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Abstract 
Australia has an ageing population and the age of retirement is lowering. As a result a greater 

proportion of the population will be retired, and more time will be spent in retirement. Adjustment 

to retirement is usually not problematic. The phenomenon of retirement migration to sunbelt 

destinations for improved lifestyle is well documented, both in Australia and in many other 

Western nations, with the majority reporting satisfaction with the move. Those who relocate after 

retirement for lifestyle considerations usually are younger, have good health, financial resources, 

and control over decisions compared to those who do not relocate. The literature provides some 

understanding of adjustment to retirement, but far less is known of adjustment to relocation, 

particularly following retirement. 

This study aimed to investigate the psychological adjustment processes of people who relocate 

following retirement and considered two main research questions. The first question was to 

determine whether the psychological health of those who relocate after retirement is poorer than 

that of those who do not relocate. The second question was to identify a model that best describes 

the factors that predict positive psychological health when relocation follows retirement. Models 

based on the literature on relocation adjustment and the coping literature were used to propose a 

conceptual model. 

A cross-sectional research approach was adopted to investigate these research questions for groups 

at three time frames: before retirement, after retirement, and after retirement and relocation. The 

three groups were compared on self-report measures of psychological health (General Health 

Questionnaire, GHQ12), psychological well-being (Ryff), satisfaction, and other related variables. 

The well-being instrument by Ryff measured six subscales of well-being, namely, Autonomy, 

Environmental Mastery, Personal Growth, Positive Relations With Others, Purpose in Life, and 

Self-Acceptance. For the postrelocation group, coping was measured using Feifel and Strack's Life 

Situation Inventory to measure the strategies of Problem Solving, Avoidance and Resignation. 

Other variables measured various aspects of participants' relocation experience. 

The study found that relocation after retirement is problematic. There is evidence that GHQ, 

measures of well-being, and satisfaction measures were lower for the postrelocation group than for 

those who had retired but not relocated. Some measures of well-being were lower for the 

postrelocation group than for those who were yet to retire. Although this result points to an adverse 

impact for relocation, these results should be accepted with some caution since the nature of the 

design is cross-sectional. 

A structural equation model (SEM), guided by the conceptual model, was found to fit the data. 

Life Satisfaction, driven by Comparison of current and previous health, finances, lifestyle, and 

environment before retirement and relocation and also by satisfaction with lifestyle, health, and 

finances, had most effect on Postrelocation Psychological Health, directly and also indirectly 
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through Coping. Environment (based on satisfaction with the environment and locational 

knowledge) also had indirect effects on Postrelocation Psychological Health through coping and 

through life satisfaction. The effects of environment need to be thought of as separate but highly 

interrelated with satisfaction. Coping was defined by negative aspects of coping (Avoidance and 

Resignation), and poor Social Support and Education, since Problem Solving was not significant. 

The research findings based on the model suggest that in terms of the well-being subscales, the 

sense of mastery and competence in managing the environment (Environmental Mastery) is most 

at risk. Those who relocate are also at risk of having lower positive evaluation of self and past life 

(Self-Acceptance), although they are also at risk on the other four well-being subscales. 

A number of possible theoretical explanations of the processes that take place for relocation after 

retirement are offered. Two possibilities are that relocation following the transition of retirement, 

in combination, may cause too much change at the one time, or that the individual might have 

difficulties if the person-environment fit is too discrepant. Locational knowledge through visiting 

and researching the new location was found to be a proactive and preventative approach to set 

expectations, although often there may be considerable incongruence between what people expect 

and what occurs. 

Most at risk are those with lower satisfaction with health, finances and lifestyle, and those who 

have experienced a decline in these factors, those with poorer education and less locational 

knowledge, those who lack support from family and friends in the new setting, and those who use 

avoidance and resignation as coping strategies. 

It is important to acknowledge several methodological limitations of the study. The need to use a 

cross-sectional design, self-report data from questionnaires, and the psychometric limitations of 

some instruments are three restrictions on the data. The violation of multivariate normality in the 

data analysis also meant that the results need to be accepted with some caution. 

Notwithstanding these limitations, this study provides a useful contribution to our understanding of 

the psychological processes involved in adjusting to the transitions of retirement and relocation. It 

seems clear from this study that relocating after retirement is often problematic. This is the first 

study to compare psychological health and psychological well-being of those who relocate 

following retirement and those who stay after retirement. Although further research is needed to 

refine the measures and extend the variables, this study provides an analysis of the impact of 

relocation following retirement on psychological health and on the six subscales of psychological 

well-being, and provides a model to explain the relative contributions of factors that predict 

psychological health after retirement and relocation. 
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Abstract 
Australia has an ageing population and the age of retirement is lowering. As a result a greater 

proportion of the population will be retired, and more time will be spent in retirement. Adjustment 

to retirement is usually not problematic. The phenomenon of retirement migration to sunbelt 

destinations for improved lifestyle is well documented, both in Australia and in many other 

Western nations, with the majority reporting satisfaction with the move. Those who relocate after 

retirement for lifestyle considerations usually are younger, have good health, financial resources, 

and control over decisions compared to those who do not relocate. The literature provides some 

understanding of adjustment to retirement, but far less is known of adjustment to relocation, 

particularly following retirement. 

This study aimed to investigate the psychological adjustment processes of people who relocate 

following retirement and considered two main research questions. The first question was to 

determine whether the psychological health of those who relocate after retirement is poorer than 

that of those who do not relocate. The second question was to identify a model that best describes 

the factors that predict positive psychological health when relocation follows retirement. Models 

based on the literature on relocation adjustment and the coping literature were used to propose a 

conceptual model. 

A cross-sectional research approach was adopted to investigate these research questions for groups 

at three time frames: before retirement, after retirement, and after retirement and relocation. The 

three groups were compared on self-report measures of psychological health (General Health 

Questionnaire, GHQ12), psychological well-being (Ryff), satisfaction, and other related variables. 

The well-being instrument by Ryff measured six subscales of well-being, namely, Autonomy, 

Environmental Mastery, Personal Growth, Positive Relations With Others, Purpose in Life, and 

Self-Acceptance. For the postrelocation group, coping was measured using Feifel and Strack's Life 

Situation Inventory to measure the strategies of Problem Solving, Avoidance and Resignation. 

Other variables measured various aspects of participants' relocation experience. 

The study found that relocation after retirement is problematic. There is evidence that GHQ, 

measures of well-being, and satisfaction measures were lower for the postrelocation group than for 

those who had retired but not relocated. Some measures of well-being were lower for the 

postrelocation group than for those who were yet to retire. Although this result points to an adverse 

impact for relocation, these results should be accepted with some caution since the nature of the 

design is cross-sectional. 

A structural equation model (SEM), guided by the conceptual model, was found to fit the data. 

Life Satisfaction, driven by Comparison of current and previous health, finances, lifestyle, and 

environment before retirement and relocation and also by satisfaction with lifestyle, health, and 

finances, had most effect on Postrelocation Psychological Health, directly and also indirectly 
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through Coping. Environment (based on satisfaction with the environment and locational 

knowledge) also had indirect effects on Postrelocation Psychological Health through coping and 

through life satisfaction. The effects of environment need to be thought of as separate but highly 

interrelated with satisfaction. Coping was defined by negative aspects of coping (Avoidance and 

Resignation), and poor Social Support and Education, since Problem Solving was not significant. 

The research findings based on the model suggest that in terms of the well-being subscales, the 

sense of mastery and competence in managing the environment (Environmental Mastery) is most 

at risk. Those who relocate are also at risk of having lower positive evaluation of self and past life 

(Self-Acceptance), although they are also at risk on the other four well-being subscales. 

A number of possible theoretical explanations of the processes that take place for relocation after 

retirement are offered. Two possibilities are that relocation following the transition of retirement, 

in combination, may cause too much change at the one time, or that the individual might have 

difficulties if the person-environment fit is too discrepant. Locational knowledge through visiting 

and researching the new location was found to be a proactive and preventative approach to set 

expectations, although often there may be considerable incongruence between what people expect 

and what occurs. 

Most at risk are those with lower satisfaction with health, finances and lifestyle, and those who 

have experienced a decline in these factors, those with poorer education and less locational 

knowledge, those who lack support from family and friends in the new setting, and those who use 

avoidance and resignation as coping strategies. 

It is important to acknowledge several methodological limitations of the study. The need to use a 

cross-sectional design, self-report data from questionnaires, and the psychometric limitations of 

some instruments are three restrictions on the data. The violation of multivariate normality in the 

data analysis also meant that the results need to be accepted with some caution. 

Notwithstanding these limitations, this study provides a useful contribution to our understanding of 

the psychological processes involved in adjusting to the transitions of retirement and relocation. It 

seems clear from this study that relocating after retirement is often problematic. This is the first 

study to compare psychological health and psychological well-being of those who relocate 

following retirement and those who stay after retirement. Although further research is needed to 

refine the measures and extend the variables, this study provides an analysis of the impact of 

relocation following retirement on psychological health and on the six subscales of psychological 

well-being, and provides a model to explain the relative contributions of factors that predict 

psychological health after retirement and relocation. 
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Chapter I The Problem: Stress and Coping with Relocation upon 
Retirement 

The world's population over 65 is growing at a much faster rate (2.8%) than the population as a 

whole (1.7%) (Davies, Matthews, & Wong, 1991). The majority of industrialised countries, 

including Australia, have an ageing population. The Australian Bureau of Statistics (ABS; 2000) 

projected that the population in Australia aged 65 years and over will increase rapidly over the 

next 50 years, both in terms of absolute numbers and as a proportion of the total population, from 

2.3 million (12%) in 1999 to 4.2 million (18 - 19%) in 2021, and to 6.4 to 6.8 million (24 - 27%) 

in 2051. From 2012 to 2028, those over 65 will grow four to five times faster than the total 

population, while the number aged 45 or less will be stable. The growth rate of those over 65 will 

increase rapidly at 4%, peaking in 2012 when the large cohort born in 1947, part of the post war 

"baby boom," turns 65. In 2002, this group, estimated by the ABS (2000) to be 262,733 people, 

turned 55-an age that often conjures up the idea of retirement. Australia's baby boomer bulge, the 

4.1 million people born between 1946 and 1960, began moving past the age of 55 from 2001, a 

period from which they can take their superannuation and consider retirement. As Hooper and 

Skeffington (1999) predicted, "by 2002, greying boomers will prompt the beginning of a 

demographic transformation, the ageing of the Australian population." (p. 104). Although these 

trends are not unique to Australia, the focus of this study is on Australian retirement. 

Retirement 

The ABS (1998) has defined people in retirement as those who have discontinued working or 

looking for work and do not intend to work full time any time in the future. Those who continue to 

work part-time or are looking for part-time work are considered to be "partially retired". 

Because of a post World War I1 increase in birth rate in most Western countries, international 

trends suggest that a proportionately large group of "baby boomers" is about to reach "retirement 

age". With workers retiring earlier, by the age of 65 the great majority of workers in industrialised 

countries will have retired, and the number of retirees will be very large. Beehr and Nielson (1995) 

suggested that ageing populations in Europe (The Greying of Europe, 1993), and Asia (Hu, 1990), 

as well as the United States of America (Quinn, Burkhauser, & Myers, 1990) are likely to make 

retirement one of the dominant organisational, social, and economic issues of the next half century. 

In 1998, the ABS reported on retirement and retirement intentions of Australians. At that time, of 

those 45 and over, 3,215,400 persons had retired from full-time work. The average age of 

retirement was 48 (58 for males and 41 for females). While only 7% of males had retired before 

45, over 45% of females had retired by that age, and 17% of males and 22% of females had retired 

aged 45-54. The majority (55%) of men retired between 55 and 64, while only 2% of women had 

retired in this age bracket. A large group of men (22%) retired over 65 years of age, while only 3% 
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of women in this age bracket had. These gender differences in retirement age were generally 

supported in an Australian study by Cornish (1997). 

Data from the 1997 study (ABS, 2000) shed some light on proportions of men who were either 

retired or partially retired in different age groups. Of the 45-54 age bracket, 8.5% had fully retired, 

with 2.2% partially retired, which more than doubled for 55-59 year olds (22.3% and 5.2%), and 

again for 60-64 year olds (49.5% and 7.5%), with over 65 year olds 86.6% retired and 4.8% 

partially retired. There was an increase in those opting for partial retirement, rather than complete 

retirement from 1992 to 1997, across all age groups. 

In Australia, as in other industrialised countries, the age of retirement has been decreasing. Of 

those still in the work force, 30% of males and 44% of females intended to retire between 55 and 

64, with 34% of males and 14% of females intending to retire aged 65 and over (ABS, 2000). 

Although compulsory retirement is now illegal, Hooper and Skeffington (1999) suggested that 

workplace attitudes and the influence of decades of superannuation practices conspire to make it 

more attractive for people to leave work in their fifties. Others suggest that earlier retirement is 

attributable to rising income levels, changes in pension, social security and superannuation benefits 

or eligibility, and an increase in employer early retirement schemes related to labour market 

restructuring (Quadagno & Hardy, 1996; Rosenman & Warburton, 1996). Howe and Manning 

(1987) observed that two other factors may be involved in the lowering of the age of retirement in 

Australia: declining post-retirement work and increased unemployment among older workers. 

These social and economic changes provide a backdrop to workers retiring earlier, although the 

trends are also impacting on our understanding of retirement. 

The construct of retirement 

Once retirement was considered as a simple process shared by all, with timing relatively fixed and 

non-problematic (Marshall, Clarke, & Ballantyne, 2001). However, it is now acknowledged that 

there are many dimensions to the retirement experience (Antonovsky, Adler, Sagy, & Visel, 1990). 

Retirement can be considered as a process and a state (Atchley, 1982). Retirement also embraces a 

wide range of arrangements, activities, and uses (Cornman & Kingston, 1996). Wolcott (1998) 

suggested that some retirees leave long-term careers, voluntarily and involuntarily, and never again 

seek paid employment. Others may enter a transitional stage where they may work reduced or part- 

time hours in the same job, or re-enter the workforce intermittently for short intervals, sometimes 

in different types of work. Some people say they will never retire, usually meaning that they will 

pursue education, volunteering, and other avocational activities to maintain a life of meaningful 

activity (Matras, 1990). Many women, particularly older women, consider themselves to have 

retired from when they left the workforce for the birth of their children, whereas others relate their 

retirement to when their husbands retire (Monette, 1996). 
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The complexity of the work-to-retirement transition has received recent attention (Henretta, 1997). 

Mutchler, Burr, Pienta, and Massagli (1996) suggested that rather than a conventional, single, 

unreversed, unambiguous, and "crisp" exit from the work force, for many individuals, the 

retirement process is a "blurred" transition. The pathway out of the world of work might span 

months or even years, and may include repeated moves in and out of the workforce, perhaps using 

one or more "bridge jobs", including self-employment, to acquire reduced or flexible hours (Quinn 

& Kozy, 1996). As a result, there may be periods in which the roles of worker and retiree are held 

simultaneously. Mutchler et al. (1996) found that fewer than half the exits from the workforce can 

be characterised as crisp exits. Often they are precipitated by pension availability, with blurred 

transition patterns more common across all age groups, often as part of a strategy to maintain 

economic status in later life. Han and Moen (1999) confirmed this view, suggesting that the two 

major trends in retirement age are the downward shift in average age, and the variability in the 

timing of retirement. The complexity of retirement and retirement decision making was indicated 

by Ekerdt, Hackney, Koslowski, and De Viney (2001) who examined the assumption that pre- 

retirees are planfully engaged in paths towards retirement. They found that 10 to 40 % of workers 

did not declare when or how they would retire, suggesting that such plans are uncertain. 

Despite these changes in retirement timing, the meaning of retirement seems to be stable. In a 

replication of previous research, Hanson and Wapner (1 994) identified four modes of experiencing 

retirement: 

Transition to Old Age/ Rest. Retirement is a time to relax and slow down into a quieter life and prepare 
for aging. 
New Beginning. Retirement is the welcome beginning of a new phase of life. Retirement is a time of 
freedom, when one can tackle long awaited goals and live life to the fullest. 

Continuity. Retirement is not a major event or critical transition. The basic pattern of life continues, 
with more time for valued activities. 

Imposed Disruption. Retirement is meaningless and frustrating because their job cannot be replaced. 

These four modes were replicated by Gee and Baillie (1999) in a study involving British and 

Australian workers. Expectations of the second mode (a new beginning) predominated before 

retirement, but, after retirement, "continuity of experience" was more common, consistent with 

Vinick and Ekerdt's (1992) finding that, for many people, expectations for increased activity in 

retirement are not realised. 

Gee and Bailey (1999) also pointed out the similarity between the four modes and the four major 

theories related to retirement. Continuity theory (Neugarten, 1973) posits that there is a continuity 

of lifestyle and personality attributes upon retirement. Activity theory (Havighurst, Neugarten, & 

Tobin, 1968), similar to continuity theory, proposes that if a person's post-retirement role activity 

matches his or her pre-retirement role activity, then maximum life satisfaction results. 

Disengagement theory (Cumming & Henry, 1961) is more negative and controversial, and predicts 

that, because society expects less of people as they age, successful adjustment to retirement 
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requires a disengagement from social roles and the adoption of a more passive problem solving 

style and self-centredness. The fourth theoretical approach, crisis theory (Talaga & Beehr, 1989), 

proposes that retirement is a crisis requiring dramatic adjustment to change. 

Adjustment to Retirement 

Retirement has been viewed as a transition that can be accompanied by psychological distress or as 

a time of continued or enhanced subjective well-being (Kim & Moen, 2001). Early work on 

retirement assumed that leaving work would be psychologically harmful, particularly for those 

who valued the worker role, because an identity crisis could occur (Miller, 1965). As a life event 

requiring some adjustment, Holmes and Rahe (1967) expected retirement to impact negatively on 

health and well-being. Most people, in fact, adjust well to retirement over time (Eckerdt, 1987; 

McCallum, 1986). Wolcott (1998) found that 70% of men and 76% of women who had retired 

found retirement easy for them. Atchley (1976) proposed a six stage model of adjustment to 

retirement: pre-retirement, honeymoon, disenchantment, re-orientation, stability, and termination. 

In an examination of the retirement adjustment process, Gall, Evans, and Howard (1997) found 

support for the idea of a honeymoon period, with increases in various aspects of the retiree's well- 

being (psychological health, energy, financial and interpersonal satisfaction and internal locus of 

control) fi-om preretirement to 1 year postretirement. Gall et al. (1997) suggested that this might 

reflect the retiree's release fi-om time demands and daily structure of work life to pursue other 

interests and activities at a relaxed pace (Kelly & Westacott, 1991). There was the suggestion of a 

decrease in interpersonal satisfaction and psychological health at 6-7 years postretirement, 

although Gall et al. (1997) interpreted this finding as the honeymoon effect wearing off rather than 

disenchantment with retirement. To support this interpretation, life satisfaction and financial 

satisfaction did not vary over time, and internal control increased. 

Australian research by McCallum (1986) supported a honeymoon period immediately after 

retirement, followed by disenchantment two years later. Sharpley, Gordon, and Jacobs (1996) 

found a more delayed honeymoon 7 to 12 months after retirement, followed by an increase in 

anxiety, depression, and stress 13-18 months after retirement. In a follow-up study of the 

generalisability of Atchley's model to Australian males and females, Sharpley and Jacobs (1997) 

found that the model held true for men, but not for women. As Marshall (1995) suggested, these 

models may not apply when people retire unexpectedly or take "bridge jobs" and blur the 

retirement event. Matthews, Brown, Davis, and Denton (1982) separated retirement transition 

stress (experience of retiring) from retirement state stress (stress of being in retirement), and found 

that the retirement transition is more stressful than the retirement state. In contrast, Kim and Moen 

(2002) found increased morale among men who had experienced retirement transition within two 

years, whereas continuous "state" of retirement was related to depressive symptoms. 
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In reviewing the literature on the effect of retirement on mental health, McGoldrick (1989) 

suggested that retirement does not lead to mental health problems for the majority. Between two 

thirds and three quarters are generally satisfied with the retirement experience, adapting well and 

suffering no adverse psychological effects as a result of it (Kasl, 1980; McGoldrick & Cooper, 

1985). More recent studies have found no systematic differences attributable to retirement in self- 

rated mental health, stress, coping efficacy, self-esteem, and depression (Midanik, Soghikan, 

Ransom, & Tekawa, 1995; Reitzes, Mutran, & Fernandez, 1996). Talaga and Beehr's (1989) 

review of the literature from 1983 to 1987 suggested that "virtually all previous reviews ... 
including this one concluded that retirement is not stressful (i.e., does not have deleterious effects 

on mental or physical health) contrary to a lot of popular conceptions"(p. 208). In a more recent 

study, Gall et al. (1997) concluded that there was no evidence tliat retirement was experienced as a 

stressful event. 

McGoldrick and Cooper (1994) confirmed this in their further study of early retirement, 

demonstrating that "negative health outcomes are not a direct consequence of retirement" (p. 15). 

They also suggested that there is potential for physical health improvement, and that the majority 

experience no adverse psychological effects with good adaptation and satisfaction levels, and "that 

poor adjustment and low morale seem to be explained in terms of financial problems, advancing 

age and related problems" (p. 4). However, the study identified that 12% were initially dissatisfied 

and 15% were unsure of their new circumstances. A number of advantages and concerns regarding 

early retirement were also identified, with the concerns being missing work, money worries, less 

well-being, being lonely, bored, and depressed, less contact and fewer activities, poor health, 

family problems and opposition, wanting to work again, and feeling guilty not working (p. 12). 

McCallumls (1986) Australian research pointed out that 15% regarded adjustment to retirement as 

difficult and a further 17% as somewhat difficult, and this trend increased with age of retiree. Main 

complaints were financial (25%), missing workmates (23%), and boredom (10%). In a further 

report on these findings, Braithwaite, Gibson, and Bosley-Craft (1986) suggested that trouble 

adjusting to change was also a reason for disenchantment with retirement, with 16% seeing 

nothing good with retirement. A more recent study (Ross & Drentea, 1998) of the consequences of 

retirement on sense of personal control and psychological distress suggested that, whereas retirees 

had a significantly lower sense of control compared to full time workers, their levels of 

psychological distress were not significantly different. 

BossC, Spiro, and Levenson (1997) reviewed the notion of retirement as a stressful life event and 

suggested that up to 30% of people may find retirement stressful. Retirement can result in loss or 

reduction in income, influence, authority, status, social relationships, activity, professional skills, 

and an increase in unstructured time. Sharpley and Jacobs (1997) listed the three greatest sources 

of stress for retirees as missing work, personal health, and relationship issues. 
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The evidence of stress and stress-induced health problems that might result from retirement has 

some support, and a number of studies point to the fact that adjustment problems do occur for a 

considerable percentage of individuals. A number of other studies suggest that the time after 

retirement may be a significant factor, with the retirement state being more problematic than the 

retirement transition. 

Relocation and Elderly Migration 

Although most retirees will continue their lives where they had been living prior to retirement, 

some will relocate, and thus will couple the change of retirement with the change of relocation. 

The movement of people upon retirement is not an innovation of modern industrialised societies 

(Karn, 1977). The Roman government built retirement communities for distinguished retiring 

military officers on the outskirts of large cities, equipped with baths, gymnasia, and other 

recreational facilities. Later, in medieval England, the guilds constructed villages on the outskirts 

of cities for retired craftsmen. Karn (1977) reported on movements of retired people in the 

seventeenth century to inland spa towns such as Bath, previously popularised by the Romans. 

Coastal resort areas became popular from the mid-eighteenth century when doctors began 

promoting the health-giving qualities of the seaside, particularly sea-bathing. In Victorian times, 

some of the wealthy had seaside as well as town houses. The study of such movements began more 

earnestly in the twentieth century with census numbers recognising the increase in proportion of 

"people of pensionable age" in coastal resort towns and inland spa towns (Karn, 1977). 

The trend of sun-belt migration, particularly for retirees, is a phenomenon that has been evident in 

many western countries for some time. In the United Kingdom, Law and Warnes (1982) reflect 

that the retired settled into seaside resort areas in the second half of the nineteenth century 

following the arrival of railways. With the advent of the car, migration to less accessible coastal 

areas and to inland villages in regions like the Cotswolds, the Welsh borders, and the Yorkshire 

dales began, and more recently retired migrants emigrating to sunbelt countries such as Spain. 

Rogers, Frey, Rees, Speare and Warnes (1992) suggested that the south-west region of the United 

Kingdom is a key destination, with London as a key origin region. In Japan, Minami-Kanto and 

Nishi-Kinki are important destinations, and Lombardia, Piemonte, and Lazio are main destinations 

in Italy (Rogers et al. 1992). In the United States of America, Kahana and Kahana (1983) 

identified that senior migrants move to sun-belt states of Arizona, California, and Florida, 

primarily to spend retirement years in a warm, tranquil environment. Rogers and Watkins (1987) 

also add Texas to this list. Serow (2001) confirmed that the counties to have consistently attracted 

retirees since 1950 are concentrated in Florida and that retiree migrants are attracted to coastal 

locations whose existing populations are prosperous and are not dissimilar from the retirees 

themselves. 
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Haas and Serow (1993) also suggested that later life migration has been studied for some time and 

a large body of work has accumulated. Wiseman (1980) considered retirement migration as a 

process rather than an event, with a triggering mechanism to start people thinking about a move, 

followed by considering factors that impede or facilitate a move. Type of relocation is the next 

consideration, followed by destination selection, and then the relocation itself, or a rethinking of 

the decision. 

While life course has been used as a framework for migration studies (Wiseman & Roseman, 

1979), Litwak and Longino (1987) brought a significant refinement to the approach with a 

developmental view. They suggested that the first move for people over 55 is the migration of 

relatively young, healthy, and financially secure retired couples from urban communities to rural 

or coastal sun-belt amenity destinations. The onset of disabilities and or widowhood initiates a 

second move to a more supportive environment, usually in an urban area, often near family 

(Longino, Jackson, Zimmerman, & Bradsher, 199 1) or friends (Kallan, 1993). The last move to an 

institutional setting is brought about by severe and chronic disabilities. 

Rogers et al. (1992) supported the Litwak and Longino (1987) framework and suggested that, 

although most elderly people do not relocate, those that do usually make short distance moves in 

response to changing needs. The second and third moves result from events such as widowhood, 

disability, or neighbourhood change. De Jong, Wilmuth, Angel, and Cornwell (1995) extended 

Litwak and Longino's (1987) framework by exploring the motives for migration of elderly 

Americans over 70 years (incorporating the last two moves). They found that reasons were equally 

divided among six categories: health, affiliation, economic security, comfort, functional 

independence, and getting on with life after a family crisis. They argued that a broader theoretical 

framework for elderly migration is needed for this older age group. 

According to Rogers et al. (1992), the first move of long distance migration of retired persons 

toward amenity destinations with sunnier, warmer and recreationally more enjoyable environments 

is increasing in many economically advanced nations as a result of prolonged longevity, improved 

health, and generous pensions. Based on an international comparative analysis of age patterns, 

Rogers (1988) suggested that this first relocation begins at around 60 for males and earlier for 

females, wheras the second move begins around 75 or so. Kallan (1993) and Karn (1977) 

supported this model and suggested that mobility rates among the older population have been 

observed to rise at ages 60-65, around retirement age (Long, 1988), with a decline thereafter. A 

subsequent rise occurs at older ages as moves are made into retirement homes (predominately local 

moves) or homes of relatives. 

Cuba (1991) reviewed national level demographic research in the United States of America that 

showed the majority of elderly migrants relocate to a limited number of places, and interstate 

destinations, principally to sun-belt destinations. Serow (2001) confirmed this trend is continuing. 
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In Australia, the phenomenon of retirement migration to the sunbelt has been well documented. 

Rowland (1994) suggested that while young people dominate migration aggregates, older age 

groups are mobile as well, with over 22% of people over 65 years relocating. An increasing 

number of people are choosing to make regional moves after retirement (Parmelee & Lawton, 

1990). Stimson, Minnery, Kabamba, and Moon (1996) proposed that many of these moves stem 

from long term plans to seek a different location and lifestyle, or out of necessity. Parrnelee and 

Lawton (1990) conceptualised retirement migration as moves motivated "to achieve a satisfactory 

balance between Autonomy and security needs". Neyland and Kendig (1996) suggested that older 

individuals find balance in "environments which maintain interest and exercise capacities without 

overstressing them". 

Most studies have focused on sun-seekers migrating from Melbourne and Sydney to the coast of 

northern New South Wales or Queensland (Drysdale, 1991; Hugo, 1986; Murphy, 1985; Murphy 

& Zehner, 1988). Some studies have identified seasonal migration patterns of "snowbirds" who 

migrate to North Queensland fi-om southern states for the winter months (Mings, 1997). Some 

have investigated the significant number of retirees moving to rural and coastal areas near large 

cities (Mickelburgh, 1979; Rudd, 1989), while others reviewed movement from inland rural and 

urban areas to coastal towns (Drysdale, 1991). Neyland and Kendig (1996) investigated those who 

moved to Point Lonsdale south of Melbourne, Victoria following retirement. 

Adjustment to Retirement and Relocation 

Baglioni (1989) recognised the potential of relocation as a stressful life event and cautioned that 

for the elderly, adjustment might be more extensive and intensive, although the literature shows 

considerable variability (from negative effects to no effects to positive effects) depending on the 

specific population and study parameters. 

Carp (1966) investigated the social and psychological well-being of elderly people moving to a 

housing complex. Favourable effects such as increased morale, health, social interactions, and 

satisfaction with their housing, neighbourhood, and services were displayed at one year and eight 

years after the move. Lawton and Yaffe (1970) found that some elderly people who moved into an 

apartment building had improved health a year later, while the health of others declined. Beaver 

(1979) compared successhl adjusters with those who adjusted unsuccessfully in moving into a 

retirement apartment complex. Successful adjusters were more inclined to have considered two 

alternative settings (and no more), and to have considered the activities available at the setting 

prior to relocation. Beaver (1979) also concluded that good physical health is the best predictor of 

success in relocation. 

The relationship between location and well-being has been explored in the gerontological 

literature. Golant (1984) argued that the impact of the everyday environment was greater on older 

than younger people, and Kahana (1982) proposed that the combination of severing occupational 
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ties, widowhood, and reduced income increased the importance of locality for their mental health. 

Reitzes, Mutran, and Pope (1991) found that well-being was highest for those retired men living in 

suburban areas, followed by those in non-metropolitan areas, with well-being of central city 

dwellers the lowest. Well-being was most negatively influenced by poor health, lack of informal 

social activities, and lack of financial security. 

In terms of sunbelt migration, Bultena and Wood (1979) investigated whether planned retirement 

communities in Arizona facilitated adaptation of older migrants to the retirement role. Compared 

to non-migrants and those who moved to age integrated communities, migrants to retirement 

communities were more likely to be healthy and have high morale. It was suggested that retirement 

communities provide a supportive reference group and a community more conducive to facilitating 

social interaction and forming friendships, and as a result morale is higher. 

Hendrick, Wells, and Faletti (1982) compared the adjustment of people who had retired at least 18 

months to a maximum of 10 years past retirement, and who had moved to south Florida (n = 175) 

with those who had resided there prior to retirement (n = 139). The type of retirement residence 

(retirement community versus ordinary community) was also included in the design. It was 

predicted that the stress of a major move, and stress resulting from readjustment to a new lifestyle 

and new interpersonal relations in a new community, along with alienation and social isolation 

among retirees might be exacerbated by geographical relocation after retirement. The Srole 

Anomie Scale (Srole, 1956), which assesses the degree of perceived alienation and isolation, was 

the major dependent measure. The majority (75%) felt that retirement was mostly good, and their 

health was good or excellent, and only 15% could be defined as anomic. In terms of relocation, the 

data suggested that moving had little negative consequences. However, persons who were at 

highest risk of alienation were those retirees who migrated and moved into the general community, 

compared to migrants who moved into a retirement community. Retirement preparation was found 

to be an important factor in adjusting to retirement and relocation. Those most likely to be at risk 

of being alienated were those who had not planned their retirement well, had migrated and 

relocated into the general community or non-migrants who had moved into a retirement 

community, had rated their health more poorly, lacked transport assistance upon retirement, had 

experienced a greater reduction in income from pre to post retirement, had less help with 

household chores since retirement, and had lower educational level. 

Hendrick et al. (1982) suggested that relocation to Florida may lead to happiness, provided retirees 

move into planned retirement communities. For those not migrating, staying in the house occupied 

for many years previously was recommended. Kahana and Kahana (1983) conducted a 

longitudinal study of adaptation to voluntary long distance moves that identified predictors of 

positive post-relocation outcomes for older Americans who relocated to Florida retirement 

communities. Those in better health, female, and married had high post-move morale. Those who 
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improved in health were likely to be younger, female, have perceived the move as not permanent, 

and have positive views of Florida. Satisfaction with life in Florida was associated with length of 

residence in Florida, enthusiasm for moving there, and perceiving that few adjustments were 

required. The authors concluded that the high level of satisfaction was related to the voluntary 

nature of the move. The study also raised the importance of perceptions in establishing when their 

goals and needs are satisfied and when environmental demands fit with the personal resources to 

meet those demands. 

A number of other studies have identified specific difficulties in adapting to relocation following 

retirement. In terms of social relationships, a recent Australian study by Lo and Brown (1999) 

suggested that relocation after retirement may add to a retiree's sense of separation and loss, 

particularly if moving away from family and friends. Cuba (1992) proposed that a move to a 

destination relatively near their previous residences allows retired migrants to maintain kinship and 

friendship ties, whereas a long distance move is more difficult. In adjusting to the new long 

distance destination, Cuba (1 992) suggested that married movers are initially absorbed by the joint 

project of home building, "a process that is couple centred and transitional to the establishment of 

new social networks". Single movers find their way into new communities on their own and may 

perceive the move as challenging or risk-taking and this may develop a sense of independence. 

Single movers are more inclined to join organisations to meet others, and in some amenity 

destinations such as Cape Cod, Cuba (1992) suggested, there may be a critical mass of single 

women to increase the opportunity of finding persons of similar marital status. 

If retirees are to move, Tripple, McFadden, and Makela (1992) identified the environmental 

factors, such as neighbourhood preferences, general services, migration characteristics, and 

geographical conditions that are considered important. Women were more concerned about 

services such as medical facilities, and men were more concerned about geographical conditions 

such as low humidity. 

In her extensive study of retirement to two different seaside resort towns in the United Kingdom, 

Kam (1977) found that 84% of interviewed retirees in one town and 79% in the other said that, in 

hindsight, they would make the same decision again to move. The move was not successful for 

some, and Karn reported that widows were more likely to regret the move (24% and 12% in each 

town), with many retirees actually moving away after being widowed. 

In Australia, Drysdale (1991) and Rowland (1991) found that some people had problems with 

sunbelt migration, particularly widows. Neyland and Kendig (1996) noted that psychological well- 

being was higher among couples compared with singles, although reason for moving had no 

relationship to well-being. Murphy and Zehner (1988) noted a clear correlation between the 

experience of a major life change after migration and life satisfaction. Forty-four percent of those 

who rated life average to poor had experienced a major life change, whereas of those who were 
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completely or substantially satisfied only 14% had experienced a life change. Life satisfaction 

markedly reduced for those who experienced death of a spouse, with slight reduction with life 

change associated with health. 

Other studies, such as the study of migrants to Phillip Island in Victoria by Prinsley, Kidd, Howe, 

and Cameron (1979) and Murphy and Zehner (1988) of amenity migrants to Port Macquarie in 

New South Wales have found high levels of satisfaction among aged migrants. High levels of 

place and life satisfaction were related to strong prior links or extensive search patterns to 

minimise poor decision-making, sound financial situations, and to the growth of the town and 

associated medical and retail services. Neyland and Kendig (1996) suggest that there are 

substantial benefits for movers in terms of increased Autonomy and security, with security (and 

not higher Autonomy) linked to higher levels of well-being. 

One indicator at variance with this positive pattern in Murphy and Zehner's (1988) study was that 

13% of respondents would strongly advise potential migrants not to move. The authors argued that 

posing this question in this hypothetical way may have prompted people to be more honest than 

asking about their own circumstances. 

Although satisfaction levels were generally high, Karn (1977) had also cautioned against accepting 

such high satisfaction levels as accurate because "the satisfied stay on in resorts and the 

dissatisfied move away and fail to appear in the sample" (p. 170). In Murphy and Zehner's (1988) 

study, 63% of respondents knew of people who had left Port Macquarie. These were considered to 

have misjudged the capacity of the environment to meet their needs, or whose circumstances had 

changed. The main reasons for departure were considered to be a desire for family reunion (39%), 

health problems (13%), social isolation (9%), and missing the cultural life of the big city (5%). 

Ten percent of respondents thought that people left because they were "negative" types who could 

not cope with the adaptation to the new environment. 

Emerging Issues 

Combined effects of Retirement and Relocation 

Retirement is a life transition that is normally expected in terms of its timing in the life cycle. 

However, unexpected events such as retrenchment and redundancy can also lead to retirement. 

Relocation of those who have retired is usually a well planned and orchestrated life transition, with 

well defined expectations. Although for most people the life transitions of retirement and 

relocation are not perceived as negative, even positive events, when accompanied by significant 

change and low expectancy, have the potential to be distressing (Stallings, Dunham, Gatz, Baker, 

& Bengston, 1997). 

Such life transitions in response to an external event involve adaptations in the context of the 

individual person's environment. A life transition may be embedded within a developmental 
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framework, but it may be associated with a crisis when it results in significant change (Gibson & 

Brown, 1992). 

Gibson and Brown's (1992) review also suggests that there are a number of potential areas in one's 

life where the impact of a life transition may be felt. For instance, Schlossberg's (1981, 1984) 

model maintains that routines, relationships, and roles may change with life transitions and has 

been illustrated in research with clerical workers (Charner & Schlossberg, 1986). Empirical 

investigations of life transitions showed that it is not uncommon for individuals to select exalted 

turning points in their lives and weave these into conceptions of identity via their life story 

(McAdams, 1988). Retirement is one such transition that creates change whereby the individual 

makes an adaptive response to an external event that potentially impacts on routines, roles and 

relationships. Another life transition that might similarly impact on the individual is relocation. 

When combined, these two life transitions are likely to impact on so many aspects of the 

individual's life change and require multiple adaptive responses. The combined changes have the 

potential of impacting on routines, roles, relationships, views of self, identity, psychological well- 

being and perhaps even physical and psychological health of the individual. 

Psychological well-being 

In determining the usefulness of well-being as an outcome measure, Myers and Diener (1995) 

suggested that contextual factors together account for no more than 15% of variance in-well-being, 

although changes in well-being were predictable from life events, such as retirement (Stallings et 

al., 1997). Desirable life events predicted change in positive affect, while negative events predicted 

change in negative affect. 

Ryff and Singer (1996) proposed that life experiences and life events and individuals' 

interpretations of these events need to be examined to help in the understanding of variation in 

well-being. In a study of community relocation of elderly women, Ryff and Essex (1992) found 

that push-pull factors and various interpretive mechanisms accounted for substantial variance in a 

number of the measured aspects of psychological well-being. According to Showers and Ryff 

(1996) and Zirkel and Cantor (1990), during a life transition, such as retirement and relocation, 

stress may result from the unsettling experiences of changes in self and in the environment. Kling, 

Seltzer, and Ryff (1997) also suggested that old age involves confiontation with multiple 

interacting challenges, each challenging psychological well-being and requiring different types of 

coping responses which need further investigation. When relocation follows retirement, the 

implications of the dual life transitions on psychological well-being are still unclear. Even if this 

dual transition is perceived as stressful, stress has multiple implications for well-being, as research 

(Thoits, 1994) has shown that individuals may build coping repertoires as a result of experiencing 

new stressful situations. Effective coping resulted in decreased negative symptoms, and increased 

well-being, to prepare the individual to deal more effectively with the next life challenge. 
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In relation to adjusting to relocation, Fisher and Shaw (1994) suggested the importance of 

predictability to reduce uncertainty, and appraisal of the change in locality as useful coping 

strategies. Berry (1997) compared two coping strategies and found that integration is the most 

successful strategy, with marginalisation the least successful, and most linked to emotional 

distress, dysfunction, and psychopathology. 

The effects of relocation following retirement need to be better understood in terms of adjustment 

processes, the effectiveness of different coping strategies, and the implications for the various 

components of psychological well-being. 

Risk factors 

A number of risk factors may affect adjustment and subsequent well-being following life 

transitions such as retirement and relocation. If individuals do not predict or expect the 

retirementlrelocation and do not therefore prepare for it (Brown & Heath, 1984; Stallings et al., 

1997), and have a poor sense of control over their new environment (Baglioni, 1989), they may be 

more at risk. Poor health is a risk factor for successful retirement (BossC, Aldwin, Levenson, & 

Workman-Daniels, 1991; Hardy & Quadagno, 1995; Shaw, Patterson, Semple, & Grant, 1998) and 

relocation (Brett, 1980; Stokols & Shumaker, 1982). 

The inability to maintain an expected level of income may have a negative effect on adjustment to 

retirement (Richardson & Kilty, 1991). However, the impact of finances on well-being after 

relocation is less clear. Although the majority of retired migrants are satisfied, a proportion of 

migrants is dissatisfied. Those most likely to be dissatisfied are those who are single, those who 

develop health, financial or relationship problems, those who are unenthusiastic with the move, 

and those who need to make large adjustments (Cuba, 1992; Kahana & Kahana, 1983; Murphy & 

Zehner, 1988). 

Relocation has the potential for social upheaval for most people (Lee, 1990) and putting social 

support in jeopardy, especially if retired migrants are moving away from friends and family (Lo & 

Brown, 1999) and moving to a new unfamiliar environment. This might be exacerbated if moving 

alone (Cuba, 1992), and the individual lacks interpersonal skills and personality attributes to re- 

establish social support structures in the new environment (Carp, 1980). Cuba (1992) cautions 

against long distance moves because of the threat to kinship and friendship ties, and as a buffer, 

Wamboldt Steinglass and De-Nour (1991) found that relocation adjustment of individuals is 

improved by having a partner. Social support of the partner and of new and old friends, and co- 

operative consultation with the partner in making decisions would seem to be of great importance 

when relocating after retirement. 

Summary 

The combined effects of the dual life transitions of retirement and relocation are likely to impact 

on a number of important aspects of life. Routines, roles, relationships, self-concept, and identity, 
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may well be affected and cause changes to the psychological well-being and psychological health 

of the individual. A number of risk factors such as lack of preparedness, lack of control over the 

environment, poor health, poor finances and a lack of social support have the potential to impact 

on the psychological well-being and health of the individual undergoing the dual life transitions. 

Particular coping strategies may be used to help individuals to cope with the multiple changes. 

The potential of these multiple changes and associated risk factors to threaten psychological health 

and well-being needs to be further researched, and this is the principal aim of this study. 

Importantly, the coping strategies that help individuals to deal effectively with these transitions 

will also be investigated. 

The research question 

Australia, as with many Western countries, is an ageing community with the prospects of greater 

numbers of its citizens retiring and living on for substantial periods of time. A large number of 

these will consider relocating in their retirement, possibly to the sunbelt or at least some distance 

from their present location, and approximately 20% on present indications will actually move. The 

health, including mental health and well-being of these people is a matter of major interest if for no 

other reason because of its economic implications. 

Compared with retirement itself there have been fewer studies on the effects of relocation 

following retirement and fewer still that studied Australian retirees. The studies that have been 

done indicate that for many, relocation following retirement like retirement itself can have positive 

effects, but as with retirement, there are a substantive number who do not cope well. The study 

reported in this thesis was undertaking to find out more about the effects of retirement and 

relocation in the Australian context. 

More particularly, the research addressed two major questions: 

Is the psychological health of those who retire and relocate poorer than that of those who do not relocate 
following retirement? 
What are the factors that predict positive psychological health following relocation in retirement? 

The study was guided by a model developed on the basis of previous research. The model was 

used to determine what data were to be collected and how the data were to be analysed. The 

development of the model is described in the Chapter that follows. 
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Chapter 2 Literature Review 

Overview 

In attempting to develop a model to guide research on the factors influencing psychological health 

following relocation, three principal literatures were drawn on. The first was that to do with 

migration to help understand what makes people want to move. The second was that on 

psychological health and coping particularly related to the potential stressors of retirement and 

relocation. The third was concerned with the risk factors identified to date that may predispose to a 

less satisfactory experience in retirement. In this chapter, these literatures are reviewed before the 

model that emerged from this review is described. The principal hypotheses guiding the research 

program are then outlined. 

Migration 

Relocation or "migration" and the processes underlying it have been studied by social scientists for 

well over a hundred years. Stimson et al. (1996) described it as a complex phenomenon that may 

occur over short and long distances, involving movement across communities, regions, states, 

nations or cultures, involving individuals, households or groups, and may be voluntary or 

involuntary. 

Geographers and regional and town planners attempt to gather data and analyse migration flows 

and their resultant economic consequences. In Australia, Bell (1992, 1995, 1996) has analysed 

patterns of internal migration and the characteristics of movers between the census dates of 1981 

to 1986 and 1986 to 1991. Because in Australia there are no systematic data available in the form 

of longitudinal studies, migration histories and motivations underlying moves, our understanding 

of relocation is based only on cross sectional and secondary analysis, mainly involving census data 

(Stimson et al., 1996). 

The evidence, however, is that Australians are among the most mobile people in the western 

world, with 43 per cent of households moving at least once every five years (Long, 1992). 

Golledge and Stimson (1987) distinguished between migration and mobility, with migration 

referring to the relocation process involving individuals or households shifting geographic location 

from an origin to a destination, such as moving interstate or between regions. They used mobility 

to refer to frequency of moves, or to residential shifts within the same geographic area, such as a 

city. In Australia, intra-urban residential mobility accounts for three times as many moves as inter- 

urban migration (Hassan, Zang, & McDonnell-Baum, 1996). 

Long distance migration involves movers who at their destination are sufficiently far from their 

place of origin that they are socially disconnected from the community from which they moved. 

More Australians are undertaking long distance migration than previously (Wulff, Flood, & 

Newton, 1993). For the long distance migrant, the act of moving is a complex economic and social 
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event (Fielding, 1993), a complex psychological event, and a significant life transition. Stimson et 

al. (1996) argued that people establish and maintain their identities, values, and motivations by 

interacting with other people. Maintaining their personal character in a complex modern society is 

heavily dependent on establishing a network of interactive social relations (Crano & Messe, 1982). 

Stimson et al. (1996) suggested that those people who choose to undertake long distance migration 

contradict what may be regarded as usual normative behaviour of wanting to maintain such a 

network. 

To help understand what makes people move, behavioural geographers have developed push-pull 

models (Stimson et a1.,1996). Push factors are situations at the place of origin that give rise to 

dissatisfaction for an individual or household, precipitating a decision to move, whereas pull 

factors are factors at destination attracting migration. Although there may be some similarity 

between these two sets of factors for each individual, there are often differences (Shuval, 1993). 

In adopting a similar but different approach to understand the forces driving population migration 

in Australia, Maher and Stimson (1994) proposed a more detailed analysis focusing on attractors- 

the characteristics of regions that attract populations, and the attracted- those individuals and 

households that make decisions about moving long distance. Attractors include natural attractors, 

which are desirable but not indispensable features of the physical environment at a destination, 

such as being on the coast, and economic and socio-cultural attractors which include differential 

economic opportunities related to employment opportunities, cost of living, access to services, 

social networks, and lifestyle. Maher and Stimson (1994) proposed that each location has a mix of 

attractors that may appeal to different types of individuals or households and attract new people or 

retain existing people. 

The attracted can be divided into two groups, according to Maher and Stimson. Initiators actively 

seek change in their personal circumstances, seeking change in lifestyle, amenity or social 

contacts, such as retirees, and are attracted by the circumstances at the destination-pull factors. 

Reactors respond to events or processes that prompt or necessitate a move, as a result of 

deteriorating or changing circumstances at the origin-push factors. 

The decision to migrate is complex, and based on many different variables, environmental and 

psychological. While many families and individuals might contemplate migration, they may be 

constrained by economic and social factors, and a perception that benefits may be outweighed by 

the costs of moving. Warnes (1992), reflecting on migration in the United Kingdom, suggested 

that economic conditions impact on migration, and that, in affluent nations, decisions to migrate 

may be related to personal factors such as status and lifestyle, rather than basic necessities such as 

seeking employment. With both structural and psychological processes in mind, Bogue (1969) 

proposed a set of push-pull factors to explain the variables involved in the decision to migrate, as 

set out in Table 2.1. 
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Table 2.1 Bogue's Push and Pull Factors in Migration. (Based on Bogue, 1969,753-4) 
Push factors Pull factors 
Decline of regional income, localised recession Perceived superior career opportunities in another 
Loss of employment location 
Political, religious, ethnic andlor other forms of Reduced oppression or discrimination 

oppression or discrimination Personal Growth opportunities, such as better 
Little or no pathways to increase personal education, group association 

development, such as marriage, status or career Preferable environment, such as climate, housing, 
Catastrophe (flood, earthquake, war etc.) schools, and other institutional facilities 

Desire to be with kin, or other favourable people in 
another place 

Lure of different social or physical activities in 
another place 

Although what is viewed as negative in one location may have an opposite effect in another 

location, empirical testing of migrants has not always supported a correlation between groups of 

push or pull factors and migration (Skinner, Rampa, & Spriggs, 1983). The decision to migrate is a 

complex process, and understanding it will require better data on the cognitive processes of those 

involved. 

Drawing on cognitive theories that people make judgments on perceived images and recall stored 

information to arrive at conclusions about their environment (Sears, Peplau, Freedman, & Taylor, 

1988), behavioural geographers have investigated cognitive mapping processes to explain how 

people make spatial decisions (Golledge & Stimson, 1987). This focus on the perceptions and 

experiences of the migrant and their cognitive processes prompted the identification of more 

personalised push and pull factors underlying migration. These studies included the identification 

of perceived stressors (Christenson, 1979), and the investigation of quality of life indicators 

(Taylor, 1979). After reviewing these studies, Stimson et al. (1996) suggested that, while many 

people move to optimise benefit opportunities (involving pull factors), most moving decisions are 

aimed to reduce stress according to a set of criteria (push factors). 

Whereas the migration decision process, focusing on the nature and role of stressors, on search 

behaviour, on information sources, and on space preferences, has been well researched in the area 

of city mobility, less is known about those who undertake long distance migration. The study by 

Stimson et al. (1996) provided some understanding of the migration decisions of those long 

distance migrants to the Gold Coast, and is reviewed later. 

In an attempt to further our understanding of the motivation underlying migration, DeJong and 

Fawcett (1979) identified a number of major motive categories for the decision to relocate. These 

categories included economic, social mobility/social status, residential satisfaction, motive to 

maintain community based social and economic ties, family and fkiend affiliation and attaining 

personal preferences. All except the motive to maintain community based social and economic ties 

were regarded as favouring a move. The strength of motive to move was estimated, and this 

differed between developing and developed nations, and long versus short-distance moves. 
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For long distance moves in a developed country like Australia, DeJong and Fawcett (1979) would 

predict that the economic motive would be strong and the social mobility motive would be 

moderate to weak. Motives of residential satisfaction, the negative effect of maintaining 

community based social and economic ties, family and friend affiliation would be moderate, with 

attaining personal preferences weak but increasing. They also proposed that individuals will 

choose an area that will permit the maximization of their goals based on a hierarchy of economic 

values and minimize socio-cultural adjustment problems. The location of family and friends, their 

information about the location, prior experience with the new locality, and formal and informal 

information about the location were important in developing an understanding of what the new 

locality had to offer. 

DeJong and Fawcett (1979) extended this analysis to propose a value expectancy model of 

migration decision making based on the work of Crawford (1 973). This model, presented as Figure 

2.1, assumes that people behave in a logical, positive way, making choices to maximise their well- 

being, by seeking personally valued goals that might be met by staying or moving. Motivation to 

migrate is based on a cognitive assessment of the expectancy and value or weighting of personally 

valued goals that might accrue if migration takes place. 

extent, relevance, 
-Amenities, activities erceived validit 

Explanatory 
path strength: 

-Strong 
-Moderate 

Weak 

Figure 2.1. A valence expectancy model of migration decision making (De Jong & Fawcett, 1979). 

Golledge and Stimson (1997) argued for the impact of cultural process on migration, suggesting 

that migration decision-makers receive cultural signals that motivate a desire to migrate. Based on 

the work of Fielding (1992), they defined culture as all the shared ideas, beliefs, values, and 

knowledge that constitute the societal basis of social action and physical expression, whereas 

habitas is the individual's own conscious and sub-conscious perception of what culture means to 
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him or her. Lndividuals may perceive the culture of the place they live as being unsuitable, but 

other locations may provide a preferable reference group. 

In a study of retirement migration, Longino (1992) identified moorings as important factors that 

influence the decision to relocate, particularly over longer distances. Moorings are factors that 

attach a person or household to a locality through items of a social, cultural, and spatial nature. It is 

through these factors that a person gains access to social and psychological well-being, and which 

motivate a person to want to stay in a particular location. Similar to push and pull factors, 

moorings are value based, and are influenced by cultural signals. Typical moorings include life 

course issues of household income, educational opportunities, age, health, and caregiving 

responsibilities. Cultural issues might include social networks, cultural affiliations, and ethnicity, 

whereas spatial issues might include climate, access to social contacts and cultural icons, and 

proximity to regions of recreational interest. Longino (1992) suggested that, instead of making 

relocation decisions based on rational evidence and analysis, people may do so in response to 

signals from cultural symbols, often in a non-rational way. 

Stimson et al. (1996) suggested that the reverse concept to moorings, anchors, is also important in 

relocation decision making. Anchors are the conditions or circumstances that can be pulled up at 

one location and set down in another to provide stability. Club membership, sporting or 

occupational skills, the easy transferability of welfare, medicare, banking, and finance could all be 

considered anchors which allow potential migrants to relocate relatively easily. In their study of 

long distance migration to the Gold Coast, Stimson et al. (1996) pointed to the high rate of club 

and organisational membership as evidence of the importance of anchors for this group. 

In reviewing the various models of migration decision making, Stimson et al. (1996) found that no 

one model of migration could be applied to all households in their study. The complexity of the 

background and variety of reasons for migration of the people who relocated to the Gold Coast all 

point to more specific research on particular groups of long distance migrants to help identify 

relevant models of migration. 

Characteristics of movers in Australia 

To understand internal migration patterns in Australia, Hugo (1994) analysed the propensities of 

men and women to move at different ages. Young adults are most mobile, with the propensity to 

move declining rapidly from the age of 25, with a levelling off at about 50 years and a slight 

increase with older age, "where mobility is often associated with retirement" (Golledge & 

Stimson, 1997, p101). Stimson et al. (1996) argued that decisions to move are closely related to 

progression of families and individuals through the life cycle. Based on the pioneering work of 

Rossi (1955) who suggested that relocation was a response to life cycle based social transitions 

altering family needs and changing housing preferences, Rowland (1982) identified 10 life cycle 

events that are likely to cause residential adjustment and relocation, but not necessarily over long 
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distances. The first three are youth and education related-completion of secondary education, 

completion of tertiary education, and completion of occupational training. Marriage, birth of first 

child, birth of last child, and first child reaches secondary school age are the next events likely to 

predict relocation for people during adulthood. The last three events include last child leaves 

home, retirement, and death of a spouse. 

Hassan et al. (1996) supported Rowland's proposal that Australian residential mobility of families 

is significantly related to life cycle and the changes that accompany it. They suggested that age and 

incornelhome ownership are also significant variables, with those below 30 most mobile and less 

tenured, and those over 65 least mobile and most tenured in terms of home ownership. 

Bell (1992), in a report on interstate arrivals to Queensland, identified that the age group 25-40 had 

the highest migration rate, driven by housing and employment. The migration rates downturn then 

until the 55-59 age group where there is an upturn in migration rates of those 60-65. However, 

there is a significant downturn in those over 65. Less mobility among older people, according to 

Hassan et al. (1996), is likely to be due to their having already made necessary adjustments to 

bring about an equilibrium between their housing and their housing needs, established family and 

friendship networks, and to anxiety about relocating, and the costs associated with relocation. 

The 1995 Queensland Migration Survey (Queensland Government Statistician's Office, 1996) 

identified the main reasons for moving of the over 55s. Of those over 55 moving within the State, 

housing (30%), location (25%), and retirement and health (21%) were the major reasons given, 

whereas for interstate migrants over 55, location (60%) was by far the main reason for moving of 

this group, with a large number of other reasons unspecified. 

Sun-belt migration in Australia 

Australians for many decades have been moving over long distances. McKay and Whitelaw (1 976) 

confirmed the existence of significant long distance migration from Melbourne to southern 

Queensland in census data between 1966-1971, and Murphy (1985) reflected on the climatic 

quality and role of environmental amenity in the general northern preference of migrants. An 

increasingly significant component of long distance migration is movement to sun-belt locations 

(Stimson et al., 1996). Patterns of long distance internal migration in Australia since the 1970s 

reveal, among other findings, a substantial and sustained net gain for Queensland from New South 

Wales and Victoria (Stimson et al., 1996). Bell (1992) described this trend as a dominant pattern of 

movement from the south-east corner to the north-east of the continent. This has become known as 

sun-belt migration. In terms of regions, Bell (1992) categorised Queensland coastal regions from 

Wide Bay south to the Gold Coast as experiencing significant migration growth. Hugo (1994) 

suggested that these sun-belt regions are characterised by being close to large metropolitan areas, 

attractive, scenic environments, such as coastal, riverfront or mountainous areas, and having tourist 

potential. 
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Migrant characteristics 

Migration at retirement is conceptualised as an "amenity move", based on lifestyle considerations 

and available to those with good health and financial resources (Litwak & Longino, 1987). They 

also have a relatively high degree of control over the decisions of when to move and where to 

reside (Litwak & Longino, 1987; Wiseman & Roseman, 1979). 

To determine the characteristics of retired migrants, Law and Wames (1982) compared retired 

migrants with non-migrants in England and Wales, and found that migrants were more likely to 

have experienced non-local moves than non-migrants and to be single or married without children. 

Those with children saw them less frequently. Migrants also disliked the pre-retirement home, 

came from higher socio-economic groups, had cars (to gain knowledge of other areas), and retired 

at an earlier age compared with non-migrants, consistent with Karn's (1977) finding. De Jong et al. 

(1995) also compared movers and non-movers of those over 70 years in the United States, using 

data from the Longitudinal Study on Aging. Movers were characterised as having above average 

levels of educational attainment, not owning a home, shorter periods of residence in a home, 

having children who live more than an hour away. There was no difference in family income 

levels between the two groups. 

Cuba (1991) reviewed different models of decision-making of older migrants. Wiseman (1980) 

outlined a two stage model in which the decision to move is presented as distinct from and 

causally preceding the choice of migration destination, which has been supported by many others 

(Kam, 1977; Law & Wames, 1982). Law and Wames (1982) provide rich data on the structure and 

timing of the decision-making process and the collaborative process among those with partners. 

Cuba (1991) challenged the Wiseman model by suggesting that the majority of older migrants to 

Cape Cod were destination specific movers, and not destination search movers, and they did not 

make the decision to move in stages. Factors involved in the decision-making included the 

distance between origin and destination, previous place experience, ties to friends and kin, and the 

scope of the destination search. 

Haas and Serow (1993) considered amenity retirement migration as a process rather than an event 

and, drawing from the insights of Wiseman (1980) and Litwak and Longino (1987), developed a 

tentative model. The model proposed that retirement migration begins with remote thoughts about 

preferred destinations, and after information gathering, push and pull factors help determine the 

decision to migrate and then the location decision. Traditionally, the amenity move occurs near 

retirement, with 8% reporting moving first before retirement (Haas & Serow, 1993). After 

migration, developing ties within the community was the major goal. As with the notion of 

retirement, retirement migration was found to be blurred rather than crisp. Five distinct sub 

groupings were identified by Haas and Serow (1993): those who had not thought about migrating; 

those who went from part to full time residency at the amenity destination; those who migrated but 
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stayed in employment for a short time before retirement; those who migrated twice; and those 

destination-selecting versus destination-specific migrants. This model has been endorsed by a 

more recent study (Carlson, Junk, Fox, Rudzitis, & Cann, 1998). 

In examining socio-demographic factors that influence migration, Muschkin and Myers (1993) 

suggested that the influence of age on migration is difficult to predict. Although older retirees may 

view migration as positive, they may be constrained by higher levels of disability and health 

problems (Kallan, 1993), and may have stronger community ties (Oldakowski & Roseman, 1986). 

Being married significantly reduces the likelihood of moving at older ages, but has less effect on 

amenity or retirement moves (Kallan, 1993). Older persons with above average prior mobility are 

significantly more likely to make an amenity move (Meyer & Speare, 1985). Other characteristics 

that facilitate retirement mobility include those who regularly go on vacation and those who own 

property other than the place of residence (Roseman, 1983). These last two factors are considered 

as potential links to places other than the current place of residence. Strength of ties to place of 

current residence (such as home ownership, and proximity of family members and relatives), and 

health status and disability are deterrents to migration (Speare, Avery, & Lawton, 199 1). 

In their study of prospective retirement migration, Muschkin and Myers (1993) found that almost a 

third of respondents (mean age of 54 years) planned to move on retirement, although only 12% 

considered there was a high probability of moving within 2 years. Compared to those not intending 

to move, the prospective movers displayed many of the characteristics that the previous studies 

would predict. The likely movers were younger, were less likely to own their own home, were less 

likely to have children or parents living within 10 miles, had a higher family income, were more 

likely to own a second home, had moved within two years and regularly went on vacation. 

In an Australian study of retiree migrants, Neyland and Kendig (1996) suggested that reasons for 

moving are tied in to the nature of their residential adjustment type. Half of migrants to Pont 

Lonsdale were termed "Retirement Adjusters7' who were dissatisfied with their previous 

community and wanted a change to a peaceful and healthy environment. A second group (30%), 

termed "Preretirement Owners", had owned property or had been holidaying in the area for five 

years or more, and the main reason to move was retirement, and the pull to the destination was that 

they owned property and/or were familiar with the area. The remaining 20% were termed "Support 

Seekers" who moved for health reasons or bereavement. The pull factors for this group were 

nearness to family and familiarity with the area. 
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Psychological Health 

Well-being 

In a large number of studies of adult development and gerontology, subjective well-being or 

psychological well-being has been a central outcome variable (Iwarsson & Isacsson, 1997; Ryff & 

Keyes, 1995). In their recent review of research on subjective well-being over the last three 

decades, Diener, Suh, Lucas, and Smith (1999) showed that subjective well-being encompasses a 

broad range of phenomena, including emotional responses, domain specific satisfaction, and more 

global judgements of life satisfaction. Our understanding of the structure and meaning of 

subjective well-being has advanced and our understanding of the determinants of well-being in 

adults has developed through causal models linking environment, personality, adaptation and well- 

being dimensions (Robbins & Kliewer, 2000). 

There is considerable empirical evidence to support a tripartite model of subjective well-being, 

referring to an individual's cognitive report of life satisfaction, the presence of positive affect, and 

the absence of negative affect (Diener, 1984; Lucas, Diener, & Suh 1996). These three areas have 

their origins in research over the last 30 years. Bradburn's (1969) seminal work distinguished 

between positive and negative affect and defined happiness as the balance between the two. As 

Ryff and Keyes (1995) outlined, conceptual and methodological refinements built on this early 

operationalisation of well-being. The independence of positive and negative affect was challenged 

and linked with the failure to distinguish between intensity and frequency of affect (Diener, 

Larsen, Levine, & Ernrnons, 1985). Of the two, frequency has been promoted as the better 

indicator of well-being, because it is more easily measured and is more strongly related to long 

term emotional well-being (Diener & Larsen, 1993). The third area, life satisfaction, has evolved 

as a key indicator of well-being, offering a cognitive component to complement happiness, the 

more affective dimension of positive functioning (Andrews & McKennell, 1980). 

Ryff and Keyes (1995) argued that indicators of well-being in terms of positive and negative affect 

were developed from Bradburn's (1969) classic study conceived for other purposes, and have 

continued to be used with little debate as to whether they captured key features of human wellness. 

Headey, Kelly, and Wearing (1993) described quality of life research as being data driven rather 

than being based on a clear conceptual framework. Schmitt and Juecktern (2001) also criticised the 

fact that, although subjective well-being is important in the gerontological field, the 

conceptualisation and underlying structure of subjective well-being remain unclear. 

Ryff and Keyes (1995) pointed out that it is surprising that a theory based formulation of well- 

being has not emerged since there are many theorists in the area of positive psychological 

functioning. Ryff (1989a; 1995) used multiple frameworks of positive functioning to generate a 

multidimensional model of well-being. From a developmental psychology framework, Ryff (1 995) 

chose Erikson's (1959) psychosocial stages, Buhler's (1935) basic life tendencies, and Neurgarten's 
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(1973) personality changes to articulate wellness as "trajectories of continued growth across the 

life cycle". 

Clinical psychology has provided multiple formulations of well-being from Maslow's (1968) 

conception of self-actualisation, Rogers' (1961) depiction of the fully functioning person, Jung's 

(1933) formulation of individuation, and Allport's (1961) conception of maturity. Ryff (1995) drew 

on these and the mental health literature, identifying positive health exceptions to the more 

standard "absence of illness" literature. Jahoda's (1958) formulation of positive criteria of mental 

health and Birren and Renner's (1980) conception of positive functioning in later life were chosen. 

Ryff (1989a; 1995) focused on points of convergence of these multiple frameworks of positive 

functioning to provide a theoretical basis to generate a multi-dimensional model of well-being. Six 

different components of positive psychological functioning covering a breadth of wellness were 

developed, viz., a positive evaluation of oneself and one's past life (Self-Acceptance), a sense of 

continued growth and development as a person (Personal Growth), the belief that one's life is 

purposeful and meaningful (Purpose in Life), the possession of quality relations with others 

(Positive Relations With Others), the capacity to manage effectively one's life and surrounding 

world (Environmental Mastery), and a sense of self-determination (Autonomy). 

In the development of a new measure of psychological well-being, Ryff (1 989a) found evidence of 

six factors relating to well-being that were significantly correlated with prior measures of positive 

functioning (life satisfaction, affect balance, self-esteem, depression, and morale) and showed 

convergent validity. This initial study, using 20 items per subscale, also indicated test-retest 

reliability coefficients over a six-week period on a small sample (N = 117) as follows: Autonomy, 

38; Environmental Mastery, 31; Personal Growth, .81; Positive Relations With Others, 23; 

Purpose in Life, .82; and Self-Acceptance, 31. 

The six factor well-being model has been more rigorously examined by Ryff and Keyes (1995) 

who confirmed both convergent and discriminant validity for the six-factor model, and suggested 

that earlier indices had neglected key aspects of positive functioning. Confirmatory factor analyses 

with data from a nationally representative sample of adults (N = 1,108) supported the six-factor 

model, with a single second-order super-factor, labeled psychological well-being. More recently, 

Schmitt and Juchtern (2001) extended this work, confirming that a single mechanism underlies the 

six dimensions proposed by Ryff (1 989). 

Ryff and her co-workers have conducted a number of different studies on psychological well-being 

with midlife and older adults (Ryff, 1989a, 1989'0, 1991, 1995). Ryff (1 989a) investigated how 

adults themselves define positive functioning, and found that middle aged (M = 52.5 years) 

respondents stressed self-confidence, Self-Acceptance, and self-knowledge, whereas older 

respondents (M = 73.5 years) cited accepting change as an important quality of positive 

functioning. Ranzijn and Luszcz (1999) suggested that well-being is maintained because older 
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people accept age-related changes as "normative concomitants of the aging process". Their study 

of older Australians (M = 79 years) identified acceptance and self-rated health as good predictors 

of well-being. 

Ryff (1989b, 1991) investigated young, middle and older aged men and women and examined 

variations between these groups on the six newly constructed scales. Ryff (1996) found that certain 

aspects of well-being, such as Environmental Mastery and Autonomy increased with age, whereas 

Personal Growth and Purpose in Life decreased, particularly from midlife to old age. Further 

clarification of age group differences in the well-being scales (Ryff, 1995) indicated that life 

experiences and their interpretation provide useful avenues for understanding variations in well- 

being. In later life, Ryff found that physical health problems of ageing women, combined with 

comparison with others, explained 16-27% of variation in Personal Growth, Positive Relations 

With Others, Autonomy, depression, and anxiety. Myers and Diener (1995) suggested that 

contextual factors together account for no more than 15% of variance in well-being. Stallings, 

Dunham, Gatz, Baker, and Bengston (1997) investigated relationships between 11 major life 

events (including retirement) and changes in psychological well-being across three generations. 

Using the Bradburn Affect Balance Scale (Bradburn, 1969), which measures both positive and 

negative affect as components of well-being, they found that both components showed stability 

over 14 years, and changes in well-being were predictable from life events for all generations. 

Desirable life events predicted change in positive affect, while negative events predicted change in 

negative affect. 

Ryff (1 996) proposed that life experiences and life events and individuals' interpretations of these 

events need to be examined to help in the understanding of variation in well-being. Ryff and 

Heidrich (1 997) examined how past life experiences are linked to adults' assessments of their well- 

being. For older adults (M = 73.4 years), work and school experiences accounted for variation in 

nearly all aspects of psychological well-being, except for Positive Relations With Others. A more 

recent study (Steverink, Westerhof, Bode, & Dittman-Kohli, 2001) found that the personal 

experience of ageing and a number of personal resources impacted on the subjective well-being of 

people as they age. Adults with better subjective health, higher income, less loneliness, higher 

educational level, and stronger hope experience the process of ageing less in terms of physical 

decline and social losses and more in terms of continuous growth. 

Some studies by Ryff and others (Heidrich & Ryff, 1993) have examined general interpretations of 

life experiences, whereas others have also examined the nature of relocation experience in later 

life. In a study of community relocation of elderly women, Ryff and Essex (1992) measured the 

reasons for moving (push factors), reasons for selecting the new setting (pull factors), and a series 

of interpretive mechanisms based on Rosenberg's (1979) self-concept theory to articulate how 

relocation was construed. These mechanisms included how they compared themselves with others 
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in the new setting (social comparison), how they were viewed by significant others following the 

move (reflected appraisal), how their behaviour changed following relocation (behavioural self- 

perception), and whether the above evaluations occurred in life domains central to their sense of 

self (psychological centrality). Ryff and Essex (1992) found that push-pull factors and these 

interpretive mechanisms accounted for substantial variance in a number of the measured aspects of 

psychological well-being, particularly Environmental Mastery, Purpose in Life, and Positive 

Relations With Others. In a further study, Heidrich and Ryff (1993) concluded that social 

comparison processes play a significant role in psychological well-being in old age, with positive 

social comparisons related to better mental health outcomes, and worse physical health status 

linked to more frequent social comparisons. 

During a life transition, stress may result from the unsettling experiences of changes in self and in 

the environment that may result in reflective self-questioning (Zirkel & Cantor, 1990) such as "Did 

I do the right thing?" and "How satisfied am I in my new life?" Transitions such as retirement and 

relocation may cause people to acquire new information about self, and using self-knowledge they 

also need to interpret new situations and environments to select appropriate patterns of behaviour 

(Zirkel, 1992). Re-analysing data from a previous study, Showers and Ryff (1996) explored how 

evaluatively differentiated perceptions of self-change impact on psychological well-being through 

the life transition of relocation. Evaluative differentiation of self-change is the tendency to 

perceive self-change very positively in some life domains (such as health, friendship, family, 

economics, and daily activities) and very negatively in others. Showers and Ryff (1 996) found that 

evaluative differentiation of self-change was associated with higher well-being among elderly 

women whose positive domains were perceived to be important. Those who perceived great 

improvement in at least one important domain of the self may be more resilient during a life 

transition compared to those who experience the same average improvement spread evenly across 

domains. 

In a longitudinal study of adaptive changes in self-concept of elderly women who had experienced 

the life transition of community relocation, Kling, Ryff, and Essex (1997) connected the above life 

domains with self-concept. They hypothesised that well-being is maximised by increasing the 

psychological centrality of life domains in which one is doing well and by lowering the 

psychological centrality of life domains in which one is doing poorly. This hypothesis found some 

support among women who felt that their health and friendships compared less favourably with 

others around them after the move. Those who lowered the importance of these life domains 

achieved higher scores in Purpose in Life, Environmental Mastery, and Autonomy factors in well- 

being than those who increased the importance of these domains. In the other three life domains, 

psychological centrality behaved differently. When self-evaluations of family, daily activities, and 

economics were less positive after the move, increasing the importance of these domains was 

associated with increased levels of well-being. The authors concluded that shifts in psychological 
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centrality serve the self-esteem motive in diverse and more complex ways than hypothesised, and 

suggested that these unexpected findings may reflect problem focused coping responses. 

Increasing psychological centrality in negatively evaluated domains may be a step towards rising 

to the challenge of these domains, with resultant increases in well-being. 

The other finding of interest is that relocation generally resulted in higher levels of well-being. 

Compared to pre-move levels, respondents reported higher levels of Autonomy, Self-Acceptance, 

Personal Growth and Environmental Mastery after the move, although Self-esteem, Depression, 

Personal Relations With Others and Purpose in Life did not change significantly. 

In a focus on coping with distinctive later life challenges and their impact on well-being, Kling, 

Ryff et al. (1997) contrasted residential relocation and caring for an adult offspring with an 

intellectual disability. It was expected that the more atypical, unexpected, involuntary nature of 

caring for an offspring with a disability would compromise well-being more than relocation. There 

was little difference between the two groups of 70 year old women at the first assessment of their 

well-being. However, the women undergoing relocation showed higher well-being (higher Self- 

esteem, Environmental Mastery and lower Depression) 18 months afterwards, and gained in all 

outcome measures over time, whereas the care-giving group remained stable. The authors 

suggested these differences can be explained in terms of the more typical and voluntary nature of 

relocation as well as the fact that relocation has a more discrete beginning and end point. 

Residential relocation was seen to be more of a problem to be negotiated and solved, and women 

used higher problem focused coping than the care-giving group. However, this group also utilised 

higher levels of emotion focused coping, perhaps because relocation mobilises all aspects of 

coping to handle the multiple challenges of change in social networks, lifestyle and daily routines. 

Kling, Ryff et al. (1997) suggested this may be a result of care-giving mothers being more settled 

into the more enduring long term nature of their task, requiring less activated coping of all types. 

The use of problem-focused coping predicted increases in Autonomy, Self-Acceptance, and 

Personal Growth for both groups, and predicted increments in environmental mastery, purpose in 

life, and self-esteem for the care-giving group. Emotion focused coping predicted decline in 

Autonomy, Environmental Mastery, Self-Acceptance, and increments in depression for care- 

givers. Therefore, for those dealing with the care-giving challenge, gains in well-being were linked 

to using problem-focused coping and refraining from using emotion-focused coping. Also, this 

group were using less coping, but using it more efficiently, with stronger increases in well-being. 

In this study, Kling, Seltzer, and Ryff (1997) suggested that psychological well-being provides an 

explicit test of the contribution of different coping strategies, and how they can be changed to gain 

in well-being. The authors suggested that old age involves confrontation with multiple interacting 

challenges, each challenging psychological well-being and requiring different types of coping 

responses which need further investigation. 
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In relation to the other challenge, retirement, and psychological well-being, Hansson, 

DeKoekkoek, Neece, and Patterson (1997) in a review of transitions to retirement suggested that 

recent studies have found no systemic differences in self-rated mental health, stress, coping 

efficacy, self-esteem, and depression (Midanik et al., 1995; Reitzes et al., 1996). In support of this 

finding, a recent study of variables impacting on well-being in an older male sample (Alpass, 

Neville, & Flett, 2000) found that retirement variables, such as whether retirement was forced or 

voluntary, contributed little to well-being. The major contributors to well-being outcomes were 

diagnosis of a long term illness or disability and satisfaction with social supports. Stull (1988) 

suggested that retirement has no impact on an individual's well-being, although Gall et al. (1997) 

found that retirees evidenced increases in well-being during the first year, reflecting release from 

the daily pressures of work. 

Stress has multiple implications for well-being, and research has investigated stress in terms of its 

relevance for short term deterioration in physical, psychological, and social functioning for most 

ages. Older people report fewer stressful life events than do the young (Paykel, 1983), and fewer 

hassles and ratings of them as less stressful than do younger adults (Aldwin, 1990). Chiraboga 

(1997) suggested that people in their sixties have higher levels of available resources and lower 

levels of environmental stress, hassles, or life events compared to the very old. Aldwin, Sutton, 

Chiara, and Spiro (1996) suggested that coping strategies do not necessarily change with age, 

rather older people are more likely to employ "management strategies" to circumvent problems 

before they happen. This is consistent with Thoits (1994) conceptualisation of individuals as 

"psychological activists" who build coping repertoires as a result of experiencing new stressful 

situations. Effective coping resulted in decreased negative symptoms, and increased well-being, 

which prepares the individual to deal more effectively with the next life challenge. 

Martin, Grunendahl, and Martin (2001) examined the interrelationship between the constructs of 

stress, well-being, and social resources among middle aged (41-43 years) and older adults (61-63 

years). Structural equation models confirmed that the best fit between these constructs is a stress- 

suppression model in which stress mediates the influence of social resources on well-being for 

both age groups, and that there is a strong negative relationship between stress and social 

resources. Stress exerts a strong negative influence on well-being. 

The model is inherently consistent across both age groups, but some differences between the two 

age groups were noted. Levels of stress from the health domain were found to be higher in older 

age compared with middle age, with the older age group having fewer resources to cope with these 

stressors. This model provides an interesting backdrop for understanding the major determinants of 

stress and how it impacts on well-being, with social resources (such as interaction and role 

activities) operating as a moderating variable in this process. However, this study did not consider 

the role of coping processes in the interaction between stress and well-being. 
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Robbins and Kliewer (2000), in a review of psychological well-being, summarised the literature on 

coping responses and well-being by firstly suggesting that coping does not necessarily imply good 

adjustment or well-being. They proposed that "when individuals appraise stressors as less 

threatening, perceive more personal resources and social resources available to deal with stressors 

(e.g., social support, control, efficacy), and use a greater percentage of approach or active coping 

strategies (versus avoidance strategies), they report higher levels of well-being, fewer 

psychological problems and better physical health"(p. 330). 

Adaptation 

Adaptation is concerned with the broad psychological change processes that need to be completed 

to move through a transition (Gibson & Brown, 1992). 

The terms adaptation and coping were clarified by White (1985), who proposed that adaptation is a 

broad concept that refers to coming to terms with the environment. Gibson and Brown (1992) 

suggested that it should not be confused with happiness, contentment, or satisfaction. Rather, 

adaptation refers to the constant interaction that takes place between individuals and their 

environments, in which realities are neither passively accepted nor completely transformed. 

Adaptation is a broad, ongoing process of compromise, whereas coping is one strategy of 

adaptation under relatively difficult circumstances and is therefore subsumed under the broader 

term adaptation. Lazarus and Folkrnan (1984) endorsed this distinction by defining adaptation as a 

broader concept that includes routine, even automatic, modes of getting along, whereas coping 

always involves some sort of stress. 

As outlined by Gibson and Brown (1992), White's distinctions are useful in the context of life 

transitions or events that result in change, such as retirement and relocation. Adaptation, then, 

refers to the broader process of coming to terms with the changes that these events may bring, and 

coping may therefore mean those narrower sets of responses that individuals use to manage the 

distress associated with these life transitions. 

The process of adapting to a life transition might be described as one of assimilation (Janoff- 

Bulman, 1989; Schlossberg, 1984) with the resultant changes associated with a life transition 

needing to be integrated into one's life. Some researchers conceptualize this as a process of phases, 

and Hopson (1981) proposed that individuals undergo seven phases in assimilating a life 

transition: immobilization, denial or minimization, self-doubt, letting go, testing out, search for 

meaning, and integration. Schlossberg (1984) suggested a more generic framework, with 

assimilation involved through a process of phases beginning with the introduction of the transition, 

involving a preoccupation with the event, a middle phase, concerned with establishing new norms, 

and a final phase, concerned with integration. Nicholson (1991) proposed a model of a transition 

cycle, with similar phases that can be applied to any change or transition. The Preparation stage 

(leading up to retirement or relocation) is ruled by expectations and motives, while the Encounter 



Chapter 2 30 

stage (first days and weeks after retiringlrelocating) is governed by emotions and perceptions. The 

Adjustment stage (developing roles and undergoing psychological change) utilises accommodation 

and assimilation; relating and functioninglperforming dominate the Stabilisation stage (the steady 

state after adjustment). 

As previously outlined, Atchley's (1976) six-stage model of retirement adjustment: preretirement, 

honeymoon, disenchantment, re-orientation, stability and termination is similar to Nicholson's 

model. There is considerable support for the notion of a honeymoon period with increases in 

various aspects of retirees' well-being, from preretirement to 1 year postretirement (Gall et al., 

1997; McCallum, 1986; Sharpley et al., 1996). There was evidence of a decrease in interpersonal 

satisfaction and psychological health stress 13-18 months after retirement (Sharpley et al., 1996), 

two years later (McCallum, 1986), and at the 6-7 years postretirement. Sharpley and Jacobs (1997) 

found that for Australians, Atchley's model held true for men, but not for women. 

In terms of relocation adjustment, a complex set of variables is involved (Schooler, 1976), and 

difficulties can arise in each of Nicholson's stages. Stokols, Schumaker, and Martinez (1983) 

proposed that the severing of old ties can be stressful in the preparation stage, and Pastalan (1983) 

identified degree of choice and anticipatory preparation as important factors. For the encounter 

stage, Schooler (1976) identified the trauma of the move itself as being inseparable from the 

adjustment to the new environment over the following months or years. The adjustmeqt stage may 

initially be affected by the physical demands of putting the new home into shape (Lee, 1991). The 

psychological consequences of both this stage and the stabilisation stage are highly variable and 

dependent upon the degree of attachment to the previous home, physical and mental health, 

voluntariness of the decision to move, quality of the new environment, and the personality and 

social skills relevant to establishing a new life (Berry, 1997; Lee, 1991). As a result of these many 

and complex factors, adjustment patterns are likely to show considerable variability. Although this 

may be the case in attempting to determine a common adjustment pattern for relocation generally, 

some theoretical adjustment patterns have been proposed within cross-cultural relocation and 

adjustment research. 

Cross-cultural adjustment research literature has for some time been dominated by the theoretical 

framework based on the U-Curve adjustment theory (Black & Mendenhall, 1991). This theory, 

based on the experiences of corporate employees being sent to overseas destinations, proposes a 

model of four stages of cross-cultural adjustment as shown in Figure 2. 2. 

The initial honeymoon stage is highly adaptive as individuals are fascinated by the new culture. 

This infatuation stage is followed (2-6 months from arrival) by a period of disillusionment and 

fixstration as the individual must cope with living in the new culture on a day to day basis. The 

third stage of adjustment (6-12 months) is characterised by gradual adaptation to the new culture 

and learning how to behave appropriate to the host country culture. The fourth stage of mastery is 
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characterised by small incremental increases in the individual's ability to function effectively in the 

new culture (Black & Mendenhall, 1991). 

Degree of Adjustment 

7 

/ 

6 

Honeymoon 

0-2 3-4 4-6 6-9 10-12 13-24 25-36 37-48 49+ 

Time in Months 

Figure 2.2. The U-Curve of Cross-Cultural Adjustment (Black & Mendenhall, 1991, p.227). 

Adaptation during a life transition is not always characterized by phases of assimilation (Gibson & 

Brown, 1992). Some researchers prefer to view the adaptive process in terms of tasks, or themes. 

Moos and Schaefer (1986) suggested a set of five adaptive tasks. The first task is to establish the 

meaning and understand the personal significance of the situation. Secondly, the individual needs 

to confront reality and respond to the requirements of the external situation; and then thirdly to 

sustain relationships with family members and friends as well as with other individuals who may 

be helpful in resolving the crisis and its aftermath. The fourth set of tasks is to maintain a 

reasonable emotional balance by managing upsetting feelings aroused by the situation; and fifthly, 

preserve a satisfactory self-image and maintain a sense of competence and mastery. Although 

Moos and Schaefer (1986) suggested that these five groups of tasks generally are encountered in 

each life transition, the relative importance of each varies depending on the person, the life event, 

and the unique set of circumstances. 

Other aspects of life events may also relate to future time perspective. Does the past or future event 

represent a major change from the present? How stressful is the event? How much control does the 
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person feel he or she has over it? Subjective experience of events, and perceived control over these 

events have been linked to future time perspective independently of life events. For instance, 

researchers have found that increased future time perspective at an older age is related to increased 

life satisfaction ratings (Thomae, 1981). There is some evidence of a link between locus of control 

and future time perspective. Markus and Nurius's (1986) examination of different temporal aspects 

of self-concept revealed that general locus of control was related to possible and probable selves, 

two future-oriented self-concepts. An individual who believes he or she has no control over 

upcoming future events may be unlikely to conceive of an outcome or think beyond that event. 

Coping 

During a life transition, individuals need to assimilate the event and negotiate a new level of 

adaptation, but they also must devise ways to cope with the event, by applying responses to 

manage the emotional distress of the event. Coping involves a series of purposeful responses or 

strategies to more difficult and stressful events (Snyder & Pulvers, 2001). Some types of life 

transitions are more difficult to adapt to than others, and not everyone seems equally affected. 

Pettibon, Van Hasselt, and Hersen (1996) surnmarised a review of the literature by suggesting that 

older adults are not homogeneous and their difficulties in adapting to life vary, and that specific 

techniques to adapt need to be developed. 

A useful conceptual framework emphasizing that both enduring personal and more, changeable 

situational factors can impact on coping has been provided by Moos and Schaefer (1993), and 

outlined in Figure 2.3. 

Figure 2.3.. A general conceptual framework of the coping process (from Moos & Schaefer, 1993). 
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The environmental system (Panel 1) includes ongoing life stressors, such as chronic illness, as well 

as social coping resources, such as family support. The personal system (Panel 2) comprises an 

individual's sociodemographic characteristics and personal coping resources, such as self- 

confidence. Together these relatively stable environmental and personal factors influence the life 

crises and transitions, such as retirement and relocation, that individuals face (Panel 3), that reflect 

significant changes in life circumstances. 

These combined influences shape health and well-being (Panel 5) both directly and indirectly 

through the central mediating role of cognitive appraisal and coping responses (Panel 4). The bi- 

directional paths indicate that reciprocal feedback can occur at each stage (Moos, & Schaeffer, 

1986). The concept of resources has been used to explain why some individuals cope and adapt 

effectively and others do not (Holahan & Moos, 1986, 1987; Pearlin & Schooler, 1978; 

Schlossberg, 1984). As a major type of resource, coping responses will now be reviewed. 

Over the past 20 years, there has been a burgeoning interest in research to understand how people 

cope with stress (Aldwin & Revenson, 1987; Billings & Moos, 1981; Carver, Scheier, & 

Weintraub, 1989; Endler & Parker, 1990; Lazarus, 1999; Lazarus & Folkman, 1984; Zeidner & 

Endler, 1996). The major research focus, according to Gibson and Brown (1992), has been to test 

the notion that coping responses-the strategies people use to manage, reduce, or avoid harmful 

encounter-mediate the relationship between stressful events and psychological and physical 

illnesses. 

Coping responses have been conceptualized and classified in a variety of ways. The most 

influential body of work has come from Lazarus, Folkman, and their colleagues (Folkman & 

Lazarus, 1980, 1985, 1986; Lazarus & Folkman, 1984). Coping has to do with the way people 

manage the life conditions that are perceived to be stressful (Lazarus, 1999). Over a number of 

years, these researchers have worked at refining a model that emphasises cognitive processes in 

stress and coping. In earlier work, Lazarus and Folkman (1984) defined coping as the "constantly 

changing cognitive and behavioural efforts to manage specific external and/or internal demands 

that are appraised as taxing or exceeding the resources of the person" (Lazarus & Folkman, 1984, 

p141). 

As outlined in this definition, a central concept in their model is cognitive appraisal, which 

mediates encounters between individuals and their environments. Cognitive appraisals are of two 

types. During primary appraisals, individuals evaluate what is at stake in the encounter. During 

secondary appraisals, individuals evaluate whether anything can be done to overcome, prevent, or 

improve the encounter, and engage in a search for the resources to manage the perceived demands 

of the situation. If resources are perceived as limited, the individual will likely experiences stress. 

Primary and secondary appraisals are highly interdependent. 
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There are three other important features of the Lazarus and Folkman (1984) model. First, coping is 

conceptualized as having two broad dimensions. Problem-focused coping directs coping efforts at 

some action to alter the source of the stress, whereas emotion-focused coping is directed toward 

regulating emotional reactions. Most situations are complex enough to require both problem and 

emotion-focused coping strategies. Second, Lazarus and Folkman (1984) maintained that coping 

(and stress) is fundamentally a dynamic process. Therefore, as the stressful or problematic 

encounter unfolds, appraisals fluctuate, and coping responses may vary. When stressful conditions 

are appraised as changeable and within the person's control, problem focused coping predominates. 

However, when they are appraised as unchangeable, emotion-focused coping predominates 

(Lazarus, 1999). Third, it is recommended that stress and coping are best viewed and understood 

within a context. The efficacy of any coping strategy depends on its continuing fit with the 

situational demands and opportunities provided by the environment as well as the outcome criteria 

used to evaluate it (Lazarus, 1999). 

Folkman and Lazarus (1980) devised the Ways of Coping Scale to measure their two broad 

dimensions of coping: problem-focused and emotion-focused. Although the Ways of Coping Scale 

has been widely adopted in the literature, weaknesses in the instrument have been identified by a 

number of investigators. For instance, Endler and Parker (1990) identified psychometric 

weaknesses of inadequate reliability of some subscales in the Ways of Coping Scale, and 

subsequently offered a new measure, The Multidimensional Coping Inventory. 

Apart from these two scales, there are many other coping measures to choose from in the literature 

(Amirkhan, 1990). In measuring coping responses, one issue that repeatedly arises is the 

construct's dimensionality. Virtually all investigators agree that coping is a multifaceted construct. 

Parker and Endler (1996) suggested that, consistent with Folkman and Lazarus (1980), there are 

two coping dimensions: problem focused coping and emotion-focused coping. Although the 

majority of coping measures in the last decade include scales to assess these two coping 

dimensions, Parker and Endler (1996) also identified avoidance coping as a basic dimension 

attracting considerable research attention (Roth & Cohen, 1986). Depending on the theorist, this 

dimension usually involves person-oriented (social diversion) andlor task-oriented (distraction) 

responses to avoid a stressor (Parker & Endler, 1996). Many of the coping inventories assess a 

number of the coping dimensions outlined above. For instance, Endler and Parker (1990) reported 

three coping factors for the Multidimensional Coping Inventory. These were labelled task oriented, 

emotion-oriented, and avoidance coping. However, Carver, Scheier, and Weintraub (1989) found 

14 coping factors for their COPE scale. 

In a critique of coping scales, Steed (1998) maintained that the two major debates in coping 

assessment were whether coping is conceptualised as a trait-like personality characteristic or as a 

response to a stressor, and the comparative use of general scales as opposed to situation-specific 
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scales. Steed recommended episodic coping scales over dispositional scales, and the careful use of 

situation-specific scales. 

Consistent with these recommendations, the Life Situations Inventory (Feifel & Strack, 1989) was 

developed to assess three types of coping responses: problem solving (tackling a situation or taking 

direct action), avoidance (avoiding or engaging in active attempts to get away from the stressor), 

and resignation (capitulating to or accepting the stressful situation without any significant efforts at 

altering it). These factors were derived from the conceptual work of Lipowski (1970) and 

empirical findings of Ifield (1980), and are similar to those developed by Lazarus and Folkman 

(1984). However, the approach aims to measure coping with real-life circumstances and was 

derived from a study of middle-aged and elderly men. Participants identify five conflict situations 

or challenges posed by a life transition. The situations include decision making, defeat in 

competition, a frustration producing situation, difficulty with an authority figure, and general 

disagreement with a peer. After identifying their personal situation within each situational 

category, participants endorse their use of 21 responses (8 problem solving, 8 avoidance, and 5 

resignation) to cope with each situation (Schwarzer & Schwarzer, 1996). As Kling, Seltzer, et al. 

(1 997) suggested, different events and transitions constitute distinct kinds of challenges, each with 

their own effective coping response and well-being outcome. Elderly people (65-92 years old) 

used avoidance significantly less often than middle aged (40-64 years) in handling decision- 

making and authority-conflict situations, but problem solving and resignation were used similarly 

by both groups, with problem solving the preferred strategy in managing all conflicts. 

Research indicates that the negative impact of stressful situations and events can be reduced 

through the use of coping responses (Lazarus & Folkman, 1984; Pearlin & Schooler, 1978). 

However, ascertaining which strategies are most effective may be difficult. Values play a role in 

deciding what strategies are effective, as does the focus of the analysis (i.e., physical, 

psychological, sociological), the time frame (i.e., short versus long-term impact), and the 

particulars of the stressful situation (Monat & Lazarus, 1985). 

With these qualifications in mind, Gibson and Brown (1992) made a number of points about 

coping effectiveness. Firstly, coping is clearly a complex process, and research repeatedly 

demonstrates that no single coping strategy works for all situations (Charner & Schlossberg, 1986; 

Folkman et al., 1986), and that most encounters require combinations of problem-focused and 

emotion-focused coping responses (Folkman et al., 1986; Folkman & Lazarus, 1985). Coping 

strategies vary depending on whether the event is appraised as changeable. As previously outlined, 

events that potentially at least are susceptible to change by the individuals' efforts are more likely 

to result in problem-focused strategies, whereas non-changeable events are more likely to result in 

emotion-focused coping (Carver et al., 1989; Folkman & Lazarus, 1980). 
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Avoidance coping (involving both active and passive avoidance) has been consistently linked to 

depression in both cross-sectional and longitudinal analyses. This finding is most clearly illustrated 

in the work of Holahan and Moos (1 985, 1986, 1987), who found that avoidant coping strategies 

consistently predicted higher levels of depressed mood and physical symptoms, even when initial 

symptom levels were controlled. Conversely, individuals who were able to resist the effects of 

stress were more likely to rely on active or approach coping strategies. 

The relationship between coping and mental health may be bi-directional. Aldwin and Revenson 

(1987) found that individuals' initial levels of distress predicted the use of ineffective coping 

strategies and the use of these strategies, in turn, predicted increased distress. Thus, distress and 

coping efforts may operate in a cyclical fashion. 

Although the coping process often involves responding to events after, or during, their occurrence, 

many life transitions can be predicted and foreseen well in advance, and consequently prepared for 

(Brown & Heath, 1984). In facing a life transition, Brown and Heath asserted that people will ask 

themselves five questions: 

1. Is the event probable? 
2. Will the event happen to me? 
3. Can I change the likelihood that the event will occur? 
4. Can I prepare for the event? 
5. Do I choose to prepare for the event? 

This set of questions proposes that successful life-transition outcomes are more likely to occur 

when individuals predict the transition, expect it, and then prepare for it. The process of 

preparedness involves anticipation of potential negative consequences, the development of explicit 

strategies to deal with those consequences, and behavioural efforts to prevent the occurrence of the 

identified likely consequences. Individuals who reach the point of taking preparatory action are 

more likely to be "prepared" than those who stop short of exerting behavioural effort, according to 

Brown and Heath (1 984). 

Preparedness refers not only to the mental simulation of probable negative outcomes, but also to 

behavioural responses, and has become a part of many different coping scales. For instance, Feifel 

and Strack's (1989) coping scale asks "How much did you try to find out more information about 

the situation?", "How much did you try to make some plans in order to resolve the situation?", and 

"How much did you try to take some action right away rather than wait to see what would 

happen?" 

As part of their review of the literature on coping strategies, Gibson and Brown (1992) made a 

distinction between coping effectiveness and coping efficacy, especially for strategies that are 

perceived by individuals as risky. Aldwin and Revenson (1987) suggested that coping 

effectiveness is concerned with the relationship between various coping strategies and outcome 
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measures, whereas coping efficacy refers to how successful coping strategies are perceived by the 

individual in meeting their goals. 

Coping with Retirement 

Strack and Feifel (1996) provided a review of coping across different ages across the life span. 

There has been some conjecture in the literature that age brings different coping mechanisms into 

play (Pfeiffer, 1977), and Vaillant (1976, 1977) concluded on the basis of his longitudinal studies 

that the use of healthy, mature coping strategies tends to increase rapidly from the age of 20 

through middle adulthood. In contrast, Costa and McCrae (1993) suggested that coping, as with 

personality, changes very little during adulthood. Feifel and Strack (1989), in an earlier study of 

coping in middle age and elderly men, showed some similarity and disparity between the two 

groups. Both age groups used an array of coping strategies in handling conflict situations. In their 

study of age differences in stress, coping and appraisal from middle age to old age, Aldwin, et al. 

(1996) found little evidence of change in coping strategy, except for the very old. They tend to 

expend less coping effort to conserve energy and resources, or by not defining something as a 

stressor in the first place. In their review, Strack and Feifel (1996) concluded that coping is an 

individual and complex process at all age ranges, and not even stable or enduring coping 

preferences are constant in the same individual contending with different stress and conflict 

situations. They do however suggest that research needs to explore the forces that shape adaptation 

responses to different events and situations experienced by persons along the life span, and to 

understand the coping responses. 

With research suggesting that retirement has little effect on individuals' stress levels, there is 

subsequently very little research investigating coping responses of people moving through the 

retirement transition. One study, however, investigated the role of psychological resources that 

might assist individuals to develop and maintain healthy behaviours and help people to cope with 

life events. Wells and Kendig (1999) investigated the effect of psychological resources (self- 

efficacy and sense of coherence) at the point of retirement, and found no enhancement of health 

and well-being as a result of these resources. More research on coping strategies for retirement 

related life events is warranted. 

Coping with Relocation 

Relocation to new regional or international destinations may involve a process of change or 

transition not unlike that facing those who immigrate. Lazarus (1999) reviewed the work of Berry 

(1997) who suggested that when people immigrate, relocate, and adapt there are long term 

consequences of the struggle to psychologically acculturate which are quite variable. When 

acculturation experiences are judged to be problematic, and the individual appraises that the life 

events are problematic and not easily resolved, then acculturative stress can result. Berry's analysis 

of the use of coping strategies and their adaptational outcomes suggests that there are four paths to 
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psychological acculturation: assimilation, separation, integration, and marginalisation. 

Assimilation describes the approach of taking on the characteristics of the dominant group or 

culture, and immigrants may be pressured to assimilate, but may still be perceived by the dominant 

group to be different. Other more desirable strategies may involve separation, whereby migrants 

may seek to maintain their original culture and avoid interaction; integration, in which immigrants 

try to maintain some degree of their original cultural integrity while seeking to become part of the 

dominant social group; and marginalisation whereby immigrants voluntarily withdraw from their 

own culture and the new culture. 

Berry (1997) provided evidence that integration is the most successful coping strategy, with 

marginalisation the least successful and most linked to emotional distress, dysfunction, and 

psychopathology. Although Berry cautioned that traditional analyses of coping utilising Lazarus 

and Folkman (1984) coping functions may not be valid cross-culturally, integration seems to be 

closely related to problem focused coping. Assimilation involves an approach function, and may 

also be related to resignation (Feifel & Strack, 1989), while separation and marginalisation are 

related to avoidance- oriented coping (Endler & Parker, 1990; Feifel & Strack, 1989). 

The Berry (1997) acculturation fi-amework has application to long distance relocation, particularly 

when individuals perceive cultural differences between the society of origin and the society of 

settlement. The coping strategies can also be usehlly applied to relocation. Some of these factors 

identified by Berry (1997) were also outlined by Fisher and Shaw (1994)-the issue of 

predictability to reduce uncertainty, and appraisal of the change in locality. Some of the factors are 

also "consistent with Brett's (1980) view that adjusting to a corporate relocation is largely a matter 

of reducing uncertainty, re-establishing routines, and gaining a feeling of control in the new 

environment" (Fisher and Shaw, 1994, p 221), aspects of coping consistent with Berry's 

fi-amework. 

In a study of coping within couples after forced geographic relocation, Wamboldt, Steinglass, and 

De-Nour (1991) found that adjustment of individuals is affected by being in a couple, with most 

couples adjusting as a "synchronous marital system". Coping skills of the "best coper" was the 

strongest predictor of adjustment of both members of the couple, suggesting that assisting the best 

coper to develop better coping strategies would have ramifications for increasing coping of the 

partner. 

Lee (1991) also reviewed relocation to and between institutions to provide a further indication of 

the variables involved. He cited Aldrich and Medkoff s (1963) study of the attitudes of transferred 

nursing home residents. Those who expressed anger or who adopted a philosophical attitude 

towards the anticipated relocation made a reasonable adjustment, whereas those who retreated into 

regression or denial fared poorer. Pastalan (1976) reported that those who adopted an internalised 

rejecting attitude to a proposed move to a retirement home reported a 41% mortality rate compared 
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to only 14% mortality of those who were accepting. Lee (1991) reported that there is evidence in 

the literature that the degree of preparation given to those to be transferred, together with the 

appropriateness of the design of the new environment, will reduce stress. 

Risk Factors for Retirement and Relocation 

In an attempt to identify the factors that might cause stress and poor adjustment with retirement, 

George (1980) summarised data from numerous research studies to identify three resources that 

influence adjustment to retirement. Income impacts positively on retirement adjustment. Poor 

health hastens the retirement decision and hinders adjustment, while good health increases well- 

being. In terms of social support, a marital relationship contributes to successful retirement 

adjustment. 

Kim and Moen (2001) supported these earlier findings and suggested that research evidence points 

to three factors that contribute to retirees' subjective well-being: economic resources, social 

relationships, and personal resources. Perceptions of having an adequate income are related to 

adjustment to retirement (Kim & Moen, 1999). In terms of social relationships, marriage and 

family relationships play an important role in predicting well-being following retirement. Personal 

resources including socio-demographic status, health, and personality have been linked to 

successful adjustment in retirement and to well-being. Having a higher education and higher status 

job prior to retirement is linked to greater satisfaction, higher well-being and morale after 

retirement (George, Fillenbaum, & Palmore, 1984). The findings of a substantial body of research 

indicate that health is positively correlated to adjustment to retirement (Shaw et al., 1998). 

Personality variables of self-efficacy (self-belief in ability to deal with problems successfully) and 

self-esteem are related to successful adjustment to retirement (Mutran, Reitzes, & Fernandez 

1997). 

In their review of the literature on social class and retirement satisfaction fiom 1990-1996, Brown, 

Fukunaga, Umemoto, and Wicker (1996) concluded that adjustment to retirement is affected by 

previous occupational status and the amount of reduction in income experienced in retirement. The 

higher the occupational status before retirement and the higher the retirement income, the more 

likely retirees were to be satisfied. Another more recent study (Marshall, Clarke, & Ballantyne, 

2001) investigated the relationship of the instability of the retirement transition on health and well- 

being. The blurring of the retirement process involving unstable exits and a series of moves in and 

out of the work force was found to be associated with adverse health and well-being. 

As Kim and Moen (2001) concluded, psychological adaptation processes involved in retirement 

are affected not only by socio-demographic and health variables, but also by the individual's life 

biography and their ecological contexts. 
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In his chapter on moving house and home, Lee (1991) described relocating as representing 

physical, social, and psychological upheaval for most people. However, Lee also suggested it will 

not be stressful for some. "The highly mobile, well-educated executive, for whom geographical 

relocation is associated with career advancement and upward social mobility, will take such 

transitions in his stride, devoting his organisational skills and multiple networks of influence to 

smoothing the passage" (Lee, 1991, p. 171). At the other end of the continuum, Lee (1991) 

suggested that relocation stress is likely to be much higher for elderly people with poor physical 

mobility and little ability to seek out new friends, and who are forced to relocate to inferior 

settings, after an anxious delay. 

A number of psychological theories are put forward by Coyle (1 988) to help understand relocation 

stress. The social bond hypothesis argues that breaking of social bonds as a result of relocation is 

the causal factor in relocation stress. Henderson, Byrne, and Duncan-Jones (1981) pointed out that 

the capacity to form and maintain social bonds is critical to effective human functioning and that a 

deficiency in social relations is a causal factor in the onset of neurosis. A phenomenological view 

based on Marris (1980) suggests that relocation stress is caused by the disruption of people's 

structure of meaning and the conceptual organisation of their physical and social surroundings. 

The building up of a repertoire of experiences within one's surroundings enables one to develop a 

structure of meaning related to emotional attachments and commitments to persons and places, and 

therefore to solve problems and cope with change. Relocation may produce emotional stress by 

disrupting this structure of meaning and potential loss and bereavement of relationships and the 

continuity of the structure of meaning related to a neighbourhood or way of life. A similar 

approach, originally put forward by Lee (1968), suggests that we all develop socio-spatial schemas 

as cognitive representations of the geographical and social environment of the home and 

surrounding neighbourhood, with associated feelings and activities. Moving house renders the 

previously constructed schemas null and void, and feelings of loss and a lack of control ensue. 

Control develops as old plans are adapted to the new environment, and new schema are 

constructed with positive feelings. 

Extending the bereavement view, the psychoanalytic view of relocation proposed by Fried (1963) 

refers to the grief of relocation. Grief reactions are manifest in feelings of painful loss, the 

continued longing, depressive tone, symptoms of psychological, social or somatic distress, a sense 

of helplessness, expressions of both direct and displaced anger, and tendencies to idealise the lost 

place. Weiss (1991) confirmed many of these losses associated with mobility, but concentrated on 

loss of attachment (drawing from Bowlby, 1980) to a community of friends, family or workmates 

that results from geographical mobility. Loss of community may engender feelings of not 

belonging, without importance to others, without social worth and being outside of what is going 

on. 
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Although stress associated with both domestic and international relocation has been well 

documented (Cooper & Marshall, 1978; Fumham, 1991; Lazarus, 1999), many of the studies have 

been descriptive, identifLing symptoms consistent with the psychoanalytic and phenomenological 

views. Depression (Weisman & Paykel, 1972), anxiety, and physical illness (Stokols, Schumaker 

& Martinez, 1983) have found to result fi-om relocation stress. 

Much work has concentrated on relocation stress associated with corporate transfers (Brett & 

Werbel, 1978), with concentration on the impact of relocation on the wife who accepts the transfer 

to support her husband (Marshall & Cooper, 1976). Symptoms of poor mental and physical health, 

alcoholism, and depression have been linked to faulty adaptation to the stresses and change created 

by relocation (Brett, 1980). Stokols and Schumaker (1982) promote a stress model to explain the 

demands of moving, suggesting that relocation results in a psychological state of imbalance, 

leading to a variety of physiological, affective, and behavioural stress reactions, which if severe 

enough can cause physical illness. 

Mandler (1991) used the concept of interruption or discrepancy theory to help explain the stress of 

relocation. Using a cognitive approach, Mandler (1991) suggested that people develop schemas as 

structured representations to organise experiences, as they interact with the social and physical 

environment. Current schemas are only changed with effort, and, where possible, people stay with 

what they know and with past actions and beliefs, unless discrepancies or incongruities exist. 

Relocation, even when welcomed and eagerly anticipated, may still produce stress and 

vulnerability if the ensuing change is not anticipated or expected or able to be handled adequately. 

To deal with this discrepancy, Mandler (1991) suggested that people need to change the values 

associated with the new environment to experience it as positive and manageable. For severe 

incongruity, assimilation (the integration of new input into existing schemas) is not possible and 

accommodation (change of schema) is necessary. Change can be successful if the new schema fits 

the new experience. For slight incongruity, assimilation may be all that is necessary for a positive 

reaction to the new environment to develop. With time and experience, new ways of acting and 

perceiving are developed, and the new situation becomes less discrepant, fewer interruptions occur 

and emotional reactions dissipate or become more positive. With experience, the new home will 

become more familiar and should be viewed more positively, particularly if new significant 

positive experiences take place. 

Schooler (1976) suggested that the trauma of the move itself is inseparable from the effects of 

adjusting to the new environment over months or years. Stokols, Schumaker, and Martinez (1983) 

used a wide ranging contextual analysis that moves away from the concept of a single acute life 

event and instead analyses lifetime mobility retrospectively, along with the moderating variables 

of attitude to current home, aspirations for the future, and attitudes to relocating. Drawing fi-om 

Stokols (1979) congruence theory of stress, Stokols et al. (1983) argued that stress effects or 
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disruptive potential of relocation are likely to arise from a mismatch between the expectations and 

the realities of the new environmental situation, including the home, work and recreational 

activities. They also found that high rates of mobility (defined as the number of residential moves 

made by an individual during his or her lifetime, adjusted by chronological age), were associated 

with more illness-related symptoms and a lower sense of community in relation to the new 

environment. Health and energy were also correlated with perceived housing quality, satisfaction 

with current housing and neighbourhood by comparison with expectation (the "congruence 

factor"), and a view of current housing as more favourable compared to previous homes. However, 

the study also indicated that while the relationship between mobility and health is usually negative, 

low mobility persons with restricted residential choice or control and those with low congruence 

had poorer health than high mobility persons. Health was generally found to be poorer when 

mobility was enforced, when the destination was rated as inferior, and when the person found 

frequent moves helpful yet unwelcome. Stokols et al. (1983) were uncertain as to whether it is the 

severing of old social networks or difficulty establishing new networks that is more stressful. Lee 

(1990) suggested that further to these processes, the physical and economic demands of arranging 

the new home to reflect the lifestyle and standards of the new occupant can also be a source of 

stress. 

More recently, Lazarus (1999) suggested that relocating, particularly in relation to emigrating fi-om 

one society and culture to another, whether voluntary or not, is a major source of stress. Berry 

(1997) observed that the long term psychological consequences of re-establishing one's life in 

another culture (acculturation) are highly variable and dependent on social and personality 

attributes that operated in the society of origin, the society of settlement, and what happens before 

and during the process of acculturation. 

Pastalan (1983) concluded that the main factors involved in effective relocation are the degree of 

choice, amount of environmental change, prior health, anticipatory preparation, and investigative 

approach. In his review of the literature, Lee (1991) concluded that the weight of evidence is that 

relocation places strain on individuals that sometimes results in stress symptoms. He concluded 

that the predisposing factors are: degree of attachment to home base; prior physical and mental 

health; a period of ruminative, anticipatory anxiety; voluntary or involuntary decision to move; the 

relative quality of the new environment; the personality and social skills relevant to establishing a 

new life; and the availability of therapeutic preparation. 

Baglioni (1989) also promoted the utility of the person-environment (P-E) theory of stress in 

helping to explain adjustment to relocation and to help in the development of a comprehensive 

model of the process of adjustment. He cited Schulz and Brenner (1977) who proposed that 

adjustment to relocation is determined by perceived predictability and controllability in the 

environment and by the degree of similarity between the originating and receiving environment. 
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Baglioni (1989) viewed this proposal as a more detailed explanation of the person-environment 

theory that would suggest that discrepancies between characteristics of the individual and the 

environment produce stress. If the imbalance is prolonged, then negative psychological and 

physiological consequences can result as a result of the continued strain to achieve a more 

homeostatic balance. The reaction to relocation is to try to re-establish control within one's 

environment. When relocation is more unpredictable and involuntary, and there is a lack of 

familiarity with the environment, there is a lack of P-E fit and thus increase strain. Baglioni (1989) 

suggested that individual characteristics such as age, health, psychological well-being, 

preparedness and social and emotional supports can help to reduce the discrepancy and restore 

balance. More familiar and expected environmental characteristics can function similarly to reduce 

stress and strain. 

Utilising eight factors that Coffman (1983) identified in the adjustment of the elderly to 

institutional relocation, Baglioni (1989) proposed the model as sumrnarised in Figure 2.4. This 

model presents the eight factors, suggesting that individualized attention, preparedness and choice 

are positive influences on adjustment, while physical status (health), mental status, and 

environmental change negatively influence adjustment. Adjustment is represented by morbidity, 

mortality and mental well-being. 

The structural model proposed by Baglioni (1989) suggests that the individual characteristics (age, 

sex, physical status, and mental status) have a direct effect on the degree of choice a person is able 

to maintain, the need for individual attention, and on adjustment. 

* 
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Figure 2.4. Structural model of the factors affecting adjustment to institutional relocation (Baglioni, 1989). 

well-being 

Choice may directly influence the amount of environmental change to which a person may expose 

hirnlherself, and a positive direct effect on the amount of preparation for the move undertaken by 

the individual. The amount of attention received (a source of social support and increased 

predictability for the person), choice, and the degree of preparedness are predicted to have a 
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positive effect on outcome. Greater environmental change, and poor mental and physical status 

may lead to greater difficulty in adjustment. 

Preparedness and expectation 

The Brown and Heath (1984) model using anticipatory coping strategies would suggest that with 

life transitions such as retirement and relocation, adjustment will be maximised when individuals 

predict the retirement/relocation, expect it, and then prepare for it. Transitions that take place too 

early or too late in terms of what might have been expected may have implications for 

psychological well-being or morale (Cohler, 1988). Early off-time events provide little opportunity 

for preparation, but also there may be a lack of associates (Plath, 1980) and a social network 

(Antonucci & Akiyama, 1987) to offer assistance and support to help deal with these events. 

There is an extensive literature which suggests that adjustment to retirement is more successful 

when individuals predict or are in control of the timing of their retirement, compared to 

redundancy induced retirement (Herzog, House, & Morgan, 1991). More recently, Shultz, Morton, 

and Weckerle (1998) found that those forced to retire have lower self-ratings of physical and 

emotional health and lower retirement and life satisfaction, consistent with the retirement 

adjustment literature (Beck, 1982). 

The earlier cited study by Stallings et al. (1997) of the relationships between 11 major life events 

(including retirement) and changes in psychological well-being found that the predictability of a 

life event is a critical aspect. Unexpected negative life events were better predictors of low levels 

of well-being than expected or predictable events were on high levels of well-being. 

There is also literature on the efficacy of retirement planning and preparedness for successful 

retirement. Hardy and Quadagno (1995) found that retirees who had anticipated early retirement 

more than two years prior to retiring were more satisfied with their retirement experience 

compared to those who had less than six months to consider it before retirement. 

An extension of anticipatory coping is to consider the impact of whether pre-retirement 

expectations of retirement are realised or not. The Continuity theory of retirement satisfaction 

would posit that retirement effects are influenced by the degree to which one's expectations about 

retirement are actually met (Bell, 1978). Atchley (1976) originally proposed that preretirement 

expectations would play a major role in the process of adjusting to retirement. If individuals did 

not realistically appraise the amount of disruption in lifestyle that can be expected in retirement, 

such as reduced income, then successful postretirement adjustment would be difficult (Mc Gee, 

Hall, & Lute-Dunckley, 1979). More recently, Gall and Evans (2000) observed that some research 

(Kamouri & Cavanagh, 1986; Moen, 1996) has suggested that the congruence between 

expectations for retirement and actual retirement experience may be an important contributing 

factor to the quality of life in retirement. Retirees who expect more than they receive may be more 

dissatisfied (Kamouri & Cavanaugh, 1986) with retirement than those retirees who have their 
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expectations met (Beck, 1982). Those with unrealistic expectations are at a great risk of emotional 

distress since they may have lower financial andlor health resources than they expected, and might 

therefore move directly into disenchantment without experiencing a honeymoon period (Atchley, 

1976). Gall and Evans (2000) found that preretirement expectations of satisfaction with finances, 

health, activity, and interpersonal relations were predictors of the quality of life 6-7 years 

following retirement. 

Preparedness has been found to be an important variable with relocation because people can begin 

to disengage from their previous residence and then begin to structure new schemas for the new 

environment (Mandler, 1991). Hendrick et al. (1982) linked voluntariness and anticipation and 

enthusiasm for the move with high satisfaction. However, even when eagerly anticipated, 

relocation can be problematic if the changes are unanticipated and discrepant, and unable to be 

handled (Mandler, 1991). As previously outlined, Baglioni (1989) identified perceived 

predictability and controllability of the environment and preparedness to help people re-establish 

control in their new environment. Consistent with this argument, Murphy and Zehner (1988) found 

high levels of satisfaction among Australian retiree migrants were linked with extensive search 

patterns or strong prior links to the new setting. 

Health 

As previously outlined, a substantial body of research has identified health to be positively 

correlated to adjustment to retirement (Shaw et al., 1998). In their overview of the factors affecting 

quality of life in retirement, Gall and Evans (2000) suggested that aspects of the ageing process 

such as change in physical and mental health need to be considered. According to Gall and Evans 

(2000), physical health has been found to be the most consistent predictor of adjustment in 

retirement (Boss6 et al., 1991; Hardy & Quadagno, 1995) since health affected their quality of life 

in retirement. They hypothesised that while mental health or psychological distress factors have 

received little attention as predictors of retirement adjustment (Midanik et al., 1995), these factors 

may be prevalent among unhappy as compared to satisfied retirees (Abrahams & Patterson, 1978). 

Their study of 109 males, however, found that change in physical health and psychological distress 

from preretirement to postretirement did not influence quality of life in later retirement. 

In the Australian Later Life Family Study, Wolcott (1998) found that 72% of retired respondents 

described their health as good or excellent. However, while poor health is associated with lower 

satisfaction with retirement in the literature, the majority of Australian men found retirement easy, 

regardless of their health status. Nearly three quarters of men claiming their health was "good" and 

two-thirds who said their health was "poor" indicated that adjustment to retirement was easy for 

them. For women, health status was significant, with 82% of women who felt their health was 

"good" finding retirement easy, while only 60% who were in "poor" health felt this way. 
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Most people who relocate have sound health prior to moving, although 10% of retirees in Neyland 

and Kendig's (1996) study moved for health reasons The stress and strain of relocating can have 

health consequences, including poor mental and physical health (Brett, 1980) as a result of faulty 

adaptation. Health is generally poorer when relocation was enforced, the destination is rated as 

inferior, and moves were unwelcome (Stokols & Shumaker, 1982). Murphy and Zehner (1988) 

found that health was the second main reason for returning fi-om unsuccessful moves. 

Finance 

Atchley (1976) initially predicted that financial strain can be anticipated as a problem for a large 

number of retirees, particularly when it is apparent that postretirement income can decrease by 25 

to 50 % (Palmore, Nowlin, & Wong, 1985). There is considerable evidence that individuals with 

higher incomes or adequate finances are more satisfied with life in retirement (Crowley, 1986; 

Dorfman, 1992; Kim & Moen, 1999). The inability to maintain an expected level of income may 

have a negative effect on adjustment to retirement (Richardson & Kilty, 1991). Gall and Evans 

(2000) suggested that the importance of preretirement expectations of financial security cannot be 

underestimated, since research has demonstrated that those with higher income and adequate 

finances report postretirement satisfaction. 

Since financial problems are consistently mentioned in the literature as one of the major predictors 

of dissatisfaction in postretirement life, Wolcott (1998) reviewed income satisfaction of retired 

Australians. When asked to describe their financial situation, 59% of men and 48% of women said 

they were "managing well", or "doing very well". A third of men and 42% of women were 

"coping" and 9% of men and 10 % of women were finding it quite or extremely difficult 

financially. With 49% of men and 62% of women relying on a pension or benefit as their main 

source of income, only 49% of these said they were "managing well". 

Encel and Studenclu (1996) reported similar findings with 10% of Australian retirees finding it 

difficult to make ends meet, and 45% saying they were "just managing". However, when 

comparing those who were self-funding with those on the pension, 37% of those relying on 

superannuation had no "money problems", while only 6% of pensioners considered they had no 

problems. According to an earlier Department of Social Security retirement survey (1992), equal 

proportions (43%) of retired pensioners and those not on a pension reported their current financial 

situation as "worse off' than before retirement. 

Wolcott's (1998) study supported the literature in that those who were managing well or coping 

financially generally also found retirement easier than those who said their financial situation was 

difficult, although significance was only found for women, because of the small number of men 

finding their financial situation difficult. 

As previously reviewed, Brown et al. (1996) concluded that previous occupational status and the 

amount of reduction in income experienced in retirement affects adjustment to retirement. The 
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lower the occupational status before retirement and the lower the retirement income, the more 

likely the retirees would be dissatisfied. 

In terms of relocation, many retirees make the decision to relocate to amenity destinations upon 

retirement partly because of the financial advantage of purchasing cheaper accommodation 

(Ebersole & Hess, 1990; Streib, 2002). Conversely, Neyland and Kendig (1996) found little 

evidence of this among retirees who moved to Point Lonsdale. Although retiree migrants that 

undertake amenity moves have been characterised as having higher financial income and resources 

than those who do not relocate (Litwak & Longino, 1987; Muschkin & Myers, 1993), other studies 

(De Jong et al., 1995) found no difference. Even if this is the case, financial satisfaction may still 

be at risk, since the costs of relocating after retirement on top of reduced family income may cause 

some financial difficulties. 

Burkhauser, Butler, and Holden (1991) suggested that after the death of a spouse, widows and 

widowers are significantly worse off economically than married couples, with widows most likely 

to fall into poverty and to drop their income-to-needs ratio. 

Satisfaction with life in general 

Wolcott (1998) found that retirement adjustment was associated with a person's satisfaction with 

their life in general. More than 90% of retired respondents were very satisfied with their life as a 

whole, with high levels of confidence and self-esteem. Some 96% said they were satisfied with the 

way they handled problems, 94% with a sense of purpose and meaning in their life, 93% with their 

personal and emotional life, 90% with what they were accomplishing in life, and 89% with the 

kind of person they would like to be. However, those who found retirement easy were higher in 

many of the life satisfaction areas compared to those who found retirement difficult or had mixed 

feelings. Those who had difficulty were less satisfied with their personal/emotional life, and the 

purpose and meaning in their life, and for men, what they were accomplishing. A Canadian study 

by Gall et al. (1997), however, found no change in life satisfaction through the retirement 

transition. 

When relocation is added to the equation, the literature generally suggests that, for the majority of 

retired migrants, satisfaction is achieved. However, a proportion of migrants were dissatisfied, 

particularly single movers, those who develop health, financial, or relationship problems, and those 

who were unenthusiastic with the move, and large adjustments needed to be made (Cuba, 1992; 

Kahana & Kahana, 1983; Murphy & Zehner, 1988) 

Social support 

Szinovacz and Ekerdt (1995) observed that postretirement experiences of unmarried men are less 

positive than for married men or widowed women who had retired. They suggest that this result 

was due to the greater dependence of men on their spouses for emotional and social support. In the 
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Australian study, however, Wolcott (1998) found that marital status was not linked to retirement 

being easy or difficult. 

Weiss (1997) argued that married respondents needed to re-structure the marital relationship. 

Vinick and Eckerdt's (1989) study of couples' adaptation to the husband's retirement noted over 

half of women reported problems of impingement with husbands spending more time at home. 

Retired people may feel a reduction in status in the family following retirement (Menachery, 

1987). A re-organisation of family roles is needed when a working couple prepares for full 

retirement (Henretta, O'Rand, & Chan, 1993). However, being married buffers the uncertainty of 

retirement (Mutran et al., 1997) and a high quality marital relationship is positively related to 

retirement adjustment (Kim & Moen, 1999). 

In a longitudinal study of workforce status, BossC, Aldwin, Levenson, Spiro and Mroczek (1993) 

found no difference in amount or quality of social support, although long term retirees had the 

least amount of social support and full time workers the most. 

As previously outlined, relocation has the potential of social upheaval for most people (Lee, 1991) 

and putting social support in jeopardy, especially if retired migrants are moving away from friends 

and family (Lo & Brown, 1999) and moving to a new unfamiliar environment. Cuba (1992) 

cautioned against long distance moves because of the threat to kinship and friendship ties. This 

might be exacerbated if moving alone (Cuba, 1992), and the individual lacks interpersonal skills 

and personality attributes to re-establish social support structures in the new environment (Carp, 

1980). Karn (1977) found that widows were more likely to regret the move. 

The previously described study of coping within couples by Wamboldt et al. (1991) identified the 

advantage of having a partner, with a ''synchronous marital system" existing between couples. 

Sagy and Antonovsky (1 992) support this by indicating that for the marital dyad facing retirement 

stressors, having a consistent sense of coherence or global orientation helps adaptation. Zvonkovic, 

Schmiege and Hall (1994) conclude that the way in which work and family decisions are made can 

affect marital satisfaction, and that couples with more equitable levels of power and influence are 

more satisfied. With relocation decisions, encouraging spousal attitudes were identified as being of 

great significance in influencing the partner to relocate (Brett & Reilly, 1988) and the subsequent 

success of the relocation. Muschkin and Myers (1993) identified the research need to focus on 

couples' joint decision making in relation to retirement moves since they found considerable 

disagreement between partners. If the level of co-operation and consultation between marital 

partners in relocation decision making is not high, and the amount of social support from family 

and friends after the move is low, those who relocate following retirement might be more at risk of 

having difficulty adjusting with these transitions. 
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A Synthesis and a Model 

The preceding review has shown the variety of constructs and variables possible implicated in the 

psychological health of those who retire and relocate. To make for a manageable research project 

some selection from these several literatures is necessary, although in such a way that major 

influences are not omitted. The result was the model shown in Figure 2.4 which was based on the 

model of De Jong and Fawcett (see Figure 2.1) that comes from the literature on migration, on the 

model by Moos and Schaefer (see Figure 2.3) that comes from the literature on psychological 

health and coping, and on the model by Baglioni (see Figure 2.4) that comes from the literature on 

risk factors for retirement and relocation. 
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Figure 2.5,Conceptual model for understanding adjustment to relocation after retirement 

The present model draws on these previous models, although most heavily from the Moos and 

Schaefer model. It views psychological health as a function of an appraisal and coping process 
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which in turn is influenced positively and negatively by a number of other factors. Among these is 

life satisfaction, a broad construct that includes many aspects of satisfaction including expectations 

(as in De Jong and Fawcett's model) about how relocation will increase satisfaction. Life 

satisfaction, as in the work of Diener, has sometimes been viewed as an aspect of psychological 

well-being. In the model advanced here, life satisfaction is viewed as a pre-existing state that 

predisposes to good or poor psychological health rather than being an integral part of well-being. 

There is a correlation between the two but they are considered conceptually distinct. Whether they 

are best considered part of the same construct or separate but related constructs is ultimately an 

empirical question. 

Environmental change and preparedness for it, as in the Baglioni model, are important influences 

on psychological health (adjustment in this model), but here have their effects through the process 

of appraisal and coping which is a central process in the Moos and Schaefer model. Unlike their 

model, however, the present model does not provide for direct effects of environment and what is 

termed in this model the personal system (demographic factors such as those identified in all 

models including the present one). In the present model, these have their effects indirectly through 

appraisal and coping processes. Again this is ultimately an empirical matter to be decided in terms 

of the structure of relationships among measures. 

Appraisal and coping are influenced in the model by coping strategies available to the individual 

and by the level of social support provided. This aspect of the model is well supported by the 

research stemming from the Lazarus and Folkman work on stress. The outcome variable in the 

present model is psychological health, which in turn is reflected by the absence of symptoms of 

mental illness (mental health in the model) and by the presence of positive indicators of well-being 

such as the factors identified by Ryff and her colleagues. Again these are considered separate but 

related measures that reflect the construct of psychological health. That is, it is not sufficient for 

the individual to show no sign of mental illness to be considered psychologically healthy; they 

need as well to demonstrate signs of a positive adaptation to their life situation. 

The present research program sought to test the model outlined in Figure 2.5 to enhance 

understanding of the nature of psychological health in those who retire and relocate. A prior 

question, however, is whether the psychological health in those who retire and relocate is any 

worse than that of retirees who choose not to relocate or those who have not retired. The present 

program sought to address this question along with that of the validity of the model. 
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Hypotheses 

There were two major research hypotheses for this study: 

Those who relocate after retirement show poorer psychological health and well-being 

than those who do not relocate. 

The model presented in Figure 2.5 provides a good fit to data on psychological health 

for a sample who have retired and relocated. 

In testing Hypothesis 1, there is an opportunity to test the hypothesis that retirement itself may 

have a deleterious effect on psychological health. Although the weight of evidence from previous 

research does not favour the hypothesis, it was again set for testing. 

Summary 

Embedded in a context of life transition, the processes involved in adjusting to retirement and to 

relocation have been described. When relocation takes place soon after retirement, psychological 

well-being may well be threatened, and adaptive processes, utilising coping strategies and coping 

resources are drawn on. This chapter has described what is currently known about coping with 

these two life events, and identifies the specific risk factors that may present themselves when the 

two events occur close together. A conceptual model has been proposed that encapsulates many of 

the research questions. The next chapter describes the methodological approach that was utilised to 

test the questions and hypotheses outlined above. 
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Chapter 3 Method 

Overview 

This chapter provides information regarding the methodology used in the study. It describes the 

participants, the design of the study, the development of the questionnaires, with the use of 

instruments, and the procedures used in collecting the data. 

Participants and Design 

The initial design of the study was longitudinal, following participants from preretirement, to 

postretirement, and then to postrelocation. Initial data gathering was directed to a group of 

participants before they retired. As outlined later in this chapter, a number of strategies were 

employed to gather a large group of people just prior to retirement, and to follow them through the 

transitions of retirement and relocation. Because of the likelihood of a number of participants 

dropping out of the longitudinal study, as they moved through the transitions, it was originally 

planned to gather 800 participants in the first stage. After two years of data gathering, almost 300 

participants were involved in the preretirement stage. 

A major difficulty encountered was that few participants in the first stage notified that they 

had retired, despite being briefed and provided with a card for doing so. It was decided therefore to 

support the longitudinal approach by gathering cross sectional data. Subsequently, the.numbers of 

participants who completed questionnaires postretirement and postrelocation proved so small that 

the cross-sectional data gathering became the major approach. 

Data were gathered from three separate groups: preretirement (the original sample), 

postretirement, and postrelocation. Table 3.1 indicates the numbers of participants completing 

questionnaires in each group. In the longitudinal column, 114 of the 294 who completed a 

preretirement questionnaire completed the postretirement questionnaire as well. Only 5 of these 

went on to complete the postrelocation questionnaire. Twenty participants completed 

questionnaires postretirement and postrelocation, without having completed a preretirement 

questionnaire, and 13 who completed questionnaires before retirement and then completed them 

postrelocation, without completing a postretirement questionnaire. 

Table 3.1 Questionnaires Gathered from the Three Groups in the Study 
Group Longitudinal Cross-sectional Totals 
Preretirement (281+ O+ 13)= (294) 294 294 
Postretirement (114+ 20+ 0)=  134 21 3 347 
Postrelocation (5+ 20+ 13) = 38 122 160 
Total Questionnaires 172 629 801 

Approval for the project was obtained from the University's Human Research Ethics Committee 

before the project commenced. 
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Demographic characteristics of the samples are described in the following paragraphs. 

Age 

The total sample consisted of 629 people aged between 47 and 87 years of age, with a mean age of 

59.2 (SD = 5.68) at the first time they completed a questionnaire. As would be expected, the 

preretirement group was the youngest (M = 57.28 years, SD = 3.36). The postretirement group had 

a mean age of 59.78 (SD = 4.21), and the postrelocation group a mean of 65.13 years (SD = 7.36). 

Table 3.2 shows the age distribution for the total sample and each of the subgroups, while Table 

3.3 provides information regarding the means, standard deviation, and standard errors of age for 

the three groups. 

Table 3.2 Distribution of Age for the Three Groups and the Total Sample 
Age Group Preretirement Postretirement Postrelocation Total 

55-59 106 (36) 100 (47) 18 (14.7) 224 (35.6) 
60-64 58 (19.7) 59 (27.7) 32 (26.3) 149 (23.7) 
65-87 7 (2.4) 31 (14.5) 45 (36.9) 83 (13.2) 
Subtotal 275 (93.5) 190 (89.2) 101 (82.8) 566 (90.0) 
Missing 19 (6.5) 23 (10.8) 21 (17.2) 63 (10.0) 
Total 294 (100) 213 (100) 122 (100) 629 (100.0) 

Table 3.3 Means, Standard Deviations, Standard Errors, and Confidence Intervals for Age for the Three Groups 
Group Mean Standard Standard 95% Confidence Interval for Difference 

Deviation Error Lower Bound Upper Bound 

Preretirement 56.68 3.58 .22 56.25 
Postretirement 59.88 4.29 .31 59.26 
Post relocation 64.98 7.77 .77 63.45 

Univariate tests showed significant age differences between groups, F (2,566) = 112.4, p <.01. 

Pairwise comparisons indicated that the preretirement group was significantly younger than the 

postretirement group (p< .001), who in turn were significantly younger than the postrelocation 

group (p < .001). 

Gender 

Males and females were equally represented across the total group. However, as shown in Table 

3.4, there were differences within the subgroups, with the postrelocation group having more 

females and fewer males compared to the other two groups. There is a significant effect for group 

by gender, x2 (2, N= 623) = 7.62, p < .05. 
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Table 3.4 Gender Distribution for each Group 
Gender Preretirement Postretirement Postrelocation Total 

f (%I f (%I f (%) f ("h ) 
Male I61 (54.8) 109 (52.7) 49 (40.2) 319 (51.2) 

Female 133 (45.2) 98 (47.3) 73 (59.8) 304 (48.8) 

Total 294 (100.0) 207 (700.0) 122 ('100.0) 623 (100.0) 

Marital Status 

The majority (76%) of participants were married, with small numbers of participants being 

divorced (7.2%), single (6.8%), widowed (5.7%), living in a defacto relationship (3.6%) or 

separated (.9%). The frequencies in the various categories of marital status (see Table 3.5) did not 

differ for the preretirement, postretirement, and postrelocation groups, X2 (10, N = 625) = 16.29, 

p=.09. Marital status was also re-categorised into two groups: those in a relationship (n = 498) and 

those not in a relationship (n = 127). The distribution of this dichotomous variable did not differ 

for the three groups, X2 (3, N = 625) = 1.12, p= .57. 

Table 3.5 Distribution of Marital Status for the Three Groups 
Marital Preretirement Postretirement Postrelocation Total Samale 
status f (%) f (%I f (%) f (Yo) 

Married 228 (77.5) 162 (76.1) 86 (70.5) 476 (75.7) 
Defacto 11 (3.7) 16 
Widowed 9 (3.1) 17 
Single 19 (6.5) 10 
Divorced 25 (8.5) 5 
Separated 2 (0.7) 0 
Subtotal 294 (100) 210 
Missing 0 (0) 3 
Total 294 (100) 213 

Employment 

Employment status included working full time, working full time but unpaid, part time, working 

part time but unpaid, and not employed. Table 3.6 summarises the distribution of this variable 

across the three groups. 

Table 3.6. Distribution of Employment Status for the Three Groups 
Employment Preretirement Postretirement Postrelocation Total Sample 
status f (%) f (%) f (YO) f (%) 
Full time 230 (78.2) 4 (1.9) 4 (3.3) 238 (37.8) 
Full time unpaid 2 (0.7) 2 (0.9) 3 (2.5) 7 (1.1) 
Part time 44 (15.0) 50 (23.5) 6 (5.0) 100 (15.9) 
Part time unpaid 3 (1.0) 5 (2.3) 8 (6.6) 16 (2.5) 
Not employed 14 (4.8) 151 (70.9) 99 (81.1) 264 (42.0) 
Subtotal 293 (99.7) 212 (99.5) 120 (98.4) 625 (99.4) 
Missing 1 (0.3) 1 (0.5) 2 (1.6) 4 (0.6) 
Total 294 (100) 213 (100) 122 (100) 629 (100.0) 
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As would be expected, there was a significant difference between groups, X2 (8, N = 625) = 452.35, 

p<.001, with participants with full time employment being overly represented in the preretirement 

group and with participants who were unemployed, or working part-time unpaid being overly 

represented in the postretirement and postrelocation groups. 

The distribution of partner's employment status, as displayed in Table 3.7 was similar to that for 

participants. The differences across the three groups were significant, X 2  (3, N = 558) = 162.51, 

p<.001. The preretirement group was overly represented by participants with paid (full time, part 

time) employment status or who were not employed, the postretirement group was overly 

represented by participants who were not employed or working full time or part time, and the 

postrelocation group overly represented by respondents who were not employed. 

Table 3.7 Distribution of Partner's Employment for the Three Groups 
Employment Preretirement Postretirement Postrelocation Total Sample 
status f (%) f (%I f (yo) f (%I 
Full time 117 (39.8) 41 (19.2) 2 (1.6) 160 (25.4) 
Full time unpaid 1 (0.3) 1 (0.5) 1 (0.8) 3 (0.5) 
Part time 51 (17.3) 32 (15.0) 6 (4.9) 89 (14.5) 
Part time unpaid 2 (0.7) 3 (1.4) 2 (1.6) 7 (1.1) 
Not employed 67 (22.8) 89 (41.8) 78 (63.9) 234 (37.2) 
Not applicable * 36 (16.9) 29 (23.7) 65 (10.3) 
Subtotal 238 (80.1) 202 (94.8) 118 (96.7) 558 (88.7) 
Missing 56 (19.0) 11 (5.2) 4 (3.3) 71 (11.3) 
Total 294 (100) 213 (100) 122 (100) 629 (100.6) 

*Note: The option 'not applicable' was not offered to the preretirement group. Those without a partner were included in 
the Missing category for that group. 

Months since Retirement 

For the respondents who had retired before completing a questionnaire, the time in months since 

retirement varied considerably with a range of 1 month to 480 months. However, the median time 

after retirement was 10 months, with over 58% of retired respondents answering the questionnaire 

from 7 to 16 months after retirement. 

Postrelocation Group only 

Because previous research indicated that educational level was significantly related to how 

satisfied people were with relocation, the postrelocation group completed information about their 

educational level. Almost 39% of this group was educated to Year 10 or lower, with an additional 

18% having completed Year 12. Almost 9% completed a certificate, 13% a diploma, 6% a 

Bachelors degree, and 10% had completed postgraduate studies. 

Participants in the postrelocation group (n = 160) included individuals who had relocated to a 

number of locations, mainly in southeast Queensland, Australia. The Gold Coast was the most 

highly represented destination (25%), followed by Hervey Bay (22%), Toowoomba (15%), 

Brisbane Retirement Villages (1 I%), Sunshine Coast (lo%), and various other destinations (17%). 

They had moved a range of distances to their current destination. Almost 22% had moved up to 50 
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kilometers, 18% moved 5 1-100 km, 20% moved 101 -300 km, 19% moved 30 1-1000 km, and 21% 

had moved more than 1000 km. In terms of mobility, the majority (42%) had lived in only two 

places for more than 6 months in the last 20 years, although 20% had lived in three places, 9% in 

four places, 7% in five places, 7.5% in six places, and the final 8% from seven to twelve places. 

The majority of participants moved to a home (62%), a retirement village (15%), or an 

apartmentlflat (1 1%). The majority of participants who moved to a home came from a home 

(88%), with 7% coming from an apartmentlflat. Those moving to an apartmentlflat generally came 

from the same type of housing (78%), with 23% moving from a home. Those moving to a 

retirement village tended to move from a home (78%). 

Materials 

To test the hypotheses outlined in Chapter 2, quantitative and qualitative approaches were 

employed. Initially, questionnaires were employed to gather quantitative data and then, with 

postrelocation group participants, group discussions were held to add qualitative data. 

A questionnaire was constructed for each of the three time frames of the study. The initial 

questionnaire was developed to gain baseline information on participants prior to retirement. A 

second questionnaire was developed to gain similar information regarding participants who had 

retired, and a third questionnaire was designed for those who had relocated following retirement, 

and included more extensive questions regarding satisfaction with relocating to the new 

environment. 

Questionnaire Development 

In developing questionnaires for the three groups a number of core concerns were identified that 

needed to be addressed for each group. Certain demographic questions regarding age, marital 

status, employment status, and partner's employment status were consistently asked in each 

questionnaire. Previous research outlined in the literature review identified that the major variables 

impacting on retirement adjustment include physical health, financial security, and satisfaction 

with lifestyle. To assess physical health, questions were developed to measure satisfaction with 

current level of physical health, and to seek frequency of seeing a medical doctor in the last 3 

months, although this later issue was only included in the first questionnaire. After defining 

financial security and lifestyle, questions regarding level of satisfaction were posed consistently 

across all times of survey. Questions regarding decision making with partner and quality of current 

living environment were also asked because it was considered .that these factors would impact on 

retirement and relocation decisions. All of these questions, with the exception of the frequency of 

seeing a medical doctor, were posed with a Likert scale for responding from 1 (not at all), 2 (a 

small amount), 3 (a faiv amount), 4 (quite a lot), and 5 (a great deal). 
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Following these questions on a separate page was the General Health Questionnaire (Goldberg, 

1972, 1978, 198 I), consisting of 12 questions (known as the GHQ12), with four response options 

per question, as recommended by the questionnaire author. The well-being subscales by Ryff 

(1989) then followed. In consideration of the length of the questionnaire, a short form of the 

subscales was used with 54 questions over three pages, each with the same six response options, 

from 1 (strongly agree) to 6 (strongly disagree). 

Each questionnaire was presented with a consent form (see Appendix 1) to be completed for first- 

time participants. It provided information about the aim of the research, the researcher, the 

requirements of participants, and what participants would receive as a result of being involved in 

the study. Participants were offered the chance to be in a draw for a $400 travel voucher each time 

they completed a questionnaire. The consent form also raised issues about confidentiality and 

future identification, how collected information would be treated and that involvement was on a 

purely voluntary basis, with participants able to withdraw from the project at any time. After 

reading this information, participants were then to complete a tear-off slip at the end of the form 

that confirmed their consent to be involved. 

The front page of each questionnaire (see Appendix 2) included an outline of the aim of the 

research, and provided information regarding confidentiality, how to complete the questionnaire, 

with an example, and how to return the questionnaire. Each questionnaire also provided space for 

further comments, and a reminder to complete the slip from the consent form and return it with the 

completed questionnaire. Each questionnaire for the preretirement and postretirement groups also 

included a reply paid postcard for respondents to inform the researcher of any change in 

employment or relocation, and change of address for the next questionnaire to be returned to them. 

The preretirement questionnaire (See Appendix 2) therefore consisted of 75 items including 

demographic questions, the five core concern questions, the GHQ12 and the 54-question well- 

being subscales. 

The postretirement questionnaire (See Appendix 3) included the same questions as the 

preretirement questionnaire, but also asked for additional information. These questions related to 

whether physical health, financial security, lifestyle, and living environment were the same or 

different compared to preretirement, to what extent the respondent expected any change in each of 

these areas, and whether there had been any major change in each of these areas. These questions 

addressed the issues of change and expectancy of change outlined in the literature review. The 

questionnaire also included a question about satisfaction with support &om partner and a question 

about satisfaction with emotional andlor physical support from significant family members to 

address the social support issue raised in the literature review. The GHQ12 and the 54-item WBS 

in the same format as the preretirement questionnaire then followed these questions. A total of 93 

questions were included in this questionnaire. 
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The postrelocation questionnaire (See Appendix 4) included the same questions as in the 

postretirement questionnaire, but also asked additional questions relating to relocation. Information 

regarding the recency of the relocation, the distance moved and the mobility history of the 

respondent over the last 20 years, and information on educational level were all gathered, because 

the literature review raised these issues as possible factors in relocation adjustment. Other 

questions related to a comparison between current and previous type of living environment, and 

the impact of various characteristics of the new or current environment on the respondent's quality 

of life. These characteristics included climate, accommodation, culture and the arts, sporting 

options, entertainment, health services, shopping facilities, social options, family contact, and 

friend network. Further information regarding decision making processes was also sought, 

including whether the respondents, with their partner, consulted in planning to relocate, and co- 

operatively agreed on the timing and the destination of the last move. Information regarding prior 

knowledge of the location and visits to the location were also requested. Respondents were then 

asked to list the "push" factors, which caused them to move from their previous locality, and the 

"pull" factors, which attracted them to their current locality. The social contact questions from the 

postretirement questionnaire were extended to ask to what extent respondents were satisfied with 

the level of contact with friends from the previous location, and with friendships formed with 

people in the new locality. These questions were then followed by the Coping with Relocation 

questionnaire based on Feifel and Strack (1989), that sought responses to two situations, followed 

by the GHQ12 and 54-item well-being measure. A total of 158 questions were involved in this 

questionnaire. This questionnaire aimed to cover the issues raised in the conceptual model outlined 

in Chapter 2. Figure 3.1 displays how the questions from the postrelocation questionnaire 

(Appendix 4) address the variables of the conceptual model. 
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Note: Numbers refer to the question numbers from the postrelocation questionnaire. 

Figure 3.1. Conceptual model of adjustment to relocation following retirement with questions from the postrelocation 
questionnaire 
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General Health Questionnaire 

The General Health Questionnaire (GHQ; Goldberg, 1972, 1978, 1981) is a widely used 

instrument to assist in the detection and estimation of non-psychotic psychiatric disorders in 

medical and community settings. The author proposed that it may be used with adults of any age 

and contended that it detects inability to carry out normal functions, which may result from the 

appearance of new and distressing phenomena. The purpose of the test is to distinguish people 

with some form of psychological disturbance from those who are relatively healthy. The 

assumption is that, although mental disorders may manifest themselves with a wide range of 

symptoms, there is an underlying commonality to all of these states. This common denominator is 

the disruption in the performance of daily life activities and the experience of subjective distress. 

As a result, GHQ items are summed to determine a respondent's score on a single factor. 

The GHQ12 was chosen from a range of GHQ forms (Forms GHQ60, GHQ30, GHQ28 and 

GHQ12) because of its brevity and the fact that, according to the test manual (Goldberg & 

Williams, 1988), the reliability, validity and sensitivity of the GHQ12 is about as good as that for 

the longer versions. Sensitivity is the probability that a "true case" will be correctly identified 

(Goldberg & Williams, 1988). The specificity measure is the probability that a "true normal" will 

be correctly identified, and for the GHQ12 this measure is marginally lower than it is for the 

longer versions. Table 3.8 illustrates these comparisons. 

Table 3.8 Reliability Coefficients and Specificity and Sensitivity Indices of the Three Forms of the GHQ 
(Goldberg & Williams, 1988) 

Form Split half Test-Retest Specificity (%) Sensitivity (%) 

GHQ 60 (threshold 11112) 0.95 0.76 87.8 95.7 
GHQ 30 (threshold 415) 0.92 0.77 87.0 91.4 
GHQ 12 (threshold 112) 0.83 0.73 78.5 93.5 

Banks (1983) also indicated that scores on the GHQ12 are highly correlated with the GHQ30 (r = 

0.97) and the GHQ28 (r = 0.88). Whereas the other GHQ forms have subscales, items on the 

GHQ12 are summed to determine a respondent's score on a single factor. 

Goldberg and Williams (1988) described six other validity studies of the 12-item version of the 

GHQ, with four of the six studies extracting the relevant questions from a larger set of items, as in 

the present study. Sensitivity ranged from 71% to 91%, with a median value of 86%, and values 

for the specificity ranged from 71% to 93%, with a median value of 80%. 

Psychological Well-Being Subscales 

Ryff (1989a) developed her psychological well-being subscales based on a multidimensional 

model of well-being. As outlined in Chapter 2, six different components of positive psychological 

functioning were identified. They include Self-Acceptance, Personal Growth, Purpose in Life, 

Positive Relations With Others, Environmental Mastery, and Autonomy. Although the full scale of 

the instrument consists of 20 items for each of six subscales, other short forms consist of 14 items, 
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9 items, and 3 items per subscale. After examining the reliability and validity assessments of each 

of these short forms, from various studies reported by Ryff, it was decided to use the 9-item 

subscales. Alpha coefficients indicating the internal consistency of the 9-item subscales from the 

Wisconsin Longitudinal Study (n = 5009) of midlife adults (aged 52-53) are set out in Table 3.9. 

Table 3.9 Cronbach Alpha Coefficients for the 9-item Subscales (Ryff, 1996) 
S u  bscale Cronbach Alpha 
Autonomy .72 
Environmental Mastery .75 
Personal Growth .78 
Positive Relations with others .80 
Purpose in Life .76 
Self-Acceptance .82 

The questionnaire in this study was presented as prescribed by Ryff (1989) with items from the 

separate subscales mixed by taking one item from each subscale successively and forming a 

continuous self-report instrument, with almost half of the items worded negatively. Participants 

responded to each statement on a 6-point Likert scale from 1 (strongly disagree), 2 (moderately 

disagree), 3 (slightly disagree), 4 (slightly agree), 5 (moderately agree) and 6 (strongly agree). 

Instructions asked respondents to consider each statement and decide on a number that represented 

the extent that the respondent agreed or disagreed with the statement. Responses to negatively 

worded items were reversed prior to analysis of the data. 

Coping Questionnaire 

As discussed in Chapter 2, the Life Situations Inventory (Feifel & Strack, 1989) was developed to 

assess three types of coping responses. They were problem solving (tackling a situation or taking 

direct action), avoidance (avoiding or engaging in active attempts to get away from the stressor), 

and resignation (capitulating to or accepting the stressful situation without any significant efforts at 

altering it). Feifel and Strack (1989) developed the inventory from an original list of 70 coping 

behaviours, reducing these to 28 and then to the 21 in subsequent versions. In developing 

subscales for the three types of coping response, an item analysis was conducted separately for 

responses to each of five conflict areas: decision making, defeat in competition, a frustration- 

producing situation, difficulty with an authority figure, and general disagreement with a peer. 

Item-subscale correlations and item-item correlations were examined, with items retained if item- 

subscale correlations averaged at least .25, and if they correlated with another subscale item no 

higher than .55, averaged across the five situations. Each item therefore contributed to the subscale 

total without redundancy. These procedures produced the average alpha coefficients for each 

subscale outlined in Table 3.10. Internal consistency estimates for the subscales did not vary for 

the elderly sample (.73 to .81) compared to middle aged participants (.76 to 32). 
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Table 3.10 Internal Consistency Coefficients for Three Coping Subscales (Feifel & Strack, 1989) 
Subscale Averaae Al~ha Coefficient Ranae 
Problem solving (8 items) 

Avoidance (8 items) 

Resignation (5 items) 

The pooled within-situation correlations between the subscales were .O1 for problem solving with 

avoidance, .22 for problem solving with resignation, and .5 1 for avoidance with resignation (Feifel 

& Strack, 1989). The authors noted the correlation between avoidance and resignation, which 

suggests appreciable overlap, but considered it preferable to consider the subscales as distinct 

measures. They argued distinct conceptual differences and only 26% shared variance of the two 

subscales as grounds for a meaningful difference between them. 

The scale aims to measure coping with real-life circumstances, derived from participants 

themselves who were to identify five conflict situations (or challenges posed by a life transition). 

After identifying a personal situation, participants endorse their use of 21 responses (8 problem 

solving, 8 avoidance and 5 resignation) to cope with each situation, using four response 

alternatives for each question: 1 (not at all), 2 (a little), 3 (quite a bit), and 4 (very much). As 

prescribed by the authors, items for the inventory were mixed by taking one item from each 

subscale successively to form a continuous instrument of 2 1 statements. 

As Kling, Seltzer et al. (1997) suggested, different events and transitions constitute notably distinct 

kinds of challenges, each with their own effective coping response and well-being outcome. The 

standard use of the Life Situations Inventory (Feifel & Strack, 1989) involved up to five situations 

being identified by participants. Because participants were also completing a large questionnaire 

prior to this one, an adapted approach was used. After preliminary discussion with people who had 

relocated to a retirement village, six different challenges related to relocation were presented as 

potential areas of difficulty to the respondent who had recently relocated. These areas were: 

deciding where to live, the actual move, setting up home, relationships, adjusting to the new 

setting, and participating in the new setting. Participants were initially encouraged to respond to 

the challenge of adjusting to the setting, as the main focus of this study, to briefly describe the 

challenge involved, and then indicate to what extent they used each of the 21 responses to deal 

with that challenge (Appendix 5). If they had another area of challenge, they were encouraged to 

complete another inventory (Appendix 6), to tick that area, describe the challenge and complete 

the 21 responses. Only the first completed coping inventory for each respondent was used in the 

analysis. 

Procedure 
Questionnaires were developed, along with an information and consent form (Appendix 1) for all 

participants to receive and sign before any information was collected. 
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Pilot Study 

A composite version of the questionnaire, including postrelocation questions, was trialled with a 

small selection of retirees who had recently relocated to a retirement village. Ten questionnaires 

were distributed and five were returned with a range of comments from the respondents. A front 

page outlined the aims of the research project, and also indicated that the questionnaire they were 

being asked to complete was the final, and largest questionnaire. Respondents were asked to 

answer a range of questions following completion of the questionnaire. The pilot questionnaire 

took an average of 30-35 minutes to complete. Instructions and questions were judged to be clear 

and easy to understand, and the overall reaction to the questionnaire was reasonably good, 

although the wording of some questions was identified as requiring attention, and the length of the 

questionnaire was also of some concern. A number of changes to the three questionnaires were 

made as a consequence. 

Preretirement Study 

The first study attempted to develop a baseline understanding of a participant cohort contemplating 

retirement in the next few years. Three strategies were adopted to target this group. The first was 

to approach financial planning organizations that direct services to this group. The second was to 

approach the group through the media and the third was to use the access provided by retirement 

preparation seminars. 

Financial Planning Organisations 

The initial strategy was to gain the support of financial planning organisations that direct services 

to the target group in Queensland. Organisations were identified and initial contact made with a 

number of them to engage the cooperation of planners in handing out questionnaire packs to 

clients who met the criteria for inclusion in the study being over 50 years of age and about to 

retire. Personnel from many of these organisations considered that supporting the project would 

have marketing advantages among some of their clientele, and were generally supportive of the 

research. 

Each planning organisation had its own approval processes, ranging from agreement over the 

telephone to written information and an accompanying letter being tendered at a Board of Trustees 

or Board of Directors meeting. After these various processes were completed, support was offered 

by all eight of the financial planning organisations that were approached. 

Over 800 questionnaires were printed and presented in A4 size envelope packs, that included the 

questionnaire, consent form, change of addresslstatus card and reply paid envelopes, to 10 major 

organisations involved in financial planning for people in retirement. Individual financial planners 

were asked to hand out packs to clients who met the criteria. Some financial planners handed out 

packs at financial planning seminars. Although almost 250 questionnaires were handed out, most 

were not returned. Other promotional material was developed and placed in the waiting rooms of 
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most of the financial planning organisations. A pamphlet outlining the "Top Ten Ways of Retiring 

Successfully" provided some information on what is known from the literature, and then requested 

further help to understand more, by participating in the research study. 

There was some concern that the financial planners lacked information regarding the 

questionnaire, and were not informing clients about the research in an encouraging way. It was 

also considered that some planners perceived that the handing out of research questionnaires was 

being disruptive to the process of clients making decisions regarding investment products. In an 

attempt to remedy this situation, the author trialled an information session to financial planners as 

part of a professional development program for 25 financial planners at one of the large financial 

planning organisations. Information about the aim and usefulness of the research and the 

questionnaire packs, and concise information to hand out to clients regarding the research was 

provided. The return rate following this presentation, however, did not improve. 

Discussion with many of the supervisors of the financial planners involved suggested that one of 

the main reasons for the poor return rate was that the research was a low priority compared to the 

primary function of the planners. Planners aim to meet the needs of new clients and to gain new 

clients by providing information on effective financial planning, and to sell financial products to 

gain commission. When clients are already being provided with a great deal of information on 

different products, and are asked to make decisions about them, it is possible that asking them to 

carry out a secondary competing task (a research questionnaire) might at least distract clients from 

the primary decision. It is assumed that many questionnaires were not handed out, and if they 

were, they were provided to clients with minimal information and encouragement to complete. 

Media Strategy 

The second approach to attract more participants involved promoting the research through a range 

of media. A series of stories and press releases were developed with the aid of the University 

media department. These were released to all media outlets nationwide, and a large number of 

presentations were made. Articles appeared in a number of newspapers, in Victoria and 

Queensland. A number of national retirement magazines (e.g., National Seniors) also printed 

prepared articles about the research with a request for people to become involved in the research. 

The radio journalists responded well to the media release, and over 20 live interviews with the 

author were conducted, on radio programs that were broadcast in country regions, capital cities, 

statewide, and nationally on Radio National. A television interview was also broadcast on a current 

affairs program on commercial television throughout southeast Queensland. 

Retirement Seminar Strategy 

The third strategy was directed to retirement preparation seminars. Questionnaire packs were 

distributed to participants in retirement preparation seminars conducted by a large union 

organisation. Hundreds of packs were handed out but the response rate through reply paid mail 
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was poor. It was realised that much more promotion of the research and a more personal approach 

was needed for this strategy to succeed. 

QSuper, a large superannuation company in Queensland, was approached to assist with putting this 

in place, because it presented two-day retirement preparation seminars for group sizes of 50-80 on 

an average of twice a month. The invited participant group involved QSuper members just prior to 

their turning 55 years of age. The seminar group therefore was representative of a large number of 

state employees with a range of occupational status and educational levels. 

The seminar organisers placed questionnaire packs into the information bags handed out to each 

participant and then allowed the author to present some basic information regarding the research in 

a 10-minute time slot just prior to morning tea on the first day. The usefulness of the research was 

outlined, and incentives for participants completing the questionnaire were offered, including the 

offer of information publications and the draw of a travel prize. In this presentation, attendees were 

urged to complete the questionnaire overnight so as to hand it back to the author the next morning 

at the same time. The author always stayed for morning tea to answer any queries and encourage 

involvement informally. This approach was found to be most effective, with a return rate 

averaging 74%, and was by far the most effective strategy for the amount of time, effort, and other 

resources per returned questionnaire. Table 3.11 summarises the return rates for the three 

strategies. 

Table 3.11 Preretirement Questionnaire Returns 
Strategy Number Return 

Returned Rate 
Financial planners 20 5% 

Media 54 85% 
QSuper seminars 196 74% 
Various presentations 24 80% 

Postretirement Group 

As noted earlier the original design of the project was based on a longitudinal approach but a low 

contribution rate for participants in the preretirement group (less than 30% over two years) 

required a change in strategy. QSuper management agreed to undertake a mail out to members of 

QSuper who had recently retired. They had an interest in getting information from their members 

regarding their use and satisfaction with financial advice they had received from QSuperIQInvest 

through a separate organisation. Questions 15 to 18 inclusive in the postretirement questionnaire 

(Appendix 3) are the questions added for the use of QSuper. 

The Board approved the mail out and questionnaires, consent forms, and reply paid envelopes 

were sent to over 900 recently retired members, with a letter of endorsement from QSuper. This 

group was randomly selected from the QSuper database of members who had recently retired. The 

response rate was 23 percent. Some of those contacted in the mail out were, however, already 
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participating in the study as members of the preretirement group. Thus the postretirement group 

was made up of 114 participants from the preretirement group and 213 new participants for a total 

of 327 participants. The majority of the new participants were recruited through the QSuper mail 

out but there were a number (29) from other sources. 

Postrelocation Group 

Follow-up of participants who completed both the preretirement and postretirement questionnaires 

and had relocated realised 38 returned questionnaires. A number of strategies were adopted in 

accessing people who had retired and then relocated. The media was again used. Local media at 

destinations such as the Gold Coast, Sunshine Coast, and Hervey Bay were used because the 

Australian Bureau of Statistics identified these destinations as places attracting people after 

retirement. The University External Relations media staff were involved in sending out generic 

media releases and specific local releases. As a result of the press release, eight radio interviews 

were conducted on national radio, statewide radio, rural New South Wales, and local radio in 

Canberra and Toowoomba. Some individuals who had retired and relocated contacted the author, 

and questionnaires were mailed to them, or they were told that workshops would be conducted in 

their locality in the near future. 

Local government authorities in most of the destinations were also contacted and provided 

information regarding organisations and services in their locality that aimed to support retired 

people new to the community. These organisations were contacted and their support solicited to be 

a focus point for the offering of workshop meetings of retired new residents in the community. 

Information on the research project was presented to the Gold Coast Committee on the Ageing. 

Probus Clubs for newly retired residents were contacted, as were support groups such as Connect 

the Coast and "60 and better". A letter and notice board flyer were sent to 18 Probus Clubs on the 

Gold Coast. Some support was gained from retirement seminars conducted by the Federal 

Government agency, Centrelink. Support group organisations "Connect the Coast", and "60 and 

better", organised a series of workshop meetings for the research to be described and for 

questionnaires to be completed. 

Workshops were also organised at Hervey Bay through a group supported by the City Council that 

connected new residents to the area. "Bush Connect" organised a workshop for people new to 

Toowoomba. A sample of new residents who had relocated to various retirement villages in 

Brisbane was also accessed. A number of other participants became involved through media 

requests and they completed and mailed questionnaires outside of workshops. 

Workshop meetings 

A total of 106 participants (66% of the postrelocation group) completed their questionnaire as part 

of a workshop. Workshop group meetings followed a standard format as outlined in Appendix 7. 

The group was provided with information about the aim of the research and current progress. 
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Participants were then asked to complete the questionnaire Adjustment to Retirement and 

Relocation (Appendix 4). After a drinks break, group discussions were conducted, discussing and 

identifying the major hassles and difficulties that people encountered in relation to moving to and 

living in their new destination. These were listed on a whiteboard on behalf of the group, and 

recorded to supplement the research questionnaire. 

Data analysis 

Data entry 

Data were entered into Microsoft Excel files for preliminary analysis and then pasted into SPSS or 

AMOS (Analysis of Moment Structures; Arbuckle, 1997) files for further analysis. Checks were 

run to ensure accuracy of original data. Missing data were not replaced except when structural 

equation modelling analyses were undertaken, in which case missing data on a variable were 

replaced by the mean score on that variable. Data screening indicated that some variables had 

skewed distributions, but these were largely expected (e.g., GHQ score). 

Variable extraction and scoring 

Variables from the questionnaires were extracted from the questionnaires, and Table 3.12 lists the 

variables and how they were scored for analysis. Occupation before retirement was not analysed 

because of missing data and because many responses were ambiguous and unable to be accurately 

placed into standard occupational categories. It should be noted that both the GHQ scores and 

scores for avoidance and resignation coping strategies are scored negatively, that is low scores 

indicate good mental health and coping. 

To produce scores for the GHQ, well-being, and other scales, the usual scoring method is to add 

scores together. However, a factor analytic method was used in this study, whereby a one factor 

solution is used to generate a standardized score (i.e., z-score). As a result, the contribution of each 

of the variables is weighted according to its contribution to the factor, resulting in a more sensitive 

and powerful score. This approach also has the clear advantage that with scores for all summary 

measures on the same scale, model building is assisted. 
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Table 3.12 Relocation Questionnaire Descriptions 
Question number and Title Scoring 
Gender I=  Male, 2= Female 
1. Marital status 
2. Educational level 
3. Current employment status 

4. Time since retirement 
5. Cause of retirement 
6. Occupation before retirement 
7. Partner employment status 
8. Health change 
9. Health expectancy 
10. Health satisfaction 
11. Major changes in health 
12. Financial change 
13. Financial expectancy 
14. Financial satisfaction 
15. Major changes in personal wealth 
16. Lifestyle quality 
17. Lifestyle expectancy 
18. Lifestyle satisfaction 
19. Family support 
20. Partners support 
21. Compromise in decision-making 
22. Current Vs Previous Housing 
23. Effects of Issues on Quality of life 
24. Overall quality of living 
25. Expect change in QOL 
26. Satisfaction with Quality of Environment 
27. Current Vs Previous Environment 
28. Months since moving 
29. Distance moved (km) 
30. Number of places lived in- mobility 
31. Agree on destination 
32a. Prior knowledge of location 
32b. Visit location pre-move 
33. Push factors 
34. Pull factors 
35. Satisfaction with contact with previous friends 
36. Satisfaction with friendships in new locality 
GHQ 12 questions 
Well-being Scale 54 questions 
Coping Scale 21 questions 

1-6, Married to separated 
1-6, increasing level 
1-5 (1 fulltime paid, unpaid, part-time paid, 

unpaid, 5 unemployed) 
Months since retirement 
1-4, voluntary to other 
1-5 (not analysed) 
1-6 (as for Variable 3, with 6 not applicable) 
1-5 
1-5 
1-5 
I=  no, 2= yes 
1-5 
1-5 
1-5 
I=  no, 2= yes 
1-5 
1-5 
1-5 
1-5 
1-5 
1-5 
1-4 
1-5 
1-5 
1-5 
1-5 
1-4 
Continuous 
Continuous 
Continuous 
1-5 
1-5 
1-5 
Not analysed 
Not analysed 
1-5 
1-5 
Negatively 1-4 
1-6 
Negatively 1-4 

Structural Equation Modelling 

The major methods of data analysis were ANOVA (univariate and multivariate) and structural 

equation modelling. Because the later is still relatively new, some comments on it and its use is 

provided, According to Byrne (2001), the term structural equation model (SEM) conveys two 

procedural aspects: that causal processes under review are represented by a series of structural 

equations; and that these structural relations can be pictorially modelled to enable a clear 

conceptualization of the theory under study. Hypothesized models can be tested statistically 

through a simultaneous analysis of the entire system of variables to determine the extent that the 
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model represents (or fits) the data. In their review of the use of SEM in psychological research, 

MacCallum and Austin (2000) described SEM as a technique for specifying and estimating models 

of linear relationships among variables. Variables can include measured variables (MVs) and 

latent variables (LVs), which are hypothetical constructs that have not been measured directly. 

Each construct is typically represented by multiple MVs that serve as indicators of the construct. 

By definition, a SEM is a hypothesized pattern of directional influences of variables on each other 

and of non-directional (correlation only) linear relationships among sets of MVs and LVs. 

MacCallum and Austin (2000) described special cases of SEM commonly used in practice. Path 

analysis provides for the testing of models of relationships among MVs, with no LVs included in 

the model. This type of analysis is used when MVs are of primary interest or when multiple 

indicators of LVs are unavailable. 

Byrne (2001) described SEM models as of two types: measurement models and structural models. 

A measurement model defines relations among the observed and the latent variables, providing the 

link between scores on a measuring instrument (observed indicator variables) and the underlying 

constructs they are designed to measure (unobserved latent variables). The measurement model 

specifies the pattern by which each measure loads on a particular factor, and therefore provides a 

factor analytic model. The structural model defines relations among the unobserved variables. It 

specifies the manner by which particular latent variables directly or indirectly influence changes in 

the values of other latent variables in the model. 

Sample size 

The sample sizes for the SEM analyses vary from 160 for Postrelocation group analyses to 629 for 

all groups combined. Kline (1998) indicates that sample size varies fi-om small (N<100), medium 

(N between 100 and 200) and large (N> 200). More complex models require larger samples, and if 

the participant to parameter ratio is less than 5:  1, the statistical stability of results may be doubtful. 

SEMs utilising larger samples can also allow for greater deviation of normality, as outlined later in 

this section. 

Assumptions 

A number of assumptions were made in relation to how AMOS dealt with the data. 

All missing data for SEM analyses were replaced by applying the mean score. Allocating the mean 

score to all missing data invariably biases the distribution in terms of skew, kurtosis, and 

multivariate normality. However this strategy has a number of distinct advantages. The strategy 

maximizes the available sample size. Also, with undertaking SEM analysis using AMOS, 

estimates of normality are only provided in the absence of missing data. This strategy also allows 

one to examine indices of modifiability, a useful option when seeking to obtain the best fitting 

model (to maximise goodness of fit). It follows that substituting the mean for missing values is 
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necessary as a trade-off given the advantages to being able to include SEM in the repertoire of 

analytic model testing procedures. 

In relation to model building, the AMOS 4 manual (p. 115) offers a default rule for the correlation 

coefficient structures, that the unique latent variables (error terms) are uncorrelated with each 

other, and so are not expected to be connected with one another. However, based on modification 

indices, in practice, some of the error terms are correlated and need to be connected. 

Tests of normality of the variables are provided for indices of skewness and kurtosis in the form of 

critical ratios (obtained by dividing the sample index by its standard error). The critical ratio of the 

index t provides a value that can be interpreted as a z score in terms of the table of the normal 

curve. Thus a z of 1.96 is associated with a p value of .05. Because, with the large samples 

typically used for SEMs, the critical ratios may well fall beyond the .05 level even though there is 

little departure &om normality, most authors on this subject suggest the use of a quick stringent 

criterion in evaluating the critical ratio. A value of 3 for the critical ratio although arbitrary means 

that the p value is beyond .001. 

AMOS analysis also provides multivariate normality information utilising Mardia's coefficient of 

multivariate kurtosis. A critical ratio less than 3 indicates that the variable are distributed normally. 

The AMOS program manual cautions that the normality information may be of limited use, 

because it only provides a quantification of departure from normality in the sample, and a rough 

test of whether the departure is statistically significant. This information is not enough, and a 

particular estimator may be robust to significant departures from normality, and these departures 

might be harmless. Tabachnick and Fidell (2001) caution that with large samples, variables with 

statistically significant skewness and kurtosis often do not deviate enough from normality to make 

a substantive difference in the analysis, and that departures can be significant with samples larger 

than 200. However, it should be noted that the greater the departure from multivariate normality 

the more biased the test statistics and goodness of fit indices are likely to be. 

Goodness of fit 

The goodness of fit measures identified by McDonald and Ho (2002) as being the most used by 

investigators, and recommended to be reported by Hoyle and Panter (1 995), are presented later in 

Chapter 4. As stand alone or absolute indexes, the X2 (Discrepancy) is included and the Goodness 

of fit index, as an index of absolute fit should be greater than .90. In terms of incremental fit 

indexes, Hoyle and Panter (1995) recommended researchers report at least two, one from the 

Type-2 and Type-3 indexes described by Hu and Bentler (1995). As a result, the Tucker-Lewis 

index (a Type-2 index) and Comparative fit index index (a Type-3 index) are reported and are both 

considered acceptable if they are above .9. The RMSEA (root mean square error of 

approximation), a commonly used index, is acceptable if it is below .8 and a good fit if it is below 

.5, while 0 is a perfect fit. 
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Indeterminacy 

In constructing SEMs for the data in this study, there are some cautionary statements regarding 

indeterminacy that need to be made. In the majority of the SEMs, the variables are strongly 

interrelated, measured at the same time, and rely on self-report. This set of circumstances may be 

problematic (Lee, 1998). SEM modelling requires predictions of relationships between variables. 

Under these circumstances it is possible to argue the case of causative, unidirectional relationships, 

however, it is also possible that with certain SEMs that some of the relationships between variables 

might be reversed, or bi-directional with equal or greater goodness of fit. Although alternative 

models might offer plausible explanations of the data, the process of testing all models expressing 

permutations and combinations of variable connectedness is considered unnecessary. The focus of 

this study is to determine whether empirically based hypotheses can be supported by the data, 

through the resulting analysis. Therefore, only the predicted hypothesized models are explored in 

most cases. Since this study proposes a conceptual model that it is hypothesised represents 

causative relationships between variables, an alternative model with relationships in reverse 

direction will also be tested. 

Summary 

This chapter has described the methodological approaches used to gather data on how participants 

adjust to the transitions of retirement and then relocation. Although a number of difficulties arose, 

particularly with numbers of participants, various strategies and approaches were applied to ensure 

sound data were gathered. Importantly the procedures and the materials developed were able to 

test the conceptual model previously outlined in Chapter 2. This chapter also outlines a number of 

issues and assumptions in relation to the data analyses that will now be reported in the next 

chapter. 
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Chapter 4 Preliminary Analyses 

Overview 

This chapter provides preliminary analyses of the data that were gathered for the preretirement, 

postretirement, and postrelocation groups, and describes how variables were combined into factors 

for use in further analyses. 

Sample Characteristics 

Satisfaction measures 

Initial analysis of the whole group included frequency distributions of responses to each of the 75 

items comprising the preretirement questionnaire. Responses to questions related to physical health 

satisfaction, satisfaction with financial security, satisfaction with current lifestyle, and satisfaction 

with quality of living environment, and how much participants sought compromise in decision 

making were analysed. The following table indicates the means, standard deviations, skewness and 

kurtosis for these variables. 

Table 4.1 Descriptive Statistics for the Measures of Satisfaction and Decision Making Variables for the Whole - 
Group (N=629) 
Variable N Mean SD Skewness Kurtosis 

Statistic Standard Error Statistic Standard Error 
Health satisfaction 626 3.63 .97 -.72 .I0 .45 .I9 
Financial satisfaction 624 3.24 .98 -.46 .I0 -.I0 .I9 
Lifestyle satisfaction 607 3.78 .95 -.54 .I0 -.21 .20 
Decision making 520 4.1 1 .94 -.92 .I 1 .32 .21 
Satisfaction with living 627 3.84 1.06 -.65 .I0 -.50 .I9 

environment 

Preliminary analysis of the data involved investigating the relationships between responses to 

demographic questions and other questions responded to by each of the three groups. The 

responses to the satisfaction questions (with health, financial security, lifestyle, and living 

environment) and the extent to which they work together with their partner to seek compromise 

when making decisions were found to be significantly correlated with one another (p<.001). Table 

4.2 shows the Pearson correlation matrix for these variables. Pearson correlations are reported as a 

standard approach in this study. 

Table 4.2 Pearson Correlation Matrix for Satisfaction and Decision Making Variables (Ns vary from 501 to 624) 
Variable 2 3 4 5 

1. Health satisfaction 
2. Satisfaction with financial security 
3. Lifestyle satisfaction 
4. Decision making 
5. Satisfaction with living environment 
** Note: All coefficients are significant at p<.001 (2-tailed) 
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A Pearson correlation analysis of the satisfaction variables and the demographic variables of age, 

gender, and months after retirement was completed and summarised in Table 4.3 

Table 4.3 Pearson Correlation Matrix of Satisfaction and Decision Making with Demographic Variables 
Variable Age Gender* Months since 

Retirement 
Health satisfaction -0.01 0.00 -0.04 
Satisfaction with financial security -0.07 -0.04 0.04 
Lifestyle satisfaction -0.02 0.07 0.04 
Decision making 0.1 7** 0.04 0.10 
Satisfaction with living environment 0.08 0.15** 0.08 
** Significant at p<.01 (2-tailed) 

* Male = 1 and Female = 2 

Whereas months since retirement was not correlated with any of the satisfaction or decision 

making variables, gender (being female) was significantly correlated with satisfaction with living 

environment, and age was significantly correlated with seeking compromise in decision making. 

The variable "Seek compromise in decision making" was identified as a problematic variable for 

further analyses because of the extent of missing data. This problem arises because of the fact that 

participants without a partner cannot answer the question. One solution is to replace missing data 

with mean values. However, this tended to increase skewness, kurtosis, and caused departure from 

multivariate normality. As a result, this variable was omitted from further analyses. 

Analyses of Satisfaction Measures 

A Principal Component Analysis of the four satisfaction measures was undertaken. One principal 

component was extracted with an eigenvalue greater than 1, and this component explained 48.3% 

of the variance, as shown in Table 4.4. 

Table 4.4 Total Variance Explained by a Principal Component Analysis of the Four Satisfaction Measures 
Component Total Percent of Variance Cumulative Percent 
1 1.93 48.33 48.33 
2 .89 22.21 70.54 
3 .69 17.37 87.91 
4 .48 12.09 100.00 

Loadings on the component, which was named Composite Satisfaction, are displayed in Table 4.5. 

Table 4.5 Component Matrix of Factor Analysis 
Item Com~onent 1 
Satisfaction with financial security 
Lifestyle satisfaction 
Health satisfaction 
Satisfaction with living environment .53 

In terms of internal consistency, the Cronbach alpha for the four item score is .64. 
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Composite Satisfaction Measurement Model 

The adequacy of a single-factor model for the combination of the four satisfaction measures was 

tested using the AMOS program for structural equation modelling. The conceptual model of the 

observed variables and the latent factor is portrayed in Figure 4.1. 

Health satisfaction 

Satisfaction with financial security 

Composite Satisfaction Measure 
Lifestyle satisfaction 

Satisfaction with living 
environment 

Figure 4.1. Conceptual model for the Composite Satisfaction measurement model. 

Tests of normality of the variables in this model are displayed in Table 4.6. Indices of skewness 

and kurtosis are provided with critical ratios. All of the variables are skewed with the critical ratios 

greater than 3, and the majority of the variables have kurtosis difficulties. 

The Mardia's coefficient of multivariate kurtosis, in the final row of Table 4.6, had a critical ratio 

of 4.25, which suggests that the measured variables are not distributed normally, since the critical 

ratio of 3 still applies with multivariate normality. As outlined in Chapter 3, the AMOS manual 

cautions that the normality information may be of limited use with large samples over 200, as with 

this analysis, and while departures can be significant, variables often do not deviate enough fi-om 

normality to make a substantive difference in the analysis. 

Table 4.6 Normality Analysis of Variables 
Variable Min Max Skew Critical Ratio Kurtosis Critical Ratio 
Satisfaction with living environment 1 .OO 5.00 -0.65 6.61 -0.50 -2.54 
Lifestyle satisfaction 1.00 5.00 -0.55 5.60 -0.12 -0.62 
Satisfaction with financial security 1.00 5.00 -0.46 4.71 -0.09 -0.45 
Health satisfaction 1.00 5.00 -0.72 7.39 0.45 2.31 

Multivariate 2.35 4.25 

The results of the SEM are displayed in Figure 4.2. 
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Figure 4.2. The Composite Satisfaction SEM displaying standardised output. 

The goodness of fit measures identified as being the most used and recommended by investigators 

are presented in Table 4.7. This measurement model is more than acceptable with the majority of 

the global fit indices. Complete data for this Composite Satisfaction SEM analysis can be found in 

Appendix 8. 

Table 4.7 Fit Measures for the Composite Satisfaction Variable Model 
Fit Measure Default model Saturated Independence 
Discrepancy 14.63 0.00 345.28 
Degrees of freedom 2.00 0.00 6.00 

P 0.00 0 .oo 
Number of parameters 8.00 10.00 4.00 
Discrepancy 1 df 7.31 57.55 
Goodness of fit Index 0.99 1 .OO 0.876 
Tucker-Lewis index 0.89 0.00 
Comparative fit index 0.96 1 .OO 0.00 
RMSEA 0.10 0.30 

Table 4.8 indicates the estimates of regression weights for each of the variables with the 

Composite Satisfaction factor. 

Table 4.8 Estimates of Regression Weights for Satisfaction Variables 
Regression Weights Estimate Standard Critical P 

Error Ratio 

Health satisfaction - -  Composite 0.61 0.07 8.35 0.00 
Satisfaction 

Satisfaction with financial security - -  Composite 0.76 0.08 9.06 0.00 
Satisfaction 

Lifestyle satisfaction - -  Composite 1.00 
Satisfaction 

Satisfaction with living environment - -  Composite 0.53 0.07 7.14 0.00 
Satisfaction 

Analysis of Satisfaction Measures for the Postrelocation Group 

As previously outlined, respondents across all groups were asked to express their level of 

satisfaction with their health, financial security, lifestyle, and living environment, and a factor 
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analysis identified a Composite Satisfaction factor (See Table 4.4 and Table 4.5). For the 

postrelocation group alone, responses to these four items were factor analysed to ensure that the 

composite factor was a valid construct. Principal component analysis extracted one principal 

component with an eigenvalue greater than 1, and this component explained 48.33% of the 

variance, as shown in Table 4.9. 

Table 4.9 Total Variance Explained by a Principal Component Analysis 
Component Total Percent of Variance Cumulative Percent 

The component extracted, which has been named Composite Satisfaction, is displayed in Table 

4.10. 

Table 4.10 Component Matrix of Factor Analysis 
Item Com~onent 1 
Satisfaction with Financial Security .82 
Satisfaction with Lifestyle .87 
Satisfaction with Health .57 
Satisfaction with Living Environment .79 

In terms of internal consistency, the Cronbach alpha for the four item score is .76. .The means, 

standard deviations and correlation coefficients for these variables appear in Table 4.1 1. 

Table 4.11 Means, Standard Deviations and Correlation Coefficients for Satisfaction Variables for Postrelocation 
Group 

N Mean Standard Correlation Coefficients 
Deviation 

Finances Lifestyle Living 
Environment 

Health Satisfaction 159 3.53 1.09 .37 .29 -29 

Satisfaction with Financial Security 157 2.92 1 .I 1 
Lifestyle 1563.71 1.10 
Living environment 158 4.09 1.50 
Note: All Correlation Coefficients are significant p i  .001 level (2-tailed). 

Composite Satisfaction Measurement Model for the Postrelocation Group 

The Composite satisfaction measurement model for all groups was presented earlier in this 

chapter. This model is a replication of that model for postrelocation group only, and is portrayed in 

Figure 4.3. This model provides a confirmatory factor analysis, with the links justified on the basis 

of the previous factor analysis, and so no alternative models were investigated. 
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Health Satisfaction 

Satisfaction with Financial 
Security 

I Lifestyle Satisfaction p-( Composite Satisfaction Measure ) 
I 

Environment 

Figui-e 4.3. Conceptual model for the Composite Satisfaction Postrelocation Model. 

Tests of normality for the variables are displayed in Table 4.12. Three of the variables are skewed 

as indicated by a critical ratio of greater than 3, but the majority of the variables are normally 

distributed, partly because of missing data being replaced by the mean. The multivariate normality 

index suggests that the set of measured variables are multivariate normal. 

Table 4.12 Normality Analysis of Variables of Composite Satisfaction Model 
Assessment of Normalitv Min. Max. Skew Critical Ratio Kurtosis Critical Ratio 
Satisfaction with living environment 1 .OO 5.00 -0.98 -5.10 0.32 0.82 
Satisfaction with lifestyle 1.00 5.00 -0.67 -3.47 -0.23 -0.59 
Satisfaction with financial security 1 .OO 5.00 -0.1 2 -0.60 -0.71 -1.83 
Satisfaction with health 1.00 5.00 -0.66 -3.39 -0.03 -0.09 

Multivariate 2.99 2.73 

The results of the SEM are displayed in Figure 4.4. 

.I3 
m - 4  Health satisfaction 

.36 

<err fin 
Comp satisfaction msre 

(err-4 Lifestyle 

Living environment 

Figure 4.4. The Composite Satisfaction Postrelocation Model displaying standardised output. 

Table 4.13 indicates the estimates of regression weights for each of the variables with the 

Composite Satisfaction factor. 
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Table 4.13 Estimates of Regression Weights for Satisfaction Variables 
Estimate Standard Critical p 

Error Ratio 
Satisfaction with health - -  Composite 0.40 0.09 4.30 0.00 

satisfaction 
Satisfaction with financial security <-- Composite 0.80 0.10 8.24 0.00 

satisfaction 
Satisfaction with lifestyle - -  Composite 1 .OO 

satisfaction 
Satisfaction with living environment - -  Composite 0.71 0.09 8.08 0.00 

satisfaction 

The goodness of fit measures in Table 4.14 indicate that the data fit this model well for the 

majority of global fit indices. Complete data for this Composite Satisfaction SEM analysis can be 

found in Appendix 9. 

Table 4.14 Fit Measures for the Composite Satisfaction Variable Model 
Fit Measure Default model Saturated Independence 
Discrepancy 9.19 0.00 192.66 
Degrees of freedom 2 0.00 6 

P 0.01 0.00 
Number of parameters 8 10 4 
Discrepancy / df 4.59 32.1 1 
Goodness of fit Index 0.97 1 .OO 0.61 
Tucker-Lewis index 0.88 0.00 
Comparative fit index 0.96 1 .OO 0.00 
RMSEA 0.15 0.44 

General Health Questionnaire (GHQl2) 

Responses to the GHQ were recoded as recommended in the manual (Goldberg, 1972, pl l ) ,  with 

scores of number 1, 2, 3 responses coded as 0 and other responses coded as 1. In general, a score 

of 1 indicated a greater likelihood of psychiatric illness. 

An analysis of item scores displayed in Appendix 10 shows that scores of 0 were obtained from 82 

% of respondents (for Item 3), to 93% of respondents (for Item 11). The means and standard 

deviations for each item are also presented in Appendix 10. 

The relationship between items was further examined through a reliability analysis. Items were 

correlated with one another from .19 to .64, as is also shown in Appendix 10. An analysis of the 

coefficient of reliability reported an alpha coefficient of 39.  

Because the GHQ has been subject to previous exploratory factor analysis, the check of its 

structures in the present project used confirmatory factor analysis. Figure 4.5 shows the conceptual 

model that the authors of the GHQ would predict. 
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Table 4.13 Estimates of Regression Weights for Satisfaction Variables 
Estimate Standard Critical p 

Error Ratio 
Satisfaction with health <-- Composite 0.40 0.09 4.30 0.00 

satisfaction 
Satisfaction with financial security i-- Composite 0.80 0.10 8.24 0.00 

satisfaction 
Satisfaction with lifestyle - -  Composite 1 .OO 

satisfaction 
Satisfaction with living environment <-- Composite 0.71 0.09 8.08 0.00 

satisfaction 

The goodness of fit measures in Table 4.14 indicate that the data fit this model well for the 

majority of global fit indices. Complete data for this Composite Satisfaction SEM analysis can be 

found in Appendix 9. 

Table 4.14 Fit Measures for the Composite Satisfaction Variable Model 
Fit Measure 
Discrepancy 
Degrees of freedom 

P 
Number of parameters 
Discrepancy 1 df 
Goodness of fit Index 
Tucker-Lewis index 
Comparative fit index 
RMSEA 

Default model Saturated 
9.19 0.00 

Independence 
192.66 

6 
0.00 

4 
32.1 1 
0.61 
0.00 
0.00 
0.44 

General Health Questionnaire (GHQ12) 

Responses to the GHQ were recoded as recommended in the manual (Goldberg, 1972, p l l ) ,  with 

scores of number 1, 2, 3 responses coded as 0 and other responses coded as 1. In general, a score 

of 1 indicated a greater likelihood of psychiatric illness. 

An analysis of item scores displayed in Appendix 10 shows that scores of 0 were obtained from 82 

% of respondents (for Item 3), to 93% of respondents (for Item 11). The means and standard 

deviations for each item are also presented in Appendix 10. 

The relationship between items was further examined through a reliability analysis. Items were 

correlated with one another from .19 to .64, as is also shown in Appendix 10. An analysis of the 

coefficient of reliability reported an alpha coefficient of .89. 

Because the GHQ has been subject to previous exploratory factor analysis, the check of its 

structures in the present project used confirmatory factor analysis. Figure 4.5 shows the conceptual 

model that the authors of the GHQ would predict. 
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Figure 4.5. Conceptual Model of the GHQ. 

Tests of normality for this model are displayed in Table 4.15. All of the variables show significant 

levels of skewness, some of the variables show normal levels of kurtosis, and the multivariate 

normality critical ratio suggests that the measured variables are not multivariate normal. The 

previous cautionary notes regarding significant variations from normality with large samples apply 

with these data as well. 

Table 4.15 Assessment of Normality of Variables of GHQ12 model 
Variables Min Max Skew Critical Ratio Kurtosis Critical Ratio 
GHQI 1.00 4.00 0.47 4.78 1.84 9.40 
GHQ2 1.00 4.00 0.66 6.79 -0.1 1 -0.55 
GHQ3 1.00 4.00 0.73 7.48 1.23 6.324 
GHQ4 1.00 4.00 0.53 5.44 2.75 14.09 
GHQ5 1.00 4.00 0.81 8.30 0.03 0.15 
GHQ6 1.00 4.00 0.90 9.21 0.13 0.67 
GHQ7 1.00 4.0 0.43 4.40 0.68 3.50 
GHQ8 1.00 4.00 0.46 4.74 2.77 14.17 
GHQ9 1.00 4.00 1.00 10.19 0.47 2.41 
GHQIO 1.00 4.00 1.14 11.66 0.63 3.21 
GHQI I 1.00 4.00 1.75 17.93 2.89 14.81 
GHQ12 1.00 4.00 0.45 4.63 1.27 6.52 

Multivariate 70.05 47.92 

The results of the SEM are displayed in Figure 4.6. The modification indices suggested that a 

number of the error terms for the twelve items needed to be interconnected to improve the model 
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Figure 4.6. GHQ SEM standardised output. 

The goodness of fit indices for the GHQ12 measurement model are presented in Table 4.16. The 

model is acceptable on all measures of fit. 

Table 4.16 Goodness of Fit Measures for GHQ12 Model 
Fit Measure Default model Saturated Independence 
Discrepancy 70.20 0.00 3130.99 
Degrees of freedom 29 0 66 

P 0.000 0.000 
Number of parameters 49 78 12 
Discrepancy 1 df 2.42 47.44 
Goodness of fit index 0.98 1 .OO 0.35 
Tucker-Lewis index 0.97 0.00 
Comparative fit index 0.99 1 .OO 0.00 
RMSEA 0.05 0.27 

The estimated regression weights for all items were significant (see Table 4.17). A more complete 

set of tables for the GHQ model can be found in Appendix 11. 
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Table 4.17 Estimates of item regression weights in GHQ12 model 
Regression Weights Estimate Standard Error Critical Ratio p 
GHQI - -  GHQ 0.47 0.04 11.48 0.000 
GHQ2 - -  GHQ 0.68 0.05 12.38 0.000 
GHQ3 <-- GHQ 0.76 0.05 13.73 0.000 
GHQ4 - -  GHQ 0.44 0.04 11.13 0.000 
GHQ5 <-- GHQ 0.93 0.05 17.95 0.000 
GHQ6 - -  GHQ 0.82 0.05 16.29 0.000 
GHQ7 - -  GHQ 0.67 0.05 14.17 0.000 
GHQ8 - -  GHQ 0.55 0.04 14.28 0.000 
GHQ9 <-- GHQ 1 .OO 
GHQIO <-- GHQ 0.92 0.05 18.91 0.000 
GHQI I - -  GHQ 0.76 0.05 14.17 0.000 
GHQI 2 - -  GHQ 0.76 0.05 16.57 0.000 

Item scores were added to obtain a summary score. Table 4.18 shows the frequency and 

percentage of total scores on the GHQ. 

Table 4.18 Frequency and Percentages of Total Scores on the GHQ12 
Scores Frequency Percent Cumulative Percent 

0 378 60.1 60.1 
1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 
10 
11 
12 

Total 

The distribution of scores was positively skewed, with 60% of respondents obtaining scores of 0 

out of a possible total of 12. These scores indicate that only a small percentage of the sample might 

be regarded as psychiatrically ill (according to Goldberg & Williams, 1988). 

As discussed in Chapter 3, although the usual scoring method for the GHQ12 is to add scores 

together, a factor analytic method was used in this study, whereby a one factor solution is used to 

generate a standardized score. 

The Well-being Measure 

The means, standard deviations, skewness, and kurtosis of the 54 items of Ryff s measure of well- 

being are presented in Appendix 12. The intercorrelation of the 54 items can be found in Appendix 

13. 

An exploratory analysis of the 54-items of well-being was undertaken with participants fkom all 

groups (n = 627). A six-factor solution was forced in a principal component analysis, with the 
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factors extracted using the Oblimin rotation with Kaiser normalization. Many of the identified 

factors contained clusters of items corresponding to the six subscales obtained by Ryff. Appendix 

14 displays the pattern matrix, with each factor named in line with the best fit according to Ryff s 

model. The items in bold are those that identified the factors in Ryffs research. 

The first factor contained eight items (of nine) from Ryffs Self-Acceptance subscale; the second 

factor contained seven items from Ryffs Personal Growth subscale; the fourth factor contained 

seven items from Ryffs Autonomy subscale; and the fifth factor contained all nine items from the 

Positive Relations with Others subscale. The third and sixth factors had a mixture of items from 

the Environmental Mastery and Purpose in Life subscales. 

A confirmatory factor analysis using AMOS was conducted using the conceptual model based on 

Ryffs descriptions of the subscale would predict as displayed in Figure 4.7. 
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Figure 4.7. Conceptual Model of Ryff's measure of well-being for Combined Groups. 

Tests of normality for this model are displayed in Table 4.19. All but two of the variables show 

significant levels of skewness, 20 of the variables show normal levels of kurtosis, and the critical 

ratio for the multivariate normality test suggests that the measured variables are not multivariate 

normal. The previous cautionary notes regarding significant variations from normality with large 

samples apply with these data as well. 
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Table 4.19 Assessment of Normality of Well-being Variables 
Variables Min Max Skew Critical Ratio 
WB30 
WB39 
WB50 
WB44R 
WB38 
WB32 
WB26R 
WB20 
WB14R 
WB8R 
WB2 
WB49 
WB43R 
WB37R 
WB31 
WB25R 
WB19 
WB13R 
WB7 
WB1 
WB54 
WB48 
WB42R 
WB36R 
WB24 
WB18R 
WB12 
WB6 
WB3R 
WB9R 
WB15 
WB21 R 
WB27 
WB33R 
WB45R 
WB51 R 
WB4 
WBIOR 
WB16R 
WB22 
WB28R 
WB34R 
WB40 
WB46R 
WB52 
WB5R 
WBI IR 
WB17R 
WB23R 
WB29R 
WB35 
WB41 
WB47 
WB53R 
Multivariate 

Kurtosis 
2.20 
I .72 
4.42 

-0.43 
0.20 
1.92 

-0.27 
4.78 
0.34 

-0.68 
2.61 
2.79 

-0.90 
-0.69 
3.14 

-0.90 
2.08 

-1.13 
0.16 
0.42 
0.98 
0.12 

-0.92 
-0.13 
1.59 

-0.41 
2.00 
0.40 
0.74 

-0.30 
1.81 
0.59 
2.10 

-1.10 
0.29 

-0.34 
0.76 

-0.63 
-0.28 
5.21 

-0.92 
-1.07 
1.54 
0.00 
4.93 

-0.65 
0.57 

-0.12 
0.00 

-0.17 
1.55 
1.76 
0.23 
2.00 

780.76 

Critical Ratio 
11.24 
8.82 

22.63 
-2.22 
1.03 
9.82 

-1.38 
24.47 

1.73 
-3.50 
13.35 
14.30 
-4.62 
-3.51 
16.07 
-4.60 
10.64 
-5.77 
0.81 
2.17 
5.03 
0.59 

-4.70 
-0.65 
8.15 

-2.08 
10.22 
2.07 
3.78 

-1.54 
9.29 
3.02 

10.73 
-5.62 
1.50 

-1.73 
3.88 

-3.23 
-1.42 
26.67 
-4.69 
-5.49 
7.87 
0.02 

25.25 
-3.35 
2.90 

-0.61 
0.00 

-0.85 
7.94 
8.99 
1.16 

10.22 
125.89 

The results of the SEM are displayed in Figure 4.8. Of the 54 items, only 3 items had a 

standardized regression weight lower than 0.4 (one item in each of Autonomy, Purpose in Life and 

Personal Growth) and only 15 items were lower than 0.5. 
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Figure 4.8. Standardized Solution for the well-being variables for Combined Groups. 

However, the goodness of fit indices in Table 4.20 indicate a less than satisfactory fit of the data to 

the model. This result indicates that the Australian data do not conform to the factor structure that 

Ryff claimed. Further refinement of this scale for the Australian setting needs to take place. 

Table 4.20 Goodness of Fit Measures for the Well-Being Model 
Fit Measure Default model Saturated Independence 
Discrepancy 4203.97 0.00 13588.61 
Degrees of freedom 1371 0 1431 

P 0.000 0.00 
Number of parameters 114 1485 54 
Discrepancy 1 df 3.07 9.50 
Goodness of fit index 0.75 1 .OO 0.21 
Tucker-Lewis index 0.76 0.00 
Comparative fit index 0.77 1 .OOO 0.00 
RMSEA 0.06 0.12 

The variables and factors are estimated to produce the regression weights as outlined in Table 

4.2 1. The full data output for the analysis can be found in Appendix 15. 
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Table 4.21. Estimates of Item Regression Weights in thewell-Being Model 
Regression Weights Estimate Standard Error Critical Ratio P 
Autonomy <-- Well-being 0.79 0.08 9.70 0.000 
Self-Acceptance 
Purpose in life 
Positive relations 
Personal Growth 
Environ mastery 
WB1 
WB7 
WB13R 
WB19 
WB25R 
WB31 
WB37R 
WB43R 
WB49 
WB54 
WB48 
WB42R 
WB36R 
WB30 
WB24 
WB18R 
WB12 
WB6 
WB53R 
WB47 
WB41 
WB35 
WB29R 
WB23R 
WB17R 
W B l l R  
WB5R 
WB52 
WB46R 
WB40 
WB34R 
WB28R 
WB22 
WB16R 
WBIOR 
WB4 
WB51R 
WB45R 
WB39 
WB33R 
WB27 
WB21R 
WB15 
WB9R 
WB3R 
WB2 
WB8R 
WB14R 
WB20 
WB26R 
WB32 
WB38 
WB44R 
WB50 

Well-being 
Well-being 
Well-being 
Well-being 
Well-being 
Autonomy 
Autonomy 
Autonomy 
Autonomy 
Autonomy 
Autonomy 
Autonomy 
Autonomy 
Autonomy 
Self-Acceptance 
Self-Acceptance 
Self-Acceptance 
Self-Acceptance 
Self-Acceptance 
Self-Acceptance 
Self-Acceptance 
Self-Acceptance 
Self-Acceptance 
Purpose in life 
Purpose in life 
Purpose in life 
Purpose in life 
Purpose in life 
Purpose in life 
Purpose in life 
Purpose in life 
Purpose in life 
Positive relations 
Positive relations 
Positive relations 
Positive relations 
Positive relations 
Positive relations 
Positive relations 
Positive relations 
Positive relations 
Personal Growth 
Personal Growth 
Personal Growth 
Personal Growth 
Personal Growth 
Personal Growth 
Personal Growth 
Personal Growth 
Personal Growth 
Environ mastery 
Environ mastery 
Environ mastery 
Environ mastery 
Environ mastery 
Environ mastery 
Environ mastery 
Environ mastery 
Environ mastery 
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Although the factor structure was not as expected, it was decided to use the scale as defined by 

Ryff as these would provide a better basis for comparison with other work using these subscales 

than would subscales proposed for the present project. Cronbach alpha reliability coefficients for 

the six subscales which Ryff identified through various US national and other studies are displayed 

in Table 4.22 which also shows corresponding alpha coefficients for the 9-item scale from the 

Wisconsin Longitudinal Study (N = 5009) (Ryff, personal communication, July 1997). 

Table 4.22 Reliability Measures for Factors of the Well-Being Measure 
Present study alpha scores Ryffs alpha scores 

Autonomy .77 .72 
Environmental Mastery .81 .75 
Personal Growth .81 .78 
Positive Relations with Others .82 .80 
Purpose in Life .78 .76 
Self-Acceptance .84 .82 

The Six Well-being Factors: Descriptives 

Table 4.23 shows descriptive statistics for the six subscales in the current study. 

Table 4.23 Well-Being Subscale Descriptive Statistics 
N Mean Standard Deviation Skewness 

Autonomy 612 41.38 6.83 -.24 
Environmental Mastery 614 43.27 6.89 -.49 
Personal Growth 617 42.77 7.42 -.59 
Positive Relations with Others 613 43.21 7.51 -.56 
Purpose in Life 620 43.56 7.20 -.69 
Self-Acceptance 607 42.36 7.95 -.74 

The correlation matrix shown in Table 4.24 indicates that the subscales are significantly 

intercorrelated in both the USA and Australian samples. 

Table 4.24 Well-Being Subscale Correlations for all Groups in the Present Study, and from R ~ f f  (1989) 
1 2 3 4 5 6  

1. Autonomy .62 .52 .54 .44 .55 
2. Environmental Mastery .53 .57 .72 .65 .75 
3. Personal Growth .39 .46 .69 .52 .55 
4. Positive Relations with Others .32 .45 .57 .63 .67 
5. Purpose in Life .46 .66 .72 .55 .65 
6. Self-Acceptance .55 .76 .48 .52 .72 

Note: Bolded coefficients are for the current study, unbolded coefficients are from Ryff (1989). 
All correlations were significant at p<.001 level. 

Life Situations Inventory 

The 21 items of Feifel and Strack's (1989) Life Situations Inventory (LSI) coping scale were 

analysed for the 142 participants in the postrelocation sample to whom it was administered. The 

means and standard deviations of the 21 items of the inventory and the intercorrelation of the 21 

items can be found in Appendix 16. 
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A confirmatory factor analysis using AMOS was conducted using the conceptual model based on 

Feifel and Strack's description and is displayed in Figure 4.9. 

Coping 6 Coping 9 Coping 3 rn 
Figure 4.9. Conceptual Model of the Life Situations Inventory for the relocation group. 

Tests of normality for this model are displayed in Table 4.25. All but 6 of the variables show 

significant levels of skewness, 16 of the variables show normal levels of kurtosis, and the critical 

ratio for the multivariate normality test suggests that the measured variables are not multivariate 

normal. The previous cautionary notes regarding significant variations from normality with large 

samples apply with these data as well. 
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Table 4.25 Assessment of Normality of Life Situations Inventoryvariables 
Variable Min Max Skew Critical Ratio Kurtosis Critical Ratio 

Multivariate 178.96 36.42 

The results of the SEM are displayed in Figure 4.9. Of the 21 items, only 3 items had a 

standardized regression weight lower than 0.4 (one item in each of Autonomy, Purpose in Life and 

Personal Growth) and only 15 items were lower than 0.5. 

( Resigntn ) 

Figure 4.9. Standardised solution for the Life Situations Inventory variables for the relocation group. 
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However, the goodness of fit indices in Table 4.26 indicate a less than satisfactory fit of the data to 

the model. This result indicates that the data do not conform to the factor structure that Feifel and 

Strack claimed. Further refinement of this scale for the Australian setting needs to take place. 

Table 4.26 Goodness of Fit Measures for the Life Situations Inventory 
Fit Measure Default model Saturated Independence 
Discrepancy 429.21 0.00 1468.00 
Degrees of freedom 186.00 0 210.00 

P 0.000 0.00 
Number of 45 23 1 2 1 
parameters 
Discrepancy / df 2.31 6.99 
Goodness of fit 0.80 1 .OO 0.40 
index 
Tucker-Lewis index 0.78 0.00 
Comparative fit 0.81 1 .OO 0.00 
index 
RMSEA 0.09 0.19 

The variables and factors are estimated to produce the regression weights as outlined in Table 

4.27. The full data output for the analysis can be found in Appendix 17 

Table 4.27 Estimates of Item Regression Weights in the Life Situations Inventory 
Variable Estimate Standard Error Critical Ratio o 

COPE 1 - -  Problem Solving 0.74 0.10 7.65 0.00 
COPE 4 - -  Problem Solving 0.85 0.09 8.96 0.00 
COPE 7 - -  Problem Solving 0.80 0.10 8.28 0.00 
COPE 10 <-- Problem Solving 1 .OO 
COPE 13 <-- Problem Solving 0.64 0.10 6.25 0.00 
COPE 16 <-- Problem Solving 0.88 0.09 10.04 0.00 
COPE 18 <-- Problem Solving 0.56 0.10 5.70 0.00 
COPE 20 <-- Problem Solving 0.67 0.10 6.52 0.00 
COPE 3 - -  Resignation 0.80 0.08 9.47 0.00 
COPE 6 <-- Resignation 1 .OO 
COPE 9 <-- Resignation 0.81 0.07 11.60 0.00 
COPE 12 <-- Resignation 0.51 0.06 8.21 0.00 
COPE 15 <-- Resignation 0.62 0.06 10.26 0.00 
COPE 2 <-- Avoidance 0.44 0.07 5.99 0.00 
COPE 5 <-- Avoidance 1 .OO 
COPE 8 <-- Avoidance 0.82 0.10 8.08 0.00 
COPE 11 <-- Avoidance 0.34 0.09 3.64 0.00 
COPE 14 - -  Avoidance 0.48 0.08 5.74 0.00 
COPE 17 <-- Avoidance 0.48 0.08 5.69 0.00 
COPE 19 <-- Avoidance 0.25 0.06 4.35 0.00 
COPE 21 <-- Avoidance 0.49 0.09 5.32 0.00 

Although the factor structure was not as expected, it was decided to use the inventory as defined 

by Feifel and Strack as these would provide a basis for comparison with other work using these 

scales. 

The three subscales were found to have satisfactory internal reliability as shown in Table 4.28. 
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Table 4.28 Reliability Coefficients for Life Situations Inventory Subscales 
Alpha coefficients 

Problem Solving 
Avoidance 
Resignation 

Descriptive statistics for these subscales are shown in Table 4.29. 

Table 4.29 Descriptive Statistics for Life Situations Inventory Subscales 
Subscale N Mean SD Items 
Problem Solving 140 22.69 6.07 8 
Avoidance 135 14.11 4.58 8 
Resignation 142 8.22 3.96 5 

Avoidance and resignation were strongly correlated (Pearson's r = .71, p< .01) but the correlations 

between avoidance and problem solving (r = .11) and resignation and problem solving (r =.08) 

were not significant. 

Factor Analysis of Questionnaire items 

Previous analyses have identified a Composite Satisfaction factor which was extracted fiom four 

5-point Likert scale items that were consistently used with all three groups. The questionnaire for 

the postretirement and postrelocation group included more extensive questions regarding 

relocation using the same 5-point Likert scales, and the responses to these questions were 

analysed. Item scores with missing values were replaced by the mean score for that variable. As 

shown in Table 4.30, Questions 20,21 and 3 1 in the postrelocation questionnaire (Appendix 4) had 

large numbers of missing values because only participants with partners were required to answer 
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Table 4.30 Descriptive Statistics for Common Items 
Question number and Title Missing Mean SD Skewness Standard Kurtosis Standard 

N Statistic Error Statistic Error 
8. Health change 2 3.36 1.16 -0.07 
9. Health expectancy 14 2.25 1.19 0.61 
10. Health satisfaction 1 3.53 1.10 -0.66 
12. Financial change 3 2.58 1.14 0.51 
13. Financial expectancy 4 2.53 1.18 0.31 
14. Financial satisfaction 3 2.92 1.11 -0.12 
16. Lifestyle quality 4 3.87 1.27 -0.91 
17. Lifestyle expectancy 4 3.17 1.19 -0.14 
18. Lifestyle satisfaction 4 3.71 1.10 -0.67 
19. Family support 4 3.72 1.27 -0.65 
20. Partners support 38 4.20 1.04 -1.16 
21. Compromise in decision-making 38 4.22 1.02 -1.40 
23. Climate effect on Quality of life (QOL) 5 3.66 1.26 -0.68 
23. Accommodation effect on QOL 7 3.79 1.19 -1.03 
23. Culture effect on QOL 13 2.93 1.35 0.02 
23. Sporting options effect on QOL 23 2.96 1.43 -0.03 
23. Entertainment effect on QOL 8 3.26 1.18 -0.18 
23. Health services effect on QOL 7 3.41 1.32 -0.36 
23. Shopping facilities effect on QOL 8 3.55 1.25 -0.62 
23. Other facilities effect on QOL 24 3.40 1.90 5.79 
23. Social options effect on QOL 13 3.36 1.16 -0.24 
23. Family contact effect on QOL 11 3.35 1.37 -0.35 
23. Friend network effect on QOL 11 3.52 1.24 -0.36 
24. Overall quality of living 2 4.19 1.11 -1.50 
25. Expect change in QOL 4 3.54 1.07 -0.38 
31. Consult in planning to relocate 35 4.53 0.89 -2.25 
31. Agree on timing 37 4.57 0.73 -1.88 
31. Agree on destination 36 4.68 0.68 -2.63 
32. Prior knowledge of location 9 3.98 1.20 -0.96 
32. Visit location pre-move 6 3.94 1.25 -0.91 
35. Satisfaction with contact with friends 

from previous location 1 3.33 1.06 -0.21 
36. Satisfaction with friendships in new 

locality 1 3.73 1.09 -0.63 

The correlation matrix for all of the above variables can be found in Appendix 18. When using 

items with missing values, multivariate normality becomes a problem. Some variables such as the 

GHQ are expected to have problems with skewness and kurtosis because of the nature of the 

instrument. To minimise problems with normality, log transformations were undertaken, but these 

transformations were not effective in improving normality. As a result, it was decided to leave out 

some items from further analyses. GHQ and WBS were retained because they are core instruments 

in the study. Questions 20, 21, and 31, however, were excluded from all following factor analysis. 

All of these questions involved partner's support, working together, consulting, co-operating and 

seeking compromise in decision-making. Although these issues are recognised in the literature as 

important factors when couples relocate, they were not utilised in this analysis. 
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To use the remaining variables, a series of factor analyses were completed to generate factor scores 

in line with the proposed model. These analyses involved variables that were expected to form 

conceptually meaningful factors. 

Firstly, four items (Questions 8, 12, 16 and 24) asked respondents to compare their current level of 

health, finances, lifestyle and quality of living with what it was before retirement and relocation. 

These items all used a 5-point Likert scale, fiom 1 Much Worse, to 5 Much Better. 

These four items were factor analysed, using principal component analysis, and one principal 

component with an eigenvalue greater than 1 (representing 52.80% of the variance) was extracted, 

as shown in Table 4.3 1. 

Table 4.31 Total Variance Explained by a Principal Component Analysis 
Component Total Percent of Variance Cumulative Percent 

The component extracted, which has been named Comparison, is displayed in Table 4.32. This 

factor has been named Comparison because it involves comparisons between health, financial 

security, quality of lifestyle, and quality of living now and before retirement. 

Table 4.32 Component Matrix for Comparison Items 
Item Number and Name Component 1 
8 Health Compared .83 
12 Financial Compared .81 
16 Lifestyle Quality Compared .64 
24 Overall Quality of Living Compared .59 

Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis 

Second, two items (Questions 9 and 10) asked respondents to consider satisfaction with their 

current health, and to what extent they expected a change in health since retirement. These items 

used a 5-point Likert scale, from 1 Not at all, to 5 A great deal. 

These two items were factor analysed, using principal component analysis, and one principal 

component with an eigenvalue greater than 1, representing 63.95% of the variance was extracted, 

as shown in Table 4.33. 

Table 4.33 Total Variance Explained by a Principal Component Analysis 
Component Total Percent of Variance Cumulative Percent 

1 1.28 63.95 63.95 

The component extracted, which has been named Health, is displayed in Table 4.34. 
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Table 4.34 Component Matrix (PCA) for Health Items 
Item Number and Name Component 1 

9 Health Expectancy .80 
10 Health Satisfaction .80 

Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis 

Two items (Questions 13 and 14) asked respondents to consider satisfaction with their current 

financial security, and to what extent they expected change in financial security since retirement. 

These two items were factor analysed, using principal component analysis, and one principal 

component with an eigenvalue greater than 1, representing 55.36% of the variance was extracted, 

as shown in Table 4.35. 

Table 4.35 Total Variance Explained by a Principal Component Analysis 
Com~onent Total Percent of Variance Cumulative Percent 

The component extracted, which has been named Finances, is displayed in Table 4.36. 

Table 4.36 Component Matrix (PCA) for Finances Items 
. Item Number and Name Comoonent 1 

13 Expected change in financial security .74 
14 Satisfaction with financial security .74 

Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis 

Two items (Questions 17 and 18) asked respondents to consider satisfaction with &eir current 

lifestyle, and to what extent they expected change in lifestyle since retirement. 

These two items were factor analysed, using principal component analysis, and one principal 

component with an eigenvalue greater than 1, representing 59.31% of the variance was extracted, 

as shown in Table 4.37. 

Table 4.37 Total Variance Explained by a Principal Component Analysis 
Component Total Percent of Variance Cumulative Percent 
I 1.11 59.31 59.31 
2 .89 40.69 100.00 

The component extracted, which has been named Lifestyle, is displayed in Table 4.38. 

Table 4.38 Component Matrix (PCA) for Lifestyle Items 
Item Number and Name Component 1 

17 Expected change in lifestyle .77 
18 Satisfaction with lifestyle .77 

Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis 

Two items (Questions 25 and 26) asked respondents to consider to what extent they expected 

change in quality of living when they moved, and satisfaction with the quality of their current 

living environment. 
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These two items were factor analysed, using principal component analysis, and one principal 

component with an eigenvalue greater than 1, representing 56.64% of the variance was extracted, 

as shown in Table 4.39. 

Table 4.39 Total Variance Explained by a Principal Component Analysis 
Component Total Percent of Variance Cumulative Percent 
1 1.13 56.64 56.64 
2 .87 43.36 100.00 

The component extracted, which has been named Living Environment, is displayed in Table 4.40. 

Table 4.40 Component Matrix (PCA) for Living Environment Items 
Item Number and Name Component 1 
25 Expected change in quality of living .75 
26 Satisfaction with living environment .75 

Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis 

Three items (Questions 19, 35 and 36) asked respondents to consider satisfaction with the support 

they receive from significant family members, satisfaction with the level of contact with friends 

from the previous location, and to what extent they were satisfied with friendships formed with 

people in the new locality. 

These three items were factor analysed, using principal component analysis, and one principal 

component with an eigenvalue greater than 1, representing 5 1.04% of the variance was extracted, 

as shown in Table 4.4 1. 

Table 4.41 Total Variance Explained by a Principal Component Analysis 
Component Total Percent of Variance Cumulative Percent 
1 1.53 51.04 51.04 
2 .82 27.34 78.38 
3 .65 21.61 100.00 

The component extracted, which has been named Social Support, is displayed in Table 4.42. 

Table 4.42 Component Matrix (PCA) for Social Support Items 
Item Number and Name Com~onent 1 
19 Satisfaction with family support .66 
35 Satisfaction with contact with friends .69 
36 Satisfaction with new friendships .78 

Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis 

Question 23, which asked participants to reflect on the impact of 11 different aspects of their 

current environment on their quality of life has problems because of missing values. To be able to 

use this variable, those items with 11 or more values missing were excluded from further analysis. 

As a result, six aspects, culture, sporting options, social options, family contact, friend network and 

other facilities were omitted from the following factor analysis. Climate, accommodation, 

entertainment, health services, and shopping facilities were factor analysed, using principal 
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Chapter 4 Preliminary Analyses 

Overview 

This chapter provides preliminary analyses of the data that were gathered for the preretirement, 

postretirement, and postrelocation groups, and describes how variables were combined into factors 

for use in further analyses. 

Sample Characteristics 

Satisfaction measures 

Initial analysis of the whole group included frequency distributions of responses to each of the 75 

items comprising the preretirement questionnaire. Responses to questions related to physical health 

satisfaction, satisfaction with financial security, satisfaction with current lifestyle, and satisfaction 

with quality of living environment, and how much participants sought compromise in decision 

making were analysed. The following table indicates the means, standard deviations, skewness and 

kurtosis for these variables. 

Table 4.1 Descriptive Statistics for the Measures of Satisfaction and Decision Making Variables for the Whole - 
Group (N=629) 
Variable N Mean SD Skewness Kurtosis 

Statistic Standard Error Statistic Standard Error 
Health satisfaction 626 3.63 .97 -.72 .I0 .45 .I9 
Financial satisfaction 624 3.24 .98 -.46 .I0 -.I0 .I9 
Lifestyle satisfaction 607 3.78 .95 -.54 .I0 -.21 .20 
Decision making 520 4.1 1 .94 -.92 .I 1 .32 .21 
Satisfaction with living 627 3.84 1.06 -.65 .I0 -.50 .I9 

environment 

Preliminary analysis of the data involved investigating the relationships between responses to 

demographic questions and other questions responded to by each of the three groups. The 

responses to the satisfaction questions (with health, financial security, lifestyle, and living 

environment) and the extent to which they work together with their partner to seek compromise 

when making decisions were found to be significantly correlated with one another (p<.001). Table 

4.2 shows the Pearson correlation matrix for these variables. Pearson correlations are reported as a 

standard approach in this study. 

Table 4.2 Pearson Correlation Matrix for Satisfaction and Decision Making Variables (Ns vary from 501 to 624) 
Variable 2 3 4 5 

1. Health satisfaction 
2. Satisfaction with financial security 
3. Lifestyle satisfaction 
4. Decision making 
5. Satisfaction with living environment 
** Note: All coefficients are significant at p<.001 (2-tailed) 
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component analysis, and two principal components with eigenvalues greater than 1, representing 

68.66% of the variance were extracted, as shown in Table 4.43. 

Table 4.43 Total Variance Explained by a Principal Component Analysis 
Component Total Percent of Variance Cumulative Percent 

5 .37 7.32 100.00 

Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis 

The components extracted are displayed in Table 4.44. 

Table 4.44 Pattern Matrix for Quality Items 
Item Number and Name Component 1 Component 2 
23a Climate .76 
23b Accommodation 
23e Entertainment .36 
23f Health services .90 
23g Shopping facilities .89 

Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis. 
Rotation Method: Oblimin with Kaiser Normalization 

The first component, involving health services and shopping facilities was named Quality of 

Facilities, and the second component was named General Quality. 

Two items (Questions 32 a and b) asked respondents to consider to what extent they had prior 

knowledge regarding their current location before moving, and to what extent they visited their 

current location before moving. These two items were factor analysed, using principal component 

analysis, and one principal component with an eigenvalue greater than 1, representing 86.49% of 

the variance was extracted, as shown in Table 4.45. 

Table 4.45 Total Variance Explained by a Principal Component Analysis 
Component Total Percent of Variance Cumulative Percent 
1 I .73 86.49 86.49 
2 .27 13.51 100.00 

The component extracted, which has been named Location, is displayed in Table 4.46. 

Table 4.46 Component Matrix (PCA) for Location Items 
Item Number and Name Component 1 
32 Prior knowledge of location .86 
32 Visit location we-move .86 

Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis 

Summary 

This chapter described the use of data reduction techniques through factor analysis and the use of 

structural equation models to identify the factors necessary for further analyses. These factors will 

be used in Chapter 5 and 6, which examine group differences and structural relationships between 

variables to further understanding of the research questions. 
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Chapter 5 Group Differences 

Overview 

This chapter provides analyses of differences among the three groups, preretirement, 

postretirement and postrelocation, in terms of the GHQ, well-being scales, the four core variables 

of satisfaction, and also Composite Satisfaction. These analyses are of great importance to the 

study, because differences between groups can then be attributed to the processes of retirement and 

relocation. As a major focus of the study, differences are initially tested in terms of the outcome 

variables in the model-GHQ (psychological health) and the six well-being subscales. Group 

differences in the four core variables of satisfaction-health, financial security, lifestyle, and living 

environment, and the aggregate Composite Satisfaction factor are then examined. 

General Health Questionnaire (GHQ) 

Table 5.1 presents the GHQ means, standard deviations, and standard errors for each group. As 

described in Chapter 4, scores are standardized (mean of 0 and a standard deviation of 1). Negative 

scores indicate better psychological health. 

Table 5.1 Means Standard Deviations and Standard Errors of GHQ Scores for the Three Groups 
Time of survey Mean Standard Error Standard Deviation 95% Confidence Interval for Difference 

Lower Bound Upper Bound 
Preretirement 0.18 0.06 .98 0.07 0.29 
Postretirement -0.30 0.06 .93 -0.43 -0.17 
Postrelocation 0.10 0.09 1.04 -0.09 0.26 
Dependent variable :GHQ score 

A one-way analysis of variance (ANOVA) on GHQ scores indicated the difference between 

groups was significant, F(2, 620) = 15.30, MSE = .96, p< .001. Pairwise comparisons indicated 

that the mean for the preretirement group was significantly higher than that for the postretirement 

group (p < .001), and that the mean for the postrelocation group was significantly higher than that 

for the postretirement group (p< .001). There was no significant difference between the 

preretirement and the postretirement group means. This outcome can be interpreted to mean that 

compared to participants at preretirement, psychological health is better for those after retirement, 

whereas for those who have retired and relocated the level of psychological health is 

approximately back to the level of the preretirement group. 

Well-being Subscales 

Means and standard errors for the three groups (preretirement, postretirement, and postrelocation) 

on each of the subscales of the well-being measure are displayed in Figure 5.1 to illustrate the 

differences between groups. 
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Figure 5.1. Means and standard errors of well-being subscale scores for the three groups. 

A MANOVA was conducted on the well-being subscale scores for these groups. The four tests of 

the multivariate effect due to Group routinely provided by SPSS pointed to the same inference, 

that Group was significant. The Wilks' Lambda value was .08, F (12, 744) = 2.48, p<.003. 

The results of univariate ANOVAs on each of the subscales are summarised in Table 5.2. 

Table 5.2 Tests of Between-subjects Effects of Group 
Dependent Variable Mean Square F Sig . 

Autonomy 4.58 4.69 0.010 
Environmental Mastery 7.83 8.15 0.000 
Personal Growth 3.77 3.91 0.021 
Positive Relations with Others 4.44 4.61 0.010 
Purpose in Life 9.33 9.80 0.000 
Self-Acceptance 5.71 5.95 0.003 
Note: df = 2,381, in all cases. 

Table 5.3 below indicates the significant differences (p<.05) between the three groups across all of 

the well-being subscales. Appendix 19 provides full details of mean differences, standard errors, 

and significance levels across the three groups. 
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Table 5.3 Significant Differences between the Three Groups for each Subscale 
Group 
Preretirement Postretirement Postrelocation Dependent Variable .-----------------. Autonomy .----------------------------------. Environmental Mastery .-----------------. Environmental Mastery .----------------------------------. Personal Growth .-----------------. Personal Growth 

---------------- . Positive Relations With Others .-----------------. Positive Relations With Others .----------------------------------. Purpose in Life .-----------------. Purpose in Life .----------------------------------. Self-Acceptance 
.-----------------a Self-Acceptance 

Note: A dotted line indicates that the two groups at the extremities differ significantly. 

Scores on all six of the well-being subscales for the postrelocation group were significantly lower 

than those for the postretirement group. Four of the well-being subscales, Environmental Mastery, 

Personal Growth, Purpose in Life, and Self-Acceptance, were significantly lower for the 

postrelocation group than for the preretirement group, and only one subscale, Positive Relations 

With Others, was significantly lower for the preretirement group than for the postretirement group. 

To check the possibility that the significant effects observed were simply due to age (the 

postrelocation group was significantly older than the other groups) or related to the length of time 

since retirement, supplementary analyses were undertaken. Age and months after retirement were 

used as covariates, and the analyses of GHQ and WBS scores were re-run. 

A univariate analysis of covariance (ANCOVA) of GHQ with age as a covariate was undertaken 

and there was no significant effect for age. To ascertain the effect of age on the well-being 

measures, a multivariate analysis was undertaken using age as a covariate. There were no 

significant effects for age. Since age made no significant effect on differences reported for group, 

it was therefore excluded from further analyses. 

A univariate analysis of covariance (ANCOVA) of GHQ with time after retirement as a covariate 

was undertaken and there was no significant effect for time after retirement. To ascertain the effect 

of time after retirement on the well-being measures, a multivariate analysis was undertaken using 

time after retirement as a covariate, and there was no significant effect for time after retirement. 

Since time after retirement made no significant effect on differences reported for group, it was 

therefore excluded from further analyses. 

Thus the differences between groups in terms of GHQ and well-being subscale scores cannot be 

explained in terms of differences in age and time after retirement. 
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Analyses of Satisfaction measures 

Respondents across all groups were asked to express their level of satisfaction with their health, 

financial security, lifestyle, and living environment. Frequencies and percentages to each response 

option for each group across these satisfaction measures are presented in Appendix 20. 

The four variables constitute the Composite Satisfaction factor, and Table 5.4 presents the means 

and standard error for the standardised scores for each group with Composite Satisfaction as the 

dependent variable. 

Table 5.4 Means and Standard Errors of Composite Satisfaction Scores for the Three Groups 
Time of Survey Mean Standard Standard Error 95% Confidence Interval for Difference 

Deviation Lower Bound Upper Bound 

Preretirement 0.04 0.86 0.06 -0.07 0.15 
Postretirement 0.88 1.03 0.07 -0.46 0.22 
Postrelocation -0.25 1.22 0.09 -0.43 -0.07 

An ANOVA on Composite Satisfaction score indicated that the difference between groups was 

significant, F(2, 562) =3.57, MSE = .97, p< .05. 

Painvise comparisons in Table 5.5 show that Composite Satisfaction was significantly lower for 

the postrelocation group than both the preretirement and postretirement groups. There was no 

significant difference between preretirement and postretirement groups. 

Table 5.5 Pairwise Comparisons of the Three Groups with Composite Satisfaction as the Dependent Variable 
(I) Time of (J) Time of Mean Standard Sig. 95% Confidence Interval for Difference 

survey survey Difference( I-J) Error Lower Bound Umer Bound 

Preretirement Postretirement -.48 .09 .87 -.27 .I 7 
Postrelocation .29 .I 1 .03 .03 .55 

Postretirement Preretirement .05 .09 .87 -.I7 .27 
Postrelocation .34 .I 1 .01 .06 .61 

Postrelocation Preretirement -.29 .I 1 .03 -.55 -.03 
Postretirement -.34 .I 1 .01 -.61 -.06 

To ascertain which of the variables differed significantly between groups, a series of Kruskal- 

Wallis tests were utilized. The Kruskal-Wallis is a one-way analysis of variance by ranks which 

can be used with ordinal measures (Siegel, 1956). 

In comparing preretirement and postrelocation groups, Table 5.6 indicates the mean ranking of 

each group, the Chi-Square and significance levels. 
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Table 5.6 Kruskal-Wallis Test Ranking of Satisfaction Measures by Group 
Group N Mean Chi- df Asymp. 

Rank Sauare Sia 
Health Preretirement 
Satisfaction Postrelocation 

Total 
Financial Preretirement 
Security Postrelocation 

Total 
Lifestyle Preretirement 

Postrelocation 
Total 

Living Preretirement 
Environment Postrelocation 

Total 

Table 5.6 shows that satisfaction with financial security and lifestyle are judged to be significantly 

lower by the postrelocation group compared to the preretirement group. However in relation to 

satisfaction with living environment, the postrelocation group judges this to be significantly higher 

than the preretirement group. 

Table 5.7 compares the postretirement group and the postrelocation group. The postrelocation 

group ranks satisfaction with financial security and lifestyle significantly lower than the 

postretirement group. 

Table 5.7 Kruskal-Wallis Test Ranking of Satisfaction Measures by Group 
Group N Mean Chi-square df Asymp. 

Rank Sig 
Health Postretirement 212 171.84 1.63 1 ,202 
Satisfaction Postrelocation 121 158.52 

Total 333 
Financial Postretirement 21 1 173.91 4.96 1 .026 
Security Postrelocation 1 19 150.58 

Total 330 
Lifestyle Postretirement 21 3 173.65 4.24 1 .040 

Postrelocation 1 18 152.18 
Total 33 1 

Living Postretirement 213 171.17 1.26 1 .261 
Environment Postrelocation 120 159.60 

Total 333 

Summary 

The results reported in this chapter indicate that there are significant differences between 

participants who are in those phases of preretirement, after retirement and after relocation. Those 

who relocated after retirement reported lower psychological health (GHQ), Autonomy, 

Environmental Mastery, Personal Growth, Positive Relations With Others, Purpose in Life and 

Self-Acceptance than those who had not relocated. They also reported lower financial satisfaction 

and lower satisfaction with their lifestyle compared to those who were retired but did not relocate. 
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Compared to those who had not retired, the group who had retired and relocated had significantly 

lower environmental mastery, Personal Growth, Purpose in Life and Self-Acceptance, and had 

lower satisfaction with financial security and lifestyle. However those who had retired and 

relocated had significantly higher satisfaction with their living environment compared to those 

who had not yet retired. Differences in age and time since retirement could not account for the 

health and well-being effects because when statistically adjusted for, the difference due to groups 

remained. 

Discussion 

This study found that although psychological health (as measured by the GHQ) was significantly 

better for the postretirement group compared to the preretirement group, only one of the well- 

being factors (Positive Relations With Others) was higher for the postretirement group. 

The significant difference in psychological health is contrary to McGoldrick's (1 989) finding of no 

difference in mental health. However, there were no differences in well-being between the groups, 

supporting the findings of Ross and Drentea (1998) and the general consensus in the literature that 

retirement of itself is not experienced as a stressful event (Gall et al., 1997; Talaga & Beehr, 

1989). 

In terms of the satisfaction measures in this study, financial satisfaction was significantly lower for 

the postretirement group. This finding is supported by a large body of literature (Brown et al., 

1996; Kim & Moen, 1999; McGoldrick & Cooper, 1994) that identified adequate income being 

related to adjustment to retirement. Although financial issues might have some deleterious effects, 

in the present study these effects might be counterbalanced by a higher postretirement level of 

satisfaction with living environment and collaboration in decision making and more positive 

relations with others. These last two variables might point to improved relationship effects, an 

issue identified by Kim and Moen (1999) that marriage and family relationships play an important 

role in predicting well-being following retirement. No other well-being subscale was significantly 

different between the postretirement group and the preretirement group, supporting the notion of 

retirement having little impact on the majority of retirees. 

The first hypothesis that those who relocate after retirement show poorer psychological health and 

well-being than those who do not relocate was supported. In terms of the psychological well-being 

scale, scores for the group who had relocated were significantly lower on all six subscales 

compared with the group who had not relocated. The postrelocation group also had significantly 

lower psychological health, and in terms of life satisfaction, were much lower in financial 

satisfaction, lifestyle satisfaction and satisfaction with the living environment. 

The group who had relocated were lower in a positive evaluation of self and past life (Self- 

Acceptance), a sense of continued growth and development as a person (Personal Growth), the 

belief that one's life is purposeful and meaningful (Purpose in Life), the experience of quality 
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relations with others (Positive Relations with Others), the capacity to manage effectively one's life 

and surrounding world (Environmental Mastery), and a sense of self-determination (Autonomy). 

This result would seem to support the theoretical prediction that when retirement is followed by 

relocation, and many aspects of life are changed, people would have difficulties (Holmes & Rahe, 

1967; Scully, et al., 2000). It also supports the notion proposed by Stallings et al. (1997) that these 

potentially positive events, when accompanied by significant change have the potential to be 

distressing. 

Hendrick et al. (1982) suggested that the stress of a major move, and stress resulting from 

readjustment to a new lifestyle and new interpersonal relations in a new community, along with 

alienation and social isolation among retirees, might be exacerbated by geographical relocation 

after retirement. They suggested that relocation into the general community was more socially 

isolating and less supported, than moving into a retirement community. Participants in the present 

study represented both environments, but no significant differences between people who relocated 

to retirement communities compared to the general community were observed. 

Baglioni (1989) also suggested that discrepancies between characteristics of the individual and the 

environment produce stress. If the imbalance is prolonged, then negative psychological and 

physiological consequences can occur as a result of the continued strain to achieve a more 

homeostatic balance. It may be that many in the postrelocation group were qxperiencing 

discrepancies. 

This finding of the study is contrary to that of Kling et al., (1997) that 70 year old women 

undergoing relocation showed higher well-being (higher Self-esteem, Environmental Mastery, and 

lower Depression) 18 months afterwards, and gained in all outcome measures over time. However, 

since no other study has specifically compared psychological health and well-being of those who 

do and do not relocate after retirement, these results would seem to break new ground in our 

understanding of this issue and also the potential impact of dual life transitions. 
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Chapter 6 Testing the Model 

Overview 

This chapter describes the interrelationships among the variables for those participants who 

relocated after retirement. This postrelocation group is of central interest to the study, and the 

variables that are predicted to impact on this group who undertake relocation following retirement 

are tested. These variables were identified in the conceptual model of the study outlined in Chapter 

2 (Figure 2.6). Since the satisfaction variables are considered to be critical variables in driving 

psychological health, a simple structural equation model is developed for all groups and then, after 

establishing the Composite Satisfaction factor for the postrelocation group, is found to be a strong 

model for the postrelocation group. 

However, not all variables outlined in the conceptual model were able to be tested. ,In terms of 

some of the demographic variables identified in the conceptual model, educational level, marital 

status, and mobility were considered to be most important, based on the literature, and these are 

tested. 

The conceptual model first outlined in Chapter 2 is then tested, and a structural equation model is 

shown to strongly represent many of the variables outlined in the initial conceptual model. A 

discussion of the model and the implications for understanding the variables that predict 

psychological health and well-being of those who relocate after retirement is then discussed. 

Tests of a Partial Model using the Total Sample Model 

The three groups, preretirement, postretirement, and postrelocation all completed the same core 

items of relevance to participants moving through the retirement and relocation transitions. Items 

relating to satisfaction with core concerns of finances, health, lifestyle and with living environment 

were combined together to form the Combined Satisfaction factor. 

Responses to items in the GHQ12 formed a factor that measured psychological health, and the 54 

items of the well-being subscales formed the six factors. Based on the hypothesised model outlined 

in Chapter 2, it would be predicted that these eight factors which emerge from the data would be 

linked with one another in a meaningful way. All of these variables have a mean of 0 and a 

standard deviation of 1, and the correlation coefficients appear in Table 6.1. 
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Table 6.1 Correlation Coefficients of Composite Satisfaction with GHQ and Well-being Subscales 
Variables 2 3 4 5 6 7 8  

1 .Composite satisfaction -.60 .27 .56 .27 .35 .37 .49 
2.GHQ factor score -.33 -.61 -.28 -.42 -.41 -.56 
3.Autonomy .59 .53 .39 .50 .54 
4.Environmental Mastery .50 .58 .58 .75 
5.Personal Growth .52 .64 .51 
6.Positive Relations with Others .52 .59 
7.Purpose in Life .56 
8.Self-Acceptance 
Note: All correlation coefficients are significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). 

It was predicted that these factors were connected through a latent variable, Psychological Health 

which represents the combined effects of outcomes of GHQ factor score and the scores on the six 

Well-being subscales or factors. The Composite Satisfaction factor was expected to predict 

psychological health. Figure 6.1 presents the conceptual model of relationships. 

Autonomy 

f 
Environmental Mastery 

Personal Growth 

Positive Relations With 
Others - \\. Purpose in Life 

Self-Acceptance 

Figure 6.1. Conceptual model of relationships among satisfaction, GHQ, and Well-being subscales for the total sample. 

The conceptual model was tested using AMOS. The results of testing for multivariate normality 

are presented in Table 6.2. 

All but three of the variables show significant levels of skewness, all but one of the variables show 

normal levels of kurtosis, and multivariate normality critical ratio suggests violation of the 

assumption of multivariate normality. The previous cautionary notes regarding significant 

variations from normality with large samples apply with these data. 
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Table 6.2 Assessment of Normality for Variables 
Min Max Skew Critical Kurtosis Critical 

Ratio Ratio 
Composite Satisfaction -3.55 2.02 -0.42 -4.31 -0.03 -0.16 
GHQ -1.77 4.30 1.34 13.70 2.39 12.26 
Purpose in Life -3.48 1.41 -0.72 -7.36 0.16 0.84 
Personal Growth -3.69 1.48 -0.63 -6.44 -0.02 -0.13 
Autonomy -2.86 1.84 -0.27 -2.79 -0.41 -2.08 
Self-Acceptance -3.38 1.46 -0.75 -7.70 0.11 0.55 
Environmental Mastery -4.49 1.43 -0.71 -7.32 0.49 2.51 
Positive Relations with Others -3.19 1.44 -0.58 -5.99 -0.23 -1.18 
Multivariate 17.28 17.13 

The data did not fit the model without modification. The SEM modification indices recommended 

the correlation of the error terms for the well-being measures. Figure 6.2 presents the final model 

in terms of the standardised solution. 

.54 

Psychological health 

Figure 6.2. SEM standardised solution for relationships among satisfaction, GHQ, and well-being subscales 

Examination of the goodness of fit indices (see Table 6.3) indicate good fit of the model to the 

data. 

Table 6.3 Goodness of Fit Measures for Simple SEM 
Fit Measure Default model Saturated Independence 
Discrepancy 7.92 0.000 2827.93 
Degrees of freedom 
P 
Number of parameters 
Discrepancy / df 
Goodness of fit index 
Tucker-Lewis index 
Comparative fit index 
RMSEA 

The factors in the simple SEM are estimated to produce regression weights, as outlined in Table 

6.4. All are significant (p<.001). The full data output for this analysis can be found in Appendix 
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Table 6.4 Estimates of Item Regression Weights in the Simple SEM 
Regression Weights Estimate Standard Critical P 

Error Ratio 
Psychological Health 
Autonomy 
Environmental Mastery 
Personal Growth 
Positive Relations with 
Others 
Purpose in Life 
Self-Acceptance 
GHQ 

<-- Composite Satisfaction 
<-- Psychological Health 
<-- Psychological Health 
<-- Psychological Health 
<-- Psychological Health 

<-- Psychological Health 
<-- Psychological Health 
<-- Psychological Health 

Tests of the Complete Model using the Postrelocation Group 

A number of AMOS models were then developed with missing data replaced by mean values for 

the relocation group. 

A simple SEM model, replicating the simple SEM for all groups combined is proposed in the 

conceptual model for the relocation group in Figure 6.3, with Composite Satisfaction predicting 

Postrelocation Psychological Health, which is represented by GHQ and the six well-being scales. 

Autonomy 

Environmental Mastery - I I Composite 1 ,( Psychological 
G-L:-C--L: -- TT,.-~+L 

1 Personal Growth I 

\\I Purpose in Life 

Self-Acceptance 

Figure 6.3. Conceptual model of relationships among satisfaction, GHQ and well-being subscales for the relocation 
group. 

All of these variables have a mean of 0 and a standard deviation of 1 and the correlation 

coefficients appear in Table 6.5. 
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Table 6.5 Correlation Coefficients of Composite Satisfaction with GHQ and Well-being Subscales for the 
Relocation Group 

Variables 2 3 4 5 6 7 8  

1 .Composite Satisfaction -.60 .27 .56 .27 .35 .37 .49 
2.GHQ factor score -.33 -.59 -.28 -.41 -.41 -.56 
3.Autonomy .59 .55 .41 .51 .55 
4.Environmental Mastery .49 .58 .58 .75 
5.Personal Growth .52 .64 .52 
6.Positive Relations with Others .55 .60 
7.Purpose in Life .56 
8.Self-Acce~tance 
Note: All correlation cocfficicnts are significant at the 0.01 lcvcl (2-tailed). 

The conceptual model was tested using AMOS. The results of testing for multivariate normality 

are presented in Table 6.19. Five of the variables show non-significant levels of skewness, all but 

one of the variables show normal levels of kurtosis, and the multivariate normality critical ratio 

suggests that the measured variables are not distributed normally. 

Table 6.6 Assessment of Normality for Simple SEM 
Min Max Skew Critical Kurtosis Critical 

ratio ratio 
Composite Satisfaction -2.76 1.71 -0.55 -2.82 -0.32 -0.82 
GHQ 
Purpose in Life 
Personal Growth 
Autonomy 
Self-Acceptance 
Environmental Mastery 
Positive Relations with Others 
Multivariate 

The model did not fit the data unless modified. The modification indices provided by AMOS 

suggested correlating a number of the error variables. The final model is presented in Figure 6.4. 

GHQ err gh 

ostrelocation PYal healt 

Figure 6.4. Standardised model of Postrelocation Psychological Health. 
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The goodness of fit indices in Table 6.7 indicate a good fit of model to data. Complete SEM 

analyses can be found in Appendix 22. 

Table 6.7 Goodness of Fit Measures for Simple SEM for Relocation Group 
Fit Measure Default model Saturated Independence 
Discrepancy 1.76 0.000 663.36 
Degrees of freedom 5.00 0 28 

P 0.88 0.00 
Number of parameters 31 36 8 
Discrepancy 1 df 0.35 23.69 
Goodness of fit index 1 .OO 1 .OO 0.35 
Tucker-Lewis index 1.03 0.00 
Comparative fit index 1 .OO 1 .OO 0.00 
RMSEA 0.00 0.38 

The factors in the SEM for postrelocation group are estimated to produce the regression weights as 

outlined in Table 6.8. 

Table 6.8 Estimates of Item Regression Weights in the Simple SEM for Combined Group 
Variables Estimate Standard Critical P 

Error Ratio 
Psychological Health <-- Composite Satisfaction 0.55 0.06 8.51 0.00 

Autonomy <-- Psychological Health 0.52 0.10 5.27 0.00 

Environmental Mastery <-- Psychological Health 1 .OO 

Personal Growth <-- Psychological Health 0.47 0.1 1 4.40 0.00 

Positive Relations with <-- Psychological Health 0.66 0.10 6.61 0.00 
Others 
Purpose in Life - -  Psychological Health 0.67 0.10 6.73 0.00 

Self-Acceptance - -  Psychological Health 0.92 0.08 10.99 0.00 

GHQ - -  Psychological Health -1.08 0.13 -8.18 0.00 

This model suggests that Composite Satisfaction (based on satisfaction with health, finances, 

lifestyle, and living environment) is a strong predictor of Postrelocation Psychological Health. 

Postrelocation Psychological health is most strongly represented by GHQ (negatively, as would be 

predicted), Environmental mastery, followed by Self-Acceptance, Purpose in Life, Positive 

Relations with Others, Autonomy, and Personal Growth. 

Test of the Full Model for the Relocation Group 

While the Simple SEM for postrelocation group uses the Composite Satisfaction factor, there were 

many other factors extracted from postrelocation group data that were to be included in a SEM to 

provide finer grained analysis of the predictors of postrelocation psychological health. 

In terms of the demographic variables identified in the conceptual model, a number of the 

variables, namely, age, gender, and time after retirement, had already been excluded from further 
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analysis. Educational level, marital status, and mobility were considered to be important, based on 

the literature. To test for the effects of education level in the relocation group, the group was split 

into those who had completed formal education up to Year 12 (n = 86) and those who completed 

their education beyond that level (n = 61). Marital status categories were collapsed into two 

categories, with a partner (n = 128) and without a partner (n = 32). 

A number of variables measured mobility, including Months since moving (Question 28), Distance 

moved (Question 29), and Mobility, defined by number of places lived in for 6 months over the 

last 20 years (Question 30). The means and standard deviations for these variables are shown in 

Table 6.9. 

Table 6.9 Means and Standard Deviations of Mobility Variables 
Minimum Maximum Mean Standard Deviation 

Months since moving (Q28) 1 200 27.04 30.02 
Distance moved (Kms) (Q29) 
No. of  laces lived in (Q301 

Table 6.10 displays the correlation matrix between these variables. 

Table 6.10 Correlations between Mobility variables, GHQ, and Well-being Subscales 
Variables 2 3 4 5 6 7  8 9 10 11 12 

1. Educational level .01 -.I7 . I7  . I0  -.09 . I2  .21** .24** .04 .28** .20** 
2. Marital Status -.I4 -.03 -.02 .04 .01 .08 -.08 .03 . I  1 .05 
3. Months since moving -.01 -.16* -.01 -.05 -.07 -.08 .01 -.I2 -.04 
4. Distance moved -.OO -.08 -.04 . I0  .08 .03 .08 .01 
5. No. of places lived in -.02-.02 -.05 -.02 -.I1 -.07 -. I0 
6. GHQ factor score -.33** -.59** -.28** -.41** -.41** -.56** 
7. Autonomy .59** .55** .41** .51** .55** 
8. Environmental Mastery .49** .58** .58** .75** 
9. Personal Growth .52** .64** .52** 
10. Positive Relations .55** .60** 
11. Purpose in Life .56** 
12. Self-Acceptance 
** Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). 
* Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed). 

Although marital status and mobility variables displayed low interrelationship with GHQ and the 

Well-being scales, these variables were included in an initial SEM, but the model was found not to 

fit with them included. Hence these variables were deleted from the final version. An initial SEM 

with educational level, however, was found to fit, and this was the only demographic variable to be 

included in the final SEM. 

There were many other factors for the postrelocation group described in Chapter 4 that need to be 

included to test the Conceptual model. All of these variables have a mean of 0 and a standard 

deviation of 1 and the correlation coefficients appear in Table 6.1 1. 
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Table 6.11 Correlation Coefficients of Variables with GHQ and Well-being Subscales for the Relocation Group 

Variables 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 

1. Lifestyle .52 .29 .54 .51 .22 .26 -.I2 .I4 .I6 .I7 -.22 -.05 -.34 .20 .28 .26 .20 .23 .30 

2. Finances .37 .36 .26 .I8 .04 -.01 .20 .23 .I8 -.23 -.07 -.33 .21 .31 .24 .I8 .I4 .36 
3. Health .36 .24 .I9 .09 -.01 .I4 .I6 .08 -.I3 .05 -.44 .I4 .29 .21 .I8 .22 .31 
4. Comparison .49 .26 .29 -.05 .I6 . I5 .I3 -.33 -.I7 -.57 .27 .44 .24 .21 .30 .38 
5. Living Environment .32 .38 .07 -.02 .25 .23 -.I8 -.02 -.28 .I9 .31 .27 .28 .21 .25 

6. Location -.01 -.02 .I6 .09 .03 -.02 .07 -.I6 . I5 .28 .I3 .09 .I8 .26 
7. General Quality .30 -.I7 .I2 -.01 .01 .03 -.09 .09 .I4 .OO .I4 .06 .08 
8. Facility Quality -.21 .09 -.06 .I 1 .I0 .02 -.01 .OO -.06 .05 -.06 .04 
9. Education -.I6 .07 -.I2 -.I6 -.09 .I2 .21 .24 .04 03 .20 

10. Social Support .03 -.28 -.20 -.I8 .I3 .26 .09 .46 .20 .27 
11. Problem Solving .04 .20 -.08 .I4 .04 .36 .09 .I8 .06 
12. Resignation .66 .39 -.20 -.39 -.21 -.27 -.27 -.34 
13. Avoidance .26 -.I9 -.33-.I3 -.22-.26 -.23 

14. GHQ -.33 -.59 -.28 -.41 -.41 -.56 
15. Autonomy .59 .55 .41 .51 .55 
16. Environ. Mastery .49 .58 .58 .75 
17. Personal Growth .56 .64 .52 
18. Positive Relations .55 .60 
19. Purpose in Life .56 
20. Self-Acceptance 
Correlation coefficients >.21 are significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). 
Correlation coefficients >.I6 to .20 are significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed). 

Although General Quality and Quality of Facilities displayed low interrelationship with GHQ and 

the well-being subscales, these variables were included in an initial SEM, but the model was found 

not to fit with both of them included. An initial SEM with General Quality alone, however, was 

found to fit, and Quality of Facilities was deleted from the final version. 

The variables left from the conceptual model were combined together based on the original 

hypothesised model described in Chapter 2, and as such uses a number of latent variables. 

Postrelocation Psychological Health is the first latent variable, as a composite outcome variable, 

represented as previously by measured factors including the full range of psychological well-being 

factors, and from GHQ. Life Satisfaction is the second latent variable, and this variable is expected 

to predict Postrelocation Psychological Health. Life Satisfaction is predicted from the measured 

factors Health, Finances, Lifestyle and Comparison (with preretirement levels of these factors). 

Environment is a third latent variable predicted from Location, Living Environment and General 

Quality (climate, accommodation). Environment and Life Satisfaction were considered to have a 

two-way interaction. A fourth latent variable, Coping, is predicted from the measured factors of 

Problem Solving, Avoidance, and Resignation. Social Support and Educational Level also predict 

Coping since both of these factors were considered to be personal resources which support coping, 

as discussed in the development of the conceptual model in Chapter 2 (Figure 2.6). Both Life 

Satisfaction and Environment indirectly impact on Postrelocation Psychological Health, through 

Coping. Figure 6.5 displays the conceptual model 
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Figure 6.5. Conceptual model of Postrelocation Psychological Health. 

The model represents the data, however, problem solving was found to be not significant in 

influencing coping, and the inclusion of problem solving did not support the goodness of fit. 

Although the model without Problem Solving represents the data with better fit from a statistical or 

empirical perspective and is the best conceptual model for the data, Problem Solving was 

maintained in the conceptual model analysis. 

The assessment of normality of the variables is outlined in Table 6.12. The majority of the factors 

show normal distributions in terms of kurtosis and skewness, with seven variables showing 

significant levels of skewness, and GHQ and Educational Level displaying significant skewness 

and kurtosis. Multivariate normality was not achieved, with the critical ratio above the 

recommended level of 3. Previous attempts at increasing the multivariate normality were 

unsuccessful, and so the results of this model need to be accepted with the previously stated 

cautionary considerations. 
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Table 6.12 Assessment of Normality of Conceptual SEM for Postrelocation Group 
Min Max Skew Critical Ratio Kurtosis Critical Ratio 

Lifestyle -2.82 1.79 -0.49 -2.54 -0.15 -0.39 
Finances -2.05 2.69 0.19 0.96 0.01 0.03 
Location -2.66 0.93 -0.93 -4.80 -0.19 -0.49 
Living Environment -3.00 1.52 -0.42 -2.16 -0.28 -0.73 
Comparisons -3.04 1.68 -0.93 -4.80 0.68 1.77 
General Quality -3.00 1.58 -0.81 -4.20 0.43 1.11 
Social Support -2.52 1.75 -0.52 -2.71 -0.18 -0.47 
Health -2.14 2.36 0.06 0.31 0.00 .01 
Problem Solving -2.55 1.61 -0.71 -3.66 0.08 0.21 
Resignation -0.83 3.26 1.30 6.69 0.89 2.30 
Avoidance -1.38 3.05 0.56 2.91 0.1 1 0.28 
Educational level 0.00 1.00 0.49 2.52 -1.76 -4.55 
GHQ -1.80 4.18 1.18 6.09 1.70 4.38 
Purpose in Life -3.30 1.65 -0.71 -3.66 0.25 0.65 
Personal Growth -2.32 1.69 -0.29 -1.48 -0.72 -1.85 
Autonomy -2.80 2.02 -0.01 -0.07 -0.38 -0.99 
Self-Acceptance -2.53 1.66 -0.33 -1.69 -0.80 -2.07 
Environmental Mastery -2.77 1.53 -0.38 -1.96 -0.67 -1.73 
Positive Relations with Others -2.89 1.57 -0.62 -3.23 -0.08 -0.22 

Multivariate 25.53 6.02 

The results of the SEM are displayed in Figure 6.6. A number of the error variables were 

connected with others as prescribed by the modification indices. The majority of the factors were 

found to have strong interconnectedness, with all but two connections (Coping affected by 

Problem Solving and Coping affected by Environment) having statistical significance. 

Figure 6.6. Standardised solution for conceptual SEM for postrelocation group. 
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As illustrated in Table 6.13, the model represents the data with sound goodness of fit for all but 

one of the indices, the Goodness of Fit Index (0.89) which is only marginally below the 

recommended standard. 

Table 6.13 Goodness of Fit Measures for Conceptual SEM for Relocation Group 
Fit Measure Default model Saturated Independence 
Discrepancy 204.68 0.000 1282.74 
Degrees of freedom 

P 
Number of parameters 
Discrepancy 1 df 
Goodness of Fit Index 
Tucker-Lewis index 
Comparative fit index 
RMSEA 

The regression weights displayed in Table 6.14 illustrate the direct effects between the latent 

variables and the measured variables. Complete data for this Composite Satisfaction SEM analysis 

can be found in Appendix 23. 

Table 6.14 Estimates of Item Regression Weights in the Conceptual SEM for Postrelocation Group 
Estimate Standard Critical p 

Error Ratio 
Coping <-- Life satisfaction -0.73 0.25 -2.88 0.00 
Coping <-- 
Postrelocation <-- 
Psychological health 
Postrelocation <-- 
Psychological health 
Autonomy <-- 

Environmental Mastery <-- 

Personal Growth <-- 

Positive Relations with c-- 
Others 
Purpose in Life <-- 

Self Acceptance <-- 

GHQ <-- 

Avoidance <-- 
Resignation <-- 
Problem Solving <-- 
Social Support <-- 
Educational Level 
General Quality <-- 
Living Environment <-- 
Location <-- 
Comparison <-- 
Health <-- 
Lifestyle <-- 
Finances <-- 

Environment 
Coping 

Life satisfaction 0.43 0.12 

Postrelocation 0.57 0.10 
Psychological health 
Postrelocation 1 .OO 
Psychological health 
Postrelocation 0.53 0.1 1 
Psychological health 
Postrelocation 0.68 0.10 
Psychological health 
Postrelocation 0.71 0.10 
Psychological health 
Postrelocation 0.93 0.08 
Psychological health 
Postrelocation -1.10 0.13 
Psychological health 
Coping 0.77 0.13 
Coping 1 .OO 
Coping -0.09 0.16 
Coping -0.60 0.18 
Coping -0.20 0.08 
Environment 0.61 0.14 
Environment 1 .OO 
Environment 0.58 0.14 
Life satisfaction 1 .OO 
Life satisfaction 0.57 0.10 
Life satisfaction 0.75 0.10 
Life satisfaction 0.55 0.10 
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Direct Effects 

Life Satisfaction is represented by Comparison (with preretirement), Lifestyle, Health and 

Finances and significantly predicts Postrelocation Psychological Health, which significantly 

represents GHQ and well-being subscale outcome factors. Life Satisfaction also significantly 

predicts another latent variable, Coping, which represents the negative coping strategies of 

Resignation and Avoidance, Social Support, and Educational Level. Environment, a latent variable 

which significantly represents Living Environment, General Quality and Location, has a 

significant two-way interaction with Life Satisfaction, although it does not significantly predict 

Coping. Coping, also directly impacts on Postrelocation Psychological Health. 

Indirect and Total Effects 

Estimates of direct and indirect effects are provided in Table 6.15. This table provides an overview 

of total effects between the factors, combining direct effects and indirect effects that may have 

been mediated through another factor. Those effects outlined in brackets are the contribution of 

indirect effects. Only one total effect is the result of both direct and indirect effects- the effect of 

Life Satisfaction on Postrelocation Psychological Health. The standardized total of 0.96 is made up 

of 0.46 direct effect, and 0.50 indirect effect mediated through the Coping factor. That is life 

satisfaction issues (Health, Lifestyle, Finances and Comparisons) have a significant direct effect of 

0.46, but can also affect Postrelocation Psychological Health indirectly through the use of coping 

strategies (gaining Social Support and not using Avoidance and Resignation). 

Table 6.15 Standardised Total Effects -Direct and Indirect Effect Estimates 
Life Environment Coping Postrelocation 

Satisfaction Psychological 
Health 

Coping -0.97 0.48 0.00 0.00 
Postrelocation Psychological 
Health 
Purpose in Life 
Personal Growth 
Autonomy 
Self Acceptance 
Environmental Mastery 
Positive Relations with Others 
GHQ 
Problem Solving 
Avoidance 
Resignation 
Social Support 
Educational Level 
General Quality 
Living Environment 
Location 
Finances 
Lifestyle 
Comparisons 
Health 0.47 0.00 0.00 0.00 
Note: Indirect effects are bracketed. 
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Indirect effects of Life Satisfaction are indicated on the three factors mediated through Coping, 

suggesting that Life Satisfaction predicts Social Support, Resignation and Avoidance. Life 

Satisfaction also predicts or has indirect effects on GHQ, and each of the well-being subscales, 

suggesting that satisfaction with health, finances, lifestyle and comparison with pre-retirement 

impacts on psychological health and well-being. The strongest effects are GHQ (-0.77) and 

Environmental Mastery (0.71), although the indirect effects on each of the well-being subscales 

are quite strong. 

Environment indirectly predicts each of the coping factors, through Coping as the mediator, and 

while it has an indirect effect on GHQ and the well-being subscales, the effects are not strong. This 

may in part be explained by the fact that the direct effect of Environment on Coping is the only 

direct effect that is not statistically significant. 

Coping indirectly predicts GHQ, and each of the well-being subscales relatively strongly. 

Model Analysis 

The SEM provides a sound basis for understanding the effects between different factors when 

people relocate after retirement. Postrelocation Psychological Health, which is significantly 

represented by all outcome measures is best predicted or weighted by GHQ (-0.81) and by 

Environmental Mastery (0.74), followed by Self-Acceptance (0.69) and Purpose in Life (0.53). 

The main significant effect on Postrelocation Psychological Health is life satisfaction, which 

represents Lifestyle (0.62), Health (0.47) and Financial security (0.46), but is mainly driven by a 

Comparison between postrelocation and preretirement for these factors (0.83). Life Satisfaction 

affects Postrelocation Psychological Health directly (0.48) and indirectly (0.47) through the 

mediating influence of Coping. Coping, which represents Resignation (0.63), Avoidance (0.48), 

Social Support (-0.37), Educational Level (-0.25), and Problem Solving (-.05), also directly affects 

Postrelocation Psychological Health (-0.49), as well as carrying out the mediating influence. 

Environment, represented by Living Environment (0.76), General Quality (0.46) and Location 

(0.43), has an indirect effect on Postrelocation Psychological Health (-0.23), and on the outcome 

measures of GHQ (0.19) and the well-being factors (Environmental Mastery, -0.17; Self- 

Acceptance, -0.17; Purpose in Life, -0.12; Positive Relations With Others, -0.12; Autonomy, -0.12; 

Personal Growth, -0.09). It would seem that the major function of Environment is to provide a 

two-way effect on Life Satisfaction (0.77), and a direct but not significant effect on Coping (0.48). 

SEM Reversed 

To address the indeterminacy issue raised in Chapter 3, a reverse version of the Conceptual model 

was tested. By reversing the relationships between Postrelocation Psychological Health and the 

variables of Life Satisfaction, Coping and Environment, a more simple model, with a central latent 

variable was developed. Because of the simplicity of this model in comparison with the previous 
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model based on the Conceptual model, a sound goodness of fit for the data would be expected. 

However, this model would not load. This would seem to resolve the issue of indeterminacy for 

the final model. 

Discussion 

Conceptual model 

In terms of the research question related to the model that best represents the variables that 

influence successful adjustment to relocation following retirement, it would seem that the 

proposed conceptual model, based on Moos and Schaefer (1993) and Baglioni (1989), needed 

some re-specification in order to fit the data. The data supported a very similar structural equation 

model that presents the interconnection of the different variables and their predictive relationships 

in the form of regression weights. The model provides a solid foundation to help us to better 

understand the range of factors involved in the complicated process of adjusting to relocation after 

retirement. 

Postrelocation Psychological Health is the central variable in the model, driven particularly by 

psychological health and by two well-being factors, Environmental Mastery and Self-Acceptance, 

although the other four well-being factors are also significantly predictive. According to Ryff 

(1989a), high scores in Environmental Mastery indicate "a sense of mastery and competence in 

managing their environment; controlling a complex array of external activities; making effective 

use of surrounding opportunities; and able to choose or create contexts suitable to personal needs 

and values" (p. 1072), whereas low scores indicate "difficulty managing everyday affairs; feeling 

unable to change or improve surrounding context; unaware of surrounding opportunities and 

lacking control over the external world" (p.1072). High scores in Self-Acceptance indicate "a 

positive attitude toward self; acknowledging and accepting multiple aspects of self including good 

and bad qualities, and feeling positive about past life" (p.1072), with low scores the negative of 

this description. 

These definitions could well be used to define successful and unsuccessful retired migrants and 

their adjustment to a new destination, and in fact these factors are most representative of 

Postrelocation Psychological Health, along with the GHQ driven psychological health. 

The model clearly illustrates the importance of Life Satisfaction as a major predictor of 

Postrelocation Psychological Health. Life Satisfaction plays a key role drawing from and 

influencing Environment. It indirectly predicts Postrelocation Psychological Health through the 

mediating influence of Coping, as hypothesised in the conceptual model. Life Satisfaction also 

directly influences Postrelocation Psychological Health. While this affect was not hypothesised, 

direct influence of this nature was proposed by Moos and Schaefer (1993). 
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In a model of adjustment to a new destination, an environment factor would be considered 

essential. Environment is driven by satisfaction with the environment, principally, knowledge of 

the location, and quality of the environment. This model proposes that Environment is highly 

predictive of Life Satisfaction. However, a two-way influence exists with Life Satisfaction also 

impacting on (satisfaction with the) Environment. This influence is understandable when one 

considers the importance of life satisfaction variables, and the resulting influence on how the 

environment is perceived. 

As would be predicted from the literature, Coping plays a mediating role, particularly for Life 

Satisfaction. While Life Satisfaction has a direct effect on Postrelocation Psychological Health, the 

model also predicts an indirect effect, through the use of coping strategies- the non use of 

Resignation and Avoidance strategies, and the use of social support fiom family and friends, on 

Postrelocation Psychological Health. Social support and the use of negative coping strategies are 

well documented in the literature as important moderators when people are experiencing a 

potentially stressful transition, and will be discussed later. Higher educational levels were related 

to effective coping, although no other demographic variable was tested as a significant contributor 

to Postrelocation Psychological Health. With the recognition that psychological health levels for 

the postrelocation group are significantly lower than for the retired non-movers, the importance of 

these mediating strategies is strengthened. 

The conceptual model first presented in Figure 2.6 is substantially very similar to the SEM. The 

significant missing variables are collaborative decision malung from social support, and the 

majority of the demographic variable cluster. Collaboration with partner in decision making may 

well have an influence on Postrelocation Psychological Health, however because of the problem of 

missing data, it could not be tested in terms of its involvement in the model. 

Of the demographics, the majority of variables were found to be not significant and were therefore 

not included in the model. The only variable that indicated some significant effects on well-being 

was Educational Level, and it successfully loaded onto the simple composite SEM, and onto the 

more complex SEM. 

When the total model is considered, it offers a complete view of the interacting variables that drive 

adjustment to these dual transitions. It identifies the most important variables that predict 

psychological health and well-being and might provide a useful predictive tool for people 

contemplating relocation following retirement. Some further discussion of specific variables in 

relation to the literature is now offered. 

The Social Support factor, made up of satisfaction with support from family members, and 

satisfaction with friends fiom both the previous location and the new location significantly predicts 

Coping, and through Coping predicts Postrelocation Psychological Health. Therefore there is some 
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indirect evidence that those more supported by family and satisfied with contact with friends were 

higher in psychological health, although these findings are tentative and indirect. 

This finding would endorse the literature that social support is a mediating factor in helping to 

maintain well-being (Krause, Herzog, & Baker, 1992). Social support of family and of new and 

old friends would seem to be of great importance when relocating after retirement. Relocation has 

the potential of putting social support in jeopardy, especially if retired migrants are moving away 

from friends and family (Lo & Brown, 1999) and moving to a new unfamiliar environment. Long 

distance moves can threaten kinship and friendship ties (Cuba, 1992). 

The qualitative comments from the relocation group also strongly endorsed social connectedness 

as an important strategy to put in place to help people cope with relocation. They recommend 

developing a network of fi-iends and contacts through talking to others, asking people questions, 

joining groups and community projects. They also endorse maintaining good connections with 

family and friends. 

In this study, marital status did not load as a contributing variable to the model. This finding is 

consistent with findings by Wolcott (1998) that marital status was not linked to ease of retirement, 

although Kim and Moen (1999) found that a high quality marital relationship is positively related 

to retirement adjustment, and Wamboldt et al., (1991) identified advantages in having a partner. 

The literature (Baglioni, 1989; Stallings et al., 1997, Murphy & Zehner, 1988) would also suggest 

those with better preparation and more accurate expectations would have better psychological 

health and well-being after relocation than those who were not well prepared. The factor Location 

is determined by prior knowledge of the location and visiting the location, and so measures pre- 

move preparation. The Living Environment factor is determined by expectations of change in 

quality of living environment and satisfaction with this quality, and so measures expectations of 

the new destination. These factors were two of three significant components of Environment which 

significantly predicted Life Satisfaction and, through Life Satisfaction, would predict 

Postrelocation Psychological Health (which represents psychological health and well-being). The 

model did not support a direct link from environment to Postrelocation Psychological Health, 

suggesting that environment only significantly impacts on Health through Life Satisfaction. As a 

result, it can be said that those who were better prepared and informed, and had accurate 

expectations of the destination, were more satisfied. 

Hendrick et al. (1982) found that retirement preparation was an important factor in adjusting to 

retirement and relocation. Those most likely to be at risk of being alienated were those who had 

not planned their retirement well, had migrated and relocated into the general community or were 

non-migrants who had moved into a retirement community, had poorer rated health, had no 

transport assistance upon retirement, had the greater reduction in income from preretirement to 
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postretirement, had less help with household chores since retirement, and had lower educational 

levels. 

The reaction to relocation according to Baglioni (1989) is to try to re-establish control within one's 

environment. When relocation is more unpredictable and involuntary, and there is a lack of 

familiarity with the environment, these factors combine to cause a lack of person-environment fit 

and thus increase strain. Baglioni (1989) suggested that individual characteristics such as health, 

psychological well-being, preparedness and social and emotional supports can help to reduce the 

discrepancy and restore balance. More familiar and expected environmental characteristics can 

function similarly to reduce stress and strain. 

Schulz and Brenner (1977) proposed that adjustment to relocation is determined by perceived 

predictability and controllability in the environment and by the degree of similarity between the 

originating and receiving environment. The literature on preparation has also been supported by 

the qualitative comments from participants who had relocated. Many participants recommended 

strategies such as early preparation, intensive research, careful planning, planning visits 

beforehand, renting before buying, and careful decision making. 

The other component of predictability that this study investigated was the potential impact of being 

a frequent mover, since it was hypothesised that these people might be more resilient to another 

relocation. Mobility did not load into the model, and was also not significantly con-elated with 

psychological health or any of the well-being subscales. 

Educational level did load into the model, and higher educational levels play a role in influencing 

Postrelocation Psychological Health, as part of the Coping latent variable in the SEM. Although 

the literature suggests that having a higher education is linked to greater satisfaction, higher well- 

being, and morale after retirement (George, Fillenbaum, & Palmore, 1984), no evidence was found 

of prior research on the experience of relocation after retirement. This finding therefore adds to our 

understanding of potential buffers and risk factors for those contemplating relocation after 

retirement. 

The factor Life Satisfaction is a composite factor made up of satisfaction with lifestyle, finances, 

health, and comparisons - how lifestyle, finances, and health are now judged to be different 

compared with prerelocation levels. Life Satisfaction significantly predicts Postrelocation 

Psychological Health directly, and indirectly through being mediated by coping strategies. Those 

with low satisfaction with these concerns will have worse psychological health and well-being. 

It should be noted that the main predictor of life satisfaction is Comparison (with 

preretirementlprerelocation). This supports the findings of Ryff and Essex (1 995) and Heidrich and 

Ryff (1993) that interpretive mechanisms, such as reflective appraisal and social comparison, are 

important in how a relocation is construed, and the resultant impact on psychological well-being, 
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particularly for the aged. Change in self and the environment through relocation may result in 

reflective self-questioning in evaluating whether the move was the right thing to do (Zirkel & 

Cantor, 1990), and these comparison questions would most likely have extracted these evaluative 

reflections. Life satisfaction also represents the "core elements" of satisfaction with lifestyle, 

health, and finances (in descending order of influence). These elements are considered core 

variables because of the importance that the literature places on their being linked to adjustment, 

and their importance has been confirmed in this model. 

In terms of lifestyle, Wolcott (1998) suggested that retirement adjustment is associated with a 

person's satisfaction with their life in general, and the majority of retired migrants achieve 

satisfaction (Murphy & Zehner, 1988). However, health and financial problems caused difficulties 

(Cuba, 1992; Kahana & Kahana, 1983; Murphy & Zehner, 1988; Shaw et al., 1998). Gall and 

Evans (2000) suggested that physical health has been found to be the most consistent predictor of 

adjustment in retirement. Stokols et al., (1983) found health problems to be related to faulty 

adaptation to relocation. The current study provides support for these findings. 

This research also confirms the considerable evidence that individuals with higher incomes or 

adequate finances are more satisfied with life in retirement (Crowley, 1986; Dorfman, 1992; Kim 

& Moen, 1999), although no previous research has provided empirical evidence of a link between 

financial satisfaction and psychological health after relocation. 

Although this study has been able to identify some of the variables that might impact on the 

individual's capacity to adjust to relocation following retirement, it was not able to provide 

evidence of the effect of pre-existing characteristics on adjustment. If the study had been able to 

maintain a longitudinal approach, then the effects of prerelocation levels of psychological health 

and well-being and life satisfaction on Postrelocation Psychological Health would have been 

identified, to further our understanding of risk factors, but this was not achieved. 

Problem Solving coping did not show any significant effects, and so with the absence of positive 

coping, the two "negative" coping scales both strongly predicted Coping which in turn 

significantly predicted Postrelocation Psychological Health, negatively. The use of Avoidance 

(avoiding or actively engaging in attempts to escape the stressor) and Resignation (capitulating or 

accepting the situation without trying to alter it) predicted poorer Postrelocation Psychological 

Health. This finding is generally consistent with the literature on negative coping. However, the 

importance of different strategies for different life transitions and components is also recognized in 

the literature (Steed, 1998). Avoidance coping particularly is recognized as an important strategy 

in particular situations (Parker & Endler, 1996), such as when challenged by something that cannot 

be changed. However, if avoidance and resignation are utilised in relation to situations such as 

social relationships and community integration, then the threat of marginalisation could well be 

realised (Berry, 1997). 
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This model implies that Problem Solving is not a significant strategy when relocation issues are 

identified. This would seem to be contrary to much of the qualitative recommendations offered in 

relocation workshops and qualitative comments offered by participants in the final section of the 

coping scale. When asked what is the best strategy for dealing with relocation issues, the main 

cluster of strategies could be described as being positive and problem solving, and included 

research, develop plans and goals, think positively and be persistent, get involved, and talk to 

others. Kling et al., (1997) also suggested that residential relocation was seen to be more of a 

problem to be negotiated and solved, and older women undertaking relocation used more problem 

focused coping, resulting in increases in Autonomy, Self-Acceptance, and Personal Growth. 

Therefore both the literature and the qualitative responses would suggest that Problem Solving 

should have a place in the repertoire of strategies for those undergoing the dual transitions. 

However, in this study, problem solving was not supported by this sample as being of significant 

use compared with the strategies of avoidance and resignation. Further research to replicate the use 

of coping skills would seem to be warranted to determine if this result is an anomaly related to this 

sample, or if this result accurately describes the effective coping skills of those who relocate after 

retirement. 
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Chapter 7 Discussion 

Overview 
The discussion will present an overview of the study. The background to the study will be 

followed by an overview of the measures and the methodology used to investigate the research 

questions. An analysis of the findings and the conclusions of this research will then be provided, 

identifying the contribution that this study makes in extending understanding of the issues 

involved in the transitions of retirement and relocation through the development of a model. The 

difficulties that this study faced, and the resulting limitations of the study will also be presented, 

before recommending the directions for future research in this area. 

Background 

With an ageing population and a declining age of retirement, in the future, a greater proportion of 

people in Australia will be retired, and their time in retirement will be increasing. Chapter 1 

reviewed the literature on retirement and although retirement requires some adjustment, the 

majority of people retire happily. In the Australian setting, the phenomenon of retirement 

migration to sunbelt destinations for improved lifestyle is well documented, and most report 

satisfaction with the move. People who relocate after retirement for lifestyle considerations usually 

are younger, have good health, financial resources, and control over decisions compared to those 

who do not relocate. The literature provides some understanding of adjustment to retirement, but 

less is known of adjustment to relocation. 

This study aimed to investigate the adjustment processes of people who relocate following 

retirement. In Chapter 2 an overview of the characteristics of migrants, especially those who move 

to sun-belt destinations is provided. The literature on coping processes and adaptation helped to 

conceptualise the adjustment process, the strategies and approaches for coping with retirement and 

with relocation, and how to measure coping in this context. The literature on psychological health 

and psychological well-being provided a direction for measuring how happy and satisfied people 

were as a result of retirement and relocation. Risk factors for retirement and relocation were 

identified from the literature and described in Chapter 2. They included a lack of preparedness and 

expectation of the event, health problems, financial problems, poor satisfaction with life, and poor 

social support. The study considered two main research questions, namely, whether the 

psychological health of those who relocate after retirement is poorer than that of those who do not 

relocate, and what factors predict positive psychological health when relocation follows 

retirement. 

To investigate these research questions, a longitudinal research approach was proposed but could 

not be adopted because of the very high attrition rate postretirement. The study was undertaken, 
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therefore, using a cross-sectional approach in which preretirement, postretirement, and 

postrelocation groups were compared to explore the first research question. 

To examine the second research question, a conceptual model was developed from other models 

reported in the literature on relocation adjustment (Baglioni, 1989) and coping (De Jong & 

Fawcett, 1979; Moos & Schaefer, 1993) and tested using structural equation modelling using data 

from the group who had retired and relocated. 

The study relied on self-report measures of the relevant variables described in the conceptual 

model. A series of questionnaires was developed for each of the three groups, with specific 

questions for each group and with a number of standardised measures to be used with all groups. 

The questionnaire materials are described in Chapter 3. To measure outcome of adjusting to 

retirement and relocation, the study used the General Health Questionnaire (GHQ12) to measure 

psychological health, and a well-being scale by Ryff to measure six subscales of well-being, 

namely, Autonomy, Environmental Mastery, Personal Growth, Positive Relations with Others, 

Purpose in Life, and Self-Acceptance. Coping was measured using Feifel and Strack's Life 

Situations Inventory to measure the strategies of Problem Solving, Avoidance, and Resignation. 

These measures were carefully selected to further our understanding of the adjustment processes 

involved with retirement and relocation. 

The properties of the measures were explored in Chapter 4, and Chapter 5 presented the major 

analyses of differences among the preretirement, postretirement and postrelocation groups in terms 

of the GHQ and the six well-being subscales. Chapter 6 explored the relationships between 

measures and factors derived from other variables for the postrelocation group. 

Psychological Health following Retirement and Relocation 

The study supports the literature with the finding that retirement by itself is not perceived as a 

stressful event. Some of the differences between preretirement and postretirement groups were 

inconsistent with the literature. Psychological health was better for the postretirement group than 

for the preretirement group, contrary to McGoldrick's (1989) findings that mental health did not 

vary after retirement. The majority of the findings were that retirement is not problematic for most, 

and this is supported by Gall et al., (1997), and Talaga and Beehr, (1989). 

When relocation is added to the equation, the findings of the first research question conclude that 

relocation after retirement is problematic for psychological health. There is evidence that GHQ 

score, measures of well-being, and satisfaction measures are lower for the postrelocation group 

than for those who had retired but not relocated. Some measures of well-being are lower for the 

postrelocation group than for those who were yet to retire. Although this result points to an adverse 

impact for relocation, these results should be accepted with some caution since the nature of the 

design is cross-sectional. The postrelocation group is different to the other groups in some respects 
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(see Chapter 3), such as age, gender, and time since retirement, but these differences did not exert 

any influence on the results. However, more research is needed to substantiate these results. 

In terms of the well-being subscales, environmental mastery is most in jeopardy. For relocators, 

this means that their sense of mastery and competence in managing the environment is at risk. 

Those who relocate are also at risk of having lower positive evaluation of self and past life (Self- 

Acceptance). Their sense of continued growth and development as a person (Personal Growth), 

and belief that their life is purposeful and meaningful (Purpose in Life) are also at risk. Relocation 

also has a negative influence on quality relations with others (Positive Relations With Others), and 

a sense of self-determination (Autonomy). 

There are a number of possible theoretical explanations of the processes that take make relocation 

after retirement problematic. It is possible that the combination of relocation following the 

transition of retirement may cause too much change at the one time, as Holmes and Rahe (1967) 

and Scully, Tosi, and Banning (2000) would predict. In this view, Postrelocation Psychological 

Health subsequently suffers as a result of the multiple changes. 

It is also possible that the discrepancies between the individual's perceptions of the environment 

and what the environment actually provides might be causing difficulties (Baglioni, 1989). 

Locational knowledge was identified in the model as having a direct effect on Environment, 

suggesting that this strategy of visiting and researching the new destination has an indirect effect 

on Life Satisfaction and then Postrelocation Psychological Health. While this strategy is a 

proactive and preventative approach to set realistic expectations, incongruence between what 

people expect and what occurs can still take place. The strength of this argument is supported by 

the fact that Comparison (the change in satisfaction variables compared with preretirement) was 

such a strong direct influence on Life Satisfaction and indirectly on Postrelocation Psychological 

Health. 

Another possibility as to why those who relocate are at such risk in relation to Postrelocation 

Psychological Health, is that the cohort in this study does not fully represent those who relocate 

after retirement. Muschkin and Myers (1993) point out that at different income levels, migration 

may either be a strategy for survival or a search for quality residential environments. If this group 

are moving for survival, and the move is beyond their financial means, then relocation might place 

them more at risk. Financial satisfaction, lifestyle satisfaction, and satisfaction with the living 

environment are all lower for the postrelocation group compared with those who do not relocate. 

Further research needs to identify if there is a relationship between the motive for relocating and 

Postrelocation Psychological Health, and these levels of satisfaction. 

The model, guided by the conceptual model, included several but not all of the variables 

previously identified. The fit, by standard criteria, was good. The new model is shown in Figure 

7.1. Life Satisfaction was found to have most effect on Postrelocation Psychological health, 
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directly and also indirectly through coping. Life satisfaction was mainly driven by Comparison (of 

current and preretirement health, finances, lifestyle, and environment), and also by satisfaction 

with lifestyle, health, and finances. Environment (based on satisfaction with the environment and 

locational knowledge) also has indirect effects on Postrelocation Psychological Health through 

Coping and through Life Satisfaction. 

The direct effect of Life Satisfaction on Postrelocation Psychological Health was not predicted in 

the conceptual model. This effect might suggest that life satisfaction is intercorrelated with 

psychological well-being factors, but against this is the fact that the effect was direct, and not a 

covariance. Attempts to reverse the model resulted in a poor fit. This model needs to be replicated, 

to further investigate whether Life Satisfaction has direct effects on Postrelocation Psychological 

Health, and is not simply a correlate. 

The effects of Environment need to be thought of as separate but highly interrelated with 

satisfaction, and this was not hypothesised in the conceptual model. Coping also did not emerge as 

was predicted. The lack of significance of Problem Solving caused Coping to be defined by 

negative aspects of coping (Avoidance and Resignation) and by poor Social Support and 

Education. The absence of negative coping predicts higher Postrelocation Psychological Health, 

although the presence of Problem Solving is not critical. Future research needs to determine 

whether other measures of coping can replicate this research, and so indicate if there is an artifact 

with the current measure used. 
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OUTCOME 
MEASURES 

Note. Arrow size represents size of effect, and factors within boxes are listed in order of effect. Resignation and 
Avoidance coping strategies have turned appraisal and coping into a negative coping factor (poor coping). GHQ is also a 
negative factor (poor mental health). 

Figure 7.1. Adapted conceptual model for understanding adjustment to relocation after retirement. 

Risk Factors for Poorer Psychological Health following Relocation after Retirement 

The conceptual SEM displays all of the interconnections between the significant variables that 

might predict Postrelocation Psychological Health of those who have retired and then relocate. 

However, some specific variables require special attention. There is some evidence from this study 

that a lack of prior knowledge of the location and not visiting the location beforehand affect 

preparation and may cause uncertainty for those undergoing a relocation, but no direct effects have 

been identified in this study. 
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The current study does suggest that negative coping approaches should be avoided and that high 

social support and education are important coping resources. There is some evidence that those 

who lack support from family and fi-iends in the new setting are more at risk in relation to 

Postrelocation Psychological Health. Those who use avoidance and resignation as coping 

strategies are more likely to have difficulties with Postrelocation Psychological Health. Also, those 

with poorer education (below Year 12 education) are more likely to have problems with financial, 

health, and lifestyle satisfaction. Those with lower educational levels are also more inclined to use 

avoidance as a coping strategy. They are also more likely to be lower in Purpose in Life, 

Environmental Mastery, Personal Growth and Self-Acceptance, and they are more likely to have 

less knowledge about the location, and tend not to visit beforehand. 

Limitations of the Study 

This study has several distinct methodological limitations. As outlined in Chapter 3, this study 

began as a longitudinal study, aiming to follow a large cohort through the dual transitions of 

retirement and relocation. With numbers so small, a cross-sectional method was the approach 

taken, and this method opens up the prospect that groups may differ for reasons other than 

retirement status. While the preretirement and postretirement sample principally came through a 

superannuation organisation, with some from media contacts, the postrelocation group was drawn 

principally through community organizations who had access to recent retired migrants at amenity 

destinations. The financial status of the postrelocation group in terms of superannuation is 

unknown, although the literature suggests that those who do relocate tend to be better off 

financially than those who do not. It is difficult to conclude whether or not the three groups differ 

in terms of financial status, although the postrelocation group were less satisfied with their 

financial security compared to both the preretirement group and the postretirement group. These 

differences could be caused by the costs associated with relocation when retired. 

Another limitation of the study is that all of the data are self-report, in questionnaire form or in 

workshop situations. The study may have been strengthened if health, finance, and other data 

could have been collected using a method other than self-report so that common method variance 

was less of a problem. However, accessing such personal data from other sources is problematic, 

and almost certainly would have reduced the participation rate. This study is based on the 

perceptions of participants regarding the issues surrounding retirement and relocation, and self- 

report is the best methodology to investigate the research questions posed in this study. 

The study is also limited by the psychometric limitations of some instruments. There was difficulty 

replicating Ryff s factor structure and the Life Situations Inventory factor structure. In terms of the 

SEM analysis, caution is required with the violation of the multivariate normality assumptions. 

Attempts were made to reduce these difficulties but to no avail, indicating that normality 

difficulties are inherent with the data, and so the results need to be accepted with some caution. 



Chapter 7 130 

Another limitation comes from constraints on generalization of the findings. The sample in this 

study were mainly recruited through a range of organisations in southeast Queensland, born 

between 19 13 and 1953, and their perceptions of well-being are likely to have been affected by 

their socio-historical experience. Caution should be exercised in generalizing the findings to future 

cohorts. Haas and Serow (2002) and Longino (2001) predict that the "baby boomer" cohort about 

to retire will break the mould of retirement and retirement migration patterns. Schultz (2002) has 

argued that retirement is an evolving experience that will be determined by economic growth, and 

varying attitudes towards retirement. These changing contexts need to be considered in relation to 

understanding psychological adaptation processes. 

Contribution of this study and Recommendations for Further Research 

Notwithstanding these limitations, this study provides a useful contribution to our understanding of 

the psychological processes involved in adjusting to the transitions of retirement and relocation. It 

seems clear from this study that relocating after retirement can be problematic. This is the first 

study to compare psychological health and well-being of those who relocate following retirement, 

and those who stay after retirement. It provides an analysis of the impact of relocation following 

retirement on psychological health and on the six subscales of psychological well-being, and 

provides a model to explain the relative contributions of factors that predict psychological health 

after relocation. Further research using longitudinal methodologies, as originally applied in the 

current study, would complement our understanding of the differences in psychological health and 

well-being between those retirees who relocate and those who do not. 

The model that has been developed from this study provides us with a graphic representation of the 

variables and how they predict and interact with one another, and which variables are the major 

risk factors that impact on psychological health and well-being. It has confirmed that some of the 

variables presented in the literature such as poor health, poor financial satisfaction and poor 

preparation have significant impact on Postrelocation Psychological Health. Although the SEM 

model is generally supported by the data from this study, further research on this model and its 

replication with other larger samples of retirees in different settings, such as retirement 

communities, compared with general communities and amenity settings would be of benefit. A 

thorough review and extension of the variables and refinement of the measures are needed before 

replication of the model takes place. Future research might also use qualitative approaches to 

extend our current understanding of the processes involved, and to understand what can be done to 

reduce the risk factors. 
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Appendix 1 

STRESS AND COPING WITH RELOCATION UPON RETIRlEMENT 

DOCTORAL RESEARCH STUDY 

Following retirement or redundancy, many individuals and couples make the decision to move to a 
new locality. Often this decision is made with thoughts of an improvement in lifestyle, or to move 
closer to family or friends, and the destination might be close by or interstate. Most of the people 
who relocate after they retire are more than satisfied with the move and adjust well. Others have 
difficulties adapting to the new destination, for many different reasons. 

This study aims to better understand how people adjust to retirement, and then to relocation at this 
point in their lives, and to help people in the future make better decisions. The researcher is Michael 
Davies, a Lecturer at the Faculty of Education, Griffith University, and his supervisors are Professor 
John O'Gorrnan, Faculty of Health, and Associate Professor Pat Thomas, Faculty of Education, 
Gri ffith University. 

The study requires the participation of individuals who have recently retired. Participants who have 
retired are asked to complete the enclosed questionnaire which asks some basic biographical 
questions, and questions about their general health, and well-being. The questionnaire would then 
be returned in the post-paid envelope provided, along with the completed consent form slip. 

Apart from the knowledge that they might be indirectly helping others who relocate after 
retirement, participants can receive some feedback at the completion of the study. A report of the 
overall findings of the research will also be provided. 

In appreciation of their efforts, participants who complete the study will be given an information 
publication, which will be helpful for those retiring and relocating, and will also be eligible to enter 
a draw for a travel prize. 

Information about participants and their responses will remain confidential and will be destroyed at 
the completion of the research project. It should also be noted that participants are involved purely 
on a voluntary basis, and can withdraw from the research at any time. 

Michael Davies, 
Faculty of Education, Griffith University, 
Nathan 4 4  1 1 1. 

PLEASE COMPLETE THIS SLIP, TEAR OFF AND RETURN WITH THE COMPLETED 
QUESTIONNAIRE 

CONSENT FORM 

I hereby agree to be involved in this research project, subject to the information provided in the 
description of the study above. I realise that I can withdraw from the study at any time if I wish. 

Regards, 

(Signature) Date I 1200- 

Name (Print): Address: 
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Appendix 2 

ADJUSTMENT TO RETIREMENT 
Name: Age__ Gender M F 

Address: Postcode: 

Phone numbers: Today's date: I I . 
Following retirement or redundancy, individuals and couples have to make many adjustments. How 
people make these adjustments is of interest to this research study. 

The series of questions in this folder asks you about different aspects of your life. This study is 
interested in your perceptions about your current health, lifestyle and sense of financial security, and 
well-being, without gathering specific details. Please be assured that all responses will remain 
confidential, and results of the study will only be presented in terms of information trends about 
groups of people. 

Because every person is different, with their own unique life circumstances, we expect the 
responses to be different. All that is required of you is to be open and honest in your responses. 

Throughout the questionnaire you will be asked a range of different questions. Some of these will 
ask you a question followed by a range of responses fi-om which you can choose. Select the answer 
that is closest to your own response, and circle the number beneath that response. 

For example, you might be asked: 

To what extent are you satisfied with your current physical health? 

Not at all A small amount A fair amount Quite a lot A great deal 

If you are quite satisfied with your health at present, you might circle 4 as your response, but if you 
have been quite ill recently, you might circle 1 - not at all satisfied. 

It is very important that you complete every question within this folder, and you are encouraged to 
try to set some time aside to complete these questions at the one time, if possible. Don't forget to 
complete the questions above. Please note that you are only required to put your name above for the 
first questionnaire, after which you will be allocated a code for the sake of confidentiality. 

Please return this questionnaire in the pre-paid envelope provided within two weeks of receipt. 

Don't forget to send the pre-paid postcard when you have retired, or moved address, so I can keep in 
contact with you. In the meantime, please put this postcard away in a safe place. 

Thank you for your involvement in this research. 

Michael Davies 
School of Cognition, Language and Special Education, 
Faculty of Education, (Mt. Gravatt Campus) 
Griffith University, Q 4 1 1 1 
Phone (07) 3875 5623 
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1. Could you please provide information about your marital status (please tick the relevant box)? 

Cl Married Single1 never married 
Defacto relationship or living with a partner Divorced 
Widowed Separated but not divorced 

When did this status commence? I I . 

2. What is your current employment status? (Please tick the boxes that apply) 
Cl employed full time, Cl paid Cl unpaid, occupation 

employed part-time, paid unpaid, occupation 
not employed 

3. If you are living with a partner (marital or defacto), what is the current employment status of 
your partner? (Please tick the boxes that apply) 

17 employed full time, Cl paid 17 unpaid, occupation 
Cl employed part-time, Cl paid Cl unpaid, occupation 

not employed 

4. To what extent are you satisfied with your current level of physical health? 

Not at all A small amount A fair amount Quite a lot A great deal 

1 2 3 4 5 

5. How often did you see a medical doctor in the last 3 months? 

Financial security can be defined as an overall feeling or sense of stability and safety regarding 
your current personal wealth, and your expectations of change in personal wealthin the future. 

6. To what extent are you satisfied with your current level of financial security? 

Not at all A small amount A fair amount Quite a lot A great deal 

1 2 3 4 5 

Lifestyle can be defined as your way of living your life- including activities, social and material 
aspects and the balance or mix of these. 

7. To what extent are you satisfied with the quality of your current lifestyle? 

Not at all A small amount A fair amount Quite a lot A great deal 

8. If you are living with a partner (marital or defacto), to what extent do you and your partner 
work together to seek compromise when making decisions? 

Not at all A small amount A fair amount Quite a lot A great deal 

1 2 3 4 5 

The quality of your current living environment can be defined as the ability of yoursurroundings 
and your locality to meet your needs or expectations. 

9. To what extent are you satisfied with the quality of your current living environment? 

Not at all A small amount A fair amount Quite a lot A great deal 
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GHQ 12 Please read these instructions carefully for the next part of the questionnaire. 

We should like to know if you have had any medical complaints and how your health has been 
in  general, over the past few weeks. Please answer ALL the questions on the following pages 
simply by circling the answer, which you think most nearly, applies to you. Remember that we 
want to know about present and recent complaints, not those that you had in the past. I t  is 
important that you answer ALL the questions. 

HAVE YOU RECENTLY 

1 - been able to concentrate Better Same Worse Much worse 
on whatever you're doing? than usual as usual than usual than usual 

2 - lost much sleep over worry? Not Same Worse Much worse 
at all as usual than usual than usual 

3 - felt that you are playing a More so Same Less useful Much less 
useful part in things? than usual as usual than usual useful 

4 - felt capable of making More so Same Less so Much less 
decisions about things? than usual as usual than usual capable 

5 - felt constantly under strain? Not Same Worse Much worse 
at all as usual than usual than usual 

6 - felt you couldn't overcome Not Same Worse Much worse 
your difficulties? at all as usual than usual than usual 

7 - been able to enjoy your More so Same Less so Much less 
normal day-to-day activities? than usual as usual than usual than usual 

8 - been able to face up to More so Same Less so Much less 
your difficulties? than usual as usual than usual than usual 

9 - been feeling unhappy and Not No more Rather more Much more 
depressed? at all than usual than usual than usual 

10 - been losing confidence Not No more Rather more Much more 
in yourself? at all than usual than usual than usual 

11 - been thinking of yourself as a Not No more Rather more Much more 
worthless person? at all than usual than usual than usual 

12 - been feeling reasonably happy More so Same Less so Much less 
all things considered? than usual as usual than usual than usual 
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Consider each of the following questions and then after deciding to what extent you agree or 
disagree with each statement, circle one of the numbers from 1 (strongly disagree) to 6 (strongly 
agree). It is important that you answer every question. 

Strongly Moderately Slightly Slightly Moderately Strongly 
Disagree Disagree Disagree Agree Agree Agree 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

SD MD SLD SLA MASA 
1. I am not afraid to voice my opinions, even when they are in 1 2 3 4 5 6  

opposition to the opinions of most people 

2. In general, I feel I am in charge of the situation in which I live 1 2  3  4  5  6  

3. I am not interested in activities that will expand my horizons 1 2 3 4 5 6  

4. Most people see me as loving and affectionate 1 2 3 4 5 6  

5. I live life one day at a time and don't really think about the future 1 2  3  4  5  6  

6. When I look at the story of my life, I am pleased with how things 1  2  3  4  5 6  
have turned out 

7. My decisions are not usually influenced by what everyone else 1  2  3  4  5  6  
is doing 

8. The demands of everyday life often get me down 1 2 3 4 5 6  

9. I don't want to try new ways of doing things-- my life is fine 1 2 3 4 5 6  
the way it is 

10. Maintaining close relationships has been difficult and frustrating 1  2  3  4  5  6  
for me 

11. I tend to focus on the present, because the future nearly always 1  2  3  4  5  6  
brings me problems 

12. In general, I feel confident and positive about myself 1 2 3 4 5 6  

13. I tend to wony about what other people think of me 1 2 3 4 5 6  

14. I do not fit very well with the people and the community 1 2 3 4 5 6  
around me 

15. I think it is important to have new experiences that challenge 1 2 3 4 5 6  
how you think about yourself and the world 

16. I often feel lonely because I have few close friends with whom 1 2  3  4  5  6  
to share my concerns. 

17. My daily activities often seem trivial and unimportant to me. 1 2 3 4 5 6  

18. I feel like many of the people I know have gotten more out of 1  2  3 4  5  6  
life than I have. 

19. Being happy with myself is more important to me than having 1  2  3  4  5 6  
others approve of me. 

20. I am quite good at managing the many responsibilities of my 1 2 3 4 5 6  
daily life. 

21. When I think about it, I haven't really improved much as a 1 2 3 4 5 6  
person over the years. 
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Strongly Moderately Slightly Slightly 
Disagree Disagree Disagree Agree 

1 2 3 4 

Moderately Strongly 
Agree Agree 

5 6 

SD MD SLDSLAMA SA 
1 2 3 4 5 6  22. I enjoy personal and mutual conversations with family members 

or friends. 

23. I don't have a good sense of what it is I'm trying to accomplish 
in life. 

24. I like most aspects of my personality. 

25. I tend to be influenced by people with strong opinions. 

26. I often feel overwhelmed by my responsibilities. 

27. I have the sense that I have developed a lot as a person 
over time. 

28. I don't have many people who want to listen when I need 
to talk. 

29. I used to set goals for myself, but that now seems like a 
waste of time. 

30. I made some mistakes in the past, but I feel that all in all 
everything has worked out for the best. 

3 1. I have confidence in my own opinions, even if they are 
contrary to the general consensus. 

32. I generally do a good job of taking care of my personal 
finances and affairs. 

33. I do not enjoy being in new situations that require me to change 
my old familiar ways of doing things. 

34. It seems to me that most other people have more friends 
than I do. 

35. I enjoy making plans for the future and working to make 
them a reality. 

36. In many ways, I feel disappointed about my achievements 
in life. 

37. It's difficult for me to voice my own opinions on controversial 
matters. 

38. I am good at juggling my time so that I can fit everything in 
that needs to get done. 

39. For me, life has been a continuos process of learning, changing 
and growth. 

40. People would describe me as a giving person, willing to share 
my time with others. 

41. I am an active person in carrying out the plans I set for myself 

42. My attitude about myself is probably not as positive as most 
people feel about themselves. 
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Strongly Moderately Slightly 
Disagree Disagree Disagree 

1 2 3 

Slightly Moderately Strongly 
Agree Agree Agree 

4 5 6 

SD MD SLD SLA MA SA 

43. I often change my mind about decisions if my friends or family 1 2  3  4  5 6  
disagree. 

44. I have difficulty arranging my life in a way that is satisfying to me 1  2  3  4  5  6  

45. I gave up trying to make big improvements or changes in my 1 2 3 4 5 6  
life a long time ago. 

46. I have not experienced many warm and trusting relationships 1 2 3 4 5 6  
with others. 

47. Some people wander aimlessly through life, but I am not one 1 2 3 4 5 6  
of them. 

48. The past had it's ups and downs, but in general, I wouldn't 1 2 3 4 5 6  
want to change it. 

49. I judge myself by what I think is important, not by the values 1 2 3 4 5 6  
of what others think is important. 

50. I have been able to build a home and lifestyle for myself that is 1 2  3 4  5  6  
much to my liking. 

5  1. There is truth to the saying you can't teach an old dog new tricks 1  2 3  4  5  6  

52. I know that I can trust my fi-iends, and they know they can 1 2 3 4 5 6  
trust me. 

53. I sometimes feel as if I've done all there is to do in life. 1 2 3 4 5 6  

54. When I compare myself to friends and acquaintances, it makes 1  2  3  4  5  6  
me feel good about who I am. 

Do you have any further comments you would like to make regarding your future adjustment to 
retiring? If so, please feel free to do so in the following space. 

Thank you for your effort in answering this questionnaire. 
Please return it in the post paid envelope it came in. 

Remember to put the postcard in a safe place, and make sure you send it in when you retire. 
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Appendix 3 

ADJUSTMENT TO RETIREMENT 

Name: Age- 

Address: Postcode: 

Today's date: I 1200-. 

Thank you for your participation in this important research. Following retirement or redundancy, 
individuals and couples have to make many adjustments. How people make these adjustments is of 
interest to this research study. 

The series of questions in this folder asks you about different aspects of your life following your 
retirement. This study is interested in your perceptions about your current health, lifestyle and sense 
of financial security, and well-being, without gathering specific details. Please be assured that all 
responses will remain confidential, and results of the study will only be presented in terms of 
information trends about groups of people. 

Because every person is different, with their own unique life circumstances, we expect the 
responses to be different. All that is required of you is to be open and honest in your responses. 

Throughout the questionnaire you will be asked a range of different questions. Some of these will 
ask you a question followed by a range of responses from which you can choose. Select the answer 
that is closest to your own response, and circle the number beneath that response. 

For example, you might be asked: 

To what extent are you satisfied with your current physical health? 

Not at all A small amount A fair amount Quite a lot A great deal 

If you are quite satisfied with your health at present, you might circle 4 as your response, but if you 
have been quite ill recently, you might circle 1 - not at all satisfied. 

It is very important that you complete every question within this folder, and you are encouraged to 
try to set some time aside to complete these questions at the one time, if possible. Don't forget to 
provide the information requested above. Please note that you are only required to put your name 
above for the first questionnaire, after which you will be allocated a code for the sake of 
confidentiality. 

Please return this questionnaire in the pre-paid envelope provided within two weeks of receipt. 

Don't forget to send the pre-paid postcard if you change your residential address, so I can keep in 
contact with you. In the meantime, please put this postcard away in a safe place. 

Thank you again for your involvement in this research. 

Michael Davies 
School of Cognition, Language and Special Education, 
Faculty of Education, (Mt. Gravatt Campus) 
Griffith University, Q 4 1 1 1 
Phone (07) 3875 5623 
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1. Could you please provide information about your marital status (please tick the relevant box) 

CI Married 17 Single1 never married 
CI De facto relationship or living with a partner 17 Divorced 
17 Widowed CI Separated but not divorced 

EMPLOYMENT 1 RETIREMENT ISSUES 

2. What is your current employment status? (Please tick the boxes that apply) 
employed full time, paid 17 unpaid, occupation 
employed part-time, 17 paid CI unpaid, occupation 

CI not employed 

If you recently retired from full time employment, 

3. What was the date of your retirement from full time employment? 1 120-. 

4. What were the circumstances of your retirement? 
17 voluntary retirement /redundancy 
17 forced retirement / redundancy 
CI retired for financial advantage 
CI reached retirement age 
17 other (please describe) 

5 .  What was your occupation before retirement? 

6. What is the current employment status of your partner? 
CI employed full time, CI paid unpaid, occupation 
17 employed part-time, 17 paid CI unpaid, occupation 
CI not employed 
CI not applicable 

HEALTH ISSUES 

7. To what extent is your current level of physical health the same or different compared to before 
you retired? 

Much Worse Slightly Worse Same Slightly Better Much Better 

8. To what extent did you expect this change in physical health? 

Not at all A small amount A fair amount Quite a lot A great deal 

9. To what extent are you satisfied with your current level of physical health? 

Not at all A small amount A fair amount Quite a lot A great deal 

10. Have there been any major changes in your physical health in the last six months? Yes CI No 
If yes, please describe 
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FINANCIAL ISSUES **Please note that these questions are COMPLETELY 
CONFIDENTIAL and no individual information will be passed on to any financial 
planner or service provider. 

Financial security can be defined as an overall feeling or sense of stability and safety regarding 
your current personal wealth, and your expectations of change in personal wealth in the 
future. 

I I .  To what extent do you feel your current level of financial security is the same or different 
compared to before you retired ? 

Much Worse Slightly Worse Same Slightly Better Much Better 

12. To what extent did you expect this amount of change in financial security? 

Not at all A small amount A fair amount Quite a lot A great deal 

13. To what extent are you satisfied with your current level of financial security? 

Not at all A small amount A fair amount Quite a lot A great deal 

14. Have there been any major changes in your personal wealth recently? 
q No 

Yes Please describe: 

15. Did you use a financial planner in your retirement planning? Yes No 

16. How did you find your experience with this financial planner? Please comment. 

17. Was the process of managing your finances at retirement confusing? 

Not at all A small amount A fair amount Quite a lot A great deal 

1 2 3 4 5 

18. Do you still use your financial planner? UYes U N o  

RETIREMENT LIFESTYLE 

Lifestyle can be defined as your way of living your life- including activities, social and material 
aspects and the balance or mix of these. 

19. Have there been any major changes in your current lifestyle recently? 
No 

q Yes Please describe: 
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20. To what extent is the overall quality of your current lifestyle the same or different compared 
to your lifestyle before you retired? 

Much Worse Slightly Worse Same Slightly Better Much Better 

2 1. When you retired, to what extent did you expect this amount of change in quality of lifestyle? 

Not at all A small amount A fair amount Quite a lot A great deal 

1 2 3 4 5 

22. To what extent are you satisfied with the quality of your current lifestyle? 

Not at all A small amount A fair amount Quite a lot A great deal 

1 2 3 4 5 

23. If you have a partner, to what extent are you satisfied with support you receive fiom your 
partner? 

Not at all A small amount A fair amount Quite a lot A great deal 

1 2 3 4 5 

24. To what extent are you satisfied with the level of emotional and/or physical support you receive 
from family members who are significant to you? 

Not at all A small amount A fair amount Quite a lot A great deal 

25. If you have a partner, to what extent do you and your partner work together and seek 
compromise when making decisions? 

Not at all A small amount A fair amount Quite a lot A great deal 

1 2 3 4 5 

The quality of your current living environment can be defined as the ability of your surroundings 
and your locality to meet your needs or expectations. 

26. To what extent are you satisfied with the quality of your current living environment? 

Not at all A small amount A fair amount Quite a lot A great deal 

1 2 3 4 5 

27. Have there been any major changes in your current living environment recently? 
No 

17 Yes Please describe: 

If you have any other comments to make about your adjustment to retirement please do so here. 
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GHQ 12 Please read these instructions carefully for the next part of the questionnaire. 

We should like to know if you have had any medical complaints and how your health has been 
in general, over the past few weeks. Please answer ALL the questions on the following pages 
simply by circling the answer, which you think most nearly, applies to you. Remember that we 
want to know about present and recent complaints, not those that you had in the past. I t  is 
important that you answer ALL the questions. 

HAVE YOU FUCCENTLY 

1 - been able to concentrate Better Same Worse Much worse 
on whatever you're doing? than usual as usual than usual than usual 

2 - lost much sleep over worry? Not Same Worse Much worse 
at all as usual than usual than usual 

3 - felt that you are playing a More so Same Less useful Much less 
useful part in things? than usual as usual than usual useful 

4 - felt capable of making More so Same Less so Much less 
decisions about things? than usual as usual than usual capable 

5 - felt constantly under strain? Not Same Worse Much worse 
at all as usual than usual than usual 

6 - felt you couldn't overcome Not Same Worse Much worse 
your difficulties? at all as usual than usual than usual 

7 - been able to enjoy your More so Same Less so Much less 
normal day-to-day activities? than usual as usual than usual than usual 

8 - been able to face up to More so Same Less so Much less 
your difficulties? than usual as usual than usual than usual 

9 - been feeling unhappy and Not No more Rather more Much more 
depressed? at all than usual than usual than usual 

10 - been losing confidence Not No more Rather more Much more 
in yourself? at all than usual than usual than usual 

11 - been thinking of yourself as a Not No more Rather more Much more 
worthless person? at all than usual than usual than usual 

12 - been feeling reasonably happy More so Same Less so Much less 
all things considered? than usual as usual than usual than usual 
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Consider each of the following questions and then after deciding to what extent you agree or 
disagree with each statement, circle one of the numbers from 1 (strongly disagree) to 6 (strongly 
agree). It is important that you answer every question. 

Strongly Moderately Slightly Slightly Moderately Strongly 
Disagree Disagree Disagree Agree Agree Agree 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

SD MD SLD SLA MASA 
1. I am not afraid to voice my opinions, even when they are in 1 2 3 4 5 6  

opposition to the opinions of most people 

2. In general, I feel I am in charge of the situation in which I live 1 2 3 4 5 6  

3. I am not interested in activities that will expand my horizons 1 2 3 4 5 6  

4. Most people see me as loving and affectionate 1 2 3 4 5 6  

5. I live life one day at a time and don't really think about the future 1  2  3  4  5  6  

6. When I look at the story of my life, I am pleased with how things 1  2  3  4  5  6  
have turned out 

7. My decisions are not usually influenced by what everyone else 1  2  3  4  5  6  
is doing 

8. The demands of everyday life often get me down 1 2 3 4 5 6  

9. I don't want to try new ways of doing things-- my life is fine 1 2 3 4 5 6  
the way it is 

10. Maintaining close relationships has been difficult and frustrating 1  2  3  ' 4  5  6  
for me 

11. I tend to focus on the present, because the future nearly always 1  2  3  4  5  6  
brings me problems 

12. In general, I feel confident and positive about myself 1 2 3 4 5 6  

13. I tend to worry about what other people think of me 1 2 3 4 5 6  

14. I do not fit very well with the people and the community 1 2 3 4 5 6  
around me 

15. I think it is important to have new experiences that challenge 1 2 3 4 5 6  
how you think about yourself and the world 

16. I often feel lonely because I have few close friends with whom 1  2  3  4  5  6  
to share my concerns. 

17. My daily activities often seem trivial and unimportant to me. 1 2 3 4 5 6  

18. I feel like many of the people I know have gotten more out of 1  2  3  4  5  6  
life than I have. 

19. Being happy with myself is more important to me than having 1  2  3  4  5  6  
others approve of me. 

20. I am quite good at managing the many responsibilities of my 1 2 3 4 5 6  
daily life. 

2 1. When I think about it, I haven't really improved much as a 1 2 3 4 5 6  
person over the years. 
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Strongly Moderately Slightly Slightly 
Disagree Disagree Disagree Agree 

1 2 3 4 

Moderately Strongly 
Agree Agree 

5 6 

SD MDSLDSLAMA SA 
1 2 3 4 5 6  22. I enjoy personal and mutual conversations with family members 

or friends. 

23. I don't have a good sense of what it is I'm trying to accomplish 
in life. 

24. I like most aspects of my personality. 

25. I tend to be influenced by people with strong opinions. 

26. I often feel overwhelmed by my responsibilities. 

27. I have the sense that I have developed a lot as a person 
over time. 

28. I don't have many people who want to listen when I need 
to talk. 

29. I used to set goals for myself, but that now seems like a 
waste of time. 

30. I made some mistakes in the past, but I feel that all in all 
everything has worked out for the best. 

3 1. I have confidence in my own opinions, even if they are 
contrary to the general consensus. 

32. I generally do a good job of taking care of my personal 
finances and affairs. 

33. I do not enjoy being in new situations that require me to change 
my old familiar ways of doing things. 

34. It seems to me that most other people have more friends 
than I do. 

35. I enjoy making plans for the future and working to make 
them a reality. 

36. In many ways, I feel disappointed about my achievements 
in life. 

37. It's difficult for me to voice my own opinions on controversial 
matters. 

38. I am good at juggling my time so that I can fit everything in 
that needs to get done. 

39. For me, life has been a continuos process of learning, changing 
and growth. 

40. People would describe me as a giving person, willing to share 
my time with others. 

41. I am an active person in carrying out the plans I set for myself 

42. My attitude about myself is probably not as positive as most 
people feel about themselves. 
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Strongly Moderately Slightly Slightly Moderately Strongly 
Disagree Disagree Disagree Agree Agree Agree 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

SD MDSLDSLAMA SA 

43. I often change my mind about decisions if my friends or family 1 2  3  4  5  6  
disagree. 

44. I have difficulty arranging my life in a way that is satisfying to me 1  2  3  4  5  6  

45. I gave up trying to make big improvements or changes in my 1 2 3 4 5 6  
life a long time ago. 

46. I have not experienced many warm and trusting relationships 1 2 3 4 5 6  
with others. 

47. Some people wander aimlessly through life, but I am not one 1 2 3 4 5 6  
of them. 

48. The past had it's ups and downs, but in general, I wouldn't 1 2 3 4 5 6  
want to change it. 

49. I judge myself by what I think is important, not by the values 1 2 3 4 5 6  
of what others think is important. 

50. I have been able to build a home and lifestyle for myself that is 1  2  3  4  5  6  
much to my liking. 

5  1. There is truth to the saying you can't teach an old dog new tricks 1  2  3  4  5  6  

52. I know that I can trust my friends, and they know they can 1  2 3 . 4  5  6  
trust me. 

53. I sometimes feel as if I've done all there is to do in life. 1 2 3 4 5 6  

54. When I compare myself to friends and acquaintances, it makes 1  2  3 4  5  6  
me feel good about who I am. 

Do you have any further comments you would like to make regarding your future adjustment to 
retiring? If so, please feel Eree to do so in the following space. 

Thank you for your effort in answering this questionnaire. 
Please return the questionnaire in the post-paid envelope it came in. 

Remember to put the postcard in a safe place, and make sure you send it in when you relocate. 

Thankyou 



Appendices 

Appendix 4 

ADJUSTMENT TO RETIREMENT & RELOCATION 

Name: Age:- Gender: M F 

Address: Postcode: 

Today's date: 1 1200-. 

Thank you for your participation in this important research. Following retirement or redundancy, 
individuals and couples have to make many adjustments and many make the decision to move to a 
new locality. Often this decision is made with thoughts of an improvement in lifestyle, or to move 
closer to family or friends, and the destination might be close by or interstate. 

How people make these adjustments is of interest to this research study. 

The series of questions in this folder asks you about different aspects of your life following your 
retirement and subsequent relocation. This study is interested in your perceptions about your current 
health, lifestyle, sense of financial security and well-being, without gathering specific details. 
Please be assured that all responses will remain confidential, and results of the study will only be 
presented in terms of information trends about groups of people. 

Because every person is different, with their own unique life circumstances, we expect the 
responses to be different. All that is required of you is to be open and honest in your responses. 

Throughout the questionnaire you will be asked a range of different questions. Some of these will 
ask you a question followed by a range of responses from which you can choose. Select the answer 
that is closest to your own response, and circle the number beneath that response. 

For example, you might be asked: 

To what extent are you satisfied with your current physical health? 

Not at all A small amount A fair amount Quite a lot A great deal 

If you are quite satisfied with your health at present, you might circle 4 as your response, but if you 
have been quite ill recently, you might circle 1 - not at all satisfied. 

It is very important that you complete every question within this folder, and you are encouraged to 
try to set some time aside to complete these questions at the one time, if possible. Don't forget to 
provide the information requested above. 

Please return this questionnaire in the pre-paid envelope provided, or hand in to the researcher. 

Thank you again for your involvement in this research. 

Michael Davies 
School of Cognition, Language and Special Education, 
Faculty of Education, (Mt. Gravatt Campus) 
Griffith University, Q 4 1 1 1 
Phone (07) 3875 5623, E-mail: M.Davies@mailbox.gu.edu.au 
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1. Could you please provide information about your marital status (please tick the relevant box) 

q Married Single1 never married 
q De facto relationship or living with a partner q Divorced 
q Widowed q Separated but not divorced 

If you are not single /never married, what year did this change of status take place? . 

2. What is your highest educational level? 

EMPLOYMENT / RETIREMENT ISSUES 

3. What is your current employment status? 
q employed full time, q paid q unpaid, occupation 
q employed part-time, q paid q unpaid, occupation 
q not employed 

If you recently retired from full time employment, 

4. What was the date of your retirement fi-om full time employment? 1 1 

5 .  What were the circumstances of your retirement? 
q voluntary retirement /redundancy 
q retired for financial advantage 
q forced retirement / redundancy 
q other (please describe) 

6. What was your occupation before retirement? 

7. What is the current employment status of your partner? 
q employed full time, q paid q unpaid, occupation 
q employed part-time, paid unpaid, occupation 
q not employed 
q not applicable 

HEALTH ISSUES 

8. To what extent is your current level of health the same or different now compared to before you 
retired? 

Much Worse Slightly Worse Same Slightly Better Much Better 

9. To what extent did you expect this change in health? 

Not at all A small amount A fair amount Quite a lot A great deal 

10. To what extent are you satisfied with your current health? 

Not at all A small amount A fair amount Quite a lot A great deal 

11. Have there been any major changes in your health recently? OYes ON0 
If yes, please describe 
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FINANCIAL ISSUES **Please note that these questions are completely confidential and 
details will not be passed on to any service provider or financial planner. 

Financial security can be defined as an overall feeling or sense of stability and safety regarding 
your current personal wealth, and your expectations of change in personal wealth in the future. 

12. To what extent do you feel your financial security is the same or different now compared to 
before you retired ? 

Much Worse Slightly Worse Same Slightly Better Much Better 

1 2 3 4 5 

13. To what extent did you expect this level of change in financial security? 

Not at all A small amount A fair amount Quite a lot A great deal 

1 2 3 4 5 

14. To what extent are you satisfied with your current financial security? 

Not at all A small amount A fair amount Quite a lot A great deal 

1 2 3 4 5 

15. Have there been any major changes in your personal wealth recently? 

No Yes Please describe: 

RETIREMENT LIFESTYLE 

Lifestyle can be defined as your way of living your life- including activities, social and material 
aspects and the balance or mix of these. 

16. To what extent is the overall quality of your current lifestyle the same or different compared 
to your lifestyle before you retired? 

Much Worse Slightly Worse Same Slightly Better Much Better 

1 2 3 4 5 

17. When you retired, to what extent did you expect this level of change in quality of lifestyle? 

Not at all A small amount A fair amount Quite a lot A great deal 

1 2 3 4 5 

18. To what extent are you satisfied with the quality of your current lifestyle in retirement? 

Not at all A small amount A fair amount Quite a lot A great deal 

1 2 3 4 5 

19. To what extent are you satisfied with the level of emotional and/or physical support you receive 
from family members who are significant to you? 

Not at all A small amount A fair amount Quite a lot A great deal 

1 2 3 4 5 
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If you are living with a partner, (If not, proceed to Question 22) 
20. To what extent are you satisfied with the support you receive from your partner? 

Not at all A small amount A fair amount Quite a lot A great deal 

2 1. To what extent do you and your partner work together and seek compromise when making 
decisions? 

Not at all A small amount A fair amount Quite a lot A great deal 

LIFESTYLE 1 RELOCATION ISSUES (Answer these questions if you have recently moved) 

22. Please describe your current living environment compared with your previous living 
environment (Please tick more than one, as many boxes may apply) 
CURRENT ENVIRONMENT PREVIOUS ENVIRONMENT 
17 Home Home 
17 Apartmentlflat Apartmentlflat 
17 Retirement Village 17 Retirement Village 
Cl Other( describe) Other (describe) 

23. In comparing your current living environment with your previous living environment, to what 
extent do you regard the following issues are important in affecting your current quality of 
life. 

First, TICK whether the effect of the issue is positive or negative on your quality of life. 
Then CIRCLE A NUMBER to identify how much that issue affects your quality of life. 

For instance, if the climate in your current environment has dramatically improved your 
quality of life, compared to your previous living environment, then you might tick the 
POSITIVE box and then circle 5. 

Not at all A small amount A fair amount Quite a lot A great deal 

Issues POSITIVE NEGATIVE Effect on quality of life 
(Tick one of these boxes) (Circle a number) 

a. Climate 17 1 2 3 4 5  

b. Accommodation 17 1 2 3 4 5  

c. Culture and the Arts 17 1 2 3 4 5  

d. Sporting options 1 2 3 4 5  

e. Entertainment • 1 2 3 4 5  

f. Health services 1 2 3 4 5  

g. Shopping facilities • 1 2 3 4 5  

h. Other facilities/services • 17 1 2 3 4 5  

i. Social options 17 1 2 3 4 5  

j . Family contact 1 2 3 4 5  

k. Friend network • 1 2 3 4 5  

1. (other?) 17 1 2 3 4 5  
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24. Considering all of the issues fi-om the previous question, to what extent is the overall quality of 
living in your current environment the same or different compared to your previous 
environment? 

Much Worse Slightly Worse Same Slightly Better Much Better 

25. When you moved, to what extent did you expect this level of change in quality of living? 

Not at all A small amount A fair amount Quite a lot A great deal 

26. To what extent are you satisfied with the quality of your current living environment? 

Not at all A small amount A fair amount Quite a lot A great deal 

27. Please describe your current living environment compared with your previous living 
environment. (Please tick as many boxes that apply) 
CURRENT ENVIRONMENT PREVIOUS ENVIRONMENT 

Capital City / suburban living Capital City / suburban living 
Provincial city Provincial city 
Town Town 
Coastal Coastal 
Rural Rural 
Other( describe) Other (describe) 

28. How many months ago did you move to your current address? months. 

29. Approximately what distance did you move from your previous permanent a d d r e s s ?  klms. 

30. Please estimate how many places you have lived in for more than 6 months in the last 20 
years -. 

DECISION MAKING PROCESSES 

3 1. Please answer the following questions regarding how you and your partner made recent decisions by 
circling the appropriate number. If you do not have a partner, please proceed to Question 32. 

Not at all A small amount A fair amount Quite a lot A great deal 

1f moved with your partner, to what extent did you and your partner ........( circle a number) 

a. consult in planning to relocate to your current locality? 1 2 3 4 5  

b. co-operatively agree on the timing of your latest move? 1 2 3 4 5  

c. co-operatively agree on the destination of your latest move? 1 2 3 4 5 

32. To what extent did you 

a. have prior knowledge regarding your current location 
before moving? 1 2 3 4 5  

b. visit your current location before you decided to move? 1 2 3 4 5  
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33. Please list the main "push" factors, which caused you to move away from your previous 
locality. 

34. Please list the main "pull" factors, which attracted you to your current locality. 

SOCIAL CONTACT 

35. To what extent are you satisfied with the level of contact maintained with friends fi-om your 
previous location? 

Not at all A small amount A fair amount Quite a lot A great deal 

36. To what extent are you satisfied with the friendships you have formed with people in your new 
locality? 

Not at all A small amount A fair amount Quite a lot A great deal 

If you have any other comments to make about your adjustment to retirement and your 
subsequent relocation, please do so here. 
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GHQ 12 Please read these instructions carefully for the next part of the questionnaire. 

We should like to know if you have had any medical complaints and how your health has been 
in general, over the past few weeks. Please answer ALL the questions on the following pages 
simply by circling the answer, which you think most nearly, applies to you. Remember that 
we want to know about present and recent complaints, not those that you had in the past. I t  is 
important that you answer ALL the questions. 

HAVE YOU RECENTLY 

1 - been able to concentrate Better Same Worse Much worse 
on whatever you're doing? than usual as usual than usual than usual 

2 - lost much sleep over worry? Not Same Worse Much worse 
at all as usual than usual than usual 

3 - felt that you are playing a More so Same Less useful Much less 
useful part in things? than usual as usual than usual useful 

4 - felt capable of making More so Same Less so Much less 
decisions about things? than usual as usual than usual capable 

5 - felt constantly under strain? Not Same Worse Much worse 
at all as usual than usual than usual 

6 - felt you couldn't overcome Not Same Worse Much worse 
your difficulties? at all as usual than usual than usual 

7 - been able to enjoy your More so Same Less so Much less 
normal day-to-day activities? than usual as usual than usual than usual 

8 - been able to face up to More so Same Less so Much less 
your difficulties? than usual as usual than usual than usual 

9 - been feeling unhappy and Not No more Rather more Much more 
depressed? at all than usual than usual than usual 

10 - been losing confidence Not No more Rather more Much more 
in yourself? at all than usual than usual than usual 

11 - been thinking of yourself as a Not No more Rather more Much more 
worthless person? at all than usual than usual than usual 

12 - been feeling reasonably happy More so Same Less so Much less 
all things considered? than usual as usual than usual than usual 
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Consider each of the following questions and then after deciding to what extent you agree or 
disagree with each statement, circle one of the numbers from 1 (strongly disagree) to 6 
(strongly agree). It is important that you answer every question. 

Strongly Moderately Slightly Slightly Moderately Strongly 
Disagree Disagree Disagree Agree Agree Agree 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

SD MD SLD SLAMA SA 
1. I am not afraid to voice my opinions, even when they are in 1 2  3 4 5 6  

opposition to the opinions of most people 

2. In general, I feel I am in charge of the situation in which I live 1 2  3 4 5 6  

3. I am not interested in activities that will expand my horizons 1 2  3 4 5 6  

4. Most people see me as loving and affectionate 1 2  3 4 5 6  

5. I live life one day at a time and don't really think about the future 1 2 3 4  5  6  

6. When I look at the story of my life, I am pleased with how things 1 2 3 4  5  6  
have turned out 

7. My decisions are not usually influenced by what everyone else 1 2 3 4  5  6  
is doing 

8. The demands of everyday life often get me down 1 2  3 4 5 6  

9. I don't want to try new ways of doing things-- my life is fine 1 2  3 4 5 6  
the way it is 

10. Maintaining close relationships has been difficult and fmstrating 1 2 3  4  5  6  
for me 

11. I tend to focus on the present, because the future nearly always 1 2 3  4  5  6  
brings me problems 

12. In general, I feel confident and positive about myself 1 2  3 4 5 6  

13. I tend to worry about what other people think of me 1 2  3 4 5 6  

14. I do not fit very well with the people and the community 1 2  3 4 5 6  
around me 

15. I think it is important to have new experiences that challenge 1 2  3 4 5 6  
how you think about yourself and the world 

16. I often feel lonely because I have few close friends with whom 1 2 3  4  5  6  
to share my concerns. 

17. My daily activities often seem trivial and unimportant to me. 1 2  3 4 5 6  

18. I feel like many of the people I know have gotten more out of 1 2 3  4  5  6  
life than I have. 

19. Being happy with myself is more important to me than having 1 2 3  4  5  6  
others approve of me. 

20. I am quite good at managing the many responsibilities of my 1 2  3 4 5 6  
daily life. 

21. When I think about it, I haven't really improved much as a 1 2  3 4 5 6  
person over the years. 
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Strongly Moderately Slightly Slightly 
Disagree Disagree Disagree Agree 

1 2 3 4 

Moderately Strongly 
Agree Agree 

5 6 

SD MD SLDSLAMA SA 
1 2  3 4 5 6  22. I enjoy personal and mutual conversations with family members 

or friends. 

23. I don't have a good sense of what it is I'm trying to accomplish 
in life. 

24. I like most aspects of my personality. 

25. I tend to be influenced by people with strong opinions. 

26. I often feel overwhelmed by my responsibilities. 

27. I have the sense that I have developed a lot as a person 
over time. 

28. I don't have many people who want to listen when I need 
to talk. 

29. I used to set goals for myself, but that now seems like a 
waste of time. 

30. I made some mistakes in the past, but I feel that all in all 
everything has worked out for the best. 

3 1. I have confidence in my own opinions, even if they are 
contrary to the general consensus. 

32. I generally do a good job of taking care of my personal 
finances and affairs. 

33. I do not enjoy being in new situations that require me to change 
my old familiar ways of doing things. 

34. It seems to me that most other people have more fi-iends 
than I do. 

35. I enjoy making plans for the future and working to make 
them a reality. 

36. In many ways, I feel disappointed about my achievements 
in life. 

37. It's difficult for me to voice my own opinions on controversial 
matters. 

38. I am good at juggling my time so that I can fit everything in 
that needs to get done. 

39. For me, life has been a continuos process of learning, changing 
and growth. 

40. People would describe me as a giving person, willing to share 
my time with others. 

41. I am an active person in carrying out the plans I set for myself 

42. My attitude about myself is probably not as positive as most 
people feel about themselves. 
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Strongly Moderately Slightly Slightly Moderately Strongly 
Disagree Disagree Disagree Agree Agree Agree 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

SD MD SLD SLAMA SA 

43. I often change my mind about decisions if my friends or family 1 2  3  4  5  6  
disagree. 

44. I have difficulty arranging my life in a way that is satisfying to me 1 2  3  4  5  6  

45. I gave up trying to make big improvements or changes in my 1 2 3 4 5 6  
life a long time ago. 

46. I have not experienced many warm and trusting relationships 1 2 3 4 5 6  
with others. 

47. Some people wander aimlessly through life, but I am not one 1 2 3 4 5 6  
of them. 

48. The past had it's ups and downs, but in general, I wouldn't 1 2 3 4 5 6  
want to change it. 

49. I judge myself by what I think is important, not by the values 1 2 3 4 5 6  
of what others think is important. 

50. I have been able to build a home and lifestyle for myself that is 1 2  3  4  5  6  
much to my liking. 

5  1. There is truth to the saying you can't teach an old dog new tricks 1 2  3  4  5  6  

52. I know that I can trust my friends, and they know they can 1 2  3 . 4  5  6  
tmst me. 

53. I sometimes feel as if I've done all there is to do in life. 1 2 3 4 5 6  

54. When I compare myself to friends and acquaintances, it makes 1 2  3  4  5  6  
me feel good about who I am. 

Do you have any further comments you would like to make regarding your future adjustment to 
retiring and relocation? If so, please feel free to do so in the following space. 

Thank you for your effort in answering this questionnaire. 

Please return the questionnaire directly to the researcher, or in the post-paid envelope. 

Thankyou 
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Appendix 5 

Name: Address Phone No 

Coping with Relocation and Living at a new Destination 
Moving puts extra demands on individuals. Think about the different challenges that relocating to 
your present residence has presented to you. Think of a major challenge from one of the areas 
below that has caused you difficulty, and was important to you. Please tick the appropriate box: 

17 deciding where to live, 17 the actual move, setting up home, 
17 relationships, adjusting to the new setting participating in the new setting 

Briefly describe the challenge below: 

Consider how you had coped with this challenge, and indicate to what extent you used the 
following approaches by circling the number that corresponds to how much you used that 
approach. 

1 2 3 4 
Not at all A little Quite a bit Very much 

HOW much did YOU ......... (circle a number below) 

1. try to find out more information about the situation? 1 2 3 4  

2. want to just forget about the whole thing? 1 2 3 4  

3. realise that there was nothing that you could do about the situation? 1 2 3 4  

4. try to make some plans in order to resolve the situation? 1 2 3 4  

5. try to keep yourself busy- to keep your mind away from the situation? 1 . 2  3 4 

6. feel that the final decision was beyond your control? 1 2 3 4  

7. try to see something positive in this otherwise difficult situation? 1 2 3 4  

8. spend time thinking about more pleasant things instead 1 2 3 4  

9. feel that whatever you did wouldn't matter? 1 2 3 4  

10. try to get a better understanding of what was going on? 1 2 3 4  

11. refuse to take the situation too seriously? 1 2 3 4  

12. tell yourself that there was no good solution to the situation? 1 2 3 4  

13. try to settle things as soon as possible? 1 2 3 4  

14. try to get away from the situation for a while by doing something else? 1 2 3 4 

15. feel that the worst would probably happen no matter what you did? 1 2 3 4  

16. try to develop several different solutions to the problem? 

17. try not to think about the situation? 

18. make an effort to see the good side of the situation? 

19. try to make yourself feel better about the situation by eating 
drinking, smoking, or taking medication? 1 2 3 4  

20. take some action right away rather than wait to see what would happen? 1 2 3 4 

21. prefer to be by yourself during the time that you were trying to 
resolve the situation? 1 2 3 4  

Briefly outline the best strategy to pass on to others to deal most effectively with this difficulty: 
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Appendix 6 

Another challenge.. . . . . your Name 

Consider the challenges that have caused you difficulty, and were important to you in relocating and 
living at your new destination. Think of a major challenge from an area different to the previous 
challenge. Please tick the appropriate box: 

deciding where to live, the actual move, setting up home, 
0 relationships, adjusting to the new setting participating in the new setting 

Briefly describe the challenge below: 

Consider how you had coped with this challenge, and indicate to what extent you used the 
following approaches by circling the number that corresponds to how much you used that 
approach. 

1 2 3 4 
Not at all A little Quite a bit Very much 

HOW much did YOU ......... (circle a number below) 

22. try to find out more information about the situation? 1 2 3 4  

23. want to just forget about the whole thing? 1 2 3 4  

24. realise that there was nothing that you could do about the situation? 1 2 3 4  

25. try to make some plans in order to resolve the situation? 1 2 3 4  

26. try to keep yourself busy- to keep your mind away from the situation? 1 2 3 4  

27. feel that the final decision was beyond your control? 1 2 3 4  

28. try to see something positive in this otherwise difficult situation? 1 2 3 4  

29. spend time thinking about more pleasant things instead 

30. feel that whatever you did wouldn't matter? 

3 1. try to get a better understanding of what was going on? 1 2 3 4  

32. refuse to take the situation too seriously? 1 2 3 4  

33. tell yourself that there was no good solution to the situation? 1 2 3 4  

34. try to settle things as soon as possible? 1 2 3 4  

35. try to get away -From the situation for a while by doing something else? 1 2 3 4 

36. feel that the worst would probably happen no matter what you did? 1 2 3 4  

37. try to develop several different solutions to the problem? 1 2 3 4  

38. try not to think about the situation? 

39. make an effort to see the good side of the situation? 

40. try to make yourself feel better about the situation by eating 
drinking, smoking, or taking medication? 1 2 3 4  

41. take some action right away rather than wait to see what would happen? 1 2 3 4 

42. prefer to be by yourself during the time that you were trying to 
resolve the situation? 1 2 3 4  

Briefly outline the best strategy to pass on to others to deal most effectively with this 
difficulty: 

Thankyou 
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Appendix 7 

Workshop 

Conducting Meetings at Destinations for Postrelocation Groups 

1. Introduction to research study 

2. Ask participants to complete questionnaire 

3. Conduct small focus group discussions, identifying the major hassles and difficulties that people 

encountered in relation to moving to and living in their new destination, listing these as a group. 

Introduce the breadth of the study across following relocation issues to help stimulate thinking: 

Preparing for the move 

Moving from one residence to the new residence 

Setting up home 

Developing a new life at the new destination Activities-home/community 

Relationships- home and community 

Social support Family 

Friends (at destination and further afield) 

Fitting in to new community 

General happiness 

Discuss with the group what their most useful coping strategies are, what they put into place that 

helped them adjust, and what mistakes they made Audiotape the interviews for further narrative 

analysis. 
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Composite Satisfaction SEM Analysis 

Composite Satisfaction SEM Input specifications 

mlq Health satisfaction h\ 

Comp satisfaction msre 

1 
Living environment 

Composite Satisfaction SEM Unstandardised output 
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Composite Satisfaction SEM Standardised output 

.22 

Health satisfaction 

err fin - - - 4  Financial sew& 
Comp satisfaction msre 

- 4  Lifestyle 

Living environment 

Composite Satisfaction SEM Variances 

Variables Estimate Standard Critical p 
Error Ratio 

Composite satisfaction 0.56 0.07 7.87 0.00 
err health 0.72 0.05 15.44 0.00 
err finance 0.63 0.05 13.04 0.00 
err lifestyle 0.3 1 0.06 5.39 0.00 
err living environment 0.97 0.06 16.54 0.00 

Composite Satisfaction SEM Squared Multiple Correlations 

Variables Estimate 
Living environment 0.14 
Lifestyle 0.65 
Finance 0.34 
Health 0.22 
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Composite Satisfaction SEM Fit Measures 

Fit Measure Default model Saturated Independence 
Discrepancy 14.63 0.00 345.28 
Degrees of freedom 
P 
Number of parameters 
Discrepancy / df 

RMR 0.03 0.00 0.23 
Goodness of Fit Index (GFI) 0.99 1 .OO 0.76 
Adjusted GFI 0.94 0.60 
Parsimony-adjusted GFI 0.20 0.46 

Norrned fit index 
Relative fit index 
Incremental fit index 
Tucker-Lewis index 
Comparative fit index 

Parsimony ratio 
Parsimony-adjusted NFI 
Parsimony-adjusted CFI 

Noncentrality parameter 
estimate 

NCP lower bound 
NCP upper bound 

FMIN 
FO 

FO lower bound 
FO upper bound 

RMSEA 
RMSEA lower bound 
RMSEA upper bound 

P for test of close fit 

Akaike information criterion 
(AIC) 
Browne-Cudeck criterion 
Bayes information criterion 
Consistent AIC 
Expected cross validation index 

ECVI lower bound 
ECVI upper bound 

MECVI 

Hoelter .05 index 
Hoelter .0 1 index 



Appendices 185 

Appendix 9 

Simple Composite SEM for Relocation group analysis 

Simple Composite SEM for Relocation group analysis Input Specifications 

Financial security 
Comp satisfaction msre 

Living environment 

Simple Composite SEM for Relocation group analysis Unstandardised Output 

1.03 , 
m - 4  Health satisfaction 

.54 
6 r - r  Ivg e n a  Living environment 

Simple Composite SEM for Relocation group analysis Standardised Output 

. I 3  

m - 4  Health satisfaction 
.36 

~ o m p  satisfaction msre \ 

Living environment 
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Simple Composite SEM for Relocation group Variances 

Estimate Standard Critical P 
Error Ratio 

Comp satisfaction measure 0.95 0.15 6.15 0.00 
err health 1.03 0.12 8.69 0.00 
err finances 0.61 0.09 6.88 0.00 
err lifestyle 0.21 0.09 2.41 0.02 
err living environment 0.54 0.08 7.14 0.00 

Simple Composite SEM for Relocation group Squared Multiple Correlations 

Estimate 
Living Environment 0.47 
Lifestyle satisfaction 0.82 
Financial satisfaction 0.50 
Health satisfaction 0.13 
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Simple Composite SEM for Relocation group Fit Measure 

Fit Measure Default model Saturated Independence 
Discrepancy 
Degrees of freedom 

P 
Number of parameters 
Discrepancy 1 df 

RMR 
Goodness of Fit Index (GFI) 
Adjusted GFI 
Parsimony-adjusted GFI 

Normed fit index 
Relative fit index 
Incremental fit index 
Tucker-Lewis index 
Comparative fit index 

Parsimony ratio 
Parsimony-adjusted NFI 
Parsimony-adjusted CFI 

Noncentrality parameter estimate 
NCP lower bound 
NCP upper bound 

FMIN 
FO 

FO lower bound 
FO upper bound 

RMSEA 
RMSEA lower bound 
RMSEA upper bound 

P for test of close fit 

Akaike information criterion (AIC) 
Browne-Cudeck criterion 
Bayes information criterion 
Consistent AIC 
Expected cross validation index 

ECVI lower bound 
ECVI upper bound 

MECVI 
Hoelter .05 index 
Hoelter .O1 index 16 14 
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Appendix 10 

GHQ Data Analysis 

Percentage of individual GHQ12 item scores at 0 for the three groups combined 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 1 0 1 1 1 2  

lndvidud items on the GHQ 12 

Means and standard deviations for the GHQ items 

N Minimum Maximum Mean Standard. Deviation 

GHQI 629 1 4 2.03 .55 

GHQ2 

GHQ3 

GHQ4 

GHQ5 

GHQ6 

GHQ7 

GHQ8 

GHQ9 

GHQIO 

GHQI I 

GHQ12 
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Correlation matrix of 12 GHQ items 

Items 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 

GHQI .23** .29** .40** .37** .28** .37** .41** .35** .37** .21** .33** 

GHQ2 .22** .19** .51** .50** .31** .22** .51** .36** .43** .39** 

GHQ3 .39** .25** .31** .39** .37** .38** .47** .41** .44** 

GHQ4 .31** .28** .29** .44** .35** .38** .33** .36** 

GHQ5 .50** .43** .40** .6 1 ** .47** .35** .40** 

GHQ6 .39** .35** .56** .52** .58** .48** 

GHQ7 .41** .45** .38** .31** .54** 

GHQ8 .47** .40** .30** .50** 

GHQ9 .64** .49** .53** 

GHQ10 .56** .43** 

GHQI 1 .50** 

GHQ12 

** Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). 
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Appendix 11 

GHQ Confirmatory Factor Analysis Combined Groups SEM 

GHQ SEM Input specifications 

GHQ SEM Unstandardised output 
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GHQ SEM Standardised output 
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GHQ SEM Covariances 

Covariances Estimate Standard Critical p 
Error Ratio 

errghqlO <--> errghql2 -0.03 0.01 -3.05 0.002 
e n  ghq7 <--> err ghql2 0.04 0.01 4.28 0.000 
err ghq5 <--> err ghqll -0.04 0.01 -3.55 0.000 
err ghq6 <--> err ghqll 0.06 0.01 4.68 0.000 
err ghq5 <--> err ghq9 0.04 0.01 2.95 0.003 
err ghq4 <--> e n  ghq8 0.04 0.01 5.28 0.000 
e n  ghq2 <--> e n  ghq8 -0.03 0.01 -2.73 0.006 
err ghq2 <--> err ghq5 0.07 0.02 4.17 0.000 
e n  ghq3 <--> err ghq5 -0.09 0.02 -6.24 0.000 
err ghql <--> e n  ghqll -0.03 0.01 -3.28 0.001 
err ghql <--> err ghq4 0.05 0.01 5.46 0.000 
e n  ghql 0 <--> err ghql 1 0.05 0.01 4.10 0.000 
err ghq8 <--> err ghqll -0.02 0.01 -2.66 0.008 
e n  ghq5 <--> err ghql2 -0.05 0.01 -4.65 0.000 
e n  ghq3 <--> e n  ghq9 -0.05 0.01 -3.81 0.000 
err ghq3 <--> err ghq6 -0.05 0.01 -4.28 0.000 
e n  ghq3 <--> err ghq4 0.03 0.01 2.91 0.004 
err ghq2 <--> err ghqlO -0.01 0.02 -0.76 0.445 
err ghq2 <--> err ghq9 0.05 0.02 3.23 0.001 
e n  ghq2 <--> err ghq6 0.06 0.01 4.1 1 0.000 
err ghq2 <--> err ghq3 -0.05 0.01 -3.53 0.000 
err ghql <--> err ghq8 0.04 0.01 4.09 0.000 
err ghq9 <--> err ghqlO 0.05 0.01 4.12 0.000 
err ghq2 <--> err ghql1 0.04 0.01 3.00 0.003 
err ghql 1 <--> err ghql2 0.02 0.01 2.42 0.016 



Appendices 

GHQ SEM Correlations 

Correlations Estimate 
e n  ghql 0 <--> err ghql2 -0.14 
err ghq7 <--> err ghql2 0.21 
err ghq5 <--> e n  ghqll -0.16 
err ghq6 <--> err ghqll 0.23 
e n  ghq5 <--> err ghq9 0.16 
err ghq4 <--> err ghq8 0.23 
err ghq2 <--> err ghq8 -0.1 1 
err ghq2 <--> err ghq5 0.23 
e n  ghq3 <--> err ghq5 -0.33 
err ghql <--> err ghqll -0.12 
err ghql <--> e n  ghq4 0.23 
err ghql0 <--> err ghqll 0.18 
err ghq8 <--> err ghqll -0.11 
e n  ghq5 <--> e n  ghql2 -0.22 
err ghq3 <--> err ghq9 -0.19 
err ghq3 <--> err ghq6 -0.20 
e n  ghq3 <--> err ghq4 0.13 
err ghq2 <--> err ghqlO -0.04 
err ghq2 <--> e n  ghq9 0.17 
err ghq2 <--> err ghq6 0.20 
err ghq2 <--> err ghq3 -0.17 
err ghql <--> err ghq8 0.18 
err ghq9 <--> err ghqlO 0.22 
err ghq2 <--> e n  ghqll 0.14 
err ghql 1 <--> err ghql2 0.11 

GHQ SEM Variances 

Estimate Standard Critical p 
Error Ratio 

GHQ 0.32 0.03 10.41 0.000 
err ghql 0.23 0.01 17.10 0.000 
errghq2 0.3 0.02 14.96 0.000 
err ghq3 0.28 0.02 14.85 0.000 
err ghq4 0.22 0.01 16.98 0.000 
err ghq5 0.29 0.02 13.55 0.000 
e n  ghq6 0.24 0.02 15.09 0.000 
e n  ghq7 0.27 0.02 16.41 0.000 
errghq8 0.18 0.01 16.57 0.000 
e n  ghq9 0.23 0.02 12.64 0.000 
err ghqlO 0.27 0.02 14.61 0.000 
errghqll 0.28 0.02 14.84 0.000 
err ghql2 0.18 0.01 14.27 0.000 
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GHQ SEM Squared Multiple Correlations 

Variables Estimate 
GHQ 12 0.5 1 
GHQl 1 
GHQ 1 0 
GHQ9 
GHQ8 
GHQ7 
GHQ6 
GHQ5 
GHQ4 
GHQ3 
GHQ2 
GHQ 1 
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GHQ SEM Fit Measures 

Fit Measure Default model Saturated 
Discrepancy 70.20 0.000 
Degrees of freedom 29 0 

P 0.000 
Number of parameters 49 78 
Discrepancy 1 df 2.42 

RMR 
Goodness of Fit Index (GFI) 
Adjusted GFI 
Parsimony-adjusted GFI 

Normed fit index 
Relative fit index 
Incremental fit index 
Tucker-Lewis index 
Comparative fit index 

Parsimony ratio 
Parsimony-adjusted NFI 
Parsimony-adjusted CFI 

Noncentrality parameter estimate 
NCP lower bound 
NCP upper bound 

FMIN 
FO 

FO lower bound 
FO upper bound 

RMSEA 
RMSEA lower bound 
RMSEA upper bound 

P for test of close fit 

Akaike information criterion (AIC) 
Browne-Cudeck criterion 
Bayes information criterion 
Consistent AIC 
Expected cross validation index 

ECVI lower bound 
ECVI upper bound 

MECVI 

Indebendence 

Hoelter .05 index 
Hoelter .O1 index 
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Appendix 12 

Data Analysis of the Well-being Items 

Item N Missing Mean Standard Skewness Kurtosis 
Deviation Statistic Standard Statistic Standard 

Error Error 
WB 1 627 2 4.64 1.30 -1.04 .10 .43 .19 
WB2 
WB3R 
WB4 
WB5R 
WB6 
WB7 
WB8R 
WB9R 
WBlOR 
WBllR 
WB12 
WB13R 
WB14R 
WB15 
WB 16R 
WB17R 
WB 18R 
WB19 
WB20 
WB21R 
WB22 
WB23R 
WB24 
WB25R 
WB26R 
WB27 
WB28R 
WB29R 
WB30 
WB3 1 
WB32 
WB33R 
WB34R 
WB35 
WB36R 
WB37R 
WB38 
WB39 
WB40 
WB4 1 
WB42R 
WB43R 
WB44R 
WB45R 
WB46R 
WB47 
WB48 
WB49 
WB50 
WB51R 
WB52 
WB53R 
WB 
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Intercorrelation Matrix of the Well-being Items (Continued) 

WBI 

32 

0.20 
WB2 

WB3 

WB4 

WB5 

WB6 

WB7 

WB8 

WB9 - 

27 

0.27 

0.33 

-0.19 

0.28 

-0.08 

0.34 

0.17 

-0.23 

-0.12 

28 

-0.16 

35 

0.24 

36 

-0.20 

33 

-0.18 

29 

-0.21 

34 

-0.13 

-0.22 

-0.27 

0.35 

-0.16 

-0.29 

0.35 

-0.30 

-0.30 

-0.29 

0.18 

0.43 

-0.33 

0.26 

-0.38 

0.33 

-0.17 

-0.20 

0.38 

0.33 

-0.37 

0.25 

0.34 ---------------------- 
-0.13 
0.48 

0.46 

0.55 

-0.16 

-0.25 

0.39 

-0.26 

0.50 

-0.36 

0.28 

0.34 

37 

-0.38 

30 

0.14 

0.27 

-0.27 

0.24 

-0.24 

0.27 

0.17 

-0.16 

-0.16 

-0.41 

0.13 

-0.17 

0.16 

-0.53 

-0.18 

0.35 

0.06 

0.39 

0.24 

-0.26 

0.17 

0.40 

-0.13 

0.53 

0.38 

0.37 

31 

0.35 

0.22 

0.24 

-0.22 

0.31 

0.20 

-0.13 

0.25 
0.24 

0.31 

-0.19 

-0.18 

0.21 

-0.15 

0.27 

-0.24 

0.33 

0.26 - 

-0.28 

0.14 

-0.29 

0.05 

-0.26 

-0.16 

0.29 

0.11 

-0.30 -0.15 

0.35 

-0.24 

0.15 

-0.06 

0.07 

-0.16 

-0.24 

0.24 

0.16 

38 

0.10 

0.17 

-0.21 

0.08 

-0.33 

-0.13 

0.25 

0.15 

-0.31 

-0.19 

0.36 

-0.18 

-0.32 

0.16 
-0.34 

-0.30 

-0.38 

- 
WBll 

WB12 

__WB13 

WB14 

WB15 

WBlG 

WB17 

WB18 

WB19 

WB20 

WB21 

WB22 

WB23 

WB24 

WB25 

WB26 

-0.20 

-0.16 

0.29 

-0.17 

-0.11 

0.23 

-0.25 

-0.21 

-0.24 

0.16 

0.33 

-0.29 

0.25 

-0.21 

0.29 

-0.16 

-0.24 

39 

0.24 

43 

-0.20 

0.24 

-0.17 

0.24 

-0.35 

-0.16 

0.35 

0.22 

0.20 

0.19 

-0.32 

0.21 

-0.36 

0.33 

-0.11 

,-0.26,-0.27 

-0.17 

-0.23 

0.37 

-0.30 

-0.23 

0.18 

-0.29 
-0.30 

-0.25 

-0.24 

0.42 

-0.23 

-0.26 

0.30 
-0.30 

-0.29 

-0.34 

0.28 

-0.16 

0.26 

-0.07 

0.23 

0.24 

-0.21 

-0.11 

0.24 

0.35 

-0.52 

0.37 

-0.40 

0.51 

-0.22 

-0.21 

-0.25 

-0.23 

0.34 

-0.19 

-0.24 

0.34 

-0.27 

-0.27 

-0.32 

0.26 

0.32 

-0.40 

0.37 

-0.35 

0.41 

-0.17 

-0.20 

40 

0.11 

0.09 

0.20 

-0.11 

0.30 

0.12 

-0.15 

0.20 
0.18 

0.18 

-0.15 

-0.19 

0.24 

-0.05 

0.19 

44 

-0.19 

47 

0.19 

-0.19 

0.13 

-0.02 

0.53 

0.15 

-0.25 

-0.02 

0.24 

0.35 

-0.30 

0.22 

-0.30 

0.41 

-0.26 

-0.22 

-0.25 

0.29 

-0.19 

-0.22 

0.12 
-0.31 

-0.20 

-0.34 

0.23 

-0.31 

0.23 

0.34 

-0.17 

0.46 

0.39 

0.43 

49 

0.23 

0.27 

-0.27 

0.26 

-0.13 

0.34 

0.20 

-0.22 

-0.22 

-0.17 

0.19 

0.00 

0.08 

-0.11 

-0.29 

0.15 

0.12 

48 

0.12 

-0.17 

-0.20 

0.22 

-0.17 

0.20 

0.26 

-0.14 

0.18 

0.22 

-0.30 

0.27 
0.24 

0.24 

0.41 

-0.34 

0.17 

0.29 

-0.21 
0.38 

0.44 

0.46 

-0.13 

-0.16 

0.27 

-0.24 

0.42 

-0.31 

0.16 

0.26 

-0.29 

-0.14 

0.30 

-0.08 

-0.26 

0.22 
-0.24 

-0.23 

-0.25 

0.10 

0.26 

-0.24 

0.39 

-0.25 

0.38 

-0.06 

-0.14 

41 

0.27 

-0.15 

0.40 

0.20 

0.43 

0.41 

-0.39 

0.22 

0.36 

-0.15 
0.44 

0.46 

0.52 

-0.19 

-0.32 

0.35 

-0.25 

0.53 

45 

-0.25 

0.23 

-0.16 

0.17 

-0.10 

0.20 

0.16 

-0.13 

-0.06 
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0.14 

-0.06 

0.28 

0.26 

-0.24 

-0.15 

0.13 

0.40 

-0.31 

0.17 

-0.34 

0.31 

-0.24 

-0.26 

-0.18 

-0.22 

0.40 

-0.20 

0.44 

-0.28 

0.21 

,0.37 

0.20 ---------------- 
-0.19 

0.42 

-0.07 

0.22 

0.16 

-0.20 

-0.13 

42 

-0.26 

-0.45 

0.17 

-0.20 
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-0.39 

-0.21 

0.44 
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-0.17 

-0.30 

-0.19 

0.21 

-0.19 
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-0.29 
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0.39 
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-0.14 

-0.25 

-0.29 
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0.28 

0.36 

-0.34 
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0.31 

0.31 

0.40 

-0.20 

-0.28 

0.41 
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-0.02 

0.33 
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-0.16 

0.09 

0.20 

-0.23 
-0.18 

-0.24 

0.28 

0.29 

-0.21 

0.21 

-0.28 

0.29 

-0.22 

-0.28 

-0.24 

-0.34 

0.14 

0.20 

0.32 

-0.09 

0.13 

-0.14 

-0.04 

0.20 

0.33 

-0.27 

-0.16 

0.29 

-0.12 

0.26 

-0.19 

-0.26 

0.15 

-0.28 

-0.23 

-0.29 

0.19 

0.24 

-0.19 

0.27 

-0.27 

0.31 

-0.15 

-0.13 

-0.20 

0.14 

0.21 

0.27 

-0.26 

-0.16 

-0.06 

0.28 

0.00 

0.26 

0.18 

-0.17 

-0.07 

0.17 

0.27 

-0.24 

0.16 

-0.26 

0.26 
0.27 

0.24 

-0.15 

-0.18 

0.28 

-0.23 

-0.20 

-0.21 

0.31 

-0.18 

0.24 

-0.10 

-0.16 

0.12 

-0.26 
-0.25 

-0.33 

0.21 

0.28 

-0.26 

0.26 

0.29 

-0.14 

0.11 

-0.10 

-0.09 

0.16 

0.36 

-0.12 

0.28 

-0.09 

0.37 

0.20 

-0.27 

-0.04 

-0.23 

0.15 

0.19 

0.25 

0.37 

-0.15 

-0.22 

-0.28 



Intercorrelation Matrix of the Well-being Items (Continued) 
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Pattern matrix with 6 well-being factors 

Component 
Item 1 2 3 4 5 6 

Self Personal Environment Autonomy Positive Purpose in 
Acceptance Growth a1 Mastery Relations life 

6 .78 
30 .77 
50 .63 
48 .60 
36 .55 
54 .so 
18 .44 
44 .41 
27 .4 1 
12 .37 
23 .35 
29 .34 
19 
21 
8 
2 
9 
5 1 
3 
15 
33 
53 
45 
41 
35 
38 
20 
39 
32 .34 
47 
24 
49 
25 .70 
13 .67 
43 .65 
37 .61 
7 .52 
1 .so 

42 .31 .38 
26 .34 
31 .33 
34 .72 
16 .64 
10 .59 
46 .57 
4 .55 
28 .52 
40 .52 
14 .5 1 
22 .49 
17 .42 
52 .31 
5 -.67 
11 -.41 

Note: Bolded coefficients are consistent with the Ryff factor named above 
Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis 
Rotation Method: Oblimin with Kaiser Normalization 
Rotation converged in 2 1 iterations 
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Appendix 15 

WBS Confirmatory Factor Analysis- Combined groups Model 

WBS SEM Input specifications 

WBS SEM Unstandardised output 
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WBS SEM Standardised output 

WBS SEM Variances 

Estimate Standard Critical 
Error Ratio 

general well-being 0.38 0.05 8.00 0.00 
err personal growth 0.12 0.03 4.95 0.00 
err purpose in life 0.01 0.01 2.35 0.02 
err autonomy 0.2 1 0.04 5.84 0.00 
err self-acceptance 0.1 1 0.02 4.95 0.00 
err positive relations with others 0.28 0.04 6.67 0.00 
err environmental mastery 0.05 0.01 4.43 0.00 
err wb53 1.18 0.07 17.31 0.00 
err wb47 1.90 0.1 1 17.28 0.00 
err wb41 0.66 0.04 16.38 0.00 
e n  wb35 0.83 0.05 16.64 0.00 
err wb29 1.15 0.07 16.04 0.00 
err wb23 1 .OO 0.06 15.84 0.00 
err wbl7 1.22 0.07 16.29 0.00 
err wbl 1 1.30 0.08 16.85 0.00 
err wb5 2.22 0.13 17.59 0.00 
err wb52 0.69 0.04 17.05 0.00 
err wb46 1.25 0.08 15.68 0.00 
err wb40 0.69 0.04 16.88 0.00 
err wb34 1.36 0.09 15.67 0.00 
err wb28 1.37 0.09 15.91 0.00 
err wb22 0.46 0.03 16.84 0.00 
err wbl6 1.15 0.08 15.04 0.00 
err wblO 1.54 0.10 16.08 0.00 
err wb4 0.95 0.06 17.15 0.00 
err wb51 1.74 0.10 16.82 0.00 
err wb45 1.02 0.07 15.38 0.00 
err wb33 1.80 0.11 16.85 0.00 
err wb27 0.66 0.04 15.36 0.00 
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err wb2 1 1.07 0.07 15.60 0.00 
err wbl5 1.18 0.07 16.89 0.00 
err wb9 1.71 0.10 17.20 0.00 
err wb3 1.56 0.09 17.00 0.00 
err wb6 1.12 0.07 16.28 0.00 
err wb12 0.91 0.05 16.73 0.00 
err wb18 1.09 0.07 15.81 0.00 
err wb24 0.61 0.04 16.85 0.00 
err wb36b 0.96 0.06 15.57 0.00 
err wb42 1.39 0.08 16.52 0.00 
err wb48 1.55 0.09 16.93 0.00 
err wb54 1.01 0.06 16.95 0.00 
err wbl 1.23 0.08 16.22 0.00 
err wb7 1.37 0.08 16.64 0.00 
err wbl3 1.63 0.10 15.99 0.00 
err wb19 1.14 0.07 17.00 0.00 
err wb25 1.40 0.09 16.02 0.00 
err wb3 1 0.54 0.04 15.32 0.00 
err wb37 1.56 0.10 15.68 0.00 
err wb43 1.39 0.09 16.37 0.00 
err wb49 0.57 0.04 16.19 0.00 
err wb2 0.67 0.04 16.32 0.00 
err wb8 1.46 0.09 16.83 0.00 
err wbl4 1.32 0.08 17.04 0.00 
err wb20 0.73 0.04 17.09 0.00 
en wb26 1.50 0.09 16.72 0.00 
err wb32 0.66 0.04 16.81 0.00 
err wb38 1.36 0.08 17.13 0.00 
err wb44 0.93 0.06 15.22 0.00 
err wb50 0.59 0.04 16.15 0.00 
err wb39 0.52 0.03 15.26 0.00 
err wb30 0.98 0.06 16.70 0.00 

WBS SEM Squared Multiple Correlations 

Estimate 
autonomy 0.53 
persnal growth 0.68 
environmental mastery 0.88 
positive relations with others 0.71 
purpose in life 0.90 
self-acept 0.87 
WB30 0.35 
WB39 0.45 
WB50 0.42 
WB44R 0.53 
WB3 8 0.22 
WB32 0.30 
WB26R 0.32 
W 2 0  0.23 
WB14R 0.24 
WB8R 0.29 
WB2 0.39 
WB49 0.27 
WB43R 0.25 
WB37R 0.33 
WB3 1 0.37 
WB25R 0.29 
WB19 0.15 
WB13R 0.30 
WB7 0.21 
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WBI 0.27 
WB54 0.29 
WB48 0.29 
WB42R 0.38 
WB36R 0.53 
WB24 0.3 1 
WB18R 0.50 
WB12 0.34 
WB6 0.43 
WB3R 0.20 
WB9R 0.15 
WB15 0.22 
WB21R 0.41 
WB27 0.44 
WB33R 0.23 
WB45R 0.44 
WBSlR 0.23 
WB4 0.18 
WBlOR 0.39 
WB16R 0.5 1 
WB22 0.25 
WB28R 0.41 
WB34R 0.44 
WB40 0.25 
WB46R 0.44 
WB52 0.21 
WB5R 0.06 
WBl lR  0.29 
WB17R 0.40 
WB23R 0.46 
WB29R 0.43 
WB35 0.33 
WB4 1 0.38 
WB47 0.17 
WB53R 0.16 

(R= Reversed score) 
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WBS SEM Fit Measures 

Fit Measure Default model Saturated Independence 
Discrepancy 4203.97 0.00 13588.61 
Degrees of freedom 1371.00 0.00 143 1 .OO 

P 0.00 0.00 
Number of parameters 114.00 1485.00 54.00 
Discrepancy / df 3.07 9.50 

RMR 
Goodness of Fit (GFI) 
Adjusted GFI 
Parsimony-adjusted GFI 

Normed fit index 
Relative fit index 
Incremental fit index 
Tucker-Lewis index 
Comparative fit index 

Parsimony ratio 
Parsimony-adjusted NFI 
Parsimony-adjusted CFI 

Noncentrality parameter estimate 
NCP lower bound 
NCP upper bound 

FMIN 
FO 

FO lower bound 
FO upper bound 

RMSEA 
RMSEA lower bound 
RMSEA upper bound 

P for test of close fit 

Akaike information criterion (AIC) 
Browne-Cudeck criterion 
Bayes information criterion 
Consistent AIC 
Expected cross validation index 

ECVI lower bound 
ECVI upper bound 

MECVI 

Hoelter .05 index 
Hoelter .01 index 
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Life Situation Inventory Data Analysis 

Means and Standard Deviations 

Mean Standard Deviation 
COPE1 3.01 1.08 
COPE2 1.44 .79 
COPE3 1.88 1.13 
COPE4 3.01 1.08 
COPE5 2.35 1.21 
COPE6 1.84 1.16 
COPE7 2.91 1.11 
COPE8 2.1 0 1.10 
COPE9 1.63 .98 
COPE1 0 2.83 1.08 
COPE1 I 1.90 1 .OO 
COPE12 1.39 .81 
COPE13 2.63 1.13 
COPE14 1.71 .90 
COPE1 5 1.42 .83 
COPE1 6 2.55 1.05 
COPE1 7 1.66 .91 
COPE1 8 2.95 1.07 
COPE1 9 1.20 .61 
COPE20 2.84 1 . I4  
COPE21 1.75 .98 

Correlations 

Correlation coefficients equal or less than .22 are significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed). 

COPEl 

COPE2 

2 

0.06 

3 

0.02 

0.51 

COPE9 

COPE10 

COPE1 1 

COPE 12 

COPE13 

COPE14 

COPE15 

COPE1 6 

COPE 17 

COPE 1 8 

COPE19 

COPE20 

9 

-0.090.56 

0.47 

Correlation coefficients greater than .22 are significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). 

0.06 

10 

-0.03 

4 

0.52 

0.01 

6 

-0.01 

0.45 

5 

0.13 

0.36 

0.21 

0.1 

7 

0.21 

-0.05 

11 

0.13 

0.52 

0.02 

0.13 

8 

0.09 

0.23 

12 

-0.02-0.120.41 

0.38 

13 

-0.120.14 

0.06 

0.44 

0.1 

0.1 

14 

0.1 

0.26 

0.14 

0.14 

0.24 

16 

0.03 

15 

-0.080.44 

0.46 

0.69 

0.08 

0.07 

0.48 

-0.07-0.020.28 

0.32 

17 

-0.080.1 

0.29 

0.07 

0.690.03 

0.130.34 

0.000.27 

0.11 

0.17 

18 

-0.090.3 

19 

-0.11 

0.42 

0.03 

0.28 

0.34 

0.05 

20 

0.28 

-0.140.21 

21 

-0.1 

-0.03 

0.28 

0.09 

-0.050.26 

0.27 

0.03 

-0.13 

0.35 

0.13 

0.19 

-0.020.42 

0.14 

-0.020.32 

0.08 

0.14 

0.02 

0.17 

0.06 

-0.030.24 

-0.1 

-0.070.26 

0.05 

-0.1 1 

0.33 

0.01 

0.45 

-0.03 

0.12 

0.15 

0.22 

0.09 

0.3 

0.21 

0.29 

0.31 

0.14 

0.12 
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Life Situation Inventory Confirmatory Factor Analysis 

Life Situation Inventory SEM Input specifications 

cope5 err c 5 A== 

1 
r rc  I c o p e  / ( / \> cope19 I r rc  I 

Life Situation Inventory SEM Unstandardised output 
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Life Situation Inventory SEM Standardised output 
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Life Situation Inventory SEM Variances 

Estimate Standard Error Critical Ratio p 
Problem Solving 0.71 0.12 6.02 0.00 
Resignation 0.87 0.14 6.25 0.00 
Avoidance 0.75 0.15 5.18 0.00 
e n  cp 1 0.68 0.08 8.16 0.00 
err cp4 0.57 0.07 7.70 0.00 
err cp7 0.65 0.08 7.97 0.00 
err cplO 0.33 0.06 6.00 0.00 
e n  cp13 0.86 0.10 8.46 0.00 
err cp16 0.42 0.06 7.09 0.00 
err cp18 0.8 1 0.09 8.55 0.00 
err cp20 0.84 0.10 8.41 0.00 
err cp3 0.60 0.08 7.88 0.00 
err cp6 0.37 0.06 6.28 0.00 
err cp9 0.29 0.04 6.74 0.00 
e n  cp12 0.36 0.04 8.23 0.00 
e n  cp15 0.27 0.04 7.57 0.00 
err cp2 0.41 0.05 8.33 0.00 
err cp5 0.57 0.09 6.65 0.00 
err cp8 0.56 0.08 7.39 0.00 
err cpl l  0.80 0.09 8.74 0.00 
err cp14 0.55 0.07 8.39 0.00 
e n  cp17 0.56 0.07 8.40 0.00 
err cp19 0.29 0.03 8.65 0.00 
e n  cp2 1 0.68 0.08 8.48 0.00 

Life Situation Inventory SEM Squared Multiple Correlations 

Estimate 
COPE 2 1 0.21 
COPE 19 0.14 
COPE 17 0.24 
COPE 14 0.24 
COPE 11 0.10 
COPE 8 0.47 
COPE 5 0.57 
COPE 2 0.26 
COPE 15 0.55 
COPE 12 0.39 
COPE 9 0.66 
COPE 6 0.70 
COPE 3 0.48 
COPE 20 0.27 
COPE 18 0.21 
COPE 16 0.57 
COPE 13 0.25 
COPE 10 0.68 
COPE 7 0.41 
COPE 4 0.47 
COPE 1 0.36 
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Life Situation Inventory SEM Fit Measures 

Fit Measure Default model Saturated Independence 
Discrepancy 
Degrees of freedom 

P 
Number of parameters 
Discrepancy 1 df 

RMR 
Goodness of Fit Index (GFI) 
Adjusted GFI 
Parsimony-adjusted GFI 

Normed fit index 
Relative fit index 
Incremental fit index 
Tucker-Lewis index 
Comparative fit index 

Parsimony ratio 
Parsimony-adjusted NFI 
Parsimony-adjusted CFI 

Noncentrality parameter estimate 
NCP lower bound 
NCP upper bound 

FMIN 
FO 

FO lower bound 
FO upper bound 

RMSEA 
RMSEA lower bound 
RMSEA upper bound 

P for test of close fit 

Akaike information criterion (AIC) 
Browne-Cudeck criterion 
Bayes information criterion 
Consistent AIC 
Expected cross validation index 

ECVI lower bound 
ECVI upper bound 

MECVI 

Hoelter .O5 index 
Hoelter .O1 index 



Correlation Matrix for Questionnaire Items 

P 
Appendix 18 = 'z 

1 
E4 
n 

Correlations 

8 Health change 

9 I-lealth expectancy 

10 Health satisfaction 

12 Financial change 

13 Financial expectancy 
~p - - 

14 Financial satisfaction 

16 Lifestyle qualily 

17 Lifestyle expectancy 

18 Lifestyle satisfaction 

19 Family support 

20 Partncrs support 

2 1 Compromise dec/niaki~ig 

23a Climate cffect on QOI, 

23b Accommodation ton QOL 

23c Culture effect on QOL 

23d Sporting options on QOL 

23e Entertainment on QOL 

23f Health services on QOL 

23g Shopping facilities on QOI, 

2311 Other facilities on QOL 

23i Social options effect on QOL 

23j Family contact on QOL 

23k Riend network on QOL 

24 Overall quality of living 

25 Expect change in QOL 

9 

0.36 

10 

0.50 

0.25 

12 

0.26 

0.08 

0.20 

14 

0.21 

0.15 

0.37 

0.68 

0.10 

13 

0.02 

0.27 

0.08 

-0.11 

16 

0.35 

0.15 

0.18 

0.03 

0.37 

17 

0.05 

0.25 

0.05 

0.27-0.09 

0.36 

0.12 

0.32 

18 

0.29 

0.32 

0.07 

0.62 

19 

-0.02 

0.14 

0.38-0.01 

0.07 

0.20 

0.66-0.10 

0.20-0.01 

0.15 

20 

-0.10 

0.16-0.02-0.13-0.15 

0.02 

0.09 

-0.01 

0.12 

0.03 

0.17 

0.43 

21 

-0.07 

0.01 

0.10 

-0.13 

0.06 

0.01 

-0.08-0.17 

0.10 

0.78 

23a 

0.11 

0.00 

0.06 

0.07 

-0.06 

0.36 

0.03 

0.22 

0.32-0.05-0.08 

-0.08 

0.04 

23d 

0.12 

0.12 

0.08 

0.16 

0.08 

0.18 

0.15 

0.19 

0.18 

0.12 

0.08 

0.11 

0.29 

0.36 

0.32 

23f 

-0.10 

0.06-0.02 

0.00-0.02-0.08 

-0.01 

0.00-0.07-0.05 

0.06-0.12-0.02 

0.09-0.17-0.01 

0.10 

0.10 

0.17 

0.27 

0.17 

0.26 

0.29 

0.37 

23e 

-0.05 

0.03 

0.11 

0.09 

0.1 1 

0.19 

0.37 

0.15 

0.58 

0.48 

23b 

0.05 

0.10 

0.06 

0.08 

0.09-0.01 

0.16 

0.25 

0.10 

-0.02 

0.01 

0.39 

23c 

0.03 

0.19 

0.02 

0.04-0.02 

0.02 

0.00 

0.04 

0.04 

0.02 

0.17 

0.06 

0.11 

0.28 

0.29 

23g 

0.00 

0.10-0.08-0.03-0.07 

0.12 

0.09 

-0.09-0.06 

0.10 

0.20 

0.23 

0.21 

0.15 

0.19 

0.25 

0.35 

0.64 

2311 

-0.02 

0.12 

0.03 

0.00 

0.02 

0.03 

-0.06 

-0.01 

0.28 

0.32 

0.27 

0.32 

0.36 

0.56 

0.62 

23i 

0.07 

0.11 

0.05 

0.00-0.01 

0.17 

0.07 

0.03-0.01 

-0.15 

-0.12 

0.35 

0.24 

0.38 

0.33 

0.58 

0.33 

0.33 

0.46 

23j 

-0.01 

0.06-0.06 

0.08 

0.00-0.05-0.04-0.08 

0.08 

0.07-0.04 

0.03 

0.00 

0.27 

0.21 

0.26 

0.21 

0.34 

0.31 

0.17 

0.37 

0.39 

0.41 

0.37 

0.35 

23k 

0.01 

0.19 

0.03 

0.14 

-0.02-0.05 

0.03 

0.16 

0.04 

-0.04 

-0.03 

0.25 

0.39 

0.33 

0.26 

0.38 

0.33 

0.27 

0.27 

0.45 

0.44 

24 

0.25 

0.15 

0.00 

0.21 

0.55 

0.09 

0.35 

0.07-0.08 

0.00 

0.12 

0.42 

0.28 

0.14 

0.17 

0.21 

0.04 

0.11 

0.06 

0.12 

0.12 

0.17 

2531a 

-0.05 

0.17-0.10-0.05 

0.14-0.04-0.05-0.06 

0.10 

-0.03 

0.13 

0.15 

0.12 

0.24 

0.17 

0.37 

0.47 

0.02 

0.03 

0.07 

0.19 

0.08 

0.10 

0.03 

0.05 

0.21 

0.07 

0.24 

0.20 

0.04 

0.22-0.12 

0.24 

-0.11 

0.18 

0.45 

0.04 

0.05 

-0.08 

-0.02 

0.16 

0.15 

0.14 

0.18 

0.19 

0.05 

0.16 

0.13 

0.21 

0.18 

0.21 

0.24 

31b 

-0.01 

0.06 

-0.14 

0.06 

0.11 

0.01 

0.17 

0.21 

0.5G 

0.GC 

0.00-0.04 

0.06 

-0.06 

0.06 

0.07 

0.03 

0.06 

-0.04 

-0.08 

0.10 

0.01 

0.08 

0.11 

31c 

0.01 

0.01 

0.00 

0.11 

-0.20 

0.07 

0.19 

0.07 

0.21 

0.06 

0.41 

0.51 

0.10 

0.12 

0.03 

0.09 

0.04 

-0.02 

0.02 

-0.01 

0.01 

0.09 

0.01 

0.12 

0.16 

35 

0.05 

-0.01 

0.15 

0.17 

-0.05 

0.20 

0.03 

-0.04 

0.16 

0.19 

0.09 

0.1Q 

32a 

0.05 

0.04 

0.15 

0.15 

-0.01 

0.21 

0.22 

0.18 

0.20 

0.10 

-0.06 

0.05 

0.04 

-0.14 

-0.01 

0.17 

0.06 

0.02 

0.04 

0.00 

0.09 

0.01 

0.08 

0.19 

0.24 

36 

0.04 

0.06 

0.17 

0.14 

0.09 

0.17 

0.13 

0.06 

0.21 

0.27 

0.36 

0.33 

32b 

0.11 

0.08 

0.17 

0.16 

0.01 

0.29 

0.16 

-0.01 

0.22 

0.14 

0.01 

0.02 

-0.04 

0.08 

-0.04 

-0.03 

-0.05 

-0.10 

0.10 

-0.10 

-0.02 

0.02 

0.01 

0.15 

0.18 

0.05 

0.12 

0.16 

0.09 

0.08 

0.09 

0.12 

0.08 

0.04 

0.06 

0.09 

0.12 

-0.04 

0.12 

0.12 

0.10 

0.24 

0.24 

0.03 

0.07 

0.03 

0.16 

0.08 

0.32 

0.25 

0.07 
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Correlation is significant a t  t he  0.01 level (2-tailed). Correlation is significant a t  t h e  0.05 level (2-tailed). 

Correlations 

3 1 Consult ~n plan to relocate 

3 1 Agl ee on tuning 

3 1 A g e e  on des t~na t~on  

32 Prior knowledge of locatton 

32 Vlslt locat~on pre-move 
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0 1 9  
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018  
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-002 

000 
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Mean Differences and significance levels for each subscale across three groups 

Dependent (I) Group (J) Group Mean Standard p 95% Confidence 
Variable Difference Error Interval for 

Autonomy Preretirement Postretirement -0.2 1 
Postrelocation 0.17 

Postretirement Preretirement 0.21 
Postrelocation 0.3 8 

Postrelocation Preretirement -0.17 
Postretirement -0.3 8 

Environmental Preretirement Postretirement -0.22 
mastery Postrelocation 0.29 

Postretirement Preretirement 0.22 
Postrelocation 0.5 1 

Postrelocation Preretirement -0.29 
Postretirement -0.5 1 

Personal Preretirement Postretirement -0.06 
growth Postrelocation 0.29 

Postretirement Preretirement 0.06 
Postrelocation 0.36 

Postrelocation Preretirement -0.29 
Postretirement -0.36 

Positive Preretirement Postretirement -0.23 
relations Postrelocation 0.13 
with others Postretirement Preretirement 0.23 

Postrelocation 0.37 
Postrelocation Preretirement -0.13 

Postretirement -0.37 
Purpose in life Preretirement Postretirement -0.02 

Postrelocation 0.52 
Postretirement Preretirement 0.02 

Postrelocation 0.54 
Postrelocation Preretirement -0.52 

Postretirement -0.54 
Self- Preretirement Postretirement -0.05 
acceptance Postrelocation 0.3 8 

Postretirement Preretirement 0.05 
Postrelocation 0.43 

Postrelocation Preretirement -0.3 8 

Difference 
Lower Upper 
Bound Bound 

-0.44 0.02 

Postretirement -0.43 0.13 0.00 -0.69 -0.1 8 
*The mean difference is significant at the .05 level. Based on estimated marginal means. 
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Appendix 20 

Frequencies and Percentages of Satisfaction Variables 

Health satisfaction across groups 

Distribution of Health Satisfaction Responses for the Three Groups 

Preretirement Postretirement Postrelocation Total 

f (%) f (%) f (%I f ("/.I 
Not at all 7 (2.5) 9 (4.2) 9 (7.4) 25 (4.0) 

A small 18 (6.1) 13 (6.1) 13 (10.7) 44 (7.0) 

amount 

A fair 76 (25.9) 63 (29.7) 32 (26.4) 171 (27.3) 
amount 
Quite a lot 151 (51.5) 86 (40.6) 47 (38.8) 284 (45.4) 

A great deal 4 1 (14.0) 41 (19.3) 20 (16.5) 102 (16.3) 

Total 293 (46.8) 212 (33.9) 121 (19.3) 626 (100.0) 

Financial satisfaction across groups 

Distribution of Financial Satisfaction Responses for the Three Groups 

Preretirement Postretirement Postrelocation Total 

f (%I f ("/.I f ("/.I f ("/.I 
Not at all 7 (2.4) 15 (7.1) 17 (14.3) 39 (6.2) 

A small 21 (7.1) 34 (16.1) 28 (23.5) 83 (13.3) 

amount 

A fair 109 (37.1) 86 (40.8) 38 (31.9) 233 (37.2) 
amount 
Quite a lot 134 (45.6) 63 (29.9) 29 (24.4) 226 (36.1) 

A great deal 23 (7.8) 13 (6.2) 7 (5.9) 43 (6.9) 

Total 293 (46.8) 212 (33.9) 121 (19.3) 626 (100.0) 

In reviewing the percentage responses across the three groups, 53.4% of participants 

were satisfied financially in preretirement (Quite a lot or A great deal), while only 36.1 % of 

those in postretirement were, and 30.3% were satisfied in postrelocation. Only 9.5% of 

participants in preretirement were Not at all satisfied or A small amount satisfied with their 

finances. However the percentage responding in this way was 23.2% for those in 

postretirement and 37.8% in postrelocation. 
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Lifestyle satisfaction across groups 

Lifestyle Satisfaction Responses for the Three Groups 

Preretirement Postretirement Postrelocation Total 

f ("A) f (%I f (%I f (%I 
Not at all 2 (0.7) 1 (0.4) 4 (3.4) 7 (1.1) 

A small 21 (7.6) 18 (8.4) 18 (15.2) 57 (9.4) 

amount 

A fair amount 73 (26.4) 43 (20.2) 25 (21.2) 141 (23.2) 

Quite a lot 123 (44.6) 93 (43.7) 44 (37.3) 260 (42.8) 

A great deal 57 (20.7) 58 (27.2) 27 (22.9) 142 (23.4) 

Total 276 (45.5) 213 (35.1) 118 (19.4) 607 (100.0) 

Satisfaction with living environment across groups 

Satisfaction with Living Environment Responses for the Three Groups 

Preretirement Postretirement Postrelocation Total 

f ("h) f (%) f ("h) f ("A) 

Not at all 6 (2.0) 2 (1.0) 2 (1.7) 10 (1.6) 

A small 65 (22.1) 7 (3.3) 9 (7.5) 81 (12.9) 

amount 

A fair amount 55 (18.7) 29 (13.6) 25 (20.8) 109 (17.4) 

Quite a lot 94 (32.0) 94 (44.1) 37 (30.8) 225 (35.9) 

A great deal 74 (25.2) 81 (38.0) 47 (39.2) 202 (32.2) 

Total 294 (46.8) 212 (33.9) 121 (19.3) 627 (100.0) 

The percentage of participants at each time frame who were satisfied with the quality of their 

living environment (Quite a lot and A great deal satisfied) increased from preretirement 

(57.2%) to postretirement (82.1%) but then decreased at postrelocation (70%). This finding is 

generally consistent with other measures of increases in well-being (WBS) and psychological 

health (GHQ) from preretirement to postretirement, but then decreasing at postrelocation. 
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Appendix 21 

Tests of a Partial Model using the Total Sample Model 

Simple SEM for Total Sample Input Specifications 

I Autonomy fs /Y -" *''- 

I Comp Satisfaction 

Psychological health 

/ 

\ 7 Purpose in life fs 

y s e l f  acceptance is 

Simple SEM for Total Sample Unstandardised Output 
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Simple SEM for Total Sample Standardised Output 

.54 

Psychological health 

Simple SEM for Total Sample Covariances 

Estimate Standard Critical p 
Error Ratio 

Composite Satisfaction 1 .OO 0.06 17.72 0.00 
e n  Psychological Health 0.32 0.04 8.04 0.00 
e n  positive relations 0.68 0.05 14.19 0.00 
err environmental mastery 0.38 0.04 9.20 0.00 
err self acceptance 0.45 0.04 10.41 0.00 
e n  autonomy 0.81 0.05 15.92 0.00 
err personal growth 0.8 1 0.05 15.89 0.00 
err life purpose 0.56 0.05 12.43 0.00 

err ghq 0.46 0.04 11.91 0.00 

Simple SEM for Total Sample Squared Multiple Correlations 

Estimate 
Postrelocation PYal health 0.48 

GHQ 0.54 
Purpose in life 0.44 
Personal growth 0.19 
Autonomy 0.18 
Self-acceptance 0.55 
Environmental mastery 0.62 
Positive relations with others 0.32 
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Simple SEM for Total Sample Fit Measure 

Fit Measure Default model Saturated Independence 
Discrepancy 
Degrees of freedom 

P 
Number of parameters 
Discrepancy / df 

RMR 
Goodness of Fit Index (GFI) 
Adjusted GFI 
Parsimony-adjusted GFI 

Normed fit index 
Relative fit index 
Incremental fit index 
Tucker-Lewis index 
Comparative fit index 

Parsimony ratio 
Parsimony-adjusted NFI 
Parsimony-adjusted CFI 

Noncentrality parameter estimate 
NCP lower bound 
NCP upper bound 

FMIN 
FO 

FO lower bound 
FO upper bound 

RMSEA 
RMSEA lower bound 
RMSEA upper bound 

P for test of close fit 

Akaike information criterion (AIC) 
Browne-Cudeck criterion 
Bayes information criterion 
Consistent AIC 
Expected cross validation index 

ECVI lower bound 
ECVI upper bound 

MECVI 
Hoelter .05 index 
Hoelter .O1 index 
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Appendix 22 

Tests of Complete Model using the Postrelocation Group 

Simple SEM for Postrelocation group analysis Input Specifications 

ornp satisfaction rnsr 

strelocation PYal heal 

Simple SEM for Postrelocation group analysis Unstandardised Output 

trelocation PYal hea 
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Simple SEM for Postrelocation group analysis Standardised Output 

Autonomy fs 
- x 

strelocation PYal heal 

ornp satisfaction rnsr 

Simple SEM for Postrelocation group Variances 

Estimate Standard Critical p 
Error Ratio 

composite Satisfaction 0.99 0.11 8.92 0.00 
err psychological health 0.25 0.06 4.11 0.00 
e n  positive relations 0.75 0.09 8.02 0.00 
e n  environment 0.44 0.07 6.02 0.00 
e n  self-acceptance 0.53 0.08 6.71 0.00 
err autonomy 0.84 0.10 8.40 0.00 
e n  personal growth 0.87 0.10 8.51 0.00 
e n  purpose in life 0.74 0.09 7.98 0.00 
err GHQ 0.35 0.07 4.98 0.00 

Simple Composite SEM for Postrelocation group Squared Multiple Correlations 

Estimate 
Postrelocation Psychological health 0.55 

GHQ 
Purpose in Life 

Personal Growth 0.12 

Autonomy 0.15 

Self-Acceptance 0.47 
Environmental Mastery 0.55 
Positive Relations with Others 0.24 
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Simple SEM for Postrelocation group Fit Measure 

Fit Measure Default model Saturated Independence 
Discrepancy 
Degrees of freedom 

P 
Number of parameters 
Discrepancy / df 

RMR 
Goodness of Fit (GFI) 
Adjusted GFI 
Parsimony-adjusted GFI 

Normed fit index (NFI) 
Relative fit index 
Incremental fit index 
Tucker-Lewis index 
Comparative fit index 

Parsimony ratio 
Parsimony-adjusted NFI 
Parsimony-adjusted CFI 
Noncentrality parameter estimate 

NCP lower bound 
NCP upper bound 

F M N  
FO 

FO lower bound 
FO upper bound 

RMSEA 
RMSEA lower bound 
RMSEA upper bound 

P for test of close fit 

Akaike information criterion (AIC) 
Browne-Cudeck criterion 
Bayes information criterion 
Consistent AIC 
Expected cross validation index 

ECVI lower bound 
ECVI upper bound 

MECVI 

Hoelter .05 index 
Hoelter . O l  index 
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Appendix 23 

Conceptual SEM for Postrelocation 

Conceptual SEM for Postrelocation Input Specifications 

Life satisfaction 

Conceptual SEM for Postrelocation Unstandardised Output 

Life satisfaction 
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Conceptual SEM for Postrelocation Standardised Output 

.66 

I G H M - ~  err gh 

trelocation PYal he 

Life satisfaction 

Conceptual SEM for Postrelocation Variances 

Estimate Standard Critical p 
Error Ratio 

Environment 0.56 0.13 4.30 0.00 
Life satisfaction 0.68 0.12 5.56 0.00 
err coping 0.21 0.11 1.91 0.06 
err psychological health 0.14 0.06 2.26 0.03 
err positive relations 0.74 0.09 8.00 0.00 
err environmental mastery 0.45 0.07 6.18 0.00 
err self-acceptance 0.52 0.08 6.76 0.00 
err autonomy 0.82 0.10 8.33 0.00 
err personal growth 0.84 0.10 8.43 0.00 
e n  purpose in life 0.72 0.09 7.90 0.00 
err GHQ 0.34 0.07 4.87 0.00 
Err problem solving 0.99 0.11 8.90 0.00 
err avoidance 0.75 0.11 7.08 0.00 
err resignation 0.60 0.11 5.45 0.00 
e n  quality of life 0.78 0.10 7.88 0.00 
err location 0.81 0.10 7.99 0.00 
err lifestyle satisfaction 0.60 0.08 7.66 0.00 
err finances 0.79 0.09 8.43 0.00 
err health 0.77 0.09 8.36 0.00 
err education 0.22 0.03 8.59 0.00 
err social support 0.84 0.10 8.07 0.00 
err comparison 0.3 1 0.07 4.36 0.00 
e n  living environment 0.42 0.10 4.28 0.00 
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Conceptual SEM for Postrelocation Squared Multiple Correlations 

Estimate 
Coping 0.46 
Postrelocation PYal health 0.75 
Educational level 0.06 
Social supports 0.14 
Finances 0.21 
Lifestyle 0.39 
Living environment 0.57 
Comparisons 0.69 
Health 0.22 
Location 0.19 
General quality 0.21 
Problem solving 0.00 
Resignation 0.39 
Avoidance 0.23 

GHQ 0.66 
Purpose in life 0.28 
Personal growth 0.15 
Autonomy 0.18 
Self Acceptance 0.47 
Environmental mastery 0.55 
Positive relations with others 0.25 

Conceptual SEM for Postrelocation-Direct and Indirect Effects 

Total Effects - Estimates 

Life Environment Coping Postrelocation 
satisfaction Psychological health 

Coping -0.73 0.40 0.00 0.00 
Postrelocation Psychological health 0.85 -0.23 
Educational level 0.14 -0.08 
Social support 0.44 -0.24 
Finances 0.55 0.00 
Lifestyle 0.75 0.00 
Living environment 0.00 1 .OO 
Comparisons 1 .OO 0.00 
Health 0.57 0.00 
Location 0.00 0.58 
General quality 0.00 0.62 
Problem solving 0.06 -0.03 
Resignation -0.73 0.40 
Avoidance -0.56 0.3 1 

GHQ -0.93 0.25 
Purpose in life 0.60 -0.16 
Personal growth 0.45 -0.12 
Autonomy 0.48 -0.13 
Self Acceptance 0.79 -0.21 
Environmental mastery 0.85 -0.23 
Positive relations with others 0.58 -0.16 
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Standardized Total Effects - Estimates 

Life Environment Coping Postrelocation 
satisfaction Psvcholorrical health 

Coping -0.97 0.48 0.00 0.00 
Postrelocation Psychological health 0.95 -0.23 
Educational level 0.25 -0.12 
Social support 0.37 -0.18 
Finances 0.46 0.00 
Lifestyle 0.62 0.00 
Living environment 0.00 0.76 
Comparisons 0.83 0.00 
Health 0.47 0.00 
Location 0.00 0.44 
General quality 0.00 0.46 
Problem solving 0.05 -0.03 
Resignation -0.61 0.30 
Avoidance -0.47 0.23 

GHQ -0.77 0.19 
Purpose in life 0.50 -0.12 
Personal growth 0.37 -0.09 
Autonomy 0.40 -0.10 
Self Acceptance 0.65 -0.17 
Environmental mastery 0.70 -0.17 
Positive relations with others 0.48 -0.12 

Direct Effects - Estimates 

Life Environment Coping Postrelocation 
satisfaction Psychological health 

Coping -0.73 0.40 0.00 0.00 
Postrelocation Psychological health 0.43 0.00 -0.57 0.00 
Educational level 0.00 0.00 -0.20 0.00 
Social support 0.00 0.00 -0.60 0.00 
Finances 0.55 0.00 0.00 0.00 
Lifestyle 0.75 0.00 0.00 0.00 
Living environment 0.00 1 .OO 0.00 0.00 
Comparisons 1 .OO 0.00 0.00 0.00 
Health 0.57 0.00 0.00 0.00 
Location 0.00 0.58 0.00 0.00 
General quality 0.00 0.61 0.00 0.00 
Problem solving 0.00 0.00 -0.09 0.00 
Resignation 0.00 0.00 1 .OO 0.00 
Avoidance 0.00 0.00 0.77 0.00 

GHQ 0.00 0.00 0.00 -1.10 
Purpose in life 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.71 
Personal growth 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.53 
Autonomy 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.57 
Self Acceptance 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.93 
Environmental mastery 0.00 0.00 0.00 1 .OO 
Positive relations with others 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.68 
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Standardized Direct Effects - Estimates 

Life 
satisfaction 

Environment Coping 

Coping 
Postrelocation Psychological health 
Educational level 
Social support 
Finances 
Lifestyle 
Living environment 
Comparisons 
Health 
Location 
General quality 
Problem solving 
Resignation 
Avoidance 

GHQ 
Purpose in life 
Personal growth 
Autonomy 
Self Acceptance 
Environmental mastery 
Positive relations with others 

Postrelocation 
Psychological health 

0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 

-0.8 1 
0.53 
0.39 
0.42 
0.69 
0.74 
0.50 

Indirect Effects - Estimates 

Life 
satisfaction 

Environment Coping 

Coping 
Postrelocation Psychological health 
Educational level 
Social support 
Finances 
Lifestyle 
Living environment 
Comparisons 
Health 
Location 
General quality 
Problem solving 
Resignation 
Avoidance 

GHQ 
Purpose in life 
Personal growth 
Autonomy 
Self Acceptance 
Environmental mastery 
Positive relations with others 

Postrelocation 
Psychological health 

0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
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Standardized Indirect Effects - Estimates 

Life Environment Coping Postselocation 
satisfaction Psychological health 

Coping 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 
Postselocation Psychological health 
Social support 
Educational level 
Finances 
Lifestyle 
Living environment 
Comparisons 
Health 
Location 
General quality 

Problem solving 
Resignation 
Avoidance 

GHQ 
Purpose in life 
Personal growth 
Autonomy 
Self Acceptance 
Environmental mastery 
Positive relations with others 
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Conceptual SEM for Postrelocation Fit Measure 

Fit Measure Default model Saturated Independence 
Discrepancy 204.68 0.00 1282.74 

Degrees of freedom 122.00 0.00 171.00 

P 0.00 0.00 

Number of parameters 68.00 190.00 19.00 

Discrepancy 1 df 1.68 7.50 

RMR 

Goodness of Fit Index (GFI) 

Adjusted GFI 

Parsimony-adjusted GFI 

Normed fit index 

Relative fit index 

Incremental fit index 

Tucker-Lewis index 

Comparative fit index 

Parsimony ratio 

Parsimony-adjusted NFI 

Parsimony-adjusted CFI 

Noncentrality parameter estimate 

NCP lower bound 
NCP upper bound 

FMIN 
FO 

FO lower bound 
FO upper bound 

RMSEA 
RMSEA lower bound 
RMSEA upper bound 

P for test of close fit 
Akaike information criterion (AIC) 
Browne-Cudeck criterion 
Bayes information criterion 
Consistent AIC 
Expected cross validation index 

ECVI lower bound 
ECVI upper bound 

MECVI 
Hoelter .O5 index 
Hoelter .O1 index 
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