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Abstract 

Affordable housing is widely acknowledged as a social necessity, yet its implementation in 

Germany remains challenging due to resistance. Why do people demonstrate opposition to what they 

simultaneously recognise as essential? The research addresses this paradox by investigating the factors 

that shape public acceptance of affordable housing. The research employs a mixed-methods approach, 

drawing on a nationwide survey of 1,000 participants and eleven in-depth interviews, to analyse the 

relationship between socio-economic variables, political orientation, perceptions of safety, and the 

powerful role of language. The findings of the study call this assumption into question, as they 

demonstrate that income is less of a determining factor in support, and that education, ideology, and 

framing effects are stronger predictors. Qualitative insights emphasise the role of discourse, solidarity, 

and governmental reliability in shaping acceptance, while stigmatisation persists as a challenge. By 

combining statistical analysis with grounded theory, the study develops a comprehensive account of 

acceptance that goes beyond simplistic explanations. The results of the study have the potential to 

contribute to academic debates and to offer practical guidance for policymakers seeking to reduce 

opposition, foster solidarity, and reframe affordable housing as a shared social responsibility. 

 

Keywords: acceptance of affordable housing, social impact, framing the issue of affordable housing, 

not-in-my-backyard, housing governance   

 

JEL Classification: I38, M14, M38, R21, R38 

 

Short Progress Statement 

The research process since the first intermediary project (R1) has reached significant milestones, 

indicating a shift from initial theoretical research to substantial empirical analysis. In R1, the emphasis 

was on performing an extensive literature review, formulating a conceptual methodological framework, 

and evaluating the validity of survey and interview tools. These procedures established the basis for 

recognising significant research deficiencies, especially with the NIMBYism, framing effects, and socio-

economic factors affecting the acceptance of affordable housing. These preliminary steps were 

implemented during the primary data collection phase of the research process. A national survey 

including 1,000 participants in Germany had been conducted, yielding a data set suitable for statistical 

hypothesis testing via chi-square analysis, correlations, regression models, and ANOVA. In parallel, 

eleven semi-structured interviews were conducted, transcribed, and systematically coded, resulting in 

the generation of valuable qualitative findings. Following the implementation of the research 

methodology, the findings of the study have been considered a significant milestone in the empirical 

development of the research. 

As an improvement on R1, the current report produces verified and validated results. For example, 

quantitative research shows that income level is not a strong predictor of acceptance of affordable 

housing, while variables such as education, political ideology, media framing effects, and fear of crime 

are more important. These results nuance existing assumptions in the literature and make a major 

scientific contribution to research. On the qualitative research side, systematic coding has led to the 

construction of grounded theoretical dimensions, such as public debate and image, solidarity and 

responsibility, the right to housing and governmental issues. These dimensions go beyond descriptive 

representations of public opinion by providing a conceptual structure for understanding the socio-

cultural norms shaping the acceptance or rejection of affordable housing. The combination of this mixed 

methods approach ensures methodological reliability and increases the validity of the results. Based on 

empirical progress, the current report begins to formulate the theoretical contributions of the research. 

By linking quantitative and qualitative results, the study develops a multi-layered understanding of the 

acceptance of affordable housing that incorporates psychological, socio-economic, and cultural factors. 

This represents an advance over the predominantly descriptive and literature-based approach of R1. In 
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addition, the current report is responsible for the formulation of policy recommendations. These include 

the redesign of housing policy terminology, the improvement of transparency and documentation of 

housing projects, and the promotion of frameworks that emphasise solidarity and co-responsibility. 

These contributions position the research at the nexus between academic research and practical 

governance, offering strategies to address stigmatisation, opposition, and misunderstandings associated 

with affordable housing. 

My supervisory committee supported and guided me throughout my research, for which I am 

grateful. It made a significant contribution to refining the survey and interview instruments, ensured 

methodological rigour and provided constructive feedback at every stage. The continuous involvement 

of my supervisory committee was identified as a factor that contributed to the effective management 

and progress of my research. The research process was characterised by its efficiency and the absence 

of significant difficulties, which is also to the credit of my supervisory committee, which ensured 

compliance with academic standards and practical feasibility at every stage of the research. 

 

1. INTRODUCTION 

1.1 Basic Facts 

The issue of housing has become increasingly urgent in recent years, particularly concerning the 

shortage of affordable housing in many German cities. The federal government has set an ambitious 

target of creating 400,000 housing units annually in order to mitigate the housing deficit. The latest data 

indicate a stagnation in construction completions, with only 252,000 units completed in 2024 (Destatis, 

2025a). The feasibility of achieving these targets in the near future is questioned by experts. According 

to projections from the ifo Institute for Economic Research, the annual completion of new housing units 

is anticipated to decrease markedly, with estimates suggesting it could fall to as low as 175,000 units by 

the year 2025 (Dorffmeister, 2023). The decline in the number of building permits issued provides 

further evidence of this downward trend, with a 57.6% decrease in housing approvals observed in 2024 

compared to the year 2021 (Destatis, 2025b). 

The economic viability of affordable housing has been impacted by several factors, including 

rising construction costs, land prices, and interest rates. The challenge of establishing rental rates that 

are accessible to the majority of potential renters has become progressively more complex. Although 

Germany does not face an overall housing shortage, there is a marked discrepancy in terms of spatial 

distribution. Rural areas are experiencing a decline in available housing, while cities are confronted with 

soaring demand and escalating costs. The escalating costs of urban land and materials have been 

identified as a key factor contributing to the increase in expenses and rents, which has been observed to 

place a disproportionate financial burden on low- and middle-income households. 

In order to prevent displacement and to this end preserve social diversity, federal and state 

governments have introduced subsidies and incentives for private investment in affordable housing. 

Projects of this nature are regarded as less appealing when compared to the higher returns offered by 

investments in rental properties. The expectation among policymakers is that the expansion of subsidies 

will result in a shift in investment priorities. The issue remains politically contentious, with differing 

priorities across municipalities. Despite the ongoing movement towards remunicipalisation and the 

provision of public housing, there remains a prevalence of resistance to the implementation of more 

rigorous policies. Even major cities such as Berlin and Hamburg encounter challenges, and the impact 

of the COVID-19 pandemic has further redirected attention and resources (Rink and Egner, 2022). 

In considering the challenges facing the development of affordable housing, it is evident that 

public opposition represents a critical obstacle. Beyond the economic concerns of investors, the prospect 

of such developments continues to encounter resistance from the populations in which they are 

proposed. Despite the recognition by society of the necessity for additional affordable housing to address 

existing shortages, concerns persist regarding the potential adverse effects on local communities. Such 

concerns are frequently captured in the phenomenon of the “not-in-my-backyard” mentality (NIMBY), 
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whereby citizens acknowledge the necessity of housing projects but oppose their development in close 

proximity to their neighbourhoods. The NIMBY mindset is shaped by a multifaceted interaction of 

prejudice, misinformation, and perceived threats to community well-being. The opposition to affordable 

housing is frequently justified by the assertion that it will result in increased traffic or changes to building 

height regulations, despite the fact that these arguments are presented in a manner that appears to be 

devoid of any bias. The aforementioned arguments may potentially conceal underlying biases pertaining 

to apprehensions surrounding demographic shifts, such as alterations in the socio-economic or racial 

composition of the neighbourhood (Nguyen et al., 2012). As a consequence, affordable housing projects 

are predominantly located in areas where opposition is minimal, which may serve to intensify social 

inequality by concentrating such developments in already socially and economically marginalised areas. 

The extant literature indicates that there are two principal concerns associated with residential 

development. Firstly, new construction projects are often met with the concern that they could negatively 

impact the characteristics of a neighbourhood. This apprehension may be associated with concerns that 

the project could result in a reduction of green space, an increase in traffic, or the obstruction of views. 

Secondly, there is a concern that the construction of affordable housing could place additional burdens 

on social infrastructure and lead to a deterioration in the quality of urban neighbourhoods. This assumes 

that affordable housing is associated with higher crime rates, poverty and falling property values (Scally, 

2012). These perceptions represent a significant barrier to the equitable distribution of affordable 

housing and underscore the need for more effective policy measures to address both the economic and 

social dimensions of the housing crisis 

Recent studies have indicated a positive correlation between the availability of affordable housing 

and public health outcomes. Studies demonstrate that individuals residing in secure and affordable 

housing report enhanced health outcomes in comparison to those living in insecure housing situations 

(Zhao et al., 2021). The focus on the significance of the quality of public space in affordable housing 

developments acknowledges the potential of strategically designed community spaces to encourage 

social engagement and improve the well-being of residents. Conversely, inadequate housing conditions 

can result in increased stress and health concerns, emphasising the importance of providing adequate 

and affordable housing as a strategy to advance public health. 

The provision of affordable housing has been shown to engender positive social consequences 

extending beyond the individual level (Smith, 2011). Indeed, such measures have the potential to 

engender community-wide benefits, fostering increased social cohesion and integration. The 

intensification of social deprivation and socio-economic immobility is observed when disadvantaged 

groups are concentrated within specific neighbourhoods, thereby exacerbating the processes of 

exclusion and segregation. Empirical research has demonstrated that policies aimed at providing 

affordable housing and fostering mixed-income communities can effectively counteract the economic 

and social repercussions of social exclusion and spatial segregation. The framing and communication of 

affordable and social housing policies have been demonstrated to significantly affect public acceptance, 

highlighting the need for effective communication strategies that address societal concerns and garner 

support for housing policies. The discourse surrounding housing policy has evolved over time, with 

housing initiatives increasingly positioned as responses to community needs and aspirations. Housing 

policy and urban planning differ fundamentally, especially when it comes to the distinction between 

social housing and affordable housing. While there are conceptual similarities, these terms differ 

significantly in their policy goals and the population groups they serve.  

This report presents the conclusions of a study regarding the function and perception of affordable 

housing in Germany, including both qualitative and quantitative research methodologies. The study 

employs a systematic large-scale survey (N = 1,000) to thoroughly investigate public approval of 

affordable housing. A thorough literature review and analysis of existing research led to the development 

of five hypotheses to provide a framework for the analysis, emphasising the connections among 

residents, community dynamics, and government. These hypotheses claim that campaigns and public 
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relations (PR) methods can mitigate apprehensions regarding affordable housing and shape its image in 

the public environment. The survey examines multiple facets, encompassing income-related factors, 

attitudes towards equity, and overall opinions towards affordable housing in Germany. The results offer 

a thorough examination of individual viewpoints and facilitate a stringent assessment of the presented 

hypotheses. 

A semi-standardised interview method (N = 11) was then used to determine the extent to which 

affordable housing is recognised by local and state administrations and to record their views on the 

population and their acceptance. These interviews provide insights into the public's appreciation of 

affordable housing in new construction projects and in the promotion of existing housing, as perceived 

and interpreted by the public sector. The results are of considerable scientific and administrative 

relevance, particularly with regard to the role of publicly subsidised rental housing in remedying market 

deficiencies. Against the backdrop of rising demand for housing, public awareness and debate on this 

issue have intensified. 

Depending on how it is portrayed, it can be perceived as a burden on municipal budgets or as a 

cornerstone of social stability. The coded interviews emphasise the interrelated factors that influence the 

function and attitude towards publicly subsidised housing in Germany. A primary theme is the persistent 

housing deficit and the challenge of accessibility. Participants highlighted that the availability of 

affordable housing is fundamentally inadequate to satisfy demand, especially in areas with lower 

requirements for eligibility. A significant discovery pertains to social acceptance and persistent 

stigmatisation. Notwithstanding attempts to represent affordable housing favourably, it remains 

correlated with adverse stereotypes, frequently connected with poverty, unemployment, or social 

instability. The findings highlight the significance of governmental policy frameworks and regional 

diversity: the execution of affordable housing within the federal system is inconsistent, reflecting the 

objectives and resources of particular federal states. Alongside technological and political factors, some 

experts underscored an ideology of solidarity and community responsibility, framing secure and 

affordable housing as in addition to a network of social security, but also as an essential element for the 

efficient operation of urban communities. Respondents said that coverage in the media and political 

discourse significantly affect the acceptance of affordable housing, emphasising that its image is crucial. 

The results of the quantitative and qualitative study provide a detailed overview of the views of the 

public and the administration on affordable housing. They highlight the structural challenges, social 

perceptions and political framework conditions that shape this area, while also pointing to possible 

avenues for policy reform and public engagement. 

 

1.2 Motivation 

The ongoing relevance of the subject is emphasised by a combination of scientific, personal, and 

social factors that motivate the continuation of this research. In terms of scientific research, there are 

still substantial gaps in the field of affordable housing, particularly in relation to the issue of social 

acceptability. Although the economic and political aspects of housing provision have been well 

documented, research on the social attitudes influencing the efficacy of these policies remains 

insufficiently comprehensive. Every stage of study aids in the formulation of theoretical models and the 

enhancement of multidisciplinary knowledge at the intersection of economics, sociology, psychology, 

and urban development. This continuous academic challenge provides persistent motivation by 

presenting opportunities for acquiring ideas that are both conceptually novel and empirically validated. 

The significance of the matter is underscored by the ongoing and escalating housing crisis in Germany 

and across Europe. Notwithstanding the presence of support programs and political initiatives, 

opposition to affordable housing developments continues to be a considerable challenge to their 

successful implementation. 

This research directly addresses this resistance and aims to identify the social mechanisms, 

attitudes and discourses that provide its ideological basis. The potential for generating insights that can 
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be transformed into policy recommendations, communication strategies and inclusive approaches is a 

fundamental motivation, as it emphasises the contribution of academic research to addressing pressing 

societal challenges. The ongoing relevance of the project is thus ensured by its potential to inform public 

debate and support policymakers in reducing stigmatisation, promoting solidarity, and fostering 

affordable housing development. 

From a personal perspective, motivation is reinforced by professional experience in the property 

sector, where prejudice and scepticism towards affordable housing are regularly encountered. These 

experiences provide a compelling rationale for further investigation into the mechanisms by which such 

misconceptions arise, the influence they exert on the attitudes of the public and investor segments, and 

the means by which they can be addressed through the implementation of more effective communication 

strategies and the development of policy-making processes that are firmly grounded in empirical 

evidence. 

 

1.3 Synthesis of My Previous Work 

The synthesis of the first intermediary project (R1) constitutes the fundamental basis of the 

present research, providing both conceptual framework and methodological directives. In R1, the 

analysis was primarily literature-based and aimed at mapping the socio-economic, psychological, and 

descriptive dimensions of public acceptance of affordable housing in Germany. As set out in the report, 

the critical research problem is characterised by two interrelated aspects. Firstly, there is a necessity to 

assess socio-economic structures and dependencies in relation to the availability of affordable housing. 

Secondly, there is a need to examine the barriers that arise from social attitudes, with particular reference 

to the NIMBY phenomenon. The prior synthesis determined that discussions on affordable housing 

should not be limited to economic cost-benefit calculations; instead, they should be acknowledged as a 

socially based process. R1 revealed that terms and framing are essential in shaping attitudes, highlighting 

the favourable reception of phrases like “lifecycle housing” compared to the adverse implications of 

“social housing”. The finding emphasises the importance of language in the processes of stigmatisation 

or acceptability, highlighting the need to incorporate communication methods into housing policy. 

Moreover, R1 demonstrated that NIMBYism is not a uniform reaction; instead, it varies based on context 

and is shaped by local history, demography, and stakeholder experiences. The research findings 

underscored the need for empirical exploration into the impact of particular contextual elements on 

attitudes towards affordable housing efforts.  

Methodologically, R1 created a framework for a mixed-methods approach. The concept involved 

the execution of standardised surveys using closed-ended questions, aimed at producing quantitative 

data regarding socioeconomic status and perceptions of affordable housing. Furthermore, semi-

structured interviews were to be executed to elicit more complex individual experiences. The analytical 

strategy employed IBM SPSS for quantitative analyses and MAXQDA for qualitative coding, adhering 

to the methodological framework established by Kuckartz and the transcribing principles set forth by 

Dresing and Pehl. The project incorporated both statistical and qualitative studies, forming the 

foundation for a thorough empirical investigation. The initial findings presented in R1 highlighted the 

intricacy in identifying “affordability”. Affordability should not be simplified to a static statistic like the 

percentage of household income; instead, it is contingent upon the interplay of local housing markets, 

economic conditions, and the unique requirements of the community. The synthesis acknowledged that 

public opinion is shaped by a wider socio-political framework, necessitating that attempts to enhance 

acceptability consider both economic and social aspects. R1's conclusions underscored the necessity of 

addressing stigmatisation, improving public opinion of affordable housing, and promoting a dialogue of 

progress and community solidarity. 

The second intermediary project (R2) expands upon these findings and refines them into a more 

sophisticated empirical synthesis. R1 concentrated on identifying critical issues, articulating the 

challenge, and presenting methodological tools, whereas R2 exemplifies the successful 
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operationalisation of this framework. The hypotheses proposed in R1 about the influence of socio-

economic characteristics, language development, and the local context were evaluated by a 

comprehensive survey of 1,000 participants and the analysis of eleven qualitative interviews. The 

resulting translation of the conceptual synthesis into empirical outcomes is exemplified by data 

collecting, statistical analysis, and qualitative content analysis. 

This study aims to illustrate the relationship between R1 and R2, specifically regarding framing 

effects. The preliminary finding in R1, suggesting that language can affect attitudes, is corroborated in 

R2 by statistical correlation and regression analyses. These models illustrate that phrases like “social 

housing” or “affordable housing” significantly influence acceptance levels. Expanding upon the 

findings in R1, a comparison examination of German federal states in R2 demonstrates quantifiable 

regional disparities in attitudes, hence confirming the variety of NIMBY responses across various 

geographic regions identified in R1. R2 indicates that, although income level is not a significant 

predictor of acceptance, other factors identified in R1, including education, political orientation, and 

opinion on safety, are essential. This discovery improves and clarifies the previous theoretical 

framework, converting initial assumptions into experimentally substantiated contributions. 

Beyond validation, R2 also expands on the synthesis of R1 by generating well-founded theoretical 

dimensions from qualitative interviews that were not fully developed in the earlier phase. It is evident 

that categories such as public debate and image, solidarity and responsibility, promote right on housing, 

and governmental issues have assumed a significant role in the discourse. The categories described 

herein serve to both expand the existing body of knowledge concerning acceptance mechanisms and to 

demonstrate the intertwining of socio-economic, psychological, and cultural factors. The combination 

of these dimensions with the statistical results enables R2 to achieve a more holistic synthesis than was 

possible in R1. In this sense, the synthesis of previous work must be viewed as a cumulative process. 

R1 was responsible for the conceptual framework, which encompassed the identification of the problem, 

the formulation of research questions, and the proposal of methods. R2 proceeded within this framework, 

changing from exploratory discoveries to validated hypotheses, from theoretical discussions to empirical 

evidence, and from first methodological designs to practical research. The consistency between the two 

reports reflects the rational progression of the thesis, which is sustained throughout and does not 

fragment into disconnected segments. 

 The contribution of R2 is in both the presentation of new data and the integration and expansion 

of previous research, so enhancing the theoretical and practical consequences and increasing the 

conceptual framework of the study. 

 

1.4 Value of the Progress Report 

The second intermediary project (R2) represents an important milestone in the research progress, 

designating the transition from conceptual preparation to empirical validation and theoretical 

contribution. The preliminary intermediary project (R1) primarily concentrated on synthesising existing 

research, clarifying conceptual frameworks, and outlining methodological tools. In contrast, R2 

symbolises the successful implementation of the research design by means of the aggregation and 

analysis of original data. This phase of the project aims to achieve three primary objectives: first, to 

clarify the existing knowledge regarding the acceptance of affordable housing in Germany; second, to 

identify and empirically verify the critical factors affecting public acceptance; and third, to formulate 

practical and policy recommendations for integration into housing policy and communication strategies. 

The empirical framework for the research verified by conducting eleven semi-structured interviews and 

a nationwide survey of 1,000 respondents, which operationalised these objectives. The progress made 

is seen in the application of advanced statistical techniques, such as chi-square tests, correlation analysis, 

ANOVA, and regression modelling. These methodologies facilitate the validation of hypotheses 

regarding the socio-economic, political, and psychological factors influencing public acceptance of 

affordable housing. The qualitative data had been systematically transcribed, coded, and analysed using 
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grounded theory, resulting in the identification of new theoretical categories such as public debate and 

image, solidarity and responsibility, promote right on housing, and governmental issues. The research 

reveals the complexities of public opinion by integrating measurable trends with socio-cultural 

perspectives. In addition to its academic focus, the study achieves its aim of offering relevant policy and 

practical recommendations. Empirical findings are converted into practical approaches, namely with the 

image of affordable housing in public discourse, the mitigation of stigmatisation through inclusive 

communication, and the integration of objectives to encourage private investment. By explicitly 

connecting theoretical discoveries to policy implications, R2 verifies the study's maturity and its 

capacity to contribute to the development of more effective housing policies, in addition to academic 

discourse. R2 is characterised by an evolution from preparation to empirical rigour, theoretical 

improvement, and practical significance. The research is fulfilling its aims by providing novel 

perspectives into the factors influencing public acceptance, creating solid theoretical frameworks to 

clarify attitudes, and developing practical suggestions for policymakers and planners.  

 

2. LITERATURE REVIEW  

2.1 Comparative Perspectives on Definitions, Strategies, and Challenges in Europe 

The concept of affordable housing emerges from the demand to provide appropriate 

accommodation for households whose financial circumstances prevent them from renting or purchasing 

market-priced homes without some modicum of assistance (Milligan et al., 2004). This concept is 

subject to debate, primarily due to its broad definition, including a wide range of housing types, pricing 

structures, and income eligibility criteria (Koebel et al., 2004; Gabriel et al., 2005). It serves as a 

replacement for various older classifications, such as “public”, “social”, or “low-cost” housing. Despite 

the differences in terminology, a broadly shared goal is to ensure that households on low and middle 

incomes can obtain adequate living conditions without experiencing financial hardship (Milligan et al., 

2004). 

The issue of affordable housing is complex and multifaceted, as evidenced by the numerous 

definitions available. The lack of affordable housing, coupled with the complexity of determining 

eligibility based on income, poses challenges that are further compounded by divergent perspectives on 

the concept of affordability. Households comprising single adults, lone-parent families, and larger family 

groups may all experience challenges due to high housing costs, limited job opportunities, transportation 

expenses, healthcare outlays, and other daily living costs (Gabriel et al., 2005). The following definition 

to assist state and federal government by promoting and monitoring the supply of affordable housing is 

accepted by the Australian policy. “Affordable housing is housing that is appropriate for the needs of a 

range of low to moderate income households and priced so that low and moderate incomes are able to 

meet their other essential basic living costs” (Milligan et al., 2007, p. 26). 

In Germany, the concept of affordable housing, colloquially termed social housing, is centred on 

newly constructed residential properties financed by federal, state, and local government subsidies 

(BMI, 2020). The legal framework for this initiative is provided by the Housing Allowance Act (WoFG), 

which defines the criteria for eligibility for households experiencing difficulties in securing affordable 

housing. The federal states are responsible for the financing and implementation of affordable housing 

initiatives, while also ensuring compliance with both federal and regional legal requirements (BMI, 

2020). Public funds are instrumental in ensuring that new construction is designated as affordable 

housing in accordance with the regulations of the Controlled Tenancies Act (WoBindG). Access to these 

properties is contingent on possession of a housing entitlement certificate (Wohnberechtigungsschein), 

which is determined by income levels, and rental costs are regulated to reflect municipal size, location, 

and property features. The provisions of the Housing Act No. 114/1996 stipulate that affordable housing 

in Romania is subject to subsidisation, a measure intended to address the needs of the most vulnerable 

members of society by providing housing at a price that is out of their reach within the private market. 

The act stipulates that the maximum rent should not exceed 10% of a tenant's net monthly income, with 
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the difference between rental costs and actual rental costs being covered by the local administrative 

budget (Alpopi, Iacoboaea and Stănescu, 2014). Conversely, in countries such as Estonia and Poland, 

affordable housing is explicitly defined in legislation, with municipalities responsible for providing 

housing for the lowest income brackets within their respective populations. In contrast, the Czech 

Republic and several Eastern European countries lack a formal definition of affordable housing (Lux, 

2003). 

International experience demonstrates the impossibility of formulating a universal definition of 

affordable housing. The definition of affordable housing is influenced by each nation's unique policy 

environment, legal frameworks, and program objectives. The primary challenge lies in determining the 

specific policy requirements across different authorities. These requirements involve an analysis of 

housing issues, market trends, and policy recommendations (Gabriel et al., 2005). 

The issue of affordable housing is a matter of increasing concern on the policy agenda on a global 

scale. This is due to the fact that the cost of housing is rising at a rate that exceeds general inflation, 

particularly in urban areas. From 2015 to 2024, the average rent in the EU increased by 13.3%, reflecting 

long-term trends driven by rising land values, increased urbanisation, and a limited supply of housing. 

By 2023, 10.6% of urban residents in the EU spent over 40% of their disposable income on housing, up 

from 7% in rural areas, reflecting heightened cost burdens, particularly for younger and newer tenants 

(Özdemir and Koukoufikis, 2025). These pressures are evident in countries like the UK, where 

underbuilding has contributed to the exacerbation of affordability problems. The construction of 340,000 

new homes per year, of which 145,000 are to be designated as affordable, has been proposed, yet this 

falls short of meeting demand (Wilson and Barton, 2023). A comparable situation is evident in Scotland, 

where the government has set ambitious targets, yet national programmes are only able to meet half of 

the required number of new homes (Shelter Scotland, 2020). 

Despite the extensive acknowledgement of the ongoing affordability crisis, a universal consensus 

on the definition or measurement of “affordable” housing remains non-existent. Traditional benchmarks, 

ranging from one week's wage for a month's rent to the 25–30% income guideline, are subject to 

variation depending on the context and tend to merge descriptive observations with prescriptive 

recommendations (Pittini, 2012). As a result, each country adapts its own criteria to suit the local social, 

economic, and environmental factors. This emphasises the importance of context-specific strategies and 

policy instruments to comprehensively address the multifaceted nature of affordable housing (Gabriel 

et al., 2005). 

 

2.2 The Attitude towards Affordable Housing 

A comprehensive review of the existing literature reveals that only two studies have conducted a 

systematic examination of the issue of public acceptance of affordable housing. The pioneering work in 

this field was conducted by Koebel, Lang, and Danielsen, who provided a comprehensive analysis of 

the perceived impact of affordable housing initiatives. The discourse surrounding affordable housing 

policies is frequently situated within a context of conflicting assumptions, interests, and fears, which are 

primarily driven by a range of interrelated factors. These factors include the “not-in-my-backyard” 

mentality, concerns about potential adverse effects on property values, as well as anti-government and 

anti-poor sentiments, which are often associated with issues of social segregation. As posited by Koebel 

et al. (2004), opposition to affordable housing is not a simplistic, unidimensional phenomenon. In some 

instances, concerns about potential negative impacts serve as proxies for profound conflicts surrounding 

social equity and the role of government intervention. The study, entitled “Community Acceptance of 

Affordable Housing”, emphasises the pivotal role of communication in enhancing the acceptance of 

affordable housing initiatives. The term “affordable housing” has historically been stigmatised due to 

the perceived failures of earlier housing programmes, which has led to the prevalence of NIMBYism. 

This presents a challenge for federal and state governments, which must reformulate the terminology, 
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for example, by using the term “housing that is affordable” in order to reframe public perception. 

Governments must demonstrate that these initiatives result in the provision of high-quality housing that 

is integrated effectively into the surrounding communities. The characteristic of contemporary 

affordable housing programmes is that they target households with an income between 50% and 60% of 

the area's median family income. This contrasts with earlier programmes, which were characterised by 

higher subsidies and lower income thresholds. This demographic shift is expected to enhance societal 

acceptance, thereby underscoring the necessity of distinguishing between diverse types of affordable 

housing in terms of design, income eligibility, and quality of management. Furthermore, Koebel et al. 

cite two national surveys, one conducted by the Fannie Mae Foundation and the other by the National 

Association of Realtors. The surveys demonstrate noteworthy regional variations in attitudes towards 

affordable housing. Areas experiencing substantial increases in housing prices exhibit heightened 

concerns, whereas such anxieties are less prevalent in relatively stabilised real estate markets (Koebel 

et al., 2004). 

In a subsequent investigation into the complexities of local NIMBY attitudes and behaviours, 

Scally (2012) conducted a study entitled “The Nuances of NIMBY: Context and Perceptions of 

Affordable Rental Housing Development”. In her research, Scally employed a case study approach, 

examining six cases in New York State. She conducted interviews with representatives from the public, 

private, and nonprofit sectors and analysed state and local housing reports to investigate how local 

legacies, development conditions, and perceptions influence community responses to affordable housing 

projects. The findings indicate that NIMBYism is not a uniform phenomenon but is instead highly 

contextual, with attitudes and actions varying based on local conditions, historical precedents, and 

community dynamics. 

With regard to the framing of affordable housing issues, an increasing literature base underscores 

the potential for influencing public attitudes through strategic communication. The prevailing societal 

view treats housing as a consumer good, subject to the laws of supply and demand. This perspective 

often fails to consider the implications of housing affordability for low- and middle-income households. 

An effective framing strategy is crucial for promoting a nuanced public understanding of affordable 

housing and supporting positive urban development. This approach has the potential to mitigate negative 

perceptions, foster a structural understanding of housing challenges, and counteract NIMBYism as well 

as scepticism towards public housing interventions (Levay et al., 2018; Matheis and Sorens, 2022; 

Nkubito, 2022). 

Additional empirical evidence is provided by a study conducted by the University of Minnesota 

on housing affordability in Bloomington, Minnesota. This research used a mixed-methods approach to 

investigate the impact of affordable housing on the perceptions of residents regarding housing stability, 

mental health, safety, and overall quality of life. The data were collected through interviews and surveys 

with residents and then inductively analysed to identify patterns within the responses (Amrhein et al., 

2023). Similarly, Suk-Kyung (2014) examined the housing market dynamics within Michigan's Tri-

County Region, which has been experiencing economic recovery following significant declines linked 

to the automotive industry's downturn in the 1990s. The study concentrated on the regional demographic, 

socio-economic and housing characteristics, with the objective of identifying strategies for sustainable 

community development in the context of current economic and population growth. Another notable 

contribution is that of Goetz (2008), who investigated the impact of language on public opinion 

regarding housing policies in a Minneapolis suburb characterised by rapid growth and limited affordable 

housing availability. In his study conducted, respondents were divided into two groups. One group was 

presented with a question using the term “affordable housing”, while the other was exposed to the term 

“lifecycle housing”. This experiment highlighted the influence of issue framing on public attitudes 

towards housing policy. 

The relationship between private financing, institutional investment, and affordable housing has 

also been the subject of several studies. These studies examine the regulatory frameworks that enable 
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various institutional investors, such as insurance companies and pension funds, to engage in affordable 

housing projects. The relationship between public authorities and private investors is characterized by 

an inherent asymmetry, particularly at the local level, where leasing agreements expose municipalities 

and tenants to long-term risks. This sophisticated intertwining of factors underscores the necessity for a 

social comprehension of affordable housing investment regulation, as it encompasses a multitude of 

negotiations between market forces and housing policies (Bloom, 2023; Whitehead, 2003). 

The study by Thomas, Karande and Airani, entitled “Exploring Consumer Sentiment towards 

Affordable Housing”, describes attitudes towards affordable housing as being complex and subject to 

both positive and negative perceptions in society. On the less favourable side, there are considerable 

negative connotations associated with affordable housing, including associations with poor 

maintenance, crime, and dependence on government assistance. These stereotypes persist despite the 

fact that they are not always an accurate reflection of reality. The findings also indicate the presence of 

a robust positive sentiment. A considerable proportion of the study participants view affordable housing 

as a fundamental right that is essential to the creation of a stable and diverse community, as well as to 

the expansion of educational opportunities. The study emphasises that affordable housing is regarded as 

a necessity not only for low-income individuals but also for middle-class families who are experiencing 

difficulties in coping with the excessive costs of housing. The participants identified several advantages 

associated with affordable housing, including enhanced life experiences, increased diversity within the 

community, and improved access to resources such as education and employment opportunities. While 

negative stereotypes persist, there is a growing recognition of affordable housing as a societal asset that 

can contribute to community solidarity and facilitate fairer opportunities for all. 

The collective findings of these studies highlight the multifaceted factors that influence public 

attitudes towards affordable housing. These factors are diverse and encompass a range of elements, 

including local economic conditions, historical legacies, the framing of policy language, and the 

regulatory environment for private investment.  

 

3. RESEARCH METHODOLOGY 

3.1 Statement of the Problem 

Extensive research has been conducted on the subject of affordable housing, encompassing its 

general framework, development, and the evolution of affordable housing policies and practices. A 

multitude of studies have evaluated affordable housing within the contexts of urban redevelopment, 

socio-spatial segregation, and the privatisation of housing. A survey of the extant literature reveals a 

notable absence of research focusing specifically on the impact of newly constructed affordable housing 

and the ways in which such developments are recognized and accepted by society. While there are some 

studies that examine housing needs, individual behaviour and neighbourhood resistance to affordable 

housing projects, these studies largely refer to the American and European contexts in general. The 

German context has been comparatively neglected in research. As a consequence, there is an absence of 

a substantial empirical basis for understanding public acceptability, attitudes, and adoption of new 

affordable rental housing in Germany, nor the socio-economic factors that influence these perspectives.  

The challenge of providing adequate and affordable housing in Germany is an urgent and complex 

issue shaped by interconnected social, economic, and political factors. A growing imbalance between 

the supply of affordable rental housing and the increasing demand, caused by rising housing costs, 

stagnating incomes and demographic pressure, has exacerbated housing insecurity, particularly for low- 

to middle-income households. This shortage has been shown to limit access to basic services, increase 

residential segregation and contribute to the persistence of socio-economic disparities. A further 

challenge pertains to the social acceptance of affordable housing, to ensure that it is adopted and 

implemented. The social resistance, often referred to as the “not-in-my-backyard” mentality, stems from 

concerns about crime, property values, and changes in neighbourhood identity. These attitudes are 

frequently informed by deep-rooted stigmatisation and misunderstandings of people living in affordable 



Brigitte Steinhoff R2 – 2nd Intermediary Project 11 

 

housing, resulting in planning delays, legal challenges, and the concentration of developments in already 

disadvantaged neighbourhoods and areas. The term “affordable housing” is the subject of ambiguity, 

which complicates both public discourse and policy design. Definitions and eligibility criteria vary from 

place to place, resulting in fragmented policy responses that reflect local interests rather than coherent 

national strategies. This lack of consistency in definition weakens public understanding and the 

legitimacy of policies aimed at achieving an equitable housing situation. Despite the existence of 

empirical evidence demonstrating the positive impacts of affordable housing on public health, 

community stability, and social cohesion, these benefits are dominated by narratives based on fear and 

prejudice. These narratives impede policy development, discourage private investors and block efforts 

to create inclusive and socially diversified urban environments. 

In consideration of the escalating urgency of the housing crisis in German cities, this research gap 

is of substantive importance. The development of affordable housing is of paramount significance in 

addressing shortages and fostering social diversity. The lack of understanding of how society responds 

to new affordable housing projects, particularly in relation to demographic variables, socioeconomic 

conditions and broader ideological and psychological influences, results in challenges for policymakers 

and planners in designing effective strategies and measures. 

 

3.2 Quantitative Research  

3.2.1 Objectives of the Study 

The purpose of the study is to address the critical gap between the increasing demand for 

affordable housing and the decreasing supply and stigmatisation, which has a disproportionately high 

impact on low- and middle-income households and increases social inequalities. The research seeks to 

understand how attitudinal perceptions, particularly NIMBY attitudes, influence public resistance to 

affordable housing initiatives. The objective is to undertake a critical evaluation of these perceptions, 

with a view to identifying the social, economic, and psychological dimensions that contribute to 

community resistance. 

Based on the literature review and the current state of research, five hypotheses will guide the 

analysis of the data. These hypotheses are intended to examine the interactions between residents, the 

dynamics of the community and politics in relation to affordable housing. The study therefore analyses 

the hypotheses that campaigns and public relations can be used to reformulate reservations about 

affordable housing and that the image of affordable housing can be confirmed. 

 

H.1: Individuals with lower incomes are more likely than those with higher incomes to support 

the construction of affordable housing in their communities. 

Individuals with lower incomes are more likely than those with higher incomes to support the 

construction of affordable housing in their communities. Those from lower socio-economic backgrounds 

may view the construction of such housing as both a potential opportunity and a necessity, whereas those 

from higher income backgrounds may fear a negative impact on property values and neighbourhoods. 

 

H.2: People with a higher level of education will show a more positive attitude towards affordable 

housing initiatives. 

Individuals with higher levels of educational qualification are predicted to demonstrate more 

favourable attitudes towards affordable housing initiatives. The assumption operates on the premise that 

enhanced levels of education are associated with greater social awareness and a more informed 

understanding of structural inequality.  

 

H.3a: The younger a person is, the more likely they are to support initiatives for affordable 

housing. 
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Age can be a key factor influencing the attitudes of people towards affordable housing. Younger 

people may be more supportive of initiatives to create or expand affordable housing than older people. 

 

H.3b: There is a correlation between education level and support for publicly funded affordable 

new housing. 

A correlation may be demonstrated between an individual's educational level and their level of 

support for affordable housing projects. People with various levels of education may tend to support the 

construction of affordable new housing to varying degrees. 

 

 H.4a: Public support for affordable housing is increased by positive framing of affordable 

housing in media communications, for example using terms such as “affordable housing” instead of 

“social housing”. 

The act of framing can have a substantial impact on attitudes and reduce the stigmatisation 

associated with affordable housing. 

 

H.4b: The level of support for publicly funded affordable housing varies from federal state to 

federal state in Germany. 

The level of public support for affordable housing can vary across German states, which may 

indicate that regional factors significantly influence social attitudes. 

 

H.5: The perception that affordable housing leads to higher crime rates has a negative impact on 

public acceptance of such projects and development plans. 

This hypothesis states that individuals who believe that the presence of affordable housing in a 

given neighbourhood is associated with an increase in criminal activity are less likely to be supportive 

of the development of affordable housing in their neighbourhood. In other words, the greater the fear of 

crime, the lower the acceptance. 

 

The hypotheses are based on socio-economic, cultural, ideological, and psychological dimensions 

and reflect the complex interaction of individual and sociological factors that shape attitudes towards 

social housing. Firstly, it is hypothesised that socio-economic variables such as income level, education 

and housing situation influence attitudes towards affordable housing. It is hypothesised that individuals 

with lower incomes or more vulnerable housing situations will be more in support, while homeowners 

with higher incomes may resist due to threats to their property values or neighbourhood characteristics. 

Higher levels of education are also expected to be associated with greater acceptance, reflecting 

increased social awareness and critical engagement with public policy issues. Secondly, psychological 

variables, in particular fear-based perceptions such as the belief that affordable housing contributes to 

an increase in crime, are expected to negatively influence acceptance. These fears, often without 

evidence and shaped by social stigmatisation or media reports, represent barriers to local support and 

reflect the persistence of the NIMBY phenomenon. The ultimate point to be addressed concerns the role 

of public discourse and media communication in influencing social attitudes towards affordable housing. 

The strategic use of language, for example by replacing stigmatised terms like “social housing” with 

more neutral or positively connoted alternatives like is intended to improve public perception and reduce 

resistance. 

 

3.2.2 Sample of Study and Data Collection  

The collection of standardised data allows for efficient and cost-effective analysis and comparison 

across a large population. Surveys, as a research method, are seen as formal and legitimate by 

participants and are relatively easy to understand and communicate (Saunders et al., 2016). In this 

context, quantitative data collection involves conducting surveys that consist of standardised questions 
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and are delivered to households via an online platform. These surveys are designed to collect quantitative 

data on a range of aspects, including the socioeconomic status of the household, the condition of their 

housing, and their personal attitudes and perceptions regarding housing quality, living conditions, and 

views on affordable rental housing options. The collection of these opinions is systematically 

documented using structured questionnaires and rating scales. The utilisation of survey methodology 

determines how representative individual opinions and experiences are in relation to affordable housing. 

When implemented with the appropriate rigour, this approach provides reliable statistical insights into 

the perspectives and behaviours of respondents. This statistical data can then be used as a foundation for 

important decisions and as a guide for future studies in the field of affordable housing. 

The quantitative data collection is conducted in the form of a survey with standardised questions 

that are made available to the households for answering via an online platform. In the design of the 

questionnaire, closed questions were used wherever possible in order to achieve a high degree of 

comparability of results and more objectivity in the evaluation (Scholl, 2003). The quantitative data 

collection includes household interviews on their socio-economic situation, housing situation, attitudes, 

and opinions on affordable new rental housing. The study predicts attitudes and behaviours related to 

affordable housing. This is done in response to the survey conducted. The study is based on a national 

survey of residents in Germany (N = 1,000). The survey comprised twenty-six questions designed to 

assess socio-economic circumstances, perspectives on the national housing market, and attitudes 

towards affordable housing. The survey was conducted from 23 January 2025 via an online platform. 

The survey reached its target of 1,000 participants on 22 February 2025, so the survey period ended. 

The dependent variable is thus presented in the form of behaviour and willingness towards affordable 

housing, while the independent variables refer to impacts, social and political opinions, including 

through the survey.  

IBM SPSS Statistics was used to perform various statistical tests. Inferential statistics were used 

to analyse the data. To evaluate the five hypotheses, a series of correlation analyses were performed to 

determine the degree of influence between the variables. The data was presented using frequency tables, 

pie charts and graphs and interpreted appropriately (Creswell, 2014). Descriptive statistics were initially 

applied to characterise the sample. Frequency distributions and percentages were calculated for 

important variables such as age, marital status, educational level, household income, gender, and federal 

state in order to obtain a comprehensive overview of the demographic distribution of the respondents. 

The investigation of potential correlations between categorical variables was facilitated by the 

implementation of chi-square tests for independence. The implementation of correlation analyses was 

instrumental in evaluating the strength and direction of relationships between continuous or ordinal 

variables. The calculation of both parametric (Pearson's r) and non-parametric (Spearman's ρ and 

Kendall's τb) coefficients was conducted. Linear regression analysis was used to determine the predictive 

value of attitude variables. One-way analyses of variance (ANOVA) were performed to further 

investigate the group differences. 

 

3.2.3 Results and Research Findings 

3.2.3.1 Descriptive Statistics 

To contextualise the subsequent analyses, a set of frequency tables was generated to describe the 

socio-demographic features of the sample. The descriptive statistics indicate a sample that is varied 

across multiple socio-demographic variables, including age, education, income, and geographical origin. 

The frequency-based distributions form the foundation for the future use of inferential statistics. 
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As illustrated in Table 1, the sample encompassed several age categories, with the predominant 

percentage of respondents aged 35 to 44 (33.5%), succeeded by those aged 25 to 34 (27.8%). Individuals 

aged 18 to 24 comprised 10.6% of the sample, whilst older demographics - those aged 45 to 54, 55 to 

64, and 65 and above represented 14.9%, 9.7%, and 3.5%, respectively. The mean age was 39. As a 

result, the majority of participants interviewed were predominantly middle-aged. 

Table 2 indicates substantial disparities in the level of education of the people in question. The 

predominant category comprised persons with a university degree (Diploma, MA, or equivalent; 

26.1%), succeeded by those with completed vocational training or apprenticeship (25%) and those 

holding an Abitur or a related higher education admission qualification (16.3%). A minor percentage 

reported possessing a bachelor’s degree (17.2%), while a negligible number stated holding a doctoral 

degree (3%) or without any school-leaving qualification (0.4%). Participants were allocated throughout 

all federal states of Germany. This suggests that the sample is characterized by a relatively elevated level 

of formal education, which may shape social attitudes and policy preferences. 

The highest contributions originated from North Rhine-Westphalia (20.2%), Bavaria (15.6%), and 

Baden-Württemberg (12.0%). Other states contributed smaller sums, varying from over 8% (Hessen, 

Niedersachsen) to under 1% (Bremen). The extensive geographic dispersion enhances the regional 

representativeness of the data. 

More than half of the respondents (54.1%) reported being married or in a long-term relationship 

and the results are shown in Table 4. Approximately 40.7% were single, while smaller percentages 

classified as divorced or separated (4.6%) or widowed (0.6%). The findings reveal that most respondents 

live in highly stable household environments. 

Table 1. Age group of survey participants 
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The monthly net income of households was classified into predetermined categories as shown in 

Table 5. The majority of respondents (24.9%) reported earnings between €2,001 and €3,000, followed 

by 21.6% who earned below €2,000. 18.5% of respondents indicated earnings between €3,001 and 

€4,000, 15.6% reported incomes between €4,001 and €5,000, and 11.9% specified a monthly income of 

€5,001 or more. A small fraction of the sample (7.5%) abstained from revealing their income. These 

statistics demonstrate significant disparity in economic status within the sample, broadening the 

potential for income-based subgroup studies.  

As demonstrated in Table 3, the gender breakdown was rather balanced: 56.7% identified as male 

and 42.2% as female. A minor proportion of respondents identified as diverse or non-binary (0.8%), 

while 0.3% opted not to disclose their gender identity. This distribution encompasses both conventional 

and unconventional gender identifications, facilitating an inclusive examination of gendered 

perspectives where applicable. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Table 2. Highest education level of survey participants 
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The question of whether residents of affordable housing are disadvantaged compared to residents 

of privately financed housing was answered “yes” by 34.9% of respondents. 28.3% answered “no” and 

36.8% had no opinion on the matter. The current housing market is rated as negative to very negative 

(81.5%). Only 18.5% of respondents view the current housing market situation in Germany as positive. 

The socio-demographic composition of the sample establishes a robust foundation for assessing 

acceptance and understanding affordable housing in Germany. The variety of age demographics offers 

insights into the housing requirements of various life stages, encompassing young person is entering the 

market and older individuals pursuing long-term stability and security. The diverse spectrum of 

household earnings, spanning from low to high, is particularly pertinent for analysing affordability 

thresholds and financial responsibilities associated with housing. The increased level of education noted 

in the sample may suggest more understanding of housing policy and improved access to resources. The 

equitable distribution of gender and marital status enables a detailed analysis of home structure and 

stability. The geographical distribution among all federal states, especially the significant representation 

of urbanised areas like North Rhine-Westphalia and Bavaria, enhances the regional significance of the 

findings regarding housing availability, cost burden, and the efficiency of policy efforts. 

Table 4. Marital status of survey participants 

Table 3. Sex of survey participants 
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3.2.3.2 Hypotheses Tests 

3.2.3.2.1 H.1 

A Pearson’s Chi-Square test, as shown in Table 6, was conducted to investigate H.1, which states 

that individuals with lower incomes are more likely than those with higher incomes to support the 

construction of affordable housing in their communities. This test evaluated the correlation between the 

monthly net household income of the participants (independent variable) and their opinion on the 

expansion and promotion of affordable housing (dependent variable). The test yielded a chi-square 

statistic of χ² (10) = 14.035 and a p-value of 0.171. The significant value by Pearson’s Chi-square 

analysis must be less than 0.05. Given that the p-value is > 0.05, this relationship cannot be considered 

statistically significant. As a result, there is an insufficient level of evidence to suggest that support for 

the expansion of affordable housing differs significantly between income groups. Although there are 

slight variances between the groups concerning substance, such as a marginally elevated support among 

low-income earners, these variations lack statistical significance and may therefore be ascribed to 

chance. 

 

 Independent 

variable 

Asymp. Sig. 

(2-sided) * 
df X² 

Significant No 1 Monthly net 

income of the 

household 

.171 10 14.035 

N of valid cases  961     

    X²: Chi-square 

   df: Degree of freedom 

   * Asymptotic Significance (2-sided) at 0.05 probability level 

Table 6. Analysis on monthly net income and affordable housing by using chi-square test 

An additional verification of H.1 was performed applying correlation analyses via three 

complementary statistical methods: Pearson's correlation coefficient (r), Spearman's rho correlation 

coefficient (ρ), and Kendall's tau-b coefficient (τb). The reasons for selecting these methods were to 

Table 5. Monthly net income of the household of survey participants 
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ensure the robustness of the results across a range of measurement levels and to resolve any 

discrepancies from statistical parameters. 

  The Pearson correlation coefficient, requiring continuous data and linearity, yielded a value of r 

= -0.050 with a p-value of 0.123 (N = 961). This result indicates a moderate negative correlation between 

monthly net income and the acceptance of affordable housing construction. The association did not reach 

statistical significance at the conventional α level of 0.05, suggesting that the association may be due to 

random variations (Table 7). 

 

 

Monthly net 

income of the 

household 

Demand for affordable housing Pearson Correlation -.050 

Sig. (2-tailed) .123 

N of valid cases 961 

Table 7. Correlation analysis on monthly net income and affordable housing by using Pearson correlation 

In order to consider, the ordinal nature of the income data, as well as the possibility of a non-

normal distribution, non-parametric alternatives were also developed as illustrated in Table 8. The 

Spearman's rho was ρ = -0.032 (p = 0.321), and the Kendall's tau-b coefficient was τ = -0.028 (p = 

0.322), both suggesting a negligible negative correlation between the variables. Like the Pearson 

outcome, none of the non-parametric correlations reached statistical significance. 

 

 

Demand for 

affordable housing 

Kendall's tau_b Monthly net 

income of the 

household 

Correlation Coefficient -.028 

Sig. (2-tailed) .322 

N of valid cases 961 

Spearman's rho Monthly net 

income of the 

household 

Correlation Coefficient -.032 

Sig. (2-tailed) .321 

N of valid cases 961 

 

Model R R Square Adjusted R Square 

Standard Error of the 

Estimate 

1 .050a .002 .001 .589 

a. Predictors: (Constant), Monthly net income of the household 

  R: correlation coefficient 

  R Square: R²; coefficient of determination 

Table 9. Model summary for monthly net income and affordable housing 

Table 8. Non-parametric correlation analysis on monthly net income and affordable housing by using 

Kendall's tau-b and Spearman's rho 
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The regression model summary presents essential metrics on the intensity, direction, and 

explanatory capacity of the relationship between the independent variable (monthly net household 

income) and the dependent variable (opinion on the expansion and promotion of affordable housing) as 

shown in Table 9. The multiple correlation coefficient (R) is 0.050, indicating the degree and direction 

of the linear relationship between the predicted values from the model and the actual observed values of 

the dependent variable. An R value of 0.050 is exceedingly low, signifying that the linear correlation 

between income and support is inadequate. This implies that the knowledge of an individual's income 

level offers virtually no indication of their attitude on affordable housing. The coefficient of 

determination (R²) is 0.002, indicating that only 0.2% of the total variance in the dependent variable 

(support for affordable housing) can be statistically explained by variations in income. This number 

approaches zero, indicating that income is not a significant factor in explaining the heterogeneity in 

levels of support within the sample. Approximately 99.8% of the variation in support remains 

unaccounted for by this model, possibly attributable to additional variables excluded from the analysis. 

The adjusted R² value is 0.001, which is a little lower than the unadjusted R² value. Adjusted R² penalises 

the model for incorporating predictors that fail to enhance its explanatory capacity. The decline is small 

because this is a simple regression model with only one predictor, but it is still noteworthy. The adjusted 

R² substantiates the assertion that using income as a predictor does not significantly improve the model, 

which performs only slightly better than using the sample mean as a predictor across all instances. 

In linear regression, the ANOVA (Analysis of Variance) in Table 10 assesses whether the overall 

regression model significantly predicts the dependent variable. The null hypothesis asserts that the 

model does not account for more variance in the outcome than what would occur by random chance. 

This is equal to the regression line not providing a superior fit to the data compared to a horizontal line 

at the mean of the dependent variable. The analysis of variance (ANOVA) reveals an F-statistic of 2.384, 

with degrees of freedom (df) of one for the regression model and 959 for the residual (error term). This 

causes a p-value of 0.123. For the calculation of the F-statistic, divide the explained variance (mean 

square regression) by the unexplained variance (mean square residual). The capability of the model to 

explain a substantial portion of the variance in the dependent variable is indicated by a higher F-value. 

As a result, the F-value is comparatively low in this instance, implying that the model fails to 

significantly improve prediction over chance. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

 df: degree of freedom 

 F: f-value 

 * Significant at 0.05 probability level 

Table 10. Analysis of variance for monthly net income and affordable housing by using ANOVAa 

 

 

 

 

Model Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig.* 

1 Regression .827 1 .827 2.384 .123b 

Residual 332.509 959 .347   

Total 333.336 960    

a. Dependent Variable: Demand for affordable housing 

b. Predictors: (Constant), Monthly net income of the household 
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Table 11. Coefficientsa for monthly net income and affordable housing 

 

Model 

Unstandardised 

Coefficients 

Standardised 

Coefficients 

t Sig. B Std. Error Beta 

1 (Constant) 1.784 .037  47.772 <.001 

Monthly net 

income of the 

household 

-.020 .013 -.050 -1.544 .123 

a. Dependent Variable: Demand for affordable housing 

 B: unstandardised regression coefficient 

 Std. Error: standard error  

    t: t-value 

 

 

The regression output as shown in Table 11, not only assesses the model's overall significance but 

also presents specific coefficients for each predictor variable, such as monthly net household income, 

which reveal the direction, magnitude, and statistical significance of its individual impact on the 

outcome variable: encouragement of the development of affordable housing. The unstandardised 

regression coefficient (B) for income is -0.020. This value signifies the anticipated alteration in the 

dependent variable (support score) for a one-unit change in the income variable, while maintaining all 

other variables constant. The income variable, measured on a coded ordinal scale (from lower to higher 

income brackets), indicates that transitioning to the next higher income category correlates with a 0.020-

point reduction in the support score for affordable housing on the outcome scale. The negative sign 

indicates an inverse correlation: as income rises, there is modest decrease in support for affordable 

housing. Nonetheless, this reduction is negligible in practical terms. The value of 0.020 is well below 

what would be deemed a substantial effect in research. The statistical significance of this coefficient is 

assessed by its associated p-value, which is p = 0.123. The value surpasses the conventional threshold 

of α = 0.05, rendering the result statistically insignificant. The observed correlation between income and 

support may be attributable to chance, and there is little evidence to indicate that income systematically 

influences public support for affordable housing within the sampled population. The standardised 

regression coefficient (Beta) offers an extra dimension of understanding. In this instance, β = -0.050, 

indicating the impact of income in standardised (z-score) units, facilitating direct comparisons among 

variables assessed on disparate scales. A Beta of -0.050 is regarded as a negligible effect, significantly 

lower than the established benchmarks for small (β = 0.10-0,29), medium (β = 0.30-0,49), or large (β = 

0.50 or >) effects in the behavioural sciences (Cohen, 2013). 

The findings of the regression analysis broadly align with those of the chi-square test and 

correlation analyses, all of which demonstrate that the monthly net income of households is not 

significantly linked with support for the expansion of affordable housing. All statistical methods 

identified a small, negative, and statistically insignificant correlation between income and support. The 

results offer no empirical evidence for H.1, which predicted that persons with lower incomes are more 

likely to support affordable housing projects. Despite the observable negative trend indicating a potential 

minor decrease in support with rising income, this pattern lacks statistical strength and reliability. It is 

essential to recognise that although the hypothesis is theoretically viable, especially from a socio-

economic or equity-focused viewpoint, the findings indicate that income alone is not a reliable indicator 

of attitudes towards affordable housing policy in the respondents. The absence of importance indicates 

that alternative factors, such as political ideology, regional housing market pressures, personal housing 
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experiences, or value orientations, may exert a more substantial influence on public opinion in this 

domain. 

 

3.2.3.2.2 H.2 

H.2 posits that individuals with elevated levels of education will have a more favourable 

disposition towards affordable housing efforts. To assess this hypothesis, a series of statistical studies 

were conducted to examine the association between respondents' highest level of education and their 

views on the need for increasing affordable housing programs. 

To evaluate the link between respondents' educational attainment and their endorsement of the 

extension and promotion of affordable housing, three correlation analyses were performed: Pearson's r, 

Kendall's tau-b, and Spearman's rho. These methods offer contrasting perspectives by assessing 

relationships based on varying statistical assumptions. Pearson's correlation coefficient is a parametric 

test that quantifies the strength and direction of a linear association between two continuous variables. 

Pearson’s r was computed = 0.008 with a p-value of 0.807 (N = 956) in this investigation. This coefficient 

is nearly 0, signifying an almost absent linear correlation between education level and attitudes towards 

the expansion of affordable housing. Additionally, the p-value exceeds the traditional significance level 

of 0.05, so affirming that this finding lacks statistical significance. Consequently, there is no indication 

of a significant linear correlation between the two variables. 

 

 

Demand for 

affordable 

housing 

Level of education Pearson Correlation .008 

Sig. (2-tailed) * .807 

N of valid cases 956 

    * Significant at 0.01 probability level 

Table 12. Correlation analysis on level of education and affordable housing by using Pearson correlation 

 Considering that the variables are ordinal or may not satisfy the normality assumptions necessary 

for Pearson’s correlation, two non-parametric tests were performed as illustrated in Table 13: Kendall’s 

tau-b and Spearman’s rho. These tests are more suitable for ranked or ordinal data. 

 

 

Demand for 

affordable housing 

Kendall's tau_b Level of education Correlation Coefficient .030 

Sig. (2-tailed) .286 

N of valid cases 956 

Spearman's rho Level of education Correlation Coefficient .035 

Sig. (2-tailed) .285 

N of valid cases 956 

Table 13. Non-parametric correlation analysis on level of education and affordable housing by using 

Kendall's tau-b and Spearman's rho 



Brigitte Steinhoff R2 – 2nd Intermediary Project 22 

 

Kendall's tau-b is a rank-based correlation coefficient that quantifies the strength and direction of 

the linear link between two variables. Kendall’s tau-b assesses the extent of coherence and divergence 

between pairs of observations, in contrast to Pearson’s r, which implies linear and interval data. It is 

typically cautionary and less vulnerable to abnormal values, finding it appropriate for small or 

unbalanced samples. The value of Kendall's tau-b in the current research was τ = 0.030 (p = 0.286). This 

coefficient indicates a not significant positive correlation; but the unimportant p-value suggests that the 

correlation lacks statistical significance. The probability of seeing such a correlation by chance is 

significant, so no dependable conclusion can be drawn regarding the association. 

 Spearman’s rho is a rank-based non-parametric test that determines correlation by utilising 

Pearson’s formula on rank-transformed data. It quantifies the strength and direction of a linear link, 

keeping it responsive to any persistent upward or downward trend, regardless of linearity. In this 

scenario, Spearman's rho was ρ = 0.035 (p = 0.285). Similar to Kendall’s tau-b, this likewise indicates a 

not significant positive association that lacks statistical significance. The resemblance of Spearman’s 

rho to Kendall’s tau-b further substantiates the validity of this conclusion across many non-parametric 

methodologies. 

Both coefficients are minimal, indicating weak positive correlations. Consistent with Pearson's r, 

neither of these findings is statistically significant. The p-values for both tests exceed 0.05, indicating 

that the observed relationships are probably attributable to chance. The correlation studies collectively 

indicate a lack of statistically meaningful association between the level of educational and support for 

the development of affordable housing. All three correlation coefficients, irrespective of the employed 

approach, are approximately zero and statistically non-significant. The results indicate that, in this 

sample, increasing education levels do not correlate with increased support for the extension and 

promotion of affordable housing. 

The model summary as shown in Table 14, provides critical insights into the validity of the 

regression model predicting support for affordable housing development based on respondents' highest 

educational level. The R value indicates the correlation between the actual values of the dependent 

variable (support for affordable housing expansion) and the values predicted by the model. An R number 

approaching 1 or -1 signifies a robust link, whereas a value close to zero denotes a weak relationship. In 

this study, R = 0.008, which is remarkably close to 0, indicating an almost negligible linear association 

between education level and support for affordable housing. The R² score of 0.000 indicates that 

education level accounts for almost none of the variance in support for affordable housing. The adjusted 

R² refines the R² value by accounting for the number of variables relative to the sample size. It is most 

beneficial in models with many predictors; but, even in simple linear regression (with one predictor), it 

provides a slightly more cautious evaluation of model fit. The adjusted R² is negative (-0.001), which 

can occur when the model performs worse than a horizontal line through the mean.  

 

Model R R Square Adjusted R Square 

Standard Error of the 

Estimate 

1 .008a .000 -.001 .590 

a. Predictors: (Constant), Highest level of education 

  R: correlation coefficient 

  R Square: R²; coefficient of determination 

Table 14. Model summary for highest level of education and affordable housing 

To further assess the predictive ability of educational attainment on attitudes toward affordable 

housing expansion, an Analysis of Variance (ANOVA) was conducted as part of the linear regression 

model. The purpose of the ANOVA test in this context is to evaluate whether the regression model, as a 
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whole, provides a statistically significant improvement in predicting the dependent variable compared 

to a model with no predictors. As shown in Table 15, the regression sum of squares is 0.021, while the 

residual sum of squares is 332.024, and the total sum of squares is 332.045. The total variance in the 

dependent variable (support for affordable housing) is overwhelmingly accounted for by residual error 

rather than the predictor variable (education level), as evidenced by the small proportion of regression 

sum of squares relative to total sum of squares. 

 

Model Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig.* 

1 Regression .021 1 .021 .060 .807b 

Residual 332.024 954 .348   

Total 332.045 955    

a. Dependent Variable: Demand for affordable housing 

b. Predictors: (Constant), Highest level of education 

 df: degree of freedom 

 F: F-value 

 * Significant at 0.05 probability level 

Table 15. Analysis of variance for level of education and affordable housing by using ANOVAa 

The F-ratio, determined by dividing the mean square for regression by the mean square for the 

residuals = 0.060. The exceedingly low F-value indicates that the variation accounted for by the 

regression model is minimal relative to the unexplained variance. The p-value of 0.807 significantly 

exceeds the standard alpha criteria of 0.05, indicating that the model lacks statistical significance. Based 

on the results of the ANOVA test, it appears that the regression model lacks a statistically significant 

improvement in predicting whether individuals support the expansion and promotion of affordable 

housing when education level is included. 

As illustrated in Table 16, the regression coefficients table provides information on both the 

magnitude and statistical significance of the predictor variable within the model. The unstandardised 

regression coefficient (B) for education level is 0.003, with a standard error of 0.013 and a p-value of 

0.807. The direct alteration in the dependent variable that corresponds to each one-unit increase in the 

independent variable is represented by this coefficient. Essentially, this means that the designated 

measurement scale shows a mere 0.003-point increase in support for affordable housing for each 

incremental increase in educational level (e.g., from high school graduation to a college degree or from 

a bachelor's degree to a doctoral). The extent of this effect is minimal and virtually irrelevant. Given the 

size of the dependent variable, a fluctuation of 0.003 is insignificant and unlikely to indicate any 

meaningful change in opinion or attitude. The standardised coefficient (β) for level of education is 0.008, 

enabling direct comparisons among variables by aligning all coefficients on a consistent standardised 

scale. A Beta of 0.008 signifies that a one standard deviation increases in education results in only a 

0.008 standard deviation increase in support for affordable housing, indicating an almost minimal effect. 

In regression analysis, standardised coefficients near zero indicate that the predictor has not significant 

statistical significance within the model. The t-test evaluates whether the coefficient for the predictor is 

substantially distinct from zero. A p-value significantly exceeding the standard α = 0.05. The observed 

correlation between education level and support for affordable housing lacks statistical significance and 

likely resulted from random variation within the sample. 

The regression results clearly confirm the findings from the correlation analyses. There is no 

meaningful or statistically significant relationship between the educational level and support for 

affordable housing. The effect is virtually zero, and the model has no predictive power. 
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Table 16. Coefficientsa for level of education and affordable housing 

 

Model 

Unstandardised 

Coefficients 

Standardised 

Coefficients 

t Sig. B Std. Error Beta 

1 (Constant) 1.719 .069  25.027 <.001 

Level of 

education 

.003 .013 .008 0.245 .807 

a. Dependent Variable: Demand for affordable housing 

 B: unstandardised regression coefficient 

 Std. Error: standard error  

   t: t-value 

 
 

The results demonstrate that the level of education is neither a statistically significant nor a 

substantively useful predictor of support for the expansion and promotion of affordable housing in this 

group of individuals. The correlations were virtually non-existent, the regression model demonstrated 

minimal explanatory power, and the effect size of education was insignificant. As a result, the data does 

not support H.2. The hypothesis that individuals with a higher level of education exhibit increased social 

awareness by demonstrating stronger support for affordable housing expansion is not experimentally 

substantiated in this sample. Additional factors such as personal experience, political ideology, or 

regional housing pressures may serve as more pertinent determinants of attitude. 

 

3.2.3.2.3 H.3a 

A correlation study was performed to assess the association between respondents' age and their 

opinions towards the expansion of affordable housing in H.3a, employing three distinct statistical 

methods: Pearson’s r, Spearman’s rho, and Kendall’s tau-b. Each approach fulfils a distinct analytical 

function and is suitable under varying assumptions regarding the data, therefore strengthening the 

validity of the results. 

The Pearson correlation coefficient quantifies the linear association between two continuous, 

normally distributed variables; age and attitude towards housing expansion. A positive correlation 

coefficient of r = 0.106 signifies a minor positive linear relationship as age increases, respondents exhibit 

a modest tendency to show increased support for the expansion of affordable housing. The p-value 

<0.001 indicates that this link is statistically significant at the 0.01 level, signifying that the probability 

of this correlation arising by chance is less than 0.1% as illustrated in Table 17. A non-parametric metric 

for rank-order correlation, Spearman's rho is particularly suitable for ordinal variables, non-normally 

distributed data, or non-linear still linear relationships. Pearson's r suggests a linear relationship and 

regularly distributed continuous variables, while Spearman's rho operates on ranked values, making it 

more suitable for non-normal data distributions and biassed variables, commonly encountered in survey 

research. As illustrated in Table 18, the computed value of ρ = 0.110 indicates a weak but statistically 

significant positive correlation between age and support for affordable housing initiatives. This result 

shows that older people are more likely than younger people to support the expansion of affordable 

housing. The weak correlation, nevertheless, the statistical significance (p <.001) indicates that the 

observed pattern is unlikely to have arisen by random chance alone. In datasets with a large number of 

links, where respondents give equal or similar answers, Kendall's tau-b, a non-parametric rank 

correlation coefficient, is thought to be a more robust and conservative option than Spearman's rho. 

Kendall’s tau-b is particularly well-suited for ordinal-level data or when the assumptions of interval 

measurement and regularity are surpassed. The computed Kendall’s tau-b value of τ = 0.088 signifies a 

modest yet statistically significant positive association between age and support for affordable housing. 
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Kendall's tau-b usually gives coefficients that are a little lower than Spearman's rho. However, the 

positive direction and statistical significance (p <0.001) are in line with the results of the other two 

correlation measures. All three methodologies consistently indicate that older respondents exhibit a 

marginally more positive perspective on the expansion of publicly subsidised housing in comparison to 

their younger counterparts. Although it is only feeble in strength, the statistical significance of the 

relationship indicates that it cannot be attributed to random chance. 

 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

    ** Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). 

  Table 17. Correlation analysis on user age and affordable housing by using Pearson correlation 

 

Demand for 

affordable housing 

Kendall's tau_b User age Correlation Coefficient .088** 

Sig. (2-tailed) <.001 

N of valid cases 961 

Spearman's rho User age Correlation Coefficient .110** 

Sig. (2-tailed) <.001 

N of valid cases 961 

   

  ** Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). 

In general, it may be said that support for affordable housing goes up a little as people get older. 

This could be because they are more conscious of social issues, have more life experience, or feel more 

responsible for their community as they get older. 

The relationship between age and support for the expansion of affordable housing was explored 

through the calculation of descriptive statistics across three levels of support: opposed (“no”), undecided 

(“maybe”), and supportive (“yes”) as shown in Table 19. The respondents who expressed opposition to 

the proposed expansion (n = 73) had a mean age of M = 36.70 (SD = 9.52), with a 95% confidence 

interval ranging from 34.48 to 38.92. The participants who had not yet decided (n = 109) were marginally 

younger, with a mean age of M = 35.67 (SD = 11.02) and 95% confidence interval for mean from 33.58 

to 37.76. In contrast, respondents who expressed support for the expansion (n = 779) constituted the 

oldest group, with a mean age of M = 39.90 (SD = 12.71) and a 95% confidence interval ranging from 

39.00 to 40.79. The overall sample (N = 961) had a mean age of M = 39.18 (SD = 12.39). The results of 

 

Monthly net 

income of the 

household 

User age Pearson Correlation .0106 ** 

Sig. (2-tailed) <.001 

N of valid cases 961 

Table 18. Correlation analysis on user age and affordable housing by using Kendall's tau-b and 

Spearman's rho 
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the study indicate that respondents who expressed support for the expansion of affordable housing 

tended to be older than those who opposed it or were uncertain. 

An investigation into the homogeneity of variances is hereby proposed in Table 20. In order to 

evaluate the assumption of equal variances, Levene's test for homogeneity of variances was conducted. 

The outcomes were statistically significant across all test variations. The mean value of the variable is 

the F-statistic for this data with 8.698, and the p-value is <0.001. The median is the midpoint of a dataset. 

The values to the left of the median are lower than the median, and those to the right of the median are 

higher than the median. The F-statistic for this data is 7.521, and the p-value is <0.001. The mean value 

was calculated using trimmed means. The F-statistic for this data is 8.751, and the p-value is <0.001. 

These findings indicate that the variances between the groups are not homogeneous, thus violating a 

fundamental assumption of the one-way ANOVA. However, given the considerable sample size and 

relative balance thereof, the ANOVA is considered to be robust against such deviations. 

 

 N Mean 

Std. 

Deviation 

Std. 

Error 

95% Confidence 

Interval for 

Mean 

Minimum Maximum 

Between- 

Component 

Variance 

Lower 

Bound 

Upper 

Bound 

no 73 36.70 9.519 1.114 34.48 38.92 19 72  

maybe 109 35.67 11.022 1.056 33.58 37.76 18 69  

yes 779 39.90 12.707 .455 39.00 40.79 18 77  

Total 961 39.18 12.394 .400 38.39 39.96 18 77  

Model Fixed 

Effects 
  

12.314 .397 38.40 39.96 
   

Random 

Effects 
   

2.064 30.30 48.06 
  

6.070 

Table 19. Descriptive statistics on user age and affordable housing 

In order to examine H.3a, a one-way analysis of variance (ANOVA) was conducted as shown in 

Table 21. The employment of this inferential statistical test is appropriate when the means of a 

continuous variable (age) across three or more independent groups (levels of support: no, maybe, yes) 

are to be compared. The objective of the one-way analysis of variance (ANOVA) is to evaluate the null 

hypothesis (H0), which posits the equality of the group means, against the alternative hypothesis (H1), 

which assumes that at least one group mean is different. The between-group sum of squares indicates 

the extent to which variations in age can be attributed to differences in support for housing expansion. 

The within-group sum of squares is indicative of residual variation that has not been explained by group 

membership. The F-statistic is calculated as the ratio of between-group variance to within-group 

variance, which in this case is 7.237. The result is statistically significant, with F(2, 958) = 7.237, p 

<0.001. 
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 Levene Statistic df1 df2 Sig. 

User age Based on Mean 8.698 2 958 <.001 

Based on Median 7.521 2 958 <.001 

Based on Median and with 

adjusted df 

7.521 2 944.312 <.001 

Based on trimmed mean 8.751 2 958 <.001 

df: degree of freedom 

Table 20. Test of homogeneity of variances on user age and affordable housing 

 
 Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 

Between Groups 2194.812 2 1097.406 7.237 <.001 

Within Groups 145262.468 958 151.631   

Total 147457.280 960    

df: degree of freedom 

Table 21. One-way analysis of variance (ANOVA) on user age and affordable housing 

While the result of the analysis of variance is statistically significant, the effect size provides a 

measure of practical importance of approximately Eta² = 0.015. This indicates that a mere 1.5% of the 

total variance in age can be attributed to the group variable (level of support). The calculated omega 

squared, and epsilon squared values (ranging between 0.013 and 0.006) also point to low practical 

relevance as shown in Table 22. 

The means plot displayed in Table 23 offers a visual representation of the average age of 

respondents across three distinct groups, categorised based on their stance regarding the expansion of 

affordable housing. Each data point on the graph is indicative of the mean age of respondents within a 

specific group, with the vertical bars denoting the 95% confidence intervals for these means. The plot 

demonstrates an explicit ascending trend from left to right. The respondents who expressed opposition 

to the provision of affordable housing (Group: “No”) were, on average, younger. Those who have not 

yet decided (Group: “Maybe”) have a mean age that is marginally lower. A comparative analysis reveals 

that those who advocate for expansion (Group: “Yes”) are, on average, of a more advanced age. This 

progression suggests a positive relationship between age and support as age increases, so does support 

for the expansion of affordable housing. The vertical bars in the plot are indicative of the confidence 

intervals (typically at the 95% level). These reflect the precision of the estimated group means that 

narrower intervals (as seen in the “yes” group) are indicative of larger sample sizes (n = 779), which in 

turn produce more precise estimates. The wider intervals observed in the "no" and "maybe" groups are 

attributable to the reduced sample sizes, which in turn engender an elevated degree of uncertainty in the 

estimate of the group mean. Of particular significance is the fact that the intervals do not overlap fully, 

especially between the “yes” and “maybe” groups. This finding lends further support to the conclusion 

of the ANOVA, which demonstrated that these age differences are statistically significant. 
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Table 23. Means plot on user age and support for affordable housing 

 Point Estimate 

95% Confidence 

Interval 

Lower Upper 

User age Eta-squared .015 .003 .032 

Epsilon-squared .013 .001 .030 

Omega-squared Fixed-effect .013 .001 .030 

Omega-squared Random-

effect 

.006 .000 .015 

a. Eta-squared and Epsilon-squared are estimated based on the fixed-effect model. 

Table 22. ANOVA Effect Sizesa on user age and affordable housing 

The results indicate that older individuals tend to support the expansion of affordable housing 

more frequently than younger ones. While this relationship is statistically significant, its practical 

relevance is only minor. Thus, the hypothesis that awareness of affordable housing increases with age is 

supported but only to a limited extent. 

 

 

3.2.3.2.4 H.3b 

H.3b posits that individuals with higher level of education are more likely to support social efforts 

aimed at facilitating affordable housing. Education is frequently linked to an enhanced comprehension 

of social justice, an expanded knowledge of issues, and a sense of equality, all of which can affect 

perspectives on affordable housing policies. Conversely, it is plausible that higher level of education 

correlates with more personalised and specific perspectives, perhaps diminishing support for equity and 

affordable housing policy. That is why the correlation's direction remains ambiguous in theory, rendering 

empirical investigation essential. 

The association between participants' highest level of education and their perspectives on 

affordable housing was examined to evaluate H.3b. Support for affordable housing was implemented 

through the examination: “Are residents of affordable housing disadvantaged compared to those living 

in privately financed housing?” This variable served as a substitute for supportive attitudes, based on 
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the notion that acknowledging disadvantage indicates a heightened acceptance to housing encourage 

projects. 

 Correlation analyses were performed applying Pearson’s correlation coefficient (r), Spearman’s 

rho (ρ), and Kendall’s tau-b (τb). The sample comprised N = 955 persons with comprehensive data on 

education.  

 

 

Disadvantage of residents 

in affordable housing 

Current situation on 

the housing market 

User age 

Pearson Correlation -.006 -.184** 

Sig. (2-tailed) .843 <.001 

N of valid cases 960 1000 

Sex 
Pearson Correlation .054 -.025 

Sig. (2-tailed) .093 .431 

N of valid cases 957 997 

Highest level of 

education Pearson Correlation -.036 -.037 

Sig. (2-tailed) .271 .242 

N of valid cases 955 995 

Monthly net 

income of the 

household 

Pearson Correlation -.019 -.002 

Sig. (2-tailed) .550 .950 

N of valid cases 960 1000 

** Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). 

Table 24. Correlation analysis on disadvantages of residents and current housing market by using Pearson 

correlation 

The research, as shown in Table 24, indicated that no sociodemographic variables evaluated were 

substantially associated with perceived feelings of disadvantage among residents in affordable housing. 

Pearson's correlation coefficients for all predictors were near zero: age (r = -0.006, p = 0.843), sex (r = 

0.054, p = 0.093), education level (r = -0.036, p = 0.271), and income (r = -0.019, p = 0.550). The results 

reveal an absence of a significant linear relationship between these variables and persons' perceptions 

of affordable housing residents as disadvantaged. A similar result was noted in non-parametric analyses: 

Spearman’s rho and Kendall’s tau-b produced minimal, non-significant coefficients across all 

sociodemographic variables (e.g., for education: Spearman’s ρ = -0.036, p = 0.273; Kendall’s τb = -

0.030, p = 0.271). The findings indicate that attitudes of potential discrimination or disadvantage in 

affordable housing are broadly held and reasonably consistent, irrespective of respondents' age, gender, 

income, or educational level. 

The evaluation of respondents' opinions of the current housing market revealed a distinct and 

statistically significant correlation. All correlation approaches indicated a negative association between 
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age and the criticality with which respondents assessed the housing condition. Individuals who were 

younger tended to consider the housing market as significantly more problematic than those who were 

elderly. According to Pearson's correlation analysis (see Table 24), there was a minor to moderate 

negative influence between age and housing market evaluation (r = -0.184, p <0.001; N = 1,000). This 

result was verified by non-parametric tests (see Table 25): Spearman’s rho (ρ = -0.175, p <0.001) and 

Kendall’s tau-b (τ = -0.136, p <0.001). This continuous pattern indicates a strong correlation across 

several measurement methods. No substantial relationships were seen between the housing market 

evaluation and the other sociodemographic variables: gender (r = -0.025, p = 0.431), education (r = -

0.037, p = 0.242), or income (r = -0.002, p = 0.950). 

 

 

Disadvantage of 

residents in 

affordable housing 

Current situation 

on the housing 

market 

Kendall's tau_b 

User age 

Correlation 

Coefficient 
-.005 -.136** 

Sig. (2-tailed) .845 <.001 

N of valid cases 960 1000 

Sex 

Correlation 

Coefficient 
.050 -.025 

Sig. (2-tailed) .099 .401 

N of valid cases 957 997 

Highest level of 

education 

Correlation 

Coefficient 
-.030 -.020 

Sig. (2-tailed) .271 .462 

N of valid cases 955 995 

Monthly net 

income of the 

household 

Correlation 

Coefficient 
-.017 .017 

Sig. (2-tailed) .531 .521 

N of valid cases 960 1000 

Spearman's rho 

User age 

Correlation 

Coefficient 
-.006 -.175** 

Sig. (2-tailed) .855 <.001 

N of valid cases 960 1000 

Sex 

Correlation 

Coefficient 
.053 -.027 

Sig. (2-tailed) .099 .401 

N of valid cases 957 997 
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Highest level of 

education 

Correlation 

Coefficient 
-.036 -.023 

Sig. (2-tailed) .273 .466 

N of valid cases 955 995 

Monthly net 

income of the 

household 

Correlation 

Coefficient 
-.020 .021 

Sig. (2-tailed) .526 .514 

N of valid cases 960 1000 

** Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).  

 

 

The data reveal that the younger generation, specifically, view the housing market as considerably 

more challenging. The age-related discrepancy was consistently noted across all correlation techniques, 

revealing moderate negative correlations that suggest younger respondents are more critical of the 

current housing situation. A probable explanation is that younger individuals are more directly impacted 

by contemporary market difficulties, including escalating rents, housing shortages in urban locales, and 

heightened hurdles to purchase. Younger generations may have increased uncertainty about their future 

home stability, leading to heightened concern. These findings correspond with wider socioeconomic 

trends, since younger generations are disproportionately impacted by unstable employment situations 

and financial instability, both of which could hinder access to adequate housing. 

 

3.2.3.2.5 H.4a 

In order to evaluate H.4a that public acceptance of affordable housing rises when it is represented 

positively in the media, applying phrasing such as “affordable housing” instead of “social housing”, 

descriptive statistics were calculated for essential variables. To explore the possible impact of language 

framing, respondents were asked to rate the terms “affordable housing” and “social housing”. The 

answers were measured on a Likert scale ranging from 1 (very negative) to 5 (very positive) and these 

ratings were correlated with their assessment of whether further expansion is needed. The results reveal 

clear differences as illustrated in Table 26. The term “affordable housing” is evaluated more positively 

on average (M = 3.38; SD = 1.006) than the term “social housing” (M = 2.74; SD = 1.113). The 

difference indicates that “affordable housing” generally generates positive associations among the 

general population, reinforcing the notion that the terminology used to characterise publicly financed 

housing programs may affect the general public's opinion.  

The urgent need to strengthen and promote for the development of affordable housing was the 

principal measure of widespread acceptance for an expansion of housing policy. Responses were 

documented using a Likert scale. The average value for this variable was M = 1.73 (SD = 0.589), 

indicating a strong general agreement among respondents about the expansion of affordable housing 

construction. The mean value indicates that most participants favour expanded investment and 

promotion in this policy domain, as lower values imply higher agreement. 

 

 

 

 

 

Table 25. Correlation analysis on disadvantages of residents and current housing market by using Kendall's 

tau-b and Spearman's rho 
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 Mean Std. Deviation N of valid cases 

Is there a need to expand 

and promote affordable 

housing construction? 

1.73 .589 961 

How do you feel about and 

assess the term “affordable 

housing”? 

3.38 1.006 1000 

How do you feel about and 

assess the term “social 

housing”? 

2.74 1.133 1000 

Table 26. Descriptive statistics on promotion and framing of affordable housing 

To further evaluate H.4a, correlation analyses were used to investigate the relationship between 

the perceived positivity of framing housing-related expressions and the promotion of affordable housing 

expansion. In order to guarantee the reliability of the results across a variety of assumptions regarding 

Likert scale level and distribution, Pearson's correlation coefficients were determined (see Table 27), in 

addition to non-parametric alternatives such as Spearman's rho and Kendall's tau-b as shown in Table 

28. The analysis showed that how people feel about the expression “affordable housing” is strongly and 

positively linked to how much they think more affordable housing should be built (r = 0.331, p <0.001). 

This association is moderately strong and indicates that persons who have a more favourable attitude 

towards the term “affordable housing” are more likely to support for its development. The non-

parametric correlation coefficients correspond this finding. Spearman’s rho was ρ = 0.318 (p <0.001), 

and Kendall’s tau-b was τ = 0.289 (p <0.001). These consistent results demonstrate that the relationship 

remains regardless of assumptions concerning linearity or data distribution. In contrast, the term “social 

housing” additionally showed a statistically significant but substantially reduced correlation with 

support for expansion. The Pearson correlation coefficient was r = 0.189 (p <0.001), while the non-

parametric values were ρ = 0.172 and τ = 0.153 (both p <0.001). Although still positive, these reduced 

coefficients suggest that the term “social housing” generates a less favourable response to the 

engagement of support for the expansion of affordable housing policy. 

 

 

How do you 

feel about and 

assess the term 

“affordable 

housing”? 

How do you feel 

about and assess the 

term “social 

housing”? 

Is there a need to 

expand and promote 

affordable housing 

construction? 

Pearson 

Correlation 
.331** .189** 

Sig. (2-

tailed) 
<.001 <.001 

N of valid 

cases 
961 961 

** Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). 

  

Table 27. Correlation analysis on promotion and framing of affordable housing by 

using Pearson correlation 
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How do you 

feel about and 

assess the term 

“affordable 

housing”? 

How do you feel 

about and 

assess the term 

“social 

housing”? 

Kendall's 

tau_b 

Is there a need 

to expand and 

promote 

affordable 

housing 

construction? 

Correlation 

Coefficient 
.289** .153** 

Sig. (2-

tailed) 
<.001 <.001 

N of valid 

cases 
961 961 

Spearman's 

rho 

Is there a need 

to expand and 

promote 

affordable 

housing 

construction? 

Correlation 

Coefficient 
.318** .172** 

Sig. (2-

tailed) 
<.001 <.001 

N of valid 

cases 
961 961 

** Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).  
 

These findings indicate that the language framing of publicly subsidised housing concepts 

significantly influences public support for their development. The more favourable the initial impression 

of an expression, the greater possibility of public support for the increasing number of such housing 

forms. This effect is especially evident for expressions such as “affordable housing,” but the term “social 

housing” may cause greater concerns or negative connotations. H.4a is clearly supported by the data. 

Public support for the expansion of affordable housing is improved by positive language framing, which 

involves the use of more neutral or contemporary terms, such as “affordable housing”. This emphasises 

the substantial influence that media and political communication strategies can have on the social 

acceptance of proposals for social policy in the affordable housing industry.  

A multiple linear regression was undertaken to further evaluate H.4a. The dependent variable was 

support for the expansion of affordable housing, whereas the variables that predicted it were the 

respondents' opinions of the concepts of affordable housing and social housing. The model produced a 

multiple correlation coefficient of R = 0.333 and a R² = 0.111, indicating that around 11.1% of the 

variance in the dependent variable was explained by the model. The adjusted R² = 0.109 indicates that 

this explanatory ability is not increased by overfitting as shown in Table 29. The ANOVA table (Table 

30) confirms the regression model is highly statistically significant, F(2, 958) = 59.581, p <0.001. 

Demonstrating that the two predictors collectively accounted for variance in support for the expansion 

of affordable housing.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Table 28. Correlation analysis on promotion and framing of affordable housing by 

using Kendall's tau-b and Spearman's rho 
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Model R R Square Adjusted R Square 

Std. Error of the 

Estimate 

1 .333a .111 .109 .556 

a. Predictors: (Constant), How do you feel about and assess the term “social 

housing”?, How do you feel about and assess the term “affordable housing”? 

  R: correlation coefficient 

  R Square: R²; coefficient of determination 

Table 29. Model summary for promotion and framing of affordable housing 

 

Model 

Sum of 

Squares df 

Mean 

Square F Sig. 

1 Regression 36.876 2 18.438 59.581 <.001b 

Residual 296.460 958 .309   

Total 333.336 960    

a. Dependent Variable: Is there a need to expand and promote affordable housing 

construction? 

b. Predictors: (Constant), How do you feel about and assess the term “social 

housing”?, How do you feel about and assess the term “affordable housing”? 

  df: degree of freedom 

  F: F-value 

Table 30. Analysis of variance for promotion and framing of affordable housing by using ANOVAa 

To gain a deeper insight into the specific impact of each predictor on the model, the 

unstandardised and standardised coefficients from the multiple regression analysis were analysed (see 

Table 31). The intercept (constant term) was statistically significant, B = 1.049, SE = 0.066, t(958) = 

15.872, p <0.001. This number indicates the anticipated level of support for the expansion of affordable 

housing when both predictor variables (evaluations of affordable housing and social housing) are set to 

zero. Although this circumstance is unlikely in practical terms (since zero typically resides beyond the 

used Likert scale), the intercept establishes the fundamental starting point of the regression line. The 

assessment of the term “affordable housing” was a statistically significant predictor of public support 

for housing growth, B = 0.187, SE = 0.021, β = .314, t(958) = 8.99, p <0.001. The unstandardised 

coefficient (B) implies that for every one-unit rise in a favourable opinion of the phrase “affordable 

housing”, there is a corresponding gain of 0.187 units in support for the extension of affordable housing, 

while maintaining a consistent impression of social housing. The standardised coefficient (β = 0.314) 

indicates the relative strength of this predictor in variance units, demonstrating that a one standard 

deviations rise in the impression of affordable housing correlates with a 0.314 standard deviation 

increase in support for expansion. This indicates a moderate effect size, implying that the term 

“affordable housing” significantly impacts public opinion regarding housing policy. The evaluation of 

the term “social housing” did not notably forecast support for growth when affordable housing was 

incorporated into the model. The findings indicated B = 0.019, SE = 0.018, β = 0.035, t(958) = 1.012, p 

= 0.312. The minimal unstandardised coefficient indicates a trivial increase in support (0.019 units) for 

each unit rise in the favourable impression of social housing, and this effect lacked statistical 

significance. The standardised beta (β = 0.035) further substantiates the minimal impact of this variable, 
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indicating that its influence on the dependent variable is small and statistically unimportant from zero 

when accounting for affordable housing. The elevated p-value = 0.312, confirms this conclusion, 

indicating that any supposed correlation between social housing and policy support is not substantial 

when the influence of affordable housing is considered. 

 

Model 

Unstandardised 

Coefficients 

Standardised 

Coefficients 

t Sig. B Std. Error Beta 

1 (Constant) 1.049 .066  15.872 <.001 

How do you feel 

about and assess the 

term “affordable 

housing”? 

.187 .021 .314 8.991 <.001 

How do you feel 

about and assess the 

term “social 

housing”? 

.019 .018 .035 1.012 .312 

a. Dependent Variable: Is there a need to expand and promote affordable housing 

construction? 

  B: unstandardised regression coefficient 

  Std. Error: standard error  

  t: t-value 

Table 31. Coefficientsa for promotion and framing of affordable housing 

The regression analysis confirms and clarifies on the findings gathered from the correlation data. 

The phrase “affordable housing” significantly influences public support for affordable 

housing development, whereas “social housing” does not have a considerable additional effect when 

both terms are analysed concurrently. This proves H.4a and emphasises the significance of supportive 

language framing in public discourse regarding housing policy. Using present-day, neutral, and 

positively connoted terminology such as “affordable housing” can substantially improve social 

acceptance and political engagement for affordable housing initiatives. The findings indicate that older, 

more stigmatised terminology like “social housing” may be less effective in gaining support. 

 

3.2.3.2.6 H.4b 

The investigation of the relationship in relation to H.4b between the public's opinion of housing-

related terms and support for the development of affordable housing offers substantial insight into the 

social and linguistic dynamics influencing attitudes towards housing policy in Germany. Using data by 

federal state, this section analyses how public support for government construction projects is influenced 

by the way phrases like “affordable housing” and “social housing” are formulated. In nearly all German 

federal states, the interpretation of the term “affordable housing” is strongly and positively associated 

with endorsement for its development as illustrated in Table 32. A notable positive association was 

identified in Baden-Württemberg between the perception of “affordable housing” and the endorsement 

of its extension (r = 0.263, p = 0.004). In contrast, the word “social housing” did not demonstrate a 

statistically significant correlation. In Bavaria, both phrases were notably linked to support for 

expansion, with a larger correlation for “affordable housing” (r = 0.331, p <0.001) than for “social 

housing” (r = 0.281, p <0.001). This indicates that higher favourable opinion of either term associated 
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with heightened support, though to a greater degree for the former. In Berlin, only the perception of 

“affordable housing” had a significant correlation with support for expansion (r = 0.345, p = 0.010), 

whereas the association for “social housing” failed to achieve statistical significance. Brandenburg 

demonstrated substantial positive correlations for the terms “affordable housing” (r = 0.445, p = 0.007) 

and “social housing” (r = 0.374, p = 0.027), suggesting that language significantly influences public 

opinion in this federal state. In Bremen, a perfect correlation was seen between the perception of “social 

housing” and support for its extension, despite the exceedingly tiny sample size (n = 3) (r = 1.000, p 

<0.001). This result must be treated with substantial caution due to insufficient power of statistics. A 

notable correlation was identified for “affordable housing” in Hamburg (r = 0.554, p = 0.011), 

nevertheless no significant association was observed for “social housing”. Hessen demonstrated 

substantial positive correlations for both terms, with “affordable housing” displaying a more robust 

association (r = 0.337, p =0 .004) than “social housing” (r = 0.236, p = 0.045). In North Rhine-

Westphalia, noteworthy correlations were found for both “affordable housing” (r = 0.276, p <0.001) and 

“social housing” (r = 0.193, p = 0.007), reinforcing the idea that language image affects housing policy 

preferences throughout a substantial and demographically varied community. In Rhineland-Palatinate, 

a notable association was identified only for “affordable housing” (r = 0.348, p = 0.022), with no similar 

effect observed for “social housing”. Saxony demonstrated substantial and significant correlations for 

the terms “affordable housing” (r = 0.531, p <0.001) and “social housing” (r = 0.356, p = 0.005), 

indicating some of the most pronounced effects seen. In Saxony-Anhalt, the notion of “affordable 

housing” was substantially correlated with support for expansion (r = 0.440, p = 0.019). Schleswig-

Holstein demonstrated a robust and substantial positive connection for “affordable housing” (r = 0.470, 

p = 0.003), whereas the word “social housing” revealed no significant association. In Thuringia, a 

notable positive correlation was identified for “affordable housing” (r = 0.425, p = 0.027), although no 

such correlation was observed for “social housing”. 

In 13 of 16 states, “affordable housing” demonstrated a substantial correlation with support for 

development, frequently with moderate to high effect sizes (e.g., Saxony: r = 0.531; Schleswig-Holstein: 

r = 0.470; Brandenburg: r = 0.445). This similarity indicates that the phrase has a favourable impact 

across various demographic, cultural, and political landscapes in Germany. The term seems to provoke 

a more inclusive and less stigmatised implication, which may improve its convincing effectiveness in 

achieving support from the public. In contrast, “social housing” found significant associations in only 

six of the sixteen states, with correlations that were generally weaker. In regions such as Brandenburg, 

Saxony, and North Rhine-Westphalia, the word exhibited a lesser effect size compared to “affordable 

housing”. The discrepancy indicates the persistent stigmatised or historical connotations associated with 

“social housing” in public discourse, likely because of its associations to dependency on social 

assistance or socio-economic discrimination. In Bavaria, Hessen, and North Rhine-Westphalia, both 

terms exhibited substantial connections, indicating that in certain places, higher acceptance by society 

of housing initiatives might go beyond terminological distinctions. Nonetheless, in these instances, 

“affordable housing” continued to be the more significant predictor of support. Several regional trends 

deserve focus. The eastern states of Saxony, Brandenburg, and Thuringia revealed substantial support 

for “affordable housing”, potentially indicative of significant housing demands or socio-economic 

transformations in post-reunification areas. City-states (e.g., Berlin, Hamburg) showed selective effects, 

with a substantial correlation to “affordable housing”, although “social housing” did not potentially 

suggest metropolitan inhabitants' greater responsiveness to framing in highly populated, different 

environments. 
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Federal state in Germany 

How do you feel 

about and assess the 

term “affordable 

housing”? 

How do you feel 

about and assess 

the term “social 

housing”? 

Baden-

Württemberg 

Demand for 

affordable 

housing? 

Pearson Correlation .263** -.015 

Sig. (2-tailed) .004 .871 

N of valid cases 118 118 

Bavaria Demand for 

affordable 

housing? 

Pearson Correlation .331** .281** 

Sig. (2-tailed) <.001 <.001 

N of valid cases 150 150 

Berlin Demand for 

affordable 

housing? 

Pearson Correlation .345** .240 

Sig. (2-tailed) .010 .077 

N of valid cases 55 55 

Brandenburg Demand for 

affordable 

housing? 

Pearson Correlation .445** .374* 

Sig. (2-tailed) .007 .027 

N of valid cases 35 35 

Bremen Demand for 

affordable 

housing? 

Pearson Correlation .866 1.000** 

Sig. (2-tailed) .333 <.001 

N of valid cases 3 3 

Hamburg Demand for 

affordable 

housing? 

Pearson Correlation .554* .249 

Sig. (2-tailed) .011 .290 

N of valid cases 20 20 

Hessen Demand for 

affordable 

housing? 

Pearson Correlation .337** .236* 

Sig. (2-tailed) .004 .045 

N of valid cases 73 73 

Mecklenburg-

Vorpommern 

Demand for 

affordable 

housing? 

Pearson Correlation .362 .327 

Sig. (2-tailed) .117 .160 

N of valid cases 20 20 

Lower Saxony Demand for 

affordable 

housing? 

Pearson Correlation .159 .117 

Sig. (2-tailed) .164 .306 

N of valid cases 78 78 

Pearson Correlation .276** .193** 
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North Rhine-

Westphalia 

Demand for 

affordable 

housing? 

Sig. (2-tailed) <.001 .007 

N of valid cases 195 195 

Rhineland-

Palatinate 

Demand for 

affordable 

housing? 

Pearson Correlation .348* .213 

Sig. (2-tailed) .022 .170 

N of valid cases 43 43 

Saarland Demand for 

affordable 

housing? 

Pearson Correlation .042 -.211 

Sig. (2-tailed) .874 .416 

N of valid cases 17 17 

Saxony Demand for 

affordable 

housing? 

Pearson Correlation .531** .356** 

Sig. (2-tailed) <.001 .005 

N of valid cases 60 60 

Saxony -Anhalt Demand for 

affordable 

housing? 

Pearson Correlation .440* .138 

Sig. (2-tailed) .019 .484 

N of valid cases 28 28 

Schleswig-Holstein Demand for 

affordable 

housing? 

Pearson Correlation .470** .022 

Sig. (2-tailed) .003 .895 

N of valid cases 39 39 

Thuringia Demand for 

affordable 

housing? 

Pearson Correlation .425* .230 

Sig. (2-tailed) .027 .248 

N of valid cases 27 27 

** Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). 

* Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed). 

Table 32. Correlation analysis on acceptance of affordable housing depending on the federal state in 

Germany by using Pearson correlation 

3.2.3.2.7 H.5 

The hypothesis stated in H.5 is that the perception that affordable housing leads to higher crime 

rates has a negative effect on public acceptance of such projects and development plans. This means the 

study is exploring whether people's fear of increased crime (linked to the construction of affordable 

housing) influences their attitudes toward the development of such housing projects. The analysis 

employed a fear index, a tool designed to assess concerns regarding affordable housing, in terms of two 

distinct facets: perception of stability and security, and subjective evaluations of affordable housing 

itself. In addition to these objective considerations, the index also drew upon psychological factors, 

namely emotional connection, and social engagement, to provide a more comprehensive evaluation of 

the subject. The analysis reveals significant differences in the fear index among respondents based on 

their attitudes toward the expansion of affordable housing. A one-way analysis of variance (ANOVA) 

was employed to examine these differences, and the results indicate a statistically significant effect of 
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respondents' attitudes on the normalised fear index F(2, 931) = 15.243, p <0.001), as shown in Table 35. 

This finding indicates that perceptions of individuals regarding the impact of affordable housing on 

crime rates and overall stability play a key role in their acceptance or rejection of publicly subsidised 

affordable housing development. 

The descriptive statistics of the normalised fear index in Table 33, clearly illustrate a correlation 

between the participant fear levels and their subjective opinions towards affordable housing. The 

individuals opposing the expansion of affordable housing, designated as the “no” group, indicated the 

highest mean score on the fear measure (M = 0.7057, SD = 0.20477), with scores ranging from 0.19 to 

1.00. The 95% confidence interval for the mean was between 0.6566 and 0.7548. This finding suggests 

that they regard the construction of such housing as a major source of concern, potentially attributable 

to anxieties surrounding increased crime or reduced stability. This is in contrast to those who support 

the expansion of social housing (“yes” group), whose mean value is the lowest (M = 0.5677, SD = 

0.21217), with scores ranging from 0.00 to 1.00, indicating relatively low levels of concern. The 95% 

confidence interval for the mean was between 0.5526 and 0.5828. The respondents who were undecided, 

i.e. those who selected the “maybe” option, indicated an intermediate value (M = 0.6194, SD = 0.22090), 

suggesting moderate concerns regarding the potential risks associated with affordable housing. The 95% 

confidence interval for the mean was between 0.5758 and 0.6630. This pattern indicates that attitudes 

towards affordable housing, whether favourable, unfavourable, or undecided, are not simply neutral but 

are significantly influenced by fears or concerns regarding its potential impact on crime rates. The 

highest levels of fear are found among those who oppose affordable housing, while the lowest levels are 

found among those who support it. The group of undecided individuals occupies a median position, 

indicative of a balanced or uncertain disposition with respect to their emotional response to affordable 

housing. 

 

Table 33. Descriptive statistics on a fear index and support for affordable housing 

Prior to executing the one-way analysis of variance (ANOVA), Levene’s Test was administered 

to evaluate the assumption of homogeneity of variances, essential for the validity of ANOVA outcomes 

(see Table 34). Levene’s Test assesses the equality of variations of the normalised fear index among the 

three groups: opponents, uncertain individuals, and supporters of affordable housing development. 

Levene’s Test results demonstrated that the premise of homogeneity of variances was upheld. The 

Levene’s statistic was 0.129, with degrees of freedom df1 = 2 and df2 = 931, and the p-value was 0.879.  

 N Mean 

Std. 

Deviation 

Std. 

Error 

95% Confidence 

Interval for 

Mean 

Minimum Maximum 

Between- 

Component 

Variance 

Lower 

Bound 

Upper 

Bound 

no 71 .7057 .20744 .02462 .6566 .7548 .19 1.00  

maybe 101 .6194 .22090 .02198 .5758 .6630 .05 1.00  

yes 762 .5677 .21217 .00769 .5526 .5828 .00 1.00  

Total 934 .5838 .21599 .00707 .5699 .5977 .00 1.00  

Model Fixed 

Effects 
  

.21277 .00696 .5701 .5975 
   

Random 

Effects 
   

.05499 .3472 .8204 
  

.00436 
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As the p-value above the conventional significance threshold of 0.05, the null hypothesis stating equal 

variances among the groups was not rejected. This indicates that the variation in the normalised fear 

index is uniform across the groups, thus fulfilling the assumption of equal variances. The data 

substantiate the validity of the ensuing ANOVA, as the assumption of homogeneity of variances is an 

essential requirement for the appropriate implementation of this test. As mentioned above, the one-way 

analysis of variance (ANOVA) indicated significant differences in the normalised fear index among the 

three groups: opponents of affordable housing growth, the undecided, and supporters. The F-statistic 

was 15.243, with degrees of freedom 2, 931, and the p-value was <0.001, signifying that the observed 

differences across the groups were statistically significant and improbable to have occurred by chance 

as shown in Table 35.  

 

 Levene Statistic df1 df2 Sig. 

Fear index Based on Mean .129 2 931 .879 

Based on Median .055 2 931 .946 

Based on Median and with 

adjusted df 

.055 2 925.055 .946 

Based on trimmed mean .110 2 931 .896 

df: degree of freedom 

Table 34. Test of homogeneity of variances on a fear index and affordable housing 

 

Sum of 

Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 

Between Groups 1.380 2 .690 15.243 <.001 

Within Groups 42.147 931 .045   

Total 43.528 933    

  df: degree of freedom 

Table 35. One-way analysis of variance (ANOVA) on a fear index and affordable housing 

The practical relevance of these discrepancies was evaluated by calculating the effect magnitude 

using Eta² (see Table 36). Eta² was calculated at 0.032, indicating that roughly 3.2% of the variance in 

the normalised fear index may be attributed to respondents' group identification, specifically their 

position on affordable housing expansion. Although this effect size is deemed small it is statistically 

significant, indicating that the differences between groups are substantial, despite the explained variance 

being extremely low. Additional effect size metrics, such as Epsilon² (ε² = 0.030) and Omega² (ω² = 

0.030 for fixed effects), supported comparable results. Both supplementary effect size measures 

demonstrated a small, nevertheless statistically significant, correlation between group membership and 

the feared index, underscoring that group disparities in attitudes towards affordable housing expansion 

account for a considerable portion of the variance in respondents’ fear levels. 
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 Point Estimate 

95% Confidence 

Interval 

Lower Upper 

Fear 

index 

Eta-squared .032 .012 .056 

Epsilon-squared .030 .010 .054 

Omega-squared Fixed-effect .030 .010 .054 

Omega-squared Random-

effect 

.015 .005 .028 

a. Eta-squared and Epsilon-squared are estimated based on the fixed-effect model. 

Table 36. ANOVA Effect Sizesa on a fear index and affordable housing 

A means plot was created to visually illustrate the variations in the normalised fear index across 

the three groups according to their positions on the development of affordable housing, illustrated in 

Table 37. The graphic illustrates the mean values of the normalised fear index for each group: opponents 

(no), undecided individuals (maybe), and supporters (yes) of affordable housing growth. The means plot 

demonstrates a distinct variation in perceived fear among the groups. The faction opposing the extension 

of affordable housing reveals the highest mean value for the normalised fear index (M = 0.7057), 

signifying the greatest degree of anxiety or imagined risk. The indecisive group follows, exhibiting a 

mean value of M = 0.6194, indicative of a modest level of concern. The faction advocating for the 

extension of affordable housing exhibits the lowest mean value (M = 0.5677), indicating a substantially 

lower level of anxiety or imagined risk. The plot visually confirms the idea that persons who showed 

heightened anxiety regarding the potential adverse effects of affordable housing, such as crime, are more 

likely to oppose its growth. In contrast, individuals with reduced concern or an awareness of reduced 

risks are more likely to encourage its progress. The means plot illustrates the progressive decline in the 

fear index from the no group to the yes group, emphasising the substantial correlation between fear and 

attitudes towards affordable housing. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Table 37. Means plot on a fear index and support for affordable housing 
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The research examined the correlation among specific socio-demographic indicators, subjective 

elements, and popular acceptance for the expansion of affordable housing in Germany. In contrast to the 

initial hypothesis, neither monthly household income nor the highest achieved level of education showed 

a statistically significant link with support for affordable housing projects. A small positive association 

was identified between age and support, indicating marginally greater approval among older 

respondents; nevertheless, the effect was minimal, implying limited practical significance. The most 

notable outcome resulted from the examination of language framing effects. The term “affordable 

housing” received a more favourable evaluation and had a stronger, statistically significant association 

with support for expansion compared to the phrase “social housing”. This effect was uniform throughout 

the majority of federal states and highlights the impact of language and framing on the formation of 

opinions on housing policy. Furthermore, concerns related to affordable housing such as fears about 

safety, stability, and possible changes in neighbourhood demographics, were a substantial predictor of 

preference. Participants with reduced fear index scores had a markedly higher tendency to support the 

expansion of publicly subsidised affordable housing. The findings indicate that socio-demographic 

variables alone are not sufficient explanations for variations in public support. On the contrary, 

communication strategies, risk evaluations, and emotional perspectives are more influential. 

 

3.2.3.3 Discussion 

The survey analysis (N = 1,000) revealed a variety significant findings concerning the acceptance 

of affordable housing in Germany. Unexpectedly, there household income (H.1) and level of education 

(H.2) were not statistically significant determinants of support for the development of affordable 

housing. Age (H.3a) indicated a statistically significant but weak positive connection, indicating that 

older respondents had moderately greater support for the expansion of affordable housing compared to 

their younger counterparts. A notable and persistent observation (H.4a) was the substantial impact of 

language framing: the term “affordable housing” generated more favourable views and higher support 

for policy initiatives compared to “social housing”. The framing effect was vividly seen in most federal 

states, though to differing extents, indicating regional disparities (H.4b). Attitudes associating affordable 

housing with criminality (H.5) were also significant. A more favourable attitude among respondents 

towards affordable housing corresponded with reduced concern regarding the development of new 

affordable housing; thus, the most significant and consistent factor influencing support was a favourable 

awareness, which can also be related to the framing utilised. 

The results collectively suggest the general acceptance of affordable housing in Germany is 

influenced more by opinions, beliefs, and language framing than by ordinary socio-economic status 

indices. Several implications are associated with this. The lack of substantial effects from household 

income and level of education indicates that support for affordable housing surpasses individual 

economic interests or formal societal understanding. Within the German context, the housing limited 

availability is regarded as a collective collaborative burden rather than a zero-sum dilemma, which may 

justify the comparable levels of support expressed by individuals across various economic sectors. This 

indicates that demands for housing policy cannot presume that lower-income or more educated 

populations will be inherently more responsive. The constant finding that the term “affordable housing” 

generates more favourable attitudes than “social housing” emphasises the considerable influence of 

language on the public's opinion. The term “social housing” in Germany is historically linked to 

dependence upon welfare, extreme poverty, and criminality, whereas “affordable housing” presents the 

issue as a universal and inclusive objective. This linguistic distinction potentially activates divergent 

cognitive frameworks, one focused on public welfare and socioeconomic availability, the other on social 

assistance and disadvantaged populations. Policymakers and campaigners can use this framing to 

decrease stigmatisation and expand support networks. The modest yet notable positive correlation 

between age and support may be attributed to assorted reasons. Older people may possess more stable 

housing circumstances, resulting in a diminished sense of personal threat from new developments, or 
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they could be committed to more communal or solidarity-oriented beliefs shaped by various political 

and economic periods. Conversely, older generations may exhibit greater faith in state-sponsored 

housing initiatives since they have previous experiences with effective public housing initiatives. While 

the “affordable housing” framing effect was observed nationwide, the differences in its intensity indicate 

that local housing market situations, cultural norms, and political contexts influence public 

receptiveness. Positive framing may be more effective in high-pressure housing markets, as it directly 

addresses the lived experiences of residents. In areas with less severe housing shortages, the impact may 

be decreased, potentially due to housing not being regarded as a critical local concern. The correlation 

between associating affordable housing with crime and decreasing legislative support illustrates the 

enduring influence of social stigmatisation. This implies that it may be imperative to clarify public 

misconceptions by means of information campaigns, positive examples, and exposure to well-managed 

developments in order to overcome opposition. 

The results of this survey are both confirmatory and contradictory of existing scientific literature 

on public attitudes towards affordable housing. The absence of a statistically significant correlation 

between household income and support for the expansion of affordable housing (H.1) is in contrast to 

the findings of several earlier studies (Koebel et al., 2004; Gabriel et al., 2005), which assumed that 

individuals with lower incomes demonstrated stronger support due to direct personal benefits and 

necessities, while higher-income groups showed a tendency to reject such developments in order to 

protect the value of their property. In a similar context, no significant correlation was identified between 

levels of educational and support for the development of affordable housing (H.2) or opinions regarding 

resident disadvantage (H.3b). This finding conflicts with earlier assumptions in the relevant literature 

(Levay et al., 2018; Matheis and Sorens, 2022), which suggested that higher levels of education were 

associated with greater social awareness and subsequent to this, a more positive attitude towards 

affordable housing initiatives. The analysis identified a statistically significant, although relatively weak, 

positive association between age and support for expansion (H.3a). This contributes to the existing 

literature on the subject, which has until now failed to emphasise age as a relevant factor. The results for 

H.4a are largely consistent with the relevant literature (Goetz, 2008; Nkubito, 2022) and show that the 

term “affordable housing” is rated significantly more positively than “social housing”. The findings 

indicate that positive terminology correlates with stronger support for policy expansion. Research 

findings on the relationship between affordable housing and crime (H.5) support earlier studies (Scally, 

2012) that identified fear of crime as a persistent barrier to public acceptance. 

The findings employed indicate that psychological and ideological variables have a more 

significant impact on the public acceptance of affordable housing than socio-economic variables like 

income or education. While age revealed a small but consistent positive effect, the insignificant roles of 

income and education challenge some established theories in the literature and suggest the importance 

of psychological, ideological, and contextual variables in shaping attitudes. The pronounced framing 

effect between “affordable housing” and “social housing” emphasises the need of strategic 

communication in policy discussions. Terminology that promotes inclusivity and equality tends to 

enhance acceptance, while historically stigmatised terms may sustain resistance. The significance of 

attitudes towards crime indicates that resistance is not primarily economic in nature but also stems from 

social problems and stereotypes. This issue can be addressed through the implementation of targeted 

information campaigns and the presentation of positive results from current projects. The existence of 

geographical disparities in acceptance indicates that a uniform national strategy may prove to be 

ineffective. The effectiveness of support could be enhanced by the adaptation of strategies to local 

housing market conditions, the political climate, and community values. The predominant consensus on 

the significance of expanding affordable housing, coupled with the widespread recognition of the current 

housing market crisis (81.5% negative assessment), fosters an encouraging macroeconomic 

environment for policy initiatives. The effectiveness of these initiatives is determined by their design 

and communication strategies. 
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3.2.3.4 Conclusion 

With a particular emphasis on socio-economic variables, demographic factors, regional 

differences, language framing, and views on crime, the primary objective of this study was to evaluate 

the extent and determinants of public acceptance of affordable housing in German. The results are 

conclusive in addressing each research hypothesis. The income of households shown no statistically 

significant correlation with the acceptance of affordable housing expansion. Through chi-square, 

correlation, and regression studies, income levels accounted for almost no variance in support, 

suggesting that economic status alone does not determine acceptance. Education level equally shown no 

significant correlation with support for expansion. The lack of connection was similar across all 

statistical methods, and regression models validated the absence of predictive significance. The 

associated hypothesis, which investigated the impact of education on attitudes towards affordable 

housing residents as disadvantaged, was similarly unproven. These opinions were commonly held across 

all educational levels. Age was identified as the only socio-economic variable indicating a statistically 

significant correlation with acceptance. Older respondents revealed significantly greater levels of 

acceptance than younger generations. Despite the small impact size, the results were consistent across 

both parametric and non-parametric testing, with ANOVA confirming significant differences among age 

groups. The framing of language was significantly impactful. The phrase “affordable housing” gained 

much greater favourability ratings compared to “social housing”, and its favourable assessment was 

more strongly associated with support for expansion of affordable housing. This finding offers 

substantial evidence that language framing can influence public opinion in a manner that can be 

measured. Regional diversity was noted in support levels among federal states, suggesting that 

geographic and local socio-political factors affect acceptance. Although the study did not identify causal 

processes, the variability confirms the significance of regional dynamics. Eventually, beliefs of 

criminality have been verified as a substantial attitudinal barrier. Participants who identified a correlation 

between affordable housing and increasing crime rates were less likely to support such initiatives, 

therefore strengthening the impact regarding security fears on opposition. 

The findings of this investigation have significant implications for the strategic communication 

of affordable housing initiatives in Germany, as well as for housing policy and urban planning. The 

empirical results indicate that public acceptance is shaped less by conventional socio-economic 

determinants, such as income status and educational level, and more by perceptual, linguistic, and 

contextual variables. This has several notable policy and practical consequences. The lack of a 

substantial correlation between income and support for affordable housing opposes a common 

assumption in housing policy discussions that people with lower incomes will automatically support 

such initiatives, while people with higher incomes will be more opposing. The statistics indicate that 

perspectives on affordable housing are not just influenced by economic self-interest or instant financial 

advantages. Policymakers should consequently pursue a more nuanced strategy that accounts for 

attitudinal differences among income categories. Community engagement initiatives have to include 

every level of socioeconomic status instead than disproportionately targeting presumed groups with 

which there is a greater political alliance. 

The absence of a notable effect of educational achievement also challenges the assumption that 

increased levels of formal education are associated with more progressive attitudes towards policies 

related to society. The finding indicates that housing acceptability is not primarily dependent upon civic 

participation or social awareness. Educational attainment could be combined with additional factors 

such as political ideology, individual housing experience, or neighbourhood context, which were outside 

of the scope of this study. Rather than assuming a linear education–acceptance connection, this 

emphasises how important it is for policy experts to address attitudinal barriers through targeted 

communication and participatory processes. The lack of a notable impact from academic 

accomplishment additionally reduces the assumption that higher levels of education are associated with 

favourable attitudes towards societal issues. The implications of this finding are that housing 
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acceptability is not determined just by civic knowledge or social awareness. Higher education may 

interact with additional factors such as political ideology, personal housing experience, or 

neighbourhood context, which were outside of the scope of this study. It emphasises the importance for 

policy practitioners to address attitudinal obstacles using strategic communication and interactive 

methods, rather than supposing a direct correlation between education and acceptance. The modest yet 

statistically significant positive correlation between age and acceptance of affordable housing suggests 

that older individuals show slightly greater support than their younger counterparts. This may indicate 

increased life experience and knowledge of housing as a long-term societal requirement, or more stable 

economic and residential conditions. This implies that elderly residents may function as strategic friends 

in public consultations, potentially moderating opposition from other demographic groups. The 

decreasing support among younger demographics despite their heightened fear regarding the real estate 

market underscores a dilemma that need focused involvement to transform systemic dissatisfaction into 

backing for concrete neighbourhood solutions. The results of the research on a significant framing 

impact have direct implications for communication strategies. The term “affordable housing” gained 

more favourable evaluations and a greater association with support than “social housing”, demonstrating 

how terminology profoundly impacts the public's opinion. This corresponds with framing theory, which 

argues that language influences cognitive associations and decisions regarding policies. Policymakers, 

housing associations, and campaign organisations ought to use language that highlights inclusivity, 

quality, and collective advantage, while avoiding historically stigmatised terms that evoke notions of 

dependency or urban disintegration. The identified geographical disparities in acceptance emphasise the 

imperative for adapting housing policy and communication techniques to specific local settings. 

Divergences among federal states may be influenced by varying housing market dynamics, political 

cultures, socio-economic frameworks, or past encounters with social housing. Federal housing policy 

should consequently implement a flexible structure that facilitates localised adaptation to local 

requirements and preferences. The discovery that attitudes towards crime correlate negatively with 

support highlights the longstanding impact of fear-driven narratives on the general population. It agrees 

existing research on the NIMBY phenomena and suggests that such beliefs, irrespective of empirical 

validity, can serve as substantial barriers to acceptance. Initiative-taking myth-busting measures, 

transparency in project planning, and the visible demonstration of high-quality design, preservation, and 

community integration in affordable housing developments are all essential in policy application. The 

study aligns with extant research on the NIMBY phenomenon, proposing that such attitudes, irrespective 

of their empirical validity, have the capacity to function as significant barriers to acceptance. To ensure 

effective policy implementation, an initiative-taking approach to identifying and resolving myths is 

important. This must include transparency in project planning and a clear demonstration of superior 

design, preservation, and community inclusion in affordable housing initiatives. 

The findings underscore that initiatives to enhance affordable housing in Germany will be most 

effective through strategically designed communication, regionally tailored execution, and focused 

interventions to rectify misconceptions. By transcending preconceptions based on socio-economic 

profile, policymakers can create engagement methods that are grounded in evidence as well as socially 

acceptable. 

There are limitations to the research and methodology used, which offer opportunities for further 

research. It might use longitudinal methodologies to monitor variations in public acceptance of 

affordable housing over time, highlighting fluctuations associated with policy reforms, economic 

periods, or developments in the housing market, and evaluating the long-term sustainability of framing 

and crime image impacts. It is essential to use experimental or quasi-experimental methodologies to 

identify the causal connections between language framing and acceptance, whereas media content 

analysis may investigate how differences in language, metaphors, and themes affect public opinion. 

Expanding the research to include cross-national comparisons might establish whether the negligible 
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influence of income and education observed here is unique to Germany or reflective of broader 

international phenomena. 

 

3.2.3.5 Limitations and Future Research  

There are limitations to the research and methodology used, which offer opportunities for further 

research. The methodological design of the study constitutes limitations in terms of the generalisability 

of the results. The research is implemented as a quantitative descriptive survey, encompassing a sample 

size of 1,000 participants. Although this data set offers a nationally representative picture and a solid 

foundation for statistical analysis, the ability to draw causal conclusions or capture evolving patterns of 

acceptance is restricted by the limit to a specific point in time. Perspectives on housing are not static. 

They are subject to economic factors, political discourse, demographic changes, and local experiences 

with housing projects. Descriptive data is unable to accommodate such temporal shifts. Therefore, the 

study provides a static representation of public opinion, rather than an indication of its evolution over 

time. The explanatory variables demonstrate that household income and educational levels exhibit only 

limited predictive value regarding support for affordable housing. This conclusion not only reflects the 

survey's statistical findings but also underscores potential conceptual and methodological weaknesses. 

The complex nature of public attitudes regarding affordable housing could fail to be sufficiently 

represented by socio-economic factors itself. It is reasonable to hypothesise that other dimensions, such 

as political orientation, personal housing histories, neighbourhood experiences and cultural attitudes 

towards social welfare and redistribution, are likely to play a more determining role. Although the 

research focuses on demographic and socio-economic indicators, which are of analytical value, it does 

not completely capture the complexity of the phenomenon under research. The study is geographically 

restricted to Germany. This national focus strengthens the internal validity of the results but also limits 

their external validity. The German housing market is characterised by specific institutional, legal, and 

historical conditions, including the legacy of affordable housing policy, regional differences between 

the federal states and diverse cultural attitudes towards rented and owned housing. 

The limitations associated with these characteristics compromise the ability to draw meaningful 

comparisons with results from other international contexts. The generalisation of results to other 

countries would risk the disregard of the structural and cultural differences that shape housing debates 

worldwide. The analytical framework under examination prioritises an examination of key concepts, 

including affordability, language, and framing effects, with a particular focus on the distinction between 

the terms “affordable housing” and “social housing”. While this provides valuable insights into the role 

of communication, structural determinants such as housing supply restrictions, investor behaviour and 

general economic factors affecting affordability are only marginally reflected in the analysis. The 

psychological dimensions of fear of crime and prejudice are only indirectly considered, and it is 

recommended that they be more thoroughly examined through the use of qualitative or mixed methods. 

The lack of total data coverage signifies that the explanatory model is inherently deficient, necessitating 

additional study to incorporate both structural and attitudinal predictor variables into a more holistic 

framework. Notwithstanding, the reliance of the study on self-reported data introduces challenges of a 

fundamental nature. Survey participants may provide socially desirable responses, particularly on 

sensitive topics such as housing and social policy, where responses may be influenced by stigmatisation, 

political correctness, or perceived normative expectations. Despite its efficiency and cost-effectiveness, 

the online format may create a digital divide that systematically excludes certain demographic groups, 

such as older people or those with limited internet access. 

It is possible to identify several approaches for future research on the basis of these limitations. 

Longitudinal surveys have the capacity to observe the evolution of attitudes towards affordable housing 

over time, for example in response to economic crises, political reforms, or demographic changes. Such 

designs would capture the dynamics of acceptance and resistance that cannot be reflected in cross-
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sectional data. It is recommended that experimental and semi-experimental studies be conducted to 

investigate the causal influence of communication strategies, with a particular focus on the framing of 

housing initiatives. Through the strategic manipulation of terminology, literary structures, and media 

imagery, this research aims to identify the most impactful rhetorical strategies in mitigating 

stigmatisation and fostering acceptance. 

A further promising approach is the systematic analysis of media content and public discourse. A 

comprehensive study of the prevailing narratives, metaphors and frames employed in the discourse on 

affordable housing in various media, including the press, social media and political communication, is 

recommended. Such an analysis would serve to complement survey data and elucidate the manner in 

which public opinion is influenced by broader cultural and communicative contexts. This methodology 

could be further expanded through the execution of comparative work, which would compare discourses 

from regions or countries with divergent housing regulations. This methodology could be further 

expanded through the execution of comparative work, which would compare discourses from regions 

or countries with divergent housing regulations. It is proposed that future research should extend beyond 

national borders. The execution of comparative cross-country studies would serve to provide 

clarification as to whether the weak explanatory role of income and education found in this study is 

specific to Germany or whether it reflects a more general trend in advanced economies. The potential 

for such work to provide insights into the influence of institutional differences, including rent control, 

home ownership rates, and social systems, on public acceptance, is a subject that requires further 

research. Conducting more detailed case studies within Germany could potentially reveal regional 

differences in attitudes. It is acknowledged that housing debates are frequently characterised by a strong 

local focus. Conducting a study of the federal states or even municipalities could provide valuable 

insights into the influence of local housing markets, political cultures, and historical experiences with 

affordable housing on acceptance levels.  

This study makes a substantial empirical contribution to the understanding of public acceptance 

of affordable housing in Germany. Its findings are, despite their significance, limited by the cross-

sectional and nationally restricted framework of the study. Future research should employ longitudinal, 

experimental, comparative, and mixed methods to capture the full complexity of attitudes, contextual 

influences, and communication strategies that determine the success or failure of affordable housing 

policies. 

 

3.3 Qualitative Research  

3.3.1 Sample and Context 

The qualitative research study uses grounded theory methodology to investigate the acceptability 

of affordable housing among the general population. Grounded theory is an interpretive research 

methodology that has its theoretical foundation in symbolic interactionism and its methodological 

origins in the sociological traditions of the Chicago School (Glaser and Strauss, 1967). Grounded theory 

is usually applied in the form of qualitative techniques such as interviews to gather data, which is then 

subjected to analysis through methods such as constant comparison and dimensional analysis 

(Schatzman, 1964; Strauss, 1987). The overarching objective of grounded theory is to develop concepts, 

conceptual categories, and relationships between these categories through a direct process of data 

analysis. This approach results in a theory that is based on the lived experiences of participants rather 

than relying on pre-existing theoretical frameworks to interpret those experiences. In contrast to other 

interpretive methodologies, grounded theory places particular emphasis on examining variation and 

explicating complexity. The objective is to demonstrate how social processes produce meaning and how 

specific contextual conditions shape these processes. This focus on complexity and variation makes 

grounded theory particularly well-suited for investigating abstract social constructs, such as approval, 

tolerance, or rejection, which are deeply embedded in the concrete elements of social life. The strength 

of the methodology lies in its ability to integrate subjective experiences with broader social conditions, 
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making it an invaluable tool for exploring the relationship between social acceptance and the factors that 

form the basis of it (Charmaz, 2005). 

The methodology used in this study comprised a comprehensive review and analysis of the extant 

literature on the interrelated topics of acceptance, tolerance, and rejection in relation to publicly 

subsidised housing. It was supplemented by a series of in-depth interviews with professionally qualified 

individuals who have a direct and close connection to this topic. The data presented in this research 

study was obtained from a comprehensive review of the extant literature and from eleven in-depth 

interviews conducted with individuals who play a professional role in the promotion of housing, with a 

particular focus on the construction of publicly subsidised housing at the city, district, municipal and 

state levels in Germany. In accordance with the principles of grounded theory, the sampling strategy was 

targeted and systematic. The participants were chosen to provide insights into their experiences, 

opinions, and attitudes regarding the acceptance of affordable housing, with the purpose of emphasising 

their distinctive roles and contributions within the research process. This methodological approach was 

adopted to ensure the relevance of the topic to the participants. The interviews were conducted with 

individuals from across Germany. 

 
3.3.2 Data Collection  

The data was collected using a combination of semi-structured face-to-face, telephone and video 

interviews, resulting in a total of eleven interviews with thirteen experts. The interviews form the 

primary data source for the grounded theory research approach, with supplementary sources used to 

facilitate understanding of the circumstances and their presentation to various stakeholders, as well as 

to identify discrepancies between individuals in society to gain further insights into important issues 

(Jick, 1979; Miles and Huberman, 1994). The semi-structured interviews, which differed in duration 

from 18 to 59 minutes, incorporated open-ended questions with the objective of obtaining detailed 

responses from individuals regarding their personal professional experiences with publicly subsidised 

housing, and their awareness of the significance, impact, and consequences of these experiences. 

According to Charmaz (2014), the pace of the interview was determined by the information gathered 

from the verbal and non-verbal responses of each participant. A series of structured prompts was 

employed to encourage reflection and the emergence of spontaneous insights. The researcher conducted 

all interviews, which were digitally recorded and transcribed verbatim at the earliest opportunity. The 

transcripts were then compared with the recordings. 

 
3.3.3 Data Analysis  

The transcripts were read with reference to the relevant literature and societal perspective. In an 

iterative process, the qualitative data was subjected to analysis in a manner that entailed a back-and-

forth movement between the data and an emerging structure of theoretical arguments (Locke, 2001; 

Miles and Huberman, 1994; Strauss and Corbin, 1990). This analysis was conducted in accordance with 

three principal steps. In the first step of the analysis, the data was grouped into broad categories to 

facilitate comparison between the incidents. The opinions and feelings of the participants were identified 

through open coding, and then common statements were used to form provisional categories and first-

order codes (Locke, 2001). In accordance with the procedures outlined by Miles and Huberman (1994), 

a contact summary form was used to document the provisional categories emerging from each interview 

at all stages of the research process. To illustrate, at the midpoint of the interviews, several data 

fragments were identified that were related to the general question that had been posed to the 

participants, “Why can publicly subsidised housing give cause for negative feelings and behaviours to 

emerge?” Once the codes had been named and the categories created, a further review of the data was 

conducted to ascertain which, if any, items aligned with each category. On occasion, the reviewed data 

did not align well with a given category, necessitating either the abandonment or revision of the category 

in question. As previously stated, the categories identified in the initial data collection phase were used 
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to inform and direct subsequent interviews conducted as part of the follow-up data collection process 

(Spradley, 1979). 

The second phase of analytical abstraction involved focused coding, whereby the groups of initial 

codes were compared, refined, and summarised with increasingly abstract labels. The technique of 

constant comparison was integrated into the entire analysis, allowing for the identification of similarities 

and differences between disparate data sets. Theoretical questions emerged that indicated the necessity 

for the inclusion of missing data to construct concepts. Theoretical sampling was employed to gain a 

novel perspective on the data or to identify further participants for the purpose of developing and refining 

emerging concepts (Charmaz, 2014). The theoretical sampling approach also informed the ongoing data 

collection, with the aim of identifying a diverse range of experiences (Charmaz, 2014; Morse and 

Richards, 2002). The capacity to identify the challenges and strategies deployed by participants 

facilitated the development of a conceptual framework through the utilisation of theoretical sampling. 

As the categories were subjected to a process of summarisation, they became increasingly theoretical 

and abstract in terms of their conceptualisation. This process is defined as a movement from initial to 

focused coding. The focused coding was conducted to identify relationships between and within the 

categories, thereby enabling the formulation of overarching themes (Locke, 2001; Strauss and Corbin, 

1990).  

Once the theoretical categories had been defined, an investigation was undertaken to ascertain the 

underlying dimensions that could facilitate the adaptation of the categories to create a coherent picture. 

For instance, certain categories appeared to be more process oriented. Examples of this phenomenon 

include the continuous shaping of the public image of affordable housing by “media framing”, and the 

reflection of everyday negotiations of solidarity among residents in “interpersonal engagement”. In 

contrast, other categories appeared to be more state-oriented. For example, the term “emotional comfort 

and safety” refers to a state of well-being that housing must ensure, while “housing shortage and 

accessibility” refers to a structural challenge that persists within the housing system. Alternative 

conceptual frameworks or models were then identified, which described the interrelationship of these 

problems and the organisational theories that were available. Once a framework was identified, the 

data’s fit or misfit was then evaluated against this emerging theoretical understanding (Glaser and 

Strauss, 1967; Locke, 2001). These techniques were not linear; instead, they constituted a “recursive, 

process-oriented, analytic procedure” (Locke, 1996, p. 240), which was continued until a clear 

understanding of the emerging theoretical connections was achieved. Additional interviews no longer 

revealed new data relationships.  

The fundamental components of a grounded theory study are set out in Figure 1. It is noteworthy 

that these components may manifest in diverse combinations within other qualitative studies; however, 

a grounded theory study is characterised by the presence of all these components. Figure 2 presents the 

final data structure, summarising the process of the first-order codes, the theoretical categories, and the 

aggregate theoretical dimensions that have been used to construct the model of the taxonomy of 

acceptance. 
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Openness
Throughout the 

study

Grounded theory methodology prioritises inductive analysis. Deduction is the predominant mode of 

analytical reasoning in medical research. Deduction progresses from the general to the specific: it 

commences with established hypotheses or theories and gathers data to evaluate those assumptions. 

Conversely, induction progresses from the specific to the general: it formulates new ideas or 

hypotheses based on numerous observations. Grounded theory particularly promotes induction. This 

indicates that grounded theory investigations typically adopt a more open methodology regarding the 

process under investigation. The focus of a grounded theory study may shift as researchers discern 

what is significant to the participants.

Research 

questions
Data collection

The research question thus constitutes not a precise hypothesis, but rather a broad, open-ended 

puzzle. The objective is to direct researchers towards a particular phenomenon, whilst allowing the 

data to inform the subsequent direction of enquiry. The questions thus serve as a compass, rather than 

a blueprint – they initiate the process, but do not predetermine the path. It is common practice for 

researchers to refine or reformulate the research question during the study, based on what participants 

highlight as significant.

Recruitment 

and sampling of 

participants

Data collection 

and sampling

Early recruitment often begins as purposeful sampling: participants who are likely to have insights into 

the topic are selected. In the course of coding and analysis, recruitment shifts to theoretical sampling: 

participants or cases are deliberately sought who can clarify gaps, test new categories or expand 

variations.

Data collection Data collection
The data is then collated through various means, including interviews, observations, and document 

analysis. A key aspect of the methodology is the concurrent collection and analysis of data.

Analysing 

immediately
Analysis

Researchers initiate analysis concurrently with data collection. In a grounded theory study, analysis 

should begin promptly and proceed concurrently with data gathering to facilitate theoretical sampling.

Memo writing Analysis

The act of composing memos is an integral component of all stages of the process. It is required to 

write reflective notes in order to record their insights, relationships, and questions. This is key to 

developing theoretical sensitivity.

Coding and 

comparing
Analysis

Data analysis depends on coding, which involves deconstructing data into smaller components and 

labelling them, as well as comparing data with data, case with case, event with event, and code with 

code to comprehend and elucidate variations in the data. Codes are ultimately integrated and 

interconnected; at this juncture, they are more abstract and designated as categories or concepts.

Theoretical 

sampling

Sampling and 

data collection

Theoretical sampling is utilised to select new participants or data sources based on the emerging 

findings of a study. The objective of the study is to collect data that will contribute to the further 

development and refinement of the emerging categories and theoretical concepts.

Initial (open) 

coding

Sampling and 

analytical step

Initial (or open) coding is the initial analytical stage. To find activities, meanings, or processes, the 

data is analysed line by line and divided into smaller chunks. During this stage, the codes stay close 

to the data and frequently preserve the participants' perspective by using their own words (in vivo 

codes). Avoiding hasty interpretations, producing a large number of preliminary codes, and remaining 

open to modifications are the objectives. 

Focused Coding 

and 

categorising

Sampling and 

analytical step

Focused (or selective) coding is the stage where numerous preliminary codes are condensed into a 

smaller set of the most significant or dominant codes. These significant codes are employed to 

systematically arrange the data and are refined into more extensive categories that elucidate patterns 

and linkages. Focused coding has been shown to diminish complexity and provide an analytical basis 

for later stages of theory development.

Theoretical 

coding
Analysis

Theoretical coding is the phase of grounded theory in which the main categories are linked together to 

form an integrated framework. The relationships between the categories – such as causes, conditions, 

strategies or consequences – are specified so that the emerging concepts form a coherent theoretical 

explanation of the phenomenon under investigation.

Theoretical 

saturation

Sampling, data 

collection, and 

analysis

In qualitative research, the objective is typically to attain "saturation" in the investigative process. This 

phenomenon is occasionally interpreted as an indication that no novel information has been obtained 

from the participants. The objective of a grounded theory study is to achieve theoretical saturation. This 

is a nuanced variant of saturation, in which all concepts within the substantial theory to be developed 

are comprehensively understood and can be confirmed by facts.

Production of a 

substantive 

theory

Analysis and 

interpretation

The outcomes of a grounded theory investigation are articulated as a substantive theory, comprising a 

collection of interrelated concepts forming a cohesive framework. This concept, like most scientific 

theories, is regarded as flawed, context-dependent and never entirely conclusive.

Component Stage Description

Figure 1. Components of grounded theory 
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Figure 2. Overview of data structure 
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3.3.4 Findings 

3.3.4.1 Participants 

A total of thirteen participants, comprising six women and seven men, who had professional 

experience with publicly subsidised housing, agreed to participate in this study. Participants were 

recruited through the personal contacts of the researcher. The interviews were then conducted on site, 

by telephone or via video conference. The consent form was provided to the participants prior to the 

appointment and returned signed to the interviewer. The participants were anonymised in the interviews, 

and identifying features such as the names of organisations and individuals were changed in the 

transcript to ensure the confidentiality of other individuals referred to by the participants. As a 

component of the data collection process, participants were requested to provide a range of demographic 

details, including their gender, the nature and purpose of their professional occupation. All participants 

reported it that they were familiar with publicly subsidised housing in their professional capacity 

(100.0%). The mean interview duration was 35.58 minutes (Mmin = 35.58, SDmin = 10.67). The 

participants were geographically representative of Germany, spanning from the north (Hamburg, 

Bremen) to the south (Tübingen, Bavaria) and from the west (Wiesbaden) to the east (Dresden), thus 

facilitating the acquisition of a comprehensive nationwide perspective. The interviews were conducted 

between 16 June and 12 August 2025 (refer to Figure 3 for a detailed description of the sample). 

3.3.4.2 Word Cloud in Affordable Housing Discourse 

The objective of using a word cloud, as illustrated in Figure 4, for this study is to examine the 

most frequent terms, which implies that most of the analysis will be conducted within these areas. A 

word cloud, also known as a tag cloud, is a visual representation of text data in which their respective 

sizes represent the frequency of occurrence of individual words. The visual representation of words in 

the word cloud illustrates the themes and keywords associated with the topic of affordable housing as 

derived from the interviews. The size of the words in the cloud varies, with more prominent words 

indicating greater frequency or significance in the source material (Lohmann et al., 2009). The word 

cloud serves to illustrate several key topics related to affordable housing, reflecting a range of social, 

political, economic, psychological, structural, and ethical facets. To facilitate an understanding of the 

theoretical dimensions used to create the model of the taxonomy of acceptance, a brief explanation is 

Federal State City
Duration 

(minutes)
Format Date

#1 1 male

Office for Housing, Urban Renewal and Land 

Management (WSB), Housing Promotion and IFB – 

Participation Management

Hamburg Hamburg 36.51 Video conference 16.06.2025

#2 2 male
Department 21: Urban Development Policy, Urban 

Development, Housing, Housing Allowance, Budget
Saxony-Anhalt 42.52 Video conference 16.06.2025

#3 3 male Department of Housing Hesse Wiesbaden 50.58 Video conference 17.06.2025

#4 4 female
Bavarian State Ministry for Housing, Construction 

and Transport
Bavaria 45.50 Video conference 25.06.2025

#5 5 female Highest State Authority for Housing Promotion Bremen Bremen 34.31 In person 26.06.2025

#6 6 male
Deputy Head of Dept. 6: Urban Development and 

Housing
Lower Saxony 18.47 Telephone 09.07.2025

#7 7+8
female/ 

male
Division of Labor, Social Affairs, Health and Housing Saxony Dresden 58.53 Video conference 16.07.2025

#8 9 female
State and Urban Development, Building Supervision 

and Housing
Saarland 36.57 Video conference 16.07.2025

#9 10 female Coordination Office for Housing Supply Lower Saxony Hanover 25.37 Video conference 17.07.2025

#10 11 male
Urban Housing, Department of Urban Development 

and Climate Protection
Schleswig-Holstein Flensburg 34.47 Video conference 23.07.2025

#11 12+13
female/ 

male

Commissioners for Housing and Barrier-Free 

Construction
Baden-Württemberg Tübingen 33.07 Video conference 12.08.2025

Region in Germany Interviews

ID Experts Gender Institution/ Function

Figure 3. Participant characteristics 
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provided herewith. This will subsequently enable the elaboration of the grounded theory based on the 

dimensions. 

The terms “house”, “social”, “affordable”, and “construction” are emphasised, so underscoring 

the essential significance of the affordability of newly constructed housing as a key concern. This topic 

reflects a complex discussion regarding the building, accessibility, and availability of affordable housing 

options. The terms “fund” and “subsidise” underscore the professional character of the respondents' 

activity. The terms “people” and “citizens” highlight the importance of individuals and families residing 

in affordable housing units, emphasising that housing is an asset worthy of protection. A clear organised 

initiative is underway to address the needs, experiences, and challenges encountered by individuals and 

families in these communities. The use of terms such as “negative”, “safety”, and “shortage” suggests 

an analysis of the challenges associated with affordable housing. These challenges include concerns 

about safety, lack of resources, and other perceived disadvantages associated with these living 

conditions. The use of terms related to social interaction, such as “social”, “promotion”, and 

“acceptance”, emphasises the importance of social interactions and perceptions. The inclusion of the 

term “stigmatisation” suggests an examination of social prejudice and discrimination. In contrast, the 

term “communication” suggests an analysis of how these issues are discussed and addressed in public 

debate. The terms “state”, “subsidies” and “programmes” underscore the importance of the economic 

dimensions of affordable housing. These terms reflect the areas of work of the respondents that are 

necessary to ensure stable and sustainable living conditions for the population. The employment of terms 

such as “work”, “house” and “development” signifies an emphasis on the fundamental and qualitative 

elements of affordable housing. The discussion covers the subject of the provision and development of 

housing. The discourse surrounding the terms “government”, and “support” serves to underscore the 

profound influence of social services, government initiatives, and community programmes in addressing 

the challenges associated with affordable housing. These mechanisms are presented as invaluable tools 

for the improvement of living conditions and the expansion of opportunities for residents. 

 
3.3.4.3 Construction of Grounded Theory 

The study employed a constructivist grounded theory approach using a semi-structured interview 

framework. This entailed two levels of analysis. At the initial level of analysis, the data yielded by each 

interview question were examined, and an overall picture of the responses provided by the participants 

was developed. The second level of analysis involved the construction of the grounded theory, which 

Figure 4. Word cloud of discourse on housing, policy, and society 
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was achieved by establishing a series of codes, beginning with initial and focused concluding with 

theoretical codes. This construction was based on the collective experiences of the participants and 

represents a summary of the entire sample. The transcripts were subjected to analysis, resulting in the 

identification of 846 first-order codes and eight theoretical categories across five aggregate theoretical 

dimensions. The subsequent section is structured according to the identified aggregate theoretical 

dimensions, with detailed descriptions provided in the subsections. 

As illustrated in Figure 5, the distribution of theoretical categories resulting from the coding 

process is presented. Each category represents a conceptual perspective through which the topic was 

discussed, indicating both the absolute number of coded segments and their relative share of the material. 

A detailed analysis of the results indicates that the predominant category is ideology of solidarity and 

community thinking, accounting for 22.22% of the data. This finding indicates that shared values and 

concepts of community were the predominant similarity throughout the studied transcriptions. The 

subsequent most prevalent categories are government issue/ view (18.09%) and housing shortage and 

accessibility (15.60%), both of which reflect structural and policy-oriented concerns. The middle 

categories include policy justification (11.23%) and community acceptance of affordable housing 

(10.40%), highlighting debates about legitimacy and local attitudes. On a more personal level, aspects 

such as emotional comfort and safety (9.93%) and interpersonal engagement (6.97%) are less 

emphasised, while media framing (5.56%) appears least central in the material. The resulting figure 

illustrates a hierarchical structure of concerns, with collective ideologies and state perspectives taking 

precedence, while interpersonal and media-related dimensions play a subordinate role. It is justifiable 

to point out that, owing to their professional ambitions and the accompanying professional perspective, 

affordable housing is predominantly seen and portrayed as a political and societal concern rather than a 

personal or emotional matter 

3.3.4.4 Aggregate Theoretical Dimensions 

3.3.4.4.1 Public Debate and Image 

The interviews reveal a complex environment in which the public debate and image of publicly 

subsidised housing are shaped by historical legacies, media coverage, and targeted public relations 

efforts to influence perceptions. Across regions and professional contexts in Germany, experts highlight 

both ongoing stigmatisation and new strategies for normalisation. Several respondents emphasise that 

public debate continues to be shaped by negative associations that originated in the post-war decades.  

Colour Theoretical Categories
Coded Segments 

(all documents)

% Coded 

Segments 

(all documents)

● media framing 47 5.56

● interpersonal engagement 59 6.97

● emotional comfort and safety 84 9.93

● community acceptance of affordable housing 88 10.40

● policy justification 95 11.23

● housing shortage and accessibility 132 15.60

● governmental issue/ view 153 18.09

● ideology of solidarity and community thinking 188 22.22

Figure 5. Coded themes in affordable housing discourse 



Brigitte Steinhoff R2 – 2nd Intermediary Project 55 

 

“..., the image that the public has of publicly subsidised housing is still a distorted image, but we 

are constantly working to see this as an opportunity. ... Prejudices take a long time to break down. So, I 

think that takes an extremely long time” (ID #2, 9, 23). 

 

Respondents point to the continued presence of stereotypes originating from the large housing 

estates of the 1960s and 1970s, which were often linked with segregation, poverty, and social problems. 

These images still dominate the collective imagination, even though they no longer reflect the reality of 

contemporary affordable housing projects. 

 

“But yes, there are still ideas of social housing from the 60s and 70s in people's minds, where 

urban planning decisions were also made that were unfavourable” (ID #11, 10).  

 

Other respondents emphasise a reduction in stigmatisation in recent years.  

“Well, I do not know of anything negative about it now. ... Hamburg now has a quite pronounced 

culture of discussion and participation and in formation” (ID #1, 35, 41).  

 

Modern housing strategy generally avoids extensive estates and prioritises mixed-use, integrated 

developments. This method renders affordable housing frequently unrecognisable from private homes, 

so reducing the visibility of disparity and mitigating negative connotations. According to certain experts, 

this signifies a fundamental transformation. Publicly subsidised housing is becoming recognised as a 

standard and legitimate element of urban development and a cornerstone of social policy, rather than a 

disadvantaged sector.  

 

“... there is a certain mix of housing projects, of subsidised housing, so that actually now in the 

areas in which I know it, hardly these negative associations with subsidised housing construction arise 

or I hardly know them as such, and for me subsidised housing construction is therefore a really essential 

part of our society. In other words, simply the fair distribution of housing, so to speak, which 

significantly supports the fair distribution of housing” (ID #4, 5). 

 

The role of the media proves to be a decisive factor. Interviewees expressed dissatisfaction with 

the tendency of the media to focus disproportionately on negative cases, such as disruptive tenants or 

deteriorating estates, while neglecting to report on successful, well-functioning projects. This form of 

framing, which is selective in its approach, has been shown to contribute to the maintenance of 

stigmatisation and the reinforcement of public misconceptions. 

 

“We have also had press inquiries here where a journalist came and said she had already made a 

bit of film material, with such and such and such and such an example. And then we said yes, but that 

expired a long time ago, that was 40 years ago. The new ones are completely different” (ID #5, 3). 

 

“This is simply not seen publicly and in the media. You only ever see the outliers and I think that 

is where the topic comes from. ... I think there are also TV shows that somehow spread something like 

that. A picture of social housing, which is simply not representative, but what is seen. So that is just a 

conglomerate of misrepresentation, misconception, and individual cases, ...” (ID # 8, 29). 

 

The interviews also reveal diverging assessments of the extent and quality of public debate. It has 

been posited by certain authorities that, within specific urban centres, a culture of discussion and 

participation has been firmly established, thereby contributing to the promotion of acceptance.  
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“..., when new plots of land are now put out to tender, there are always negotiations and 

discussions in the districts” (ID #1, 35). 

Others characterise the discourse as disorganised, inadequate, or even non-existent, mostly 

influenced by stereotypes rather than substantive commitment.  

 

“... the majority of the public and a large part of the politicians who talk about it do not know 

what publicly subsidised housing or social housing actually is. And that is why the presentation outside 

is always a problem” (ID #8, 5). 

 

Participatory formats, transparent communication, and neighbourhood information events are 

essential components of early public engagement in planning processes, as emphasised by respondents. 

These measures are seen essential for preventing disagreement and cultivating acceptability. The 

interviews indicate a latent tension concerning the function of affordable housing in society. Although a 

part of the public regard it as a residual tool of social assistance designated for the most disadvantaged, 

many respondents underscore its wider role as housing for all and as a crucial element of a socially 

equitable system. This redefinition aims to contest limiting perspectives and to re-establish affordable 

housing within a context of solidarity and universal accessibility. 

 

“... it is actually about housing for everyone and not about housing for the poorest or the socially 

weakest or those who cannot really participate in our economy for this reason” (ID #11, 5). 

 

This statement serves to emphasise an effort to reposition affordable housing as a universal and 

solidarity-based policy instrument, rather than a marginalised welfare provision. 

The results of the interviews demonstrate that the public image of affordable housing remains a 

subject of controversy and is a dynamic social phenomenon. Historical stereotypes continue to persist, 

particularly in public attitudes and media discourse, yet these are being challenged by inclusive planning 

processes, active communication strategies, and the engagement of local and ministerial officials in 

participatory decision-making. The interviews indicate that the legitimacy and acceptance of affordable 

housing is dependent not only on material conditions, such as the quality of design or the level of rents, 

but also on the extent to which the experts interviewed can influence public attitudes within their 

professional roles. In considering this standpoint, the discourse surrounding affordable housing can be 

regarded beyond the parameters of a purely technical discourse on housing policy, instead signifying a 

cultural and communicative effort to attain recognition, solidarity, and social justice. 

 
3.3.4.4.2 Societal Responsibility 

In the expert interviews, the principle that housing is a basic human need, and a human right is 

recurrently emphasised. This principle is therefore fundamental to the argument that housing cannot be 

left to market mechanisms alone. The concept of housing as a social right is comparable to that of 

education and healthcare, and it is emphasised that it is of the utmost importance for human dignity and 

participation in social life. 

 

“... housing is a basic need of people ... affordable for the different households with their very 

different incomes and household sizes, to find suitable sufficient housing for them and to be able to pay 

for it” (ID #1, 3). 

 

“... housing is a basic need, which unites all people regardless of their wallets and that we have 

the damn duty in cities that are growing, that people are part of society according to their needs ... and 

we should then create the appropriate framework conditions accordingly” (ID #7, 10). 
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The interviewed experts in the domain offer comprehensive evaluations demonstrating how this 

comprehension affects policy and practice. Housing provision is expected to enhance the diversity of 

households in major urban regions, hence facilitating access for families, single-person households, and 

persons with constrained incomes. From this perspective, affordable housing is not an anomaly within 

the system, but rather a fundamental mechanism that allows society to ensure that all demographics may 

attain satisfactory living conditions. The housing issue is both fundamental and politically controversial. 

It is not a neutral good but rather a field in which social conflicts are become visible. Escalating rents, a 

scarcity of affordable housing, and planning failures have transformed housing into a focal point of 

political dispute, placing it at the centre of discussions over equity, accountability, and the role of federal 

and state governments. 

 

“...subsidised housing construction also coming to middle and better locations, being created 

there, being newly created. And on the one hand, this is of course nice for the social mix of the city as a 

whole ...” (ID #1, 31). 

 

The federal and state governments are responsible for establishing the conditions that enable the 

provision of housing. This responsibility is manifested in the following domains: financing mechanisms, 

regulatory frameworks, and long-term planning strategies. It is anticipated that housing policy will 

guarantee not only the quantity of housing, but also its affordability, quality, and distribution across 

different urban areas. The failure to execute these tasks can result in social tensions and a decline in 

public trust in political institutions. The provision of housing serves social justice. In accordance with 

the prevailing understanding of responsibility, there is a consensus that it is best conceptualised as a 

collective rather than a purely state-based phenomenon. It is a matter of societal interest that individuals 

and families have secure housing conditions. The concept of affordable housing is therefore intrinsically 

linked to the notion of solidarity, whereby the more economically advantaged members of society 

contribute to ensuring that less well-off groups are not marginalised. 

 

“In a big city, even parties that are not close to the public housing supply certainly see the 

necessity. ... We need even more of this in subsidised housing” (ID #3, 9). 

 

The interviews reveal divergent interpretations of who societal responsibility should prioritise. In 

the context of risk management, a particular emphasis must be placed on those who are most vulnerable. 

“... the highest urgency is first of all the hopeless cases, i.e. the cases that are currently affected in 

mass accommodation, hotels, temporary accommodation, or potential homelessness” (ID #3, 25). 

 

This viewpoint considers affordable housing a safety net for individuals excluded by the market. 

While some interviewees embrace a universalist stance, viewing housing as a right that benefits the most 

vulnerable populations. This recontextualization contests lingering perceptions and positions subsidised 

housing within a more expansive social compact that includes various income brackets. 

 

“So, it is actually about housing for everyone and not about housing for the poorest or the socially 

weakest or those who cannot really participate in our economy for this reason” (ID #11, 5).  

 

 The notion of societal responsibility is further implemented through policy instruments and 

planning practices.  

 

“... we usually demand at least one-third subsidised housing construction for urban properties, no 

matter where the property is and even in the private sector” (ID #1, 67). 
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These restrictions aim to enhance social balance and stability regarding geographical distribution, 

with the goal of cultivating various communities defined by varying economic levels. In addition to 

construction quotas, experts emphasise the importance of supportive infrastructures, such as social 

workers and community activities, which reflect accountability at the local level. 

 

“... social workers are there, who also have a supportive effect ... social rooms down on the ground 

floors or play areas for the children or something like that, or a party room that can be used free of 

charge” (ID #3, 23, 27). 

 

The provision of social services, the establishment of neighbourhood facilities and the 

implementation of participatory planning processes are all manifestations of social responsibility. 

Incorporating the supply of housing into comprehensive social policies is a strategic method that allows 

the state and its stakeholders to guarantee that housing is not only accessible but also integrated within 

a framework that encourages needs, communities, and possibilities. The provision of affordable housing 

is widely regarded as a significant indicator of a societal commitment to the principles of fairness and 

solidarity. In the absence of this, the phenomenon of social division is exacerbated, and the social 

infrastructure of the society is strained. It is consequently hypothesised that responsibility for housing 

is one of the most visible and tangible ways in which the relationship between the state, society and 

citizens manifests itself in everyday life. 

 
3.3.4.4.3 Fostering the Principle of Solidarity 

The interviews show that publicly subsidised housing is consistently viewed as more than just an 

economic measure. It is described as a means of promoting solidarity within society. The interviewees 

emphasise that solidarity arises from the recognition of housing as a basic human need. 

 

“... this is an important instrument for social balance, because housing is a basic need of people 

...” (ID #1, 3). 

 

Solidarity is also recognised as an integrative force in the context of urban development. The 

integration of affordable housing within central and appealing locations serves to prevent the 

accumulation of disadvantages and to promote solidarity between disparate income demographics. The 

requirement to construct and preserve affordable housing within all residential districts of a city 

constitutes a deliberate strategy to prevent segregation and to foster a sense of solidarity within the urban 

environment. 

 

“... it is stated at an early stage that at least 30% must be publicly subsidised housing” (ID #10, 

25). 

 

Several respondents emphasise that solidarity must be actively promoted through supportive 

measures. 

 

“We have set up such small planters in the open space where people can grow their vegetables 

and lead to a social structure, because people suddenly start talking to each other ...” (ID #2, 25). 

 

Experts perceive solidarity as a communal investment in stability. They contend that housing 

provision should be regarded not merely as a service for individuals in urgent need, but also as an 

advantage for society at large. Affordable housing stabilises rental prices, offers protection against 

market fluctuations, and maintains urban population diversity. Solidarity is associated with the 

maintenance of duty. Experts underscore that housing represents a significant issue need continuous 
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effort', highlighting that solidarity is not a singular act but a sustained obligation. Affordable housing 

illustrates solidarity in both theory and application. It equalises opportunities in the housing market, 

incorporates various populations into the urban landscape, and cultivates communities through 

supportive infrastructure. The promotion of solidarity represents a fundamentally compelling 

justification for housing policy, as it facilitates a holistic integration of individual well-being with the 

broader stability of the community. 

 

“... subsidised housing construction is therefore a really essential part of our society” (ID #4, 5). 

 
3.3.4.4.4 Promoting the Right on Housing 

Affordable housing is not only a political instrument, but also an expression of the right to 

housing. The interviewees repeatedly emphasise that access to secure and affordable housing is a basic 

human need and, as such, must be guaranteed in the context of social justice and political responsibility. 

Experts describe housing as both a fundamental and a contested good. 

 

“... it is a basic human need. ... this is of course a particularly crucial point for those who also 

want social justice and the possibilities to adequately provide themselves with the necessary housing” 

(ID #1, 7). 

 

Housing is not simply understood here as accommodation, but as a requirement for participation 

in society, placing it alongside other rights such as healthcare and education. According to the 

interviewed experts, the political recognition of housing as a right has gained visibility in recent years. 

 

“... the Senate and the parliament have given the topic higher priority again, so I would say that 

this has been addressed appropriately in recent years” (ID #1, 11). 

 

This elevation of housing on the political agenda shows how the right to housing is being realised 

through targeted support programmes and legislative initiatives. The promotion of the right to housing 

is also linked to quantitative goals and the ability to achieve them. Such goals are seen as concrete 

evidence of the commitment of municipalities and state to securing the right to housing, even in a 

difficult market environment. The interviews also highlight the flexibility of subsidy systems as a 

mechanism for making the right to housing effective for different income groups. 

 

“So logically, of course, there should always or first and foremost be sufficient funds to be able 

to provide impetus there, because social housing is always a subsidy for free rents or for free housing 

offers, which is then available to a limited number of households that are demonstrably in need” (ID #7, 

35). 

 

“... subsidy has the great advantage, of course, it can adjust the rent in a meaningful ratio to the 

income with reference to the given construction costs, the rent in turn analogous to the income” (ID #1, 

49). 

 

At the same time, the right to housing is discussed as an ongoing responsibility, especially in view 

of the continuing shortage. There is an extremely strong focus on the problems. Here, the right to housing 

is visible in public debates both as a principle and as a political issue. 

 

“... housing shortages, remedying the housing shortage through public funding, rent developments 

and the possibility of exerting influence through public housing construction or publicly subsidised 

housing” (ID #2, 9). 
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Several experts warn, the implementation of this right is uneven. In some regions, access to 

affordable housing is severely restricted due to the shortage. 

 

“Ultimately, we can only place households that already live in Wiesbaden or work here” (ID #3, 

23). 

 

The interviews also emphasise structural problems in advancing the right to housing, especially 

regarding sufficient supply. Experts have seen a deficiency in housing options that accommodate both 

modest apartments for one- and two-person households and larger apartments for families. This 

mismatch signifies that, although the right to housing is acknowledged in theory, its actual 

implementation depends on harmonising supply with demographic and social conditions. The promotion 

of the right to housing is both a moral imperative and a practical challenge. This principle is firmly 

rooted in the concept of social justice. Its implementation requires three key elements: first, sustained 

political will; second, flexible support mechanisms; and third, continuous adaptation to changing needs. 

Notwithstanding the advances that have been accomplished, it is essential to acknowledge that this 

remains a substantial concern that necessitates continuous effort. 

 
3.3.4.4.5 Governmental Issues 

The interviews clearly show that, from the professional perspective of the respondents, the 

significant role of the government in shaping and maintaining housing policy is emphasised. Experts 

consistently refer to the state as the guarantor and regulator of affordable housing, with local, regional, 

and federal actors jointly responsible for ensuring long-term supply. Several experts emphasise the 

political prioritisation of housing construction, not least through the allocation of higher subsidies. 

 

“... we now have record funds of €2.2 billion for housing subsidies. I do not think that was even 

five hundred million five years ago. So that has really increased extremely” (ID #4, 17). 

 

Such statistics are not merely technical benchmarks but serve as evidence of political will and 

effective governance. At the same time, respondents emphasise that the federal and state governments 

complement each other in their roles. 

 

“The federal government, it gives financial support. That is a good thing, of course. ... the Senate 

and the parliament give it a high priority and the funding programs are accordingly also run by the city 

of Hamburg ...We have an investment and development bank in Hamburg that offers the programs ... 

together with the private housing industry and with cooperatives, which also have a great tradition in 

Hamburg and are also heavily involved” (ID #1, 13). 

 

This illustrates how government responsibility is often exercised through partnerships with 

private and cooperative actors, reflecting a hybrid governance structure.  

Another recurring theme is the limitations of current funding structures. 

 

“... we cannot now promote social housing, which charges a higher rent than the local comparative 

rent” (ID #2, 11). 

 

The design of subsidy programs is therefore not only a technical matter but a political question of 

fairness and legitimacy. A range of state and federal programmes are cited as targeted instruments that 

attempt to adapt funding to unique needs. In addition, experts underline the significance of reliability 

and consistency in housing subsidies. 
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“... the most important thing in housing promotion is reliability and consistency, i.e. the funding 

conditions (ID# 2, 33). 

 

Stable framework conditions are necessary to give both local authorities and the construction 

industry planning security, especially in view of fluctuating interest rates and economic instability. 

Nevertheless, the interviews also reveal tensions between short-term political measures and long-

term structural challenges. As one respondent observes, the only way to resolve the problems is to 

address the fundamental causes. This is primarily due to the limited availability of living space in 

metropolitan areas, a problem that can only be addressed through increased construction (ID #2, 31). 

This observation highlights a persistent discrepancy between political discourse, which frequently 

emphasises short-term remedies, and the fundamental structural realities of supply and demand. 

Governmental issues are also framed as a matter of fair distribution and political responsibility. The 

issue of government is presented as a question of fair distribution and political responsibility. It is not 

possible for all individuals to be supported. It is impossible to support everyone (ID #3, 7). This 

emphasises the challenge of distributing limited resources in a way that balances efficiency, fairness, 

and acceptance.  

The interviews reveal that governmental challenges in housing policy are defined by a complex 

interplay of political intentions, institutional structure, and environmental restrictions. Governments are 

anticipated to serve as guarantors of equity and enduring stability, while simultaneously adjusting 

funding mechanisms to evolving social demands and economic conditions. As highlighted by 

interviewed experts, the basic dilemma persists, the ongoing lack of affordable housing and the struggle 

to combine political commitments with the tangible realities of building and urban expansion. 

 
3.3.5 Discussion 

3.3.5.1 Interconnected Dimensions of Affordable Housing Discourse 

The findings of this study reveal that the acceptance of affordable housing in Germany is the 

result of a combination of policy instruments and institutional actors, rather than being attributable to a 

single policy or institutional factor. The taxonomy of acceptance, as represented in the four intersecting 

dimensions of governmental issues, public debate and image, solidarity, and responsibility, and promote 

the right on housing, reflects the housing governance in multilayered structure in Germany. As presented 

in Figure 6, there is a marked overlap between the four identified dimensions. The acceptance of 

affordable housing is influenced by a variety of factors, including socio-economic, cultural, legislative, 

and institutional elements. The acceptance is a systemic phenomenon which depends on the 

simultaneous occurrence of political will, social solidarity, communicative approval, and rights-based 

identification.  

In the absence of a parallel anchoring in solidarity and responsibility within state frameworks, 

acceptance remains fragile. Subsidy programmes and planning regulations have proven beneficial for 

the construction of residential buildings. The lack of comprehensive support from residents and experts 

can lead to projects encountering local resistance, which often manifests itself in the form of NIMBY 

attitudes. These findings indicate that the implementation of political measures alone is ineffective in 

ensuring legitimacy, unless accompanied by the mobilisation of prevailing social values and 

responsibilities. 
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In situations where solidarity and responsibility are significant factors, but the state framework is 

considered inadequate or inconsistent, the normative commitment to housing as a social good cannot be 

institutionalised. In such cases, there is often a discrepancy between the well-intentioned discourse and 

the sustainable housing provision, highlighting the disparity between social ambitions and state 

capacities. A particularly pronounced imbalance arises when support programmes are subject to abrupt 

political changes or when long-term planning security is weakened. This, in turn, has a negative impact 

on public confidence. Legal and political recognition of the right to housing forms the basis for the 

necessary discourse. It is important to note that there is a risk that this right will become an empty 

principle if it remains detached from public debate and awareness. Although legal privileges exist, their 

fulfilment is not certain due to the continued stigmatisation of housing in public discourse, caused by 

media images and enduring associations with past social housing estates from the 1960s and 1970s. The 

ongoing stigmatisation of affordable housing hinders its claimed validity and integration into urban 

development. This reinforces the image of affordable housing as a last option for welfare assistance 

rather than a fundamental aspect of urban development. It is evident that effective communication, 

inclusive processes and positive media coverage and framing can influence public debate and image in 

a favourable direction. A thorough analysis of the data reveals that the four dimensions constitute a 

taxonomy of acceptance, which is conceptualised as an interdependent model wherein each dimension 

fulfils a necessary but not sufficient function in isolation. 

The taxonomy of acceptance is not only employed as a classification tool but also serves a 

significant role in empirical analysis. The research explores the systemic foundations that form the basis 

for understanding and accepting housing policy in various areas of German society. The acceptance of 

individuals within the welfare state is anchored at the federal level through legal discourse and financial 

resources. The implementation of these measures is ensured at the state level by the reliability of 

regulation. At the municipal level, the negotiation of discursive and normative legitimacy occurs in 

direct cooperation with citizens. The central overlap in the diagram illustrates the point at which these 

different areas converge and create a situation in which affordable housing is no longer regarded as an 

exception or residual quantity, but as a legitimate and indispensable part of urban development. 

Acceptance of the joint creation of legitimacy in law, politics, discourse, and social practice must be 

ensured. The absence or weakening of one dimension has the potential to destabilise the balance, while 

alignment can promote the recognition of affordable housing as a common social good and basic need. 

Figure 6. Dimensions of affordable housing discourse 
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3.3.5.1.1 Solidarity and Responsibility 

The focus on solidarity and responsibility is of particular significance, as it signifies a shift in 

discourse from narrow economic or technological justifications to a moral and collective understanding 

of housing. This perspective is consistent with broader European debates that view housing as a 

fundamental social right, alongside education and healthcare. The present study concludes that solidarity 

should not only be regarded as a rhetorical principle, but that it is also being implemented. A discrepancy 

exists between the principle and its practical manifestation. Although solidarity is widely endorsed at 

the normative level, its implementation in policy and planning remains inconsistent. The ongoing 

consolidation of social housing in peripheral or socio-economically disadvantaged areas stands in 

marked opposition to the stated objective of fostering integration and diversity. This discrepancy is 

indicative of the general risk that solidarity may become a symbolic reference point rather than a 

structurally anchored principle. As posited by preceding studies, the efficacy of solidarity is contingent 

upon its incorporation within integrative housing strategies. The objective of such strategies is to 

disperse affordable housing across all neighbourhoods, thereby circumventing patterns of segregation. 

This underscores the necessity to establish mechanisms that provide a reliable basis for solidarity, 

institutional stability, and practical effectiveness.  

The implementation of a binding quota for affordable housing, applicable to all neighbourhoods, 

has the potential to prevent the concentration of low-income households in specific areas and promote 

genuine social mixing. The strength of social integration within a residential neighbourhood may be 

reinforced by implementing a combination of measures. These investments include the establishment of 

infrastructure to support the social work profession, such as the creation of premises for social workers, 

as well as the development of recreational facilities for children and community rooms. These measures 

provide residents of the neighbourhood with opportunities for meaningful interaction. There is also the 

potential for local authorities to assume an initiative-taking role in the initiation and maintenance of 

community-building projects, including urban gardening and joint cultural activities. The potential for 

these initiatives to promote mutual recognition and contribute to the deconstruction of entrenched 

stereotypes is noteworthy.  

 
3.3.5.1.2 Promote the Right on Housing 

The federal and state governments have been regarded as guarantors of the financial and legal 

framework conditions, while local authorities have been assigned the responsibility of implementing 

these measures in cooperation with private investors and housing associations. These mechanisms are 

fragile, as subsidy programmes are vulnerable to abrupt political changes and do not offer sufficient 

long-term security. This perspective aligns with the prevalent criticism in the extant literature, which 

emphasises the volatility of housing policy within federal systems. The phenomenon of political cycles 

and changing agendas, when viewed in isolation, often result in fragmented and short-lived initiatives. 

Such developments invariably create a climate of uncertainty among investors and, moreover, have the 

potential to weaken the capacity of local authorities to engage in long-term strategic planning. While the 

allocation of record funds in recent years signals political will, such financial injections alone cannot 

resolve the fundamental shortage of affordable housing. 

Strong government commitment is identified as a key factor in addressing this issue. The analysis 

also highlights the potential consequences of excessive reliance on subsidies without the implementation 

of institutionalised long-term frameworks. It is emphasised that such an approach risk reinforcing the 

very housing insecurity that these programmes are designed to address. There is a necessity for greater 

emphasis to be placed on reliability and continuity. Multi-year funding commitments, long-term urban 

development plans and institutional mechanisms that serve to stabilise housing policy are of essential 

importance. Enhanced collaboration between the federal government, the states and local authorities 

would result in a reduction in fragmentation.  
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3.3.5.1.3 Public Debate 

The discussion over affordable housing is marked by a degree of ambivalence. Negative 

perceptions of the mass housing estates from the 1960s and 1970s persist in collective memory, 

perpetuating beliefs that affordable housing attracts social issues. Media coverage often reinforces these 

perceptions by emphasising extreme instances of chaos or disarray, while concurrently neglecting 

successful, well-functioning initiatives. The study noted an increased adoption of inclusive planning 

processes and transparent communication techniques in certain municipalities. Recent initiatives are 

becoming regarded as standard components of urban development. This paradox is evident in global 

research highlighting the substantial influence of framing and narratives on the formation of public 

opinion. Studies in different situations have shown that alternative terminology, such as “lifecycle 

housing”, might provoke more favourable responses than the word “social housing”. The German 

situation illustrates that enduring unfavourable portrayals may hinder contemporary advancement 

through cultural memory. The experiences of cities like Hamburg, which have adopted participatory 

planning and transparent communication tactics, illustrate the potential of these approaches to challenge 

dominant narratives. This assessment determines that both discursive validity and technological 

appropriateness are essential. Even exemplary, well-integrated housing developments may face 

opposition if depicted unfavourably in public discourse. The advocacy for affordable housing as a 

strategy to promote social stability has proven to increase its acceptance. The efficacy of local actors in 

combating stigmatisation is inconsistent, with some municipalities demonstrating successful 

implementation, while others remain stagnant in a cycle of misunderstanding and resistance. 

 
3.3.5.1.4 Governmental Issues 

The state plays a key role in shaping the framework conditions that enable the provision of 

affordable housing. The federal and state governments function as guarantors for both the financial and 

legal framework conditions, while local authorities are responsible for implementing these measures in 

cooperation with private investors and housing associations. These mechanisms remain fragile since 

subsidy programmes are subject to abrupt political changes and do not offer sufficient long-term 

security. This perspective aligns with the predominant criticism in the extant literature, which 

underscores the volatility of housing policy within federal systems. The phenomenon of political cycles 

and evolving agendas frequently gives rise to initiatives that are fragmented and ephemeral in nature. 

This has the effect of generating uncertainty among investors and impeding the capacity of local 

authorities to engage in strategic planning. Despite the allocation of record funds in recent years, 

indicating a political commitment to addressing the issue, such financial injections alone are insufficient 

to rectify the systemic deficit of affordable housing. Significant government involvement is imperative, 

yet excessive reliance on subsidies absent the establishment of long-term frameworks must be avoided. 

This could hinder the success of such programmes in achieving their objective of addressing housing 

insecurity. 

 
3.3.5.2 Implications 

This research presents an overview of four dimensions that touch on the concept of affordable 

housing acceptance. The study discusses how it builds on or extends existing theory in these areas in 

relation to the creation of a theoretical framework for understanding the social processes involved in the 

formation of acceptance. The theoretical implications of the acceptance of affordable housing emphasise 

the importance of developing a multidimensional framework that integrates the various social processes 

influencing acceptance. By examining the interrelationship between solidarity and responsibility, 

promote the right on housing, public debate, and governmental issues, the study enables a deeper 

understanding of the fundamental principles that explain the acceptance of housing. 
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The research is based on the taxonomy of acceptance and applies the principles of grounded 

theory to analyse societal attitudes towards affordable housing. The study makes a noteworthy 

theoretical contribution by providing a framework for understanding the sophisticated interaction 

between social dynamics and the acceptance of affordable housing initiatives. The research identifies 

significant gaps in the existing literature, particularly about the limited understanding of local public 

awareness and perceptions of affordable housing. It emphasises the necessity for future studies to 

address the discrepancies between national and local definitions of affordable housing and to examine 

the influence of private and public sector involvement in shaping public opinion.  

The findings of this study indicate that short-term subsidy programmes are important but 

insufficient to achieve lasting acceptance among the population among policymakers and administrators 

at the federal and state levels. Stable, long-term regulatory frameworks are essential to provide certainty 

for investors and enable local authorities to plan effectively. The findings of the research imply that 

acceptance is dependent on the quality of communication and public engagement. Transparent, 

participatory planning processes, combined with a strategic redefinition of affordable housing as a 

'normal' and integral part of urban development, have the potential to break down persistent, stigmatising 

associations with large-scale housing from the past. In this sense, the research provides practical 

guidance for federal and state authorities seeking to coordinate financial, legal, and argumentative 

strategies. 

For local authorities and housing associations, the taxonomy provides a tool with which to analyse 

local challenges in terms of acceptance and to develop awareness-raising measures. Investments in 

social infrastructure, the presence of social workers, and measures that promote everyday interaction, 

such as community spaces or urban gardening projects, have been demonstrated to strengthen solidarity 

and reduce societal tensions. The findings also suggest that housing associations and private investors 

require predictable and reliable funding conditions to allocate resources to the provision of affordable 

housing. In consideration of these factors, the research offers evidence that validates the significance of 

political stability and cohesion in fostering and sustaining private sector involvement. 

Affordable housing needs to be regarded not only as a tool to promote social well-being, but also 

as a fundamental social right and a means of fostering solidarity and equality within society. It has been 

argued that this approach can assist in shifting public discourse away from negative stereotypes and 

towards a more inclusive and rights-based understanding. Community members and the media are 

important in this reinterpretation process, since how they act can either support or oppose stigmatisation. 

 
3.3.5.3 Theoretical Contributions 

The theoretical contributions from research on affordable housing can be multifaceted, 

encompassing various dimensions such as definitions, public perceptions, and the socio-economic 

implications of housing policies. A notable contribution is the establishment of a comprehensive 

taxonomy of acceptance related to affordable housing. This taxonomy is derived from qualitative data, 

including interviews, which reveal the complex interplay of social, political, economic, and ethical 

factors influencing public attitudes towards affordable housing. The grounded theory methodology 

employed in this research enables a detailed and nuanced understanding of the interrelationships 

between these factors and their impact on community acceptance and resistance. 

Unlike previous studies, which often treated acceptance as either a question of economic 

feasibility or public attitudes in isolation, this taxonomy conceptualises acceptance as a systemic and 

multidimensional process. Using the grounded theory methodology, the study develops a conceptual 

framework that is derived directly from empirical data rather than imposing existing theoretical models. 

In this way, it captures the complexity of social perceptions and cultural myths that shape the acceptance 

of affordable housing in Germany. The research indicates that acceptance is influenced not only by the 

availability of subsidies and support programmes or regulatory frameworks, but also by the cultural 

integration and public acceptance of affordable housing in media and political discourse. This approach, 
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which incorporates both structural and cultural elements, addresses a significant gap in the extant 

literature, which has historically treated economic and social explanations as isolated entities. The 

taxonomy provides a novel framework through which researchers and professionals can understand how 

institutional, cultural, and legislative factors interact to shape public attitudes towards the subject. An 

additional finding of the research is the importance of solidarity and human rights-based perspectives as 

theoretical categories in housing research. By placing emphasis on housing as both a social right and a 

means of collective responsibility, the research establishes a link between debates concerning housing 

and more encompassing theories of social justice and the validity of the prevailing social welfare state.  

In terms of theoretical contributions, the research highlights the role of framing and 

communication in the legitimisation of housing policy, thus providing a valuable addition to the extant 

literature on the subject. The findings of the analysis demonstrate the way media reports, and political 

discourse influence the formation of collective remembrance and public attitudes, thus positioning 

discourse as a factor that may explain the acceptance of housing. This theoretical approach extends 

beyond the German case to offer a transferable framework for analysing debates on affordable housing 

in international contexts. 

 
3.3.6 Conclusion 

The research applies a grounded theory methodology to investigate the acceptance of affordable 

housing in Germany, evaluating the perspectives of municipal, state, and federal authorities. The primary 

contribution of this research is the creation of a taxonomy of acceptance that systematically identifies 

and organises four interdependent dimensions. These four dimensions are government issues, public 

debate and image, solidarity and responsibility, and the promotion of the right on housing. These 

dimensions do not operate in isolation but instead overlap and form a systemic framework that explains 

why the acceptance of affordable housing remains controversial, vulnerable, and subject to uneven 

distribution across social, political, and geographical contexts. The findings demonstrate that political 

course of action and financial subsidies are necessary but not sufficient conditions for sustainable 

acceptance. In the absence of regulatory stability and long-term planning security, investors and local 

authorities are confronted with challenges in implementing these measures, which consequently fosters 

a decline in public trust. The cultural and communicative classification of affordable housing has been 

identified as being equally important. The phenomenon of stigmatisation, with its deep roots in historical 

legacies and the selective media reports which serve to reinforce it, continues to shape perceptions, even 

as integrated, high-quality affordable housing developments become more common. The acceptance of 

this paradigm is contingent not only on discourse and legitimacy, but also on economic viability. The 

study also demonstrates that solidarity and the recognition of housing as a fundamental right are 

necessary for the incorporation of affordable housing within a broader social contract. The principles 

are subject to inconsistencies in practical application. Whilst housing is widely regarded as a universal 

good, its provision is frequently limited to socio-economically disadvantaged areas, which undermines 

the goal of integration and social diversity. These principles are not without their limitations, as they are 

susceptible to inconsistencies in practical application. Whilst housing is widely regarded as a universal 

good, its provision is frequently constrained to socio-economically disadvantaged areas, consequently 

weakening the objective of integration and social diversity. Effective solidarity is contingent upon the 

institutionalisation of mechanisms, such as the imposition of obligatory quotas for the provision of 

affordable housing in all neighbourhoods, substantial investment in social infrastructure, and the 

initiation of initiatives that engender habitual forms of community life. 

Beyond its empirical contributions, this research provides several theoretical and methodological 

advances. The taxonomy of acceptance provides a novel framework for conceptualising acceptance as 

a systemic, multidimensional process, integrating economic, cultural, normative, and political 

perspectives. Contrary to studies that treat acceptance as either a question of financial viability or public 

opinion, this framework demonstrates that the two areas are inextricably linked. Methodologically, the 
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application of grounded theory to this field serves to expand the analytical repertoire of housing research 

by generating concepts derived directly from empirical data as opposed to theoretical models that are 

imposed. However, it is imperative to acknowledge the limitations of this approach. The relatively 

limited number of interviews conducted limits the generalisability of the results, and the reliance on 

professional perspectives may result in the views of the general population being underrepresented. As 

a result, initiatives for future study ought to aim to triangulate these findings by conducting surveys on 

a large scale, doing comparative studies across regions, and conducting analysis of different viewpoints 

of people. Implementing these modifications will improve the empirical foundation of the taxonomy, 

leading to its relevance and applicability across many situations. The potential consequences of this 

study are strongly emphasised. The acceptance of affordable housing cannot be secured through 

technical measures alone. The aforementioned factors include the necessity for stable political 

conditions, reliable financial systems, cultural legitimacy, and social solidarity. The conceptualisation 

of housing as both a social right and a common good is pivotal in establishing it as a cornerstone of 

social justice and urban sustainability, rather than a mere supplementary social measure. This 

multidimensional approach enables policymakers and practitioners to develop strategies that are not 

only economically viable, but also socially legitimate and politically resilient. 

The future of affordable housing in Germany is contingent on its recognition as a legitimate and 

indispensable component of urban development. The taxonomy of acceptance developed in this study 

provides a dual function, serving as both an analytical instrument for research and a practical guide for 

policy. The research results call upon policymakers, administrators, and society to move beyond short-

term subsidy programmes and fragmented initiatives, and to develop integrated strategies that embed 

housing in a broader framework of solidarity, rights, and shared responsibility. It is only when these 

interrelationships are given consideration that affordable housing can be accepted in the long term and 

serve as a cornerstone of appropriate and sustainable cities. 

 

3.3.7 Limitations and Recommendations for Future Research 

3.3.7.1 Participants 

The methodology employed and the way participants were selected are demonstrative of the 

limitations of the individuals involved in the study. A notable limitation of the study is its relatively 

small sample size, consisting of only eleven semi-structured interviews. The limited number of 

participants may raise concerns about the generalisability of the results, as an increase in the number of 

participants would enable a more nuanced and thorough understanding of the different definitions of 

affordable housing. Due to the modest sample size, it is possible that professionals in the field of housing 

promotion and related professions have had differing experiences and formed diverse opinions that were 

not able to be captured in this study. In the domain of affordable housing, demographic factors such as 

political status, length of professional experience, and geographical location have the potential to exert 

a significant influence on perceptions and experiences. A further limitation is introduced by the fact that 

the participants were volunteers who were motivated to share their professional experiences. The factors 

outlined above may be contributory to a similarity in job-specific characteristics between the participants 

and the group that chose not to participate in the study. The study employed theoretical sampling, a 

method that, while beneficial for developing concepts and refining new topics, may also lead to bias in 

the selection of participants. The recruitment strategy for this study focused on local, state, and federal 

government officials who have daily experience with social housing. It is reasonable to hypothesise that 

these individuals will differ significantly from those who are professionally involved in housing 

construction, development and planning but have no experience of affordable housing. Therefore, it is 

possible that the findings may not be applicable to those with limited experience in this domain.  

It may be advisable to consider the full range of social characteristics and experiences when 

seeking to obtain a complete picture of how government employees feel about affordable housing. It is 

possible that this methodological imbalance may result in under-represented or marginalised groups 
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being excluded from the sample, which could potentially lead to a lack of representation in terms of the 

many perspectives that inform a representative public official opinion on affordable housing projects. 

This was due to the qualitative data collection being grounded in the subjective experiences and 

perspectives of the participants as outlined in the methodology, resulting in variations in the data 

collected. The potential for variations or biases in the validity or reliability of the resulting data should 

be considered, given the importance of acknowledging participant backgrounds in terms of knowledge 

and interest in affordable housing. 

Moreover, the self-report basis of the data suggests that the subjects may be limited in their ability 

to introspectively reflect on their past experiences. It is possible that the respondents may have been 

influenced by social conformity biases and altered their perceived views to present themselves in a more 

favourable or acceptable light, partly due to their professional status. It is evident that the study 

participants are constrained by a small sample size, which inherently limits the generalisability of the 

results. The influence of sampling bias theory and the application of qualitative data collection 

techniques grounded in emotional responses on the outcomes is a further potential factor. The prevalence 

of these issues underscores the necessity to exercise caution when interpreting the results. The data 

collected indicates the need for additional research including a more varied and larger participant sample 

before definitive conclusions can be made on public views towards affordable housing. 

 

3.3.7.2 Research Design 

In the absence of both theoretical frameworks and empirical data concerning the social acceptance 

of publicly subsidised housing, a fundamental qualitative research design was employed. This approach 

yielded substantial insights, although future quantitative or mixed-methods studies could enhance the 

findings. 

The study uses grounded theory methodology, which, while beneficial for developing new 

theoretical insights, can be limited by bias and prejudice during the coding and analysis phases. The 

process of axial coding, which aims to identify relationships within the data, can inadvertently reflect 

the interpretation of the researcher rather than the true sentiments of the individuals interviewed. The 

iterative nature of qualitative analysis, involving continuous comparison and refinement of categories, 

can lead to inconsistencies if not managed rigorously. While this recursive process can be valuable, it 

can also lead to the neglect of alternative explanations or topics that need to be revised to the emerging 

framework. 

While the study provides insights into a national context in Germany, the generalisability of its 

findings may be constrained by the fact that it may differ from places with socio-economic structures 

and housing provisions that are incongruent with those observed in the study. A potential limitation of 

the study is the use of semi-structured interview questions, which may have allowed for socially 

desirable responses. This issue was addressed by providing the interview template in advance of the 

interviews, thereby enabling participants to consider their responses in advance rather than having to 

respond without reflection. 

 

4. RESEARCH PLAN 

4.1. Future Work and Milestones 

The subsequent steps in my doctoral programme aim to consolidate the results developed in the 

Initial Report, R1 and the present R2, and to combine them into a comprehensive argumentation for the 

final report. This will result in a complete work that both expands the scientific discussion in the relevant 

literature and provides implications for application. The analyses that have been conducted up to the 

present moment have confirmed the validity of the guiding research questions and have revealed reliable 

correlations. Nevertheless, these analyses have also highlighted the limitations in terms of 

generalisability, measurement validity, and causal attribution. In consideration of the previously 
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mentioned background, the aim of the final report is to refine the theoretical mechanisms, sharpen the 

methodological designs and validate the empirical results in broader contexts. The objective is to achieve 

a consistent overall model that makes an original contribution to the development of theory and its 

practical application. In addition, the objective is to formulate targeted and detailed conclusions and 

contributions from the final report. The following conclusions and contributions can be made from this 

study: general conclusion, theoretical contributions, implications for practice, limitations, and future 

research. 

The research is characterised by its positioning at the interface of theoretical and methodological 

rigour, and practical relevance. The final report will synthesise earlier findings, exploring them in depth 

in key aspects and presenting them in a structured, academically consistent argument. This approach 

contributes to the answering of guiding research questions, while also establishing a framework for 

subsequent studies and research that can build upon the theoretical, methodological, and empirical 

results developed in this study. The employment of a linear structure is also a key consideration in the 

final report. The chapters will be carefully structured to ensure that they are both manageable and 

straightforward to follow. 

 

4.2 Contribution 

The research significantly contributes to the examination of support for affordable housing by 

offering a comprehensive, empirical examination of the social, cultural, and political factors that 

influence public opinion in Germany. It has been concluded that without considering economic issues 

is insufficient for understanding acceptance. Contrary to widespread belief, income level does not 

reliably predict individuals' positions on the support of affordable housing initiatives. The data indicate 

that education, political orientation, sense of security, and framing effects have a more significant impact 

than vice versa. This represents an important adjustment to the current discourses, which frequently 

prioritise financial factors over attitudinal and cognitive factors. 

The study highlights the importance of discourse alongside individual considerations. Acceptance 

is directly influenced by the representation of affordable housing in the media, politics, and local 

discussions, which serves an essential symbolic function. The use of the word “social housing” 

frequently encounters opposition, while phrases like “affordable housing” or “lifecycle housing” are 

seen more positively. This finding emphasises that language is not only a neutral marker; it is an effective 

tool that forms meaning and significantly influences collective attitudes. Policy makers and planners 

must consider this and reevaluate their terminology and communication strategies to achieve broader 

acceptance. The study also examines structural and institutional links. The attitudes towards affordable 

housing exhibited a marked variation from state to state in Germany, a phenomenon attributable to the 

influence of disparate governance traditions, political priorities, and policy implementation. The results 

indicate that acceptance is embedded in different institutional contexts and cannot be viewed as a 

uniform phenomenon. It is imperative to consider the distinct characteristics and idiosyncrasies of 

regions and local conditions, both in the formulation of housing policy and in the communication of its 

objectives. The establishment of conditions conducive to the overcoming of obstacles is predicated on 

the presence of transparency, trust-building and governance that is tailored to the respective context. 

In conclusion, the results obtained from this study are likely to have a significant impact on the 

scientific discourse of the present day, with the introduction of new theoretical approaches being a key 

element in this regard. The research indicates that acceptance is not solely dependent on simplistic 

explanations, but is instead shaped by the interplay of psychological, cultural, and institutional factors. 

This enables the development of a comprehensive analysis model. The incorporation of findings from 

various disciplines, including sociology, psychology, urban studies and governance research, has 

resulted in a more profound interdisciplinary understanding of housing acceptance. The contribution is 

defined by its practical orientation. The research clearly indicates that political strategies must include 

more than just financial assistance and technical planning. Communication tactics must actively 
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confront stigmatisation and highlight affordable housing as an essential element of social solidarity and 

communal accountability. The design of public engagement methods must prioritise promoting dialogue 

and reducing the spread of disinformation. Additionally, it is essential that affordable housing initiatives 

get incorporated into established governance frameworks that consider regional variety and actively aim 

to earn the trust of residents.  

This research strengthens the understanding of affordable housing acceptance as a phenomenon 

influenced by social and political factors in both theoretical and practical contexts. Addressing these 

challenges depends not just on economic viability but also on cultural acceptance, language framing, and 

governmental integrity. These discoveries are valuable to both researchers who are attempting to further 

the theory and professionals and planners who are attempting to create more legitimate and efficient 

housing policies. 
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C. Overview Survey Analysis 

 

 
 

  

Hypothesis Independent Variable Statistical Test Test Statistic P-Value Decision Summary of Result

H.1 Income level Pearson’s Chi-Square χ²(10) = 14.035 0.171 not verified

Pearson correlation r = -0.050 0.123 not verified

Spearman’s rho ρ = -0.032 0.321 not verified

Kendall’s tau-b t = -0.028 0.322 not verified

regression R = 0.050; R² = 0.002 not verified

Linear regression (ANOVA) F(1, 959) = 2.384 0.123 not verified

Coefficients B = -0.020 0.123 not verified

H.2 Education level Pearson correlation r = 0.008 0.807 not verified

Spearman’s rho ρ = 0.035 0.285 not verified

Kendall’s tau-b t = 0.030 0.286 not verified

regression R = 0.008; R² = 0.000 not verified

Linear regression (ANOVA) F(1, 954) = 0.060 0.807 not verified

Coefficients B = 0.003 0.807 not verified

H.3a Age Pearson correlation r = 0.106 <0.001 not verified

Spearman’s rho ρ = 0.110 <0.001 not verified

Kendall’s tau-b t = 0.088 <0.001 not verified

descriptive yes = 39.9; no = 36.7; maybe = 35.7 verified

One-way ANOVA F(2, 958) = 7.237 <0.001 verified

H.3b

Housing status, housing 

market conditions, 

different types of housing

Pearson correlation r = -0.036 0.271 not verified

Spearman’s rho ρ = -0.036 0.273 not verified

Kendall’s tau-b t = -0.030 0.271 not verified

H.4a
Media and framing 

communication
Pearson correlation r = 0.331/ r = 0.189 <0.001 verified

affordable housing/ social 

housing
Spearman’s rho ρ = 0.318/ ρ = 0.172 <0.001 verified

Kendall’s tau-b t = 0.289/ t = 0.153 <0.001 verified

descriptive verified

regression R = 0.333; R² = 0.111 verified

Linear regression (ANOVA) F(2, 958) = 59.581 <0.001 verified

Coefficients B = 0.187/ B = 0.019 <0.001/ 0.312 verified

affordable housing = 3.38; social 

housing = 2.74

A significant positive 

correlation was identified 

in H.4a  between positive 

term assessments 

(framing) and support for 

expansion of affordable 

housing.

The findings of H.1  reveal 

that there is no 

statistically significant 

correlation between the 

two variables of interest, 

income and support. 

While a tendency towards 

negative correlation was 

observed, this was 

deemed to be negligible.

The correlation between 

the level of education 

exhibited in H.2  and the 

support for the expansion 

of affordable housing was 

found to be non-significant.

A significant correlation 

was identified in H.3a , 

contrary to the expected 

direction, with older 

respondents expressing 

marginally higher levels of 

support.

The correlation between 

the level of education and 

the perceived 

disadvantage experienced 

by residents of affordable 

housing has been found to 

be non-significant in H.3b .
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H.4b

Media and framing 

communication, 

disparities within federal 

states

Pearson correlation (Baden-

Württemberg)
r = 0.263/ r = -.0.015 0.004/ 0.871

verified/ not 

verified

affordable housing/ social 

housing

Pearson correlation 

(Bavaria)
r = 0.331/ r = 0.281 <0.001 verified

Pearson correlation (Berlin) r = 0.345/ r = 0.240 0.010/ 0.077
verified/ not 

verified

Pearson correlation 

(Brandenburg)
r = 0.445/ r = 0.374 0.007/ 0.027 verified

Pearson correlation 

(Bremen)
r = 0.866/ r = 1.000 0.333/ <0.001

not verified/ 

verified

Pearson correlation 

(Hamburg)
r = 0.554/ r = 0.249 0.011/ 0.290

verified/ not 

verified

Pearson correlation 

(Hessen)
r = 0.337/ r = 0.236 0.004/ 0.045 verified

Pearson correlation 

(Mecklenburg-Vorpommern)
r = 0.362/ r = 0.327 0.117/ 0.160 not verified

Pearson correlation (Lower 

Saxony)
r = 0.159/ r = 0.117 0.164/ 0.306 not verified

Pearson correlation (North 

Rhine-Westphalia)
r = 0.276/ r = 0.193 <0.001/ 0.007 verified

Pearson correlation 

(Rhineland-Palatinate)
r = 0.348/ r = 0.213 0.022/ 0.170

verified/ not 

verified

Pearson correlation 

(Saarland)
r = 0.042/ r = 0.211 0.874/ 0.416 not verified

Pearson correlation 

(Saxony)
r = 0.531/ r = 0.356 <0.001/ 0.005 verified

Pearson correlation 

(Saxony-Anhalt)
r = 0.440/ r = 0.138 0.019/ 0.484

verified/ not 

verified

Pearson correlation 

(Schleswig-Holstein)
r = 0.470/ r = 0.022 0.003/ 0.895

verified/ not 

verified

Pearson correlation 

(Thuringia)
r = 0.425/ r = 0.230 0.027/ 0.248

verified/ not 

verified

H.5 Fear descriptive yes = 0.57; no =0.71; maybe = 0.62 verified

One-way ANOVA F(2,931) = 15.243 <0.001 verified

ANOVA effect size Eta² = 0.320 verified

Regional disparities in the 

expression of support 

have been identified in 

H.4b , thereby indicating 

that the local context 

plays a significant role.

A substantial negative 

correlation has been 

identified in H.5 , whereby 

crime-related concerns 

have been demonstrated 

to diminish support for 

various projects.
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D. Output SPSS Survey (N = 1,000) 
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Brigitte Steinhoff R2 – 2nd Intermediary Project CXI 

 



Brigitte Steinhoff R2 – 2nd Intermediary Project CXII 

 



Brigitte Steinhoff R2 – 2nd Intermediary Project CXIII 

 



Brigitte Steinhoff R2 – 2nd Intermediary Project CXIV 

 



Brigitte Steinhoff R2 – 2nd Intermediary Project CXV 

 



Brigitte Steinhoff R2 – 2nd Intermediary Project CXVI 

 



Brigitte Steinhoff R2 – 2nd Intermediary Project CXVII 

 



Brigitte Steinhoff R2 – 2nd Intermediary Project CXVIII 

 



Brigitte Steinhoff R2 – 2nd Intermediary Project CXIX 

 



Brigitte Steinhoff R2 – 2nd Intermediary Project CXX 

 



Brigitte Steinhoff R2 – 2nd Intermediary Project CXXI 

 



Brigitte Steinhoff R2 – 2nd Intermediary Project CXXII 

 



Brigitte Steinhoff R2 – 2nd Intermediary Project CXXIII 
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E. Overview Conducted Interviews (ID #1-11) 

 

 

 

 

Federal State City
Duration 

(minutes)
Format Date

#1 1 male

Office for Housing, Urban Renewal and Land Management 

(WSB), Housing Promotion and IFB – Participation 

Management

Hamburg Hamburg 36.51 Video conference 16.06.2025

#2 2 male
Department 21: Urban Development Policy, Urban 

Development, Housing, Housing Allowance, Budget
Saxony-Anhalt 42.52 Video conference 16.06.2025

#3 3 male Department of Housing Hesse Wiesbaden 50.58 Video conference 17.06.2025

#4 4 female
Bavarian State Ministry for Housing, Construction and 

Transport
Bavaria 45.50 Video conference 25.06.2025

#5 5 female Highest State Authority for Housing Promotion Bremen Bremen 34.31 In person 26.06.2025

#6 6 male Deputy Head of Dept. 6: Urban Development and Housing Lower Saxony 18.47 Telephone 09.07.2025

#7 7+8
female/ 

male
Division of Labor, Social Affairs, Health and Housing Saxony Dresden 58.53 Video conference 16.07.2025

#8 9 female
State and Urban Development, Building Supervision and 

Housing
Saarland 36.57 Video conference 16.07.2025

#9 10 female Coordination Office for Housing Supply Lower Saxony Hanover 25.37 Video conference 17.07.2025

#10 11 male
Urban Housing, Department of Urban Development and 

Climate Protection
Schleswig-Holstein Flensburg 34.47 Video conference 23.07.2025

#11 12+13
female/ 

male
Commissioners for Housing and Barrier-Free Construction Baden-Württemberg Tübingen 33.07 Video conference 12.08.2025

M min 35.58

Sdmin 10.67

Region in Germany Interviews

ID Experts Gender Institution/ Function
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F. Coded Interviews (ID #1-11) 

 



Brigitte Steinhoff R1 – 1st Intermediary Project CXXVI 

 



Brigitte Steinhoff R1 – 1st Intermediary Project CXXVII 

 



Brigitte Steinhoff R1 – 1st Intermediary Project CXXVIII 

 



Brigitte Steinhoff R1 – 1st Intermediary Project CXXIX 

 



Brigitte Steinhoff R1 – 1st Intermediary Project CXXX 

 



Brigitte Steinhoff R1 – 1st Intermediary Project CXXXI 

 



Brigitte Steinhoff R1 – 1st Intermediary Project CXXXII 

 



Brigitte Steinhoff R1 – 1st Intermediary Project CXXXIII 

 



Brigitte Steinhoff R1 – 1st Intermediary Project CXXXIV 

 



Brigitte Steinhoff R1 – 1st Intermediary Project CXXXV 

 



Brigitte Steinhoff R1 – 1st Intermediary Project CXXXVI 

 



Brigitte Steinhoff R1 – 1st Intermediary Project CXXXVII 

 



Brigitte Steinhoff R1 – 1st Intermediary Project CXXXVIII 

 



Brigitte Steinhoff R1 – 1st Intermediary Project CXXXIX 

 



Brigitte Steinhoff R1 – 1st Intermediary Project CXL 

 



Brigitte Steinhoff R1 – 1st Intermediary Project CXLI 

 



Brigitte Steinhoff R1 – 1st Intermediary Project CXLII 

 



Brigitte Steinhoff R1 – 1st Intermediary Project CXLIII 

 



Brigitte Steinhoff R1 – 1st Intermediary Project CXLIV 

 



Brigitte Steinhoff R1 – 1st Intermediary Project CXLV 

 



Brigitte Steinhoff R1 – 1st Intermediary Project CXLVI 

 



Brigitte Steinhoff R1 – 1st Intermediary Project CXLVII 

 



Brigitte Steinhoff R1 – 1st Intermediary Project CXLVIII 

 



Brigitte Steinhoff R1 – 1st Intermediary Project CXLIX 

 



Brigitte Steinhoff R1 – 1st Intermediary Project CL 

 



Brigitte Steinhoff R1 – 1st Intermediary Project CLI 

 



Brigitte Steinhoff R1 – 1st Intermediary Project CLII 

 



Brigitte Steinhoff R1 – 1st Intermediary Project CLIII 

 



Brigitte Steinhoff R1 – 1st Intermediary Project CLIV 

 



Brigitte Steinhoff R1 – 1st Intermediary Project CLV 

 



Brigitte Steinhoff R1 – 1st Intermediary Project CLVI 

 



Brigitte Steinhoff R1 – 1st Intermediary Project CLVII 

 



Brigitte Steinhoff R1 – 1st Intermediary Project CLVIII 

 



Brigitte Steinhoff R1 – 1st Intermediary Project CLIX 

 



Brigitte Steinhoff R1 – 1st Intermediary Project CLX 

 



Brigitte Steinhoff R1 – 1st Intermediary Project CLXI 

 



Brigitte Steinhoff R1 – 1st Intermediary Project CLXII 

 



Brigitte Steinhoff R1 – 1st Intermediary Project CLXIII 

 



Brigitte Steinhoff R1 – 1st Intermediary Project CLXIV 

 



Brigitte Steinhoff R1 – 1st Intermediary Project CLXV 

 



Brigitte Steinhoff R1 – 1st Intermediary Project CLXVI 

 



Brigitte Steinhoff R1 – 1st Intermediary Project CLXVII 

 



Brigitte Steinhoff R1 – 1st Intermediary Project CLXVIII 

 



Brigitte Steinhoff R1 – 1st Intermediary Project CLXIX 

 



Brigitte Steinhoff R1 – 1st Intermediary Project CLXX 

 



Brigitte Steinhoff R1 – 1st Intermediary Project CLXXI 

 



Brigitte Steinhoff R1 – 1st Intermediary Project CLXXII 

 



Brigitte Steinhoff R1 – 1st Intermediary Project CLXXIII 

 



Brigitte Steinhoff R1 – 1st Intermediary Project CLXXIV 

 



Brigitte Steinhoff R1 – 1st Intermediary Project CLXXV 

 



Brigitte Steinhoff R1 – 1st Intermediary Project CLXXVI 

 



Brigitte Steinhoff R1 – 1st Intermediary Project CLXXVII 

 



Brigitte Steinhoff R1 – 1st Intermediary Project CLXXVIII 

 



Brigitte Steinhoff R1 – 1st Intermediary Project CLXXIX 

 



Brigitte Steinhoff R1 – 1st Intermediary Project CLXXX 

 



Brigitte Steinhoff R1 – 1st Intermediary Project CLXXXI 

 



Brigitte Steinhoff R1 – 1st Intermediary Project CLXXXII 

 



Brigitte Steinhoff R1 – 1st Intermediary Project CLXXXIII 

 



Brigitte Steinhoff R1 – 1st Intermediary Project CLXXXIV 

 



Brigitte Steinhoff R1 – 1st Intermediary Project CLXXXV 

 



Brigitte Steinhoff R1 – 1st Intermediary Project CLXXXVI 

 



Brigitte Steinhoff R1 – 1st Intermediary Project CLXXXVII 

 



Brigitte Steinhoff R1 – 1st Intermediary Project CLXXXVIII 

 



Brigitte Steinhoff R1 – 1st Intermediary Project CLXXXIX 

 



Brigitte Steinhoff R1 – 1st Intermediary Project CXC 

 



Brigitte Steinhoff R1 – 1st Intermediary Project CXCI 

 



Brigitte Steinhoff R1 – 1st Intermediary Project CXCII 

 



Brigitte Steinhoff R1 – 1st Intermediary Project CXCIII 

 



Brigitte Steinhoff R1 – 1st Intermediary Project CXCIV 

 



Brigitte Steinhoff R1 – 1st Intermediary Project CXCV 

 



Brigitte Steinhoff R1 – 1st Intermediary Project CXCVI 

 



Brigitte Steinhoff R1 – 1st Intermediary Project CXCVII 

 



Brigitte Steinhoff R1 – 1st Intermediary Project CXCVIII 

 



Brigitte Steinhoff R1 – 1st Intermediary Project CXCIX 

 



Brigitte Steinhoff R1 – 1st Intermediary Project CC 

 



Brigitte Steinhoff R1 – 1st Intermediary Project CCI 

 



Brigitte Steinhoff R1 – 1st Intermediary Project CCII 

 



Brigitte Steinhoff R1 – 1st Intermediary Project CCIII 

 



Brigitte Steinhoff R1 – 1st Intermediary Project CCIV 

 



Brigitte Steinhoff R1 – 1st Intermediary Project CCV 

 



Brigitte Steinhoff R1 – 1st Intermediary Project CCVI 

 



Brigitte Steinhoff R1 – 1st Intermediary Project CCVII 

 



Brigitte Steinhoff R1 – 1st Intermediary Project CCVIII 

 

 


