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ABSTRACT:Housing associations in The Netherlands have [jgatied in a more general trend in society
to increase the freedom of choice for customerss fias however not meant that house seekers emperie
they have had a choice when they moved to a (sboising) dwelling. There is a lot going for thgament
that experiencing little choice relates to disgatison with the residential situation of an indiual. This is
problematic when house seekers with little choioacentrate in (often poor) neighbourhoods that have
experienced a rapid change in population and aeggimng living circumstances. The liveability ofetfe
areas is at stake as dissatisfied residents are foofeel less responsible for the way the neighimod
develops. Housing associations should thereforeonbt increase the ‘negative freedom’ of choice for
customers in social housing, by expanding the rafgdwvellings customers can choose from, but make a
better effort in stressing the positive dimensiérfreedom by allowing more customers to effectivaigke

use of the range of dwellings on offer.

KEYWORDS: freedom of choice, neighbourhood appreciatiorjatchousing, housing associations, The
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INTRODUCTION

One of neo-liberalism’s defining aspects, moredoee of choice for consumers, has spread widely
across many sectors of society from the 1990s atsvadn education, health care and energy suppintsli
have turned into assertive consumers who are abdhdose how they want their services to be deliler
Housing associations in The Netherlands have bdeptdollowers of this trend. Predominantly, cootsa
for social housing are nowadays no longer simpigresl to house seekers, but allocated according to
preferences for specific dwellings, which has gjigrincreased the freedom of choice of social hayisi
customers. Many have applauded this as a great\arhient. Sceptics however point at what Hugo Priemu
called ‘the iron law of the housing market’: thagi¢h lowest incomes at their disposal will alwayslaip in
the least popular dwellings. This sorting mechanisrhased on the unequal distribution of socialsimog
over neighbourhoods, as in many cities the leagulao dwellings are concentrated in the most badly
reputed neighbourhoods. This reduces the numbaeighbourhoods that house seekers on low inconres ca
choose from and increases the chance that theyerid a neighbourhood where do not want to live and
settle out of negative motives, despite the inaeéaseedom of choice they are supposed to enjog. Th
difference between how these customers define tmising ambitions and how they end up can leaal to
negative appreciation of the neighbourhood (cf.s&laParker & Li 2003). For people on low incomts t
can be an extra burden, as they make much usesafeighbourhood in their daily lifes (Logan & Spitz
1994). If many residents experience the neighbadhaegatively this might moreover affect their
propensity to take care of the neighbourhood aetrissponsible for its liveability. This paper istigates
this claim by asking to what extent customers ici@dousing have freedom of choice, how this affebe
way they appreciate their neighbourhood, and hasvithturn might impact on the degree to which peop
contribute to the liveability of their residenteea.
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POSITIVE AND NEGATIVE FREEDOM OF CHOICE

More choice is good for every individual and boostenomic growth. This neo-liberal slogan has been
applied in many areas of modern life, also in ddwodasing - or more properly maybe - the markesafial
housing. Housing associations attach great impoetdo offering their customers maximum degrees of
choice with regard to their housing choice. It & always clear however what exactly housing assiocis
mean with freedom of choice. “Freedom seems e#sidie for than to define”, the philosopher Langera
once claimed (cited in Blokland, 1991, p. 54). Tistinction between positive and negative freedbm,
Berlin and elaborated upon by Blokland (1991),seful for the purpose of this paper (see also Remé&
Klaufus, 2007).

The negative conceptualization of freedom referthe private domain where the individual can do
whatever he or she likes, without interference fromtside. This is the more popular meaning of foeed
that we encounter in many popular debates. Withartego social housing however, the positive
conceptualization of freedom referring to the ploidities to actually make use of the alternativasoffer, is
of more importance. According to Berlin, freedonosll be about the actual alternatives available,ifno
these alternatives are used. He who has many aiilees to choose from is a free man (Blokland, 1991
p.30/31). Taylor (1979) on the other hand conngeexdom to the degree of autonomy and self-reaisaif
people. It is clear he stresses positive freedamesne is free if he or she can actively shapedoese of
his or her life. The availability of alternativel®iae does not suffice, one has to be active todm f

Putting the positive-negative distinction into ¢ifee means to be faced with a so-called
emancipation dilemma (Blokland, 1991). One dimembthis dilemma is the subtle balance that mest b
struck between the privacy of the private domaintloe one hand and the wish to empower those who
inhabit that domain to take the course of theiedivn their own hands on the other. The second rtiioe
refers to the need to weigh individual preferencegustomers against collective goals. As we wéé s
below, this dilemma surfaces in the system of alfiog housing based on freedom of choice for custem

There are important political reasons for houssgociations to increase freedom of choice among
their customers: responsibilities for the livedbilbf residential areas are diffused. Citizens wieke their
own choices are also - at least partly - respoadinl the outcomes of those choices. Customer®wos$ihg
associations are expected to feel more resporfsiblde liveability of the area they live in whemely have
been able to make a conscious choice to settle.tlnrently, the space for customers to make eldit
social housing is limited by policies and rules bgthousing associations and local governmentss@&he
policies and rules are the result of a decisionintpgrocess in which the importance of offeringtonsers a
certain degree of negative freedom is weighed agaire interest of those who — in the name of $ocia
justice — should be protected and given more freedixe people on low incomes (cf. Blokland, 1991,
39).

HOUSING ASSOCIATIONS AND FREEDOM OF CHOICE

While they weigh the pros and cons of a residemtiave against each other, the freedom of choice
of individual house seekers is highly conditionalppwers beyond their reach, as they can hardlyante
both housing stock, its price levels, allocatiomgadures and contracts with housing associatiohs. T
current dominant model of housing allocation, tbhoice based’ or ‘advert’ model (a.k.a. the ‘Delft
model), transfers a certain degree of choice tsimguseekers, because they can indicate themsghieb
dwelling they would prefer to move into (if the dlireg suits their household size, income etc.). @aned
to its predecessor, the ‘distribution’ model, hossekers can exert more control over their houshrace
(cf. Van Daalen & Van der Land, 2008). By offeritigeir customers more choice, housing asscociations
hope to achieve a more efficient allocation of megi@nd more customer satisfaction. The advertmbads!
certainly sorted positive effects on freedom of ichofor customers in social housing. By selecting a
preferred dwelling the house seeker is in theogbted to determine his or her place to live, whertbe
distribution model only offered a wide range of dlimgs - be it hidden from the customer - and noich
with regard to the actual dwelling.

The advert-model as put into practice also hasrs¢disadvantages however. One is that currently
so many alterations have been made to the origiodkel - in order to protect certain groups of costs -
that the system has lost transparency and becomreasingly difficult to manage. Another major
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disadvantage is that the model has ‘eaten itself s many people have subscribed to the system
anticipating for a future need that waiting lissvh expanded enormously and the number of peopte wh
reject an offered dwelling has increased (becausg do not have an immediate need). In reactichdee
systematic difficulties housing associations hatertaed experiments with new ways to allocate social
housing and implemented new rules and procedures.

An example of creating more (negative) freedonctlubice is to expand the number of available
dwellings by opening up a regional housing market abolishing rules stating that those who see&usé
in a certain locality should also be economicaigdtto that place. In other experiments, selectioteria
with regard to applicants for a dwelling, like imee, household size or age were abolished (e.gkAi¢
eperiment in the Arnhem-Nijmegen region, the Ovelntexperiment in Utrecht). Although this experimen
increased the supply of dwellings on offer, it dased the freedom of choice among the low incormepgr
for whom the earlier, abolished system offered s@mutection (see for an overview of experiments Van
Daalen & Van der Land, 2008 and www.kei-centrunfarl an overview). A growing number of housing
associations has also implemented other experimeajzart from the housing allocation system - e.qg.
enabling customers to choose between renting oinguy social dwelling, offering different rent ldse
according to income level, dividing dwelling comi® into a contract for the interior (bought by the
customer) and the exterior (that stays with theshmuassociation) or dividing land and dwellingvarying
in price levels and other conditions.

These experiments and alterations all have tow#hlparadox inherent to freedom of choice (Van
Daalen, Van der Laan Bouma-Doff & Van der Land, 20Housing association must manoeuvre very
carefully between empowering (by promoting thatteogers make more conscious choices) and patronizing
their customers. Some housing associations offeilemegative freedom of choice to their customers by
abolishing restrictions (e.g. the KAN experimenthile others decrease negative freedom of choiag, b
stimulate positive freedom. An example of the tattee housing associations who make a carefultyies
match between characteristics of house seekerghendocial climate of residential environments weher
house seekers can apply for a dwelling (the ‘POldeticas applied in the city of Dordrecht). Incremsthe
negative freedom of choice supposes that housesre&kow what they want, what to expect when they
settle in a dwelling and - automatically - in agidourhood, and that they will make use of theaextr
possibilities offered to them. By decreasing negafreedom and increasing positive freedom, housing
associations are supposed to know what is goodhforcustomer. The POL model e.g. is legitimated by
referring to a pseudo-scientific method of deteingrthe lifestyle of individuald.

FREEDOM OF CHOICE AND RESIDENTIAL SATISFACTION

There is a large body of literature on both redidérsatisfaction and housing choice, but the
association between them has not been thorouglamiered, with some exceptions like a study conducted
by Srebnik et al. (1995) on experienced housingicghof mentally ill residents. Sometimes residdntia
satisfaction is used as an indicator for a volyntaousing choice (see Glaser, Parker and Li (2003).
However, freedom of choice and residential satt&facare not exchangeable concepts and a limitgdege
of choice is certainly not always associated wasidential dissatisfaction (Van der Land et alQ80

This paper deals with the way freedom of housihgiae is experienced by customers in social
housing. Research on the housing choices that @eogke and how they are sorted into the housinggghar
traditionally focuses on the role of housing prefemes, opportunities/resources and constraintsth®n
individual level important factors in this regardeademographic features such as age, household
composition and household financial resources (&glder; 1996; Clark & Dieleman, 1996). However,
housing choice is also the outcome of macro-lesetars constituted by the housing market, sucthas t
geographical distribution of dwellings and allooatirules for social rented dwellings (Clark & Dielen,
1996; Clapham & Kintrea, 1984; Kullberg, 2002). Meit & Hooimeijer (1999) conceptualized both micro

! Housing associations using the POL-model concenpreople whose behaviours are thought to fit well
together into particular streets or buildings, Iagvihe customer no choice other than to acceptalitig
earmarked for a particular lifestyle. The compaggponsible for determining lifestyles does not ptev
transparancy in the method and database they uselaiim they base their method on scientific ihtsg

325



and macro factors in their model to predict rediglepropensity to move. We modified their model and
added the concepts of housing choice and residieatiafaction (see Figure 1).

l Careers (education, labour market, household, l MICRO
Resources/ Preferences
constraints —\

Freedom

>_ Residential
satisfactior

Housing choice _/

Opportunities/
constraints

A

I Housing market (availebilit y, accesibility, distribution, allocatior) IMACRO

Figure 1. Conceptual model of housing choice and residessisfaction

The model shows that housing choices start witliepeaces of households as outcomes of their
individual life-careers (Mulder and Hooimeijer, )9 However, in order to explain housing choicest n
only preferences are important but also the int@ngfreedom of choice households possess to ectiler
preferences, constituted by resources and contstram the individual level. Financial resources arg.
important in taking in a position on the housingkes, but almost equally important are cognitiveogrces,
political resources, social resources and the otitieusing conditions (Van Kempen & Oziiekren, 1998)
On a macro level freedom of choice is determinedhieyopportunities and restrictions on the soaiding
market. Households have to cope with the geograptdistribution of dwellings, the availability and
accessibility of those dwellings as well as theoadtion rules in the social rental sector. To sum u
resources, opportunities and constraints influeheedegree of choice households can exert, whidhrim
determine the extent to which households are ableohvert their housing preferences into their réeksi
housing situation. It is assumed that in genegd@l match between preferences and housing chescits
in residential satisfaction and that a mismatchltesn dissatisfaction.

Often house seekers consciously choose a dwelbog,pay less attention to examining the
neighbourhood in which the dwelling is located. Measure residential satisfaction we have to tate in
account both the dwelling as well as the neighboodh Although the dwelling serves as the most irgtr
indicator to determine residential satisfactionidfuus 1984, Ministerie van VROM 2000: 155) the
neighbourhood becomes a more important factor tmeedwelling becomes less satisfactory. How is the
neighbourhood appreciated? Do residents feel ateRoDo they feel connected? The meanings residents
attach to the population, the social climate, thgrde of safety, and physical characteristics bikigdings,
green spaces, the quality and use of public sgakthe reputation of the neighbourhood are abésis of
the way the neighbourhood is appreciated.

METHODOLOGY AND RESULTS

In this paper we want to find out how residentsagial housing experienced their housing choice
and to what extent that affects their evaluatiorthef residential environment. We use empirical data
examine the following questions: Do residents ademinantly social housing neighbourhoods expeeenc
less freedom of choice than residents of otherhigigrhoods? How does residential satisfactionedtathe
experienced freedom of housing choice? Which patean be observed with regard to experienced hgusi
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choice, residential satisfaction and neighbourhémzhtion? We are also interested in finding out if
experiencing little choice sorts effects on a atiles level. Could it be that when there are maisgatisfied
residents, this effects the liveability of an ar@dthough specific evidence lacks, the availabteréiture
suggests that those who are unhappy with theideasial situation feel less inclined to activelytmpate in
maintaining the liveability of an area and showreager propensity to move out of a dilapidatingaaigee
Foster-Fishman et al., 2007).

Our empirical data was gathered as part of the iHguShoice Survey we held in 2006. Based on
the degree of social housing, the mean level ofleesial satisfaction (either high or low) and (dgsence
of) plans for restructuring, we chose two neighlboods in Amsterdam and two in The Hague. In the Van
Lennepbuurt (Amsterdam) and Moerwijk (The Hagueidents were relatively satisfied, whereas in the
Indische Buurt (Amsterdam) and The Hague (Tran$vaaidents were relatively unsatisfied. The respon
on the survey we held was 28 per cent, totallif@8.questionnaires. In addition, we did 40 in-depth
interviews (ten in each neighbourhood).

Following from the research questions of this pape have shaped the remainder of this section in
three sub-sections dealing with the following stegats: 1) low income households experience litdedom
of choice, 2) little freedom of choice is relaten & low neighbourhood appreciation, and 3) negative
neighbourhood appreciation causes decrease inbmighood liveability.

L ow income households experience little freedom of choice
Often it is assumed that the choice for a neighthood with predominantly social housing must be

more or less involuntary. But to what extent do tb&dents in these areas themselves considerdbgiee

of housing choice as insufficient? In the surveyasked if the choice for a dwelling was consciouaken

or that one accepted the first dwelling availatile(it was asked in the National Housing Demandv8y)
and if the resident planned to stay in the neighboed for a long time after having moved. We alsked if

a choice for a neighbourhood was based on the faet¢hat there was dwelling on offer there, orduese
there was no other choice.

Table 1: Degree of choice by income category

Not a conscious Want to stay long* No other choice*
choice (first
dwelling available)
Less than 1.00044 47 54
euro p/month
1.000-1.500 euro39 46 48
p/month
1.500-2.000 euro47 57 39
p/month
More than 2.000 42 56 41
euro p/month
* significance (p<0,05)
Source: Housing Choice Survey, 2006

Table 1 shows that about four out of ten householgisn not have made a conscious choice. We
also see that low income households did not chdéese consciously, i.e. they did not choose thd firs
dwelling available more often, than households wliigher incomes. Their idea of staying in the
neighbourhood for a long time or not however dgfeom those who earn higher incomes. It seemddiat
income households have a realistic idea of the lawgethey can afford: they often make a more osles
conscious choice to live in a poverty neighbourhd®abr households did however more often statettiest
did not have another choice than to settle fopmicular dwelling that they chose. It seems #sgtecially
low income groups experience little choice, behittthey choose a dwelling just as often conscjoasl
house seekers in higher income groups. We shoullbok at these poor households as helpless viatiitis
regard to finding a place to live: they might haneeother choice, but that choice is often a conschoice.

Having said that, the fact that these customersemence their freedom of choice as being
constrained, expresses their weak position on ¢ieealshousing market. In the end they are morenofte
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‘trapped’ in badly reputed neighbourhoods. Those ekperienced their ‘choice’ as the result of hguiad

little choice also evaluate their new neighbourh@sda step backwards instead of a step upwards the
housing ladder (35 per cent experienced their neighfbourhood as worse than their old neighbourhood,
whereas only 20 per cent of those who did expeeidreedom of choice made that same claim). (Fran th
survey sample one family from the Moerwijk neightbmod in The Hague make for a good example. They
wanted to leave the aligning Schilderswijk neightbmod in The Hague so badly, because non-western
immigrants had changed the face of the neighbourhaad they felt increasingly out-of-place. They
swapped their new built single family dwelling fan apartment in an adjacent area, the Moerwijk
neighbourhood, but soon found out that their neighi®urhood was undergoing a similar wave of (nyainl
Moroccan) migrants settling in the neighbourhoodwiNthey feel trapped in the neighbourhood: “I thia

the Schilderswijk and because the neighbourhoo@rideated we switched places with a family in
Moerwijk. But in the end we went from bad to wotke.

Residents who experienced little freedom of chaoe relatively often young and/or are single
parents. Changes in household situation are anrtargdfactor that put pressure on the degree ofihgu
choice, as these changes often make a move téeaedif dwelling very urgent. Other reasons oftemeh@a
do with extreme nuisance from neighbours. Suchofaalo not stimulate a well-considered move, inclvhi
pros and cons are carefully weighed against edutr.oinstead a sense of urgency prevails. Otheorsa
make the situation even worse. Residents who expezd little freedom of choice also have less ¢allimn
resources’: they build up less registration timentpeople who did experience choice. (Maybe margenaa
recent move and then found out that they wantdeaee the person they share their dwelling witloy. that
reason, many customers try to illegally keep thegistration time. If the new housing situation sloet live
up to expectations, their registration can secunea out. As one of the respondents claimed: “Ne,did
not try to keep our registration. We did everythlikg we should. Well, that turns against us nofedl very
sorry about that. Why did not we do like all thbers who kept their registration time?”

Registration time plays such an important rol¢hia chances to find a dwelling that many aspiring
house seekers register years in advance, whictetids long waiting lists. The ironic effect is tHar those
who a dwelling the most urgent, the chances ofiffigpbne that suits their preferences are nihil (OB
RIGO, 2007). This is exactly the group of customehn® surfaced in our empirical studies as vulneranid
unable to profit from the increased freedom of chdhe advertmodel should have brought. A divorge e
was often mentioned as a reason to move. Oftesyéh a situation, dwelling characteristics are ictered
more important than neighbourhood characteriséicglwelling is sometimes even accepted without any
knowledge of the neighbourhood the dwelling is teda

More than half of the respondents claim they pahto stay for a long time when they settled in the
neighbourhood, especially those who came to liedr tim the early days of the neighbourhood. Regentl
moved residents often plan to stay for a shortepgeof time. The neighbourhoods we looked at gadigiu
changed reputation over a period of about thirgrgend are nowadays more often seen as tempdaagsp
while climbing the housing ladder. Although lessarthhalf of the respondents did not chose the
neighbourhood to stay for a long time, only 30 pent claimed to have made a conscious choice for th
neighbourhood. The results confirm the idea thatsighbourhood is less important than the dwellihgn
choosing a place to live. Still, the neighbourhiothe important reason to leave, but it is noydas many
to find a better area. The wide range of possiédithat many Dutch housing associations clainffer their
customers is not experienced as such by thesenceigo

A large share of the residents in our four povesighbourhoods states a wish to move out, but 16
per cent of our sample claims they see ample ptigsibto do so. Often they feel trapped in the
neighbourhood. They want to move but cannot firgligable dwelling, often because other dwellings ar
expensive and they cannot spend more on housirg ttten they do now: half of the sample claim they
would not be able to pay a 10 percent higher renbther reason why many of our respondents fepptrd
is because they think many of the neighbourhooésat much better than their own neighbourhooder®ft
a clear picture lacks of other neighbourhoods ansl the reputation of those neighbourhoods thapeh
their opinions and keeps them from moving.

Littlefreedom of choiceisrelated to alow neighbourhood appreciation

The survey included several questions with regarthéy way residents experience and appreciate
their neighbourhood. We asked respondents to hatee¢ighbourhood on a 1-10 scale and they weraedaske
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to react on statements about the neighbourhooér{tbdom the National Housing Demand Survey). Those
who claimed to have experienced little freedom lodice rated the neighbourhood lower than those who
claimed otherwise (5,4 versus 6,5). Their dissattsbn highly correlates with not feeling at homethe
neighbourhood. They more often agree with the istaie that it is a nuisance to live in their neighthmod,
they feel less attached to the neighbourhood,déies claim that people in the neighbourhood intena a
pleasant way, and they have less contact with imeediate neighbours.

Table 2: Neighbourhood experiece and perceived freedomateH*l had no other choice”)

1 b

feels responsible for the neighbourhood

contacts with other neighbourhood
residents

contact with immediate neighbours

| ‘ [Jno (first dwelling I could have)

people in the neighbourhood get along [Jyes, for neighbourhood and dwelling
well M yes, for the neighbourhood
) O yes, for the dwelling

feels connected to the neighbourhood

nuiscance to live in the neighbourhood

feels at home in the neighbourhood

Table 2 suggests that little freedom of choice {‘ttwose the first dwelling | could get into”) redat
positively to an unfavourable appreciation of tleégghbourhood. Especially, they feel less at homklass
connected to the neighbourhood. The correlatiowémt perceived freedom of choice and neighbourhood
experience holds when we control for a range oéothlated variables such as the period of timeleess
have been living in the neighbourhood (see Tabfer3he results of a multivariate analysis of fegliat
home in the neighbourhood).

Despite a strong correlation between lack of hausihoice and residential satisfaction, many
residents with little choice are nevertheless Batiswith their residential situation. 48 per ceoft the
unsatisfied residents claims to be satisfied with dwelling and 37 per cent says they are happy thiir
neighbourhood. These can e.g. be residents who besee placed in the neighbourhood by medical or
judicial institutions. Also, there are residentsondre able to exert a high degree of choice, but hdwve
become dissatisfied with the changes occurringratdabem, but whose close bonds with the neighbadho
keeps them moving out (‘stress’ versus ‘inertige $1uff & Clark, 1978). There is little evidencediaim
that constraints in choice automatically produssatisfied customers (and vice versa).

Looking more closely at what caused dissatisfactidh residential circumstances in our survey
sample, it appears that of primary importance aisions about the social quality of the neighbowdhand
the individual social contacts. The debate on #mgative aspects of living in social housing neigithoods
points at the rapid changes in the neighbourhogulilation and its consequences for the social cénaatd
use of public space as important factors that émfbe the way residents experience their area (sge e
Reijndorp, 2004). Especially residents who spetahg period of their life in the neighbourhood cart to
rebel against other neighbourhood residents, gsrdmgnize themselves less and less in newcomehei
area. Second, more general neighbourhood charstaterplay a role, e.g. the presence and quality of
amenities, public (green) spaces or the locatidative to the city centre. Factors related to faeadof
choice are in the third place.
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Table 3: Logistic regression analysis of neighbourhood eepee

The chance that a resid

. Legenda:
feels at home in th| ns. =not significant
neighbourhood + = positive correlation, significance
Gender (male) n.s. at 0,1 p-level
Age + ++ = positive correlation,

significance at 0,05 p-level

Household composition X SRR
- = negative correlation, significance

(ref: single household)

. at 0,1 p-level

Couple w/o children n.s. - - = negative correlation,
Couple w children n.s. sianificance at 0.05 p-level
Single family n.s.

Migrant ++

Education (mbo+) n.s.

Low income n.s.

Rental dwelling n.s.

No other choic ---

Length of stay n.s.

Potential support in the neighbourhoodn.s.

Feels safe in the neighbourhood +++

Neighbourhood (ref: Van Lennepltrt)
Indische Buurt ---

Moerwijk .-
Transvaal n.s.
Explained variance (pseudo r2) 36%

Source: Housing Choice Survey OTB, 2006

Negative neighbourhood appreciation causes decr ease in neighbourhood liveability

The results of the survey also seem to suppotthihe step in the line of reasoning set out in¢hd
of the former section (freedom of choice - neighbood appreciation - liveability). Residents whelfat
home in the neighbourhood do feel more responsidreneighbourhood liveability. Despite the fact ttha
many other factors will influence feeling respoteifor the neighbourhood, multivariate analysisveb@
strong correlation between feeling at home andirfgetesponsible (see Table 4 for the results of tha
analysis).

Feeling at home in your neighbourhood seems tonlpeitant for liveability, as these residents more
often take responsibility for the way the neightfmeod is developing. Another indicator that sustadhis
claim is the correlation between feeling at home e willingness to move (see Table 5). Those feled
at home are much less inclined to move than others.

Table 4. Logistic regression analysis of neighbourhood Ity

The chance that a resident feels responsible ighheurhood liveability Legenda:

Gender (male) n.s. n.s. = not sign.

Age ++ + = positive correlation,

-, o sign. at 0,1 p-level

Household composition (ref: single househ ++ = positive correlation,

Couple w/o children n.s. sign. at 0,05 p-level

Couple w children n.s. - = negative correlation, sign.

Single family n.s. at0,1 p-level _

Migrant n.s - - = negative correlation,
. = sign.

Educ_atlon (mbo+) ++ at 0,05 p-level

Low income n.s.

Rental dwelling n.s.
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Length of stay n.s.
Feels safe in the neighbourhood n.s.
Feels at home in the neighbourhood +++
Feels connected to the neighbourhood n.s.
Thinks people get along well n.s.
Contact with immediate neighbours n.s.
Contat with other neighbourhood residents++
Neighbourhood (ref: Indische But

Van Lennepbuurt n.s.
Moerwijk ++
Transvaal n.s.
Explained variance (pseudo r2) 13%

Source: Housing Choice Survey OTB, 2006

Table 5. Willingness to move and neighbourhood experience

CONCLUSION

Freedom of choice has become common in many afdde and so it has in the domain of social
housing. Although housing associations claim thi#graheir customers much more freedom of choice (i
our opinion ‘negative choice’) when they seek a ling: than they did before, this does not immediate
reflect in the experiences of customers in socialising (which point at ‘positive choice’: the way
alternatives are used). Little academic interestbe®en shown into this positive dimension. Formaper it
has been useful to demonstrate that the way peoguerience choice has repercussions for the way the
experience the neighbourhood. Particular groupsooke seekers, especially those on low incomesntirg
house seekers or house seekers who do not undkteasystem of housing allocation well, are ldds o
profit from the freedom they might theoreticallyviea They do have negative freedom of choice, bly on
little positive freedom. This paper investigatea thuestion if customers of social housing in pgvert
neighbourhoods experience a certain freedom ofcehdi that is related to the way the neighbourh@od
experienced and what that might mean for the liligalof the neighbourhood. We can conclude thatiao
housing customers on low incomes less often expegidreedom of choice than other residents, and tha
those who did experience choice are more satisfisate connected, interact more with others in the
neighbourhood, are more positive about others @ rteighbourhood, and feel more responsible for the
neighbourhood. However, not every customer who iepeed little choice becomes a dissatisfied regide
and the experienced degree of choice is not eveprilmary factor causing dissatisfaction, the coration
of dissatisfaction and little freedom of choice asmajor cause for people to feel trapped in their
neighbourhood. Finally, those with a low appreoiatof the neighbourhood feel less responsible lier t
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liveability of the area where they live than thaars. On a collective level, this might have repssions for
the way neighbourhood develops.

This paper shows that residents who did not Yfeshoose their dwelling and/or neighbourhood are
less satisfied with their residential environmenthich might have implications for the whole
neighbourhood. A very basic recommendation for éhiestitutions who can influence housing choices of
customers in social housing would be that the systé social housing should allow residents to make
choices as deliberately as possible. If it is M@t tore ethical argument that residents of soaakimg
should have the decisive say in their place oflergie, then the social and material consequencésaéd’
housing choices for the liveability of neighbourdeashould certainly be a matter of concern. Ifdesis
who choose their dwelling and/or neighbourhood feelre dedicated to the neighbourhood, freedom of
housing choice might not only benefit residentsadial housing, but the neighbourhood as a wholeetis
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