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Abstract 

 

The increasing complexity of issues relating to the availability of affordable housing in 

Germany demands a sophisticated understanding of public sensitivities and policy 

frameworks. The study applies a grounded theory methodology to explore how the 

acceptance of affordable housing is shaped at the federal, state, and local levels. The data 

is systematically coded and compared based on eleven in-depth expert interviews, with the 

aim of creating a taxonomy of acceptance consisting of four dimensions: governmental 

issues, public debate and image, solidarity and responsibility, and promotion the right on 

housing. The analysis indicates that subsidies and political will are essential, but these 

factors alone cannot ensure long-term sustainability without the presence of stable 

regulations, the involvement of communities in planning, and strategies to reduce 

stigmatisation. Historical stereotypes and selective media coverage continue to hinder 

acceptance, but grounded theory shows how solidarity, discourse and a rights-based 

framework can reframe housing as a social good. The study demonstrates that acceptance 

is more than merely a technical problem-solving process; rather, it is a systemic and 

comprehensive process. By redefining housing as a fundamental right and cornerstone of 

urban diversity, this research invites stakeholders to view affordable housing not as 

residual welfare, but as essential infrastructure for social justice and a sustainable urban 

future. 
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1. INTRODUCTION 

 

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 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 soon 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 confluence of rising construction costs, escalating land prices, and elevated 

interest rates has rendered the provision of affordable housing an economically untenable 

proposition for a considerable number of investors. From the perspective of yield, it has 

become challenging to set rental prices for new dwellings that are affordable for a sizeable 

portion of the population. While there is no absolute shortage of residential space in 

Germany, there is a pronounced spatial mismatch between the supply and demand for 

housing. This discrepancy is further compounded by the migration of residents from 

regions with less developed infrastructure, which has resulted in a decline in the quality 

of housing stock in rural areas, while metropolitan areas are experiencing significant 

challenges in meeting their housing demands. Escalating costs for building land and 

construction materials in urban centres have triggered a cycle of rising expenses, which, 

in turn, has led to an increase in rental prices. These conditions disproportionately affect 

low- and middle-income households, who often find that their housing costs, including 

rent, operating expenses, and utilities, significantly exceed their income. To prevent the 

displacement of these demographic groups to the urban periphery and to preserve social 

diversity within cities, federal and state governments have introduced a range of subsidies.  
The government has identified the expansion of the affordable housing stock as a 

priority, with the introduction of subsidy programmes aimed at low- and middle-income 

households. To achieve this goal, the public sector has sought to provide incentives for 

private investment in subsidised housing. Despite the availability of subsidies, investments 

in affordable housing have yet to be perceived as particularly attractive or economically 

beneficial. It is anticipated that by extending subsidy programmes and offering more 

attractive conditions, private investors will be encouraged to direct their investments 

towards affordable housing projects rather than towards higher-yield private rental 

developments. The political discourse surrounding the provision of affordable housing 

remains contentious, characterised by a divergence of ideological perspectives and a 

variation in the prioritisation of this issue across different municipalities. Despite an 

increase in discussions and a gradual shift away from neoliberal practices, such as 

privatisation, towards the remunicipalisation and expansion of public housing, significant 

resistance persists against the implementation of robust housing policies. Even 

municipalities with greater autonomy, such as Berlin and Hamburg, encounter 

considerable obstacles in addressing the escalating costs of rent and property prices. The 

impact of the COVIID-19 pandemic has further complicated this issue by diverting 

governmental attention and resources away from housing (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), whereby 

citizens acknowledge the necessity of housing projects but oppose their development near 

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, even though these arguments are 

presented in a manner that appears to be devoid of any bias. The 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). Therefore, 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. 

This article utilises a semi-standardised interview approach (n = 11) to examine the 

extent to which affordable housing is recognised by municipal and state administrations 

in Germany, as well as their views on the population and their acceptance. The interviews 

offer insights into the public appreciation of affordable housing in new construction 

projects and in the promotion of existing housing, as seen and interpreted by the public 

sector. The research findings are of significant scientific and administrative importance, 

particularly in terms of the role of publicly subsidised rental housing in addressing market 

deficiencies. 

In the context of an increasing demand for housing, public awareness and discourse 

on the issue have intensified. The analysis of the coded interviews highlights several 

interrelated dimensions that shape the role and perception of publicly subsidised housing 

in Germany. A recurrent theme in the expert reports is the persistent housing shortage and 

the issue of accessibility. The respondents emphasised that the supply of affordable 

housing remains structurally insufficient to meet demand, even in regions where eligibility 

requirements are relatively generous. A secondary yet consequential finding relates to 

public acceptance and the endurance of stigmatisation. Despite efforts to present 

affordable housing in a more positive manner, many respondents observe that it remains 

associated with negative stereotypes, frequently linked to poverty, unemployment or social 

instability. The results of the interviews also highlight the importance of governmental 

frameworks and regional diversity. The implementation of affordable housing within the 

federal system is not uniform but rather is shaped by the specific priorities and resources 



of individual states. In addition to technical and political considerations, a significant 

number of experts invoke an ideology of solidarity and collective responsibility. The 

importance of safe and affordable housing for marginalised groups is presented not only 

as a social safety net, but also as a fundamental component for the effective functioning 

of urban societies. The results of the study indicate that several interviewees consider 

media coverage and political discourse to be of particular significance. The way publicly 

subsidised housing is presented to the public impacts its acceptance. Such presentation 

may portray the affordable housing as a burden on municipal budgets or as a cornerstone 

of social stability. The article provides comprehensive insights into public opinion on this 

matter and forms a valuable basis for decision-making and future research in the field of 

affordable housing. 

 

2. LITERATURE REVIEW 

2.1 An Overview of Affordable Housing Definitions 

The term “affordable housing” has been the subject of international attention in 

recent years, both in the context of policy developments and in the field of academic 

research. The term is frequently utilised as a synonym for “social housing”. In contrast to 

its usage in policymaking and research, the term “affordable housing” has also been 

applied to define policy instruments. It is difficult to distinguish between the two concepts, 

as measuring housing affordability represents a significant challenge for local authorities 

and federal and state governments alike. The complexity of affordability problems makes 

it difficult to assess their nature and extent, requiring an evaluation of policy needs and 

the identification of performance indicators that address specific national policy needs. 

The concept of affordable housing acknowledges the needs of households whose 

incomes are insufficient to procure appropriate housing in the open market without 

assistance (Milligan et al., 2004). The lack of a clear definition of the term “affordable 

housing” and the fact that it encompasses a range of housing types, rents or prices, and 

resident income limits makes it difficult for society to accept this concept. It represents the 

latest in a series of synonyms for housing intended for those unable to afford market prices 

(Koebel et al., 2004). The term “affordable housing” is employed to describe housing that 

enables low- and middle-income households to secure suitable accommodation without 

undue financial hardship (Milligan et al., 2004). The term “affordable housing” is used to 

describe housing for which the resident is required to pay no more than 30% of their gross 

income, including utilities. This benchmark is used by the U.S. Department of Housing 

and Urban Development and is also recognised by the United Nations. The objective of 

this standard is to ensure that households have sufficient remaining income to cover 

additional expenses such as food, education, transportation, healthcare, and other 

discretionary uses (Thomas et al., 2024). The term has recently been used as an alternative 

to “public”, “social”, or “low-cost” housing (Gabriel et al., 2005). 

The concept of affordable accommodation is open to several different interpretations. 

The difficulty in defining it stems from the complexity of understanding the causal factors 

that contribute to housing affordability. Even the process of conceptualising and measuring 

the income thresholds for eligibility is a challenging one. The debate on affordability 

demonstrates that a considerable number of conceptual and measurement challenges arise 

from contested understandings of the problem. Individuals, lone parents, and families with 

children commonly find themselves in a position where they must balance the competing 



demands of high housing costs against low or middle incomes, employment, travel, health, 

and other consumer needs (Gabriel et al., 2005). In order to assist state and federal 

governments in the promotion and monitoring of the supply of affordable housing, the 

Australian government has adopted the following definition: “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 the United Kingdom, the term “affordable housing” is understood to encompass 

both traditional social housing, whether publicly or privately owned by housing 

associations and new forms of below-market and regulated housing available for sale or 

rent. By way of illustration, the London Plan defines affordable housing as “housing 

designed to meet the needs of households whose incomes are not sufficient to allow them 

to access decent and appropriate housing in their borough. Affordable housing comprises 

social housing, intermediate housing and in some cases, low-cost market housing (MOL, 

2004, p. 60). 

In Germany, affordable housing, which is often colloquially referred to as social 

housing, comprises new housing constructed with direct funding from federal, state, and 

local governments. The legal foundation for this is the Social Housing Promotion Act 

(WoFG), which, in addition to establishing principles for affordable housing construction, 

regulates the target group, namely households unable to secure adequate housing in the 

open market and thus reliant on support. In consideration of the fact that the federal states 

are responsible for the legislation and financing of affordable housing, it is also necessary 

to consider the provisions of state law (BMI, 2020). The provision of public funds ensures 

that newly constructed dwellings become affordable housing, thereby rendering them 

subject to the provisions of the Housing Commitment Act (WoBindG). The occupancy 

commitment serves to guarantee that only those who are in need gain access to affordable 

housing, with the provision of a housing entitlement certificate 

(Wohnberechtigungsschein). The issuance of the certificate is conditional upon the 

applicant's income not exceeding the specified limits. The implementation of rent control 

ensures that the rents of subsidised dwellings are tied to target rates that vary in accordance 

with the size, location, and facilities of the municipality in whose jurisdiction the dwelling 

is situated. 

In Romania, the government provides and subsidises affordable housing in 

accordance with the Housing Act No. 114/1996. This legislation offers accommodation 

designed for individuals or families whose economic circumstances prevent them from 

purchasing or leasing homes in the private market. The maximum allowable rental cost 

for an affordable housing unit is set at a level that does not exceed 10% of the tenant's 

monthly net income. The level of the rent subsidy is determined by an examination of the 

family's income over the previous twelve months. Any discrepancy between the actual 

rent charged and the subsidy provided is financed by the local budget of the administrative-

territorial unit where the social housing is located (Alpopi et al., 2014). The concept of 

affordable housing is defined by statute in only three countries: Estonia, Poland, and 

Romania. In these countries, the definitions explicitly include municipal housing intended 

to support the most disadvantaged households. In Croatia and other Eastern European 

countries, there is no explicit definition of affordable housing (Lux, 2003). 



This comparative international perspective serves to illustrate the inherent 

complexity of the topic and the impossibility of establishing a standardised definition of 

“affordable housing”. The definition is specific and contingent upon the political and 

programmatic context of each country in which it is employed. The challenge, therefore, 

is to identify the policy needs in this area and to develop measures that meet the policy 

requirements. This entails identifying the scale and nature of the problem, assessing trends 

in the housing market, providing information for policy design, and offering guidance to 

the industry (Gabriel et al., 2005). 

 

2.2 Nature and Extent of the Affordable Housing Problem 

The issue of affordable housing is becoming increasingly critical, yet there needs to 

be consensus in the literature on how to measure affordability. This is in part due to the 

lack of a standardised definition, as previously discussed. The challenge of measuring 

affordable housing can be traced back to studies conducted in the 19th century. Stigler 

(1954) was among the first to identify the difficulties inherent in defining measures of 

affordable housing. He observed that, despite numerous analyses of household 

consumption having been undertaken from a range of conceptual, theoretical, empirical, 

and methodological perspectives, these studies were characterised by a lack of consistency 

and coherence. A typical practical guideline in housing was the ratio of a week's wages to 

a month's rent, which was prevalent in the United States. Kenngott's (1912) study revealed 

that a minimum of 20% of earnings was necessary to cover rent costs. This late 19th-

century saying about “a week's wages...” bears a resemblance to the late 20th-century 

notion that twenty-five or thirty per cent of income represents the upper limit of housing 

affordability. Both studies make only general assumptions about the average household 

expenditure on housing, rarely clarifying the distinction between the two, and provide no 

indication of which household represents the average. Over time, observations about the 

spending habits of some households have been transformed into assumptions about what 

they should be spending (Hulchanski, 1995). 

Despite a consensus across Europe that affordable housing is under pressure, the term 

“affordable” is understood in diverse ways in different countries. It is imperative to 

consider the social, economic, and ecological factors that affect household well-being 

when defining affordable housing. It is widely acknowledged that households allocating 

over 30% of their gross income towards securing suitable and decent housing are facing 

affordability issues. This definition does not enjoy universal agreement (Pittini, 2012). 

The multifaceted and complex nature of affordability problems makes it challenging 

to assess their nature and extent with a single measure. It is crucial to identify the policy 

needs related to these issues and develop metrics that are tailored to specific policy 

requirements in different countries. By doing so, developments in the housing market can 

be assessed more effectively, providing essential information for further policy 

development (Gabriel et al., 2005). 

 

2.3 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 (NIMBY), 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, for example, by using the 

term "housing that is affordable" 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. 

Regarding 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 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 even though 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 high 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. METHODS AND DESGIN OF THE STUDY 

3.1 Sample and Context 

This article 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, 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 article 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. 

 



3.2 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 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 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. 

 



 

Figure 1: Components of Grounded Theory 

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 2: Overview of Data Structure 



4. FINDINGS 

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. It 

was reported by all participants 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). 

 
Figure 3: Participant Characteristics 

 

4.2 Word Cloud in Affordable Housing Discourse 

The objective of using a word cloud, as illustrated in Figure 4, for this article 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 

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



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 provided herewith. This will subsequently enable the 

elaboration of the grounded theory based on the dimensions. 

Figure 4: Word Cloud of Discourse on Housing, Policy, and Society 

 

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. 

 

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 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. 

 

Figure 5: Coded Themes in Affordable Housing Discourse 

 

4.4 Aggregate Theoretical Dimensions 

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.  

 

“..., 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.  

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



“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.  

 

“..., 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. 

 

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). 

 

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). 

 

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. 

 

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 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). 

 

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). 

 

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. 

 

4.4.5 Governmental Issues 

The interviews clearly show that, from the professional perspective of the 

respondents, the central 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 different needs. In addition, experts 

underline the significance of reliability and consistency in housing subsidies. 



“... 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. 

 

5. DISCUSSION 

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. 

 
Figure 6: Dimensions of Affordable Housing Discourse 

 

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. 

 

5.1.1 Solidarity & 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 a proactive 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.  

 



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.  

 

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 cheap 

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. 

 

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 act 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. 

 

5.2 Implications 

This article 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. 

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 article 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 article 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. 

 

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, 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. 

 

6. LIMITATIONS AND FUTURE RESEARCH 

6.1 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 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. 

 

6.2 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. 

 

6.3 Recommendations for Future Research and Practice 

Future research and practice in affordable housing should concentrate on key areas 

to address the complex challenges associated with housing equity, public awareness, and 

policy effectiveness.  



There is an urgent requirement for comprehensive qualitative research that employs 

grounded theory methodologies to examine the multifaceted perceptions of affordable 

housing among a diverse range of community stakeholders. The application of grounded 

theory enables the formulation of concepts and the establishment of relationships through 

the implementation of qualitative data collection methodologies, such as semi-structured 

interviews. This approach can facilitate the identification of valuable insights concerning 

public opinion and the socio-economic impacts of housing policy. Future studies aim to 

expand the participant sample to include a broader range of demographics to gain a more 

diverse set of experiences and perspectives that can contribute to the development of more 

comprehensive housing strategies. 

The most significant challenge is to address the widespread NIMBY mentality that 

is prevalent in both rural and urban communities. The current research indicates that a 

combination of strategic communication of the issues related to affordable housing, along 

with successful issue framing, can effectively influence public opinion and promote 

acceptance of new additions to the built environment. Further research would assist in 

identifying the most impactful strategies for developing new narratives surrounding 

affordable housing, with a specific focus on the value of affordable housing for community 

and economic stability. This could comprise the introduction of experimental designs for 

the measurement of the impact of diverse communication strategies and verbal framings 

on public opinion.  

The relationship between public authorities and private investors in the housing 

sector is a subject that requires further study. The asymmetry of this relationship frequently 

results in unfavourable outcomes for both municipalities and low-income tenants. It would 

be valuable for future research to concentrate on the creation of frameworks that enhance 

collaboration between these entities and guarantee that affordable housing initiatives are 

not only financially sustainable but also socially responsible. Research could include the 

examination of case studies of successful public-private partnerships that have resulted in 

sustainable housing solutions. It is also necessary to standardise and refine the definitions 

and metrics used to evaluate affordable housing. The definition of affordable housing 

varies considerably across regions, which presents a challenge for the implementation and 

evaluation of policies. It would be beneficial for future research to establish a clear, 

universally accepted definition of affordable housing that considers local contexts and 

needs. Such studies could include a comparative analysis of different countries to identify 

the most effective practices and policy frameworks. The final recommendation is that 

interdisciplinary approaches are essential to integrate social, economic, and environmental 

perspectives into housing research. The complexity of affordable housing is shaped by a 

multitude of factors, including economic trends, demographic shifts, and social 

inequalities. It is recommended that future studies adopt a mixed-method approach, 

combining quantitative data with qualitative research, to gain a comprehensive 

understanding of the challenges and opportunities facing the field of affordable housing. 

Future research and practice in affordable housing should prioritise the use of 

qualitative methodologies, strategic communication, collaborative frameworks, 

standardised definitions, and interdisciplinary approaches. These recommendations aim to 

promote a more equitable and sustainable housing landscape that meets the diverse needs 

of municipalities, the community, and the population. 

 



7. 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 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 report calls 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 due consideration that affordable housing can be accepted in 

the long term and serve as a cornerstone of appropriate and sustainable cities.  
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