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CHAPTER I
INTRODUCTION

The housing arrangements and preferences of the
elderly population are receiving more focused attention
from social scientists and planners, government, and the
housing industry.

One of these areas is ^'alternative

housing" that allows individuals or couples to live in
self-contained apartments, but have access to particular
services. The alternative housing environment is known
under many different names: congregate housing, alternative
living, assisted living or supportive housing.

This type

of housing may be a way to reduce unneeded use of long-term
institutional care facilities (Baker & Prince, 1990;
Kalyman, 1990).

Research has shown that it is important to

evaluate the neighborhood when looking at the issue of
housing for the elderly.

Rural and urban environments

differ and preferences may differ as well (Zimmer &
Chappell, 1997).

Literature repeatedly states that the

environment is a significant component of life
satisfaction.

However, the elderly themselves are rarely

asked what their personal preferences are in a place to
live (Zimmer & Chappell, 1997).

statement of the Problem
The majority of the elderly that live independently
say that they would prefer to continue living in their own
homes as long as it is feasible.

The unavoidable decline

in mobility and health proposes that many of them must
eventually receive support to allow them to remain
independent yet secure (Baker & Prince, 1990; VanderHart,
1994; Kalymun, 1990).
It seems unlikely that family support will reduce the
demand for organized support services, especially among the
very old.

Most elderly, if not able to look after

themselves, would prefer to live at home with assistance or
move into a supportive housing environment.

The elderly do

not want to move in with family or friends.

This is

consistent with essentially all research on housing
preferences done in the United States (Baker & Prince,
1990; Monk & Kaye, 1991; Earhart & Weber, 1992). The
pattern of independence is very strong.

This data suggests

that there are significant attitudinal if not cultural
boundaries to the extent to which families and friends can
provide preferred living arrangements for the elderly
(Baker & Prince, 1990; Monk & Kaye, 1991; Earhart & Weber,
1992).

Observation of the rural elderly and their communities
constantly and methodically reveal their disadvantage in
terms of access to alternative housing (Hallman & Joseph,
1997). Without access to alternative housing the rural
elderly are left with the options of living in a single
family dwelling, whether alone, with family or friends, or
living in an institution (Zimmer & Chappell, 1997).
Institutionalization is a very expensive housing option.
Alternative housing is a more cost effective housing option
and will sustain the independence of the elderly as they
become increasingly frail (Kalymun, 1990; Bishop, 1990;
Tinker, 1992; Heumann, 1991).
The broadening recognition that "housing" comprises
much more than physical shelter allows other issues to be
considered for research and study.

"Housing" comprises an

elaborate bundle of considerations, including privacy,
location, environmental comforts, symbolic characteristics,
and investment.

The environment is a considerable

determinant of contentedness.

Those elderly who have

opportunity to move by choice to a preferred environment
function better (Zimmer & Chappell, 1997) .

Guidelines for Alternative Housing Design
Identifying and defining elderly housing, and
distinguishing it from other residential construction is
not an insignificant issue.

Elderly housing ranges from

ordinary housing that is different from other housing only
in its age specific occupants, to the other extreme of an
institution's geriatric ward that provides housing and
medical care.

Housing that is not specifically planned for

use by elderly occupants may serve age-distinct
populations, for instance in the "naturally occurring
retirement communities" found where there is a high
concentration of the elderly population, for exaitple
Florida (Alexander, 1997).
This identifies elderly housing as the same housing
any age group could use, except the age group that is
currently residing in the housing is 65 years old or older.
The elderly have the same housing needs as the rest of the
population (Alexander, 1997).
Naming housing as elderly defines the dwelling as
specifically planned and designed for the elderly, whose
entitlement to reside there is based on age.

This

definition of housing is done for two reasons in the United
States: (1) to provide government support or aid, or (2)

for marketing reasons to attract and serve one segment of
the population, for profit or benevolence (Alexander,
1997).
Dwelling types specially planned and designed for use
by the elderly vary with the residents' degree of
independence, or their functional impairment or disability.
Alternative housing has been defined as a non-institutional
residential setting adapted to the special needs of the
elderly by appropriate design and the provision of selected
support services (Monk & Kaye, 1991; Alexander, 1997) .
Appropriate design for alternative housing is adapted
to meet the special needs of the elderly person through
good design of the physical environment.

As aging occurs

there are three main physical limitations that the elderly
begin to experience: (1) failing vision, (2) reduced
mobility, and (3) limited dexterity (Monk & Kaye, 1991;
Nissen, Faulkner, & Faulkner, 1994).
To compensate for failing vision more light is needed,
and glare can become a confusing problem; it should be
eliminated.

As aging occurs there is a slow yellowing of

the lens in the eye that makes colors close in the spectrum
harder to identify; therefore, greater color contrast is
needed for clarity (Nissen, Faulkner, & Faulkner, 1994) .

Aiding reduced mobility can be achieved by
implementing many design choices: (1) the use of resilient
floor coverings (slip-resistant; cork or wall to wall low
pile carpet) to reduce the possibility of injury due to a
fall, (2) flat bottom and slip resistant bathtubs with
built-in seats, (3) pull out boards on a continuous work
surface in the kitchen, (4) single story, level, open
plans, (5) grab bars in bathrooms, and (6) eliminating
curbs to reach showers (Nissen, Faulkner & Faulkner, 1994)
Limited dexterity can be assisted by design choices,
such as: (1) lever knobs on doors that do not exceed 8.5
pounds of pressure, (2) single control levers, spray
attachments, and swing spouts at the sides of sinks, (3)
open storage shelves, (4) pull down fixtures, (5) sliding
doors, and (6) rocking switches (Nissen, Faulkner &
Faulkner, 1994) .

Determining the Need for Alternative Housing
The need for alternative housing has at this time a
minimum of three factors influencing its development.
First, the changing demographic profile of the elderly
indicates an extended life expectancy.

Second, the

economic realities of the elderly indicate their median

income is nearly 60 percent below that of the population as
a whole. Finally, the elderly have an increasing amount of
social factors, such as, losing a spouse, feeling unsafe in
their current environment, and losing access to services
and resources to encourage the need of alternative housing
(VanderHart, 1994; Monk & Kaye, 1991; Baker & Prince, 1990;
Kalymun, 1990).
The decision to move into alternative housing or
remain at home is a complex one (VanderHart, 1994) .

The

elderly differ considerably in their comparative
independence and functional impairment. As they grow older,
they can pass through the stages of independent, relative
independence, advancing frailty, to extreme functional and
psychological deterioration and dependence. Each of these
levels of aging poses changes on the resident's setting and
the appropriate environment for the resident (Alexander,
1997).
Careful consideration of all of these factors is
important before the decision to move is undertaken for the
elderly. (Alexander, 1997; Monk & Kaye, 1991).
The Council of State Housing Agencies and The National
Association of State Units on Aging developed a
classification of alternative housing residents.

It would

place appropriate candidates into six categories: (1) the
physically "well" but not wanting to live alone, (2) the
physically "well" but who need to feel needed by others,
(3) the physically "well" but in need of the emotional
support that results in living with others, (4) the
physically "capable" but in need of assistance to gain back
a relatively independent lifestyle, (5) the physically
"unwell" or handicapped and in need of formal or informal
support, (6) those with some mental incapacity but can do
things slowly and independently with some support (Monk &
Kaye, 1991) .

Purpose of the Study
The purpose of this study is to design an alternative
housing facility based on the preferences determined by a
survey of the elderly population of Lynn County, Texas.
This facility would serve as an alternative housing
facility between single-family dwellings and
institutionalization.
This study will follow the procedure and survey
instrument used in a 198 9 survey study of the same
population.

In addition to providing the preferences of

design features for the alternating housing facility, the

study will allow a comparison of preferences over a tenyear time span.
The design of the facility will provide for the
population's preferences of convenience, economy, safety,
housekeeping, livability, pleasantness, spaciousness,
privacy, and the facility's physical appearance.
Lynn County is one of 15 counties that belong to the
South Plains Association of Governments (SPAG).

The SPAG

region shares a common economic base (agriculture,
agribusiness, and service industries) and demographic
characteristics.

The design of the alternative housing

facility that will be appropriate for the entire SPAG
region (state planning region two). SPAG is one of 24
similar government organizations in Texas.

The SPAG

planning region encompasses 15 counties, 45 cities, and
nine special purpose districts, 13,737 square miles and
362,182 residents. The counties that are within the SPAG
region are Bailey, Cochran, Dickens, Floyd, Garza, Hale,
Hockley, King, Lamb, Lubbock, Lynn, Motley, Terry, and
Yoakum.

Assumptions of the Study
It is assumed that the elderly residents of Lynn
County and the other residents of the SPAG region need the
same support services as do other rural areas of the United
States.

It is also assumed that the design criteria for

alternative
housing of the general population of elderly in the United
States is appropriate to the residents of the West Texas
SPAG region. It is assumed that the preferences of the
elderly who are registered to vote in Lynn County are the
same preferences as the elderly who are not registered to
vote.

Limitations of the Study
This study is limited to a random sample of 2 00
individuals living in Lynn County, Texas.

The recipients

of the questionnaires are limited to those individuals who
are registered voters in Lynn County and are of the age 60
and over.
Further limitations to the study are the inability to
change the questionnaire, such as, wording or order of the
questions.

This study is a duplicate of the 1989 study.

Therefore, in order to preserve the validity of the
10
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Figure 1
Regions.

Map of the State of Texas Indicating Planning
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SOUTH PLAINS ASSOCIATION OF GOVERNMENTS
PLANNING REGION

F i g u r e 2. Map of South P l a i n s A s s o c i a t i o n of Governments
P l a n n i n g Region.
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previous research in this study the questionnaire had to
remain identical.

Hypotheses and Research Questions
To determine the design criteria and the need for
alternative housing for the elderly residents of rural West
Texas, the 1989 study investigated the following hypotheses
in its research:
1.

Alternative housing is an acceptable living
alternative to institutionalization for the
elderly of Lynn County, Texas.

2.

The respondents will prefer a residential
environment that will enable them to prolong
independence and autonomy.

3.

The respondents will prefer a "unified type" to a
"cottage type" alternative housing facility.

4.

The respondents will prefer a two bedroom living
unit.

5.

Respondents will consider the following support
services desirable in an alternative housing
facility: meal preparation, housekeeping, social
activities, security, and transportation.

13

The 1999 research will ask research questions to
determine the design criteria needed for alternative
housing for the elderly residents of Lynn County, Texas:
1. What do the demographic characteristics indicate
about the elderly of Lynn County, Texas?
2. What services in an alternative housing facility
are important factors to the elderly?
3. What features in an alternative housing facility
are important factors to the elderly?
4. What design elements in an alternative housing
facility are important factors to the elderly?

The Operational Definitions of Terms
The following terms are used through out the thesis
and it is necessary for the definitions of them to be
precise.
Affordable Housing - housing cost that is not detrimental
to other basic needs, such as food, medication, etc.
Alternative Housing - a dwelling that permits the elderly
to live independently provided some burdens of daily life
are lessened.
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"Cottage Type" Alternative Housing Facility - a complex of
housing units on one site that are not connected, but share
common public spaces.
Environmental Amenities - the environmental factors, i.e.
landscaping, and aesthetics, that give a property its
unique physical appearance.
Frail - elderly that need some assistance with the
necessities of daily living.
Functional Independence - elderly that are capable of
living independently without assistance.
Independent Lifestyle - an autonomous life style.
Institutionalized Environment - a very controlled,
dependent life style such as a nursing home or hospital
ward.
Moderately Impaired - slight physical or mental limitations
that do not inhibit independent living but do make some
assistance necessary.
Psychological Health - a mental state that is determined by
the provision of both physical and psychological security.
Residential Atmosphere - an environment that is similar to
the environment of single family dwellings.
Retirement Facility - used interchangeably with alternative
housing facility.
15

Rural - towns, cities, or communities with total
populations of 10,000 or less.
Support Services - services that lessen the burden of daily
living such as transportation, food preparation, and
housekeeping.
"Unified Type" Alternative Housing Facility - a multi-unit
housing facility in which all units are connected.

Summary
The rural elderly are often left with limited housing
options, living in a single family dwelling, whether alone,
with family or friends, or living in an institution (Zimmer
8c Chappell, 1997).

The elderly should have the opportunity

to maintain their life-style and independence yet remain
secure. This objective is achievable with some services and
support provided to facilitate independent living (Baker &
Prince, 1990).
Literature repeatedly states that the environment is a
significant component of life satisfaction.

However, the

elderly themselves are rarely asked what their personal
preferences are in a place to live (Zimmer & Chappell,
1997). The study will develop design criteria for an

16

alternative housing facility based on the preferences of
the elderly residents of rural West Texas.
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CHAPTER II
REVIEW OF RELATED LITERATURE

The Elderly Population
In 1991,

the elderly population, persons 65 years or

older, numbered 34.1 million.

They represented 12.7

percent of the United States population, about one in every
eight Americans.

Since 1900, the percentage of Americans

over 65 has more than tripled, 4.1 percent in 1900 to 12.7
percent on 1997, and the number of elderly has increased
eleven times from 3.1 million to 34.1 million.

The older

population itself is getting older. In 1997 the 65 to 74
age group (18.5 million) was eight times larger than 1900,
but the 75 to 84 age group (11.7 million) was 16 times
larger and the 85 and above age group (3.9 million) was 31
times larger (Profile of Older Americans, 1998).
The older population will continue to grow
substantially in the future.

This growth slowed during the

1990's because of the relatively small number of babies
b o m during the Great Depression of the 1930's.

However,

the elderly population will flourish between the years 2010
and 2030 when the "baby boomer" generation reaches 65 years
of age (Profile of Older Americans, 1998).
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As of 1997 approximately 10.7 million or 80 percent of
elderly men lived in a household setting, and 10.5 million
or 57 percent of elderly women lived in a household
setting.

The proportion of the elderly living in a

household setting decreased with age.

Only 47 percent of

the elderly 85 years of age and above lived in a household
setting.

Approximately 31 percent (9.9 million) non-

institutionalized elderly lived alone (Profile of Older
Americans, 1998).
The National Aging Information Center's report on
Rural Residence of Older Americans determined that in the
state of Texas, 24.6 percent of all elderly residents live
in rural areas (National Aging Information Center, 1994).

The Rural Elderly
The rural communities and their elderly residents are
typically and uniformly disadvantaged in terms of their
access to age-segregated housing.

Population aging is one

of the uniting features of rural areas, and is usually
determined in terms of the number of elderly residents as a
proportion of the total population.

Most nucleated rural

communities have a high or very high proportion of elderly

19

residents, on average over 2 0 percent
1997;

Earhart & Weber,

(Hallman & Joseph,

1992).

Rural elderly live differently in a number of
important ways compared to their urban counterparts.

The

most notable differences include income, health status,
quality and quantity of social interaction, and
environment.

Rural neighborhood environments are more

isolated making transportation and accessibility of
services an issue

(Zimmer & Chappell, 1 9 9 7 ) .

Personal income on average is cut by a third to onehalf after the age of 65, when most people reach
(U.S. Bureau of the Census, 1 9 9 0 ) .

retirement

The rural poverty rate

for people 65 years and older was 2 9 percent, while the
national average was 12.4 percent

(Earhart & Weber, 1992) .

The physical changes brought about by the normal aging
process, loss of muscle strength, bones becoming brittle,
response time slowing, and dulling senses, are overwhelming
changes that can make the elderly more susceptible to
chronic illness and disability.

The prevalence for chronic

conditions is greater in rural areas, especially in the
South

(Earhart & Weber, 1 9 9 2 ) .

In 1995, 28.3 percent of

older persons assessed their heath as fair or poor,
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compared to 9.4 percent for all persons (Profile of Older
Americans, 1998).
Social interaction for rural elderly may be a reason
rural elderly rate their life satisfaction higher than
urban seniors.

Rural relationships frequently serve

specific daily living functions rather than only offering
emotional support (Zimmer & Chappell, 1997).
The psychological aspects of an elderly person's
attachment to home makes the suggestions that environment
is based on family tradition, status of home ownership,
cost of home, and competence in a familiar environment.
Environment is a significant component of life satisfaction
(Earhart & Weber, 1992; Zimmer & Chappell, 1997) .

Demographic Characteristics for Lynn County
Population of Lynn County
Lynn County population estimates indicate that the
total county population declined from 8300 residents in
1984 census records to 6758 residents in 1990 census
records.

This population decline continues to 6644

residents in 1997 census estimates, and even further to
6587 residents in 1998 (Bureau of the Census, 1990; Texas
State Data Center, 1998).

The Population Estimates and
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Projections Program, Texas State Data Center of Texas A&M
University System, projects that Lynn County will have a
population increase to 7814 residents in 2010, and another
increase to 8624 residents in 2030.

The Bureau of Census

(1990) states that in 1990, 20.33 percent of the total
population of Lynn County was 60 years old or older.

General Housing Characteristics for Lynn County
In 1990 Lynn County had a total of 2978 housing units,
of which 1693 were owner occupied.

Over 72 percent of all

housing units were built before 1960, and over 50 percent
were built before 1950. In 1990, the majority of housing
units had complete kitchen facilities, 112 did not have
complete kitchen facilities.

Less than 3.2 percent of

housing units lacked complete plumbing facilities (U.S.
Bureau of the Census, 1990).

Poverty Status of Lynn County
According to the Bureau of the Census (1990) 23.5
percent of the total elderly population of Lynn County 65
years old and older lived below the poverty level.

Poverty

status of the total county population indicated that 27.3
percent of the white residents, 36.8 percent of the black
22

residents, and 53.9 percent of those residents of Hispanic
origins lived below the poverty level in 1990.

Quality of Life
Interest in alternative housing reflects the fact that
housing for the elderly is definitely more than shelter.
It is their point of access to the encompassing social and
physical environment and the point of convergence for
social exchange and utilization of services. "Home" has an
infinite impact on the life quality of the elderly (Hallman
Sc Joseph, 1997; Zaff & Devlin, 1998) .
The home is much more than physical shelter. It
comprises an intricate assortment of considerations:
privacy, location, environmental amenities, symbolic
characteristics, and investment (Zimmer & Chappell, 1997).
Research has focused on the living environment in
terms of neighborhood, residential and housing
satisfaction, and supports the idea that housing
satisfaction is a function of environmental factors (Zimmer
8c Chappell, 1997) .
The elderly person's attachment to home makes the
suggestion that environment is based on family tradition,
status of home ownership, cost of home, and competence in a
2^

familiar environment.

Environment is a significant

component of life satisfaction and quality of life (Earhart
& Weber, 1992; Zimmer & Chappell, 1997; VanderHart, 1994).

Elderly Housing Alternatives
Housing options for the elderly are more numerous than
for other age groups.

They have the option of living in

single family dwellings, apartment complexes, rental
properties, retirement communities, alternative housing for
the elderly, nursing homes, or institutionalized care
(Alexander, 1997) .
The rural elderly and their communities reveal a
disadvantage in terms of access to alternative housing
(Hallman & Joseph, 1997).

Without access to alternative

housing the rural elderly are left with the options of
living in a single family dwelling, whether alone, with
family or friends, or living in an institution (Zimmer &
Chappell, 1997).
Traditionally, families took responsibility of the
long-term care of their elderly.

Today however, it seems

unlikely that extended family support systems will reduce
the demand for formal community support systems (Baker &
Prince, 1990).
24

In 1997, 31 percent (9.9 million) of all noninstitutionalized elderly lived alone (Profile on Older
Americans, 1998).

Most elderly who currently live

independently wish to remain independent as long as
possible.

Eventually the inevitable decline in mobility

and health means they must receive support to remain
independent yet secure (Baker & Prince, 1990).

Housing Problems for Rural Elderly
The rural elderly face several housing problems:
substandard housing, over-priced housing, over-crowded
housing conditions, limited housing options, deteriorating
housing conditions, rising housing costs, and the need for
support services (Keigher & Pratt, 1991) .
The cost of housing greatly effects the rural elderly,
especially those with reduced incomes or that live in
poverty.

The elderly living under the poverty line spend

on average greater than 3 0 percent of their income on
housing.

This does not exclude those that are homeowners.

Deteriorating housing conditions and homes that are of
excess size can prove a drain on their incomes (Keigher &
Pratt, 1991; VanderHart, 1994).

2S

The need for support services to remain independent is
iiiperative to the rural elderly.

Rural communities and

their elderly residents are typically and systematically
disadvantaged in terms of their access to support services
and alternative housing.

Rural elderly in need of support

services or alternative housing may often be faced with
unpleasant choices: either continue to live at their
current residence, or accept premature
institutionalization, or move to an unfamiliar community
that offers more suitable housing (Hallman & Joseph, 1997).

Housing for the Elderly in the United States
Need for Alternative Housing
The phenomenon of the elderly "aging in place" has
brought the need for alternative housing to the attention
of policy makers and social scientists.

Elderly in public

housing are faced with the possibility of eviction due to
physical impairment and frailty. Also, elderly in their own
homes, prematurely in nursing homes, apartments, or living
with relatives or friends face the reality of needing
services their current living situation cannot provide
(Monk Sc Kaye, 1991; Hallman & Joseph, 1997) .
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Alternative housing originated as a congregate housing
concept in 1963 as a recommendation made to Congress by
President Kennedy.

It originally supported the idea of

housing that would support communal living for low-income,
frail elderly.

The legislation as it was did not pass

after several attempts.

Congress, finally, in the 1970

Housing and Community Development Act allocated funds for
construction of congregate housing.

This act was

supplemented by Section 7 of the Housing and Community
Development Act of 1974, but the language of the bill
restricted funds to the provision of dining rooms,
kitchens, and equipment rather than funds for food or
staff.

The individual housing administrators found it

extremely difficult to pay for the costs of food, staff and
support services.

It was not until the Congregate Housing

Services Program (CHPS) as Title IV of the Housing and
Community Development Amendment of 1978 that a more
reasonable government policy was developed.

CHPS is

administered by the U.S. Department of Housing and Urban
Development (HUD) with the collaboration of the
Administration on Aging, the States Units on Aging, and
Area Agencies on Aging. Under the new amendment, federally
funded programs, public housing authorities, and non-profit
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projects could apply for funds to cover meals, other
support services, and administrative costs.

Residents of

the CHSP congregate housing were expected to pay for the
services on a sliding scale.

CHSP was updated in 1987 from

a demonstration program to a regular permanent program.
Over all, the CHSP program after a careful evaluation by
HUD,

was deemed a successful program. However, dependent on

federal funds to supplement the resident's ability to pay,
some programs were running with operating deficits
Kaye,

(Monk &

1991).
Currently there are approximately 3.4 million elderly

eligible for federally funded alternative housing and about
31 million

(31,075,611) elderly eligible for private

sector

alternative housing in the United States, with the number
growing as the "baby boomers" start to turn 65 years old
(Profile on Older Americans; 1 9 9 8 ) .

Congregate housing is

built on the concept of flexibility and adaptation to the
needs of its consumers.

Medical and institutional forms of

housing still tend to pull in the very frail elderly.
Alternative housing was created to offer an alternative to
those models

(Monk & Kaye, 1 9 9 1 ) .
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Design Characteristics of Alternative Housing
A universal definition of alternative housing is a
level of care for those elderly who can no longer live
independently, but who do not require skilled nursing care
(Kalymun, 1990). It is a residential setting that is noninstitutional, but adapted to meet the special needs of the
elderly through design of the physical environment and the
arrangement of some support services (Monk & Kaye, 1991).
The basics of design of alternative housing have three
fundamental aspects: the presence of a resident caretaker
or house manager, communal facilities for dining (and
sometimes laundry and socializing), and an alarm system
linking residents to the caretaker (Baker & Prince, 1990).
Alternative housing living units are self-contained
suites, with private bathrooms, and frequently have small
kitchens (often with accessible appliances to allow use to
people who use wheelchairs). Sometimes a meal service is
provided. Residents may purchase all or some of their
meals.

The alarm system may be personal, worn on the

resident like a pager, or several alarm buttons located
throughout the living unit (Baker & Prince, 1990) .
The optional meal service is a reflection of the
difficulty some elderly have in preparing meals, but also
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may indicate an ability to spend some discretionary income
on dining out, or a desire for companionship and company
(Baker & Prince, 1990).
The alarm system that allows seniors to summon help in
the event of emergency aids to relieve the elderly's
concerns for having assistance close at hand.

The pagers

and buttons place the responsibility for personal security
on the elderly themselves and promotes independence and
privacy (Baker & Prince, 1990).
The interaction of the elderly and their environment
generates outcome behaviors.

Different levels of

functional competence, or needs and preferences, and the
requirement characteristics of the physical environment
influence the elderly.

The extent to which interactions

between the elderly and the environment supplement one
another determines positive or negative consequential
behaviors (Kalymun, 1990; Zaff & Devlin, 1998) .
The evolution of alternative housing can be traced by
architectural styling of the housing environment.

The

architectural style influences the behavior of staff,
residents, and visitors.

Facilities built with the staid

look of an institutional setting have structural designs
that follow the medical model for a care environment.
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Double loaded corridors with long hallways, fluorescent
lighting, public announcement systems, painted walls,
furniture with vinyl upholstery, identical floor plans, and
large shared spaces are typical of institutional settings.
The staff, residents, and visitors behave in a manner
consistent with an institution (Kalymun, 1990).
Kalymun (1990) evaluated a "motel-type" alternative
housing model which had studio apartments (single and
double occupancy), all identical floor plans.

These

apartments did have a small kitchenette with a choice of
refrigerator or stove.
choice.

The refrigerator was the favored

These items provided the residents the knowledge

that they had spontaneous use of convenience items, and
bolstered their self-image about their competence and
independence. However, it did not support independent
living (Kalymun, 1990).
Evaluation of the "apartment complex" model approach
to alternative housing represents the current trend and
supports the most independent style of living.

The

complexes were usually located all on one floor, had a
choice of floor plans (studio, one or two bedroom units), a
larger amount of living space in each unit, and
kitchenettes had scaled down complete amenities (microwave
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oven, sink, and refrigerator.)

The shared spaces outside

the unit took on more of a homelike appearance, and
promoted the extension of home to these shared spaces.
Each resident had a private space
room).

(bedroom or sitting

They were designed to give the residents the

feeling that the entire building is their home.

An

accompaniment of mutual and interdependent support builds
an environment to cultivate care and enjoyment
residents

among

(Kalymun, 1990; Hallman & Joseph, 1997; Young,

1998) .
The physical attributes of alternative housing aim to
establish a homelike environment.
cornerstone of alternative housing.

Services are the
The old concept of all

elderly needing some assistance moving into a nursing home
has been made new. The contemporary version of

alternative

housing is not just a place to live and receive needed
services, but a home

(Kalymun, 1990) .

Alternative

housing

promotes independence, reduces loneliness, and enhances
quality of life

(Young, 1998; Baker and Prince, 1990;

Hallman 8c Joseph, 1997) .
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Summary
Various situations occur that force the elderly to
change their living arrangements.

Economically, they can

no longer afford to remain in their current home.
Physically, they are facing physiological and mental
changes.

Socially, they lose the support groups once

available.

The elderly are left with two choices: continue

to live in their current situation, or move into an
institution.

They should have a choice that affirms their

self-worth, dignity, independence, and quality of life.
The purpose of this study is to design an alternative
housing facility based on the preferences of the elderly
population of Lynn County.

The facility would serve as an

intermediate choice between single family dwellings and
institutionalization.
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CHAPTER III
METHODOLOGY

Geographic Location Profile
As of 1997, the number of people 65 years of age and
over (34.1 million) has increased eleven times, more than
tripling from 3.1 million in 1900.

In 1997 the number of

elderly represented 12.7% of the population, about one in
every eight Americans.

It is estimated that by 2010 the

elderly population will increase by 17% to 39.4 million.
This will have increased the elderly population over
thirteen times from the beginning of the century
(Administration on Aging, 1998; Profile of Older Americans,
1998) .

Since approximately 13% of the elderly population

lives in rural areas (Earhart & Weber, 1992) it is not
uncommon to find individual rural communities with
proportions of elderly residents exceeding 30% (Hallman &
Joseph; 1997) . Therefore, this study is limited to Lynn
County, Texas.

The rural regions, towns, cities, and

communities within Lynn County contain a population of less
than 7,000 residents.

Lynn County is located on the

southern edge of the Texas state-planning region two that
composes the South Plains Association of Governments (SPAG)
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region.

The research conducted in this study will be

applicable to the entire SPAG region.

The SPAG region is

determined by the Governor and comprises the following
counties: Bailey, Cochran, Crosby, Dickens, Floyd, Garza,
Hale, Hockley, King, Lamb, Lubbock, Lynn, Motley, Terry,
and Yoakum.
square miles.

The SPAG region is a slightly over 13,000
The largest percentage of SPAG residents 5 8 %

is located in Lubbock metropolitan seirvice area.

The SPAG

region's economy is dominated by agriculture, agribusiness,
and service industries

(SPAG Publication;

1998).

Description of the Sample
Subjects for this study are citizens

(including

naturalized citizens) who reside in Lynn County, Texas.
Two hundred residents 60 years of age and older were
randomly selected from a list of registered voters in Lynn
County.

Description of the

Instrument

The survey instrument was a housing questionnaire.
The housing questionnaire is the original
used in the 1989 study.

questionnaire

It was adapted, in part, from

questionnaires developed by Obenland and Blumenthal in A
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Guide the Design and Development of Housing for the Elderly
published by New England Non-Profit Housing Development
Corporation in 1978 and the "Mature Adult Housing Needs
Assessment" survey developed by the Center for the Study of
Aging, Abilene Christian University. It was originally pretested for the 1989 study by 10 Lynn County residents 60
years old or older.

They volunteered to verify that all of

the questions were easy to understand and interpret.

There

were seven white, two Hispanic, and one black pre-test
subjects.

It was determined that the questions were

appropriate for all of the age groups that were included in
the selected sample.

Procedure
Fraenkel and Wallen (1996) state that the subjects to
be surveyed should be selected, randomly, from the
population of interest.
A cover letter explaining the purpose of the study,
the questionnaire, and a stamped return envelope were
mailed first class to each of the randomly selected
registered voters 60 years or older residing in Lynn
County.
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Statistical Treatment of the Data
The data collected was of a descriptive nature.

The

responses were analyzed by percentages, frequency
distributions, mean scores and ranking where applicable.
The results were used to determine the preferences of
housing options and material finishes.
alternative housing facility was

From this data an

designed based on the

preferences of Lynn County's elderly residents.
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CHAPTER IV
ANALYSIS AND INTERPRETATION OF THE DATA

The data for this study was collected from a random
sample of registered voters who reside in Lynn County,
Texas.

The sample were all 60 years of age or older as of

January 1, 1999.

The packet mailed to each survey

participant contained a questionnaire, a self-addressed

and

stamped envelope, and a cover letter explaining the study
and stressing the importance of their participation to the
gathering of data and aid in completing my degree.

A

newspaper article was published in the Lynn County News
(see Appendix C.) one-week prior to the mailing of the
surveys to inform the community of the study and the fact
they may have a chance to participate.

The questionnaires

were mailed on March 10, 1999, and it was requested they be
retuned by March 31, 1999.

Eighty-eight

completed

questionnaires were returned; the response rate was 4 4 % .
The research questions were answered under the headings of
"Demographic Characteristics," "Indicated Design
Preferences," and "Alternative Housing Prototype for Rural
Elderly Residents of Lynn County, Texas."
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Demographic

Characteristics

Demographic characteristics of the sample that
responded are shown by frequency and percentage in Table 1
through Table 23.

Seventy-seven, or 87.5%, of the

respondents were white, nine, or 10.2%, of the

respondents

were Hispanic, and one, or 1.1%, was American Indian

(see

Table 1 ) .
The responding sample reported that 62 individuals
(73.8%) were married, 16 individuals
3 individuals

(19.0%) were widowed,

(3.6%) were divorced, and 3 individuals

(3.6%) were separated

(see Table 2 ) .

All of the recipients

were required to be 60 years of age or older, there was no
upper limit on age.
65 and 69.

Twenty-four respondents were between

Twenty-two respondents were between 70 and 74.

Twenty-one respondents were between 60 and 64, and twenty
respondents were over 75

(see Table 3 ) .

The question of family income, 48 responded
total monthly income of more than $1500.

(57.1%) a

Seventeen

(20.2%)

reported a total monthly income of more than $1000, but
less than $1500.

Twelve responded

(14.3%) a total monthly

income of more the $600, but less than $1000.
responded

Six

(7.1%) a monthly income of more than $3 00, but
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less the $600, and one responded (1.2%) less than $300
total monthly income (see Table 4 ) .
The question of home ownership was answered by 82
respondents (94.3%) who indicated that they owned their
homes.

Three respondents (3.4%) rented their homes, and

two respondents (2.3%) indicated that they had other
housing arrangements:

one was provided a home as a job

benefit, and one was in the process of buying a home (see
Table 5 ) . The present value of the homes that were owned
were as follows: 22 respondents (27.8%) indicated between
$50,000 and $74,999, 20 respondents (25.3%) indicated
$100,000 or over, 14 respondents (17.7%) indicated between
$25,000 and $49,999, 13 respondents (16.5%) indicated
between $75,000 and $99,9999, and 10 respondents (12.7%)
indicated less than $25,000 (see Table 6 ) .
The occupations of the respondents were diverse.

The

76 individuals that indicated a current or previous
occupation reported thirty-six different occupations.

The

largest indicated occupation was farmer with 19 respondents
(21.6%).

Fifteen respondents (17.0%) were homemakers

making up the second largest group.

The third largest

occupation was teacher (6.8%) with six respondents.

There

were three deputy clerks (3.4%) and two bankers which was
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Table 1
What Race Are You?

1989 Study
Variable

f

1999 Study
%

(N=74)*

f

%

(N=88)*

What race are you?
White

71

95.9

78

88.6

Hispanic

0

00.0

9

10.2

Other

0

00.0

1

1.1

*Data were not obtained from all respondents in all
categories.
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Table 2

What Is Your Marital Status?

1999 Study

1989 Study
Variable

%

%

(N=88)*

(N=74)*
What is your marital status?
Married

48

64.9

65

73.9

Widowed

25

33.8

17

19.3

Divorced

1

1.4

3

3.4

Separated

0

00.0

3

3.4

Never Married

0

00.0

0

00.0

Other

0

00.0

0

00.0

*Data were not obtained from all respondents in all
categories.
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Table 3

What Is Your Age?

1989 Study
Variable

f

1999 Study
%

(N=74)*

f

%_

(N=88)*

What is your age?
Between 65 and 69

15

20.8

24

27.6

Between 70 and 74

11

15.3

22

25.3

Between 60 and 64

19

26.4

21

24.1

Over 75

26

36.1

20

23.0

*Data were not obtained from all respondents in all
categories.
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Table 4

What Is Your Total Household Income Per Month?

1999 Study

1989 Study
Variable

f

%

(N=74)*

f

%

(N=88)*

What is your total household income per month?
More than $1500

17

25.4

48

57.1

11

16.4

17

20.2

18

26.9

12

14.3

less than $600

18

26.9

6

7.1

Less than $300

3

4.5

1

1.2

More than $10 00, but
less than $1500
More than $600, but
less than $1000
More than $300, but

*Data were not obtained from all respondents in all
categories.
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Table 5

Do You Rent Or Own The Home In Which You Live?

1989 Study
Variable

f

1999 Study
%

(N=74)*

f

%_

(N=88)*

Do you rent or own the home in which you live?
Own

68

93.2

82

94.3

Rent

1

1.4

3

3.4

Other

4

5.5

2

2.3

*Data were not obtained from all respondents in all
categories.
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Table 6

If You Own Your Own Home, What Would Your Home Sell For
Today?
198 9 Study
Variable

f

1999 Study
%

(N=74)*

f

%_

(N=88)*

If you own your own home, what
would your home sell for today?
$50,000-$74,999

23

32.9

22

27.8

4

5.7

20

25.3

$25,000-$49,999

22

31.4

14

17.7

$75,000-$99,999

5

7.1

13

16.5

16

22.9

10

12.7

$100,000 or over

Less than $25,000

*Data were not obtained from all respondents in all
categories.
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2.3% of the responding sample.

The remaining 31

respondents each reported a different occupation which
included: auto dealer, bookkeeper, business owner,
caregiver, clerk in pharmacy, co-owner of cotton gin, cook,
cotton gin manager, cotton ginner, data processor, dentist,
department of transportation and highways employee,
educator, electrical engineer, insurance salesman, ground
maintenance supervisor, jailer, l.v.n., law enforcement,
legal secretary, librarian, mail carrier, naval officer and
superintendent of schools, painting and construction,
picture framer, railroad worker, secretary, state and
federal employee, supervisor, teacher aide, and U.S. postal
service (see Table 7).

The 31 occupations listed above

received one response each or 1.1% each of the responding
sample.

Fifty-eight of the respondents (65.9%) indicated

they were retired.

Seventeen (19.3%) respondents indicated

that they are still working full time.

Nine respondents

(10.2%) indicated that they are still working part time.
Two respondents indicated that they are currently not
working but are seeking employment (see Table 8).
The educational level of the respondents varied from
less than high school to more than a bachelor's degree.
Twenty-nine respondents (33.0%) were high school graduates.
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Table 7
What Is Your Occupation?

198 9 Study
Variable

f

1999 Study
%

(N=74)*

f

%

(N=88)*

What is your occupat ion?
Farmer

12

18.2

20

22.7

Homemaker

16

24.2

15

17.0

Teacher

8

12 .1

7

8.0

Deputy clerk

0

00.0

3

3.4

Banker

1

1.5

2

2.3

Mail

1

1.5

2

2 .3

28

42 .0

26

28.6

Other

carrier

*Data were not obtained from all respondents in all
categories.
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Table 8
Are You Currently Employed?

198 9 Study
Variable

f

1999 Study
%

(N=74)*

f

%_

(N=88)*

Are you currently employed?
No, retired

55

75.3

58

65.9

Yes, full-time

14

19.2

17

19.3

Yes, part-time

3

4.1

9

10.2

0

00.0

2

2.3

No, but am seeking
Employment

*Data were not obtained from all respondents in all
categories.
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Seventeen respondents (19.3%) had some college but did not
graduate.
school.

Thirteen respondents (14.8%) had less than high
Ten respondents (11.4%) had bachelor's degrees.

Nine respondents (10.2%) had some high school but did not
graduate.

Eight respondents (9.1%) had more than a

bachelor's degree.

One respondent (1.1%) indicated that

they had never attended school (see Table 9 ) .
The length of residence at their current address
ranged from one to 73 years with a mean of 27.63 years (see
Table 10). Baker and Prince (1990) indicate that the
majority of senior citizens are satisfied with their
current housing situation.

This was also true of the

majority of the responding sample.

Using a Likert scale in

which one indicated "not satisfied" and seven indicated
"very satisfied," 62 respondents (71.3%) indicated a seven
for their current housing satisfaction.

Eleven respondents

(12.6%) indicated a six, five respondents (5.7%) indicated
a four, four respondents (4.6%) indicated a five, two
respondents (2.3%) each indicated three and two, and one
respondent (1.1%) indicated a one.

Therefore,

approximately 89% of the respondents rated their housing
satisfaction on the top half of the Likert scale (see Table
11) .
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Table 9

What Is The Highest Level Of Education That You Have
Attained?

1989 Study
Variable

f

1999 Study
%

f

(N=74)*

%

(N=88)*

What is the highest level of education that you
have attained?
High school

21

28.4

29

33.0

9

12.2

17

19.3

14.8

graduate
Some college,

but not college graduate
Less than high

13

17.6

13

7

9.5

10

11.4

17

23.0

9

10.2

school
Bachelor's Degree
Some high school

but not high school graduate
More than

7

9.5

9

10.2

00.0

0

00.0

Bachelor's Degree
Associate Degree

0

•Data were not obtained from all respondents in all
categories.
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Table 10
How Long Have You Lived At Your Present Address?

1989 Study
Variable

f

1999 Study
%

(N=74)*

f

%

(N=88)*

How long have you lived at your present address?
4 0 years

3

4.1

5

5.7

10 years

5

6.8

5

5.7

17 years

1

1.4

4

4.5

3 years

1

1.4

4

4.5

4 9 years

1

1.4

3

3.4

4 8 years

3

4.1

3

3.4

3 9 years

2

2.7

3

3.4

2 9 years

0

0 0.0

3

3.4

27 years

0

00.0

3

3.4

2 5 years

4

5.5

3

3.4

24 years

1

1-4

3

3.4

22 years

1

1.4

3

3.4

51 years

0

00.0

2

2.3

46 years

4

5.5

2

2.3

S7

Table 10 - Continued
1989 Study
Variable

f

1999 Study
%

(N=74)*

f

%

(N-88)*

4 5 years

0

00.0

2

2 .3

43 years

0

00.0

2

2.3

35 years

0

00.0

2

2 .3

34 years

1

1.4

2

2.3

3 3 years

0

00.0

2

2.3

2 6 years

1

1.4

2

2.3

2 3 years

0

00.0

2

2.3

8 years

0

00.0

2

2.3

6 years

1

1.4

2

2 .3

4 years

1

1.4

2

2.3

2 years

1

1.4

2

2.3

1 years

1

1.4

2

2 .3

73 years

0

00.0

1

1.1

70 years

0

00.0

1

1.1

58 years

1

1.4

1

1.1

57 years

0

00.0

1

1.1

3 6 years

0

00.0

1

1. 1

32 years

1

1.4

1

1.1
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Table 10 - Continued
1989 Study
Variable

f

1999 Study
%

(N=74)*

f

%

(N=88)*

31 years

1

1.4

1

1.1

3 0 years

3

4. 1

1

1.1

2 8 years

1

1.4

1

1.1

21 years

1

1.4

1

1.1

20 years

1

1.4

1

1.1

14 years

3

4 .1

1

1.1

12 years

0

1

1.1

9 years

3

1

1.1

00.0
4 .1

*Data were not obtained from all respondents in all
categories.
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Table 11

How Satisfied Are You With Your Current Housing?

198 9 Study
Variable

1999 Study

f

%

(N=74)*

f

%_

(N=88)*

How satisfied are you with your current housing?
Not satisfied 1 2

3

4

5

6

7

Very satisfied

7

51

71.8

62

71.3

6

8

11.3

11

12.6

4

2

2.8

5

5.7

5

7

9.9

4

4.6

3

1

1.4

2

2.3

2

0

00.0

2

2.3

1

2

2.8

1

1.1

*Data were not obtained from all respondents in all
categories.
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The majority of the responding sample either owned and/or
drove an automobile.
and drive a car/truck.

Eighty-three respondents (94.3%) own
Three respondents (3.4%) did not

own or drive a car/truck.

One respondent (1.1%) each owned

a car/truck but did not drive, and could drive but did not
own a car/truck (see Table 12).
The unavoidable decline in mobility and health
proposes that many elderly must eventually receive support
to allow them to remain independent yet secure (Baker &
Prince, 1990; Vanderhart, 1994; Kalymun, 1990).

Thirty-six

respondents (40.9%) indicated that they consider their
health better than average for their age group (see Table
13).

Forty-five respondents (51.1%) indicated that they

consider their health average for their age group. Seven
respondents (8.0%) indicated that they considered their
health below average for their age group.

Thirty-six

respondents (40.9%) had visited the doctor within the last
30 days.

Nineteen respondents (21.6%) had seen the doctor

31 to 60 days ago.

Eleven respondents

doctor 6 months to a year ago.

(12.5%) had seen the

Eight respondents each

(9.1%) had seen the doctor 61 to 90 days ago, and 91 days
to 179 days ago.

Six respondents
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(6.8%) had last seen the

Table 12

Do You Own A Car And Drive It Yourself?

1989 Study
Variable

1999 Study

f

%

(N=74)*

f

%

(N=88)*

Do you own a car and drive it yourself?
Yes,

I own a car/

63

86.3

83

94.3

4

5.5

3

3.4

4

5.5

1

1.1

2

2.7

1

1.1

truck and drive myself
I do not own or
drive a car/truck
Yes,

I own a car/truck

but do not drive
I can drive but do
not own a car/truck

*Data were not obtained from all respondents in all
categories.
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Table 13

Compared To Other People In Your Age Group, Is Your Health..

1989 Study
Variable

f

1999 Study
%

(N=74)*

f

%_

(N=88)*

Compared to other people in your age group, is
your health...
About average

27

36.5

45

51.1

Better than

38

51.4

36

40.9

9

12.2

7

8.0

average
Below average

•Data were not obtained from all respondents in all
categories.
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doctor more than a year ago (see Table 14). Thirty-six
respondents (41.4%) indicated it had been more than 5 years
since their last hospital stay.

Thirteen respondents

(14.9%) indicated more than 3 years but less then 5 years,
since their last hospital stay.

Twelve respondents (13.8%)

indicated more than one year but less than 2 years since,
their last hospital stay.

Eight respondents (9.2%)

indicated more than 6 months but less than 1 year, since
their last hospital stay.

Seven respondents (8.0%)

indicated more than 2 years but less than 3 years, since
their last hospital stay.

Six respondents (6.9%) indicated

that they had a hospital stay with in the last six months.
Five respondents (5.7%) indicated they had never stayed in
the hospital (see Table 15) .
In response to the question inquiring about the number
of prescription medications taken each day, 15 respondents
(17.4%) took two prescription medications daily.

Thirteen

respondents (15.1%) took no prescription medications.
Twelve respondents (14.0%) took one prescription
medication.

Eleven (12.8%) took three prescription

medications daily.

Nine respondents (10.5%) took five

prescription medications daily.

Six respondents (7.0%)

took six prescription medications daily.
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Table 14
When Was Your Last Visit To The Doctor?

1989 Study
Variable

f

1999 Study
%

(N=74)*

f

%

(N=88)*

When was your last visit to the doctor?
Within the last

29

39.2

36

40.9

31 to 6 0 days ago

15

20.3

19

21.6

6 months to a

11

14.9

11

12.5

61 to 90 days ago

3

4.1

8

9.1

91 days to 179

3

4.1

8

9.1

13

17.6

6

6.8

3 0 days

year ago

days ago
More than a
year ago

*Data were not obtained from all respondents in all
categories.
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Table 15
When Was Your Last Stay In The Hospital?

1989 Study
f

Variable

1999 Study
%

f

%

(N=88)*

(N=74)*
When was your last stay in the hospital?
More than 5 years
More than 3 years-

30

40.5

36

41.4

6

8.1

13

14.9

but less than 5 years
More than 1 year-

8

10.8

12

13.8

9.5

8

9.2

but less than 2 years
More than 6 months-

7

but less than 1 year
More than 2 years-

8

10.8

7

8.0

but less than 3 years
Within the last

11

14.9

4

5.4

6

6.9

6 months
Have never stayed

5

5.7

in a hospital

*Data were not obtained from all respondents in all
categories.
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Three respondents

(3.5%) took seven prescription

medications daily.

Two respondents each

(2.3%) took nine

and ten prescription medications daily.

One

individual

took 11 prescription medications daily, and one
took 12 prescription medications daily.

Each

represented 1.2% of the responding sample
Four individuals

individual

individual

(see Table 1 6 ) .

(4.4%) indicated that they had fallen

at home in the previous 30 days, and one individual
had fallen but not at home
individuals

(see Table 1 7 ) .

(1.1%)

Eighty-four

(95.5%) indicated that they did not use any

assistive devices.

Three respondents

used canes, and one individual
mobility vehicle

(3.4%) indicated they

(1.1%) used an electric

(see Table 18) .

In response to questions concerning mealtime
activities, sixty-two

(70.5%)individuals responded that

they ate with their spouses.
ate alone.

Four respondents

One respondent

Fourteen respondents

(15.9%)

(4.5%) ate with a relative.

(1.1%) ate with a friend

(see Table 1 9 ) .

Forty-three individuals

(48.9%) prepared their own meals.

Thirty-five individuals

(39.8%) spouse prepared their

meals.

One individual

his m e a l s .

(1.1%) indicated a friend prepared

Nine individuals

(10.0%) indicated that a
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Table 16

How Many Different Prescription Medicines Are You Taking In
One Day?

1989 Study
Variable

f

1999 Study
%

(N=74)*

f

%

(N=88)*

How many different prescription medicines are you taking in
one day?
2

19

25.7

15

17.4

0

18

24.3

13

15.1

1

10

13.5

12

14.0

3

12

16.2

11

12.8

4

3

4.1

11

12.8

5

9

12.2

9

10.5

6

1

1.4

6

7.0

7

0

00.0

3

3.5

9

1

1.4

2

2.3

10

0

00.0

2

2.3

11

0

00.0

1

1.2

12

0

00.0

1

1.2

*Data were not obtained from all respondents in all
categories.
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Table 17
Have You Fallen In The Last 30 Days?

198 9 Study
Variable

f

1999 Study
%

(N=74)*

f

%

(N=88)*

Have you fallen in the last 30 days?
No, have not

68

93.2

83

94.3

4

5.5

1

1.1

1

1.1

1

1.1

1

1.1

fallen
Yes,

at home
In the yard

Yes, but not

1

1.4

at home
At the dentist

*Data were not obtained from all respondents in all
categories.
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Table 18

Do You Use Any Of The Following Devices To Get Around?

1989 Study
Variable

f

1999 Study
%

(N=74)*

f

%

(N=88)*

Do you use any of the following devices to
get around?
None of the above 66

89.2

84

95.5

Cane

7

9.5

3

3.4

Other-electric

0

00.0

1

1.1

mobility vehicle
Wheelchair

1

1.4

0

00.0

Walker

0

00.0

0

00.0

*Data were not obtained from all respondents in all
categories.
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Table 19
Do You Usually Eat.

1989 Study
Variable

f

1999 Study
%

(N=74)*

f

%_

(N=88)*

Do you usually eat...
With spouse

42

56.8

62

70.5

Alone

21

28.4

14

15.9

With relative

3

4.1

4

4 .5

With friend

1

1.4

1

1. 1

5

5.6

Other

7

9.5

*Data were not obtained from all respondents in all
categories.
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restaurant, cafe, or retirement home prepared meals (see
Table 20). The majority of residents previously indicated
that they were satisfied with their current living
situation. However, when asked what they like least about
their current housing, 23 individuals indicated yard work.
Nineteen individuals (21.1) indicated the "other "
category, with such comments, as "I am satisfied," country
dirt roads, too far from town, or high cost of water and
sewer.

Expense for repairs ranked high with 18 respondents

(20.5%).

Twelve respondents (13.6%) did not like the daily

housekeeping.
problems.

Five respondents (5.7%) had transportation

Three respondents (3.4%) were lonely.

Security

worries and too many steps (inside and out) each received
two responses (2.3%) (see Table 21).
When asked to indicate if they anticipated having to
change their living arrangements within the next five
years, 80 individuals (90.9%) indicated they did not think
they would need alternative housing within the next five
years.

Seven individuals (9.1%) indicated they felt they

would need to move with in the next five years.

The

reasons reported were, moving to a smaller house (1.1%),
move to a retirement community (3.4%), live with relatives
(1.1%), or other (3.5%) (see Table 22).
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Table 20
Who Prepares Most Of Your Meals?

1989 Study
Variable

f

1999 Study
%

(N=74)*

f

%

(N=88)*

Who prepares most of your meals?
Self

51

68.9

43

48.9

Spouse

18

24.3

5

39.8

Friend

0

00.0

1

1.1

Child or relative

0

00.0

0

00.0

Other

5

6.8

9

10.1

•Data were not obtained from all respondents in all
categories.
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Table 21

Indicate What You Like LEAST About Your Present Living
Situation.

1989 Study
Variable

f

1999 Study
%

(N=74)*

f

%_

(N=88)*

Indicate what you like LEAST about your present
living situation.
Yard work

12

17.6

23

26.1

Expense for repairsl2

17.6

18

20.5

Daily housekeeping

6

8.8

12

13.6

Transportation

0

00.0

5

5.7

Loneliness

8

11.8

3

3.4

Security worries

9

13.2

2

2.3

Too many steps

2

2.9

2

2.3

19

27.9

19

21.1

problems

Other

*Data were not obtained from all respondents in all
categories.
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Table 22

Do You Anticipate The Need For Alternate Housing
Arrangements Within The Next 5 Years?

1989 Study
Variable

f

1999 Study
%

(N=74)*

f

%

(N=88)*

Do you anticipate the need for alternate housing
arrangements within the next 5 years?
No

54

77.1

80

90.9

Yes

16

22.9

3

3.4

2

10.0

1

1.1

Live with relatives 4

20.0

1

1.1

Move to an

2

10.0

0

00.0

8

40.0

3

3.4

If y e s , do you think you would...
Move to a smaller
house

apartment
Move to a

retirement community, specifically designed

for

individuals over the age of 60
Other

4

20.0

0

*Data were not obtained from all respondents in all
categories.
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00.0

"If you were no longer able to care for yourself in
your own home, what would you consider the best
alternative?" was asked, twenty-seven respondents (30.7%)
replied they "did not know."

Twenty-four respondents

(27.2%) selected retirement housing.

Thirteen respondents

(14.8%)answered, "get live in help," and thirteen
respondents answered, "get home health aid."

Four

respondents (4.5%) answered, live with son(s) or
daughter(s).

Three respondents (3.4%) answered "nursing

home". Three respondents (3.4%) answered "other," with the
following responses, apartment or duplex, haven't thought
about it, and hire assistance.

One respondent (1.1%)

answered, "live with relative other than children" (see
Table 23).

Indicated Design Preferences
The majority of the responding sample (95.2%), 80
individuals out of 84, desired a one-story retirement
facility (see Table 24). There were 50 individuals (60.2%)
who desired a cottage type facility (all dwelling units not
connected under one roof), and 33 individuals (39.8%)
requested a unified facility (all dwelling units under one
roof) (see Table 25).
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Table 23

If You Were No Longer Able To Care For Yourself In Your Own
Home, What Would You Consider The Best Alternative?

1989 Study
Variable

f

1999 Study
%

(N=74)*

f

%_

(N=88)*

If you were no longer able to care for yourself
in your own home, what would you consider the
best alternative?
Do not know

18

24.3

27

30.7

Retirement housing 2 0

27.0

23

26.1

Get live-in help

12

16.2

13

14.8

Get home health aidll

14.9

13

14.8

5

6.8

4

4.5

Nursing home

5

6.8

3

3.4

Live with relative

1

1.4

1

1.1

2.7

4

4.4

Live with sons(s)
or daughter(s)

other than my children
Other

2

*Data were not obtained from all respondents in all
categories.
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Table 24
If You Were Considering A Retirement Facility, Would You
Prefer...

1989

Variable

Study

f

19 99 S t u d y
%

(N=74)*

f

%

(N=88)*

If you were considering a retirement
facility, would you prefer...
One story facility
Two or more story

74

100.0

80

0

0 0.0

4

facility
*Data were not obtained from all respondents in all
categories.
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95.2
4.8

Table 25

If You Were Considering A Retirement Facility, Would You
Prefer.^

1989 Study
Variable

f

1999 Study
%

f

(N=74)*

%_

(N=88)*

If you were considering a retirement

facility,

would you prefer...
A cottage type

40

54.8

50

60.2

33

45.2

33

39.8

facility
A unified
facility

*Data were not obtained from all respondents in all
categories.
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Sixty-six respondents (75.0%) desired to live alone, and 21
respondents (24.1%) preferred to live with someone (see
Table 26).
There was a question asked regarding the location of
the alternative housing facility, was it important for the
facility to be located near: a hospital, doctor's office,
residential neighborhood, churches, within the city limits,
or outside of the city limits.

The respondents answered

that none of the above mentioned locations were important
to them.

The percentages that reported the locations not

important were: hospital (52.3%), doctor's office (56.8%),
residential neighborhood (80.7%), churches (59.1%), and
other (96.6%) .

The respondents indicated that it was more

important to have the facility within the city limits
(36.4%), as opposed to outside the city limits (6.8%) (see
Table 27).
The sample was asked to select what services would be
most important to them in an alternative housing facility.
Forty-seven individuals (53.4%) indicated that serving
breakfast was important to them.

Fifty-eight individuals

(65.9%) indicated that serving lunch was important to them.
Forty-seven individuals (53.4%) indicated that serving
dinner was important to them.

Sixty-two individuals
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Table 2 6

Would You Prefer To Live Alone Or With Someone?

1989 Study
Variable

f

1999 Study
%

(N=74)*

f

%_

(N=88)*

Would you prefer to live alone or with someone?
Alone

55

76.4

66

75.9

With someone

17

23.6

21

24.1

*Data were not obtained from all respondents in all
categories.
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Table 27

Would It Be Important To You That A Retirement Facility Be
Located Near...

1989 Study
Variable

f

1999 Study
%

(N=74)*

f

%_

(N=88)*

Would it be important to you that a retirement
facility be located near...
Hospital

42

56.8

42

47.7

Doctor's office

43

58.1

38

43.2

Churches

42

56.8

36

40.9

Located within the 40

54.1

32

36.4

22

29.7

17

19.3

8

10.8

6

6.8

3

3.3

city limits
Residential
neighborhood
Located in the

country, or out of the city limits
Other

4

5.4

*Data were not obtained from all respondents in all
categories.

77

(70.5%) indicated that having weekly housekeeping was
important to them.

Forty-five individuals

(51.1%)

indicated that social, recreational, and educational
programs were important to them.

Forty-six individuals

(52.3%) indicated that non-denominational
services were important to them.

religious

Fifty-three individuals

(60.2%)indicated that security was important to them.
Forty-seven individuals

(53.4%) indicated that

transportation to community services was not important to
them.

Fifty-three individuals

(60.2%) indicated that a

full kitchen in their apartment was important to them.
people

Two

(2.2%) indicated that a microwave and refrigerator

were important

(see Table 2 8 ) .

The sample was asked what

features are important to them in an alternative housing
facility.

75 individuals or 8 5 . 2 % considered an emergency

call system important.

58 individuals or 6 5 . 9 % considered

personal laundry facility important.

A flat linen service

was not considered important to 5 5 . 7 % of the respondents.
A n activity room was considered important to 45
individuals, while 43 individuals considered it not
important.

A central living room was considered not

important to 53 individuals or 6 0 . 2 % .
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A central dining

Table 2 8

What Services Would Be Important To You In A Retirement
Facility?

1989 Study
Variable

f

1999 Study
%

f

(N=74)*

%_

(N=88)*

What services would be important to you in a
retirement facility?
Weekly

52

71.2

62

70.5

housekeeping in my apartment
Lunch served daily 50

68.5

58

65.9

Security

53

72.6

53

60.2

Full kitchen in

52

71.2

53

60.2

35

47.9

47

53.4

46

63.0

47

53.4

39

53.4

46

52.3

58.9

45

51.1

my apartment
Breakfast served
daily
Dinner served
daily
Non-denominational
religious
Social,

services
43

recreational, educational
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programs

Table 28 - Continued

198 9 Study
Variable

f

1999 Study
%

(N=74)*

Transportation to
community

39

f

%_

(N=88)*

53.4

41

46.6

5

6.8

2

2.3

4

5.5

2

2.3

services

No kitchen in my
apartment
Other

*Data were not obtained from all respondents in all
categories.
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room area was considered important to 4 5 individuals or
51.1%.

Exercise equipment was considered not important to

53 individuals, or 60.2%.

A library was considered

important to 47 individuals, and not important to 41
individuals.

A separate storage space was considered not

important to 49 individuals or 55.7%.

A garden plot was

considered not important to 73.9% or 65 individuals.
Approximately ninety-eight percent did not report other
important features (see Table 2 9).
The respondents were asked to respond to the question
"If you were considering moving, what types of
accommodations would best suit your needs?"

Twenty-nine

individuals (33.0%) indicated a two-bedroom, two-bath
accommodation.

Twenty-seven individuals (30.7%) indicated

a two-bedroom, one-bath accommodation.

Seventeen

individuals (19.3%) indicated a one-bedroom accommodation.
Eight individuals (9.1%) indicated a studio (living and
bedroom combined) accommodation (see Table 30).
The respondents were asked to respond to the question
"If you were considering a retirement community, what
features in the bathroom would you like included in the
living unit?"

The majority did not consider only a shower

or bathtub important; however, 52.3% did consider a tub and
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Table 29

Which Features Would Be Important To You In A Retirement
Community?

1989 Study
Variable

f

1999 Study
%

(N=74)*

f

%_

(N=88)*

Which features would be important to you in a
retirement community?
Emergency call

61

85.9

75

85.2

system in each apartment
Laundry facilities 54

76.1

58

65.9

Library

29

40.8

47

53.4

Activities room

40

56.3

45

51.1

Dining room

39

54.9

45

51.1

Flat linens

36

50.7

39

44.3

Storage space

44

62.0

39

44.3

Living room

36

50.7

35

39.8

Exercise equipment 24

33 . 8

35

39.8

Garden plot

20

28.2

23

26.1

2

2.8

2

2.2

Other

*Data were not obtained from all respondents in all
categories.
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Table 30
If You Were Considering Moving, What Type Of Accommodations
Would Best Suit Your Needs?

1989 Study
Variable

f

1999 Study
%

(N=74)*

f

%

(N=88)*

If you were considering moving, what type of
accommodations would best suit your needs?
Two-bedroom

23

32.4

29

33.0

33.8

27

30.7

11

15.5

17

19.3

Studio

7

9.9

8

9.1

Other

6

8.5

1

1.1

facility (two bath)
Two-bedroom

24

facility (one bath)
One-bedroom
facility

*Data were not obtained from all respondents in all
categories.
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shower combination important.

A n emergency call system in

the bathroom was considered important to 63.6%, or 56
individuals.

Handheld showerheads were considered not

important by 71.3% of the respondents.

Grab bars in the

bath at 77.3%, a medicine cabinet at 59.1%, and a storage
closet at 6 8 . 2 % were all considered important.

A window

was not considered important by 4 7 individuals, but was
considered important by 41 individuals

(see Table 3 1 ) .

Parking was considered important by 8 7 . 1 % of the
responding sample, with 4 7 . 1 % preferring garages and 4 0 . 0 %
preferring carports.

Eleven respondents

parking not important

(see Table 3 2 ) .

(12.9%) considered

The exterior finish material of preference was brick
at 78.4%, four individuals selected wood, three

individuals

selected stucco, and six individuals wanted either a
combination or other selection of material

84

(see Table 3 3 ) .

Table 31
If You Were Considering A Retirement Community, What
Features In The Bathroom Would You Like Included In The
Living Unit?

1989 Study

Variable

f

1999 Study
%

(N=74)*

f

%

(N=88)*

If you were considering a retirement community,
what features in the bathroom would you like
included in the living unit?
Grab bars

58

80.6

68

77.3

Storage closet

58

80.6

60

68.2

Emergency call

55

76.4

56

63 .6

Medicine cabinet

58

80.6

52

59.1

Tub and shower

52

72 .2

46

52 .3

Window

37

51.4

41

46.6

Shower only

19

26.4

39

44.3

Handheld showers

23

31.9

25

28.4

Bathtub only

6

8.3

2

2.3

Other

3

4.2

2

2.3

combination

*Data were not obtained from all respondents in all
categories.
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Table 32

If You Were Considering A Retirement Community, Would
Covered Parking Be Important To You?

198 9 Study
Variable

f

1999 Study
%

f

(N=74)*

%_

(N=88)*

If you were considering a retirement

community,

would covered parking be important to you?
Yes, enclosed

43

59.7

40

47.1

Yes, carports

14

19.4

34

40.0

Not important

15

20.8

11

12.9

garage

*Data were not obtained from all respondents in all
categories.
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Table 33

What Exterior Finish Material Do You Prefer?

1989 Study
Variable

f

1999 Study
%

(N=74)*

f

%_

(N=88)*

What exterior finish material do you prefer?
Brick

62

89.9

69

78.4

4

5.8

4

4.5

Stucco

3

4.3

3

3.4

Other

0

00.0

6

6.7

Wood, or similar
siding

*Data were not obtained from all respondents in all
categories.
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Alternative Housing Prototype for
Rural Elderly Residents of
Lynn County, Texas
As previously stated the purpose of this study was to
design an alternative housing facility based on the
preferences determined by a survey of the elderly
population of Lynn County, Texas.

After the data was

received it was analyzed to determine the preferences of
the Lynn County elderly.

These preferences are indicated

below.
Consistent with the responding sample's preferences,
having the alternative housing facility located within the
city limits and near a hospital is important.

The facility

should be a one-story structure with a warm colored brick
exterior.

Enclosed garages should be provided with 47.1%

of the living units, and carports with 40.0% of the living
units.

A cottage type facility was requested 60.2%

compared to a unified type facility 3 9.8%; however, to
include the requested services and features preferred by
the respondents the facility should be unified.

The

features that were considered important to the respondents
and should be provided are an activities room, central
dining area, personal laundry facilities, and a library.
The sizes of the above mentioned areas should correspond
88

with the number of people to occupy the residence.

There

were 6 3 . 7 % of the respondents who preferred a two-bedroom
living unit, 19.3% respondents preferred a one-bedroom
living unit, and 9,1% of the respondents desired a studio
living unit.

Therefore, the design of the prototype

should

reflect these percentages of types of dwelling units.
two-bedroom units should be half with two bathrooms
and half with one bathroom
respondents.

The

(33.0%)

(30.7%) according to the sample

Features that should be included in the

bathrooms are an emergency call system, grab bars in the
shower area, medicine cabinet, tub and shower combination,
and a storage closet.

Based on the sum of the categories

selected and divided by the total responding sample, the
individual areas or rooms should be approximately

(see

Table 3 4 ) :
Bedroom

185 square feet

Living room

199 square feet

Kitchen

91 square feet

Dining area

93 square feet

Bathroom

85 square feet

All of the rooms should have carpet for the floor
covering material, except the kitchen and bathrooms, which

89

Table 34

If You Were Considering A Retirement Community, Which Room
Size Would You Consider Being Most Ideal?

1989 Study
Variable

f

1999 Study
%

(N=74)*

f

%_

(N=88)*

If you were considering a retirement community,
which room size would you consider being most
ideal?
Bedroom
14'xl6'

22

32.4

36

40.9

12'xl4'

42

61.9

33

37.5

10'xl2'

4

5.9

13

14.8

Other

0

00.0

3

14'xl6'

38

55.9

50

56.8

12'xl4'

26

38.2

27

30.7

10'xl2'

4

5.9

5

5.7

Other

0

00.0

3

3.3

N/A

0

00.0

1

1.1

3.3

Living room
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Table 34 - Continued

1989 Study

f

Variable

1999 Study

%

(N=74)*

f

%

(N=88)*

Kitchen
8'xlO'

32

46.4

41

46.6

10'xl2'

29

42.0

28

31.8

6'x8'

8

11.6

10

11.4

Other

0

00.0

3

3.3

8'xlO'

28

41.8

41

46.6

10'xl2'

30

44.8

31

35.2

6'x8'

6

9.0

9

10.2

Other

0

00.0

2

2.2

7'xlO'

42

63.6

38

43.2

lO'xll'

20

30.3

36

40.9

7'x8'

4

6.1

10

11.4

N/A

0

00.0

1

1.1

Dining Area

Bathroom

•Data were not obtained from all respondents in all
categories.
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should have vinyl

(see Table 3 5 ) .

The interior wall

finish

in the kitchen, living room, dining room, and bedroom
should be paint, and the bathroom should be ceramic tiie
(see Table 3 6 ) .

Warm colors should be used for the

interior finish colors

(see Table 3 7 ) .

In addition to the respondents' preferences, the
alternative housing facility prototype should meet the
guidelines set forth by state, federal, and local

agencies

to ensure safety and accessibility.
A n office should be provided for financial
security, and housing maintenance.

The public areas of the

facility should be within view of the office.
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overseeing,

Table 35
What Floor Covering Materials Do You Prefer?

1989 Study
Variable

f

1999 Study
%

(N=74)*

f

%_

(N=88)*

What floor covering materials do you prefer?
In the kitchen
Vinyl

39

54.9

47

53 .4

Carpet

32

45.1

34

38.6

0

00.0

6

6.7

70

97.2

81

92.0

Vinyl

1

1.4

3

3.4

Other

1

1.4

2

2 .2

Carpet

58

81.7

59

67.0

Vinyl

12

16.9

20

22 .7

Other

1

1.4

5

5.7

Vinyl

29

40.3

44

50.0

Carpet

42

58.3

38

43.2

Other

In the living room
Carpet

In the dining room

In the bathroom
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Table 35 - Continued

1989 Study
Variable

f

1999 Study
%

(N=74)*
Other

f

%

(N=88)*

1

1.4

4

4.4

72

100.0

84

95.5

Vinyl

0

0 0.0

2

2.3

Other

0

00.0

1

1.1

In the bedroom
Carpet

*Data were not obtained from all respondents in all
categories.
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Table 3 6

What Interior Wall Finish Materials Do You Prefer?

1999 Study

1989 Study
Variable

%

%

(N=88)*

(N=74)*

What interior wall finish materials do you prefer?
In the kitchen
Paint

28

39.4

39

44.3

Wallpaper

10

14.1

28

31.8

Paneling

31

43.7

18

20.5

2.8

1

1.1

0

00.0

1

1.1

Paint

21

29.6

37

42.0

Paneling

37

52.1

29

33.0

12.7

17

19.3

5.6

3

3.3

34.3

32

36.4

10.0

30

34.1

Other
N/A
In the living room

Wallpaper
Other
In the dining room
Paint

24

Wallpaper
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Table 36 - Continued

1999 Study

198 9 Study
Variable

%

%

(N=88)*

(N=74)*
Paneling

50.0

35

20

22.7

5.7

1.1

0

00.0

2.3

Paint

30

42 .3

44

50.0

Wallpaper

15

21.1

28

31.8

Paneling

21

29.6

11

12 .5

7.0

1

1.1

Other
N/A
In the bedroom

Other
Combination

0

00.0

1

1.1

N/A

0

00.0

1

1.1

3

4.2

59

67.0

Other

14

18.9

18

20.3

Paint

12

16.9

6

6.8

5

7.0

4

4 .5

In the bathroom
Wallpaper

Paneling

*Data were not obtained from all respondents in all
categories
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Table 37

What Interior Finish Colors Do You Prefer?

1989 Study
Variable

f

19 99 Study
%

(N=74)*

f

%_

(N=88)*

What interior finish colors do you prefer?
Warm colors

47

65.3

49

59.0

34

41.0

(beiges, browns, yellows, mauves)
Cool colors

25

34.7

(blues, greens, greys)

*Data were not obtained from all respondents in all
categories.
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Table 38

What Exterior Colors Do You Prefer?

1989 Study
Variable

f

1999 Study
%

f

(N=74)*

%_

(N=88)*

What exterior colors do you prefer?
Warm colors

56

81.2

59

70.2

(beiges, browns, yellows, mauves)
Cool colors

13

18.8

25

(blues, greens, greys)
*Data were not obtained from all respondents in all
categories.
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29.8

The prototypical plan has 12 units that will provide
housing for a maximum of 20 individuals.

This number was

calculated by using the data obtained from the respondents
anticipating the need for alternative housing with in the
next five years and comparing it to the overall
residents of Lynn County, Texas, 65 and over.

elderly
The layout

for the prototypical plan was developed using the design
characteristics of alternative housing

(Baker & Prince,

1990; Monk & Kaye, 1991; Kalymun, 1990; Zaff & Devlin,
1998; Young, 1998; Hallman & Joseph,

1997).

The data collected from the survey respondents has
been recorded into three tables: Frequencies for Responses
of Mature Adult Rural Housing Questionnaire,

Indicated

Design Preferences, and Important Support Services.
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Table 3 9
Important Support

Support

Services

Service

% Indicating

Meal preparation
Breakfast served daily

53 .4

Lunch served daily

65.9

Dinner served daily

53 .4

Weekly housekeeping

70.5

Full kitchen in my apartment
Social

60.2

activities

Social, educational, and recreational

51.1

Programs
Non-denominational religious services

52.3
60.2

Security
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Symbol

Design Components

Number

Provided
A.

Porches

7

B.

Entry

1

C.

Activity area

2

D.

Common living

1

E.

Office

1

F.

Common dining area

2

G.

Kitchen

1

H.

Laundry

1

I.

Storage and water heater

1

J.

Garages

9

K.

Carports

8

L.

Two-bedroom, one-bathroom unit

4

M.

One-bedroom, one-bathroom unit

2

N.

Two-bedroom, two-bathroom unit

4

O.

Studio unit

2

P.

Mechanical room.

2

Figure 4. Design components of alternative housing
facility prototype for rural elderly residents of Lynn
County, Texas.
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Symbol

Design Component

Finish

Material
A.

B.

Porches
Walls

Brick

Floor

Concrete

Ceiling

Wood/Metal

Entry
Walls

Brick/glass/paint

Floor

VCT (non- si ip)

Ceiling
C.

Wood/M

Activities Area
Walls

Glass/paint/VWC

Floor

Carpet

Ceiling
D.

Paint

Common Living Area
Walls

VWC

Floor

Carpet

Ceiling

Figure 5.

Paint

Finish materials for common areas in prototype
alternative housing facility.
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E.

Office
Walls

F.

G.

Glass/VWC/paint

Floor

Carpet

Ceiling

Paint

Common Dining Area
Walls

VWC

Floor

Carpet

Ceiling

Paint

Kitchen
Walls

VWC

Floor

VCT

Ceiling
H.

I.

Paint

Laundry
Wal 1 s

VWC

Floor

Vinyl

Ceiling

Paint

Storage and Water Heater
Walls

Paint

Floor

Concrete

Ceiling

Paint

Figure 5. Continued
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J.

Garages
Walls

Paint

Floor

Concrete

Ceiling
K.

Paint

Carports
Walls

Wood posts

F1 oor

Cone r e t e

Ceiling

Wood/metal
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$C/^^^: 7 8 " ^Y'O II
Figure 6
units.

Floor plan of two-bedroom, two-bathroom livi ng
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%^t: 1/8" -Y'O-

Figure 7.
units.

Floor plan of two-bedroom, one-bathroom living
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Figure 8.
units.

Floor plan of one-bedroom, one-bathroom living
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OHKCA

tOO\>h

2

U'lNJ^- WOh

KJrotN

5

M

5C^t: 1/8" 'V'O

Figure 9.

Floor plan of studio living units
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Symbol
1.

2.

Design Component
Living Room
Wal 1 s

Paint

Floor

Carpet

Ceiling

Paint

Dining Room

3.

Walls

Paint

Floor

Carpet

Ceiling

Paint

Kitchen

4.

5.

Finish Material

Walls

Paint

Floor

Vinyl

Ceil ing

Paint

Bedroom
Walls

Paint

Floor

Carpet

Ceiling

Paint

Bathroom

Figure 10.

Wal 1 s

Wal Ipaper

Floor

Vinyl

Ceiling

Paint

Interior finish materials for living units
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Symbol
5.

Design Components
Bathroom Amenities
Grab bars
Storage
Emergency call system
Medicine Cabinet
Tub/Shower combination with seat

Figure 11. List of bathroom amenities included in all
units.
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CHAPTER V
SUMMARY, FINDINGS, CONCLUSIONS, AND
RECOMMENDATIONS FOR FURTHER RESEARCH

Summary of the Study
The rural elderly registered voters of Lynn County,
Texas were surveyed in order to gather data concerning
their preferences of services, features and design elements
in an alternative housing facility.

This collected data

was used to design a prototypical alternative housing
facility.

Frequencies were calculated to determine the

services and features deemed important, and the design
elements preferred by the responding sample.

The data were

used to develop a prototypical alternative housing facility
for rural residents 60 years old or older.

Furthermore,

the prototypical facility meets the design criteria
allocated by federal, state, and local governmental
agencies to guarantee safety and accessibility.

Research Questions:

Findings of the Study

Data analysis, the findings that answer the research
questions are as follows:
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RQl.

What do the demographic characteristics indicate

about the elderly of Lynn County, Texas?
1. The demographic characteristics of the elderly of
Lynn County, Texas, indicate the majority are married
and are between 65 and 69 years of age.

The majority

of the respondent's income is above $1500 a month.
They own their home, and it would sell for between
$50,000 - $79,000.

Farming and homemaking are the top

two occupations, with the majority of the sample
retired.

They are very satisfied with their current

housing and have lived in that home for over 10 years.
RQ2.

What services in an alternative housing facility

are important factors to the elderly?
2. The services the sample indicated important were:
breakfast, lunch, and dinner served daily, weekly
housekeeping provided, social, recreational, and
educational programs, non-denominational religious
services, and security.
RQ3.

What features in an alternative housing facility

are important factors to the elderly?
3. The features the sample indicated important were:
emergency call system, personal laundry facilities,
activity room, central dining room, and a library.
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RQ4.

What design elements in an alternative housing

facility are important to the elderly?
4. The design elements that the sample indicated
important were as follows a bathroom with a tub/shower
combination, emergency call system, grab bars,
medicine cabinet, storage closet, and parking with
garages and carports.

Other factors that the sample

indicated an alternative housing facility should
contain were as follows: it should be located within
the city limits; the exterior should be a warm colored
brick; carpeting for all of the rooms except the
bathroom and kitchen which should be vinyl; paint
should be used on the walls for all rooms except the
bathroom which should be ceramic tile; and warm finish
colors should be used throughout the facility.

Age-Related Findings of the Study
The respondents to the questionnaire were divided into
four age groups:

between 60-64, 24.1%; between 65-69,

2 7.6%; between 70-74, 2 5.3%; and over 75, 23.0%.
1.

The younger respondents (60-64 and 65-69) 57.1%
considered exercise equipment more important than
the older respondents (70-74 and over 75).
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2.

The younger respondents (60-64 and 65-69) 57.6%
considered separate storage space more important
than the older respondents (70-74 and over 75).

3.

The younger respondents (60-64 and 65-69) 78.3%
considered having a garden plot more important
than the older respondents (70-74 and over 75).

4.

Of the younger respondents (60-64 and 65-69),
75.5% indicated that having an alternative housing
facility near a residential neighborhood was
important.

5.

Of the older respondents (70-74 and over 75),
58.3% indicated that having an alternative housing
facility near churches was important.

6.

Respondents who had fallen in the last 30 days
were all over the age of 65,

7.

More than 50% of the respondents who indicated
daily housekeeping and yard work were what they
liked least about their current living situation
were under 65 years of age.

8.

Only three respondents indicated that they used an
assistance device for mobility, and all three were
over the age of 75.
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9.

Of the younger respondents (60-64 and 65-69), more
than 50% indicated a preference for weekly
housekeeping services.

10. Of the respondents who indicated flat linen
services were important, 59% were over the age of
65.
11. A central dining room and activities room were
considered important by a higher percentage of
younger respondents under the age of 65.
12. Younger respondents (60-64 and 65-69) indicated a
preference for a larger bedroom, living room,
dining area, and bathroom in their living spaces.
13. Warm colors were indicated as the preferred colors
for the interior and exterior of the alternative
housing facility, by all ages.

Comparison of Preferences between 1989
and 1999 Studies
The majority of the 1999 responding sample 95.2%
compared to 100% of the 1989 responding sample desired a
one-story retirement facility.

In 1999, 60.2% of the

respondents, preferred a cottage type facility, where as in
1989, 54.8% preferred a cottage type facility.
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When asked if they would prefer to live with someone
or alone, in 1999, 75.0% desired to live alone, in 1989
76.4% preferred to live alone.

Those individuals desiring

to live with someone were 24.1% in 1999, compared to 23.6%
in 1989.
The location preference for the alternative housing
facility in relation to various landmarks was asked. In
1999, the only preference was that the housing facility be
located within the city limits; in 1989 the preferences
were that the location be near a hospital, near a doctor's
office, and within the city limits.
The services desired in the 1999 study: breakfast,
lunch, dinner served daily, weekly housekeeping, social,
recreational, and educational programs, non-denominational
religious services, security, and a full kitchen in their
apartment.

The services desired in the 1989 study:

breakfast, lunch, dinner served daily, weekly housekeeping,
social, recreational, and educational programs, nondenominational religious services, security, a full kitchen
in their apartment, and transportation to community
services
The features desired by the respondents in the 1999
study include: an emergency call system, a laundry
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facility, an activity room, a central dining room, and a
library.

The features desired by the respondents in the

1989 study include: an emergency call system, a laundry
facility, flat linen services, an activity room, a central
living room, a central dining room, and a separate storage
space.
The respondents were asked to respond to the question
"If you were considering moving, what type of
accommodations would best suit your needs?"

The responses

in 1999 indicted 33.0%, preferred a two-bedroom, two-bath
accommodation in 1999, compared to 32.4% in 1989. In 1999
30.7%, and in 1989 33.8% indicated a two-bedroom, one-bath
accommodations.

The one-bedroom accommodations were

indicated by 19.3% of the responses in 1999, and 15.5% of
the responses in 1989.

In 1999 9.1%, and 9.9% in 1989

preferred a studio (living and bedroom combined)
accommodation.
The respondents were asked to respond to the question
"If you were considering a retirement community, what
features in the bathroom would you like included in the
living unit?"

The 1999 responses: tub and shower

combination, an emergency call system, grab bars, a
medicine cabinet, and a storage closet.
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The 1989

responses:

tub and shower combination, an emergency call

system, grab bars, a medicine cabinet, a storage closet,
and a window.
In regard to parking, in 1999 47.1% preferred enclosed
garage parking compared to 59.7% in 1989.

In 1999, 40.0%

preferred carport parking compared to 19.4% in 1989.
Parking was not considered important to 12.9% in 1999, and
20.8% in 1989.
The exterior finish material of preference was brick
in both studies, 78.4% in 1999, and 89.9% in 1989.

In both

studies four individuals selected wood, and three
individuals selected stucco.

In the 1999 study six

respondents wrote in other material choices.

Conclusions
The following conclusions were discovered from the
data in the 1999 study and the comparison of the 1989
study.
1.

The elderly residents of Lynn County, Texas, are

veory satisfied with their current housing; however, an
alternative housing facility is a feasible solution to
institutionalization.
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2.

The number of individuals needing alternative

housing options within the next five years was calculated.
According to The Bureau of Census (1990), of the 6758
residents of Lynn County, Texas, 20.33% is over 60 years of
age. This equates to 1373 people over the age of 60 living
in Lynn County, Texas.

3.4% of the survey respondents

answered they would need alternative housing within the
next five years. 3.4% of the total elderly population of
Lynn County, Texas equates to 47 individuals needing
alternative housing options within the next five years.
57.1% of the population reported their income at more than
$1500 a month.

This group financially could more easily

afford the cost of alternative housing.

57.1% of 4 7 people

are 24 individuals within the next five years looking at
moving into an alternative housing facility.
3.

Age (60 years of age and over) is not a

determining factor in design preferences. There are
numerous factors, (demographics, cultural influences,
regional influence, etc.) that determine design
preferences. Age is a point of reference in a life span.
4.

The elderly Lynn County residents prefers

services that promote independence.
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support

Conclusions from Comparing the 1989 Study
to the 1999 Study
Comparing the 1989 study to the 1999 study, several
conclusions were determined.
1.

The location for an alternative housing facility

in Lynn County, Texas, should be within the city limits.
2.

The services included in the alternative housing

facility in Lynn County, Texas should be breakfast, lunch,
dinner served daily, weekly housekeeping, social,
recreational, and educational programs, non-denominational
religious services, and a full kitchen in their apartments
3.

The features that should be included in an

alternative housing facility in Lynn County, Texas should
be an emergency call system, a laundry facility, an
activity room, and a central dining room.

Recommendations for Further Study
The research of rural elderly and their preferences in
alternative housing revealed a need for further study.
Recommendations for further studies include: (1) a
duplication of the study with a larger sample to gather a
greater amount of data for analysis; (2) repeat the study
in various geographic locations; (3) a study with more
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detailed design preferences; (4) a study to determine if a
current alternative housing facility meets the design
preferences of the population living in it; (5) a study to
compare the design preferences of the rural elderly to the
urban elderly; (6) a study to compare if the percentage of
people in Lynn County, Texas, that actually need
alternative housing within five years correlates to the
responses from this study; (7) a study to determine what
design factors contribute to the elderly's satisfaction
with their own homes; (8) a study to determine why the Lynn
County, Texas, population does not anticipate a need for
alternative housing within five years; (9) a study to
determine if socio-economic background determines a
difference in design preferences; (10) a study to evaluate
the perception of distance (outside the city limits or
within the city limits) to the rural elderly in relation to
the placement of an alternative housing facility; (11) a
study to determine the cost of living in a rural
alternative living facility, and to determine if a rural
community can support an alternative housing facility.
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TEXAS'lECH UNIVERSITY
C.o)l«rge of Human Sciences
IX.irir.men[ of Merctiandising,
Eiiviroivnenul Design and
Comuincr Economics

UibJ-Kxk.TX?';^ 1162
(8U6) 742 .WSO
PAX (B06) 742-1639

March 9, 1999
Dear T ynn CouiiLy Resident:
The process of aging brirrjs about mciny physical changes
thd_ oftLGn require a modificction in the livinc
arrangement3 of older incividudls. Currently it a mature
ddult ic forced to make a housing transition to a ir.ore
oupportive envLromiieiit, the choices in T.ynn Coui.Ly are vary
1inited.
As a graduate stude.nt at Texas Tech Univoroity work-ing in
-he area of F.nvironnentai Desii:ti, the limitations of
hou.^ing choices for the iiaLure adu.lt residents of Lynn
County has been brougl.t. tc my attention. It is my belief
that many TiaLure adulrs can live a productive, mdependonr
life provided sone burdens of dr>iiy liviry are reduced.
The title of my Masliers Degree _hesis is "Rural lloising: P.n
Alterr.ativf* Flousing Desiyu for Mature ?idult Residents".
Your opinions are very important to ire and my research.
''our ass-sLance in helping me ga-her data Lo complete my
decree will be greatly appreriated. Tne information you
provide will be completely anonvir.uus.
Enclo.sed LS a copy of Lht "Katurc Adul" Rural Housing
Quest icr.naire" which has been developec tor this Lljesis
orojecL. Please complete the questionnaiiy, and return it
Lo me by March 31, 19 9'^.
insuring senior ciL-zens a lifestyle of the highest guallLy
is a great concern of mine. Vour a.=ssi src nee in itidKing this
project hJCCGSSful is greatly appreciated.

Sincerely yours,

Associate Frofccsor

Graduate Student

126

Appendix B
QUESTIONNAIRE
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MATURE ADULT RURAL
HOUSING QUESTIONNAIRE
(A Confidential Survey)
Please understand participation is strictly voluntary and your answers will
remain anonymous. Return the completed questionnaire by (fill in date) in
the self-addressed postage paid envelope provided. Thank you for your
time and cooperation.
Most of the questions may be answered by simply placing an "X" in the
appropriate

. However, you may need to write in an additional

answer for some questions.
001

What race are you?
White
Black
Hispanic
Other:

002

What is your marital status?
Married
Widowed
Divorced
Separated
Never Married
Other:

003 What is your occupation?
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004 Are you currently employed?
Yes, full time (36 or more hours per week)
Yes, part time (less than 36 hours a week)
No, but am seeking employment
No, retired. What was your previous occupation?

005 What is the highest level of education that you have attained?
Less than high school
Some high school but not high school graduate
High school graduate
Some college, but not college graduate
Associate Degree
Bachelor's Degree
More than Bachelor's Degree
006 How long have you lived at your present address?

007 How satisfied are you with your current housing?
(Circle a number to indicate level of satisfaction)
Not Satisfied
1 2
3 4 5 6 7 Very Satisfied
008 Do you own a car and drive it yourself (car, truck, van, etc.)?
Yes, I own a car/truck and drive myself
Yes, I own a car/truck but do not drive
I do not own or drive a car/truck
I can drive but do not own a car/truck
009 When was your last visit to the doctor?
Within the last 30 days
31 to 60 days ago
61 to 90 days ago
91 days to 179 days ago
6 months to a year ago
More than a year ago
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010 When was your last stay in the hospital?
Within the last 6 months
More than 6 months - but less than 1 year
More than 1 year - but less than 2 years
More than 2 years - but less than 3 years
More than 3 years - but less than 5 years
More than 5 years
Have never stayed in a hospital

011 How many different prescription medicines are you taking in one day?
#
prescriptions.
012 Compared to other people in your age group, is your health. . .
Better than average
About average
Below average
013 Do you usually eat
Alone
With spouse
With relative
With friend
Other:

014 Who prepares most of your meals? (Check only one.)
Self
Spouse
Child or relative
Friend
Other:
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015 Have you fallen in the last 30 days?
Yes, at home
If at home, where in the home:
Yes, but not at home
If not at home, where:
No, have not fallen

016 Indicate what you like LEAST about your present living situation.
(Check only one.)
Transportation problems
Security worries
Loneliness
Too many steps (inside and out)
Daily housekeeping
Expense for repairs
Yard work
Other: (please indicate)
017 Do you anticipate the need for alternate housing arrangements with in
the next five years?
Yes
No
If yes, do you think you would. . .
Move to a smaller house
Move to an apartment
Live with relatives
Move to a retirement community, specifically designed for
individuals over the age of 60
Other:
018 Do you use any of the following devices to get around?
Wheelchair

Walker
Cane
Other:
None of the above
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019 If you were no longer able to care for yourself in your own home, what
would you consider the best alternative?
Retirement housing
Nursing home
Live with son(s) or daughter(s)
Live with relative other than my children
Get live-in help
Get home health aid
Other:
Do not know
020 Would it be important to you that a retirement facility be located near. .
(Check all that are important)
Hospital
Doctor's office
Residential neighborhood
Churches
Located within the city limits
Located in the country, or out of the city limits
Other:
021 If you were considering a retirement community, would you prefer. . .
One story facility (all ground floor units)
Two or more story facility (not all ground floor units)
022 If you were considering a retirement community, would you prefer. . .
A unified facility (all dwelling units constructed under one
roof)
A cottage type facility (All dwelling units not connected under
one roof)
023 Would you prefer to live alone or with someone?
Alone
With someone
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024 What services would be important to you in a retirement facility?
(Check all the ones you prefer.)
Breakfast served daily
Lunch served daily (noon)
Dinner served daily (evening)
Weekly housekeeping in my apartment
Social, recreational, and educational programs
Non-denominational religious services
Security
Transportation to community services
Full kitchen in my apartment
No kitchen in my apartment
Other:

025 Which features would be important to you in a retirement community?
Emergency call system in each apartment
Personal laundry facilities
Flat linens provided and laundered
Activities room
Central living room area
Central dining room area
Exercise equipment
Library
Separate storage space
Garden plot (for personal gardening)
Other:
026 If you were considering moving, what type of accommodations would
best suit your needs?
Studio (living and bedroom combined)
One-bedroom facility
Two-bedroom facility (one bath)
Two-bedroom facility (two bath)
Other:
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027 If you were considering a retirement community, what features in the
bathroom would you like included in the living unit?
(Check all that are important.)
Shower only
Bathtub only
Tub and shower combination
Emergency call system
Handheld shower heads
Grab bars in bath areas
Medicine cabinet
Storage closet
Window
Other:
028 If you were considering a retirement community, would covered
parking be important to you?
Yes, enclosed garage
Yes, carports
Not important
029 What exterior finish materials do you prefer?
Brick
Stucco
Wood, or similar siding
Other:

134

030 If you were considering a retirement community, which room size
would you consider to be most ideal?
Bedroom
14'x16'

10'x12'

12'x14'

10'x12'

12'x14'

6'x8'

8'x10'

6'x8'

8'x10'

7'x8'

7'x10'

Other:

Living Room
14'x16'
Other:
Kitchen
10'x12'
Other:

Dining Area
10'x12'
Other:

Bathroom
10'xir
Other:
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031 What floor covering materials do you prefer?
In the kitchen
Carpet
Vinyl
Other:_
In the living room
Carpet
Vinyl
Other:_
In the dining room
Carpet
Vinyl
Other:_
In the bathroom
Carpet
Vinyl
Other:_
In the bedroom
Carpet
Vinyl
Other:
032 What interior wall finish materials do you prefer?
In the kitchen
Wallpaper
Paneling
Paint
Other:
In the living room
Wallpaper
Paneling
Paint
Other:
In the dining room
Wallpaper
Paneling
Paint
Other:
In the bedroom
Wallpaper
Paneling
Paint
Other:
In the bathroom
Ceramic Tile
Wallpaper
Paneling
Paint
Other:

136

033 What interior finish colors do you prefer?
Warm colors (beiges, browns, yellows, mauves)
Cool colors (blues, greens, greys)
034 What exterior finish colors do you prefer?
Warm colors (beiges, browns, yellows, mauves)
Cool colors (blues, greens, greys)
035 Do you rent or own the home in which you live?
Own
Rent
Other:
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Remember this is a confidential survey!
036 If you own your home, what would your home sell for today?
Less than $25,000

$25,000 - $49,999
$50,000 - $74,999
$75,000 - $99,999
$100,000 or over
037 What is you total household income per month?
Less than $300
More than $300, but less than $600
More than $600, but less than $1000
More than $1000, but less than $1500
More than $1500
038 What Is your age?
Between 60 and 64
Between 65 and 69
Between 70 and 74
Over 75

Thank you for completing this survey. Please return by (fill in date).

The above questionnaire was adapted from the questionnaire developed by
Obenland and Blumanthal in A guide to the Design and Development of Housing
for the Elderly published by New England Non-Profit Housing Development
Corporation in 1978 and the Mature Adult Housing Needs Assessment
questionnaire developed by the Center of the Study of Aging, Abilene Christian
University.
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