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Differences in perceptions of the living
environment by respondent age

This article explores whether potential statistically signif-
icant differences in terms of respondents’ demographic
characteristics (i.e., age) can point to intergenerational
differences in perceptions of the living environment. A
quantitative methodology was used. Older respondents
reported higher satisfaction, a stronger feeling of soci-
oeconomic homogeneity of the neighbourhood, better
neighbourly relations, and more positive opinions on the
maintenance of the built environment than did younger
respondents. In turn, younger respondents expressed a
higher level of agreement about vandalism and physical
and verbal attacks in the neighbourhood. These results
were unexpected because previous studies showed signif-
icantly lower levels of agreement regarding satisfaction
with the built environment and significantly higher levels
of agreement about crime among older respondents than
younger ones. They can be explained by the findings of

many researchers, who established that the elderly gen-
erally still prefer to grow old at home - that is, in the
environment they are familiar with, because they are often
afraid that moving to an eldercare facility would inevita-
bly cause them to lose their independence. Therefore, they
tend to accept the environment where they live the way
it is. On the other hand, the article shows that a series
of statistically significant differences established indicates
that the living environment, which has a strong impact
on people’s satisfaction and wellbeing, nonetheless does
not offer the same quality of the built social infrastruc-
ture to all users (ie., users with different demographic
characteristics).

Keywords: social infrastructure, built environment, de-
mographic characteristics, older respondents, Slovenia
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1 Introduction

Quality of life, which is a dominant concept around the
globe today, can be difficult to imagine without the concept
of the quality of the urban environment, the design of which
tends to be increasingly human-oriented (Temeljotov Salaj &
Petri¢, 2009). As a term, the quality of the urban environment
is conceived as an integral whole that encompasses the social
perceptions of this environment (i.c., the neighbourhood)
and the quality of the built living environment itself, which
should satisfy all users. According to Adriaanse (2007), there
are three “iron variables” influencing the quality of the urban
environment: age, residential community characteristics, and
physical characteristics of the built environment. It focuses
on whether there are any statistically significant differences
by respondent age in perceptions of residential community
characteristics (general satisfaction, socioeconomic homoge-
neity, neighbourly relations, crime rate, fear and discomfort,
and help among neighbours) and the characteristics of the built
environment (development, maintenance, and cleanliness).
The article also explores whether there are any statistically
significant differences among respondents that might indicate
significant intergenerational differences in perceptions of the
built environment or, more broadly, perceptions of the built
social infrastructure they live in.

The degree of development of a place influences its users’ feeling
of satisfaction and needs in that place (Missimer et al., 2017;
Sierra et al., 2017, 2018). Many authors, including Baumeister
and Leary (1995) and Engle and Aleschuld (2014), highlight
the fact that needs must be first taken into account because
they influence thinking, emotions, and behaviour under any
conditions; if they are not satisfied, negative effects must be
taken into account. When needs are not satisfied, their ob-
jective importance should increase or decrease. Researchers
have also stressed that attention should be paid to everyone’s
common needs. According to Kulbickiené¢ (2004), needs re-
flect residents orientations and choices. Therefore, an analysis
of social infrastructure needs is conceived as an evaluation of
the demand for services and facilities (Weber et al., 2016).
A definition of needs refers to describing “problems” of the
target population and possible solutions (Vaznonien¢ & Pa-
keltien¢, 2017). Hence, an analysis of needs focuses on the
future, or on what must be done rather that what has been
done (Vaznoniené & Pakeltiené, 2017).

This article understands built social infrastructure as a struc-
ture that has been built based on users’ needs and that is meas-
ured by the level of user satisfaction (wellbeing). Built social
infrastructure is a predominant factor that ensures that basic
human needs are satisfied (Frolova et al., 2016). If a current
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social infrastructure meets a community’s needs and expecta-
tions, its residents achieve a higher quality of life. If social infra-
structure fails to satisfy residents’ needs or create choice, special
social and economic issues develop and affect the community’s
wellbeing (Vaznoniené, 2015). Wellbeing reflects the quality
of life. There is a lack of studies exploring the relationship
between the factors influencing a population’s wellbeing and
the level of social infrastructure development within a com-
munity (or country). A similar study was conducted by Pop-
ov (2017), who examined the relationship between transport
infrastructure and wellbeing factors using a correlation anal-
ysis based on data provided by the Latvian Statistical Office.
Popov’s study opens a wide area for further detailed research,
and it also encouraged the author of this article to conduct a
detailed analysis of individual factors within a community (in
the sense of users’ perceptions) and the built environment by
basic demographic characteristics of the respondents. As the
input demographic factor, the author distinguishes between
three age groups or generations based on the classification by
Milosevi¢ Arnold (2003): younger than thirty-five, thirty-five
to sixty-five, and older than sixty-five. The elderly are treated
as a single group above sixty-five. This age limit (i.c., sixty-five)
is also used by the Slovenian Statistical Office.

2 Perceptions of the built
environment

Erdogan et al. (2008) argue that perceived living conditions
directly influence overall housing satisfaction and that they are
connected with satisfaction with the physical environment, so-
cial relations, the operation of local authorities, and perceived
quality of the environment and facilities. Residents” opinions
about their neighbourhood provide important insights into
this issue. According to Adriaanse (2007), these opinions shed
light on the aspects that have a greater impact on overall res-
idential environment satisfaction. To some extent, residential
environments can be defined through objective criteria, such
as the period of construction, architectural style, spatial struc-
ture, the quantity of green areas, and geographical location.
With regard to neighbourhood satisfaction, Sirgy and Corn-
well (2002) divide various neighbourhood attributes affecting
satisfaction into physical features (e.g., upkeep of homes and
yards, landscape and street lighting, crowding and noise level,
nearness to facilities, and quality of the environment), social
features (social interaction with neighbours, ties with people in
the community, outdoor play space, crime, and sense of privacy
at home), and economic features (home value in the neigh-
bourhood, cost of living, socioeconomic status of the neigh-
bourhood, and neighbourhood improvement). Several other
authors have also established that housing satisfaction is influ-
enced by a wide range of objectively and subjectively perceived



Differences in perceptions of the living environment by respondent age

conditions (Theodori, 2001; Grum & Temeljotov Salaj, 2013;
Grum & Kobal Grum, 2015). Urban planners ascribe great im-
portance to social issues and quality of life, which suggests that
housing is a social issue that entails not only its construction
and environment, but also satisfaction with the quality of its
environment (Sam et al., 2012). Architects agree with urban
planners that this consequently impacts residents’ quality of
life and psychosocial aspects (Mohit et al,, 2010). Research-
ers argue that residential satisfaction reflects the satisfaction
and happiness in the residential area or neighbourhood (Sam
et al,, 2012). This includes social and neighbourly relations,
social activities, social facilities, scenery, and utilities (Sam
et al,, 2012). In addition to satisfaction, socioeconomic ho-
mogeneity, and the related stability of the neighbourhood, a
sense of safety is also important; many studies link this to the
crime rate in the environment (Newman, 1972, Mesko, 2001;
Grum,2017). According to Mesko (2001), spatial design should
provide a structure that discourages crime — that is, the external
features of the environment should be based on properties that
show that the environment is under control, and as such it
should create a sense of safety in people. Such a neighbourhood
stimulates greater concern for the environment, more contact
with neighbours (good neighbourly relations), and more help
among neighbours, and its residents are also more satisfied with
their homes (Grum, 2017). Newman (1972) combines these
factors into territoriality (a sense of belonging to the neigh-
bourhood), natural surveillance (perception of socioeconomic
homogeneity, and the presence of police, security services, and
firefighters), image and milieu (maintenance, parks, parking
areas, and walking trails), and the environment (the develop-
ment of built social infrastructure).

With regard to respondent age, many studies show that the
elderly want to stay in their homes (i.c., the environment they
are familiar with) as long as they can and to retain their inde-
pendence and autonomy as long as possible (Rojo et al., 2001;
Sabia, 2008; Costa Font et al,, 2009; Wiles et al., 2009). Roy
et al. (2018) report that relocations among the elderly are
significantly influenced by factors connected with the built
environment and factors connected with the social, psycho-
logical, psychosocial, spatiotemporal, and decision-making
context. In general, the elderly still prefer to grow old at
home (Harper & Bayer, 2000; Greenwald et al., 2003; Secker
et al,, 2003; Wylde, 2008), often because they are afraid that
moving to an eldercare facility would inevitably cause them to
lose their independence (Parry et al.,, 2004; Imamoglu, 2007).
The space that refers to the elderly’s relationship with their
living environment, as a symbolic representation of “home”
as one’s independence (Parry et al., 2004), can form the ba-
sis for further conceptual improvements (Kemp et al,, 2012).
However, many studies show that a poorly maintained built
environment can prevent physical activity among the elderly
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(Balfour & Kaplan, 2002; Strath et al, 2007; Mendes de
Leon et al., 2009; Gallagher et al., 2010). Therefore, the el-
derly are especially responsive to specific aspects of the built
environment (Grum, 2017). Many studies indicate the effect
of certain demographic factors, such as residents’ age, on the
degree of fear expressed and the interaction between the re-
spondents’ social structure and their experience of fear (Fergu-
son & Mindel, 2007). A sense of community can help people
have greater faith in their own abilities, which reduces their
feeling that they might be victimized and their fear (Mesko
et al, 2012). On the other hand, younger participants can
perceive the built environment and relationships within it
differently. Ursi¢ (2005) studied Ljubljana’s Sava housing de-
velopment (Sln. Savsko naselje) to establish whether factors
such as the neighbourhood’s age, poor maintenance, and the
resulting poorer quality of life in the neighbourhood cause
certain population groups to move elsewhere and the lack of
social homogeneity and stability to increase. He determined
that over a fifth of the residents planned to move in the
near future, and that these primarily involved younger resi-
dents (i.e., below forty).

The elements of the built environment affect user behaviour.
If the living environment is well maintained and clean, it is
expected that individual residential buildings within it are also
well maintained and in harmony with the neighbourhood and
the built environment they are located in (Grum, 2017). How-
ever, the environment usually influences the level of expect-
ed (or required) maintenance of buildings (well-maintained
infrastructure usually requires well-maintained accommoda-
tion capacities, otherwise the feel of the neighbourhood is not
uniform and users’ wellbeing is poorer; Grum, 2017). The sum-
marised findings of the literature review provided guidance for
designing the questionnaire.

3 Methodology

Studies of the living environment have been conducted for a
long time, but, as already established by Smrke et al. (2018),
no systematic overview of questionnaires used in these kinds
of studies has been published in Slovenia to date. Smrke
et al. (2018) argue that researchers should lean more towards
using questionnaires already developed, but they agree that
there are not many questionnaires in this area of research
with established validity. Hence, the methodology used in
this article is based on a quantitative approach: specifically,
a questionnaire that was designed in line with findings from
the literature (Grum & Temeljotov Salaj, 2011). The rescarch
questions that arise in studying the quality of the urban living
environment or the degree of user satisfaction and needs, now
largely rely on multidisciplinary research approaches, which in
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Figure 1: Identified factors, among which the correlation between the demographic data (age), the neighbourhood, and the built environment

was of main interest in the remainder of the study (illustration: author).

and of itself repeatedly raises new questions. Thus, unexplored
research areas are opening that high-quality measurement in-
struments do not always keep pace with. However, certain
contradictory findings in studying living environment satis-
faction and numerous evaluation-related questions that remain
open are not merely the result of inadequate methodological
approaches. The author agrees that the method of measuring
living environment satisfaction is important in empirical anal-
yses, especially in new studies (like the one presented here),
which may provide important answers to research questions,
either in terms of eliminating any such influences on the results
obtained or confirming repeatable and tested methodology or
measurement instruments.

The cognitive objectives of the study are descriptive (ic., a
description of features and current state) and explanato-
ry (i.c., identifying and explaining interdependencies). The re-
sults of the current literature review above form the operation-
alization basis. The study was designed in two stages (Grum &
Temeljotov Salaj, 2011). In the first stage, a questionnaire was
developed and the suitability of its metric characteristics was
established. To this end, a pilot study was performed on an
appropriate sample (7 = 55). The data were collected through
an online survey conducted in 2018. A structured and closed-
type questionnaire was used. SPSS software was used to process
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the data collected. Respondents provided their answers using a
five-point Likert scale (1 = completely disagree, 5 = completely
agree). The questionnaire contained twenty-six questions. An
exploratory factor analysis was conducted, which means the
correlations between variables were studied by identifying a
set of latent variables (fewer than measured variables) under-
lying the battery of measured variables. Orthogonal rotation
was applied to identify theoretically important factors and the
simplest possible factor structure. Key concepts cannot be di-
rectly measured; instead, they are measured indirectly using
indicators of that which is supposed to be measured. In line
with literature, several directly measurable variables that serve
as indicators of the concept (construct) to be measured are
selected, after which it is established whether the relationships
between the selected observed variables can be explained with
the proposed latent variable or whether a more complex corre-
lation structure may have to be built. The goal is to establish
whether the correlations between observed variables can be
explained with a smaller number of directly observed variables
or factors. The factor analysis thus identified four factors that
explain over 63.88% of variation, which is above the required
minimum of 60% (Basti¢, 2006). The factors identified overlap
with factors that were grouped in the questionnaire. Questions
related to social structure variables and describing the neigh-
bourhood features as perceived by residents (e.g., satisfaction,



Differences in perceptions of the living environment by respondent age

Table 1: The results of variance analysis
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Variable SS df MS F p

Infrastructure (police, fire brigade, etc.) * 12.26 4 3.064 2473 0.043
Home satisfaction 1.54 4 0.385 0.370 0.830
Socioeconomic homogeneity 295 4 0.737 1.088 0.362
Neighbourly relations * 6.46 4 1.615 2.285 0.050
Frequency of crime * 31.30 4 7.825 2489 0.042
General feeling of fear 10.12 4 2.530 1.470 0.209
Mutual help 1.42 4 0.355 0.465 0.762
Development of built environment * 13.39 4 3.348 3.055 0.016
Maintenance of built environment 444 4 1.109 1.402 0.232

*Statistically significant difference (p < 0.05)
**Statistically significant difference (p < 0.01)
***Statistically significant difference (p < 0.001)

socioeconomic homogeneity, neighbourly relations, crime
safety, mutual help, etc.) were heavily saturated with the first
factor (18.15%). Questions referring to economic effects on
real-estate value (e.g., impact of frequent break-ins, physical or
verbal violence, vandalism, etc.) were heavily saturated with the
second factor (17.07%). Questions related to the built envi-
ronment (e.g., infrastructure development, maintenance, etc.)
were heavily saturated with the third factor (14.97%). The fac-
tor analysis placed the variable “neighbourhood cleanliness”
under a separate factor (14.67%), but strong correlations with
the built environment variables (e.g., the negative correlation
between good maintenance and poor cleanliness was —0.55)
were evident, which is why this variable was theoretically
categorized under built environment variables and is not ad-
dressed below. Thus, this article addresses three factors key to
the study. The factors identified are shown in Figure 1, which
also highlights the main interests of the study and the subject
of further analyses.

The appropriateness of using a factor analysis was tested with
Bartlett’s Test of Sphericity (BT = 759.61), whose high sta-
tistical reliability implied that it was possible to interpret the
factors identified (Fulgosi, 1984). A high value of this measure
supports the use of this method (Basti¢, 2006). In addition to
Bartlett’s test, the Kaiser-Meyer—Olkin Test (KMO = 0.563)
was also applied. Using factor analysis makes sense if the value
of this measure is high - that is, over 0.5 (Basti¢, 2006). The
reliability of the questionnaire was tested using Cronbach’s
alpha (a measure of internal consistency). The value of alpha
varies from 0 to 1 and the reliability is acceptable if the co-
efficient is greater than 0.60 (Basti¢, 2006). Its value for the
entire questionnaire was 0.603. Cronbach’s alpha for the first
social infrastructure factor identified (i.c., neighbourhood)
was 0.64, for the second social infrastructure factor identi-
fied (built environment) it was 0.66, and for the third factor
identified (economic effects) it was 0.62.

The second stage comprised the central cross-sectional study.
The questionnaire designed as part of the pilot study was used,
applying snowball sampling for collecting data (Lobe, 2006).
With this sampling technique, personal contacts are used to
build the research sample group. A smaller sample of individ-
uals is first selected; they complete the questionnaire and at
the same time invite their acquaintances to do the same (Klinc
et al, 2010). Each subsequent respondent is expected to pro-
vide a few more. The advantage of this sampling technique
primarily lies in the fact that the original sample is expanded
quickly, which in turn depends exclusively on the selection of
the initial population. This is also its weakness, because after
the initial selection of the sample the researcher no longer
has any control over it. The survey included 729 respondents,
of whom 250 were younger than thirty-five (34.29%), 362
were between thirty-five and sixty-five (49.66%), and 117
were older than sixty-five (16.05%). In terms of employment,
twelve respondents were unemployed (1.65%), 188 were
students (25.79%), 431 were employed (59.12%), and nine-
ty-eight were retired (13.4%). Respondents were fairly evenly
represented in terms of sex: there were 376 women (51.60%)

and 353 men (48.40%).

The focus was on which statistically significant differences by
respondent age refer to the neighbourhood itself (the com-
munity) and which to the built environment (i.c., built social
infrastructure).

4 Results

Based on a strong correlation between age and employment
status (Pearson’s correlation coefficient 7 = 0.57), the data were
first analysed by age and employment using a multivariate anal-
ysis of variance (MANOVA; see Table 1). This made it possible

to examine whether such analysis showed different statistically
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Table 2: ANOVA results by respondent age and built social infrastructure.
Variable SS df MS F p
Infrastructure (police, fire brigade, etc.) * 737 2 3.687 2.875 0.050
Home satisfaction ** 14.16 2 7.081 6.805 0.001
Socioeconomic homogeneity ** 9.51 2 4.757 7.017 0.001
Neighbourly relations Frx 11.23 2 5.615 7.946 0.000
Frequency of crime 0.13 2 0.063 0.020 0.980
General feeling of fear 0.90 2 0.449 0.261 0.770
Mutual help 3.62 2 1.809 2.366 0.095
Development of built environment * 9.19 2 4.596 4193 0.015
Maintenance of built environment *rx 12.69 2 6.347 8.025 0.000

*Statistically significant difference (p < 0.05)
**Statistically significant difference (p < 0.01)
***Statistically significant difference (p < 0.001)

significant differences in the observed variables than the ones
obtained through a one-way analysis of variance (ANOVA).
This would indicate that employment had a significant impact
on the results.

Statistically significant differences (p < 0.01) by age and em-
ployment status were shown in relation to the importance of
infrastructure development (connected with the presence of
police and fire stations, security services, etc.), the neighbour-
hood’s socioeconomic homogeneity, neighbourly relations, the
frequency of crime (break-ins, thefts, vandalism, and physical
and verbal attacks), and the development of the built environ-
ment. The results showed an equal distribution of statistically
significant differences between the two factors observed: two
within the first factor (neighbourhood) and two within the
second one (built environment). The data were also analysed
by age using a one-sided analysis of variance (ANOVA), the
results of which are presented in Table 2.

Statistically significant differences (p < 0.01) by age and general
features of the built environment were shown in relation to
the importance of infrastructure development connected with
the presence of the police and fire stations, security services,
and so on, home satisfaction, the neighbourhood’s socioeco-
nomic homogeneity, neighbourly relations, the development
of the built environment, and its maintenance. The results
showed an uneven distribution of statistically significant dif-
ferences between the two factors observed: four within the
first factor (neighbourhood) and only two within the second
one (built environment).

Table 3 shows the average values of respondent agreement in
terms of the statistically significant differences presented in
Tables 1 and 2. The results show a fairly even distribution
of statistically significant differences between the two factors
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observed. Based on this, it can be concluded that employment
itself does not have a significant impact on the results sought,
even though it correlates with age. Thus, four statistically
significant differences were established within the first fac-
tor (neighbourhood) and three within the second one (built
environment). The statistically significant differences within
the two factors observed thus indicate that the most important
factor among those identified in the factor analysis is neigh-
bourhood. inside which statistically significant differences can
be observed with the majority of the variables observed.

Younger respondents showed a significantly higher level of
agreement regarding the proximity of infrastructure (i.c. the
police, firefighters, and security services) than older respond-
ents (M = 3.423). This means that older respondents perceive
this type of infrastructure as being further from their home
than do younger respondents. With regard to satisfaction with
their current home, older respondents showed a significantly
higher level of agreement than younger respondents (M =
4.058). In terms of feeling that their neighbourhood is so-
cioeconomically homogenous and consequently stable. older
respondents expressed a significantly higher level of agreement
than younger ones (M =3.758). Older respondents also showed
a markedly higher level of agreement about good neighbourly
relations (M = 3.717). The results thus demonstrate that older
respondents show strong satisfaction with their living environ-
ment. The importance of this was also confirmed by Ramo-
v§ (2000), who established that interpersonal relations are just
as important as financial security. According to Kobal Grum
and Grum (2018), exclusion from the social environment caus-
es loneliness. isolation, a feeling of insecurity, and loss of a
sense of purpose in life. and therefore it is crucial to support
the elderly in their integration into the social environment.
The results can be partially explained through the findings of
Filipovi¢ et al. (2005), who established that in Slovenia the
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Table 3: Average values of respondent agreement in terms of home satisfaction and age.

Variable Number of Medium Std. diviation  Std. error Confidence interval average
participants M SD medium SEM
N
Lower limit Upper limit

1 258 3423 1.038 0.065 3.295 0.360
Infrastructure (police, fire 376 2926 1155 0.060 2.808 3.043
brigade, etc.)

3 89 3.098 1.247 0.131 2,625 3.150

1 260 3.842 0.889 0.055 3.734 3.951
Home satisfaction 2 380 3.918 1.107 0.057 3.807 4.030

3 85 4.059 1.062 0.115 3.830 4,288

1 258 3.636 0.778 0.048 3.540 3.731
Socioeconomic 2 378 3.661 0.863 0.044 3.574 3.749
homogeneity

3 87 3.759 0.876 0.094 3.572 3.945

1 260 3.592 0.898 0.056 3.483 3.702
Neighbourly relations 2 380 3.663 0.833 0.043 3.579 3.747

3 85 3.718 0.781 0.085 3.549 3.886

1 260 2.988 1.671 0.104 2.784 3.192
Frequency of crime 2 378 2.854 1.883 0.097 2.664 3.045

3 87 2.241 1.635 0.175 1.893 2.590

3.244

1 258 3.372 1.044 0.065 3.500
Development of built
environment 2 380 3.258 1.081 0.055 3.149 3.367

3 87 3.299 0.966 0.104 3.093 3.505

1 258 3.457 0.851 0.053 3.353 3.562
Maintenance of built 2 378 3402 0914 0.047 3310 3.495
environment

3 87 3.586 0.909 0.097 3.392 3.780

Note: 1 - younger than 35, 2 - younger than 65, 3 - older than 65.

importance of neighbours in all types of support increased
with respondent age. However, it is interesting that with regard
to crime in the neighbourhood older respondents showed a
higher level of agreement about break-ins and theft (e.g., sto-
len purses or wallets on buses; M = 3.717), whereas younger
respondents expressed a higher level of agreement about van-
dalism and physical and verbal attacks (M = 2.988). This can be
confirmed by the findings of Mesko et al. (2012), who reported
that young people are the least afraid of crime, even though
they are the ones that are most frequently victimized. A sense
of community may help people develop greater faith in their
own abilities, which reduces their feeling that they might be
victimized and their fear (Mesko et al., 2012). It is also interest-
ing that the highest level of agreement about the development
of the built environment (facilities, parking areas, parks, walk-
ing trails, etc.) was evident among young respondents (M =
3.372), followed by the elderly (M = 3.298). Middle-aged re-
spondents showed the lowest level of agreement (M = 3.257),

which means that the middle-aged generation is the least sat-
isfied with the development of the built environment. This
can also be explained by the results of the study conducted
by Tréek (2005), who performed a detailed analysis of factors
such as age, building and housing quality, neighbourly rela-
tions, and future respondent preferences. With regard to living
environment dissatisfaction, he established that the greatest
problem was parking areas (dissatisfaction expressed by 60.2%
of respondents), whereas respondents expressed a high level
of satisfaction with neighbourhood safety (52.7%) and neigh-
bourly relations (56.9%). Parking areas probably concern the
middle-aged or active working generation significantly more
than the elderly, who are considerably less mobile on a daily ba-
sis. However, older respondents showed a significantly higher
level of agreement about the maintenance of the building en-
vironment (derelict buildings, dark and unlighted passageways
and walking trails, unmaintained parks, fallen trees, etc.) than
younger ones (M = 3.586), which is surprising. The elderly

Urbani izziv, volume 30, no. 2, 2019




92

were expected to show significantly lower levels of agreement,
especially about the maintenance of the built environment. On
the contrary, the results showed that, compared to younger
respondents, in general the elderly are considerably more satis-
fied with both the characteristics of the residential community
and the physical characteristics of the built environment. These
results can be explained by the findings of many rescarchers,
who established that in general the elderly still prefer to grow
old at home or in the environment they are familiar with and
accept because they are often afraid that moving to an eldercare
facility would inevitably cause them to lose their independ-
ence. Kobal Grum and Grum (2018) highlight the fact that
neighbour networks constitute an important part of people’s
personal network. Hence, it can be concluded that satisfaction
with one’s home or residential factors referring to a potential
home or living environment (neighbourhood) also requires a
high or optimal level of emotional wellbeing (Kobal Grum &
Grum, 2018). In addition, the results obtained can also be
compared to the results of exploring a relatively new phenom-
enon in home-related psychological factors: attachment or
place attachment (Khozaei et al., 2012). Thus, attachment, as
awell-known and fairly well-studied phenomenon in psychol-
ogy (Howe, 2011), is acquiring a new dimension through stud-
ying users’ attitude towards places. It seems that people that
find it important in what infrastructural environment they live
or would like to live also exhibit constructive place attachment
through higher subjective emotional wellbeing (Florek, 2011).
Such findings can have a key impact on creating a successful
intergenerational housing policy. Population aging s not a pro-
cess that societies should prevent, but a process that should be
understood as a result and consequence of planned or desired
processes and one that also requires appropriate adaptation of
social institutions and services (Kerbler, 2011). A high-quality
living environment is accompanied by good spatial relations
only when these also make it possible to fulfil as many needs
of residents as possible (Zapusek & Kuéan. 2009). However,
these interests or needs change with age and social position.

5 Conclusion

Different types of neighbourhoods have different characteris-
tics and can thus reflect different problems among their users.
This article proceeds from the three variables established by
Adriaanse (2007): age, residential community characteristics,
and physical characteristics of the built environment. It thus
focuses on determining whether there are any statistically
significant differences by respondent age in relation to resi-
dential community characteristics (general satisfaction, soci-
oeconomic homogeneity, neighbourly relations, crime rate,
feeling of fear and discomfort, and help among neighbours)
and the built environment (development, maintenance, and
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cleanliness). The article also explores whether any statistically
significant differences perceived by respondents can point to
intergenerational differences in the perception of the living en-
vironment or, more broadly, the perception of the built social
infrastructure they live in.

The elderly were expected to show significantly lower levels of
agreement, especially about the maintenance of the built envi-
ronment. On the contrary, the results showed that, compared
to younger respondents, in general the elderly are considerably
more satisfied with both the characteristics of the residential
community and the physical characteristics of the built en-
vironment. These results can be explained by the findings of
many researchers, who established that in general the elderly
still prefer to grow old at home or in the environment they are
familiar with and accept because they are often afraid that that
moving to an eldercare facility would inevitably cause them to
lose their independence. Within this context, they uncritically
“defend” their living environment regardless of their deficien-
cies because, no longer being economically involved in the so-
ciety (retired or having limited income), they no longer feel
socially active in the sense of having any major influence on
remedying these deficiencies. As established by Pain (2000), re-
searchers have lately been increasingly viewing age as a cultural
category and no longer a chronological one, which means they
focus on the special features of the circumstances and lifestyles
of people at various stages of life.

The results of this study indicate a series of statistically signif-
icant differences by respondent age (intergenerational gaps).
The statistically significant differences within the factors ob-
served (the neighbourhood and the built environment) show
that among all the factors identified in the factor analysis
neighbourhood is the most important. inside which statisti-
cally significant differences can be observed with the majority
of the variables observed. The study shows that living environ-
ment has a strong impact on residential satisfaction and well-
being. In line with many other authors (e.g., Adriaanse, 2007;
Kobal Grum & Grum, 2018), it can be concluded that most
urban planners and designers have not made any breakthrough
in designing neighbourhoods, in which people of all gener-
ations should live comfortably and use residential social in-
frastructure of the highest possible quality regardless of age
differences. According to Sendi (2005), modern times require
a modern perspective on planning residential areas. Planning
that does not take account of the opinions and desires of cur-
rent or potential residents is no longer acceptable, no longer
works, and no longer leads to optimal land use. Both in spatial
planning — where the central question is still how to ensure
appropriate land use that will accord with the goals and ori-
entations of social development and where all actors appear
as equal partners (Ravbar, 2007) - and in planning residential
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areas, the central question that remains is how to utilize resi-
dential use to achieve optimal land use. Optimal land use can
be understood as an expanded definition of most economical
land use, one that is also supported by people’s expectations,
desires, aspirations. and so on. These findings are primarily im-
portant for evaluating the quality of life, which is a dominant
concept around the world today and is difficult to imagine
without the concept of quality of the urban environment.
The quality of measurement instruments should be improved
in future studies in the sense of using or translating availa-
ble foreign-language questionnaires. In addition, the findings
established show that understanding the observed differences
by the demographic characteristics of spatial users is key for
designing a sustainable housing policy.
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