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Abstract
Characterizing the current trend in housing development in Sweden, municipalities are facing several problems associated with spatial segregation such as the public housing shortage. By focusing on resident (dis)satisfaction this article contributes to a new perspective on spatial segregation. We aim to nuance spatial segregation in this article by applying a bottom-up perspective on why residents’ desire to move or stay. It is from both categories of residents (movers and stayers) that we enrich our understanding of residential (dis)satisfaction. Thus, we provide the urban research community with a deeper understanding of the underlying reasons for resident (dis)satisfaction in the Swedish housing context. We ask: Why do residents desire to move or stay? Do potential movers display common attributes? Which housing and neighbourhood types, as well as community contexts are most likely to increase residents’ desire to move? From a survey carried out in the mid-sized Swedish city of Västerås in 2020, we map why residents of three different types of working-class neighbourhoods in Sweden either desire to move or stay. As expected, younger residents desire more than older residents, particularly homeowners to move. They identify bad neighbourhood quality and unaffordable housing as the two main reasons for their desire to move. One interesting finding is that foreign born residents are less inclined to want to move. In general, health-related services are significantly rated highly by potential movers and stayers alike. Another finding contradicts previous research. We find that length of residence does not significantly influence movers. However, seen from the individual level, some of these processes have different “names” and are connected to problems such as neighbourhood quality and affordability. Our research shows that residential satisfaction at the structural level is just as much about lifecycle changes such as having kids and needing a larger apartment, as it is about processes such as displacement, “white flight” and “renoviction”. We show that by inserting these factors into the spatial segregation equation municipalities can take steps to identify, address and solve problems associated with residential (dis)satisfaction.
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Introduction
     Sweden, like other countries (Wang et al., 2019), has experienced profound changes to the residential patterning of its cities since the launch of housing reforms in the mid-1990s (Grundström and Molina, 2016). Characterizing current housing development in Sweden, municipalities are facing several problems caused brought by the  increasing trend in extreme spatial segregation  that gives rise to the ongoing public housing shortage (Listerborn et al., 2020; Schelling, 1971). Subsequently, housing developers need to avoid adding fuel to this volatile process and ought instead focus on putting out, rather than setting ablaze, other related neighbourhood area effects such as degradation, loss of amenities, increased rents, and displacement (Atkinson, 2004; Doucet, 2009; Lees, 2008; Thörn & Holgersson, 2016). These phenomena are a problem for cities as a whole as they engender widespread dissatisfaction among many residents, increasing their intent to relocate (Lu, 1999; Speare, 1974). Intent to relocate, in turn, is connected to our definition of residential satisfaction, which is based on the judgment of an individual regarding the difference between their actual and desired housing situation (Galster & Hesser, 1981). The relationship between residential segregation and its outcomes, on the one hand, and resident satisfaction, on the other, poses new challenges for municipalities and housing developers, particularly in their role as “problem solvers”. For this reason, the research community needs to revisit and rethink to what extent current approaches to housing development can alleviate the negative effects of residential dissatisfaction. To this end, we study how the housing sector can better stimulate the level of satisfaction among residents (our unit of analysis), concerning some of the negative circumstances that characterize their housing situation. To do this we must first determine the degree to which a resident’s desire to move is normal, or dependent on one or more structural factors related to one or more aspects of residential segregation. It is the latter category that housing developers can address to alleviate the negative effects of residential segregation. 
      However, in reality the residents’ needs and perspectives, specifically in the Swedish housing context (Fell & Mattsson, 2021), are often unknown (Lahti et al., 2018). Our approach intends, therefore, to shed light on how stakeholders in housing development can improve resident satisfaction that is linked to spatial segregation (Sørensen & Torfing, 2011). Hence, inspired by Coulter and Scott (2015) and Wang et al. (2019) including residents’ level of satisfaction with their housing situation, that is, by adding the resident perspective to housing development, we rectify this uncertainty. Our thesis is that a higher level of a resident’s satisfaction can function as a panacea against the negative effects of residential segregation in the sense that it alleviates negative neighbourhood effects such as exclusion, isolation, and inequity (Nilsson et al., 2024). 
     Relying solely on top-down government has hitherto not been successful in addressing the negative effects of residential segregation in Sweden (Listerborn et al., 2020). To reiterate, both private and public housing developers are criticized for neglecting to apply a citizen perspective to housing development (Fell & Mattsson, 2021; Polk, 2011; Thörn & Holgersson, 2016). Therefore, a bottom-up approach is a crucial step in addressing the wicked issues that have been earlier identified to characterize residential segregation in an international context (Roberts, 2000). Thus, two contributions to urban studies are by adding a resident perspective to housing development and doing this in the Swedish urban context. 
[bookmark: _Hlk160101123][bookmark: _Hlk160101342]     Earlier research enables us to determine which conditions improve or worsen residents’ satisfaction with their current housing situation. From this, one quickly discovers that the topic of residential satisfaction is a widely studied topic (Biswas et al., 2021; Emami & Sadeghlou, 2021; Mohit & Raja, 2014). For instance, in their research both Dekker and Bolt (2005) and Etminani-Ghasrodashti et al. (2017) found that a resident’s satisfaction with the societal composition of, and trust in, the neighbourhood links strongly with a feeling of social belonging among residents of a neighbourhood. In a wider sense, other researchers find that a resident’s satisfaction is also connected to quality of life (Sirgy et al., 2000). For this reason and underpinning the importance of networks and feeling included for a resident’s satisfaction, we consider quality of life and social belonging important for alleviating the negative effects of residential segregation (Dempsey et al., 2011). Some other aspects of a resident’s satisfaction connect to one’ attributes and perceptions of policy (neighbourhood development) measures as well as feeling safe in one’s social setting, (Emami & Sadeghlou, 2021; Mohit & Raja, 2014). This multitude of factors that underpin resident satisfaction indicate the importance of contextualizing the attributes and circumstances of the resident, housing situation, and neighbourhood context (Hur & Morrow-Jones, 2008; Mohit & Raja, 2014). 
[bookmark: _Hlk162010008]     However, to our knowledge, little research has been done on residential satisfaction with a wider focus on residents’ desire to move and stay, as a consequence of either normal reasons (lifecycle changes) and/or the circumstances of residential segregation (negative neighbourhood effects). That is, including both potential movers as well as stayers and determining to what extent they intend to move is dependent on either lifecycle changes or structural circumstances is another contribution to urban studies. We connect to earlier research that can guide us when measuring the level of satisfaction among residents in three Swedish working-class neighbourhoods (for similar research see Wang et al., 2019). However, we differ from this research in the sense that we do not completely and narrowly operationalize resident satisfaction as the desire to move. Instead to explain more specifically what inspires intention to relocate and stay, we make a point of linking the concept to its component parts such as the usual suspects of residents’ characteristics, housing situation, and neighbourhood environment, as well as aspects of residential segregation. In addition, to the current modus operandi in the research stream we make a distinction between those aspects of residential segregation that are either problematic or important for residential satisfaction. If, on the one hand, a potential mover rates some aspect of their neighbourhood lowly we will view this as being problematic because it might be the very reason why they want to move. If, on the other hand, a stayer rates some aspect of their neighbourhood highly we will view this as important because it might be the reason why they want to stay. On the same note, we argue, building on Coulter and Scott (2015), that instead of surveying people who have moved (not everyone can afford to move), it is easier to map (dis)satisfaction among current residents of neighbourhoods. For instance, those who cannot, but still desire to move, are more accessible for researchers (it would be very difficult to find residents that have recently moved), and more importantly they are obviously to some extent (dis)satisfied with one or more aspects of their housing situation, and/or neighbourhood context. Moreover, those who want to stay still view some aspects of their neighbourhood as important. Hence, we include all residents’ opinion in this study, not only the people with the means to move, but those who desire to move or stay. Thus, by including all the residents that responded to the survey, the basis for our analysis, we gain a fuller and more accurate picture of the relationship between residential satisfaction and resident’s desire to move. 
[bookmark: _Hlk162010137]     Therefore, by breaking down resident satisfaction into its component parts (resident attributes, aspects of their housing situation, neighbourhood context, and structural factors related to residential segregation) and by sorting respondents into two categories (potential movers and stayers) we aim to map in more detail the anatomy of intention to relocate in three Swedish working-class neighbourhoods. We ask:
1. Why do residents desire to move or stay?
2. Do “potential movers” display common attributes? If so, which?
3. Which individual, housing, and neighbourhood contexts or aspects are most likely to increase residents’ desire to move or stay? 
     Expanding on our thesis, we argue that by adding a residential segregation perspective based on all residents (potential movers and stayers) will provide housing developers in Sweden with new insights about residential satisfaction that will improve their ability to navigate and mitigate its negative effects. By surveying all residents and by complementing the quantitative answers from the study with qualitative answers, where the residents answered the question “why do you want to move/stay?”, we get a fuller picture of what residential (dis)satisfaction looks like. Thus, our approach will add a highly sought after resident perspective concerning the role that resident satisfaction plays in understanding the effects of residential segregation in three working-class neighbourhoods in Sweden.

Theory and Hypotheses
Determinants of resident’s satisfaction
    With the focus of this study in mind, residential satisfaction with one’s housing and neighbourhood situation influences people’s intentions to move (Lu, 1999; Speare, 1974; Wang et al., 2019). That is, the same indicators are often used to describe and explain both phenomena (Wang et al., 2019). Nevertheless, the study of residential satisfaction is mostly an interdisciplinary endeavour (c.f. Biswas et al., 2021; (Galster, 1985; Lu, 1999; Mohit & Raja, 2014; Riazi & Emami, 2018; Riemer, 1943; Speare, 1974). Therefore, in this study we view residential satisfaction from a unique combination of business, economics, and politics perspective. We also connect intent to relocate to three categories that vary somewhat from previous research. That is, resident characteristics, housing situation and neighbourhood context. The category labels are derived from the variables that constitute them. Despite the interdisciplinary character of the topic residential satisfaction, the underpinning theories are often very similar (Lu, 1999). That is, they are based on the notion that residential satisfaction is a complex cognitive construct, identified by residents’ self-assessed needs and desires that are dependent on their current housing situation and neighbourhood contexts (Galster, 1985; Galster & Hesser, 1981). Nevertheless, the results of these studies often vary as satisfaction is a complex issue (Hur & Morrow-Jones, 2008). In essence, residential satisfaction is characterized by a mix of factors that not only take into account housing qualities but also the surrounding neighbourhood (Mesch & Manor, 1998). 
     Also in this study, we assume that if dissatisfaction passes some unspecified threshold, then residents will develop a desire to move. However, an intention to relocate is not the same as a decision to move; “it means merely that a person will give some consideration to moving” (Speare 1974, p. 186). Because of this, an intention to relocate is not only lifecycle changes but can also be explained by a low degree of residential satisfaction. This often concerns some aspect of one’s housing situation and neighbourhood context. Therefore, determining why people desire to move at different points in their life will allow us to disentangle the complex and multifaceted causes and consequences of residential satisfaction.

[bookmark: _Hlk168316557]Resident characteristics
     As we will see, individual characteristics can influence residents’ satisfaction and thus their intent to relocate. To begin with, according to Emami and Sadeghlou (2021), gender tends to play a part in residential satisfaction, where females are in general more satisfied than men. Therefore, we assume that men will be more inclined to want to move (H1 in Table 1). Another resident characteristic inspires H2 in Table 1. This is derived from recent research (Wang et al., 2019) that shows that being older increases residential satisfaction and, subsequently, the desire to stay in the same location. 

	[bookmark: _Hlk162440925][bookmark: _Hlk169092548]H1
	Gender influences resident satisfaction (Emami & Sadeghlou, 2021). Men ought to be more inclined to want to relocate.

	H2
	Age influences resident satisfaction (Lu, 1999: Wang et al., 2019). Thus, older residents ought to be more reluctant to relocate than younger residents.

	H3
	Duration of residence influences resident satisfaction (Speare, 1974). Therefore, the longer residents have lived in their neighbourhood the less likely they ought to be to desire to move.

	H4
	Socio-economic status influences desire to move (Emami & Sadeghlou, 2021). Households with a higher income and education tend to be more satisfied (Wang et al., 2019).


Table 1
Hypotheses regarding residential satisfaction and resident’s characteristics 

     However, the influence of age on the desire to move is dependent on neighbourhood context. In the Chinese urban context, Wang et al. (2019) found that older residents living in poorer neighbourhoods (urban villages) are more likely to want to relocate than younger people. While, conversely, the elderly in more advantaged neighbourhoods prefer to stay put. Previous research (Speare, 1974) reveals that duration of residence influences residents’ satisfaction with their housing situation. Thus, there are also grounds to assume that residents that have lived in their neighbourhood for a long period of time will be less likely to desire to move (H3 in Table 1). As aforementioned, the socio-economic status of the resident by itself also influence the desire to move (Emami & Sadeghlou, 2021). For instance, a higher income and a higher educational level are connected to a higher level of satisfaction among residents (Wang et al., 2019). 
Housing situation
     As expected, residential satisfaction can also be related to one’s housing situation (Hur & Morrow-Jones, 2008; Kearney, 2006; Mohit et al., 2010; Mohit & Raja, 2014; Wang et al., 2019). In this research, a multitude of factors have been applied to explain residential satisfaction. We use these factors to generate hypotheses that can be tested to explain residents’ intent to relocate. Thus, relating to housing conditions, previous research carried out by Ahmadi (2024) shows that living in affordable housing increases residential satisfaction and vice versa. Therefore, we assume that affordability is key to relocation (H5 in Table 2). 

Table 2
	H5
	Affordability influences residential satisfaction (Ahmadi, 2024). That is, the more affordable housing, the lesser the likelihood of a desire to relocate. 

	H6
	The level of crowding in households influences residential satisfaction (Emami & Sadeghlou, 2021; Speare, 1974). Thus, the lower the level of crowding the lesser the likelihood of a desire to relocate.

	H7
	Ownership status influences residential satisfaction (Lu, 1999; Wang et al., 2019). Homeowners are less likely to have a desire to move than renters.


 Hypotheses regarding residential satisfaction and housing situation

     Another aspect of a housing situation worth mentioning is the level of crowding in apartments and how it influences residents’ intention to relocate (H6 in Table 2). Hence, the more people living in an apartment the lower the level of residential satisfaction (Emami & Sadeghlou, 2021; Speare, 1974). Amerio et al. (2020) find that living in a larger dwelling may facilitate daily life activities and improve well-being as well as mental health. Crowding have not only been shown to affect residential satisfaction but even social mobility, which might begin with a desire to move (Speare, 1974). Finally, another aspect of one’s housing situation is ownership. Lu (1999) found that being a homeowner, and living in more expensive homes, correlates positively with residential satisfaction. Connected to this, Wang et al. (2019, p. 58) found that “… renters … have a higher intention to relocate when compared to homeowners” (H7 in Table 2).

Neighbourhood context
     As opposed to a resident’s characteristics and housing situation, research shows that the level of residential satisfaction is also related to the neighbourhood’s physical and social contexts (Jones & Dantzler, 2021). The “lack of fit” between their current and desired housing needs creates stress or dissatisfaction with their current residence. A compact built environment characterized by short distances can, according to Mouratidis (2018, 2021); Yang (2008), be conducive to higher neighbourhood satisfaction than, for instance urban sprawl. On the other hand, density and a lack of green space, which are common occurrences in compact built environments, can reduce residential satisfaction (Mouratidis, 2018, 2021; Yang, 2008). Thus, we assume that a compact built environment that is carefully planned with available urban green space will not engender a desire to relocate among its residents (H8 in Table 3). 

	[bookmark: _Hlk169092530]H8
	A compact built environment that is well planned, of short distances may increase residential satisfaction (Mouratidis, 2018, 2021; Yang, 2008). 

	H9
	Service features of the neighbourhood influence residential satisfaction (Emami & Sadeghlou, 2021). Thus, the availability of services ought to influence residents’ desire to move.

	H10
	The prevalence of a sense of community, particularly in multiethnic neighbourhoods, influences social interaction (Ahmadi, 2024), increases residential satisfaction (Mesch & Manor, 1998; Wang et al., 2019), and ought to influence residents’ desire to move.


Table 3
Hypotheses regarding residential satisfaction and neighbourhood context

     Related to this, and an important aspect as of the neighbourhood context, Emami and Sadeghlou (2021) found that the availability of services and amenities in the neighbourhood are important for resident satisfaction and, thus, the desire to move (H9 in Table 2). Another hypothesis (H10 in Table 2) that can be derived from the narrative of resident satisfaction in the context of the neighbourhood is sense of community (Mesch & Manor, 1998; Wang et al., 2019). Sense of community increases residential satisfaction in terms of perceived safety, reputation, and place attachment. All of these factors ought to influence a resident’s desire to stay in the neighbourhood (Hur & Morrow-Jones, 2008; Mouratidis, 2020, 2021). Therefore, it is crucial to promote social interaction and involvement among different ethnic groups in residential complexes that can result in intimacy, hence satisfying sociocultural needs (Ahmadi, 2024). Because the perceptions of the planners and policy makers do not always coincide with those of the residents (Lu, 1999), testing these hypotheses will lead to knowledge about residential satisfaction and the role it plays concerning residents’ intention to relocate.





Method 
Data collection
The city of Västerås in Sweden has a population of 160,000 residents, situated approximately 100 km from the capital Stockholm. Like many other cities in Sweden, Västerås is expanding, and over the period from 2008-2022 the city’s population has grown by 23,542. This underscores a pressing need for new homes and, hence, the construction of new buildings aligned with people’s needs. 
     Our study was conducted in three neighbourhoods in Västerås and classified, in accordance with Savage et al., (2013) and Hamnett (2015). These are the affluent working-class Jakobsberg, the traditional working-class Hammarby and the emergent working-class neighbourhood of Pettersberg (Table 4). For more statistics about the three neighbourhoods, see Table A2. 

Table 4
Describing the survey response rate 2020 (%)
	
	Pettersberg
	Hammarby
	Jakobsberg
	Total

	Mean disposable income (SEK)
	201 588
	230 534
	344 552
	258 891

	Population
	3600 (46)
	2630 (34)
	1627 (20)
	7857 (100)

	Households
	1583 (46)
	1106 (32)
	728 (22)
	3417 (100)

	Number of residents per household
	2,3
	2,4
	2,2
	2,3

	[bookmark: _Hlk162353461]Survey response rate(/households)
	167 (11)
	277 (25)
	149 (20)
	593 (17)



     Out of the three neighbourhoods Jakobsberg is the largest, most central, and homogenous in terms of housing. Its residents have a moderately good economic and cultural capital (Savage et al., 2013; Hamnett, 2015). It is mostly made up of villas and small two and three-storey apartment buildings with lush gardens and spacious roads. In stark contrast, the adjacent district of Pettersberg with its high-rise apartment complexes. has residents with a moderately poor economic capital, albeit, with a reasonable household income (Savage et al., 2013; Hamnett, 2015). The neighbourhood of Pettersberg has suffered from social problems such as shootings, assaults, trade of narcotics, etc. The Hammarby neighbourhood is located southwest of Jakobsberg and Pettersberg. Its residents also have a moderately poor economic capital, but the neighbourhood boasts reasonable housing prices (Savage et al., 2013; Hamnett 2015). With both high-rise apartments and different forms of smaller single houses, this neighbourhood is diverse in terms of housing. The neighbourhood is also crowned with a small forest (Råbyskogen). 
     Employing a non-random (voluntary) sampling approach, data were gathered from residents in the three neighbourhoods through a survey carried out in 2020. This selection provides the advantage of a fast and affordable way to collect data. However, we are aware that voluntary sampling is inherently prone to bias as the researcher has minimal control over sample composition, and the individuals who volunteer might significantly differ from those who do not volunteer (Dillman et al., 2014; Esiasson et al., 2007). While the digital survey played a crucial role in a broader initiative to explore the needs and preferences of Västerås residents, in relation to the cities plans of the development of the forthcoming Sätra neighbourhood. In this study we focus on the part of the survey that was designed to answer three questions. First, why do residents desire to move or stay? Second, do potential movers and stayers display common attributes? Third, which housing conditions, as well as neighbourhood contexts are most likely to increase residents’ desire to move, or stay? In total, the survey included 24 structured questions (see Table A1 for more details) for the respondents to answer. 
     Due to the COVID-19 pandemic, with restrictions to meet in person, postcards with QR-codes were sent out to the households of the three neighbourhoods. To reiterate, the three neighbourhoods have different characteristics that might influence residential satisfaction in different ways (Hur & Morrow-Jones, 2008). In total 593 (17%) of the households that make up the three neighbourhoods answered the questionnaire. The response rate varied between the neighbourhoods, as Pettersberg offered 167 responses, Hammarby 277 and Jakobsberg 593 responses (see Table 3).  The high degree of respondent-resident representation also minimizes the risk of the bias inherent in the non-random voluntary sampling method that we apply (see Table A2). As the survey was sent out via postcard with QR-codes, some respondents could not access the survey through smartphones and got support from undergraduate research assistants to access the survey. However, as we used a digital survey that would require a smartphone to access, there is a risk that some of the older residents may have not reached out to us (to get technical support) and may, thus, have been discouraged from taking part in the survey. 
     The data collected from the digital survey offered an opportunity to understand residential satisfaction and linking the concept to its component parts such as individual characteristics, housing conditions, and neighbourhood environment. Based on the responses of the survey, we map the anatomy of residential (dis)satisfaction in three Swedish working-class neighbourhoods through the question outlined in Table 5. 

Table 5
Element of residential satisfaction (Item 24, Table A1).
	Main question
	Item (as a theme)
	Measure

	Do you desire to move? Why?
	Residential satisfaction
	Yes/No



     In relation to this question the residents also got the opportunity to answer in a more qualitative fashion the open question “why/why not they desire to move?” (see results in table 8 and 9). For the same reason as Coulter and Scott (2015) argue that there is a risk of using pre-coded categories in order to save money as inconsistencies and complexities in why people move could be overlooked, we argue that including qualitative data from the residents will increase our understanding of why people move want to move and the complexity that follows.

Data analysis
     We employ a logistic regression model to empirically determine the relationship between multiple independent (explanatory) variables and why residents desire to move. The dependent variable in our analysis is a resident’s desire to move or not. This dependent variable is binary, taking the value 1 if the resident has a desire to move and 0 if not. The primary independent variables include gender, owners and renters, old/young, residency length, foreign-born, educational attainment, work or do not work, rent, type of housing, desired tenure, desired type of housing, desired rent, distance to service, physical content, social content, residential services, food-related services and health related services.
    To investigate the relationship between the independent variables and why residents desire to move, we employ a multiple binary logistic regression model. This model is specified as follows:
		[image: En bild som visar svart, mörker

Automatiskt genererad beskrivning]		                (1)
where i stands for respondents, j is categories (1 for positive and 0 for negative), k is the number of independent variables, and Xi denotes the vector of independent variables, outlined in equation (2). The independent variables set out to test our dependent variable are based on the hypotheses outlined in sections X and Y, which are described in the following equation

Desire to movei = β0 + β1 · Gender + ·β2 · Owners and renters + β3 · Old/young + β4 · Residency+
β5 · Time in neighbourhood + β6 · Foreign-born + β7 · Educational attainment+ β8 · Work or do not work + β9 · Type of Housing + β10 · Rent+ β11 · Desired type of Housing + β12 · Desired rent + β13 · Distance to service+ β14 · Physical context + β15 · Social context + β16 · Residential services+ β17 · Food-related services + β18 · Health-related services + ϵ
(2)

    We estimate the parameters of the logistic regression model using maximum likelihood estimation (MLE). We have coded answers to the question of why respondents are either positive or negative to the proposal of gentrification. This led us to derive five categories from each type of response (see Table 8 and Table 9). 

Results 
Explaining residents’ intent to relocate 
     In all, over half of the residents (51%) from all three working-class neighbourhoods expressed that they want to stay in their current housing (Table 6). However, if we instead focus on individual neighbourhoods, we can elicit tangible differences. For instance, the affluent working-class Jakobsberg neighbourhood has the largest majority of stayers (62%), while the traditional and emergent working class Hammarby and Pettersberg neighbourhoods have the same proportion (47%) of stayers. The fact that almost half of the residents who responded to the survey have a desire to move raises the concerns about how good the housing companies are at meeting resident’s needs. 

Table 6
Residents’ intent to relocate (%)
	
	Attitude

	
	Potential movers
	Stayers
	Total

	Neighbourhood
	Hammarby
	147 (53)
	133 (47)
	280 (100)

	
	Jakobsberg
	60 (38)
	97 (62)
	157 (100)

	
	Pettersberg
	91 (53)
	81 (47)
	172 (100)

	
	All neighbourhoods
	298 (49)
	311 (51)
	609 (100)



     To reiterate, our point of departure is that previous research on residential satisfaction can inform us on residents’ intent to relocate. What we want to know is if the same factors underpinning residential satisfaction also explains intent to relocate in the Swedish context. To this end, we conducted a logistic regression analysis to test the hypotheses presented in tables 2 and 3. In addition to this, and with the aim of explaining why residents in three different types of working-class neighbourhoods intend to relocate or not, we also include statements from respondents. These pertain to their reasons for wanting to either move or stay. Based on these narratives we can capture other aspects of residential satisfaction not yet touched on in previous research (see Table 8 and Table 9). 

Individual attributes and residents’ intent to relocate
     To start with, we know that gender influences residential satisfaction in the sense that men ought to be more inclined to want to relocate (Emami & Sadeghlou, 2021). However, we find when testing this hypothesis (H1) that in the Swedish midsized city context gender is not statistically significant regarding whether men, or women, have a desire to move. Verifying H2, our study shows, on the other hand, that age influences a resident’s desire to move. Younger residents, particularly those that live in the Jakobsberg neighbourhood, display a higher tendency than older residents to want to relocate (Table 7). This verifies earlier research in as much as older residents are more reluctant to relocate than younger residents (Lu, 1999: Wang et al., 2019). Younger residents’ desire to move is usually related to lifecycle changes, that is, among other things becoming parents or finding a new job (Table 8). This represents one of the main reasons for why people want to move in all the three neighbourhoods, especially in the affluent Jakobsberg. Although concerned residents are satisfied with their current residence lifecycle factors force them to move. 
     Regarding H3, we found that the duration of residence as a measurement of residential satisfaction, does not significantly influence a resident’s desire to move in the Swedish context (Table 7). In other words, there is no difference in his or her desire to move based on how long they have lived in the neighbourhood. This is noteworthy as previous research in other countries report that the longer a resident has lived in a neighbourhood, the lower the probability that he or she will desire to move (Speare, 1974; Wang et al., 2019). Nevertheless, there is a distinction among the three neighbourhoods with regard to duration of residence that is worth noting. For instance, compared with the Hammarby and Jakobsberg neighbourhoods, which have mostly Swedish born residents with a mean length of residency of 13 and 12 years respectively, the Pettersberg neighbourhood has a larger proportion of foreign-born residents with the shortest length of residency, approximately 8 years (Table A3). 


Table 7
Determinants of desire to move based on logistic regression analysis
	
	Estimate
	Robust Std.
	Sig.
	Odds Ratios
	95% C.I.

	VARIABLES
	
	errors
	p-value
	
	

	Intent to relocate: Yes (1) or No (0)
Gender (1 = Male)
	0.056
	(0.189)
	0.766
	1.058
	(-0.314 - 0.427)

	Owners (1) and renters (0)
	-0.707**
	(0.308)
	0.022
	0.493**
	(-1.311 - -0.103)

	Old/Young (1 = Old)
	-0.780***
	(0.231)
	0.001
	0.458***
	(-1.232 - -0.329)

	Residency (Jakobsberg ref.)
– Hammarby
	0.796***
	(0.258)
	0.002
	2.216***
	(0.290 - 1.302)

	– Pettersberg
	0.399
	(0.277)
	0.150
	1.491
	(-0.144 - 0.943)

	Time in neighbourhood
	-0.003
	(0.010)
	0.734
	0.997
	(-0.022 - 0.016)

	Foreign born = 1
	-0.371
	(0.242)
	0.125
	0.690
	(-0.845 - 0.103)

	Educational attainment (primary ref.)
– Secondary
	0.868**
	(0.393)
	0.027
	2.383**
	(0.098 - 1.639)

	– University
	1.030**
	(0.409)
	0.012
	2.801**
	(0.229 - 1.831)

	Work or do not work (1 = Work)
	0.419**
	(0.205)
	0.041
	1.521**
	(0.017 - 0.821)

	Type of housing (apartment ref.)
– Chain house
	-0.856**
	(0.406)
	0.035
	0.425**
	(-1.652 - -0.060)

	– House
	-0.300
	(0.319)
	0.347
	0.741
	(-0.925 - 0.325)

	Rent (5001 – 7500 SEK ref.)
– 0 – 5000 SEK
	0.195
	(0.250)
	0.434
	1.216
	(-0.294 - 0.685)

	– 7501 – 10000 SEK
	0.472*
	(0.268)
	0.078
	1.603*
	(-0.053 - 0.996)

	– 10001 – SEK
	0.005
	(0.372)
	0.990
	1.005
	(-0.724 - 0.733)

	Desired tenure (condominium ref.)
– Tenancy
	-0.364
	(0.244)
	0.136
	0.695
	(-0.842 - 0.115)

	– Cooperative tenancy
	-0.551
	(0.599)
	0.358
	0.577
	(-1.724 - 0.623)

	Desired type of housing (chain house ref.)
– Apartment
	1.616**
	(0.657)
	0.014
	5.031**
	(0.328 - 2.903)

	– Terraced house
	1.522**
	(0.701)
	0.030
	4.579**
	(0.148 - 2.895)

	– House
	1.208*
	(0.656)
	0.066
	3.347*
	(-0.078 - 2.494)

	Desired rent (Up to 1000 SEK ref.)
– 1001 – 3000 SEK
	0.118
	(0.240)
	0.622
	1.126
	(-0.352 - 0.589)

	– 3001 – 5000 SEK
	0.089
	(0.282)
	0.752
	1.093
	(-0.463 - 0.641)

	– More than 5000 SEK
	0.147
	(0.270)
	0.587
	1.158
	(-0.382 - 0.675)

	Distance to service (11 – 20 minutes ref.)
– Up to 10 minutes
	-0.110
	(0.195)
	0.574
	0.896
	(-0.492 - 0.273)

	– More than 20 minutes
	0.407
	(0.428)
	0.342
	1.502
	(-0.432 - 1.246)

	Physical context
	-0.244
	(0.201)
	0.224
	0.783
	(-0.638 - 0.149)

	Social context
	0.031
	(0.156)
	0.842
	1.032
	(-0.275 - 0.338)

	Residential services
	-0.157
	(0.172)
	0.364
	0.855
	(-0.495 - 0.181)

	Food-related services
	-0.060
	(0.141)
	0.671
	0.942
	(-0.336 - 0.216)

	Health-related services
	0.245**
	(0.122)
	0.046
	1.277**
	(0.005 - 0.485)

	Constant
	-1.435
	(1.088)
	0.187
	0.238
	(-3.567 - 0.698)

	
	
	
	
	No. of obs.
	573

	
	
	
	
	Wald chi2
	82.10

	
	
	
	
	prob > chi2
	0.000

	
	
	
	
	Pseudo R2
	0.121


Robust standard errors in parentheses
*** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1


     Falsifying H4, and contrary to previous research (Emami & Sadeghlou, 2021; Wang et al., 2019), our regression analysis reveals that residents with a secondary and university education, or alternatively those that are employed (our measures for socio-economic status), display a higher desire to move compared with residents who have a primary education or do not work (Table 7). One explanation for this could be found in life cycle changes in Table 8, where people with a higher education need to move because of work or study.

Housing situation and residents’ intent to relocate
     In relation to H5, previous research shows that the affordability of housing influences the desire to move. As affordability influence residential satisfaction, we are interested to see how it relates to residents’ desire to move. The more affordable housing, the higher the level of residential satisfaction (Ahmadi, 2024). Linking this rule to our dependent variable we find that there is a significant difference between individuals with a relatively high rent compared to those with a lower rent. That is, individuals who have a current rent between 7500 and 10000 SEK compared to those with between 5000 and 7500 SEK have a higher desire to move (Table 7). 

Table 8
Reasons for moving (dissatisfaction) sorted by neighbourhood (%)
	
	Neighbourhood

	
	Hammarby
	Jakobsberg
	Pettersberg
	All

	Reasons for 
moving
	Lifecyle changes
	28 (20)
	18 (31)
	18 (21)
	64 (23)

	
	New housing type
	45 (33)
	18 (32)
	20 (23)
	83 (29)

	
	Avoid renovation
	6 (4)
	0 (0)
	1 (0,01)
	7 (0,02)

	
	Bad neighbourhood quality
	30 (22)
	8 (14)
	26 (30)
	64 (22)

	
	Bad housing quality
	5 (4)
	2 (0,04)
	3 (0,03)
	10 (0,03)

	
	Lack of affordable housing
	17 (12)
	5 (0,09)
	14 (16)
	36 (13)

	
	Other
	7 (3)
	6 (1)
	4 (0,04)
	17 (0,06)

	Total
	138 (100)
	57 (100)
	86 (100)
	281 (100)



   This finding can be explained by statements from “potential movers” and “stayers” revealing that affordability matters (Tables 10 and 11). Thirteen percent of “potential movers” see lack of affordable housing as a reason for wanting to move. While 12% of “stayers” see affordability as a reason for not wanting to move. In both Hammarby (12%) and Pettersberg (16%) lack of affordable housing is a problem and, thus, can be perceived as a reason for wanting to move. In stark contrast, 99,9% of residents in Jakobsberg do not consider affordability to be a problem, that is, a reason to move (Table 8). In fact, the opposite is the case. In Jakobsberg (14%), as in the other neighbourhoods (11%-12%), affordable housing is considered to be a reason for staying (Table 9).  

Table 9
Reasons for staying (satisfaction) sorted by neighbourhood (%)
	
	Neighbourhood

	
	Hammarby
	Jakobsberg
	Pettersberg
	All

	Stay
	Satisfied 
	77 (66)
	54 (61)
	38 (54)
	169 (61)

	
	Good geography
	15 (13)
	12 (14)
	9 (13)
	36 (13)

	
	Just moved
	9 (0,07)
	8 (0,09)
	9 (13)
	26 (9)

	
	Feel safe
	2 (0,02)
	2 (0,02)
	7 (10)
	11 (4)

	
	Affordable
	14 (12)
	12 (14)
	8 (11)
	34 (12)

	Total
	117 (100)
	88 (100)
	71 (100)
	276 (100)



     Our regression analysis does not include a variable for crowding. Despite this, and with regard to H6, the neighbourhood with most “stayers” (Jakobsberg) has the highest mean disposable income and the lowest number of residents per household (see Table 4). Hence, if we assume that the residents of Jakobsberg are the least crowded among the three neighbourhoods, they are also the least likely to want to move. This is in line with previous research (Emami & Sadeghlou, 2021; Speare, 1974) who show that issues, such as crowding, is often expressed by residents who want to move because of lifestyle changes and the need for new housing (Table 8).  
    Verifying H7, we found that homeowners are less likely than renters to want to move. Previous research suggests that ownership status influences residential satisfaction (Lu, 1999; Wang et al., 2019). This could potentially explain why residents of Jakobsberg are less inclined to relocate. Jakobsberg with an ownership mean of 1.899 (where 1 is rentals and 2 is houses) mostly consist of houses, compared to Pettersberg where apartments dominate with a mean of 1.126 (Table A3). Therefore, we can also conclude that in the Swedish context, one’s housing situation (tenurial system) influences residents’ desire to move.

Neighbourhood context and intent to relocate
   A compact built environment that is well planned and has short distances to amenities and services may increase intent to relocate (Mouratidis, 2018, 2021; Yang, 2008). Regarding H8, we found that distance to services is not statistically significant regarding whether one has a desire to move or not. However, 13% of the stayers stated that good geography and location is a reason for not moving (Table 9). Concerning H9, the only significant correlation that we can find in our study is between some aspects of “service features” in the neighbourhood. In this case, between health-related services and intent to relocate. That is, residents who do desire to move, rate health services highly (Table 7). This is especially the case in the emergent working-class neighbourhood of Pettersberg (Table A3). However, we did not find anything about health-related services in their reasons for moving or staying presented in Table 8 and 9. This partly supports previous research in the sense that service feature of the neighbourhood can influence residents’ intent to relocate (Emami & Sadeghlou, 2021). Regarding H10, neither the physical nor the social context of the neighbourhood environment influences the residents desire to move significantly (Table 7). This finding contradicts previous research concerning the prevalence of sense of community, particularly in multiethnic neighbourhoods (Ahmadi, 2024). However, 22% of the residents that report a desire to move point to bad neighbourhood and housing quality as the main reason (Table 8). In particular, the residents (30%) of the emergent working-class neighbourhood Pettersberg. 

Discussion and conclusions 
   To explain more specifically what inspires intention to relocate and stay, we made a point of linking the concept to its component parts. These are, residents’ characteristics, housing situation, and neighbourhood context. In this study we have determined the degree to which residential satisfaction, vis a vis structural or lifecycle change factors, impact on a resident’s intent to relocate. It is the former category that Swedish housing developers can address to alleviate the negative effects of residential segregation. Thus, two contributions to urban studies are that we add a resident perspective to housing development (Fell & Mattsson, 2021), and we do this in the Swedish urban context. That is, we show that there is a specific formula for residential satisfaction in Swedish working-class neighbourhoods that reduce intent to relocate and alleviate residential segregation (Grundström and Molina, 20169. The formula for residential satisfaction consists of (older) residents that own their homes which are affordable and have sufficient space. These homes ought to be located in attractive areas with good health services in neighbourhoods that are perceived as safe. However, against a background of increasing residential segregation, this formula this begs the question of how housing developers can create housing and neighbourhood conditions for all residents.
   To this end and adding to the modus operandi in the current research stream, we take a point of departure in the distinction between those aspects of residential satisfaction that are either problematic or important for intention to relocate. By sorting respondents into two categories (potential movers and stayers) we found that the main reason for residents to relocate is that they desire a new housing type, and/or must do so because of lifecycle changes. Based on this finding, it is apparent that the current misfit between residents current housing situation and their current life situation must be overcome by housing developers. In the emergent working-class neighbourhood however the main reason for dissatisfaction and desire to relocate is, we show, connected to the structural factors intrinsic to bad neighbourhood quality. Although this is a problem for policymakers, housing developers can alleviate its consequences by applying the formula to all residents so that even renters are satisfied. This would entail that other actors such as bankers and real estate agents (Young, 1999) need to rethink their policies for mortgages and social mixing (Fell and Widell, 2024). This also implies that housing developers must cooperate more closely with these actors (Fell and Mattsson, 2021). 
      Connecting a resident’s satisfaction to a wide array of factors intrinsic to the neighbourhood environment is pivotal. For instance, jobs and a desire for independent living are important and highly targeted motives for young movers, while motives relating to housing are most salient for midlife couples (Coulter & Scott, 2015). However, the point to be made here is that each motive has a trigger that to some degree, or another related to the neighbourhood environment. For instance, a desire for independence among young single movers can be caused by crowding, or the need to live in a community with other young people. On the other hand, young stayers may not be able to afford new housing, which is also related to an aspect of the neighbourhood context. This is a way for us to explain residential satisfaction from the perspective of those who desire to move as well as those who wish to stay. Thus, we seized the opportunity to also learn about residential satisfaction and ultimately residential segregation from those residents that have the means to move but also those who do want to move but cannot.      
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Appendix
Table A1
Survey questions and measures.
	Question
ID
	Field
	Question
	Survey
	Measures/answers

	1
	Gender
	What is your gender?
· Woman
· Man
· Non-binary
	Both
	Yes/no

	2
	Age
	What year are you born?
	Both
	Open-ended

	3
	Educational attainment
	What is your level of education?
· Primary
· Secondary
· University
	Both
	Yes/no

	4
	Occupation
	Are you employed?
· Paid work
· Self-employed
· Job seeker
· Sick leave
· Student
· Retired
· Other
	Both
	Yes/no

	5
	Swedish born
	Are you born in Sweden?
	Both
	Yes/no

	6
	Residency
	Where do you live?
· Jakobsberg
· Pettersberg
· Hammarby
	Both
	Yes/no

	7
	Time in neighbourhood
	How many years have you lived there?
	Both
	Open-ended

	8
	Tenurial system
	What is your current system of tenure?
· Tenancy
· Condominium
· Ownership
· Renter
· Living at home
	Both
	Yes/no

	9
	Type of housing
	What is your current housing type?
· Apartment
· House
· Terraced house
	Both
	Yes/no

	10
	Rent
	What is your rent/fee?
· 0-5000 SEK
· 5001-7500 SEK
· 7501-10000 SEK
· 10001- SEK
	Both
	Yes/no

	11
	Relocation experience 
	If you have lived somewhere else previously, state the name of the neighbourhood, town, or city.
	Both
	Open-ended

	12
	Way of commuting
	How do you usually commute to the city centre, or other areas of the city?
· By car
· Public transport
· By bike
· By moped
· By e-scooter
· I walk
· Other
	Both
	Yes/no

	13
	Desired tenure
	If you desire to move, which system of tenure interests you the most?
· Tenancy
· Condominium
· Ownership
	Both
	Yes/no

	14
	Desired type of housing
	If you desire to move, which type of housing interests you the most?
· Apartment
· House
· Terraced house
· Chain house
· Semi-detached house
	Both
	Yes/no

	15
	Desired rent
	How much more are you willing to pay in rent/fees (SEK)?
· Up to 1000
· Between 1000 and 3000 
· Between 3001 and 5000
· More than 5000
	Both
	Yes/no

	16
	Physical context
	On a scale of 1-5 how crucial were the following alternatives for residential satisfaction?
· High standard of living
· Geographic location
· Access to school
· Access to childcare
· Attractive neighbourhood
· Public transport
· Outdoor activities
· Good infrastructure
	Both
	Scale of quality where 1 = very bad, 5 = very good

	17
	Social context
	On a scale of 1-5 how crucial were the following alternatives for residential satisfaction?
· Trust your neighbours
· Safety/security
· Community 
· Associations
	Both
	Scale of quality where 1 = very bad, 5 = very good

	18
	Outdoor activities
	On a scale of 1-5 which outdoor activities are important for residential satisfaction?
· Exercise track
· Outdoor gym
· Football field
· Basketball court
· Playground
· Bike lane
· Boule court
· Minigolf course
· Barbeque area
· Other
	Both
	Scale of quality where 1 = very bad, 5 = very good

	19
	Residential services
	On a scale of 1-5 which types of services are important for residential satisfaction?
· Library
· Post office
· Youth club
· ATM
· Venue
· Gym
· Sports hall 
· Hairdresser/barbershop
	Both
	Scale of quality where 1 = very bad, 5 = very good

	20
	Food-related services
	On a scale of 1-5 which types of food-related services are important for residential satisfaction?
· Grocery store
· Kiosk
· Café
· Bakery
· Pizzeria 
· Restaurant
· Pub 
	Both
	Scale of quality where 1 = very bad, 5 = very good

	21
	Health-related services
	On a scale of 1-5 which types of health-related services are important for residential satisfaction?
· Dentist
· Childcare centre
· Health centre
· Chemist
· Massage/SPA
	Both
	Scale of quality where 1 = very bad, 5 = very good

	22
	Distance to service
	Measured in time, what is a satisfactory time for you to reach a service?
· Up to 10 minutes
· Between 11 and 20 minutes
· More than 21 minutes
	Both
	Yes/no

	23
	Neighbourhood perception
	On a scale of 1-3 how do you rate the following neighbourhoods?
· Brottberga (wc)
· Bäckby (lc)
· Centrum (mc)
· Haga (wc)
· Lillhamra (mc)
· Öster Mälarstrand (mc)

	Both
	Scale of quality where 1 = very bad, 3 = very good

	24
	Intent to relocate
	Have you a desire to move?
	Both
	Yes/no






Table A2
The representativity of the sample 2020 (%)
	[bookmark: _Hlk162354847]
Variables
	Neighbourhood
	

	
	Pettersberg
	Hammarby
	Jakobsberg
	Total

	Population
	3600 (46)
	2630 (34)
	1627 (20)
	7857 (100)

	Households
	1583 (46)
	1106 (32)
	728 (22)
	3417 (100)

	Survey response rate(/households)
	167 (11)
	277 (25)
	149 (20)
	593 (17)

	Gender (male)
	1813 (50)
	1310 (50)
	780 (48)
	3903 (50)

	Gender survey[footnoteRef:1] [1:  Concerning this variable, 1 is male, 2 is female, and 3 is non-binary (only one respondent is non-binary). This means that the perfect gender balance is 1,5. ] 

	1,533
	1,560
	1,597
	1,563

	Mean age
	36,8
	38,4
	45,8
	40,3

	Mean age survey
	41,9
	44,7
	48,8
	45,1

	Swedish born
	1648 (46)
	1450 (55)
	1425 (88)
	4343 (55)

	Swedish born survey (mean)[footnoteRef:2] [2:  Concerning this variable, 1 is Swedish born (including Swedish born with two foreign parents) and 2 is foreign born. The perfect balance is 1,5. The closer the mean is to 1 the more Swedish born in the neighbourhood and vice versa.] 

	1,371
	1,271
	1,087
	1,243

	Education (primary)
	848 (24)
	570 (22)
	147 (9)
	1565 (20)

	Education (secondary)
	1063 (30)
	856 (33)
	468 (29)
	2387 (30)

	Education (university)
	700 (19)
	589 (22)
	740 (45)
	2029 (26)

	Education survey (mean)[footnoteRef:3] [3:  Concerning this variable, 1 is primary education, 2 is secondary education, and 3 is university education.  The perfect balance is 2 (primary education). The closer the mean is to 3, the more educated the residents in each neighbourhood and vice versa.] 

	2,269
	2,362
	2,638
	2,423

	Housing type (apartment)
	3278 (91)
	1407 (53)
	677 (41)
	5362 (68)

	Housing type (house/chain house)
	206 (6)
	1167 (44)
	936 (58)
	2309 (29)

	Housing type survey (mean)[footnoteRef:4] [4:  Concerning this variable, 1 is apartment, 2 is chain house, and 3 is house. The perfect mix is 2. The closer the mean is to 1 the higher the proportion of apartments, the closer it is to 2 the higher the proportion of chain houses, and the closer it is to 3 the higher the proportion of houses. Since the Statistics Sweden divides residents into apartment building and (small) houses, we have equated apartments with apartment buildings and equated (small) houses with both chain houses and houses.] 

	1,126
	1.769
	1,899
	1,598



     We state that the sample is representative for all three neighbourhoods in the sense that we have an even distribution of gender (Table A2), and that the difference in average age in all three neighbourhoods, which is slightly higher among the respondents in the survey, follows the trend in the mean age of the population. That is, we have the lowest mean age is in Pettersberg and the highest is in Jakobsberg (Table A2). The level of educational attainment in our sample has a mean of 2,362, 2,638, and 2,269 in Hammarby, Jakobsberg and Pettersberg respectively (Table A2). This corresponds roughly with the percentages of residents with a university education in all three neighbourhoods, which is 22%, 45% and 19% respectively. Furthermore, from our sample (where 1 denotes Swedish-born) we know that the mean for Swedish-born varies in all three neighbourhoods (1,271, 1,087 and 1,371 respectively). This corresponds with the proportion of Swedish-born in Hammarby, Jakobsberg and Pettersberg which is 55%, 88% and 46% (Table A2). Finally, concerning the housing type we can see that the mean from our survey correspond with the proportion of residents living in either apartment building or (small) houses. That is, most of slightly more of the respondents from Hammarby live in houses, while those from Jakobsberg and Pettersberg live mostly in houses or apartments (Table A2).











Table A3
Descriptive statistics by neighbourhood
	
	
	1 Hammarby
	
	
	2 Jakobsberg
	
	
	3 Pettersberg
	

	VARIABLES
	N
	mean
	sd
	min
	max
	N
	mean
	sd
	min
	max
	N
	mean
	sd
	min
	max

	Gender (1 = Male)
	275
	0.458
	0.499
	0
	1
	147
	0.435
	0.498
	0
	1
	166
	0.488
	0.501
	0
	1

	Owners (1) and renters (0)
	277
	0.437
	0.497
	0
	1
	149
	0.617
	0.488
	0
	1
	168
	0.190
	0.394
	0
	1

	Old/Young (1 = old, i.e. 45 -)
	275
	0.505
	0.501
	0
	1
	149
	0.591
	0.493
	0
	1
	163
	0.417
	0.495
	0
	1

	Residency length
	276
	12.72
	11.53
	0
	55
	149
	11.96
	12.45
	0
	70
	165
	8.078
	8.651
	0
	49

	Foreign born = 1
	277
	0.271
	0.445
	0
	1
	149
	0.0872
	0.283
	0
	1
	168
	0.369
	0.484
	0
	1

	Educational attainment
	277
	2.365
	0.626
	1
	3
	149
	2.638
	0.496
	1
	3
	168
	2.274
	0.698
	1
	3

	Work or do not work (1 = Work)
	277
	0.621
	0.486
	0
	1
	149
	0.611
	0.489
	0
	1
	168
	0.488
	0.501
	0
	1

	Rent
	277
	1.921
	0.795
	1
	4
	149
	2.094
	1.009
	1
	4
	168
	2.321
	0.918
	1
	4

	Type of housing
	277
	1.769
	0.850
	1
	3
	149
	1.899
	0.985
	1
	3
	168
	1.125
	0.454
	1
	3

	Desired tenure
	277
	1.390
	0.524
	1
	3
	149
	1.329
	0.551
	1
	3
	168
	1.619
	0.577
	1
	3

	Desired type of housing
	277
	3.368
	1.470
	1
	5
	149
	3.403
	1.461
	1
	5
	168
	3.054
	1.287
	1
	5

	Desired rent
	277
	2.069
	1.093
	1
	4
	149
	2.369
	1.182
	1
	4
	168
	2.190
	1.189
	1
	4

	Distance to service
	277
	1.498
	0.594
	1
	3
	149
	1.450
	0.538
	1
	3
	168
	1.488
	0.638
	1
	3

	Physical context
	277
	3.672
	0.692
	1.500
	5
	149
	3.646
	0.580
	1.500
	4.875
	168
	3.777
	0.620
	2.125
	5

	Social context
	277
	3.908
	0.764
	1.500
	5
	149
	3.814
	0.689
	1.750
	5
	168
	3.902
	0.760
	1
	5

	Residential services
	277
	2.874
	0.883
	1
	5
	149
	2.793
	0.754
	1.125
	5
	168
	3.155
	0.981
	1.250
	5

	Food-related services
	277
	3.142
	0.907
	1
	5
	149
	3.115
	0.809
	1
	4.857
	168
	3.291
	0.918
	1
	5

	Health-related services	277	2.909	1.061	1	5	149	2.854	0.937	1	5	168	3.212	1.168	1	5


Note: ...



Table A4
Descriptive statistics by neighbourhood
	
	
	1 Hammarby
	
	
	2 Jakobsberg
	
	
	3 Pettersberg
	

	VARIABLES
	N
	mean
	sd
	min
	max
	N
	mean
	sd
	min
	max
	N
	mean
	sd
	min
	max

	Physical context
– High standard of living
	277
	3.903
	0.986
	1
	5
	149
	3.966
	0.940
	1
	5
	168
	3.929
	0.886
	1
	5

	– Geographic location
	277
	4.047
	0.929
	1
	5
	149
	4.510
	0.750
	2
	5
	168
	4.167
	0.831
	1
	5

	– Access to school
	277
	2.679
	1.660
	1
	5
	149
	2.624
	1.596
	1
	5
	168
	2.929
	1.665
	1
	5

	– Access to childcare
	277
	2.527
	1.641
	1
	5
	149
	2.342
	1.541
	1
	5
	168
	2.851
	1.666
	1
	5

	– Attractive neighbourhood
	277
	3.458
	1.178
	1
	5
	149
	3.463
	1.200
	1
	5
	168
	3.613
	1.168
	1
	5

	– Public transport
	277
	3.971
	1.200
	1
	5
	149
	3.503
	1.318
	1
	5
	168
	3.964
	1.188
	1
	5

	– Outside activities
	277
	4.238
	0.952
	1
	5
	149
	4.336
	0.949
	1
	5
	168
	4.167
	1.025
	1
	5

	– Good infrastructure
	277
	4.552
	0.719
	1
	5
	149
	4.423
	0.815
	1
	5
	168
	4.595
	0.703
	1
	5

	Social context
– Trust your neighbours
	277
	4.404
	0.918
	1
	5
	149
	4.403
	0.770
	2
	5
	168
	4.333
	0.859
	1
	5

	– Safety/security
	277
	4.679
	0.748
	1
	5
	149
	4.678
	0.607
	2
	5
	168
	4.667
	0.723
	1
	5

	– Community
	277
	3.675
	1.150
	1
	5
	149
	3.430
	1.123
	1
	5
	168
	3.667
	1.232
	1
	5

	– Associations
	277
	2.874
	1.278
	1
	5
	149
	2.745
	1.146
	1
	5
	168
	2.940
	1.400
	1
	5

	Residential services
– Library
	277
	3.090
	1.358
	1
	5
	149
	3.235
	1.463
	1
	5
	168
	3.149
	1.471
	1
	5

	– Post office
	277
	4.282
	0.963
	1
	5
	149
	4.208
	0.981
	1
	5
	168
	4.292
	0.911
	1
	5

	– Youth club
	277
	2.502
	1.486
	1
	5
	149
	2.302
	1.364
	1
	5
	168
	2.815
	1.607
	1
	5

	– ATM
	277
	2.755
	1.434
	1
	5
	149
	2.349
	1.304
	1
	5
	168
	3.196
	1.549
	1
	5

	– Venue
	277
	2.794
	1.304
	1
	5
	149
	2.691
	1.262
	1
	5
	168
	3.149
	1.348
	1
	5

	– Gym
	277
	2.906
	1.421
	1
	5
	149
	2.852
	1.435
	1
	5
	168
	3.250
	1.405
	1
	5

	– Sports hall
	277
	2.404
	1.402
	1
	5
	149
	2.423
	1.362
	1
	5
	168
	2.774
	1.459
	1
	5

	– Hairdresser/barbershop
	277
	2.256
	1.303
	1
	5
	149
	2.282
	1.242
	1
	5
	168
	2.613
	1.380
	1
	5

	Food-related services
– Grocery store
	277
	4.513
	0.858
	1
	5
	149
	4.584
	0.736
	1
	5
	168
	4.542
	0.825
	1
	5

	– Kiosk
	277
	2.931
	1.370
	1
	5
	149
	2.550
	1.307
	1
	5
	168
	3.113
	1.441
	1
	5

	– Cafe
	277
	2.773
	1.373
	1
	5
	149
	2.913
	1.213
	1
	5
	168
	2.982
	1.369
	1
	5

	– Bakery
	277
	2.845
	1.399
	1
	5
	149
	3.148
	1.123
	1
	5
	168
	3.077
	1.418
	1
	5

	– Pizzeria
	277
	3.314
	1.268
	1
	5
	149
	2.886
	1.282
	1
	5
	168
	3.345
	1.286
	1
	5

	– Restaurant
	277
	2.964
	1.282
	1
	5
	149
	3.034
	1.216
	1
	5
	168
	3.304
	1.308
	1
	5

	– Pub
	277
	2.653
	1.350
	1
	5
	149
	2.691
	1.345
	1
	5
	168
	2.673
	1.365
	1
	5

	Health-related services
– Dentist
	277
	3.036
	1.354
	1
	5
	149
	2.953
	1.449
	1
	5
	168
	3.274
	1.491
	1
	5

	– Childcare center
	277
	2.347
	1.488
	1
	5
	149
	2.154
	1.403
	1
	5
	168
	2.786
	1.653
	1
	5

	– Health center
	277
	3.477
	1.413
	1
	5
	149
	3.517
	1.308
	1
	5
	168
	3.738
	1.411
	1
	5

	– Pharmacy
	277
	3.610
	1.370
	1
	5
	149
	3.691
	1.219
	1
	5
	168
	3.929
	1.311
	1
	5

		– Massage/SPA	277	2.076	1.230	1	5	149	1.953	1.170	1	5	168	2.333	1.446	1	5


Note: ...
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