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A B S T R A C T

South Korea became a "super-aged society" in December 2024, as baby boomers entered the senior population 
(65+) amid declining birth rates and population aging. In response, the government introduced the Korean- 
version Continuing Care Retirement Community (K-CCRC) policy in 2020 to encourage baby boomers in 
metropolitan areas to relocate to non-metropolitan regions, interact with diverse generations, and enjoy a 
healthy, vibrant retirement. The policy was originally based on a 2011 web-based survey reporting a 66.3% 
potential rural relocation rate. However, this data is now outdated due to limited geographic scope, exclusion of 
digitally illiterate older adults, and over a decade of social and economic changes. A new face-to-face interview 
survey was therefore conducted to assess current relocation intentions, preferred areas, and housing types among 
metropolitan baby boomers. The results were analyzed using Necessity-Effectiveness Analysis (NEA) and 
Importance-Performance Analysis (IPA) to identify priority areas for relocation promotion and settlement sup
port. Findings show that respondents were predominantly middle class, with high education levels, monthly 
incomes of 4–5 million KRW, and average household assets of 835 million KRW—suggesting a need to expand 
housing support beyond low-income groups. Willingness to participate in the K-CCRC reached 80.6% in the 
current survey. Direct comparison with the 2011 Fig. of 66.3% should be interpreted with caution given sub
stantial differences in geographic scope, target cohort, survey administration mode, and question framing be
tween the two studies (see Table 1). Preferred destinations were within an hour of the Seoul metropolitan area 
(76.3%) and near medical facilities (35.7%). Desired housing types included low-rise apartments (34.1%), 
66–99m² units (33.4%), and mixed ownership-rental complexes (43.8%). Key relocation support needs included 
financial assistance and regulatory easing to facilitate the sale of existing properties. Settlement support priorities 
included improved parks, local amenities, safety infrastructure, and access to public services.

1. Introduction

South Korea will enter the era of a super-aged society by 2025, ac
counting for 20 per cent of the total population due to the declining birth 
rate and the transition of baby boomers (born between 1955 and 1974, 
about 17.58 million, 34 per cent of the total population in 2022) into the 
population of those aged 65 years [1]. In addition, the declining birth 
rate and ageing population are more severe in regions other than 
overpopulated Seoul and metropolitan area, causing a decline in the 
regional population and unbalanced national development.

In December 2020, the government announced the age-friendly 
housing project of "Korean-version Continuing Care Retirement 

Community (K-CCRC)" for baby boomers (48.3% of the total population 
based on 2018 data) residing in metropolitan area. It is a "complex 
model where baby boomers can relocate to regions away from large 
cities in metropolitan area, interact with various generations, and live a 
healthy and active life" [2,3].

The rationale for this policy is based on the results (66.3% of re
spondents plan or hope to relocate after retirement) of a survey con
ducted for baby boomers living in metropolitan area in 2011 [4]. 
However, this is no longer valid for three reasons. First, the survey was 
conducted over a decade ago and is hardly relevant today. Second, the 
survey was conducted on a web server, and the method was inappro
priate considering the low digital literacy of the older generation. 
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According to the digital competence state survey conducted in 2021 by 
the Ministry of Science and ICT, the digital literacy level of older adults, 
representing the extent of their ability to use computers, smartphones, 
and unmanned information devices, was only 58.3 per cent in 2017 and 
69.1 per cent in 2021 [5]. Moreover, it has the drawback of being biased 
towards people familiar with the internet and digital devices, making it 
difficult to consider as an appropriate research method. This also implies 
that the possibility that baby boomers with low access to digital devices, 
including computers, low educational backgrounds, and low incomes, 
were excluded from the research was high. Finally, the previous survey 
aimed to ask whether participants were willing to spend their later years 
in rural areas. However, the current policy focuses on establishing 
K-CCRC in regions outside the metropolitan area to encourage reloca
tion. Therefore, the results of the previous survey are not suitable for 
reference.

For these reasons, a face-to-face survey on the perception of K-CCRC 
among baby boomers in metropolitan areas is necessary. Since the 
government has not conducted this research in advance, studies on 
relocation intention, preferred areas, and housing types should precede 
other research related to K-CCRC.

Therefore, this study addresses three analytically distinct but related 
dimensions of demand: (a) baseline relocation demand — the extent to 
which metropolitan baby boomers are willing to leave the Seoul 
metropolitan area after retirement, independent of any specific housing 
model; (b) K-CCRC-specific demand — willingness to relocate specif
ically to a K-CCRC, conditional on understanding the K-CCRC concept 
and service bundle; and (c) preferred destination and service charac
teristics — among those willing to relocate to K-CCRC, what location, 
housing type, and support conditions are preferred. By separating these 
three dimensions, the study avoids conflating general relocation pref
erences with demand for a specific policy product. The findings should 
be understood as preference-based demand data rather than as 
implementation-ready policy prescriptions: they establish a baseline for 
hypothesis generation and policy-oriented inquiry and are intended to 
complement — not replace — more rigorous feasibility assessments, 
stakeholder consultations, and multi-site validation studies.

2. Flow and methodology

This study employed one-on-one individual interviews and 
Importance-Performance Analysis (IPA) to examine consumer percep
tions of the K-CCRC and to identify strategies for enhancing policy de
mand [6]. IPA is an analytical technique commonly used in the 
development of corporate image, management strategies, marketing 
plans, and policies. In this study, IPA was applied to assess the impor
tance, satisfaction, necessity, and effectiveness of the policies, in order to 
establish priority areas for policy implementation, such as priorities and 
focused improvements.

The survey was designed in three phases: (1) questionnaire devel
opment, (2) field administration, and (3) data analysis. The question
naire was developed iteratively, drawing on two prior K-CCRC studies 
[7,8] and the 2011 baseline survey [4]. A draft questionnaire was 
reviewed by three expert researchers and revised following a pilot test 
conducted with 20 baby boomer respondents in November 2022. The 
pilot test confirmed that the K-CCRC concept explanation was compre
hensible to respondents and that the Likert scale items produced suffi
cient variance. Minor wording adjustments were made before finalizing 
the survey instrument.

The survey was conducted by twenty trained interviewers, deployed 
across the 11 survey cities. Prior to data collection, all interviewers 
attended a two-hour briefing session covering: (1) the purpose and 
context of the study; (2) the verbatim K-CCRC concept explanation to be 
read to respondents before willingness questions; (3) protocols for 
respondent eligibility screening; and (4) procedures for recording partial 
completions and refusals. Interviewers were issued official identification 
badges and formal cooperation request letters addressed to institutions.

Interviews were conducted between 16 and 23 December 2022 at 
senior centers, community centers, and district offices. Each interview 
lasted approximately 25–30 minutes. Interviewers read the K-CCRC 
concept explanation verbatim and were instructed not to add personal 
commentary. Field supervisors checked completed questionnaires for 
internal consistency before submission.

An estimated refusal rate of approximately 15% was recorded across 
all survey sites. Refusals were most common among individuals who did 
not meet eligibility criteria (birth year or residential area). No system
atic difference in refusal rate was observed across cities. Completed 
questionnaires with missing data on key outcome variables (less than 
2% of all completions) were excluded from analysis.

The study proceeded in three analytical stages. First, the survey was 
designed and administered as described above. Next, results regarding 
relocation willingness, preferred regions, space requirements, and post- 
relocation activities were organized and analyzed. Finally, results 
related to relocation promotion and settlement support were analyzed 
using NEA and IPA to derive prioritized policy recommendations.

3. Literature review

3.1. Policy background: K-CCRC and the super-aged society

Research on Continuing Care Retirement Communities (CCRC) in 
South Korea began to be published in the 2000s, as the baby boomer 
generation started to age. This period marked the point when Korea's 
ageing rate surpassed 7 per cent. In response, the government initiated 
preparations in 2003 and established the Presidential Committee on 
Ageing Society and Population Policy in 2005. In June 2006, the First 
Basic Plan for Low Fertility and Ageing Society (2006-2010) was 
formulated and announced [19]. At that time, no one could have pre
dicted the rapid decline in birth rates and the surge in ageing rates. The 
birth rate dramatically dropped from 1.48 in 2000 to 1.30 in 2012, and 
further plummeted to 0.78 in 2022. The ageing rate is projected to 
exceed 20 per cent by 2025 [1]. Subsequently, the government 
announced the Fourth Basic Plan for Low Fertility and Ageing Society 
(2020-2025), which includes the K-CCRC [2].

The issue is that this trend is becoming increasingly pronounced in 
all regions, except for the metropolitan area. Similar to Japan, which 
faced the threat of regional extinction about a decade ago due to low 
fertility and an ageing population, South Korea is now experiencing the 
same phenomenon. In response, Japan began promoting the Japanese 
version of CCRC, the "Lifelong Active Village" (2016-2020), in April 
2016 [9]. The concept of the Japanese CCRC was first discussed in 2014 
[10], and the second phase of the Lifelong Active Village (2021-2025) is 
currently being implemented (Fig. 1).

The Korean government, drawing on Japan's policies, introduced the 
K-CCRC [2]. However, when this policy was announced, there was a 
notable lack of concrete supporting data, apart from the 2011 survey 
previously mentioned.

The purpose of the previous survey was to analyse the intentions and 
reasons for rural relocation after retirement among urban-dwelling baby 
boomers, identify policy demand, and derive implications. The survey 
participants consisted of baby boomers born between 1955 and 1963, 
residing in large metropolitan cities within regional economic zones, 
specifically in Seoul, Busan, Daegu, Gwangju, and Daejeon. The main 
topics of the survey included preferred residential areas, intentions and 
reasons for rural relocation, locational preferences, demands for post- 
relocation activities, and policy requirements for facilitating rural 
relocation and settlement.

This survey, designed in alignment with the objectives of the K-CCRC 
policy, differs significantly from the previous survey in terms of its 
purpose, target population, geographic scope, methodology, and ques
tionnaire structure. For example, while the previous survey focused on 
five major metropolitan cities in South Korea, the current survey in
cludes 10 metropolitan cities within the Seoul metropolitan area. 
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Additionally, the previous survey was conducted via an online ques
tionnaire, whereas the current survey employs one-on-one individual 
interviews. The key topics of the previous survey included intentions 
and motivations for rural relocation, as well as policy needs for facili
tating rural relocation and settlement. In contrast, the current survey 
primarily addresses intentions and reasons for relocating to regionally 
appropriate, age-friendly residential areas, as well as policies to promote 
relocation and support settlement.

There are two key prior studies related to K-CCRC. The first is an 
academic paper that theoretically proposes the basic concepts and di
rection of K-CCRC [7], while the second is a research report that ana
lyses the policies of K-CCRC (including its objectives, target populations, 
and suitable regions), examines case studies of Japan's Lifelong Active 
Village, and explores healthcare service provision models [8]. The 
design of this survey was informed by both of these prior studies, as well 
as the previous survey.

3.2. Defining K-CCRC: conceptual scope and survey operationalization

For the purposes of this study, K-CCRC is defined as a government- 
designated residential community located outside the Seoul metropol
itan area that integrates independent housing, shared living facilities, 
intergenerational interaction spaces, leisure and cultural amenities, and 
tiered welfare and medical services — designed specifically to attract 
metropolitan baby boomers to relocate after retirement. This definition 
draws directly from the Fourth Basic Plan for Low Fertility and Ageing 
Society [2] and the K-CCRC planning framework developed by Kim et al 
[8].

It is important to distinguish K-CCRC from three related but distinct 
concepts: (a) conventional senior housing, which does not require 
relocation or intergenerational integration; (b) rural retirement migra
tion, which is voluntary, unstructured, and not tied to a specific service 
bundle; and (c) long-term care facilities, which are institution-based and 
designed for high-dependency older adults. K-CCRC is positioned be
tween independent ageing-in-place and institutional care: it is a struc
tured, community-based housing model for active, relatively healthy 
baby boomers who choose to relocate.

Before responding to willingness-to-relocate questions in the survey, 
all respondents were provided with the following standardized expla
nation by the interviewer: "K-CCRC is a residential community to be 
built outside the Seoul metropolitan area, where baby boomers can 
relocate after retirement, interact with people of various generations, 
and enjoy a healthy and active life. These communities will include 

housing, shared living facilities, leisure amenities, and welfare and 
medical services." This explanation was read verbatim from the ques
tionnaire script. Interviewers were instructed not to add personal com
mentary beyond this standardized text.

3.3. Theoretical framework: relocation intention in later life

The decision to relocate in later life is shaped by push factors 
(dissatisfaction with the current residential environment), pull factors 
(perceived advantages of a destination), and enabling or constraining 
conditions such as health, income, social ties, and the policy environ
ment [11,12]. Retirement migration has been conceptualized as a 
lifestyle-driven transition among relatively healthy, resource-endowed 
older adults — closely matching the target population of K-CCRC [13].

The tension between ageing-in-place — the preference of most older 
adults to remain in familiar residential environments [14] — and 
relocation-based models such as CCRC represents a central challenge for 
retirement housing policy. CCRC demand internationally has been found 
to be strongest among higher-income, better-educated cohorts [15,16], 
a pattern that aligns with the predominantly middle-class sample in the 
present study.

In the Korean context, older adults's intention to relocate to rural 
areas is further shaped by strong place attachment to the Seoul metro
politan area, preferences for accessibility to healthcare facilities, and the 
structural dependence of older Koreans on real estate assets as their 
primary source of retirement wealth, and the generally inferior condi
tions of rural regions compared to the metropolitian area, with the 
exception of the natural environment. These factors create specific 
barriers that hinder metropolitan-to-rural relocation.

3.4. IPA and NEA as policy demand assessment tools

Importance-Performance Analysis (IPA), introduced by Martilla and 
James [6], is widely used in service marketing and public policy to 
identify priority areas for improvement by mapping stated importance 
against current satisfaction. Necessity-Effectiveness Analysis (NEA) ex
tends this logic to assess the perceived necessity and expected effec
tiveness of proposed policy interventions, making it useful for 
pre-implementation demand assessment where no performance base
line yet exists [7].

Both tools are heuristic in nature: they structure and visualize pref
erence data rather than establish causal relationships between policy 
inputs and outcomes. Quadrant placement is sensitive to the choice of 

Fig. 1. Conceptual Diagram of the Lifelong Active Village (J-CCRC) [2].
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cut-off values (here, scale averages), and items near the boundary are 
susceptible to reclassification with small shifts in mean scores. The value 
of NEA and IPA in the present study is to provide a systematic overview 
of respondents' policy priorities — not to generate precise imple
mentation prescriptions.

Survey Outline

Based on the definition of K-CCRC mentioned earlier, the survey 
targets baby boomers born between 1955 and 1974 (early period: 
1955–1964, late period: 1965–1974) living in large cities within the 
Seoul metropolitan area [8].

The survey areas include Seoul and 10 other cities: Incheon, Goyang, 
Bucheon, Gwangmyeong, Gwacheon, Anyang, Guri, Seongnam, Suwon, 
and Gwangju. The metropolitan area has a radius of approximately 70 
km from Seoul; however, in practice, large cities are concentrated within 
a 35 km radius (Fig. 2). According to the Urban Development Act, large 
cities are defined as those with a population exceeding 500,000 [18]. 
The cities that meet these criteria include Incheon, Goyang, Bucheon, 
Anyang, Seongnam, Suwon, and Gwangju. However, Gwangmyeong, 
Gwacheon, and Guri, which are adjacent to Seoul, are administratively 
separate but are considered part of Seoul's metropolitan area due to their 
integrated social, cultural, and economic activities. As such, they were 
also included in the survey regions.

The sample size was set at 1,000, with 500 participants selected from 
Seoul (approximately 10 million people) and 500 from the surrounding 
metropolitan area (approximately 20 million people) (Table 2). The 
equal allocation of 50 participants per non-Seoul city was a deliberate 
design choice: the purpose of this survey was not to compare cities or 
produce city-level estimates, but rather to obtain an exploratory picture 
of metropolitan baby boomers' relocation preferences across the full 
range of city types within the Seoul metropolitan region. Equal alloca
tion ensures that smaller cities are not statistically invisible in the 
analysis. We acknowledge that this design does not produce a 
probability-representative sample of all metropolitan baby boomers; 
findings should be interpreted as indicative stated preferences within 
this purposively sampled cohort rather than as statistically generalizable 
population estimates. No post-hoc population weighting was applied.

The survey was conducted between December 16 and 23, 2022, at 
senior centers, community centers, and district offices where older 
adults frequently gather. To ensure credibility and reliability, official 
letters were sent in advance to each institution requesting cooperation 
and securing survey locations. Individual interviews were then con
ducted by interviewers wearing official identification badges.

The survey items were categorized into seven groups to align with 
the research objectives [8], as follows: (1) 'respondent selection' based 
on the survey target; (2) 'respondent characteristics,' including housing 
type, living arrangement, family size, education level, occupation, in
come, and asset size; (3) 'preferred residential area after retirement'; (4) 
'willingness to relocate to a senior-friendly residential community'; (5) 
'preferred relocation area and characteristics of the residential space,' 
including location, transportation, and environment; (6) 'support pol
icies for promoting relocation to and settlement in senior-friendly resi
dential communities'; and (7) 'Willingness to engage in social and 
economic activities after relocation,' including job-seeking, economic 
activities, and community involvement.

Survey design

After classifying the survey items according to the research objec
tives, questions were developed for each topic, and respondents were 
asked to select answers from multiple-choice options (Table 3). How
ever, the questions in Topic 6, which focused on policies for promoting 
relocation and settlement in senior-friendly housing, were designed 
using a 5-point Likert scale for the NEA and IPA.

To screen respondents based on the predefined ‘respondent 

selection’ criteria, the survey included questions about participants’ 
year of birth, residential area, and gender. If any of the required con
ditions were not met, the survey was terminated.

The ‘respondent characteristics’ section gathered data on the par
ticipants’ current living situation (e.g., single-family home or apart
ment, owned or rented), level of education, occupation, income, and 
asset size. These questions aimed to gather information about re
spondents’ social status, educational background, and economic 
standing.

The ‘preferred residential region after retirement’ section inquired 
about participants’ preferred living areas post-retirement, their will
ingness to relocate outside the Seoul metropolitan area, and the reasons 
behind their preferences. This section was designed to assess partici
pants’ initial preferences before introducing the concept of senior- 
friendly residential communities.

In the ‘willingness to relocate to a senior-friendly residential com
munity’ section, respondents were asked about their willingness to move 
to such communities, the reasons for their decisions, and whether they 
would reconsider if potential relocation barriers were addressed. Prior 
to these questions, the survey provided descriptions such as: “commu
nities where baby boomers can relocate to areas outside the Seoul 
metropolitan region, interact with various generations, and enjoy a 
healthy and active retirement,” and “the communities will consist of 
housing, shared living facilities, and various welfare services, including 
leisure and medical services.” Interviewers also provided detailed ex
planations before participants responded.

The ‘preferred relocation area and characteristics of residential 
space’ section asked about respondents' preferred regions for senior- 
friendly housing, as well as their preferences for location, housing 
type, size, and price range. This section aimed to identify optimal lo
cations, housing types, and the appropriate scale and cost for con
structing these communities.

The ‘support policies for promoting relocation to senior-friendly 
residential communities and settlement’ section presented four items 
related to relocation promotion and eleven items related to settlement 
support, all evaluated using a five-point Likert scale. The former assesses 
the necessity and effectiveness of the policies, while the latter measures 
their importance and satisfaction. To identify priority policies for relo
cation promotion, NEA was performed based on the five-point scale 
ratings, while IPA was applied to determine the priority policies for 
settlement support using the same evaluation scale.

The final section, ‘willingness to engage in social and economic ac
tivities after relocation,’ focuses on participants' intentions regarding 
job-seeking and other socioeconomic activities in the event of relocating 
to a senior-friendly residential community. This section aligns with the 
objectives of the K-CCRC policy, which seeks to foster a healthy and 
vibrant retirement through intergenerational interactions within the 
community. Its aim is to identify the specific areas of employment and 
socioeconomic activities that participants are interested in pursuing.

Survey results and analysis

1,000 respondents were selected based on the target population, 
geographic region, and gender distribution. A conventional margin of 
error of ±3.10 per cent at a 95 per cent confidence level is reported for 
reference.1 However, readers should note that this statistic assumes 
simple random sampling from a defined population. The present survey 
employed a purposive, structured allocation design and therefore does 
not meet the assumptions for probability-sample inference. The margin 
of error Fig. should be understood as an indicative benchmark rather 

1 The margin of error: z0
2
×

̅̅̅̅̅̅̅̅̅̅̅
p(1− p)

n

√

, z0
2 

at a 95 per cent confidence level 1.96 

(standard normalized value), p(1-p): the largest value when alternative values 
of the variance is p = 0.5, n: number of samples.
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than a claim to strict probability-sample precision.
The survey results are presented in three sequential stages corre

sponding to the three demand dimensions identified in the Introduction. 
First, baseline relocation willingness is reported — respondents' general 
intention to leave the metropolitan area after retirement, independent of 
any specific housing model. Second, K-CCRC-specific willingness is re
ported — assessed after respondents received the standardized K-CCRC 
explanation. Third, preferred destination and service characteristics 
among K-CCRC-willing respondents are presented. This sequential 
structure ensures that stated preferences for K-CCRC are not conflated 
with general retirement relocation intentions.

The characteristics of the respondents are as follows: 87.6 per cent 
resided in apartments, 71.1 per cent were homeowners, and 91.4 per 
cent lived with their families. Among the respondents, 37.3 per cent 
were employed in professional and office jobs, while 30.8 per cent were 
unemployed, including housewives. Regarding monthly income, 16.9 
per cent earned between 4 and 5 million won, 15.2 per cent earned 
between 3 and 4 million won, 14.7 per cent earned between 5 and 6 
million won, and 12.6 per cent earned between 2 and 3 million won. The 
average monthly income of all respondents was 4.98 million won. In 
terms of education, 72.5 per cent had a university degree or higher. The 
average asset value was 835 million won, significantly higher than the 
national average household asset of 547 million won in March 2022 [1].

Over half of the respondents (54.8%) preferred 'large cities in 
metropolitan areas' as their preferred place of residence after retirement. 
Regarding the intention to relocate to non-metropolitan areas either 

after retirement or in the near future, 62.7 per cent of respondents 
expressed interest. When combined with those who have specific relo
cation plans (12.5%), the total percentage rises to 75.2 per cent. The 
current survey recorded a baseline relocation willingness of 75.2%. This 
Fig. is nominally higher than the 66.3% reported in the 2011 survey [4]; 
however, direct trend comparison is methodologically problematic due 
to substantial differences in geographic scope, target cohort, adminis
tration mode, and question framing between the two surveys (see 
Table 1 and Limitations section). The apparent difference should not be 
interpreted as a confirmed longitudinal shift in preferences.

Among the 752 respondents who expressed an intention or had plans 
to relocate, 40.7 per cent cited 'a stable life after retirement' as the pri
mary reason for their decision, 27.3 per cent mentioned 'reduction of 
living and housing costs,' 23.8 per cent indicated 'returning to their 
hometown or rural life,' and 8.0 per cent chose 'a lifestyle of spending 
five days in the city and two days in the countryside.' Regarding the 
timing of relocation, more than half of the respondents (50.1%) selected 
'after age 65,' the age at which senior pensions are received, suggesting 
that many respondents plan to relocate once they have a stable pension 
income after retirement.

Among the 248 respondents unwilling to relocate to non- 
metropolitan regions either after retirement or in the near future, 39.9 
per cent cited 'conditions of medical welfare service facilities' as the 
main reason, 16.5 per cent pointed to 'conditions for finding jobs and 
employment support,' and 15.3 per cent mentioned 'public trans
portation accessibility conditions.' The most common response, 

Fig. 2. Survey regions: Seoul, Incheon, Goyang, Bucheon, Gwangmyeong, Gwacheon, Anyang, Guri, Seongnam, Suwon, Gwangju.
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'conditions of medical welfare service facilities,' reflects the inadequate 
state of medical services in non-metropolitan areas as well as the 
increasing need for medical facilities due to ageing. When asked 
whether they would consider relocating if these relocation barriers were 
improved, 38.7 per cent (96 individuals) of the 248 respondents indi
cated they would be willing to move.

The following presents the survey results regarding respondents' 
willingness to relocate to age-friendly housing communities (K-CCRC). 
Prior to the survey, participants were thoroughly informed about the K- 
CCRC concept. In response to the question about whether they would be 
willing to relocate if K-CCRC were developed in non-metropolitan areas, 
74.9 per cent (749 respondents) indicated they would be willing to 
relocate, either after retirement or in the near future. The reasons for this 
willingness were as follows: 22.6 per cent cited 'a stable life after 
retirement,' 21.2 per cent mentioned 'various welfare facilities for older 
adults,' and 18.6 per cent referred to 'safe, age-friendly living areas.' 
Among those willing to relocate, more than half (55.9%) indicated a 
preference for relocating 'after age 65, when they begin receiving senior 
pensions.'

Among the 251 respondents who were unwilling to relocate to K- 
CCRC, the primary reasons for their decision were as follows: inadequate 
'conditions of medical welfare service facilities' (36.3%), 'condition for 
finding job and employment support' (15.9%), and 'public trans
portation accessibility conditions' (13.5%). When asked if they would 
reconsider relocating if these barriers were addressed, 22.7 per cent 
(approximately 57 respondents) expressed a willingness to relocate. 
Combining these responses with the 749 respondents who had already 
expressed a willingness to relocate, the total number of individuals 
expressing stated willingness to move increases to 806 (80.6%). It is 
important to note that stated willingness in a survey context may differ 
substantially from actual relocation behavior under real-world condi
tions, including financial constraints, family obligations, health con
siderations, and housing market dynamics. These Fig.s therefore 
represent a ceiling estimate of potential policy uptake rather than a 
projection of confirmed demand.

The following presents the survey results regarding preferred Ta
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Table 2 
Survey outline.

Div. Content

Population Baby boomers living in Seoul and Metropolitan area (born between 
1955~74) 
Categorization of baby boomers: Early baby boomers born between 
1955~64 and late baby boomers born between 1965~74

Region Seoul and Metropolitan: Within a 35km radius from the center of Seoul, 
small- and medium-sized cities connected to Seoul, and large cities 
with a population of 500,000 or above under the Urban Development 
Act 
(Incheon, Goyang, Bucheon, Gwangmyeong, Gwacheon, Anyang, Guri, 
Seongnam, Suwon, and Gwangju)

Sample 
size

1,000 participants (identical 
gender ratio)

500 participants from Seoul (250 
participants each from early and late 
baby boomer categories)
500 participants from non-Seoul 
areas (250 participants each from 
early and late baby boomer 
categories)

Period December 16~23, 2022
Method One-on-one individual survey
Questions 1. Selection of respondents 5. Characteristics of the preferred 

region of relocation and residential 
space

2. Characteristics of 
respondents

6. Support policies for relocation 
and settlement in older- 
adult–friendly residential area

3. Preferred regions of 
residence after retirement

7. Willingness to be socially and 
economically active after relocation

4. Willingness to migrate to 
older-adult–friendly 
residential areas

-
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relocation regions and the characteristics of residential areas. Among 
the 806 respondents expressing a potential willingness to relocate, the 
most preferred regions were 'regions adjacent to a metropolitan area' 
(37.8%) and 'regions within one hour of metropolitan access' (38.5%). 
As for the preferred characteristics of age-friendly housing locations, 
'regions with easily accessible medical service facilities' ranked highest 
(35.7%), followed by 'regions where a living zone is formed' (23.2%) and 
'regions where transportation is convenient' (20.8%).

Regarding housing types, 34.1 per cent preferred 'multi-family 
housing, such as low-rise townhouses,' while 43.8 per cent preferred 

'mixed-use condominiums.' Despite the recent trend favoring large-scale 
apartment complexes, the preference for low-rise multi-family housing 
suggests a significant interest in mixed-tenure developments, with many 
respondents expressing positive views toward social mixing.

Concerning housing area, 17.4 per cent preferred '66–99 m² for one 
person,' and 33.4 per cent preferred '66–99 m² for two people.' 
Regarding preferred housing tenure, 46.4 per cent chose ownership, 
46.2 per cent chose Jeonse, and 7.3 per cent preferred monthly rent. 
Among the 806 respondents, 374 who preferred ownership indicated 
that '7 million won per 3.3 m²' was an acceptable price (60.7%). Of the 
372 who preferred Jeonse, 60.5 per cent selected '3 million won per 3.3 
m²,' while 59 respondents (7.3%) who preferred monthly rent most 
commonly chose '50,000 won per 3.3 m²' (71.2%). These findings are 
consistent with a general preference for right-sizing residential space 
and managing costs after retirement, though the causal motivations 
behind these preferences would require further qualitative investigation 
to confirm.

Finally, the survey results regarding the willingness to engage in 
social and economic activities after relocation are as follows. Among the 
806 respondents who expressed a willingness to relocate, 688 (82.9%) 
indicated an interested in being socially and economically active, and 
606 (75.2%) expressed a willingness to seek employment. Among the 
688 respondents interested in social and economic activities, 46.3 per 
cent selected 'finding a job and work life' and 53.3 per cent chose 
'engaging with the local community.' Among the 606 respondents 
willing to seek employment, 49.5 per cent preferred 'general jobs across 
various sectors,' while 50.3 per cent preferred 'public sector jobs for 
older adults.' Women expressed a preference for public-sector employ
ment approximately 20 percentage points higher than men. This pattern 
is consistent with broader gender differences observed across the sub
group analyses — including women's stronger concern about medical 
access and daily living infrastructure — though the precise motivations 
behind this employment preference cannot be confirmed from the sur
vey data alone and should be treated as a hypothesis for future research.

To provide a more nuanced picture of the survey findings, the 
following tables disaggregate key outcomes by gender, birth cohort 
(early: 1955–64 vs. late: 1965–74), and residential location (Seoul vs. 
non-Seoul) (Table 4). Data are drawn from the primary research report 
[17].

Late baby boomers (1965–74) showed notably higher willingness 
(77.0%) than early baby boomers (72.8%). Non-Seoul residents 
expressed higher willingness (78.2%) than Seoul residents (71.6%), 
consistent with lower average real estate assets among non-Seoul re
spondents (KRW 524 million vs. KRW 816 million for Seoul).

Women cited medical welfare facilities as the primary barrier more 
frequently (41.6%) than men (29.8%), while men cited public transport 
more frequently (17.5% vs. 10.2%) (Table 5).

Female respondents showed substantially stronger preference for 
capital-adjacent locations (52.0% vs. 35.6% for males), consistent with 
their stronger concern about medical access and daily living infra
structure (Table 6).

The Seoul vs. non-Seoul asset gap (KRW 292 million in average real 
estate assets) suggests that relocation financial support policies may 
need to be calibrated differently for the two groups (Table 7).

Across all 11 settlement support factors, female respondents 

Table 3 
Classification of survey topic and summary of the questionnaire.

Div. Questionnaire

1. Respondent selection What is your 
gender?

When 
were 
you 
born?

Where do 
you live?

2. Respondent characteristics What type of 
housing do you 
currently live in?

What is your 
occupation?

↳ Are you a 
tenant, or do you 
own your 
residence?

What is your 
average monthly 
income?

What is your level 
of education?

What is the value 
of your assets 
(real 
estate+personal 
property)?

3. Residential area after retirement Where is your preferred area of 
residence after retirement?
Are you willing to migrate to non- 
metropolitan regions after retirement?
↳ If yes, what is the reason, and if not, 
what is the reason?

4. Willingness to migrate to older- 
adult–friendly residential areas

If an older-adult–friendly residential 
area is constructed in a non- 
metropolitan region, are you willing to 
migrate after retirement?
↳ If yes, what is the reason, and if not, 
what is the reason?
If barriers to relocation are resolved, 
will you be willing to migrate?

5. Characteristics of residential areas and 
preferred area of migration

Which region would you prefer If older- 
adult–friendly residential areas were 
constructed in non-metropolitan 
regions?
What are the characteristics of the 
location of the preferred older- 
adult–friendly residential area, and 
what is the type of housing?
What is the area of the preferred older- 
adult–friendly residential area, and 
how much are you willing to pay for it?

6. Support policies for migration and 
settlement to older-adult–friendly 
residential areas

What support is required to promote 
the migration to older-adult–friendly 
residential areas? 
(Indicate your score for four criteria on 
a scale of five points)
What support do you think is necessary 
for settlement after migration to older- 
adult–friendly residential areas? 
(Indicate your score for 11 criteria on a 
scale of five points)

7. Willingness to be socially and 
economically active after migration

Are you willing to find a job after 
migration to an older-adult–friendly 
residential area?
↳ If yes, in which field do you want to 
work?
Are you willing to be socially and 
economically active after migration to 
an older-adult–friendly residential 
area?
↳ If yes, in which field do you want to 
be socially and economically active?

Table 4 
K-CCRC relocation willingness by subgroup.

Subgroup Category Willing (%) Not Willing (%)

Overall Total (N = 1,000) 74.9 25.1
Gender Male (n = 500) 77.2 22.8
​ Female (n = 500) 72.6 27.4
Birth cohort Early 1955–64 (n = 500) 72.8 27.2
​ Late 1965–74 (n = 500) 77.0 23.0
Residential area Seoul (n = 500) 71.6 28.4
​ Non-Seoul (n = 500) 78.2 21.8
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consistently rated importance higher than male respondents (Table 8). 
The gender gap was largest for medical welfare service facilities, secu
rity and safety, and accessibility to public institutions.

3.5. NEA of support items for promoting relocation

To assess the necessity and effectiveness of the support items for 
promoting relocation to senior-friendly housing, the following items 
were evaluated on a five-point scale (Table 9): 'establishment of a 
relocation promotion and support center,' 'support for relocation costs,' 
'relaxation of regulations for the disposal of existing real estate and the 
purchase of senior-friendly housing,' and 'installation of relocation 
experience housing.'

The necessity of the support items for relocation promotion was 
characterized by more than half of the respondents selecting 'necessary,' 
and the average scores for all items were high, approximately around 4 
points on the five-point scale. The average scores were as follows: 4.10 
for 'support for relocation costs,' 4.06 for 'relaxation of regulations for 
the disposal of existing real estate and the purchase of senior-friendly 
housing,' 3.88 for 'establishment of a relocation-related promotion and 
support center,' and 3.87 for 'installation of relocation experience 
housing.' Notably, as shown in the table, the sum of respondents 
selecting ‘necessary’ and ‘highly necessary’ for ‘support for relocation 
costs’ and ‘relaxation of regulations for the disposal of existing real es
tate and the purchase of senior-friendly housing’ were 82.1 per cent and 

80 per cent, respectively.
The effectiveness of the relocation promotion support items was 

slightly higher than the necessity assessment for all items. The average 
scores were as follows: 4.25 for 'support for relocation costs,' 4.11 for 
'relaxation of regulations for the disposal of existing real estate and the 
purchase of senior-friendly housing,' 3.96 for 'installation of relocation 
experience housing,' and 3.92 for 'establishment of a relocation-related 
promotion and support center.' Similarly to the necessity evaluation, 
the sum of respondents who selected ‘effective’ and ‘highly effective’ for 
‘support for relocation costs’ and ‘relaxation of regulations for the 
disposal of existing real estate and the purchase of senior-friendly 
housing’ were 83.1 per cent and 81.4 per cent, respectively.

When these results were analysed using a NEA, the priorities section 
(high necessity, high effectiveness) included 'support for relocation 
costs' and 'relaxation of regulations for the disposal of existing real estate 
and the purchase of senior-friendly housing' (Fig. 3). The re-evaluation 
section (low necessity, low effectiveness) included 'installation of relo
cation experience housing' and 'establishment of a relocation-related 
promotion and support center.' However, the two items in this section 
had scores around 4 points, which is slightly above the average of 3 
points on the five-point scale. Therefore, rather than discarding these 
items, it may be more feasible to consider them for improvement.

It should be noted that NEA is a heuristic prioritization tool. Quad
rant placement is sensitive to the choice of cut-off values (here: necessity 
mean = 3.98; effectiveness mean = 4.06), and small shifts in mean 
scores can alter which quadrant an item occupies. The two re-evaluation 
items scored only 0.10–0.14 points below the mean on both dimensions, 
making their classification sensitive to small measurement variations. 
NEA results therefore reflect relative priorities within this sample and 
should be used to structure policy dialogue rather than to determine 
implementation sequencing with mechanical precision. Because all four 
items scored above the scale midpoint, no item is categorically unim
portant; the "re-evaluation" quadrant in this context indicates compar
atively lower priority, not redundancy.

3.6. IPA of policies for supporting settlement

To assess the importance and satisfaction of settlement support for 
senior-friendly residential communities, 11 factors were evaluated on a 
five-point scale, ranging from 'conditions for finding jobs and employ
ment support' to 'conditions of accessibility to public institutions,' as 
outlined in the Table 10 and Fig. 4 below, as previously mentioned.

As shown in the table above, when evaluating the importance of each 
support factor for baby boomers in the metropolitan area who would 
settle in senior-friendly housing, the 'conditions of medical welfare 
service facilities' received the highest score of 4.48 on the five-point 
scale. This suggests that medical facilities are recognized as essential 
and critical for the elderly. Following this, 'security and safety facilities 
and system conditions' scored 4.31, 'public transportation accessibility 
conditions' and 'conditions of living facilities' both scored 4.23, and 'park 
and natural environment conditions' scored 4.09, in descending order.

Next, the results of the satisfaction evaluation for each support fac
tor, when metropolitan area baby boomers settle in senior-friendly 
housing, showed that ‘park and natural environment conditions’ 
received a satisfaction score of 3.62, ‘parking facility conditions’ scored 
3.48, and ‘conditions of accessibility to public institutions’ scored 3.38. 
As indicated in the table, all factors scored slightly above the average of 
3 points on the five-point scale, indicating that respondents are gener
ally not very satisfied with the current conditions. Low satisfaction 
scores for certain factors suggest that the conditions in these areas are 
poor and require improvement. For example, ‘conditions for finding jobs 
and employment support’ scored 3.03, ‘conditions for acquiring infor
mation technology necessary for local life’ scored 3.18, and ‘conditions 
of medical welfare service facilities’ scored 3.26, indicating that these 
areas need attention and improvement.

When these results are analyzed using IPA (Importance-Performance 

Table 5 
Primary relocation barriers by gender (1st choice, %).

Barrier Overall (%) Male (%) Female (%)

Medical welfare service facilities 36.3 29.8 41.6
Job finding and employment support 15.9 18.4 13.9
Public transport accessibility 13.5 17.5 10.2
Living convenience facilities 10.8 9.6 11.7

Table 6 
Preferred relocation destination by gender (%).

Subgroup Adjacent to Capital (%) Within 1 hr (%) Nature/Transport (%)

Overall 43.8 33.9 16.0
Male 35.6 38.6 18.4
Female 52.0 29.2 13.6

Table 7 
Average asset values by subgroup (KRW 100 million).

Subgroup Real Estate (avg.) Financial (avg.) Total (avg.)

Overall 6.70 1.65 8.35
Seoul residents 8.16 1.87 10.03
Non-Seoul residents 5.24 1.44 6.68
Male 7.04 1.73 8.77
Female 6.36 1.58 7.94

Table 8 
Settlement support importance ratings by gender (5-point avg.).

Settlement Support Factor Overall Male Female

Medical welfare service facilities 4.48 4.37 4.59
Security and safety conditions 4.31 4.14 4.48
Public transport accessibility 4.23 4.08 4.38
Living convenience facilities 4.23 4.07 4.39
Park and natural environment 4.09 4.00 4.17
Accessibility to public institutions 4.03 3.87 4.19
Integrated care service provision 3.96 3.80 4.12
Cultural and sports activities 3.87 3.75 3.98
IT skills for local life 3.68 3.59 3.77
Parking facilities 3.81 3.71 3.91
Job finding and employment 3.53 3.45 3.61
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Analysis), as shown in the Fig. 5 above, the following priorities emerge: 
In the priority action quadrant, the factors are 'park and natural envi
ronment conditions,' 'conditions of living facilities,' 'security and safety 
facilities and system conditions,' and 'conditions of accessibility to public 
institutions.' In the focused improvement action quadrant, factors such 
as 'conditions of medical welfare service facilities' and 'public trans
portation accessibility conditions' are included. In the gradual 
improvement action quadrant, the factors 'conditions for finding jobs 
and employment support,' 'conditions for acquiring information tech
nology necessary for local life,' 'local society's integrated care service 
provision conditions,' and 'conditions of culture and sports activities' are 
included. Lastly, 'parking facility conditions' fall into the sustainability 
quadrant.

These NEA and IPA results should be understood as a structured 
overview of respondents' relative priorities, providing an empirical basis 
for policy dialogue rather than a definitive implementation roadmap. 
The specific instruments and timelines through which these priorities 
are addressed would require additional feasibility assessment, stake
holder consultation, and site-specific analysis beyond the scope of the 
present study.

As with any IPA application, these results should be interpreted with 
methodological caution. Quadrant boundaries are defined by mean 
scores (importance mean = 4.02; satisfaction mean = 3.33) and are 
sensitive to scale properties and sample characteristics. The priority 
classifications reflect the relative importance and satisfaction ratings 

within this specific survey cohort and should be treated as inputs to 
policy deliberation rather than as definitive rankings. Cross-validation 
with expert assessment, site-specific feasibility analysis, and longitudi
nal follow-up would be needed before translating these heuristic prior
ities into implementation decisions.

3.7. Limitations

This study has several limitations that should inform how the find
ings are interpreted and used. First, the sampling design does not pro
duce a probability-representative sample of all metropolitan baby 
boomers. Equal city allocation means that smaller cities are over
represented relative to their share of the target population, and no post- 
hoc weighting was applied. Readers should not treat percentage Fig.s as 
population prevalence estimates.

Second, all relocation and willingness measures are based on stated 
intentions in a face-to-face interview context. Hypothetical-response 
bias is a well-documented limitation in stated-preference research: re
spondents may express higher willingness in an interview than they 
would act upon in real life. Social desirability effects may further inflate 
reported willingness.

Third, interviewer effects cannot be fully excluded. Although in
terviewers followed a structured questionnaire, variation across in
terviewers and sites may have influenced responses.

Fourth, the sample is predominantly middle-class, highly educated, 

Table 9 
5-point scale evaluation of the necessity and effectiveness of support items for promoting relocation (N = 1000, unit: %, points).

Div. Absolutely not 
necessary 
(1 point)

Not 
necessary 
(2 points)

Intermediate 
(3 points)

Necessary 
(4 points)

Essential (5 
points)

Average

Absolutely not 
effective 
(1 point)

Not 
effective 
(2 points)

Intermediate 
(3 points)

Effective 
(4 points)

Essential (5 
points)

Establishment of a relocation-related promotion and support center 0.8 1.6 22.7 58.8 16.1 3.88
0.4 1.5 18.6 64.3 15.2 3.92

Support for relocation costs 0.3 3.6 14.0 50.1 32.0 4.10
0.3 1.6 15.0 39.3 43.8 4.25

Relaxation of regulations for the disposal of existing real estate and the 
purchase of senior-friendly housing

0.2 3.5 16.3 50.0 30.0 4.06
0.2 2.9 15.5 48.7 32.7 4.11

Installation of relocation experience housing 0.5 4.6 23.3 50.4 21.2 3.87
0.4 2.6 22.6 49.4 25.0 3.96

Total average Necessity 3.98
Effectiveness 4.06

Fig. 3. NEA of support items for promoting relocation.
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and homeowning. Lower-income, less mobile, care-dependent, or digi
tally excluded older adults — populations potentially most in need of 
structured retirement housing — are underrepresented. The findings 
speak more directly to the preferences of relatively advantaged baby 
boomers than to the full spectrum of the ageing population.

Fifth, the comparison to the 2011 survey should be treated with 
caution. Differences in geographic scope, target age cohort, adminis
tration mode, and question framing make direct trend comparisons 
methodologically problematic.

4. Conclusion

4.1. Summary of Survey Findings

The following summarizes findings directly observed in the survey 
data. Respondent profile: 87.6 per cent live in multi-unit housing; 71.1 
per cent own their homes; average monthly income is approximately 5 
million won; 72.5 per cent hold at least a college degree; average asset 
size is 835 million won, significantly higher than the national average of 
550 million won in 2022.

Baseline relocation willingness: 75.2 per cent expressed willingness 

to relocate to non-metropolitan areas after retirement. Late baby 
boomers (1965–74) expressed higher willingness (77.0%) than early 
baby boomers (72.8%); non-Seoul residents expressed higher willing
ness (78.2%) than Seoul residents (71.6%).

K-CCRC-specific willingness: After receiving the standardized K- 
CCRC explanation, 74.9 per cent expressed willingness to relocate to K- 
CCRC. Combined with those who would reconsider if barriers were 
addressed, stated willingness reaches 806 individuals (80.6%). These 
Fig.s represent a ceiling estimate of potential policy uptake. Primary 
stated barriers include medical welfare service conditions (36.3%), 
employment support conditions (15.9%), and public transport accessi
bility (13.5%). Women cited medical welfare facilities as the primary 
barrier more frequently (41.6%) than men (29.8%).

Preferred destinations and housing: The 806 respondents with stated 
willingness preferred locations adjacent to the metropolitan area 
(37.8%) or within one hour (38.5%), with medical service accessibility 
as the top locational criterion (35.7%). Women more strongly preferred 
capital-adjacent locations (52.0% vs. 35.6% for men). Low-rise town
houses (34.1%) and mixed ownership-rental complexes (43.8%) were 
the preferred housing forms.

Post-relocation activity intentions: 82.9 per cent expressed interest 

Table 10 
5-point scale evaluation of the importance and satisfaction of settlement support items (N = 1000, unit: %, points).

Div. Not important (1 
point)

Not important (2 
points)

Intermediate 
(3 points)

Important 
(4 points)

Highly important 
(5 points)

Average

Highly insufficient 
(1 point)

Insufficient (2 points) Intermediate 
(3points)

Satisfactory 
(4 points)

Highly 
satisfactory 
(5 points)

Conditions for finding jobs and employment support 1.9 10.4 31.2 45.7 10.8 3.53
3.4 24.1 43.9 23.5 5.1 3.03

Conditions for acquiring information technology necessary for 
local life

0.6 6.2 30.6 49.5 13.1 3.68
2.3 16.6 46.4 30.0 4.7 3.18

Conditions of medical welfare service facilities - 1.3 8.4 31.0 59.3 4.48
6.9 21.2 27.8 26.9 17.2 3.26

Local society’s integrated care service provision conditions 0.6 3.7 19.5 51.3 24.9 3.96
2.6 17.2 40.2 31.5 8.5 3.26

Public transportation accessibility conditions 0.2 2.0 13.2 43.9 40.7 4.23
3.8 18.0 33.3 32.5 12.4 3.32

Park and natural environment conditions 0.2 2.6 18.0 46.9 32.3 4.09
0.8 8.0 32.2 46.9 12.1 3.62

Conditions of culture and sports activities 0.3 2.7 27.4 49.3 20.3 3.87
2.0 14.8 41.0 34.8 7.4 3.31

Conditions of living facilities - 1.6 12.8 46.8 38.8 4.23
2.8 16.2 34.0 35.9 11.1 3.36

Security and safety facilities and system conditions 0.3 1.2 12.6 39.1 46.8 4.31
2.8 13.1 37.5 33.6 13.0 3.41

Parking facility conditions 0.6 3.8 28.2 49.0 18.4 3.81
1.1 8.8 40.7 40.0 9.4 3.48

Conditions of accessibility to public institutions 0.2 1.9 20.1 50.4 27.4 4.03
1.8 12.8 40.1 36.1 9.2 3.38

Total average Importance 4.02
Satisfaction 3.33

Fig. 4. Comparison of average scores for the importance and satisfaction evaluation of settlement support items (5-point scale average scores).
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in social and economic activities after relocation; 75.2 per cent 
expressed willingness to seek employment. Women expressed a prefer
ence for public-sector employment approximately 20 percentage points 
higher than men.

NEA results: Priority relocation promotion policies were financial 
support for relocation costs and regulatory easing for property disposal 
and purchase. IPA results: Priority settlement support factors were park 
and natural environment conditions, living facility conditions, security 
and safety conditions, and public institution accessibility. Female re
spondents consistently rated all 11 settlement support factors higher 
than male respondents.

4.2. Interpretive implications and policy considerations

The following statements go beyond directly observed data and 
should be read as interpretive implications. These findings provide 
exploratory, preference-based evidence from a face-to-face survey of 
metropolitan baby boomers regarding their stated willingness to relo
cate to K-CCRC. The study makes three specific contributions: (1) it 
updates the empirical basis for K-CCRC policy beyond the outdated 2011 
web survey; (2) it distinguishes between baseline relocation demand, K- 
CCRC-specific demand, and preferred service characteristics; and (3) it 
applies NEA and IPA systematically to identify relative priorities for 
relocation promotion and settlement support.

However, the study's findings speak primarily to the preferences of a 
relatively advantaged cohort — predominantly middle-class, highly 
educated, homeowning baby boomers. K-CCRC policy design may need 
to account for the relatively high asset levels and middle-class housing 
expectations of this cohort, particularly if the policy is intended to serve 
a broader socioeconomic range of older adults.

The consistently higher importance ratings assigned to medical, 
safety, and transport infrastructure by female respondents suggests that 
K-CCRC settlement design may need to attend particularly to the service 
environment preferences of female residents. Women's stronger prefer
ence for capital-adjacent locations is consistent with — though not 
conclusive evidence of — greater concern about healthcare access and 
daily living support in a non-metropolitan setting.

The preference patterns observed suggest that non-metropolitan re
gions near the capital may represent relatively promising candidates for 
early K-CCRC development. However, this inference should be under
stood as a preference-based hypothesis rather than a comprehensive 
planning conclusion: site selection would require additional assessment 

of land availability, infrastructure capacity, local government readiness, 
and healthcare system integration.

Future research should extend this inquiry to underrepresented 
groups, including lower-income older adults, renters, those with care 
needs, and residents of non-metropolitan areas. Longitudinal and mixed- 
methods designs would further help to bridge the gap between stated 
relocation preferences and actual residential mobility behavior. The 
present study is best understood as a necessary first step in an evidence- 
building process for K-CCRC, not as a self-sufficient policy mandate.

The preference patterns observed in this cohort are consistent with 
international findings on CCRC demand among resource-endowed older 
adults [15,16], but cannot be interpreted as evidence of a longitudinal 
shift without a methodologically comparable baseline.

To strengthen the evidentiary basis of policy-oriented surveys, future 
studies should: (1) implement multi-mode data collection (e.g., face-to- 
face and digital) to avoid digital exclusion and capture marginalized 
groups; (2) conduct periodic updates to reflect rapid shifts in economic 
conditions; and (3) oversample vulnerable subgroups (e.g., single- 
person households) to refine subsidy design. Such approaches will 
help ensure that K-CCRC policies remain responsive to the evolving 
aging trajectories and diverse needs of older adult populations.
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