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Abstract

Quality of life is a multidimensional concept that includes characteristics of the residence
and the wider living environment. The aim of the paper is to examine whether age groups
differ in satisfaction with selected spatial characteristics of the residence and the immediate
living environment, and whether comparable differences occur in the perceived healthy
living environment. The research considers age and perceived quality of life on three
distinct levels: specific spatial characteristics of the residence (for example, the presence of a
balcony, terrace, daylighting and window view) with selected environmental characteristics
of the immediate surroundings (open view, view of green areas, accessibility of green areas)
and a broader perception of a healthy living environment (general perception of health and
well-being). The research is based on questionnaire results that included 473 participants.
The data were analyzed using analysis of variance, Tukey–Kramer comparisons and corre-
lation analysis. The results show statistically significant differences between age groups,
especially in regard to satisfaction with the presence of a balcony, terrace or atrium, to
daylighting and the quality of the window view in the residences, with the satisfaction
being lowest in the younger and highest in the older age group. Interestingly, there were no
statistically significant differences in the general perception of a healthy living environment.
The correlation analysis further showed that satisfaction and age was associated with home
ownership, dwelling type, residential location and housing-cost burden, whereas proximity
to green areas was not linearly associated with age. The findings showed that specific age
groups perceived the quality of the living environment more pronouncedly when linked
with specific spatial characteristics of the dwelling rather than the broader perception of
the living environment.

Keywords: sustainable development; residential space; daylight; window view; aging
population; health

1. Introduction
In the context of sustainable development, modern cities are increasingly characterized

by urbanization, spatial densification, and pressure for more efficient land use. This is
not surprising, since urban sprawl continues to be a major challenge even in countries
with declining populations and with housing, industry and infrastructure development
continuing to put pressure on peri-urban land [1,2]. Although densification is generally
understood as an important part of sustainable urban development, the question of how
such processes affect the quality of the living environment and the everyday experience of
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living is also raised. For a long time, discussions on sustainability have been dominated
by indicators related to the use of space, energy efficiency, and infrastructural rationality,
while the experiential quality of living space has often been considered marginally. In
recent years, however, research on the built environment has increasingly shifted from
a technical and energy-oriented approach to a human-centered understanding of living
quality, in which the health, well-being, comfort, and satisfaction of users play an important
role [3–5]. The topicality of the issue is further strengthened by demographic aging. The
World Health Organization estimates that by 2030, one in six people in the world will be
60 years of age or older, and by 2050, the number of people aged 60 or older is expected to
double to approximately 2.1 billion; United Nations projections also show that population
aging is becoming one of the key demographic challenges that also affects spatial planning,
housing policies, and everyday living needs [5–7].

1.1. Residential Level—Daylight and View

Among the factors that are increasingly recognized as an important part of maintaining
health in the aged population are access to daylight and the quality of the window view [8].
A window is not only a building element that allows the daylighting of the interior space,
but also an interface between the interior living environment and the wider urban or
landscape context. Through the window, the user obtains visual information about the
weather, time of day, events in the surroundings, spatial location and character of the
space. At the same time, the window view has a significant impact on the experience
of space, the feeling of openness, psychological well-being, stress reduction and mental
renewal [8–11]. The issue of the quality of the window view and observed green spaces in
densely built urban environments is studied by Kristl, Fošner, and Zbašnik-Senegačnik [12],
who address users’ tolerance of views of neighboring facades. The EN 17037 standard [5]
further strengthens the importance of daylight and the view outside, as it defines the
quality of the interior environment not only in terms of the level of illumination, but also
in terms of the view outside, sunlight and glare [3,6]. Access to daylight, quality views
and direct outdoor space therefore have a social dimension in addition to the technical one.
However, these features are not evenly distributed across various housing situations, and
can therefore affect the sense of fairness, security, inclusion and everyday well-being in the
living environment [13,14]. The importance of daylight is well supported by research on
lighting standards and urban effects [5,8,10,11], while the importance of the window view
is supported by research on the perceived quality of the view and views towards nearby
facades and greenery [9,12,15].

1.2. Neighborhood Level—Access to Green Areas

The concept of a healthy living environment spans beyond the physical parameters
of the residence. It refers to a much broader and general perception of the quality of the
immediate living environment that supports health, well-being, safety, comfort, social
inclusion and quality of everyday life. In this sense, a healthy living environment is not
simply the absence of harmful influences, but a positive experience of the environment that
enables an individual to live in a stable, safe and supportive way.

The proximity of parks or green spaces also strongly correlates with this framework. In
contrast to daylighting, window view and balcony access, it is not a feature of the housing
itself, but a component of the immediate outdoor living environment that allows residents
to have daily contact with open space, greenery, opportunities for recreation and social life
in the neighborhood. The accessibility of green spaces is associated with well-being, mental
health and the quality of the living environment [16], and, in urban planning recommenda-
tions, is often considered an important indicator of a supportive living environment [17–20].
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Especially in densely built urban environments, distances between buildings are decreasing,
which affects physical contact with the outdoor environment [21–23]. Such conditions can
also significantly decrease perceived well-being as well as real-estate value [24].

The beneficial effects of green spaces viewed from windows are particularly important
for the elderly population [19,25,26]. This is directly relevant to the present research, as it
shows that the quality of the window view, as well as access to green spaces, is not a binary
attribute, but a complex part of the perceived quality of life.

1.3. Age and Perceived Quality of Life

The general understanding of quality of life and a supportive environment is based
on research on the built environment, well-being and housing conditions [4,5,13]. In this
context, quality of life is linked to the characteristics of the dwelling and the broader living
context that supports health, well-being and a sense of life adequacy [4,5]. This research
distinguishes between the narrower physical parameters of the dwelling—balcony, terrace
or atrium, the availability of daylight and the quality of the window view—a selected
environmental-spatial characteristic of the immediate living environment, i.e., proximity
to parks or green spaces, and the broader perception of a healthy living environment as a
general assessment of a supportive, safe and suitable environment for everyday life. This
approach is supported by the survey of the Swedish housing stock. Although the research
setup somewhat differs from the one proposed in this research, it clearly shows that overall
satisfaction with housing is influenced by several layers of dwelling characteristics, such as
size, layout, appearance and costs, well-being and neighborhood, along with the perceived
quality of the indoor environment, including thermal, acoustic and visual comfort and air
quality [27].

Further, the role of aging, age-friendly living and a sense of community is supported by
research on the life course and social inclusion in the living environment [14,28,29]. The re-
search on aging and the living environment highlights the growing proportion of the elderly
population placing new demands on the planning and management of living environments.
It is becoming clear that the relationship between aging, the quality of living space and
sustainability must be considered holistically [28], as it has very broad implications for
health and well-being, equality, sustainability and finance [1,2]. From the perspective of
sustainable development [30] and the life course, the question of whether different age
groups experience dimensions of living in a similar way is of particular importance.

1.4. Age and Housing Ownership

Recent empirical research on residential buildings reveals that indoor environmental
indicators are significantly associated with the satisfaction of residents, especially in the
older age groups. Yang et al. [31], for instance, found that the thermal, lighting and acoustic
environment and air quality were statistically associated with the satisfaction of older users,
with thermal comfort and air quality proving to be particularly important. Taking into
account these findings, age can therefore also be considered as an indicator of diverse
housing paths, living circumstances and housing needs. Additionally, for older adults,
housing often becomes a significant foundation of stability, security, independent daily
life, attachment to place, and permanence of the living environment [28,29]. Conversely,
in European analyses of living conditions, young adulthood is often associated with the
formation of an independent household and with significant exposure to housing limita-
tions, which are also confirmed by recent Eurostat data on the housing conditions of young
people, including overcrowding and the housing cost burden of young households [32,33].
Perception of living environment with respect to age was also studied by Grum, who found
that older respondents, compared to younger ones, reported higher satisfaction with the
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living environment, better association with neighbors, a stronger sense of socioeconomic
homogeneity in the neighborhood, and a higher rating of the overall quality of the built
environment [34,35]. These findings demonstrate the importance of the specific physical
conditions of housing for subjective satisfaction, especially in segments of the population
that are strongly attached to their residential environment through ownership [36–38]
and housing status [39]. These elements, although difficult to directly relate, significantly
influence health and, therefore, the ability of elderly citizens to remain in their environment
for a longer period of time [40,41].

1.5. Research Hypothesis and Objectives

As seen in the review, a longer life implies opportunities but also challenges. Evidence
suggests that life expectancy is increasing; however, the proportion of life in good health
has remained broadly constant, implying that the additional years are in poor health [6].
Supportive physical and social environments are thus vital not merely to ameliorate the
losses associated with older age but also to reinforce recovery, adaptation and psychosocial
growth. In the context of aging and sustainability, the existing research covers well health
and the positive effects of daylighting, quality of window views, accessibility of green
spaces and the importance of the quality living environment. However, there is significantly
less research that simultaneously examines specific physical characteristics of the residence,
selected environmental characteristics of the immediate surroundings and the broader
perception of a healthy living environment by various age groups. This presents a research
gap that requires further investigation. To better understand the influence of the specific
features in the residential space, the specific aim of this article is thus to examine the
influence of age on the selected dimensions of perceived quality of the living environment.
The central question is whether age manifests primarily in the perception of specific physical
parameters of residence and selected environmental characteristics of the immediate living
environment, or also in the broader perception of a healthy living environment.

The considered spatial characteristics of a home in this study are defined quite nar-
rowly and refer to three selected physical parameters: the presence of a balcony, terrace,
or atrium; availability of daylight and level of daylighting, and the quality of the window
view. These parameters were selected because they link the indoor living space with the
outdoor environment and allow a thorough study of their influence on further included
parameters. A balcony, terrace, or atrium allows direct contact with the outdoor environ-
ment; daylight affects visual comfort, orientation, circadian rhythms, and psychological
well-being; the window view establishes a visual connection with the surroundings, sky,
nature, neighborhood and wider urban structure [5,9,10,12,15,25,42]. Satisfaction with the
proximity of parks or green spaces is included as a supplementary environmental-spatial
variable. This variable does not describe the characteristics of the residence itself, but
rather defines the accessibility of green open space in the immediate living environment,
and therefore represents an intermediate level between the physical characteristics of the
residence and the general perception of a healthy living environment [6,13,18,43].

Based on the literature review, three assumptions can be defined as the starting point
of the research model: the spatial characteristics of the residence and the immediate living
environment are an important part of the perceived quality of life; the quality of the window
view and the accessibility of green spaces are perceptually and spatially located dimensions
of everyday living; and age groups may value the same spatial conditions differently due to
different housing paths, expectations and daily use of the residence [6,9,12,13,15,25]. Given
the considered findings, it can be expected that age will influence the perceived importance
of features that directly relate to the everyday experience of the living space (i.e., in the
residence) and its immediate surroundings. Balcony, terrace or atrium, daylighting, window
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view and proximity to parks or green spaces are perceptible residence characteristics that
may affect the perceived spaciousness, comfort, contact with the outdoor environment,
access to greenery and the opportunity for regeneration. Since age groups are often
associated with different housing paths like ownership, stability of living situation and
changing needs in the course of life, differences in satisfaction with specific spatial and
environmental parameters can be expected.

Based on the above considerations, three hypotheses are put forward:

H1. There are statistically significant differences between age groups in regard to satisfaction with
specific spatial parameters of residence, such as the availability of daylight, the quality of the window
view and the presence of a balcony, terrace or atrium.

H2. There are statistically significant differences between age groups in regard to satisfaction with
specific environmental parameters of the broader living environment, such as the proximity of parks
or green spaces.

H3. There are no statistically significant differences between age groups in the broader perception of
a healthy living environment.

The objective is to determine the influence of age on perception of the living envi-
ronment; the influence of spatial characteristics of the residence and accessibility of green
areas on the perceived quality of life and health; and whether age is also associated with
accompanying housing characteristics, such as home ownership, type of housing, location
of residence and costs of resolving the housing issue, which may help explain differences in
perceived quality of life. The concept of age is used as an analytical category for comparing
age groups and not as direct evidence of biological aging or the causal effect of age.

2. Materials and Methods
2.1. Conceptual Framework

In the proposed model (Figure 1), age acts as a baseline comparison variable and is
understood as an indicator of different housing paths, life circumstances, ownership status,
location of residence and expectations linked to housing.

Age groups rather than a specific age represent a comparative framework for exam-
ining differences between the narrow, spatial-material level of perceived quality of life, a
selected environmental characteristic of the immediate surroundings, and a broader per-
ception of a healthy living environment. The selected age intervals of below 35 years, from
35 to 65 years and above 66 years are not intended as sharp developmental-psychological
boundaries, but as a practical and substantively justified demarcation of the three life
periods: young adulthood comprising predominantly the population of people establishing
their career and partnerships, middle adulthood comprising predominantly members of the
working population with established careers and family, and older adulthood comprising
predominantly persons at the end of their careers and with mature family situations. Such
a division follows the established European practice in terms of content, in which the
above-mentioned broad age groups are often used in analyses of living conditions and
well-being [32].

The specific spatial characteristics of the residence and proximity to green spaces act
as central dependent variables of perceived quality of life.

The perception of a healthy living environment is discussed separately, because it
includes a broader and integrative assessment of living adequacy. Housing situation
is not considered as the main independent variable, but rather as an interpretative or
contextual framework that helps to understand why age groups may differ in terms of
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satisfaction with selected spatial and environmental characteristics of the living environ-
ment [3,4,13,14,27,28].

Figure 1. Conceptual framework of the research. Source: Author’s presentation based on key
findings from a literature review on the quality of the built and residential environment [3,4,13],
daylight, window views and green spaces [7,9,12,15,25], and aging, housing situation and age-friendly
living [14,28,29,34].

2.2. Data Collection

To obtain the data, a quantitative approach is used, based on a previously developed
questionnaire used for comprehensive research on urban space and life satisfaction [43].
The questionnaire is based on standard principles of structured surveying, which combines
closed-end questions and questions with predetermined answers on a Likert-type five-point
scale (1—do not agree, 2—partly not agree, 3—neutral, 4—partly agree, 5—agree) [44]. The
questionnaire had previously been pre-tested, ethically proven, and empirically used.

In the present study, only certain variables from the original questionnaire were used
that refer to the research purpose, i.e., comparing age with selected spatial characteristics of
residence and with the broader perception of a healthy living environment: namely, access
to balcony, terrace or atrium, daylighting, window view, access to green areas and percep-
tion of healthy living environment. The questionnaire comprises three parts that cover the
demographic data (i.e., gender, age group, education, work status, residential situation,
etc.), satisfaction with residence (i.e., location, size, balcony, atrium, daylighting window
view, etc.) and satisfaction with wider residential environment (i.e., vicinity of green areas,
public transport, traffic, shopping, etc.), altogether including 15 sets of questions to assess
satisfaction with the selected residential and living environment parameters.

The study involved 473 adult participants. Data collection took place from January
to May 2023 in Slovenia and was conducted in two phases. In the first phase, the ques-
tionnaire was distributed online and completed by 395 participants. In the second phase,
snowball sampling was used to reach respondents who were less likely or less willing to
participate in online surveys; this phase contributed an additional 78 participants. The
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final sample therefore consisted of 473 adult participants. The snowball phase was used
as a complementary recruitment strategy to improve the inclusiveness of the sample, par-
ticularly with regard to groups that may be less accessible through online data collection
alone. Participation in the study was voluntary and anonymous, and the responses were
processed and presented at an aggregate level. The questionnaire did not directly collect
any identifying data, and individual participants could not be identified from the collected
or analyzed data when reporting on age group, gender, education and housing status.

2.3. Analyses

The data were processed in SPSS, version 28 and the analysis included descriptive
statistics, analysis of variance, post hoc comparisons, and correlation analysis [45].

The methodological strategy was two-stage. First, a series of one-way analyses of
variance were used to test for statistically significant differences between age groups in
specific physical housing parameters, satisfaction with proximity to parks or green spaces,
and broader perceptions of a healthy living environment. Secondly, correlation analyses
were employed to examine the directions and strengths of associations between age and
selected housing, environmental, and lifestyle characteristics that may help explain the
observed differences. As the sample was partly based on the snowball method, the results
do not allow for strict population generalization [46].

Hypotheses were tested using analyses of variance and post hoc comparisons, while
correlation analysis was used for an additional research question on the association of
age with accompanying housing characteristics. The essential dependent variables were
“satisfaction with the presence of a balcony, terrace or atrium” (SP3), “satisfaction with
natural lighting or availability of daylight” (SP4), “satisfaction with the quality of the
window view” (SP7), “satisfaction with the proximity of parks or green spaces” (V37)
and “the level of perception of a healthy living environment” (V44). The three initial
variables represent specific physical parameters of the residence, V37 represents a specific
environmental-spatial characteristic of the immediate living environment, and V44 repre-
sents a broader perceived assessment of the living environment [43]. A series of one-way
analyses of variance (ANOVA) were performed for the central dependent variables. This
method was chosen because it allows for comparison of means between three or more
groups, which corresponds to the research design including three age groups [45]. Given
the statistically significant results of individual analyses of variance, post hoc comparisons
were performed to clarify differences between pairs of age groups using the Tukey–Kramer
procedure, which is suitable for unequal group sizes. The effect size was estimated using
eta square (η2). Since the analyzed items were measured on a five-point Likert-type scale,
the results are interpreted as comparisons of mean ratings of perceived satisfaction. In
this case, the use of ANOVA is suitable due to the comparatively large age groups and the
evaluation of descriptive statistics, with the results being considered as robust comparisons
of mean ratings, not as evidence of causal effects of age. In the case of the marginally
significant result for V37, the interpretation has to be particularly prudent and also relies
on descriptive statistics, post hoc comparisons, and correlation analysis.

3. Results
Table 1 shows that all three age groups were well represented in the sample, which

allows for meaningful comparisons between the groups. It also shows that the groups
differ not only in chronological age, but also in several accompanying life and housing
characteristics that are important for the interpretation of later results. For example, a
significantly larger proportion of the participants belonging to the young age group rented
apartments compared to the older participants.
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Table 1. Structure of participants by age and accompanying life and housing variables.

Variable Age N Mean Std. Deviation Std. Error

Gender:
1 (male)
2 (female)
3 (other)

to 35 years 141 1.49 0.502 0.042
35 to 65 years 171 1.46 0.500 0.038
over 66 years 161 1.56 0.498 0.039
Sum 473 1.50 0.501 0.023

Sensation in regard to age:
1 (much older)
2 (older)
3 (same as my age)
4 (slightly younger)
5 (much younger)

to 35 years 141 3.09 0.732 0.062
35 to 65 years 171 3.63 0.751 0.057
over 66 years 161 3.43 0.731 0.058

Sum 473 3.40 0.769 0.035

Self-rated state of health:
1 (poor health)
2 (serious health issues)
3 (moderate health issues)
4 (minor health issues)
5 (perfectly healthy)

to 35 years 141 3.76 0.844 0.071
35 to 65 years 171 3.63 0.833 0.064
over 66 years 161 3.17 0.795 0.063

Sum 473 3.51 0.859 0.039

Education:
1 (primary school)
2 (middle school, vocational)
3 (higher school, university),
4 (specialized, PhD)

to 35 years 141 2.45 0.627 0.053
35 to 65 years 171 3.12 0.761 0.058
over 66 years 161 2.42 0.780 0.061

Sum 473 2.68 0.800 0.037

Place of residence:
1 (city center)
2 (suburb)
3 (village)
4 (countryside)
5 (other)

to 35 years 140 2.00 0.914 0.077
35 to 65 years 171 1.92 0.946 0.072
over 66 years 161 2.30 0.986 0.078

Sum 472 2.07 0.963 0.044

Type of residence:
1 (block of flats)
2 (family house)
3 (assisted living)
4 (nursing home)
5 (other)

to 35 years 141 1.57 0.668 0.056
35 to 65 years 171 1.60 0.559 0.043
over 66 years 161 1.77 0.562 0.044

Sum 473 1.65 0.600 0.028

Ownership of residence:
1 (own)
2 (market rental)
3 (non-profit rental)
4 (owned by relatives)
5 (other)

to 35 years 141 2.65 1.429 0.120
35 to 65 years 171 1.40 1.049 0.080
over 66 years 156 1.21 0.751 0.060

Sum 468 1.71 1.261 0.058

Share of household income spent for
housing expenses:
1 (very little, nothing)
2 (less than 30%)
3 (around 30%;
4 (more than 30%)
5 (almost entire)

to 35 years 141 1.99 1.285 0.108
36 to 65 years 170 2.20 1.180 0.090
over 66 years 159 2.64 1.224 0.097

Sum 470 2.29 1.253 0.058

Note: The mean value, standard deviation and standard error are calculated on the basis of variable categories
listed in the first column.

3.1. Differences Between Age Groups Linked to Selected Variables

Table 2 shows the results of the one-way analysis of variance for the essential vari-
ables of the study, with which hypotheses H1 and H2 are tested. Statistically significant
differences between the age groups were found for all three specific physical parameters
of the residence: satisfaction with the presence of a balcony, terrace or atrium, satisfaction
with natural lighting and satisfaction with the quality of the window view. In addition,
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statistically significant differences were also found for satisfaction with the proximity of
parks or green spaces (V37), which represents an environmental-spatial characteristic of the
immediate living environment. In contrast, there were no statistically significant differences
between age groups in the broader sense of a healthy living environment.

Table 2. Analysis of variance for age-related differences in the core survey variables.

Question Sum of Squares df Mean Square (MS) F Sig.

SP3: Satisfaction with balcony, terrace, atrium 25.501 2 12.751 8.765 <0.001 ***
SP4: Satisfaction with daylighting 10.241 2 5.121 7.860 <0.001 ***
SP7: Satisfaction with window view 19.633 2 9.816 9.325 <0.001 ***
V37: Satisfaction with vicinity of parks and
other green areas 8.384 2 4.192 3.094 0.046 *

V44: Perceived healthy living environment 1.025 2 0.512 0.723 0.486

Note: * difference is statistically significant (p < 0.05); *** difference is statistically significant (p < 0.001).

Table 2 also reveals that the differences between age groups are highly statistically
significant for all three specific physical parameters of residence: satisfaction with a balcony,
terrace or atrium (SP3; F = 8.765; p < 0.001), satisfaction with daylighting (SP4; F = 7.860;
p < 0.001) and satisfaction with the quality of the window view (SP7; F = 9.325; p < 0.001).
A statistically significant difference is also determined for satisfaction with the proximity
of parks or green spaces (V37; F = 3.094; p = 0.046), but this difference is weak, reaching
the p < 0.05 level. In detail, this means that V37 complements the detected impact of age
on the result, but is not as strong an indicator as SP3, SP4 and SP7. In contrast, in the
sense of a healthy living environment (V44), the differences among the age groups are
not statistically significant (F = 0.723; p = 0.486); therefore, the results are also consistent
with the second hypothesis. In this sense, H1 is empirically supported for specific spatial
and environmental characteristics, and the results for V44 supports the assumption of H2
that the broader perception of a healthy living environment does not differ statistically
significantly across age groups.

After checking the statistical significance of the differences, Table 3 also shows the
direction of the differences found in the central variables of the study. A uniform pattern is
evident for the three physical parameters of residence: the lowest level of satisfaction is
expressed by the younger age group, while higher mean values are achieved by the middle
and older age groups. For V37, the pattern is different: the highest satisfaction with the
proximity of parks or green spaces is expressed by the middle age group, and the lowest by
the older age group. For the perception of a healthy living environment (V44), the mean
values are very similar across age groups, which is consistent with the non-significant
outcome of the analysis of variance.

In terms of satisfaction with the presence of a balcony, terrace or atrium, the younger
age group achieved a mean of 3.79, the middle group 4.25, and the older group 4.33. A
similar pattern can be detected in terms of satisfaction with daylighting, where the younger
group achieved a mean of 4.18, the middle of 4.50, and the older group of 4.51. The most
pronounced differences appeared in terms of the quality of the window view, where the
younger group achieved a mean of 3.89, the middle 4.15, and the older 4.40. In terms
of satisfaction with the proximity of parks or green spaces, the pattern is non-linear: the
younger group achieved a mean of 4.01, the middle 4.08, and the older 3.77. This shows
that the result for V37 does not reflect a simple increase in satisfaction with age, but rather
a difference between the middle and older age groups.
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Table 3. Mean scores for selected central survey variables by age group.

Question Variable Age Group N Mean Std. Deviation Std. Error

SP3 Satisfaction with balcony, terrace,
atrium

1: to 35 years 141 3.79 1.413 0.119
2: 35 to 65 years 171 4.25 1.128 0.086
3: over 66 years 156 4.33 1.080 0.086
Sum 468 4.14 1.226 0.057

SP4 Satisfaction with daylighting

1: to 35 years 141 4.18 0.997 0.084
2: 35 to 65 years 171 4.50 0.754 0.058
3: over 66 years 161 4.51 0.663 0.052
Sum 473 4.41 0.819 0.038

SP7 Satisfaction with window view

1: to 35 years 141 3.89 1.214 0.102
2: 35 to 65 years 171 4.15 1.035 0.079
3: over 66 years 161 4.40 0.816 0.064
Sum 473 4.16 1.044 0.048

V37
Satisfaction with vicinity of parks
and other green areas

1: to 35 years 141 4.01 1156 0.097
2: 35 to 65 years 170 4.08 1093 0.084
3: over 66 years 161 3.77 1241 0.098
Sum 472 3.95 1169 0.054

V44 Perceived healthy living
environment

1: to 35 years 141 4.29 0.815 0.069
2: 35 to 65 years 170 4.41 0.832 0.064
3: over 66 years 161 4.35 0.875 0.069
Sum 472 4.35 0.842 0.039

3.2. Significance of Differences Among the Age Groups

Since the analysis of variance only shows the differences between groups, but does
not define statistical significance between specific groups, additional post hoc comparisons
were performed. Table 4 summarizes the Tukey–Kramer comparisons for all variables for
which the ANOVA was statistically significant. In satisfaction with the balcony, terrace
or atrium, the younger group differs significantly from the middle (p = 0.002) and the
older group (p < 0.001), while the difference between the middle and older groups is not
significant. A similar pattern is seen in daylighting, where the younger group differs
significantly from the middle and older groups. In the quality of the window view, the
difference between the younger and older groups is mainly statistically significant. For
V37, the pattern is diverse: only the difference between the middle and older groups is
statistically significant (p = 0.042), while the differences between the younger and middle
and between the younger and older groups are not statistically significant. The analysis of
variance for the perception of a healthy living environment was not statistically significant;
therefore, the post hoc comparisons for V44 were not performed.

Table 4. Tukey–Kramer post hoc comparisons between age groups.

Variable Age Group Comparison Diff. M (I-J) p

SP3 To 35 years vs. 35–65 years −0.46 0.002
SP3 To 35 years vs. over 66 years −0.54 <0.001
SP3 35 to 65 years vs. over 66 years −0.08 0.813
SP4 To 35 years vs. 35–65 years −0.32 0.002
SP4 To 35 years vs. over 66 years −0.33 0.002
SP4 35–65 years vs. over 66 years −0.01 0.997
SP7 To 35 years vs. 35–65 years −0.26 0.060
SP7 To 35 years vs. over 66 years −0.51 <0.001
SP7 35–65 years vs. over 66 years −0.25 0.076
V37 To 35 years vs. 35–65 years −0.07 0.858
V37 To 35 years vs. over 66 years 0.24 0.175
V37 35–65 years vs. over 66 years 0.31 0.042

Note: A negative value indicates a lower mean for the first group. V37 is included as an environmental-spatial
variable; only the difference between the middle and older age groups is statistically significant.
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The effect sizes were small, but in line with the research hypothesis. The η2 values were
0.036 for satisfaction with a balcony, terrace or atrium, 0.032 for satisfaction with natural
lighting, 0.038 for satisfaction with the quality of the window view and approximately 0.013
for satisfaction with the proximity of parks or green spaces. The η2 value for the perceived
healthy living environment was 0.003. This means that age explains a smaller proportion of
the variance in the assessments; however, the differences evidently occur when observing
spatial features of the residence and are weak for the selected environmental characteristic
of the immediate surroundings, but do not occur for the broader assessment of a healthy
living environment.

Post hoc comparisons in Table 4 therefore show more precisely that the pattern ob-
served is not uniform across all pairs of groups. In the case of a balcony, terrace or atrium
and daylighting, the younger group differs significantly from the middle and older groups,
while the most pronounced difference between the younger and older groups is in the
perceived quality of the window view. The results thus primarily indicate a less favorable
situation of younger participants in terms of directly perceptible spatial characteristics
of the residence. In V37, the pattern differs: the lowest rating for proximity to parks or
green spaces is expressed by the older group, and only the difference between the middle
and older age groups is statistically significant. Therefore, V37 cannot be interpreted as a
linear age trend, but as an environmental-spatial difference, which can also be related to
the location, type of residence and other characteristics of the living situation.

The correlation analysis conducted within the framework of research question RV1 fur-
ther sheds light on the relationship between age and selected residence and environmental
characteristics. Since the correlations in the study do not represent a central hypothesis test,
but rather a supplementary interpretative indicator of residence situation, the results are
presented descriptively by indicating key coefficients and not in a separate table. A positive,
but relatively low, correlation was found between age and satisfaction with the presence
of a balcony, terrace or atrium (r = 0.175). Similarly, age was also positively correlated
with satisfaction with daylighting (r = 0.155) and with satisfaction with the quality of the
window view (r = 0.195). In the case of satisfaction with the proximity of parks or green
spaces, the linear correlation with age was not statistically significant (r = −0.084), which is
consistent with the descriptive statistics: the middle age group has the highest mean, and
the older one has the lowest. The ANOVA result for V37 therefore does not reflect a simple
linear increase or decrease in satisfaction with age, but rather a specific difference between
age groups.

The correlation data also show that age is not only related to perceived individual
physical parameters of residence, but also to the broader housing situation. The most
pronounced correlation appears between age and home ownership (r = −0.451). In ad-
dition, age is positively correlated with the location of residence (r = 0.128), the type of
residence (r = 0.133) and the costs of solving the housing problem (r = 0.206), and negatively
correlated with self-assessment of health (r = −0.276). V37 was statistically significantly
corelated with the perceived healthy living environment (r = 0.194), which confirms that
the proximity of green spaces is an important element of the broader perception of quality
of life. Location and type of residence were also correlated; however, the direction of these
correlations depends on the coding of the categories. This implies that this variable has to
be considered primarily as an indicator of location, since the accessibility of green spaces is
not independent of the mutual distance between the residence and the green space. This
approach to the correlations maintains the focus on the results of the analysis of variance,
while at the same time allowing for the interpretation of RV1 with sufficiently precise
statistical data.
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4. Discussion
In the context of the UN Decade of Healthy Aging (2021–2030) [6], quality of life

is no longer considered as a mere technical or functional property of residence, but as a
multidimensional concept that includes physical, perceptual, psychological, health and
social dimensions of living. Such an understanding is vital because, besides physical space,
the residence also presents a social environment in which the sensation of safety, privacy,
comfort, control over the living space and the general well-being of users are fashioned [3,4],
not only for the older groups but for the entire population. The main research contribution
is therefore a simultaneous evaluation of the perceived quality of life on several levels. The
first level includes the specific spatial characteristics of the residence and selected features
of its immediate surroundings, while the second comprises the broader perception of a
healthy living environment. Such a design allows the simultaneous study of age differences
in relation to directly perceptible spatial and environmental characteristics of residential
space and perceptions of the living environment in general.

At a theoretical level, the study contributes to a differentiated understanding of quality
of life. On a practical level, the results suggest that a balcony, terrace, atrium, daylight, a
quality window view, and the availability of green spaces are not marginal additions to
housing quality, but rather important elements that influence the perceived quality of life
and need to be suitably evaluated.

At the level of interpretation, the results support the central thesis of the article that
age differences in perceived quality of life exist; however, they are not uniform. They are
expressed most clearly in the specific physical parameters of the dwelling, and less clearly
in the selected environmental characteristics of the immediate surroundings, but not at
all levels of assessment of the living environment. This indicates the need for a precise
distinction between the spatial-material, environmental-spatial and broader environmental
levels of quality of life in the built environment.

4.1. Age and Immediate Residential Space

The results linked to age and specific spatial characteristics of the residence reveal that
age group is not related to all dimensions of perceived quality of living environment equally.
It is largely affected by features that are directly related to the spatial experience of the
residence and its immediate surroundings. Especially significant is the physical and visual
experience of connection with the outdoor environment, and specifically with greenery.
An association with age group was detected as important when linked to satisfaction with
the presence of a balcony, terrace or atrium, satisfaction with daylighting, with the quality
of the window view and with the proximity of parks or green spaces. This result can
be positively linked to previous research on the general importance of daylight, quality
of window view, visual contact with the outdoor environment and accessibility of green
spaces [5,9,10,13,15,17,18,24,25] and to research that links age to specific housing paths
and modes of evaluating the living environment [21–23,28,32]. This finding is important
because it shows that too general or very detailed assessments of the living environment are
not sufficient to understand how age affects the perceived quality of life. Only the inclusion
of specific spatial characteristics of the residence and selected environmental features of the
immediate surroundings reveal the selective sensitivity to individual dimensions of living.

An association with age group can also be linked to housing situation. Younger adults
are more often than older age groups becoming independent, forming a household and re-
solving other housing issues; further, the statistics reveal [33] they are more often renting or
buying small apartments, live in a high-density neighborhood and accepting other unfavor-
able housing compromises, which limits their access to green spaces and quality window
views, as well as to balconies and atriums. The middle age group generally includes a
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period of professional, family and housing stabilization, although it may be burdened by
the debt or maintenance costs of real estate ownership. For older adults, housing often
acquires greater importance in terms of security, daily usability, the possibility of indepen-
dent living, attachment to the place and continuity of the living environment [19,28,29,32].
The finding that younger participants generally express lower satisfaction with a balcony,
terrace or atrium, with daylighting, and partly also with the quality of the window view is
consistent with recent research, which emphasizes that daylight and the window view are
not only technical parameters of the indoor space but also important elements of comfort
that influence the perceived quality of life [16,18,26,42]. The findings can be also linked to
a wider context of urban development. For instance, the sustainable development goals
report [30] states that global health progress is slowing after decades of gains due to the
growing demand driven by population growth and aging. The report discloses important
disparities across demographics linked to housing quality, disproportionately affecting
marginalized groups such as women and youth.

4.2. Age and Broader Living Environment

Green spaces in urban areas are a key factor in achieving climate resilience and health.
A paradigm shift of recognizing a healthy environment and green spaces as a fundamental
feature transforms urban and regional planning. It has shifted urban design from treating
nature as an aesthetic luxury to prioritizing it as a core public health necessity. The
analyses for V37 extend this interpretation to the level of the immediate living environment;
proximity to parks or green spaces is not an intrinsic characteristic of residence, although
it importantly influences the daily experience of living, the possibility of regeneration,
recreation and social contacts within the neighborhood [13,17,18]. The research found that
the older age group expressed lower satisfaction with the vicinity of green areas, which
can be linked to decreased mobility in advanced age and thus diminished accessibility,
especially when a park is slightly further away from the residence. This corresponds to the
previous research by Chastin et al. [19], which revealed that lack of resting places outside
home reduced mobility in older women.

In this research, no statistically significant differences were found between age groups
in the broader sense of a healthy living environment. This result suggests that the broader
perception of the living environment works differently than the assessment of individual
characteristics of the housing situation [3–5,28]. This interpretation is consistent with
research on aging and the living environment, which emphasizes that the relationship
between aging and housing includes not only physical accessibility and design features,
but also a sense of safety, support, continuity, and adequacy of the environment [14,28,37].
However, it does not fully support the research results for the effects of distant urban
window views on health. However, this research was carried out on the example of
high-rise, high-density urban areas, which was not the case in our research [26].

4.3. Age and Housing Situation

A key interpretative question is whether the differences found primarily reflect chrono-
logical age or the broader housing situation for individuals. The results more convincingly
support the second interpretation. Correlation analysis showed that age is associated not
only with satisfaction with the physical parameters of housing, but also with residence
ownership, type, location, and costs. The previous work by Grum and Kobal-Grum [46]
revealed that high maintenance costs of real-estate do not in themselves usually lead to
a willingness to move, as the elderly often express a strong attachment to their familiar
living environment and social microspace. Similarly, in a study of housing factors dur-
ing the COVID-19 pandemic, Grum found that the ability to work from home, internet

https://doi.org/10.3390/su18136756

https://doi.org/10.3390/su18136756


Sustainability 2026, 18, 6756 14 of 18

connectivity, separate space, contact with nature, natural lighting and ventilation are also
important for satisfaction with residence [39]. These findings meaningfully complement
the present study, as they show that age and housing situation act through specific spatial
conditions, everyday practices and a sense of control over residential space. In V37, the
linear relationship with age was not significant, although ANOVA and post hoc compar-
isons show a difference between the middle and older age groups. This suggests that
satisfaction with the proximity of green spaces has to be understood primarily as a spatial
and housing-related characteristic, not as a direct effect of age. Such an interpretation is also
consistent with European data on the housing conditions for young people, which show
that younger population groups are more often exposed to overcrowding and housing cost
burdens [33]. Such an interpretation is consistent with part of the literature that associates
home ownership with higher housing satisfaction [36–38]. However, as mentioned above,
these connections are not unambiguous, as stability, control over living space, security of
housing situation and attachment to a familiar living environment also play important
roles [19,34,35].

The results are also consistent with a study on housing satisfaction among the elderly,
in which Rojo Pérez et al. [41] found that housing satisfaction is an important element
of quality of life in old age and that it is related to several explanatory factors, not only
to objective housing characteristics. The present study complements this framework
by showing that even in a general sample including adults of various ages, differences
between age groups are most pronounced in specific residence characteristics. Of particular
importance is the study by Grum [35], which shows that older people often evaluate
their living environment more favorably than younger people, which can be linked to
accommodation, psychological attachment to the place, social stability, ownership and
expectations [21,26,27,31,36–38,41].

4.4. Limitations and Future Research Directions

The study has several limitations. The first is related to the sampling method. Given
a part of the sample is based on the snowball method, the results cannot be directly
generalized to the entire population. The second is the cross-sectional nature of the study,
which allows for comparisons between groups but does not allow for causal inferences.
The third limitation is related to the self-reporting nature of the acquired data. The fourth
limitation is methodological: the analysis is based on individual Likert-type items and a
series of one-way analyses of variance; therefore, the results show statistical differences in
mean scores, rather than independent effects of age after controlling for all accompanying
factors. The result for V37 is additionally borderline significant, and should therefore be
interpreted more cautiously than the highly significant variances for SP3, SP4, and SP7.

Further research should include multivariate models that would enable the simultane-
ous assessment of the associations of age, ownership, type of housing, location of residence,
size of residence, urban density, financial burdens, health status and accessibility of green
spaces with perceived quality of life. It would be opportune to link subjective assessments
with objective spatial indicators, such as the orientation of the residence, the size of window
openings, the distance to neighboring buildings, the amount of daylight, the presence of
greenery, the distance from parks and the morphology of the window view. Longitudinal
and qualitative research would also be particularly useful, showing how the importance
of individual spatial and environmental characteristics of residence changes over the
life course. This would allow for a more precise understanding of how the residential
environment supports healthy, high-quality and sustainable living at different ages.
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5. Conclusions
The objective of the research was to examine how age groups differ in the perceived

quality of life and whether these differences are more pronounced in the specific spatial
characteristics of the residence and its immediate surroundings or in the broader per-
ception of a healthy living environment. The research was designed as a quantitative
empirical analysis on a sample of 473 adult participants from Slovenia, classified into
three age groups.

The data were processed using analysis of variance and correlation analysis, which
enabled comparison of age groups and additional assessment of the correlations with age,
physical and environmental parameters of living and accompanying residence characteris-
tics. The analysis focused on satisfaction with the presence of a balcony, terrace or atrium,
daylighting, quality of window view, the proximity of parks or green spaces and on the
broader perception of a healthy living environment in terms of sustainable development of
urban space.

The basic premise of the research is that the perceived quality of life is not a one-
dimensional concept, but a multifaceted experience that connects the physical characteris-
tics of the residence, the perceived quality of space, the access to green areas, the perceived
health of the living environment and the broader housing situation of the individual.

In H1, the research assumed statistically significant differences between age groups in
satisfaction with specific spatial and environmental parameters of residence. The results re-
veal a clear and substantively important pattern: age groups differ statistically significantly
in all three physical parameters of residence discussed. In SP3, SP4 and SP7, the differences
were highly statistically significant (p < 0.001). Additionally, they also differ in satisfaction
with the proximity of parks or green spaces (H2). In V37, differences were significant at the
level p < 0.05. Post hoc analyses show that the differences are not equally pronounced in all
pairs of groups. In terms of satisfaction with a balcony, terrace or atrium and daylighting,
the most pronounced differences were proven between the younger and both older groups,
in terms of the quality of the window view, between the younger and both older groups,
and in V37, between the middle and older age groups.

The research also assumed no statistically significant differences between age groups
in the broader perception of a healthy living environment (H3), and the results confirmed
this assumption. The results are therefore consistent with both research assumptions: H1
and H2 are empirically supported by the results for age groups that differ in specific spatial
and environmental parameters of residence, and H3 is empirically supported by the result
of no statistically significant differences defined in the broader perception of a healthy living
environment. The research also confirmed that age is also associated with accompanying
housing characteristics, such as home ownership, type of housing, location of residence
and housing costs.

An important contribution of the research is that it considers age and perceived
quality of life in a differentiated manner, with a distinction on three levels: specific spatial
characteristics of the residence (for example, the presence of a balcony, terrace, daylighting
and window view), selected environmental characteristics of the immediate surroundings
(open view, view of green areas, accessibility of green areas) and a broader perception of
a healthy living environment (general perception of health and well-being). The results
confirm that a balcony, terrace or atrium, daylight, a quality window view and accessibility
of parks or green areas are not just additional elements of the housing standard, but
important factors of everyday living comfort that significantly affect the perception of the
quality of the living environment. Such a finding is important for urban planning, housing
policy and sustainable considerations of residential space, as it draws attention to spatial
and environmental conditions that may contribute to perceived housing inequalities among
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generations, while also showing that a general assessment of a healthy living environment
does not necessarily capture all differences in concrete living experiences.
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