3
moderate influence -- —— 1 0.8 1 0.6
great influence 2 5.0 8 6.7 10 6.3
not ascertained —— —— 2 1.7 2 1.3

Neighborhood property was
not being maintained

no influence 29 72.5 76 63.3 105 65.6
little influence 4 10.0 22 18.3 26 16.3
moderate influence 4 10.0 10 8.3 14 8.8
great influence 3 7.5 10 8.3 13 8.1
not ascertained -- —- 2 1.7 2 1.3

The neighborhood was changing
no influence 20 50.0 49 40.8 69 43.1
little influence 7 17.5 15 12.5 22 13.8
moderate influence 3 7.5 17 14.2 20 12.5
great influence 10 25.0 38 31.7 48 30.0
not ascertained -— -— 1 0.8 1 0.6

Old neighborhood was not
safe from robberies,
muggings, and vandalism

no influence 17 42.5 45 37.5 62 38.8
little influence 6 15.0 10 8.3 16 10.0
moderate influence 9 22.5 23 19.2 32 20.0
great influence 8 20.0 41 34.2 49 30.6
not ascertained —- -— 1 0.8 1 0.6
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TABLE 6 — Continued

Ocean Co.* Burl. Co.* Total
(N = 40} (N = 120} (N = 160}
N % N % N %

There was too much traffic
no influence 25 62.5 53 44.2 78 48.8
little influence 3 7.5 22 18.3 25 15.6
moderate influence 6 15.0 23 19.2 29 18.1
great influence 6 15.0 21 17.5 27 16.9
not ascertained -— -- 1 0.8 l 0.6

There was too much noise
I

no influence 23 57.5 51 42.5 74 46.3
little influence 7 17.5 17 14.2 24 15.0
moderate influence 4 10.0 17 14.2 21 13.1
great influence 6 15.0 34 28.3 40 25.0
not ascertained -— —— 1 0.8 1 0.6

There were too many children
no influence 24 60.0 60 50.0 84 52.5 ,
little influence 7 17.5 14 11.7 21 13.1
moderate influence 3 7.5 12 10.0 15 9.4
great influence 6 15.0 32 26.7 38 23.8
not ascertained }

-— —-
} 2 1.7 2 1.3

*There was no significant difference between the communities (p>0.05)-
Note: Percentages may not equal 100 because of rounding.
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many children in their old neighborhood and because an influx of

minorities had occurred.

Community. Only two aspects of the old community had an influ-

ence upon mobility (Table 7). First, the lack of people nearby with

similar interests was influential (33.2%). Second, freedom from the

former constraint to reside close to work greatly influenced some

residents (30.6%).

All other items relating to community characteristics were

found to be "no influence" for at least 70 percent of the total sample.

Specific non—influential items for the total sample were weather con-

ditions, air quality, recreation facilities, transportation system,

and community services.

Attractions of the New Near Environment
I

Dwelling unit. The third item which shows a significant dif-
A

ference between communities is in this category (Table 8). It is

item 22, "my new house is a good value for the money." Residents of

the older Burlington community revealed this factor was a moderate or

great influence more often than did the Ocean County sample (O==52.5%,

B = 82.5%). Contrary to this, Ocean County residents were greatly

influenced, more than twice as often as Burlington residents, for the

item "taxes on this house are fair" (O = 77.5%, B = 30.0%).

Another item which differed between communities was the item

pertaining to the inclusion of individual yard maintenance in the

monthly maintenance fee. Since this service was not available at the
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TABLE 7

INFLUENCES OF LAST COMMUNITY ON MOBILITY
(Total = 160)

Ocean Co.* Burl. Co. Total ‘
(N = 40} (N = 120} (N = 160}
N % N % N %

There were not enough people
nearby with interests similar
to resident

no influence 23 57.5 83 69.2 106 66.3
little influence 7 17.5 11 9.2 18 11.3
moderate influence 5 12.5 13 10.8 18 ll.3
great influence 5 12.5 12 10.0 17 10.6
not ascertained —- -- 1 0.8 1 0.6

No longer needed to live in
community to be close to work

no influence 26 65.0 60 50.0 86 53.8
little influence 3 7.5 6 5.0 9 5.6
moderate influence 3 7.5 ll 9.2 14 8.8
great influence 8 20.0 41 34.2 49 30.6
not ascertained -~ —— 2 1.7 2 1.3

The weather was unsatisfactory
no influence 36 90.0 106 88.3 142 88.8
little influence 3 7.5 7 5.8 10 6.3
moderate influence -- —— 3 2.5 3 1.9
great influence 1 2.5 2 1.7 3 1.9
not ascertained -— -- 2 1.7 2 1.3

There was a lot of air
pollution

no influence 30 75.0 84 70.0 114 71.3
little influence 4 10.0 18 15.0 22 13.8
moderate influence 3 7.5 8 6.7 ll 6.9
great influence 3 7.5 9 7.5 12 7.5
not ascertained -- -~ l 0.8 1 0.6
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TABLE 7 — Continued

0cean Co.* Burl. C0.* Total
(N = 40} (N = 120} (N = 160}

. . N Z N Z N Z

There were not enough recrea-
tional facilities

no influence 27 67.5 85 70.8 112 70.0
little influence 5 12.5 12 10.0 17 _10.6
moderate influence 1 2.5 12 10.0 13 8.1
great influence 7 17.5 9 7.5 16 10.0
not ascertained -- —- 2 1.7 2 1.3

The transportation system
did not meet my needs

no influence 33 82.5 96 80.0 129 80.6
little influence 1 2.5 10 8.3 11 6.9
moderate influence 3 7.5 4 3.3 7 4.4
great influence 3 7.5 8 6.7 ll 6.9
not ascertained —- -- 2 1.7 2 1.3

There were not enough community
services such as ambulance
service, medical aid, police
and fire protection

no influence 39 97.5 105 87.5 144 90.0
little influence -- -- 8 6.7 8 5.0
moderate influence -- —— 3 2.5 3 1.9
great influence 1 2.5 2 1.7 3 1.9
not ascertained —- -- 2 1.7 2 1.3

*There was no significant difference between the communities (p>0.05).

Note: Percentages may not equal 100 because of rounding.
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TABLE 8

INFLUENCES OF NEW DWELLING UNIT ON MOBILITY
(Total = 160)

Ocean Co. Burl. Co. Total
(N = 40} (N = 1201 (N = 160}
N % N % N %

New house was a good value
for the money*

no influence 10 25.0 10 8.3 20 12.5
little influence 9 22.5 ll 9.2 20 12.5
moderate influence 8 20.0 40 33.3 48 30.0
great influence 13 32.5 59 49.2 72 45.0

The taxes on this house
were fair

no influence -— —- 29 24.2 29 18.1
little influence 3 7.5 18 15.0 21 13.1
moderate influence 6 15.0 36 30.0 42 26.3
great influence 31 77.5 36 30.0 67 41.9
not ascertained -— —— 1 0.8 1 0.6

Yard maintenance was in-
cluded in the monthly
maintenance fee

no influence 3 7.5 118 98.3 121 75.6
little influence 2 5.0 -— -- 2 1.3
moderate influence 3 7.5 -- -- 3 1.9
great influence 32 80.0 —— -— 32 20.0
not ascertained —- -— 2 1.7 2 1.3

House was new when
resident bought it

no influence 6 15.0 17 14.2 23 14.4
little influence 4 10.0 9 7.5 13 8.1
moderate influence -— -- 16 13.3 16 10.0
great influence 30 75.0 78 65.0 108 67.5
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TABLE 8 — Continued

Ocean Co. Burl. Co. Total
QN = 40} §N = l20} SN = l60}
N % N % N %

Inside of the house was
easy to maintain

no influence 2 5.0 l2 l0.0 l4 8.8
little influence 3 7.5 6 5.0 9 5.6
moderate influence 6 l5.0 20 l6.7 26 l6.3
great influence 29 72.5 8l 67.5 ll0 68.8
not ascertained -- —— l 0.8 l 0.6

Outside of the house was
easy to maintain

no influence 3 7.5 l4 ll.7 l7 l0.6
little influence l 2.5 7 5.8 8 5.0
moderate influence 4 l0.0 25 20.8 29 l8.l
great influence 32 80.0 73 60.8 l05 65.6
not ascertained —— —- l 0.8 l 0.6

The house has no stairs
no influence 6 l5.0 l7 l4.2 23 l4.4
little influence 4 l0.0 7 5.8 ll 6.9
moderate influence 2 5.0 l0 8.3 l2 7.5
great influence 28 70.0 86 7l.7 ll4 7l.3

*There was a significant difference between communities (p<0.05).

Note: Percentages may not equal lO0 because of rounding.
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Burlington community, it had no influence upon one's selection of a

home there; however, it was a great influence to 80.0 percent of the

Ocean County residents.

The other four items in this category were a great influence

to at least 60 percent of the sample from each community. In addition,

three of the four items were more often influential to the Ocean

County subjects. These items were: the house was new (O = 75.0%,

B = 65.0%), easy interior maintenance (O = 72.5%, B = 67.5%), easy

exterior maintenance (O = 80.0%, B = 60.8%), and the absence of

stairs (0 = 70.0%, B = 7l.7%).

Similar residential attractions have been found in other in-

vestigations of the aged. Shanas (l962:l02-l03) found that the aged

wish to maintain independence in homes of their own; likewise, more

recent research by Sherman (l97l:ll8-38) reconfirms that this age group

desires independence and believes ease of maintenance in retirement

housing can facilitate attainment of this objective.

Neighborhood. Two items were included on the questionnaire to

measure attractions of the new neighborhood (Table 9). Both were found

to be an important motivation for most participants in this study and

responses between communities closely coincided. Quietness of the

neighborhood was of great importance to 70 percent of the Ocean County.

comnunity and 69.2 percent of the Burlington County community. This

was also true for the item concerning lack of neighborhood traffic

(0 = 67.5%, B = 6l.7%).



51

TABLE 9

INFLUENCES OF NEW NEIGHBORHOOD ON MOBILITY
(Total N = 160)

·k ·k
Ocean Co. Burl. Co. Total
(N = 40) (N = 120) (N = 160}

N % N % N ‘ %

The neighborhood is quiet
no influence 3 7.5 ll 9.2 14 8.8
little influence 3 7.5 6 5.0 9 5.6
moderate influence 6 15.0 20 16.7 26 16.3
great influence 28 70.0 83 69.2 111 69.4

There is not much traffic
no influence 6 15.0 17 14.2 23 14.4
little influence 2 5.0 8 6.7 10 6.3
moderate influence 5 12.5 21 17.5 26 16.3
great influence 27 67.5 74 61.7 101 63.1

* There was no significant difference between the communities (p?0.05).
Note: Percentages may not equal 100 because of rounding.
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Community. Facilities and services ranked high among the charac-

teristics of moderate or great importance (Table 10). Many people

were attracted to the wide variety of recreational facilities (74.4%)

and the provision of a community center (68.8%). Likewise, residents

were influenced by having adequate police and fire protection (69.4%),

and by the availability of a community bus for transportation to local

shopping areas (65.7%).

It was found that many participants were moderately or greatly

attracted to the community because of the absence of young families

(63.8%). They were also attracted because of the concentration of

people with similar interests and the resulting potential for leisure

activities (71.3%).

The climate (59.4%) and air quality (65.1%) were of moderate

or great influence to most of the sample. Contrary to this, most resi-

dents were influenced little or none by the distance froh shopping

areas (77.3%), medical care (51.9%), or their family and relatives

(72.6%).

Open-ended Questions

A section of the questionnaire was comprised of open-ended

questions dealing with preferences related to recreational facilities

and attitudes toward the retirement community. This gave the subjects

an opportunity to reveal previously unsolicited attitudes. These items

were completed by the respondents about their own attitudes and those

of their spouses or other members of their household. Over two times
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TABLE 10

INFLUENCES OF NEW COMMUNITY ON MOBILITY
(Total = 160)

Ocean Co.* Burl. Co.* Total
(N = 40} (N = 120} (N = 160}
N % N % N %

There is a good variety of
recreational facilities

no influence 6 15.0 ll 9.2 17 10.6
little influence 5 12.5 .18 15.0 23 14.4
moderate influence 12 30.0 29 24.2 41 25.6
great influence 17 42.5 61 50.8 78 48.8
not ascertained —- -- 1 0.8 1 0.6

There was a community center
no influence 10 25.0 29 24.2 39 24.4
little influence 5 12.5 4 3.3 9 5.6
moderate influence 5 12.5 30 25.0 35 21.9
great influence 20 50.0 55 45.8 75 46.9
not ascertained —- -— 2 1.7 2 1.3

There is adequate police
and fire protection

no influence 9 22.5 19 15.8 28 17.5
little influence 2 5.0 17 14.2 19 11.9
moderate influence 11 27.5 32 26.7 43 26.9
great influence 18 45.0 50 41.7 68 42.5
not ascertained -- -- 2 1.7 2 1.3

There is a community bus
for transportation to
shopping areas

no influence 7 17.5 24 20.0 31 19.4
little influence 7 17.5 15 12.5 22 13.8
moderate influence 6 15.0 20 16.7 26 16.3
great influence 20 50.0 59 49.2 79 49.4
not ascertained -— -- 2 1.7 2 1.3
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TABLE 10 - Continued

Ocean 00.* Burl. 00.* Total
(N = 40} (N = 120} (N = 160
N % N % N %

Young families are not allowed
in this community

no influence 15 37.5 26 21.7 41 25.6
little influence 5 12.5 12 10.0 17 10.6
moderate influence 5 12.5 25 20.8 30 18.8
great influence 15 37.5 57 47.5 72 45.0

There were many people nearby ‘

with similar interests so resi-
dents can enjoy leisure
activities

no influence 6 15.0 21 17.5 27 16.9
little influence 2 5.0 15 12.5 17 10.6
moderate influence 9 22.5 27 22.5 36 22.5
great influence 23 57.5 55 45.8 78 48.8
not ascertained —- —— 2 1.7 2 1.3

The climate satisfied the
resident

no influence 9 22.5 30 25.0 39 24.4
little influence 3 7.5 21 17.5 24 15.0
moderate influence 11 27.5 32 26.7 43 26.9
great influence 17 42.5 35 29.2 52 32.5
not ascertained -- -- 2 1.7 2 1.3

There was little or no
air pollution

no influence 6 15.0 30 25.0 36 22.5
little influence 2 5.0 16 13.3 18 11.3
moderate influence 10 25.0 24 20.0 34 21.3
great influence 22 55.0 48 40.0 70 43.8
not ascertained —- -- 2 1.7 2 1.3
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TABLE 10 - Continued

Ocean Co.* Burl. 00.* Total
(N = 40} (N = 120} (N = 160}
N % N % N %

Close to shopping areas
no influence 23 57.5 74 61.7 97 60.6little influence 7 17.5 20 16.7 27 16.9moderate influence 3 7.5 18 15.0 21 13.1
great influence 7 17.5 7 5.8 14 8.8
not ascertained —- -- 1 0.8 1 0.6

Close to medical care
no influence 20 50.0 34 28.3 54 33.8
little influence 5 12.5 24 20.0 29 18.1
moderate influence 8 20.0 30 25.0 38 23.8
great influence 7 17.5 31 25.8 38 23.8
not ascertained —— -- 1 0.8 1 0.6

Resident was nearer family
and relatives than in
last home

no influence 31 77.5 75 62.5 106 66.3
little influence 3 7.5 7 5.8 10 6.3
moderate influence 2 5.0 10 8.3 12 7.5
great influence 4 10.0 25 20.8 29 18.1
not ascertained —— —— 3 2.5 3 1.9

*There was no significant difference between the communities (p>0.05).
Note: Percentages may not equal 100 because of rounding.
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as many respondents cited their spouses‘ preferences to be the same as

their own, except for the items about most liked recreation facilities

(Items 43 and 44). This could result because after many years of mar-

riage, couples may tend to pursue similar interests, or because the

respondent erroneously believes this to be true.

Most Liked Recreational Facilities

Residents participating in this study were asked "which ggg

recreational facility in this community attracted you the gggt2" The

most frequent response from males and females at both retirement com-

munities was the swimming pool (Table ll). The next most attractive

facility, although it was not as consistently popular, was the recrea-

tion hall or comnunity center. In addition, at least 20 percent of

the sample did not regard any one facility as most appealing. Others

named activities rather than facilities when answering these ques-

tions (Items 43 and 44).

Least Liked Recreational Facilities

At least 30 percent of the subjects did not cite any facility

as the one that least attracted them to the community; furthennore,

some subjects named community activities rather than facilities avail-

able within the conmunity (Table l2). The golf facility, a putting

green, was the facility which least attracted males and females in the

Ocean County comnunity. At the Burlington County community, the
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shuffleboard and swimming pool were found unappealing only to a small

percentage of the male and female population (Items 45 and 46).

Assets of the Communities

Respondents were asked what they and their spouses liked most

about the retirement cmnnunity (Items 47 and 48). "The people," or

one's "friendly neighbors," was the most frequent answer for more than

30 percent of the two samples (Table l3). In addition, safety or secur-

ity, quietness, and social activities were three predominant responses

among the variety indicated by the subjects.

Limitations of the Comnunities

Over 24 percent of the subjects from both communities felt that

there was nothing they least liked about the retirement community

(Table l4). Some residents did dislike aspects of the comnunity; most

prevalent was the distance from all shopping. This conflicts with the

closed-end section of the questionnaire in which residents indicated

that proximity to shopping areas, proximity to medical care, and dis-

tance from friends and relatives were no influence upon their selec-

tion of a retirement community (Table lO). The researcher speculates

that the discrepancy occurred because: l) distances may seem greater

when one must travel over them on a regular basis; 2) perceptions of

distance vary among people; 3) some respondents may not have considered

this factor when selecting the retirement conmunity, but later were

discontent with its location; or 4) "not true" would have been selected
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as a response to the closed-end items if it had been included among the

four potential responses.

Other disliked characteristics were lack of shade trees or

quality of the maintenance of conmon grounds, and unresponsiveness of

the developer and manager. These sources of discontentment are easily

understood if one considers that most residents last resided in single

family detached dwelling units which likely had established land-

scaping and most certainly allowed one a greater degree of control

over the near environment. "Environmental mastery" is considered an

important housing need (Montgomery, 1972:39).



CHAPTER V

SUMMARY

In recent decades gerontological research has been established

and is gaining importance. It is necessary to understand the aged,

their needs and preferences, in order to help them retain independence

within a society which values this trait. Experts agree that atten-

tion should be focused on this segment of the United States' popula-

tion, which includes about 22 million people aged 65 and over (U.S.

Bureau of the Census, 1975:6), yet research in some areas relating to

the aged is still in the exploratory stage. This study was conducted

to determine the factors which caused aged individuals to select

mobility as an alternative to a housing deficit, specifically the

influences which precipitate a move from their last residence and

relocation in a retirement community.

In reviewing the literature, little research was found about

why people move to retirement comnunities. Therefore, the purpose of

this exploratory research was to identify characteristics of the old

and new near environments (the dwelling unit, neighborhood, and com-

munity) which influenced relocation. Demographic characteristics were

also examined and the two samples used in this study were compared to

detenmine existing differences.

The test instrument used in this study was a questionnaire de-

veloped by the researcher. It contained closed and open-ended questions

64
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needed to obtain re1evant data, and was designed to be comp1eted by

the subject (Appendix A).

Data were co11ected by door—to—door contact within two retire-

ment caununities in New Jersey during the week of October 11-17, 1976.

A 40 percent samp1e, or 40 questionnaires, was obtained from an Ocean

County community and a 10 percent samp1e, or 120 questionnaires, was

obtained at a Bur1ington County community. Housing in both communities

was predominant1y sing1e fami1y detached dwe11ing units. The commu-

nities have comnon recreationa1 faci1ities and month1y maintenance

fees to cover services and maintenance of cunnon grounds.

Conc1usions

Three conc1usions were found based on the resu1ts of this

study. First, no significant differences in demographic variab1es

were found between the two samp1es when treated with the Chi Square

statistic. Subjects from these samp1es comprised a rather homogene-

ous group who were between 65 and 74 years 01d, in good hea1th,

married, and retired from permanent emp1oyment. In addition, most of

these participants had 1ast resided in a house which they owned and was

within a 100-mi1e radius of the retirement community. On1y three items

used to measure attractions or 1imitations of the o1d and new environ-

ment were found to be significantly different between conmunities.

These items pertained to the fo11owing inf1uences: the Iarge size of

one‘s 1ast dwe11ing unit, high property taxes on the 1ast dwe11ing

unit, and the va1ue of one‘s new dwe11ing unit for the money.
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Second, there was no one factor which precipitated mobility;

rather, a combination of limitations, or "pushes," within the old near

environment and attractions, or "pulls," within the new near environ-

ment were influences upon relocation.

Finally, in the old near environment, dwelling unit and neigh-

borhood factors were found to be influences, but comnunity factors

were not. Almost all the items relating to the new near environment

were influences in the participants' decisions to move to the retire-

ment conmunity.

Limitations of this Study I

Generalizations are appropriate only to people with character-

istics and environments similar to the participants of this study. It

is possible that specific findings of this study are only indicative

of residents in northeastern metropolitan area retirement conmunities

who were predominantly the healthy, "young," elderly who were married

and retired, and belonged to the upper socioeconomic strata based upon

educational achievements and upper level occupations.

Other limitations of this study include the following:

-—The two retirement comnunities primarily had only single

family detached dwelling units.

-—The location of these retirement communities may be atypical

because of the number of retirement communities located in the southernregions of the United States. °
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-—Both retirement communities were less than ten years old and

still growing, so they included modern technological developments.

--Most of the residents were fairly young elderly, enabling

them to maximize their opportunities within the retirement communities.

—-Most residents last resided within a l0O—mile radius of the

retirement comnunity, lending cultural control to the research.

--The SES developed by Hollingshead is dated because technology

has changed, eliminated, and created jobs; however, the age of the

respondents made this a suitable method of classification.

Discussion and Implications

Cuununity Differences

Only three items designed to assess influences on mobility

were found to be significantly different between communities. Two of

these items pertained to the last dwelling unit. Many Ocean County

residents were influenced by the large size of their last dwelling

unit, and they were also motivated toward mobility because they be-

lieved taxes on their property were too high. This could logically

be predicted because taxes are directly proportional to the size, and

value, of one's property. Conversely, the Burlington County residents

were not greatly influenced by the large size of their last dwelling

unit or their property taxes.

The third item which was significantly different related to

influences of the new dwelling unit on mobility. Burlington County

residents indicated that their new house was a good value for the money
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more often than did Ocean County residents. After examining length

of residence for subjects from both communities, one might speculate

that responses about "value of a house for the money" were affected by

decreasing purchasing power created by inflation. That is, many

Burlington cunnunity residents had owned their houses from 3 to 6

years, and therefore likely paid less for a comparable dwelling unit

than did Ocean County subjects who purchased dwelling units within the

last 3 years.

Community Location

It should also be noted that although residents indicated in

the closed-ended items that distance from shopping areas, medical care,

or family and relatives were no influence, they expressed dissatisfac-

tion in the open-ended section. For example, residents disliked

traveling lO miles for bread or milk, movies in the evening, a snack

at a fast food establishment, or to have their hair styled. Perhaps

these items were no influence toward mobility because residents did not

even consider them when they moved, but later realized they were impor-

tant aspects of one's near environment.

Resident Satisfaction

Most residents who participéted in this study indicated that

they were content with their residence in a retirement community;

hence, lending support to the belief that retirement communities con-

stitute a viable option for a segment of the aged population. Since

there are many retirement communities with varying facilities
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throughout the United States, it is the potential resident's respon-

sibility to thoroughly investigate this option to find a community

which meets his/her needs and preferences.

It is likely that residents of the retirement communities

examined in this study were content because they remained part of a

familiar cultural milieu. They still were within reasonable proximity

to family and friends, and could retain a sense of place in a familiar

geographic region.

This satisfaction may be further enhanced because these resi-

dents were the married, young, healthy aged who could maximize their

opportunities for recreational and leisure activities which abound

in retirement communities. However, this euphoric pursuit of pleasure

could be drastically reduced as these residents age l0 or 20 more

years and widowhood alters the community demographic mix. Further-

more, as these people age, it is inevitable that they will experience

disabilities and may become homebound or require continuous nursing

care. This problem could have less impact on the community if a con-

stant influx of young, healthy aged is maintained.

These implications are pertinent to planners and developers

who can design retirement communities to meet the present and projected

needs and preferences of the aged. Retirement communities can be more

self-sustaining by inclusion of small neighborhood shopping areas,

services, and progressive care facilities which are often needed as

the resident ages. Progressive care facilities would not only pro-

vide care but also would enable residents to maintain contacts with
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friends in the community. However, since our society offers no incen-

tive for profit-oriented developers to provide these facilities, and

because they are costly to provide and maintain, it is likely that

only non-profit organizations will incorporate them into retirement

conmunities.

Test Instrument and Implementation

Although the instrument was adjusted as a result of pretesting,

implementation of the questionnaire on a larger·scale revealed that

changes in the test instrument and the procedure might have influenced

the results of this study. The following are four suggestions for

instrument change. Two items (Items 56, 57) concerning sources and

amount of income should be eliminated because their personal nature

tended to alienate prospective participants. Items about the female's

occupation should be omitted because SES was based solely on the male's

status. The items about the size of the organization for which the

subject worked should be discarded because they often confused the

respondent and were not instrumental in determining SES (Items 65, 66).

Finally, it is suggested that the degrees of influence used in assess-

ing the closed-end questions (Items l—4l) be changed to: Not True,

No Influence, Some Influence, and Great Influence.

Although the researcher presented a letter of introduction from

the developer and the homeowners' association, advance publicity which

includes a picture of the researcher should appear in the retirement

community newsletter, or newspaper, and posters announcing the study
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should be hung at the recreation centers within the community. This

would help increase receptiveness of the residents and alleviate sus-

picion created by a stranger conducting a study within a community

where solicitation is forbidden.

Recommendations for Further Study

Three recommendations for further study follow:

l. Further research is needed to ascertain whether these

findings are true for retirement communities which offer forms of

housing other than traditional single family detached dwelling units.

2. Research is needed to determine whether the results would

be true for retirement communities located in warmer climates, within

the "sun belt," since there are many retirement conmunities in that

area.

3. Since this study has practical application for developers

of retirement comunities, people who have left the retirement com-

munity should be contacted to determine specific factors, or dissatis-

factions, which influenced them to move.
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cou.sc¤ or nom: scouomcs

VIRGINIA POLYTECHNIC INSTITUTE AND STATE UNIVERSITY
Blachlmry, Vüyiaia 2406]

Dnnnunn ov Mauozunrr, Houuuo nm Rum.! Dnunrunn

Letter of Introduction ·

October l, l977

As a graduate student at Virginia Polytechnic Institute and StateUniversity, I am gathering information about adult conuunities tocomplete research for my Master's thesis.

I appreciate your cooperation in completing the attached questionnaire.The questionnaire consists of statements about why you moved from yourlast home, why you selected a home in this conumnity, and a fewquestions about you and others in your household.

For my study to be complete, it is important for you to complete the ~whole questionnaire. All answers will be confidential!

Thank you for your cooperation.

°
Elise Bonwit

Thank you for assisting Elise Bonwit in this research. He hope thatthe information she gathers will help those who plan and build housingunits for others like yourself.

Rebecca P. Lovingodü, Ph.D.
Assistant Professor
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These are some statements about homes. neinhhorhoods, and comunlties which mayhave Influenced your decision to move from your last homc. Please Indicatethe degree to ¤·rh1ch thev Influenced vour Hocislon to move from your last home.

No Little Noderate Great
Influence Influence Influence Influence

Example: There were too many nets
in mv 0Id nelghborhood. (I) (2) (3) (4)

I. My last residence was too large. (I) (2) (3) (4)

2. My last residence was too small. (I) (2) (3) (4)

3. My last residence had stairs. (l) (2) (3) (4)

4. The Inside of my last home
was too hard to maintain. (l) (2) (3) (4)

5. The outside of my last home and the
yard were too hard to maintain. (I) (2) (3) (4)

6. Property taxes were too high
on my last home. (I) (2) (3) (4)

7. Maintenance expenses on my old home
were becoming more than I wished to
spend. (I) (2) (3) (4)

8. The neiohborhood was changing. (l) (2) (3) (4)

9. l'here were too many children
in ny old neighborhood. (l) (2) (3) (4)

IO. There was too much noise
In my old neighborhood. (I) (2) (3) (4)

Please Go To Next Page.
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No
‘

L1ttle rbderate Great
lnfluence influence influence Influence

11. Neighbors were not nnlntalnlng their
property in my old nelghborhood. (1) (2) (3) (4)

12. There was too nuch traffic
In my old nelghborhood. (1) (2) (3) (4)

13. My old neighborhood was not safe from
robberles, mugglngs, and vandalism. (1) (2) (3) (4)

14. My old nelghborhood was rezoned
to 1nc1ude development of
apartments, small buslnesses,
and/or shopping malls. (1) (2)_ (3) (4)

15. The weather was unsatlsfactory. (1) (2) (3) (4)

16. There was a lot of air pollutlon
in ny old coumunlty. (1) (2) (3) (4)

17. 1 no longer needed to 11ve 1n my
old coununity to he close to work. (l) (2) (3) (4)

18. There were not enough people neavby
with lnterests similar to mine. (1) (2)_ (3) (4)

19. There were not enough recreatlon
facilities ln my old conmunlty. (1) (2) (3) (4)

20. In my old comunity, the
transportatlon system d1d not
meet my needs. (1) (2) (3) (4)

21. In my old comnunity. there were not
enough comnunlty services such as
anbulance service. medical aid,
police and flre protect1on. (1) (2) (3) (4)

Please Go To Next Page.
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These are some statements wh1ch may have 1nfluenced your dec1s1on to select your new
home 1n th1s adult cohnun1t . Please 1nd1cate the degree to wh1ch they 1nfluenced
your dec1s1on to move 1nto this cmnnun1ty.

No Little Moderate Great
Influence Influence Influence Influence

22. My new house 1s a good
value for the money. (1) (2) (3) (4)

23. My house was new when I bought 1t. (1) (2) (3) (4)

24. The 1ns1de of th1s house
1s easy to ma1nta1n. (1) (2) (3) (4)

Z5. The outs1de of th1s house
1s easy to ma1nta1n. (1) (2) (3) (4)

26. Th1s house has no sta1rs. (1) (2) (3) (4)

27. Yard ma1ntenance 1s 1ncluded 1n the
monthly maintenance fee so I do not
have to do my a1n yard work. (1) (2) (3) (4)

28. The taxes on th1s house are fa1r. (1) (2) (3) (4)

29. The ne1ghhorhood 1s qu1et. (l) (2) (3) (4)

30. There 1s not much traffic
1n uns nugnbamaaa. (1) (2) (3) (4)

31. Young famd11es are not
allowed 1n th1s cohrunity. (1) (2) (3) (4)

Please Go To Next Page.
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No L1 ttle Moderate Great
Influence Ihfluence Influence Influence

32. Th1s conmunity has a good variety
of recreational fac1l1t1es. (l) (2) (3) (4)

33. Th1s conmunity 1s close to
shopping areas. (l) (2) (3) (4)

34. Th1s cormunity 1s close to
medical care. (l) (2) (3) (4)

35. This co¤nun1ty has adequate
pol1ce and fire protect1on. (1) (2) (3) (4)

36. There 1s a con·mun1ty bus to
transport me to shopp1ng areas. (l) (2) (3) (4)

37. There am many people neamy
with interests s1m1lar to
mine so I may enjoy leisure
activities w1th them. (l) (2) (3) (4)

38. The cllmate here satlsfies me. (l) (2) (3) (4)

39. There 1s little or no air
pollut1on 1n this conmmity. (1) (2) (3) (4)

I
40. Th1s cannunlty 1s nearer my fam1ly

and relatives than ny last home was. (l) (2)(3)4l.

There 1s a conmunity center. (T) (7)) (3) (4)

42. Nhen did you move 1nto th1s conmun1ty? Please give the month and year.

Please Go To Next Page.
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43. Which ggg recreational facility 1n this covmuunlty attracted you the most?

44. Which g äreational facility do you think attracted your spouse
(or ot rs n your ousehold) the most?

45. Which gn_e_ recreational facility in this comunity attracted you the least?

46. which one recreational facility do you think attracted your spouse
(or others ln your household) the least?

47. Hhat do you like most about this conmunlty?

48. What do you think your spouse (or others in your household) Hkes the most?

49. What do you like least about this comnunity?

50. What do you think your spouse (or others in your household) likes the least?

Please Go To Next Page.
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Please answer the following questions about yourself. Please circle the best answer.

Sl. lmat ls your sex?
1. aule
2. faule

52. Hhat ls your current marltal status?
1. married
2. wldowed
3. dlvorced or separated
4. never marrled

53. Do you consider your health to be?
1. poor
2. fair
3. good
4. excellent

S4. How old were you on your last birthday?
1. 44 or under
2. 45 to 54
3. 55 to 64
4. 65 to 74
5. 75 to 84
6. 85 or over

55. Are you?
1. retired
2. enployed part·t1nu {permanent emloyment;
3. employed full—t1me pernunent auployment
4. other, please state

56. lllat are your sources of income? Please circle gl that apply.
1. present employment
2. Social Security
3. private pension plan
4. divldends from stock and/or bonds' 5. interest from bank accounts

' 6. Insurance annulty
7. other, please state

· 57. Hhat is your current Joint gross income?_ 1. under $5,000
2. 5.000 - 6.999
3. 7.000 - 9.999
4. 10.000 - 11.999
5. 12.000 · 14.999
6. 15.000 - 17.999
7. 18.000 - 20.999
8. 21.000 - 23.999
9. 24,000 or more

Please Go To Next Page.
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58. Has your last residence a
l. house
2. mbile home
3. epartmnt
4. other, please state

59. 01d you own or rent your last residence?
l. owned
2. nented

60. Now close was your last home to this conmunity?
l. 100 miles or less
2. l0l - 500 miles
3. 501 - 1000 miles
4. l00l - 2000 miles
5. 2001 miles or more

If you are nrried, please answer the following questions about your spouse.
If you are not marrled, but are living with someone else, please answer these
questions about that person.

61. Is your spouse°s health?
l. poor
2. fair
3. good
4. excellent

62. How old was your spouse on h1s/her last birthday?
l. 44 or under

A 2. 45 to 54
3. 55 to 64
4. 65 to 74
5. 75 to 84
6. 85 or over

63. __ ’ls your spouse?
l. netlred
2. employed part-time äpemanent employment;
3. snployed full-time permanent employment
4. other, please state

Please Go To Next Page.
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Please answer the following questions.

64. what is, or was the rlmary occupatlon of you and your spouse?
(Exarmle: bookkeeperg
husband w1fe

3
65. Hhere are. or were, you and your spouse unployed?

(txurole: privately owned retail store)
husband wife

‘
66. How big 1s the organization in which the husband worked?

l. srrall - errploys only a few people
2. medium · emloys about one hundred people
3. large - employs thousands of people

67. How big is the organization 1s which the wife worked?
l. small - employs only a few people
2. mediuu - employs about one hundred people
3. large - employs thousands of people ·

68. Hhat is the last grade in school leted by the husband?
l. doctoral degree or graduate scäoog
2. college or university graduate
3. at least one year of college. but did not graduate
4. him school graduate
5. grade l0
6. grade 7
7. less than grade 7

69. lhat was the last grade in school cgirgleted by the wife?
l. doctoral degree or graduate schoo
2. college or un1vers1ty graduate

· 3. at least one year of college, but dtd not graduate
4. high school graduate
5. grade l06. grade 7
7. ess than grade 7

Thank you for your help. Have a n1ce day!





FACTORS INFLUENCING RELOCATION TO RETIREMENT COMMUNITIES

by

Elise Bonwit

(ABSTRACT)

This study was designed to identify factors influencing reloca-

tion to retirement communities. Participants were residents of two

New Jersey retirement communities which offered single family detached

dwelling units with common grounds, community recreational facilities,

and security guards. Residents paid monthly maintenance fees to cover

operation of the common areas.

Total sample size was residents of l60 dwelling units.

Specifically, respondents were from 40 units, or a 40 percent sample,

in an Ocean County community and from l2O units, or a lO percent

sample, in a Burlington County community.

The researcher developed a test instrument designed to ascer-

tain reasons for relocation. Data were collected October ll-l7, l976,

by the researcher who contacted the subjects at their homes.

First, it was found that no significant differences existed

between the samples and that only three items relating to influences

upon mobility were significantly different between communities. These

items were the large size of one's last dwelling unit, high property



taxes on the last dwelling unit, and the value of one's new dwelling

unit for the money. Second, no one factor precipitated relocation;

rather, it was a combination of factors within the old and new near

environments. Last, dwelling unit and neighborhood factors for the

old and new near environments were influences, but community factors

were only an influence as they relate to the new near environment.




