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Chapter 4 Research Findings and Discussion  

This chapter presents the results of my analysis.  The first section describes the basic 

information derived from analysis of each variable through descriptive statistics.  The second 

section presents the results derived from cross analysis using ANOVA and correlation 

analysis. 

4.1  BASIC INFORMATION 

Demographic data 

There are 13 percent more female respondents in this survey than male respondents (see 

Table 4-1).  Only 2.1 percent of the respondents are unmarried.  Since there is no significant 

difference in the marital status of respondents, I ignore this demographic factor in the 

following cross analysis in order to avoid unnecessary biases.  The survey respondents are 

composed primarily of married baby boomers between the ages of fifty and fifty-nine, 

accounting for 57.9 percent of the respondents.  This age group barely qualifies for the age-

restricted communities and comprises the youngest subsection at which senior housing 

developers direct their marketing efforts.  In terms of education, 68.8 percent of respondents 

are college graduates.  Mainlanders and Taiwanese comprise the majority of the samples, 

with 46.3 percent and 42.1 percent of total respondents, respectively.  More than half of the 

respondents have a monthly disposable income of NT$30 thousand.  Those that possess more 

than NT$50 thousand in monthly disposable income account for 30.5 percent of the sample 

population.  Fifty-four and one-half percent of the respondents over the age of sixty-five have 

disposable incomes over NT$30 thousand per month (see Table 4-2), which indicates that 

these respondents are relatively wealthy compared to the average senior, since the national 

average for monthly disposable income of people over the age of sixty-five is only NT$9,414 

(DOS 2000).  With monthly disposable income over NT$30 thousand per person or per 
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couple, the respondents are financially capable of moving into an independent living unit, as 

monthly expenses per person (including meals and utilities) range from NT$17 thousand 

(Ruenfu senior apartments) to NT$23 thousand (Changgung village).  Approximately 61.3 

percent of the respondents do not have mortgage or rent.  The majority of respondents have 

undergraduate university degrees, making up 68.8 percent of total respondents.  Indeed, the 

sample population is well-educated and wealthy, making them excellent potential prospects 

for upscale independent living community providers.   

Roughly 70 percent of the respondents live with their spouse and married or unmarried 

children.  According to national survey results, 58.1 percent of people over the age of sixty-

five live with their spouse and children in Taiwan generally (DGBAS 2000).  The fact that 

the surveyed respondents are mostly in their fifties accounts for the percentage discrepancy: 

80.92 percent of people between the ages of fifty and sixty-four live with their spouse and 

children (or at least close to children); therefore, the living status of the respondents is more 

likely to be similar to the status of those between the ages of fifty and sixty-four, even though 

people with higher education are more likely to choose not to live with their children and are 

more willing to move to a senior community in general.  It appears that the influence of 

education on the elderly is not obviously manifest until after they become official “seniors” 

of more than sixty-five years of age. 
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Table 4-1  Demographic data of respondents   

  

Choices N Valid (%)* Accumu.
Gender

Male 41 43.2 43.2
Female 54 56.8 100
Total 95 100

Marriage
Married 93 97.9 97.9
Unmarried 2 2.1 100
Total 95 100

Age
Below 50 0 0 0
50-54 18 18.9 18.9
55-59 37 38.9 57.9
60-64 17 17.9 75.8
65-69 13 13.7 89.5
70-74 5 5.3 94.7
75-79 5 5.3 100
80 above 0 0 100
Total 95 100

Education
Elementary school 2 2.2 2.2
Junior high school 4 4.3 6.5
Senior high school 16 17.2 23.7
College or university 64 68.8 92.5
Master or above 7 7.5 100
Total 93 100

Ethnicity
Aboriginal 0 0 0
Hakka 11 11.6 11.6
Mainlander 44 46.3 57.9
Taiwanese 40 42.1 100
Total 95 100

Income
Below 19,999 7 7.4 7.4
20,000-29,999 25 26.3 33.7
30,000-39,999 19 20 53.7
40,000-49,999 15 15.8 69.5
50,000 above 29 30.5 100
Total 95 100

* Due to missing values, not all returned cases are valid.  This column reports
the percentage of valid cases.  
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Table 4-1  Demographic data of respondents (Cont’d) 

Choices N Valid (%)* Accumu.
Living status

Live with spouse
-        Children 8 8.4 8.4
-        Children in
Taiwan

7 7.4 15.8

-        Some children
abroad, some in
Taiwan

9 9.5 25.3

Live with spouse and
married children

23 24.2 49.5

Live with unmarried
children

43 45.3 94.8

Live with relatives 0 0 94.8
Live alone 4 4.2 99.0
Others 1 1.1 100.0
Total 95 100.0

Mortgage/rent
0 57 61.3 61.3
Below 9,999 8 8.6 69.9
10,000-19,999 9 9.7 79.6
20,000-29,999 8 8.6 88.2
30,000 above 11 11.8 100.0
Total 93 100.0

* Due to missing values, not all returned cases are valid.  This column reports
the percentage of valid cases.  

 

Table 4-2  The relationship between age of respondents and disposable income 

Disposable income (NT$)
Below 29,999 Above 30,000 Total

Age (years old) Below 65 23(31.5%) 50(68.5%) 73(100.0%)
65 above 10(45.5%) 12(54.5%) 22(100.0%)
Total 33(34.7%) 62(65.3%) 95(100.0%)  

 

Influencing factors 

In the survey, each influencing factor was comprised of several sub-factors.  The 

respondents rated the importance of each sub-factor from one to five (most to least important).  
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Thus, I calculated the importance of each influencing factor by taking the mean of all the sub-

factors.  For example, the family conditions factor comprises of four sub-factors: the fear of 

living alone; the death of a spouse; the lack of children; and children that are busy or abroad.  

The importance of the family conditions factor is derived from the average scores of the four 

sub-factors; then, by comparing the importance rating of the family conditions factor with 

those of the four other influencing factors, the importance ranking of the influencing factors 

is determined.   

According to my survey results, the respondents value economic affordability, with a 

rating of 1.76, the most whilst deciding whether or not to move to independent living 

communities (see Table 4-3).  This is not surprising, considering that 21.63 percent of seniors 

between the ages of fifty and sixty-four and 47.13 percent of seniors over the age of sixty-

five cite offspring as their major source of income.  A mere 15.39 percent of people over the 

age of sixty-five receive income from pensions and/or insurance plans (DOS 2000).  Seniors 

with very little disposable income are simply unable to afford living in upscale independent 

living communities with minimum monthly costs of at least NT$17 thousand per person.  

Thus, affordability not only serves as a major concern for seniors considering the move, but 

also prevents financially incapable, yet willing seniors from realizing their dream.  

Nevertheless, according to Huang, vice president of Ruenfu, 65 percent of the residents 

in Ruenfu senior apartments pay their own expenses, whereas 35 percent depend on their 

children for financial support.  The survey results support these figures: when asked about 

sources of financial support, 57.9 percent of the respondents indicated that they or their 

spouses would pay for living in a senior housing community, 29.5 percent indicated they 

would be supported by themselves, spouses, and children, and only 7.4 percent believed their 

children would be the source of their economic support.   

Therefore, given that the cost of independent living communities is too great for seniors 
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with average disposable income, and that both existing and prospective customers generally 

pay their own way, it is reasonable that affordability is a major factor influencing the decision 

of seniors to move to independent living communities. 

The life style factor follows the economic affordability factor as the second most 

important factor influencing the decision of seniors to move.  The “assurances over medical 

care” sub-factor is the most important within the life style category, and corresponds with 

previous studies (see Fang 2002; De Jong 1995).  The “enjoyment of facilities designed for 

the elderly” sub-factor is associated with daily care for seniors and ranked as the second most 

important factor within the life style category.  The “desire to have a free and quiet life” sub-

factor is regarded as the third most important element in the life style category, and 

corresponds with previous studies as well (see Society Bureau 1992; Hsieh, 1992).   

The perceptual differences factor is the third most important.  The two most important 

sub-factors in this category are “the fear of leaving the family permanently” sub-factor and 

the “the fear of needing to adapt to a new environment” sub-factor, which also corresponds 

with previous studies (see Society Bureau 1992; Hsieh, 1992).  

The family conditions factor is the least important among the five influencing factors.  

The respondents did not emphasize this factor because they viewed the influence of children 

on their decision to move to an independent living community as relatively insignificant, and 

did not particularly fear the specter of living alone after the death of a spouse.   
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Table 4-3  Influencing factors  

Family conditions Cultural values Perceptual differences
Alone Widow Lack of

children
Absence

of
children

Children's
rejection

Neighbors'
ridicule

Inter-
generati

onal
living

Friction Leaving
family

Abandon-
ment

New
environ-

ment

Inter-
personal
network

Health

Valid
value

92.00 92.00 91.00 92.00 95.00 95.00 90.00 95.00 94.00 95.00 95.00 93.00 91.00

Missing
value

3.00 3.00 4.00 3.00 0.00 0.00 5.00 0.00 1.00 0.00 0.00 2.00 4.00

Mean 2.49 2.47 2.22 2.62 2.12 2.53 2.40 2.68 1.88 2.18 1.95 2.32 2.00
Median 2.00 2.00 2.00 3.00 2.00 2.00 2.00 3.00 2.00 2.00 2.00 2.00 2.00
Mode 2.00 2.00 1.00 3.00 2.00 2.00 2.00 3.00 2.00 2.00 2.00 2.00 2.00
Std. devi. 1.33 1.29 1.20 1.11 0.91 1.04 0.93 1.11 0.79 1.07 0.73 0.99 0.71
Var (X) 1.77 1.66 1.44 1.23 0.83 1.08 0.87 1.24 0.62 1.15 0.54 0.98 0.51
Total
scores

229 227 202 241 201 240 216 255.00 177.00 207.00 185.00 216.00 182.00

* *  The lower the scores, the more important the factors.
*** The mean of family conditions factor = (2.49 + 2.47 + 2.22 + 2.62)/4 = 2.45 
      The mean of cultural values factor = (2.12 + 2.53 + 2.40)/3 = 2.35
      The mean of perceptual differences factor = (2.68 + 1.88 + 2.18 + 1.95 + 2.32 + 2.00)/6 = 2.17

*     Respondents were asked to rate the importance of each factor from 1 to 5, most to least important

 

 

Table 4-3  Influencing factors (Cont’d) 

Life style Economic
affordability

Medical
care

Facilities Housekeeping Friends Leisure life Free life Same age Affordability

Valid
value

93 95 89 94 95 95 94 95

Missing
value

2 0 6 1 0 0 1 0

Mean 1.39 1.58 2.16 2.68 2.35 1.93 2.43 1.76
Median 1 2 2 3 2 2 2 2
Mode 1 1 2 2 2 2 2 1
Std. devi. 0.53 0.69 1.02 1.18 1.12 0.93 1.11 0.81
Var (X) 0.28 0.48 1.04 1.40 1.25 0.86 1.24 0.65
Total
scores

129 150 192 252 223 183 228 167

*     Respondents were asked to rate the importance of each factor from 1 to 5, most to least important
* *  The lower the scores, the more important the factors.
*** The mean of life style factor = (1.39+1.58+2.16+2.68+2.35+1.93+2.43)/7 = 2.07
      The mean of economic affordability factor = 1.76  

 

When the influencing factors are examined individually, the “assurances over medical 

care” sub-factor and the economic affordability factor rank highest among the factors 

influencing the willingness of seniors to move (see Table 4-4).  Affordability is ranked as the 

most likely factor to prevent seniors from moving to independent living communities.  Other 
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than economic concerns, three sub-factors (fear of leaving the family permanently; fear of 

needing to adapt to a new environment; self-perceptions of health and rejection of the 

necessity of daily care) are most pertinent to why seniors are unwilling to move to an 

independent living community.  In other words, besides economic concerns, the primary 

obstacle to attracting seniors to independent living communities is overcoming the 

perceptions that are already manifest in their minds.  

Contrary to Huang’s experience, the survey results do not indicate that the influence of 

children over the decision of seniors to make the move is significant.  None of the sub-factors 

involving children (the lack of children; children that are busy or abroad; the desire to live 

separately from children in order to avoid potential friction; the inability of children to accept 

independent living communities) are viewed as important.  This phenomenon may be due to 

the fact that seniors tend to make their own decisions when they do not expect their children 

to support them financially.  

It is worth noting that the “self-perceptions of health and rejection of the necessity of 

daily care” sub-factor is ranked fourth among the sub-factors.  It indicates that many people 

still regard independent living communities as a place solely for people unable to care for 

themselves, and may even indicate that they confuse independent living communities with 

nursing homes.  Therefore, the market developers should try to alter the negative impressions 

that consumers have about independent living communities by informing potential customers 

that independent living communities are not solely for the sickly and frail.  In fact, the market 

targets primarily healthy seniors.  Independent living communities have abundant 

recreational and social activities designed for the sixty-five to seventy-four population 

consisting of “go-go” seniors who still desire an active lifestyle (Gimmy and Boehm 1988).  

These seniors not only enjoy a new life style with assurances over medical care, but also have 

a colorful retirement life.    
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Finally, the “preference towards more traditional intergenerational living arrangements” 

sub-factor and the “fear of ridicule from neighbors” sub-factor carry little weight over the 

decision of seniors.  Well-educated, high income urbanized seniors are less constrained by 

traditional Chinese cultural values.  This corresponds with research results from focus groups 

conducted during 1991 and 1992 (Chen 2001).  

 

Table 4-4  Influencing factors on decision of seniors to make the move  

Ranking (most
to least

important)

Question Question
number

Mean

1 Assurance over medical care 15. 1.39
2 Enjoyment of facilities designed for the elderly 16. 1.58
3 Desire to have a free and quiet life 22. 1.93
4 Freedom from housekeeping 17. 2.16
5 Lack of children 14. 2.22
6 Desire to have a colorful leisure life 21. 2.35
7 Desire to stay with people of same age 23. 2.43
8 Death of a spouse 13. 2.47
9 Afraid of living alone 12. 2.49
10 Fear of living alone 19. 2.62
11 Desire to stay with friends who have moved into a

senior housing community
20. 2.68

12 Separation from children to avoid frictions 18. 2.68
1 Affordability 31. 1.76
2 Fear of leaving family 26. 1.88
3 Fear of adapting to a new environment 29. 1.95
4 Self-perceptions of health and rejection of the necessity

of daily care
32. 2.00

5 Inability of children to accept 24. 2.12
6 Fear of being abandoned 27. 2.18
7 Fear of severing the existing interpersonal network 30. 2.32
8 Preference of intergenerational living arrangements 28. 2.40
9 Fear of ridicule from neighbors 25. 2.53

*   Respondents were asked to rate the importance of each factor from 1 to 5, most to least important.   
** The lower the scores of means, the more important the factors.

Unwilling to
move

Willing to
move

 

Evaluation criteria  

In the survey, each evaluation criterion comprises of several sub-criteria.  Respondents 

rated the importance of each sub-criterion from one to five (from most to least important).  I 

calculated the importance of each evaluation criterion by taking the mean of all the sub-

criteria.  For example, the environment criterion has six sub-criteria: accessibility, proximity 
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to hospital, beauty of scenery, sports availability, college opportunities, and volunteer work 

availability.  I derive the mean of the environment criterion from the average scores of the six 

sub-criteria, and by comparing this figure with the other three quantitative criteria, the 

relative importance of the environment criterion is determined.  

The reputation of a senior housing provider, with a mean of 1.22, is overwhelmingly 

ranked the most important criteria when compared with the other three quantitative 

evaluation criteria (see Table 4-5).  The second most important criteria is the quality of 

services and facilities, with a mean of 1.91.  The least important criteria is the quality of other 

residents. 

 

Table 4-5  Quantitative evaluation criteria 

Local environmentces and facilities Quality of residents Developer's reputation
Valid value 84.00 94.00 93.00 90.00
Missing value 11.00 1.00 2.00 5.00
Mean 2.14 1.91 2.22 1.22
Median 2.20 2.00 2.00 1.00
Mode 1.20 1.20 2.50 1.00
Std. devi. 0.66 0.60 0.87 0.44
Var (X) 0.43 0.35 0.76 0.20
Total scores 180.00 180.00 206.50 110.00

** The lower the scores, the more important the factors.

*   Respondents were asked to rate the importance of each factor from 1 to 5, most to least
important.

 

 

Even when the evaluation criteria are examined individually, a developer’s reputation is 

still the most important criteria (see Table 4-6).  The concern of seniors over a developer’s 

reputation is attributable to the enormous cost—financial, physical, and psychological—of 

moving into an independent living community.  In some cases, the residents must pay a large 

refundable entrance deposit in one lump sum.  Consumers feel the need to have guarantees 

that the entrance deposit is refundable.  For example, at Ruenfu senior apartments the 

entrance deposit per person ranges from NT$4.8 million to NT$5 million.  The entrance 



 11

deposits are endorsed by the Ruentex Group, the parent  company of Ruenfu senior 

apartments and a listed company in the Taiwan Exchange Market.  Seniors must adjust to 

physical relocation and psychological adaptation when deciding to move to an independent 

living community.  The costs are great, and so they demand a good brand that guarantees 

product quality.  This finding is consistent with previous research (see Fang 2002).  

Level of security and quality of medical services, which belong to the services criteria, 

are ranked the second and third most important sub-criteria.  This is consistent with my 

findings from the focus group with residents of Ruenfu senior apartments.  The participants 

in the focus group stressed that Ruenfu’s high quality of security and health care management 

attracted them to it in the first place.  This finding also corresponds with the results I derive 

from an analysis of the influencing factors: the life style factor, which includes the 

“assurances over medical care” sub-factor and the “enjoyment of facilities designed for the 

elderly” sub-factor, is the second most important factor influencing seniors to make the move. 

Proximity to hospital is the sub-criteria within the environment criterion with which 

seniors are most concerned.  This corresponds with current practices: for example, Ruenfu 

senior apartments is only six kilometers away from the largest hospital in the local area, 

Mackay Memorial Hospital, and Kang Ning is right next door to Kang Ning Hospital.  The 

second most important environmental sub-criteria is the beauty of scenery.  The desire of 

seniors to live in a clean and fresh environment is also highlighted in Global View’s survey 

(2003).  Since the “access to shopping and transportation” sub-criteria ranks after the “beauty 

of scenery” sub-criteria, seniors value the quality of the environment more than convenience.   

 “The education of fellow residents” is regarded as the most important sub-criteria in the 

quality of residents criterion.  Respondents are less concerned with the social status and 

ethnicity of other residents.  However, since social status is often associated with levels of 

education, its importance cannot be ruled out completely, even though it is safe to conclude 
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that education levels are the primary concern of seniors when they evaluate fellow residents. 

On the other hand, the survey results show that ethnicity is not a criterion that crosses the 

mind of seniors whilst evaluating independent living communities. 

   

 Table 4-6  Rankings of evaluation criteria by importance 

Rankings (most
to least

Question Question
number

Category Mean

1 Developer's reputation 46. Developer's reputation 1.22
2 Level of security 40. Services and facilities 1.24
3 Medical services 45. Services and facilities 1.26
4 Proximity to hospital 35. Environment 1.44
5 Beauty of scenery 36. Environment 1.48
6 Housekeeping 41. Services and facilities 1.56
7 Accessibility 34. Environment 1.57
8 Meal services 42. Services and facilities 1.63
9 Sports availability 37. Environment 1.73

10 Recreational activities 44. Services and facilities 1.74
11 Other residents' education level 47. Quality of residents 1.84
12 Consulting availability 43. Services and facilities 2.12
13 College opportunities 38. Environment 2.29
14 Volunteer work availability 39. Environment 2.42
15 Other residents' social status 49. Quality of residents 2.65
16 Other residents' ethnicity 50. Quality of residents 3.11

*   Respondents were asked to rate the importance of each factor from 1 to 5, most to least important.   
** The lower the means, the more important the factors.  

 

When the two independent evaluation criteria of site location and payment scheme are 

considered, the preferences of respondents are obvious: a majority of respondents prefers to 

stay in Taipei (see Table 4-7).  This also corresponds with previous findings (see Gimmy and 

Boehm 1988).  The typical market area for senior housing consists of a ten to fifteen mile 

radius from the site, since many people prefer to remain near family and friends.  The 

Assisted Living Federation of America’s survey in 2000 showed that 59 percent of incoming 

residents live within fifteen miles of Continuing Care Retirement Communities.  The 

majority of respondents prefers an independent living unit in the greater Taipei area (32.8 

percent), followed by in other areas but close to children or relatives (28.74 percent) and in 



 13

suburbs with fresh air (26.44 percent).   

More than half of the respondents prefer the payment scheme modeled after Changgung 

village (no or low entrance deposit, monthly fee of NT$25 thousand).  Only one respondent 

prefers the option modeled after Ruenfu senior apartments (entrance deposit of NT$5 million 

and monthly fee of NT$17 thousand).  Twenty percent of respondents did not comment on 

this question.  This finding can be explained in two ways: 1) the entry barrier for Changgung 

is lower given that a deposit is not required; and 2) the hold-up cost for residents is less when 

the entrance deposit is scrapped.  Residents need not worry about whether the senior housing 

developer will default on the refundable entrance deposit in the long run.  If the quality of 

Changgung and Ruenfu are equal, then concerns about the payment scheme may influence 

prospective customers to choose Changgung over Ruenfu.   

This finding contradicts the results of a previous study (Fang 2002).  Fang’s study notes 

that respondents are more concerned about monthly fees than entrance deposits.  This 

discrepancy is attributable to the fact that since the surveyed seniors were not provided with a 

specific amount dollar amount for the entrance deposit, their instinctive response may be that 

the monthly fee is more important than a non-quantified refundable entrance deposit.  

However, once details are known, the reaction of seniors may be just the opposite. 

In the end, one thing we can safely assume is that as more competitors enter the market, 

Ruenfu senior apartments, which is the current market leader, will be forced to propose more 

flexible payment schemes in order to attract new customers and retain existing ones. 
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Table 4-7  Qualitative evaluation criteria 

N Valid* (%) Accumu. (%)
Site location

In greater Taipei area 28 32.18 32.18
In metrapolitan other than
Taipei

5 5.75 37.93

In other areas but close to
children or relatives

25 28.74 66.67

In suburbs with fresh air 23 26.44 93.10
No preference 6 6.90 100.00
Total 87 100.00

Payment scheme
An entrance deposit of
NT$5,000,000 and a
monthly fee of N$17,000

1 1.05 1.06

No entrance deposit and a
monthly feeof NT$25,000

48 51.06 52.13

An entrance deposit of
NT$2,500,000 and a
monthly fee of NT$20,000

18 19.15 71.28

Above are all acceptable 8 8.51 79.79
No preference 19 20.21 100.00
Total 94 100.00

* Due to missing values, not all returned cases are valid.  This column reports the
percentage of valid cases.  

   

Value preferences  

I determine the value preferences of respondents by considering their responses to three 

variables: 1) product design; 2) payment scheme attractiveness; and 3) payment scheme 

acceptability.  The mean of the three variables in each product scenario determines the 

relative appeal of each product scenario as a whole.  The most appealing product scenario is 

product B (based on Changgung village) with a mean of 2.48, followed by product C (based 

on Ruenfu villa) with a mean of 2.93, and then product A (based on Ruenfu senior apartments) 

with a mean of 3.02 (see Table 4-8).  In terms of building design and surrounding environs, 

Ruenfu villa, which allows for intergenerational living, is more preferable to respondents than 
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both Changgung village and Ruenfu senior apartments.  However, in terms of payment 

schemes, Changgung appears to be the most appealing scenario.  Of the seventy-one 

respondents that indicated their value preferences, thirteen (18.3 percent) chose product A, 

thirty-eight (53.5 percent) chose product B, and twenty (28.2 percent) chose product C.   

Due primarily to the influence of payment schemes, Changgung village is the most 

preferable option for respondents.  Changgung is second in product design, but first in both 

payment scheme attractiveness and acceptability.  This echoes the results derived from an 

analysis of the influencing factors that affect the decision of seniors to move to an 

independent living community, in which economic affordability is the most important.   Thus, 

Changgung is the most appealing because it is more affordable.  On the other hand, while 

Ruenfu villa is regarded as the most appealing in terms of product design, its payment 

scheme is the least preferable, as there are not many families and retired couples who could 

afford to pay or are willing to pay a lump sum entrance deposit of NT$7.9 million and 

monthly fees of NT$25 thousand, excluding meals and utility.  The actual market response to 

Ruenfu villa parallels my research findings: while Ruenfu villa’s occupancy rate is 86 percent 

as of April 2004, there are only two intergenerational households in the entire housing 

community.  

 

Table 4-8  Value preferences   

A's design A's payment
scheme

attractiveness

A's payment
scheme

acceptability

B's design B's payment
scheme

attractiveness

B's payment
scheme

acceptability

C's design C's payment
scheme

attractiveness

C's payment
scheme

acceptability
Valid value 94.00 85.00 92.00 89.00 89.00 94.00 91.00 83.00 93.00
Missing value 1.00 10.00 3.00 6.00 6.00 1.00 4.00 12.00 2.00
Mean 2.80 3.13 3.13 2.72 2.27 2.45 2.34 3.17 3.29
Median 3.00 3.00 3.00 3.00 2.00 2.00 2.00 3.00 3.00
Mode 3.00 3.00 3.00 3.00 2.00 2.00 2.00 3.00 4.00
Std. devi. 0.98 1.08 0.85 0.90 0.88 0.74 1.00 0.95 0.88
Var (X) 0.96 1.16 0.73 0.82 0.77 0.55 1.00 0.90 0.77
Total scores 263.00 266.00 288.00 242.00 202.00 230.00 213.00 263.00 306.00
* The lower the scores, the more important the factors.
** The mean of product A (considering the design, payment scheme attractiveness, and payment scheme acceptability) = 2.80 + 3.13 + 3.13 = 3.02
     The mean of product B (considering the design, payment scheme attractiveness, and payment scheme acceptability) = 2.72 + 2.27 + 2.45 = 2.48
     The mean of product C (considering the design, payment scheme attractiveness, and payment scheme acceptability) = 2.34 + 3.17 + 3.29 = 2.93  
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Marketing aspect 

More than half of the respondents have heard of independent living communities. Sixty 

percent of the respondents have never visited such kind of communities.  Nineteen percent of 

the respondents have visited Ruenfu senior apartments, and 15.5 percent have visited other 

senior housing communities, most of which are low-priced public senior homes.  

Understandably, only 1.9 percent of respondents have visited Changgung village, which is 

the latest product launched (see Table 4-9). 

In terms of sources of information, 35.3 percent of people learned about independent 

living communities from newspapers and magazines, and 24.7 percent learned from friends 

or colleagues who have already moved to an independent living community (However, if we 

include friends or colleagues without personal contact with independent living communities, 

the latter figure jumps to 34.1 percent.)  The third major source of information is television, 

accounting for 18.8percent of respondents.  None of the respondents learned about 

independent living communities through hospitals. 

The majority of respondents consider moving to independent living communities 

between the ages of sixty-five and seventy-four.  One possible reason is that they are still 

“go-go” seniors who desire an active life style (Gimmy and Boehm1988), which implies that 

seniors expect more than medical support from an independent living community, and hope 

to lead an active lifestyle in the senior housing community while they are still “young.”  On 

the contrary, the concept of “go-go” does not appear to be applicable in Taiwan.  The 

respondents between the ages of sixty-five to seventy-four perceive themselves to be old and 

frail, and therefore demand reliable medical care.  Moreover, the survey findings do not 

correspond with actual statistics: the average age of entry at Ruenfu senior apartments, for 

example, is eighty.  This is also not consistent with industry experiences in the U.S., where 
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the average age of entry is seventy-eight (Dillon, Madden, Firtle 1987).   

Two preliminary inferences may explain the somewhat contradictory evidence, which 

foregoes definitive conclusions and leaves room for further study.  First, baby boomers 

(people born between 1946 and 1965) may have different views of retirement life from their 

predecessors; more than half of the respondents (57.9 percent) are between the ages of fifty 

and fifty-nine.  The sheer size of this age group has been an immense factor in making it a 

source of many fundamental cultural and economic changes (Edmonson 1999:50-56).  

Second, the survey result might be biased because of convenience sampling.          
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Table 4-9  Marketing aspect    

No. of cases Valid (%) Accumu.
(%)

Missing
value

Awareness
Aware 55 57.89 57.89 0
Unaware 40 42.11 100.00
Total 95 100.00

No. of
responses

Responses
(%)

Cases
(%)

Valid
cases

Visited
Ruenfu senior apartments 11 19 20.8 53
Ruenfu villa 2 3.4 3.8
Changgung village 1 1.7 1.9
Others 9 15.5 17
None 35 60.3 66
Total responses 58 100 109.4

Source of
information

Family 3 3.5 4.6 53
Friends/colleagues
 - residents of independent
living community 21 24.7 32.3

 - non-residents of independent
living community 8 9.4 12.3

Television 16 18.8 24.6
Newspapers and magazines 30 35.3 46.2
Flyers 2 2.4 3.1
Hospitals 0 0 0
Senior welfare organizations 1 1.2 1.5
Sales representatives 1 3.5 4.6
Others 3 9.4 12.3
Total responses 85 100.0 130.8

No. of cases Valid (%) Accumu.
(%)

Missing
value

Entry age
50-54 2 2.27 2.27 7
55-59 0 0.00 2.27
60-64 10 11.36 13.64
65-69 24 27.27 40.91
70-74 35 39.77 80.68
75-79 10 11.36 92.05
80 above 7 7.95 100.00
Total 88 100.00  
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4.2  CROSS ANALYSIS  

Demographic variables and evaluation criteria 

I apply ANOVA to ascertain the relationship between the demographic variables and 

evaluation criteria.  The eight demographic variables include: gender, marital status, age, 

education, ethnicity, disposable income, living status, and monthly mortgage/rent.  The 

evaluation criteria consist of four quantitative criteria and two qualitative criteria.  The four 

quantitative criteria are environment, services, developer’s reputation, and quality of 

residents.  The environment criterion includes six sub-criteria: accessibility, proximity to 

hospital, beauty of scenery, sports availability, college opportunities, and volunteer work 

availability.  The services criterion includes six sub-criteria: level of security, housekeeping, 

meal services, consulting availability, recreational activities, and quality of medical services.  

The developer’s reputation criterion stands alone.  The quality of residents criterion has three 

sub-criteria: education level, ethnicity, and social status.  The two qualitative criteria are site 

location and payment scheme. 

Hypothesis 1 of this research assumes that the demographic variables correlate to the 

evaluation criteria.  According to the ANOVA results, respondents of different gender, age, 

education, and mortgage groups have different evaluation criteria (see Table 4-10; Figure 4-

1).  This supports Hypothesis 1 of the research.  Following is a detailed discussion of the 

analysis results. 

1. Gender:  Men and women are quite different in the manner they evaluate 

independent living communities.  Women received lower scores than men across the board, 

which indicates that they demand higher standards than their male counterparts.  However, 

both men and women rank the relative importance of the four quantitative evaluation criteria 

in the same order: 1) developer’s reputation; 2) services; 3) environment; and 4) quality of 
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other residents.  The finding that women demand higher standards than men is consistent 

with general impression.  Therefore, when confronting female customers, senior housing 

providers need more compelling stories in order to win their hearts, especially since female 

purchasing power is on the rise, and more women are joining the decision-making process for 

large household expenditures.     

Although differences exist in the evaluation criteria of independent living communities 

according to gender, the marketing message is clear.  First, since both sexes are most 

concerned with the developer’s reputation, senior housing developers should focus on 

managing their reputation.  Second, it is clear that services are more important than 

environmental conditions.  Consequently, while the specific standards that each sex expects 

from independent living communities varies, the relative importance they accord each 

criterion is the same, which means that developers should have obvious indications as to 

which features they need to emphasize.  

2. Age:   Different age groups do not evaluate environmental conditions, the quality of 

residents, or a developer’s reputation differently.  Significant difference occurs only with 

respect to the evaluation of services.  The younger seniors (fifty-five to sixty-four) and older 

seniors (above seventy-five) value the services that independent living communities provide 

more than seniors between the ages of sixty-five and seventy-four. 

In general, seniors between the ages of sixty-five and seventy-four are relatively less 

concerned about each evaluation criterion than both younger and older seniors.  The sixty-

five to seventy-four population consists of “go-go” seniors who still desire an active life style 

(Gimmy and Boehm 1988).  They are in their first empty nest period.  They are older married 

couples that have no children living with them, and are the most satisfied with their financial 

position.  They are interested in travel, recreation, and self education (Kotler 1988).  As a 

result, this age group may be the best potential customers for independent living communities 
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that provide opportunities for an active life style in addition to healthcare management.   

3. Education:  Respondents of different education levels give varying scores to the 

services criterion.  College graduates are much more concerned about the quality of services 

than those with only a high school diploma.  This phenomenon applies similarly to the three 

other quantitative criteria.  This indicates that education is likely to be associated with the 

manner in which consumers evaluate independent living communities.  People who are 

better-educated demand higher quality.  Indeed, education is strongly linked to higher 

standards of living: college graduates earn roughly 50 percent more than those who have only 

high school diplomas (Solomon 2004:441).   

4. Ethnicity:  Different ethnicities are not significantly different in the way they 

respond to the four evaluation criteria.  It is likely that ethnicity is not a factor influencing the 

decision of consumers to move to an independent living community.  Mainlanders are 

currently the largest group of senior housing residents.  The ratio of Mainlanders to other 

ethnicities is roughly seven to three at Ruenfu senior apartments.  However, many recent 

researches do not consider this variable at all (MOI 1999; Chi Li 1999; Lin Sheng-feng 1994).  

The result of this survey proves that the ethnicity factor does not have an impact on the 

evaluation criteria of seniors, since most of the respondents are baby boomers born and raised 

in Taiwan, and therefore do not have distinctively different evaluation criteria despite coming 

from different ethnic backgrounds. 

5. Disposable income:  Differences in disposable income does not play a significant 

role in influencing the evaluative process. 

6.   Living status:  Differences in living status also does not play a significant role.   

7. Mortgage/rent:  Respondents in different mortgage/rent groups exhibit different 

means in the environmental conditions and services criteria.  In terms of environmental 

conditions, people with a monthly mortgage payment/rent of NT$10,000–NT$19,999 have 
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higher standards than both those seniors with no mortgage/rent and those seniors with 

mortgage/rent payments above NT$20,000 per month.  Seniors with a monthly mortgage 

payment/rent of NT$10,000–NT$19,999 are also consistently more concerned than other 

groups in regards to the other two evaluation criteria.  However, the disposable income of this 

group is only NT$20,000–NT$39,999.  Therefore, when targeting consumers in this group, 

marketers should bear in mind that while they demand more, their disposable income is just 

slightly above the monthly cost of independent living communities. 
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Table 4-10  ANOVA results of demographic variables and evaluation criteria 

Factor Environment Services and
facilities

N (mean) Std. dev. P value N (mean) Std. dev. P value
Gender
  Male 34(2.4) 0.57 0.00 41 (2.10) 0.57 0.01
  Female 50(1.97) 0.66 53(1.77) 0.58
  Total 84(2.14) 0.66 94(1.91) 0.60
Age
  50-54 17(2.07) 0.68 0.11 18(1.80) 0.56 0.02
  55-59 34(1.98) 0.64 36(1.74) 0.60
  60-64 13(2.60) 0.71 17(2.35) 0.57
  65-69 10(2.26) 0.52 13(2.03) 0.40
  70-74 5(2.12) 0.56 5(1.88) 0.72
  75-79 5(2.12) 0.59 5(1.84) 0.52
  Total 84(2.14) 0.66 94(1.91) 0.60
Education
  Elementary 2(2.8) 0.85 0.37 2(2.60) 0.57 0.02
  Junior high 4(1.8) 0.71 4(1.70) 0.53
  Senior high 15(2.19) 0.50 16(2.26) 0.66
  College or university 57(2.13) 0.69 63(1.80) 0.57
  Master or above 4(2.5) 0.50 7(2.11) 0.34
  Total 82(2.16) 0.66 92(1.92) 0.60
Ethnicity
  Aboriginal 0.00 . 0.00 .
  Hakka 9(1.71) 0.59 0.06 11(1.96) 0.57 0.95
  Taiwanese 40(2.12) 0.64 43(1.90) 0.61
  Mainlander 35(2.28) 0.66 40(1.92) 0.60
  Total 84(2.14) 0.66 94(1.91) 0.60
Income
  Below 19,999 7(1.89) 0.43 0.41 7(1.89) 0.49 0.82
  20,000-29,999 24(2.13) 0.69 25(1.88) 0.68
  30,000-39,999 17(1.99) 0.55 19(1.98) 0.75
  40,000-49,999 13(2.38) 0.78 14(2.06) 0.53
  Above 50,000 23(2.21) 0.68 29(1.84) 0.47
  Total 84(2.14) 0.66 94(1.91) 0.60
Living status
  Live with spouse

-        kids abroad 7(2.29) 0.53 0.26 8(2.05) 0.54 0.51
-        kids in Taiwan 7(2.49) 0.53 6(2.40) 0.70
-        Some kids abroad, some
in Taiwan

8(2.15) 0.67 9(1.87) 0.54

Live with spouse and married
children

23(2.28) 0.69 23(1.88) 0.58

Live with spouse and
unmarried children

36(2.02) 0.66 43(1.87) 0.56

Live with relatives 0.00 . 0.00 .
Live alone 3(1.47) 0.46 4(1.75) 1.10
Others 0.00 1(1.60) .

  Total 84(2.14) 0.66 94(1.91) 0.60
Mortgage/rent
  0 52(2.23) 0.64 0.02 56(1.94) 0.54 0.04
  Below 9,999 4(1.80) 0.71 8(1.95) 0.78
  10,000-19,999 9(1.49) 0.39 9(1.44) 0.49
  20,000-29,999 7(2.37) 0.44 8(2.33) 0.67
  Above 30,000 10(2.14) 0.74 11(1.85) 0.57
  Total 82(2.13) 0.66 92(1.92) 0.60  
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Table 4-10 ANOVA results of demographic variables and evaluation criteria (Cont’d) 

Factor

N (mean) Std. dev. P value N (mean) Std. dev. P value
Gender
  Male 41(2.46) 0.74 0.02 38(1.32) 0.47 0.88
  Female 52(2.03) 0.93 52(1.15) 0.41
  Total 93(2.22) 0.87 90(1.22) 0.44
Age
  50-54 17(2.15) 0.93 0.16 18(1.11) 0.32 0.15
  55-59 37(2.04) 0.79 36(1.14) 0.35
  60-64 17(2.68) 0.97 15(1.33) 0.49
  65-69 12(2.33) 0.65 11(1.36) 0.67
  70-74 5(1.80) 0.91 5(1.20) 0.45
  75-79 5(2.40) 1.08 5(1.60) 0.55
  Total 93(2.22) 0.87 90(1.22) 0.44
Education
  Elementary 2(2.75) 0.35 0.31 2(1.50) 0.71 0.85
  Junior high 4(2.75) 1.26 4(1.00) 0.00
  Senior high 16(2.50) 1.02 16(1.25) 0.45
  College or university 62(2.11) 0.84 62(1.24) 0.47
  Master or above 7(2.14) 0.63 4(1.00) 0.00
  Total 91(2.23) 0.88 88(1.23) 0.45
Ethnicity
  Aboriginal 0.00 . 0.00 .
  Hakka 11(2.18) 1.01 0.90 10(1.20) 0.42 0.96
  Taiwanese 43(2.19) 0.92 42(1.21) 0.42
  Mainlander 39(2.27) 0.79 38(1.24) 0.49
  Total 93(2.22) 0.87 90(1.22) 0.44
Income
  Below 19,999 7(2.57) 1.02 0.73 7(1.29) 0.49 0.76
  20,000-29,999 24(2.19) 1.02 25(1.20) 0.41
  30,000-39,999 19(2.34) 1.00 18(1.11) 0.32
  40,000-49,999 15(2.10) 0.78 14(1.29) 0.61
  Above 50,000 28(2.14) 0.65 26(1.27) 0.45
  Total 93(2.22) 0.87 90(1.22) 0.44
Living status
  Live with spouse

-        kids abroad 8(2.38) 0.99 0.23 7(1.00) 0.00 0.55
-        kids in Taiwan 7(3.00) 1.19 7(1.14) 0.38
-        Some kids abroad, some
in Taiwan

9(1.94) 0.68 9)1.33) 0.50

Live with spouse and married
children

23(2.22) 0.86 23(1.35) 0.57

Live with spouse and
unmarried children

42(2.10) 0.75 39(1.18)

Live with relatives 0.00 . 0.00 .
Live alone 4(2.50) 1.29 4(1.25) 0.50
Others 0.00 . 1(1.00) .

  Total 93(2.22) 0.87 90(1.22) 0.44
Mortgage/rent
  0 57(2.30) 0.82 0.07 54(1.17) 0.38 0.70
  Below 9,999 7(2.29) 1.07 6(1.17) 0.41
  10,000-19,999 9(1.50) 0.71 9(1.22) 0.44
  20,000-29,999 8(2.56) 1.02 8(1.38) 0.52
  Above 30,000 10(2.00) 0.78 11(1.27) 0.47
  Total 91(2.21) 0.87 88(1.20) 0.41

Quality of residents Developer's reputation
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People of different demographic groups all chose the greater Taipei area as the most 

preferable location of independent living communities (see Table 4-11).  Ranked second are 

communities in other areas, but near children or relatives, followed by those located in 

suburbs with fresh air.  These findings are consistent with previous studies that conclude that 

most seniors prefer to live in areas relatively close to where they resided before the move in 

order to remain near their original neighborhood and network of family and friends.  The 

Assisted Living Federation of America reported that in 1999, 48.5 percent of families lived 

within ten miles of the independent living communities surveyed. 

If each demographic group is examined, I find that men prefer to stay in the greater 

Taipei area, while women prefer to move to other areas as long as they remain close to 

children or relatives.  Seniors over the age of sixty-five tend not to move away from Taipei 

(52.38 percent) whereas the younger people between the ages of fifty and sixty-four are 

willing to accept moving to either suburbs or areas close to children and relatives.  The 

influence of education on site selection is obvious: seniors with at least an undergraduate 

degree prefer to stay in Taipei, while people who have high school degrees at most prefer to 

move to the neighborhoods of their children or relatives.  There is also a difference in 

preferences for site locations among people of different ethnicities: Taiwanese are likely to 

choose the Taipei area while Mainlanders prefer to stay close to their children.  People with 

disposable income above NT$30,000 choose Taipei, and those who have disposable income 

below NT$29,999 prefer to move to close to their children’s neighborhood.  Those who 

currently live with their spouse and married children are more inclined to maintain the status 

quo, whereas those who live with their spouse and unmarried children are willing to accept 

either staying in Taipei or moving to their children’s neighborhood.  People with monthly 

mortgage/rent from NT$0–NT$19,999 prefer to stay in Taipei, and those with monthly 

mortgage/rent above NT$20,000 exhibit no preferences.  
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According to the descriptions presented above, people who choose to move to an 

independent living community in the greater Taipei area are most likely male, between the 

ages of fifty and sixty-four, well-educated, Taiwanese, have a high income, currently live 

with spouse and married children, and have mortgage/rent from NT$0–NT$19,999.  On the 

other hand, those who prefer an independent living community close to their children or 

relatives are more likely female, above the age of sixty-five, not well-educated, Mainlander, 

and have lower incomes.  Staying in the Taipei area generally means staying in a familiar 

area, but with more independence and higher living costs; therefore older, more educated, 

higher-income men are more likely to prefer Taipei.  Moving to an independent living 

community close to children or relatives entails adapting to a new environment, but implies 

access to familial support and lower living costs; therefore, it appeals to younger, less 

educated, lower-income women.  

Different demographic groups exhibit no difference in preference for payment schemes.  

(see Table 4-12).  All of the respondents prefer the second scheme (no entrance deposit and a 

monthly fee of NT$25 thousand).  Ranked second is the third option (entrance deposit of 

NT$2.5 million and monthly fee of NT$20 thousand).  Only one person chose the first 

payment scheme (entrance deposit of NT$5 million and monthly fee of NT$17 thousand).   

However, if we include the interest earned from the entrance deposits at a rate of 2 percent, 

the total cost of the three schemes do not differ from each other that much.  
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Table 4-11  Analysis of demographic variables and site location 

Factor Site location
In the greater
Taipei area

In metropolitan other
than Taipei

In other areas, but close
to children or relatives

In suburbs with
fresh air

No preferences Total

Gender
Male 16(43.24%) 1(2.70%) 7(18.92%) 11(29.73%) 2(5.41%) 37(100%)
Female 12(24.00%) 4(8.00%) 18(36.00%) 12(24.00%) 4(8.00%) 50(100%)
Total 28(32.18%) 5(5.75%) 25(28.74%) 23(26.44%) 6(6.90%) 87(100%)
Age
50-64 17(25.76%) 5(7.58%) 19(28.79%) 20(30.30%) 5(7.58%) 66(100%)
65 above 11(52.38%) 0 6(28.57%) 3(14.29%) 1(4.76%) 21(100%)

Total 28(32.18%) 5(5.75%) 25(28.74%) 23(26.44%) 6(6.90%) 87(100%)
Education
Below senior high 5(22.73%) 1(4.55%) 11(50.00%) 4(18.18%) 1(4.55%) 22(100%)
College above 23(35.38%) 4(6.15%) 14(21.54%) 19(29.23%) 5(7.69%) 65(100%)
Total 28(32.18%) 5(5.75%) 25(28.74%) 23(26.44%) 6(6.90%) 87(100%)
Ethnicity
Aboriginal 0 0 0 0 0 0(100%)
Hakka 3(30%) 0 2(20%) 5(50%) 0 10(100%)
Taiwanese 15(36.59%) 2(4.88%) 10(24.39%) 11(26.83%) 3(7.32%) 41(100%)
Mainlander 10(27.78%) 3(8.33%) 13(36.11%) 7(19.44) 3(8.33%) 36(100%)
Total 28(32.18%) 5(5.75%) 25(28.74%) 23(26.44%) 6(6.90%) 87(100%)
Income
Below 29,999 8(27.59%) 2(6.90%) 10(34.48%) 7(24.41%) 2(6.90%) 33(100%)
Above 30,000 20(34.48%) 3(5.17%) 15(25.86%) 16(27.59%) 4(6.90%) 61(100%)
Total 28(32.18%) 5(5.75%) 25(28.74%) 23(26.44%) 6(6.90%) 94(100%)
Living status
  Live with spouse

-        kids abroad 4(50.00%) 0 2(25.00%) 2(25.00) 0 8(100%)
-        kids in
Taiwan 0 0 3(42.86%) 4(57.14%) 0 7(100%)

-        Some kids
abroad, some in
Taiwan

2(25.00%) 1(12.50%) 3(37.50%) 1(12.50%) 1(12.50%) 8(100%)

Live with spouse
and married
children

12(52.17%) 1(4.35%) 8(34.78%) 2(8.70%) 0 23(100%)

Live with spouse
and unmarried
children

8(21.62%) 3(8.11%) 9(24.32%) 13(35.14%) 4(10.81%) 37(100%)

Live with relatives 0 0 0 0 0 0(100%)
Live alone 1(33.33%) 0 0 1(33.33%) 1(33.33%) 3(100%)
Others 1(100.00%) 0 0 0 0 1(100%)

   Total 28(32.18%) 5(5.75%) 25(28.74%) 23(26.44%) 6(6.90%) 87(100%)
Mortgage/rent
  0-19,999 23(31.94%) 4(5.56%) 19(26.39%) 20(27.78%) 6(8.33%) 72(100%)
  20,000 above 4(30.77%) 1(7.69%) 5(38.46%) 3(23.08%) 0 13(100%)
  Total 27(31.76%) 5(5.88%) 24(28.24%) 23(27.06%) 6(7.06%) 85(100%)  
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Table 4-12  Analysis of demographic variables and payment scheme 

Factor Payment scheme
1 2 3 4 5 Total

Gender
Male 0 21(52.50%) 10(25.00%) 3(7.50%) 6(15.00%) 40(100%)
Female 1(1.85%) 27(50.00%) 8(14.81%) 5(9.26%) 13(24.07%) 54(100%)
Total 1(1.06%) 48(51.06%) 18(19.15%) 8(8.51%) 19(20.21%) 94(100%)
Age
50-64 0 40(55.56%) 12(16.67%) 6(8.33%) 14(19.44%) 72(100%)
65 above 1(4.545%) 8(36.36%) 6(27.27%) 2(9.09%) 5(22.72%) 22(100%)
Total 1(1.06%) 48(51.06%) 18(19.15%) 8((8.51%) 19(20.21%) 94(100%)
Education
Below senior high 0 10(43.48%) 5(21.74%) 0 8(34.78%) 23(100%)
Bachelor above 1(1.45%) 36(52.17%) 13(18.84%) 8(11.59%) 11(15.94%) 69(100%)
Total 1(1.09%) 46(50.00%) 18(19.57%) 8(8.70) 19(20.65%) 92(100%)
Ethnicity
Aboriginal 0 0 0 0 0 0
Hakka 0 5(45.45%) 2(18.18%) 1(9.09%) 3(27.27%) 11(100%)
Taiwanese 0 21(48.84%) 13((30.23%) 2(4.65%) 7(16.28%) 43(100%)
Mainlander 1(2.50%) 22(55.00%) 3(7.50%) 5(12.50%) 9(22.50%) 40(100%)
Total 1(1.06%) 48(51.06%) 18(19.15%) 8(8.51%) 19(20.21%) 94(100%)
Income
Below 29,999 0 16(48.48%) 6(18.18%) 1(3.03%) 10(30.30%) 33(100%)
Above 30,000 1(1.64%) 32(52.46%) 12(19.67%) 7(11.48%) 9(14.75%) 61(100%)
Total 1(1.06%) 48(51.06%) 18(19.15%) 8(8.51%) 19(20.21%) 94(100%)
Living status
  Live with spouse

-        kids abroad 0 2(25.00%) 1(12.50%) 3(37.50%) 2(25.00%) 8(100%)
-        kids in Taiwan 0 3(42.86%) 1(14.29%) 0 3(42.86%) 7(100%)
-        Some kids
abroad, some in 0 6(66.67%) 3(33.33%) 0 0 9(100%)

Live with spouse and
married children 1(4.35%) 10(43.48%) 5(21.74%) 0 7(30.43%) 23(100%)

Live with spouse and
unmarried children 0 24(57.14%) 7(16.67%) 5(11.90%) 6(14.29%) 42(100%)

Live with relatives 0 0 0 0 0 0
Live alone 0 2(50.00%) 1(25.00%) 0 1(25.00%) 4(100%)
Others 0 1(100%) 0 0 0 1(100%)

   Total 1(1.06%) 48(51.06%) 18(19.15%) 8(8.51%) 19(20.21%) 94(100%)
Mortgage/rent
  0-19,999 0 40(53.33%) 14(18.67%) 7(9.33%) 14(18.67%) 75(100%)
  20,000 above 0 8(47.06%) 3(17.65%) 1(5.88%) 5(29.41%) 17(100%)
  Total 0 48(52.17%) 17(18.48%) 8(8.70%) 19(20.65%) 92(100%)
*Scheme 1: Entrance deposit of NT$5,000,000 and monthly fee of NT$17,000
  Scheme 2: No entrance deposit and monthly fee of NT$25,000
  Scheme 3: Entrance deposit of NT$2,500,000 and monthly fee of NT$20,000  
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Figure 4-1  Relationship between demographic variables and evaluation criteria 

 

Influencing factors and evaluation criteria 

I use correlation analysis to ascertain the relationship between the influencing factors 

and evaluation criteria.  The evaluation criteria consist of four quantitative criteria and two 

qualitative criteria.  The four quantitative criteria are environment, services, developer’s 

reputation, and quality of residents.  The environment criterion includes six sub-criteria: 

accessibility, proximity to hospital, beauty of scenery, sports availability, college 

opportunities, and volunteer work availability.  The services criterion includes six sub-criteria: 

level of security, housekeeping, meal services, consulting availability, recreational activities, 

and quality of medical services.  The developer’s reputation criterion stands alone.  The 

quality of residents criterion has three sub-criteria: education level, ethnicity, and social status.  

The two qualitative criteria are site location and payment scheme. 
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The five influencing factors include: family conditions, cultural values, perceptual 

differences, life style, and economic affordability.  The family conditions factor includes four 

sub-factors: the fear of living alone; the death of a spouse; the lack of children; and children 

that are busy or abroad.  The cultural values factor includes three sub-factors: the inability of 

children to accept independent living communities; the fear seniors have of ridicule from 

neighbors; and the preference of seniors towards more traditional intergenerational living 

arrangements.  The perceptual differences factor includes six sub-factors: the desire to live 

separately from children in order to avoid potential friction; the fear of leaving the family 

permanently; the fear of being abandoned; the fear of needing to adapt to a new environment; 

the fear of severing the existing interpersonal network; and the self-perceptions of health and 

rejection of the necessity of daily care.  The life style factor includes seven sub-factors: 

assurances over medical care; enjoyment of facilities designed for the elderly; freedom from 

housekeeping; desire to stay with friends who have moved into a senior housing community; 

desire to have a colorful leisure life; desire to have a free and quiet life; and desire to stay 

with people of same age.  The economic affordability factor stands alone, simply referring to 

the perceived affordability of a particular independent living community. 

The analysis results indicate that the influencing factors and evaluation criteria are all 

correlated from weak to moderate positive correlation (see Table 4-13; Figure 4-2).  That is, 

the manner in which respondents evaluate independent living communities is associated with 

the factors influencing their decision to move in the first place.  Hypothesis 2 is thus 

validated. 

The correlation between the life style factor and environment criterion is stronger than 

others, which indicates that life style is relatively more accurate in predicting the evaluation 

criteria of consumers in regards to the environment.  In addition to life style, the perceptual 

differences factor is also moderately correlated with the environment criterion, which 
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indicates that people more influenced by perceptual differences are more likely to have 

higher expectations about environment conditions.  Therefore, if a senior expresses interest in 

an independent living community because of the desire for a new life style, then marketers 

should emphasize the positive features of the environment.  On the other hand, if a senior 

does not consider independent communities to be a viable living alternative because of 

perceptual differences, then marketers can attempt to attract the customer by emphasizing 

positive features of the environment. 

The other relatively strong correlation occurs between the life style factor and the 

services criterion.  This indicates that people who are more concerned about their life style 

demand higher quality services from independent living communities.  The cultural values 

factor and the environment, services, and quality of residents criteria are all positively related, 

but the correlation is weak.  The correlation between the family conditions factor and the four 

evaluation criteria is not significant.  
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Table 4-13  Correlation analysis of influencing factors and evaluation criteria 

Environment Services and
facilities

Quality of
residents

Developer's
reputation

Family conditions
  Pearson Coefficient 0.149 0.126 0.172 0.061
  Sig. (two-tail) 0.196 0.246 0.112 0.586
  No. of cases 77 87 87 83
Cultural values
  Pearson Coefficient 0.223* 0.239* 0.224* 0.108
  Sig. (two-tail) 0.042 0.024 0.036 0.312
  No. of cases 84 89 88 90
Perceptual differences
  Pearson Coefficient 0.441** 0.294** 0.223* 0.183
  Sig. (two-tail) 0.000 0.006 0.039 0.098
  No. of cases 79 87 86 83
Life style
  Pearson Coefficient 0.469** 0.439** 0.133 0.329*
  Sig. (two-tail) 0.000 0.000 0.232 0.002
  No. of cases 79 84 83 85
*   Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed).
** Correlation is significant at the 0.001 level (2-tailed).  

 

I use ANOVA to determine the relationship between the influencing factors and the 

other two evaluation criteria—site location and payment scheme.  There is no significant 

difference among the five influencing factors and preference for site location, except with the 

economic affordability factor (see Table 4-14).  People who prefer different site locations are 

influenced by the economic affordability factor differently.  The primary difference occurs 

between those who prefer an independent living community in other areas, but close to 

children or relatives and those who prefer other site locations.  People who chose to move to 

other areas accord less weight to the economic affordability factor—i.e. they are less likely to 

reject an independent living community due to concerns over affordability.  On the other 

hand, those who prefer the city of Taipei, the greater metropolitan area of Taipei, or the 

suburbs all regard affordability as a significant barrier. 
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There is no significant difference in the calculated mean of influencing factors for 

people who chose different payment schemes (see Table 4-15).  It is likely that the manner in 

which people evaluate payment schemes is not related to the factors influencing their 

decision to move to an independent living community.  

 

Table 4-14  Analysis of site location and influencing factors 

Family conditions Cultural values Perceptual differences
No. of
cases

Mean Std. dev. P value No. of
cases

Mean Std. dev. P value No. of
cases

Mean Std. dev. P value

Site location
In the greater Taipei area 25 2.56 0.922 0.247 26 2.23 0.698 0.458 26 2.08 0.488 0.415
In metropolitan other than
Taipei

4 2.31 0.315 5 2.00 0.527 5 1.90 0.465

In other areas, but close to
children or relatives

24 2.42 1.137 24 2.50 0.811 23 2.31 0.620

In suburbs with fresh air 21 2.12 0.801 21 2.29 0.551 21 2.27 0.657
No preference 6 3.08 1.033 6 2.56 0.911 5 2.07 0.365
Total 80 2.43 0.966 82 2.33 0.707 80 2.18 0.571  

 

Table 4-14  Analysis of site location and influencing factors (Cont’d) 

Life style Economic affordability
No. of
cases

Mean Std. dev. P value No. of
cases

Mean Std. dev. P value

Site location
In the greater Taipei area 24 2.05 0.638 0.366 28 1.57 0.634 0.002
In metropolitan other than
Taipei

4 2.00 0.670 5 1.60 0.548

In other areas, but close to
children or relatives

22 2.22 0.781 25 2.36 0.860

In suburbs with fresh air 21 1.84 0.480 23 1.61 0.839
No preference 6 2.24 0.401 6 1.50 0.548
Total 77 2.05 0.636 87 1.80 0.819  
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Table 4-15  Analysis of payment scheme and influencing factors 

Family conditions Cultural values Perceptual differences
No. of
cases

Mean Std. dev. P value No. of
cases

Mean Std.
dev.

P value No. of
cases

Mean Std. dev. P value

Payment
scheme

Scheme 1* 1 2.25 . 0.841 1 1.33 . 0.549 1 2.17 . 0.910
Scheme 2* 45 2.52 0.983 47 2.35 0.629 45 2.19 0.650
Scheme 3* 18 2.29 0.936 17 2.25 0.712 15 2.14 0.417
Scheme 4* 7 2.25 0.946 7 2.14 0.690 8 1.98 0.483
Scheme 5* 16 2.63 1.176 18 2.43 0.854 18 2.20 0.544
Total 87 2.47 0.994 90 2.32 0.696 87 2.16 0.571

*Scheme 1: Entrance deposit of NT$5,000,000 and monthly fee of NT$17,000
  Scheme 2: No entrance deposit and monthly fee of NT$25,000
  Scheme 3: Entrance deposit of NT$2,500,000 and monthly fee of NT$20,000
  Scheme 4: All acceptable
  Scheme 5: No preferences  

 

Table 4-15  Analysis of payment scheme and influencing factors (Cont’d) 

Economic affordability
No. of
cases

Mean Std.
dev.

P value No. of
cases

Mean Std.
dev.

P value

Payment
scheme

Scheme 1* 1 3.14 . 0.219 1 1.00 . 0.216
Scheme 2* 43 1.95 0.614 48 1.88 0.815
Scheme 3* 17 2.22 0.718 18 1.61 0.698
Scheme 4* 7 1.90 0.558 8 1.25 0.707
Scheme 5* 17 2.11 0.577 19 1.84 0.898

     Total 85 2.05 0.632 94 1.76 0.812
*Scheme 1: Entrance deposit of NT$5,000,000 and monthly fee of NT$17,000
  Scheme 2: No entrance deposit and monthly fee of NT$25,000
  Scheme 3: Entrance deposit of NT$2,500,000 and monthly fee of NT$20,000
  Scheme 4: All acceptable
  Scheme 5: No preferences

Life style
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Figure 4-2 The relationship between influencing factors and evaluation criteria 

 

Evaluation criteria and value preferences 

I employ ANOVA to determine the relationship between the value preferences and the 

four quantitative evaluation criteria.  The ANOVA results, there is no significant difference 

in response to the quantitative evaluation criteria from respondents of different product 

preference groups (see Table 4-16).  Therefore, Hypothesis 3 cannot be validated.  This can 

be explained by a combination of three factors: 1) clearly, there may be factors influencing 

consumer behavior not included this research; 2) the overwhelming preference for product B 

in the product preference test may have skewed the results; and 3) the product features 

included in the product test may be oversimplified, thereby obfuscating the survey results. 

I employ Chi-square to ascertain the relationship between the value preferences and the 

two independent evaluation criteria: site location and payment scheme.  With a Pearson value 

Influencing factors Evaluation criteria

Family conditions

Cultural values

Perceptual differences

Life style

Environment

Services and facilities

Developer’s reputation

Quality of residents

Economic affordability Site location
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of 0.378, there is no relationship between the value preferences and site location (see Table 4-

17).  On the other hand, with a Pearson value of 0.001, value preferences are related with 

preference for particular payment schemes.  However, since the expected value of several 

cells is less than five, the link between the two variables is unclear (see Table 4-18).  

 

Table 4-16  Value preferences and quantitative evaluation criteria 

N Mean Std. dev. P value
Product

Environment Product A 11 2.00 0.593 0.768
Product B 34 2.18 0.762
Product C 18 2.18 0.748
  Total 63 2.15 0.724

Services Product A 13 1.94 0.608 0.649
and facilities Product B 37 1.96 0.602

Product C 20 2.10 0.553
  Total 70 2.00 0.584

Quality of Product A 13 2.62 0.982 0.273
residents Product B 37 2.19 0.802

Product C 20 2.43 0.893
  Total 70 2.34 0.867

Developer's Product A 11 1.09 0.302 0.563
reputation Product B 35 1.26 0.443

Product C 20 1.20 0.523
  Total 66 1.21 0.448  

Table 4-17  Value preferences and site location 

Site location
Value
preferences

In the greater
Taipei area

In metropolitan
other than

Taipei

In other areas,
but close to
children or

relatives

In suburbs
with fresh air

No
preferences

Total Pearson

A N 6 3 3 12 0.378
% of
preferences

50.00 25.00 25.00 100

B N 8 4 9 12 2 35
% of
preferences

22.86 11.43 25.71 34.29 5.71 100

C N 7 7 5 19
% of
preferences

36.84 36.84 26.32 100

N 21 4 19 20 2 66
Total % of

preferences
31.82 6.06 28.79 30.30 3.03 100
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Table 4-18  Value preferences and payment scheme 

Payment scheme
Value
preferences Scheme 1* Scheme 2* Scheme 3* Scheme 4* Scheme 5* Total Pearson

A N 4 3 3 2 12 0.001
% of
preferences

33.33 25.00 25.00 16.67 100

B N 30 2 3 3 38
% of
preferences

78.95 5.26 7.89 7.89 100

C N 1 5 6 1 7 20
% of
preferences

5.00 25.00 30.00 5.00 35.00 100

Total N 1 39 11 7 12 70
% of
preferences

1.43 55.71 15.71 10.00 17.14 100

*Scheme 1: Entrance deposit of NT$5,000,000 and monthly fee of NT$17,000
  Scheme 2: No entrance deposit and monthly fee of NT$25,000
  Scheme 3: entrance deposit of NT$2,500,000 and monthly fee of NT$20,000
  Scheme 4: All acceptable
  Scheme 5: No preferences  

 

4.3  MARKETING SUGGESTIONS 

1. Seniors are not all the same:  

Independent living communities are attractive to certain types of customers, and the 

factors influencing their evaluation criteria vary from each other.  Superficially, the primary 

driving force behind the decision of seniors to move to independent living communities is the 

life style factor.  Nevertheless, people with different levels of disposable income and different 

living statuses react to influencing factors differently.  Seniors with a monthly disposable 

income of NT$40,000–NT$49,999 are less likely to consider a move to an independent living 

community because of the desire for a new life style.  Respondents who are living alone or 

living with their spouse while their children are abroad value the influence of perceptual 

difference factor more importantly than other groups.   The economic affordability factor has 

more influence on those who live with their spouse while their children are abroad and those 

who live with their spouse and unmarried children than the other groups.   
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In terms of evaluation criteria, it is found that the respondents of different gender, age, 

education, and mortgage groups evaluate independent living units differently.  Women 

demand higher standards than men for all evaluation criteria.  The “go-go” seniors between 

the ages of sixty-five and seventy-four are less concerned than other age groups about all 

evaluation factors, and can be the best customers for independent living communities that 

provide both opportunities for an active life style and healthcare services.  People with 

monthly mortgage/rent of NT$10,000–NT$19,999 are consistently more concerned than 

other groups about the environment, services, and quality of residents.  Those who are male, 

between the ages of fifty and sixty-four, well-educated, Taiwanese, have a high income, 

currently living with spouse and married children, and with mortgages form NT$0–

NT$19,999 prefer independent living communities located in the greater Taipei area.  

Conversely, those who are female, above the age of sixty-five, not well-educated, 

Mainlanders, and have lower incomes prefer independent living communities close to 

children or relatives.  All of the respondents prefer the second payment scheme (no entrance 

deposit and monthly fee of NT$25 thousand).  People who are more influenced by the life 

style and perceptual differences factors are more likely to have higher expectations about 

environmental conditions. 

Independent living developers should be aware of the differences among seniors and 

their different demands in order to be clear about which type of consumers they are targeting, 

rather than chase after consumers ineffectively with undifferentiated products.   

2. The market area should be clearly defined 

Most seniors prefer to remain in a familiar place, and therefore the greater Taipei area is 

the most popular location.  Thus, developers in Taipei should designate their market area as 

the greater Taipei area and focus promotion efforts where potential customers are likely to be.  

Island-wide promotion may be less effective, but since the second choice is living close 
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children, some broader promotion might still be justified.   

3. The payment scheme is very influential 

The payment scheme design is essential: respondents overwhelmingly prefer Poduct B 

(based on Changgung village) because of its payment scheme, even though its total price is 

close to that of product A (based on Ruenfu senior apartments).  Since entrance deposits 

involve financial risks and moral concerns, seniors would rather pay higher monthly fees.  As 

Changgung has launched a new payment scheme design—residents accrue interest on 

entrance deposits (used to pay down monthly fees)—earlier this year, actual market response 

will soon be observed. 

4. The type of services offered provides the competitive advantage 

The services factor is ranked after only the developer’s reputation factor.  Since the 

developers’ reputation is a given condition in the process of developing an independent living 

community, developers should emphasize services rather than environmental conditions in 

designing its product.  Within the services variable, seniors are most concerned with levels of 

security and quality of medical care.  Alternatively, if an independent living community is 

inferior to its competitors in terms of environmental conditions, its developers can attempt to 

woo customers through superior security and medical care. 

5. Consumers need to be educated 

Given that perceptual differences are one of the major obstacles preventing seniors from 

moving to independent living communities, the concept of independent living communities 

should be promoted further to alter the perceptions of seniors that independent living 

communities are solely for the sick and frail.  The fear of leaving the family permanently and 

the fear of needing to adapt to a new environment can be ameliorated if seniors are well-

informed about life in an independent living community.  Moreover, seniors are very 

concerned with access to medical care and access to facilities designed for the elderly, which 
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indicates that they tend to move because of passive reasons, such as the need for daily care.  

Finally, marketers should emphasize the recreational activities that independent living 

communities provide to attract “go-go” seniors.   

6. Consumer familiarity needs to be enhanced 

The familiarity of consumers with independent living communities needs to be 

strengthened.  Although more than half of the respondents have heard of independent living 

communities, only 24.1 percent of the respondents have visited upscale independent living 

communities and only 15.5 percent have visited low-price public senior housing communities.  

Studies indicate that the people who have visited an independent living community are more 

likely to view senior housing communities as a viable living arrangement (see Fang 2002).  

Therefore, marketers should attempt to draw consumers to visit their facilities in addition to 

increasing their awareness. 

Seniors learn about independent living communities from two major sources.  Forty-six 

percent of the respondents learn from newspapers and magazines, and 32.3 percent learn 

from friends or colleagues who are current residents of independent living communities.  This 

highlights the importance of marketing to existing customers, which is consistent with 

previous studies (Anderson 1995:54-58).  Moreover, the children of seniors are another 

important source of information, as 60 percent of Ruenfu residents are referred by their 

children.  Therefore, marketers should attempt to increase the product awareness of both its 

target customers and their children. 

 

 


