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PREFERENCES FOR COMMUNITY LIVING:
a statewide opinion of Indiana residents

SUMMARY

In the spring of 1973, more than 8, 000
Indiana residents were asked to participate
in a community preference survey. The
sample was selected so that the responses
to the questionnaire would be representative
of all persons in Indiana. More than 5, 300
questionnaires were returned, and this re-
port summarizes those responses. The data
are being analyzed and further significant
findings will be reported.

Initial tabulations contain few unexpect-
ed results but, nevertheless, they are inter-
esting. In general, Indiana residents like
their existing communities although this
feeling was not unanimous. Some additional
comments about the responses are summar-
ized below.

1. Indiana residents prefer small and
medium sized communities. Many prefer
their existing community size or one slightly
smaller.

2. Within a community the most pre- /7~

limits but within a 15-minute drive. Thi

4., Small or medium size communities
are viewed as offering a high quality of life.
However, large communities were perceived
to be best for availability of jobs, equality of
opportunity for all racial groups, and enter-
tainment,

5. Hoosiers are about equ;%\ ed

: n re-

on the question of whether a popula
distribution policy of some sort is desirable.

A

INTRODUG N

—\

Many groups "ﬁmviduals, both pub-
lic and private, %king decisions and
taking actions to imj e Indiana communi-
ties. Bills gr%a\sg;éd in our federal and
state legisl /turefs‘\;"’local government officials
and agekngg\f \s\\w/é}ke many decisions; indus-
trial d ’velﬁpment groups seek new indus-
éé"Qe\;}.ﬁ/state developers build new
omes,‘\\i stores, factories, and roads; envir-
entalists strive to improve the quality of
ysical surroundings; and many meet-

(L\ngs are held for the stated purpose of mak-

~—to live.

ferred residence location is outside theox\\ /}ﬁhg our communities better places in which
s

preference has obvious implications foﬁ&d
and energy use. ‘// \\

3. Indiana residents are willing tc
on a neighboring community for y ser-
vices, but they have a strong @);/e;fgre/nce for
their own public schools, %&tz;% and emer-
gency health services. “Hi iality schools
and medical care s ed very desir-
able for a communi

However, no one really knows in what
kind of communities Indiana residents want
to live. Each individual has his own ideas
and opinions about what makes a good com-
munity, but very little factual information
is known with regard to what characteristics
and services are preferred by Indiana resi-
dents or how they feel about their existing
communities, In what type of community

This report was prepared by John Gordon, agricultural economist; Brian Blake, social
psychologist; and Ralph Brooks and Vern Ryan, sociologists. All are members of the Agri-
cultural Economics Department at Purdue University, working in community development.
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would Indiana residents choose to live? What
size would it be? What services would be
considered essential? What community at-
tributes or characteristics are considered
essential? Are there services on which peo-
ple are willing to depend on neighboring com-
munities? How does the preferred community
differ from the community in which residents
presently live? What type of community do
Hoosiers dislike? How do Indiana residents
feel about population redistribution policies?
These are some of the questions asked
of a sample of people in Indiana during a
survey conducted in April, May and June of
1973. The sample included more than 8, 000
Indiana residents selected by a procedure so
that their opinions would be representative
of the entire state. More than 5, 300 house-
holds returned a completed questionnaire.
This report presents a brief overview of the
responses to the questions asked in the sur-
vey. A detailed explanation of the question-
naire and procedures used to conduct the sur-
vey is contained in a previous report ('Com-
munity Preference of Indiana Residents:
Methods and Responses to Statewide Survey, "
Purdue University, October 1973). No analy-
sis is included in this report. Additional in-
formation will be published as analysis of the
data proceeds.

SIZE OF COMMUNITY

In order to gain some understanding of

prefer, respondents were asked two ques~,
tions, First, they were asked for an inc ica-
tion of the size of community in Which,/thé%
would most like to live and, then eﬁf:/gn
which they would least like to live ommu-
nity was defined as a city or towgﬁij in or
which the respondent might live.” )/

The responses, shown i
cate that Indiana resi
medium sized commun A’community of
less than 150, 000 people preferred by
nine out of ten of the participants in our sam-
ple. Only one out of ten indicated a prefer-
ence to live in a community with a population
of more than 150,000, More specifically,

4.
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the size of community that Indiana reside@tx\\\

the most preferred size of community was
2,500 to 10, 000, followed closely by the
10, 000 to 50, 000 size. When asked to select
a preferred community size more than half
of the respondents chose one of these two
community sizes.

Respondents were asked also to indicate
the size of community in which they were liv-
ing., More Hoosiers prefer to live in com-
munities of 2,500 to 10, 000 and 10, 000 to
50, 000 than actually reside in communities
of those sizes. Twenty-eight percent indi-
cated a desire to live in a community of 2, 500
to 10, 000 persons compared with 23 percent
actually living in that size of community.

Similarly, 27 percent prefer a con%%ty of
10, 000 to 50, 000 compared with g ercent
actually living in that size of ¢ rnél\u;y
Further analysis shows a stro %ference
for the respondent's presen{:éyg?ﬂi—:«”of commun-
ity or the size just sma}l/”" ]

n%s existing
community. -

Fewer people pre e}\%live in either the
150, 000 to 500, 00 , 000 or more sizes
than actually liv mﬁe larger communi-
ties. In total, almost/15 percent of our re-
spondents we "&a&/t\/ually living in these larg-
er size com iés while only 9 percent in-
dicat/erqdigse rence to do so.

“When sked to select a community size

least liked, there was a strong tendency
for \dents to indicate the very large

~community. The largest size class, more
han 500, 000 people, was selected as least

Table 1. Suppose you could live wherever you wanted.

In what size community would you most like and least
like to live?

Percent of responses

Community size Like Like
(population) most least Present
More than 500, 000 3.9 70. 8 6.8
150, 000-500, 000 5.4 3.2 8.7
50, 000-150, 000 13.3 1.6 13.9
10, 000- 50, 000 26.7 1.5 24.8
2,500- 10, 000 27.9 1.7 22.9
Less than 2, 500 20. 3 14. 8 20.0
No reply 2.4 6.4 3.0
Total 100. 0 100. 0 100. 0




preferred by approximately 70 percent. On
the other hand, 15 percent indicated they
least preferred a community with a popula-
tion of less than 2,500. This is consistent
with the preference indicated for small and

medium size communities.

LOCATION OF RESIDENCE

Another question was asked to determine
residence location preference given that the
respondent could live in the size of commun-
ity of his choice. Four responses were pos-
sible: (1) near downtown area, (2) away
from downtown, but within city limits, (3)
outside city limits, within 15-minute drive,
and (4) outside city limits, more than 15-
minute drive.

These responses are summarized in
Table 2. The most preferred location was
outside the city limits, but within a 15-
minute drive. Almost one-half chose this
location. Another one-third selected the lo-
cation away from downtown but within the
city limits.

An overwhelming 73 percent chose the
near downtown area as the least preferred
location. Another 18 percent least liked the
location outside the city limits and more
than a 15-minute drive to the city.

WILLINGNESS TO DEPEND ON
NEIGHBORING COMMUNITIES

Respondents were asked also whether
they would be willing to rely on nelghbor;
communities for each of eight commu
services, given that the respondent;§ c U;
live in a community of his pref d\:ﬂze.
The responses are summamze%ble/ 3.
In general, respondents (mov/ 0 per-
'Ihng“ t/o /depend on

jobs and en-
illing to rely

cent) indicated they wer
a neighboring communi
tertainment. About half
on a neighboring co ity for outdoor rec-
reation, shopping, and pitals. But re-
sponses to our question indicated that Indiana
residents have a strong preference not to de-
pend on a neighboring community for public
schools, doctors, and emergency health ser-

Table 2. Considering the size of community you prefet
where would you most like and least like to have your
home located?

Percent of responses

Like Like

Location most least Present
Near downtown area 4.6 73.2 13.3
Away from downtown,

but in city limits 32,1 1.7 45.5
Outside city limits,

with 15-minute drive 48.8 1.4 34,4
Outside city limits, more

than 15-minute drive 12.3 17. 8 4.7
No response 2.2 5.8 2.1
Total 100. 0 100, 0 100. 0

Table 3. Considering your preferred sizg\z%%g}mity,
would you be willing to depend on nelglﬁ mmuni-
ties for the following services?

Per/jri? Qf\zsponses
Yps \Ne

Service reply Total
Entertainment ‘ 6?%30. 0 6.5 100
Good jobs % 33.9 3.7 100
Shopping facilities xs 42.9 3.3 100
Outdoor recreatio 52,8 40,7 6.9 100
Hospitals  ,—/ . /44.0 52.5 3.2 100
Doctors (C ¢) 338 63.6 2.6 100
Health e rg%g\y /

serv1<;2e ) 31,2 65.0 3.8 100
Public. s@@ls 23.0 72.0 5.0 100

/More than 60 percent indicated they

~ did not want to depend on a neighboring com-
h h .
\\ munity for these three services

ATTRIBUTES OF
PREFERRED COMMUNITY

In an effort to identify the specific char-
acteristics and services people want for
their preferred community, respondents
were asked to evaluate eleven characteristics
as to whether they considered them essential,
desirable (but not essential), don't care, or
undesirable. The responses are indicated
in Table 4.

High quality medical care and schools of
high quality were considered essential by a
large majority of the respondents, Over 60

5.



percent considered these two services essen- nearness to relatives were all considered

tial and well over 90 percent rated them ei- desirable characteristics. Many people in-
ther desirable or essential. The availability dicated they did not have a preference one
of good jobs was also considered desirable way or the other about a wide variety of
or essential by over 90 percent, but only clubs or if minority races were present in
about 50 percent of the respondents rated it the community.
essential,

In addition to these three, several char- QUALITY OF LIFE
acteristics were considered desirable by
more than 50 percent. A wide variety of Another question was asked to determine
stores, voice in community affairs, wide which size of community is judged by Indiana
variety of outdoor recreation, nearness to residents to provide the best overall quality
friends, wide variety of entertainment, and of life (Table 5). For nine of the twelve

Table 4. How desirable are these for the community in which you would like to live?

Percent of responses — 2
Not Don't No [ % ~
Characteristics desirable care Desirable Essential reply @ta
ey
High quality medical care 0.3 1.5 35.0 61.3 v 2/ ) 100
High quality of schools 0.6 4.1 31.7 60.7 —2.9< /100
Availability of good jobs 0.8 6.3 42,6 48.8 ([ % 100
Wide variety of stores 1.7 8.6 66. 7 19. 1// % 100
Voice in community affairs 1.4 16. 6 61.5 18: 8 100
Wide variety of outdoor recreation 1.7 20.2 64.1 o4 2.5 100
Wide variety of entertainment 4.6 34,2 49.7 8. 3.4 100
Near to present friends 1.4 30. 2 63. 2 /%j 1.8 100
Wide variety of clubs 6.9 49.6 36.4/ 7 3.0 4.1 100
Near to relatives 9.0 34.4 52.0 \\\\ ) 2.8 1.7 100
Presence of minority races 21.8 57.4 /1/}—4\\\ 2.3 5.0 100
— \\\:7
<< \\ \\
Table 5. Which of these city sizes* do you think is best for each of the characteristics listed?
Percent of responses
Vi Very No
Characteristics O Small {\Medium Large large reply Total
Adequacy of medical care (¢ 2 39.4 27.7 16,4 4.2 100
Adequacy of public education N 24, 44,4 19.2 5.4 6.7 100
Lowest cost for food and services //;—:\\ 28,5 34.0 18.9 9.9 8.7 100
Availability of good jobs () "s4 242 35.0 28,3 6.0 100
Lowest cost for public services %&\\\7 30.6 31.0 17.8 11,7 8.8 100
Place for raising children - S 53.6 32.5 7.8 1.5 4.6 100
Allowing residents a voice in ( ciding

community affairs <\ )) 63.3 23.9 4.9 2.0 5.7 100
Allowing individual freedo ~ 5.4 2L.8 8.2 1.4 7.3 100
Equality of opportunity t ial groups 15.1 22,4 23.8 30.5 8.2 100
Outdoor recreatio ' 30, 2 35,4 18.7 10, 2 5.6 100
General satisfactio 40, 3 36.9 11.6 4.4 6.9 100
Entertainment 8.3 22,1 26.9 36,6 6.0 100

* Small means below 10, 000 people.
Medium means 10, 000 to 50, 000 people.
Large means 50, 000 to 150, 000 people.
Very large means 150, 000 or more people.



characteristics, either the small or medium
size community was felt to offer the highest
quality of life, A small community was de-
fined as having a population of 10, 000 or less
and a medium size community was specified
as having a population of 10, 000 to 50, 000,
The very large and large size cities were
considered best for availability of good jobs,
equality of opportunity for all racial groups,
and entertainment,

The twelve quality of life indicators in
Table 5 can be grouped into two categories,
One category includes the public services
and economic opportunities normally provid-
ed by a community, Examples of this group
include medical care and good jobs. The
other group of indicators has been labeled
orientations toward community social life
and includes those indicators which convey
a feeling about the quality of the community.
A place for raising children and having a
voice in community affairs are examples of
this group.

Interestingly, the size of community
which people believe provides the best qual-
ity of life for public services and economic
opportunity tended to be larger than the size
which is considered best for orientation to-
ward community life, In general, medium
size communities are felt to offer the best
quality of public services while even larger
communities are considered best for provid-
ing good jobs and entertainment, On the oth-

/7

Table 6. How satisfied are you with youg%i;\t

er hand, small size communities are consid-
ered best for orientation toward community
life with the exception of providing equality
of opportunity for all racial groups.

SATISFACTION WITH
EXISTING COMMUNITY

When asked to evaluate twelve charac-
teristics of their present community in
terms of whether they were satisfied, the
respondents indicated that they were gener-
ally satisfied with each characteristic and
their community in general, Table 6. More
than 80 percent were satisfied with the
friendliness of the residents, environment
for raising children, quality of s and
the number of residents belo fng minor-
ity groups in their communit About 60
percent indicated they were satisfied with
the entertainment fac11)t%cdﬂt of public

services, availability of d jobs, and out-
door recreation faciliti

Another sti as asked to deter-
mine the respo s willingness to move
away from his emstmg community, Table 7,

More t an >rcent prefer not to leave
the1r e commumty, about 18 percent
i Iﬁy did not care if they moved or
ot or\did not reply, and approximately 19
/indicated a preference to leave their
g community,

gxfmmumty in terms of each of the following?

Percent of responses

ia \\§tisﬁed

Characteristics Dissatisfied No reply Total
Friendliness of residents \\ 87.5 10. 4 2.1 100
Your community in general ) 87.0 10. 3 2.7 100
Environment for ra1s12§ ch711 r;n N - 82.5 14.7 2.8 100
Quality of schools // 81,7 15.7 2.6 100
Minority group reside sx/ 80.0 12,6 7.4 100
Emergency vehicle s 77.0 19.3 3.0 100
Variety of shopp cilities 71.8 25.9 2.3 100
Voice in community affairs 71.3 24,2 4,6 100
Quality of medical care 69.2 28.7 2.1 100
Outdoor recreation facilities 66. 1 30.6 3.3 100
Availability of good jobs 62.5 34.0 3.6 100
Cost of public services 61.2 36.0 2.8 100
Entertainment facilities 56.9 39.6 3.5 100




Table 7. Which one of the following statements best de- Table 8. It has been proposed that a major effort be

scribes how you feel about moving away from your ' made to slow down the population growth of our large
present community, if presented with the opportunity? cities. The goal would be to distribute the population
——————— more evenly between large cities and small towns.
Percent of How do you feel about this effort?
Statement responses
Distribution
I would never consider leaving here, 8.4 Responses of responses
I would move to another community if I had
to but would be reluctant to leave here. 55.2 St‘rongly oppose 18,4
It makes no difference to me whether I live Mll‘?ly oppose 21,2
here or in another community 15.7 Don't care 17.0
I would probably be more satisfied in Mildly favor 27.4
another community. 8.7 Strongly favor 14.8
I would really like to leave this community No reply 1.2
if I had the opportunity. 10.1
No reply 2.4
Total 100. 0

Table 9. Do you think our large cities would be better
off if they had less population?

POPULATION REDISTRIBUTION POLICIES N D‘Smb“P‘QR\
esponses of resgb se
Despite a clear preference for communi- Yes
ties of less than 50, 000 and a dislike for cit- No w;? 7)
ies over 150, 000, Hoosiers are not in agree- No reply /
ment on the desirability of a population re-
distribution policy, Table 8, As many peo- Cable 10. Do vou ¢ @1 . 1d be bet
. N . . N e you owns wou e bette
ple are in favor of population redistribution off if they had more po

as opposed -- four out of ten -- with two out
of ten not caring one way or the other, Two
persons out of three feel that our large cities
would be better off with less population, Ta-

—/ Z Distribution
of responses

36.4
ble 9. Two persons out of three also are of 61. 8
the opinion that small towns would not be bet- L7

ter off if they had more population, Table 10.

IMPLICATIONS FOR FURTHER STUDY //”f‘
o | community preference? What are the char-
This report highlights the responses-! “—acteristics of the people who are dissatisfied
some of the questions asked on the com@gg and want to move to another community?
ity preference survey. These resul In addition to the questions discussed

interesting and informative yet they hgls \a earlier in this report, the questionnaire re-
number of questions, Are the r ereé/to quested socioeconomic information about the
the questions associated with the si f respondent so that the questions like those
community in which the res Qndént present- in the above paragraph can be answered,

ly lives? Do rural people h different Hopefully, these analyses will provide use-

preferences than urban d ers? What ef- ful information for decision makers as they
fect, if any, do vari likeincome, edu- strive to make Indiana communities a better
cation, age, and type o ployment have on place in which to live.
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