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Abstract
The residualization of public rented housing is a prevalent phenomenon throughout Eu-
rope, and strongly present in the small and strongly means-tested social housing sector 
in Norway. In this article, we discuss the contested geographical dimension of residu-
alization. Scientific studies of the geographical and locational aspects of social housing 
are scare in Norway and modest internationally. Based on qualitative interviews with 
representatives of social housing administrators in the fifteen largest urban municipalities 
in Norway, this paper contributes to the literature by exploring how these social housing 
bureaucrats perceive, reflect on, and respond to, questions related to the spatial localiza-
tion of residual social housing. Does it matter where social housing is located? What are 
the consequences of the geography of social housing for tenants, their neighbours, and the 
wider socio-spatial development of cities? These are questions pondered in the interviews. 
In our qualitative analysis, we identify three broad themes. First, the theme of the internal 
social milieu – inclusive communities versus neighbour complaints and conflicts in the 
public housing projects. Second, the theme of neighbourhood effects; how concentrated 
poverty is influencing the local community in general and the upbringing of children in 
particular. Third, the theme of response from external neighbours and communities, in the 
form of either predominantly exclusive strategies (NIMBYism – Not in My Backyard), 
but also less prevalent inclusive strategies like (PHIMBYism – Public Housing In My 
Backyard).

Keywords Social housing · Clustering · Social mix · Neighbourhood effects · 
NIMBYism
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1 Introduction

The question of localization – clustering and dispersion – of social housing has received 
public attention all over Europe and is often linked to the parallel process of increasing 
residualization, the process whereby publicly subsidized rental housing transforms to a mere 
safety net for low-income households (Angel, 2023). The social rented sector in Norway is 
one of the more residualized in Europe (Sørvoll, 2019), and the perceived neighbourhood 
effects and localization of this form of housing has been frequently addressed in the political 
debate (Sørvoll et al., 2020). Despite this, scientific studies of the geographical and loca-
tional aspects of social housing are rare in Norway and surprisingly limited internationally, 
albeit empirical studies focusing on social housing, social mix and residential segregation 
certainly exist (see for instance: van Ham & Manley, 2012; Doney et al., 2013; Korsu, 2016; 
Verdugo & Toma, 2018; Friesenecker & Kazepov, 2021; Rosengren et al., 2024). What is 
particularly scantly covered in the literature is the perspective of social housing bureaucrats, 
namely the local government employees that are responsible for planning or executing poli-
cies that maintain, increase or reduce the geographical concentration of social housing (see 
Rosengren et al., 2023 for a relevant study incorporating the perspective of urban housing 
bureaucrats from Finland). The purpose of this paper is therefore to gain more insight by 
exploring how social housing bureaucrats in urban areas in Norway perceive, reflect on, 
and respond to, questions of residential segregation and spatial localization. In line with a 
weak realist ontology (King et al., 2019), one may argue that our qualitative analysis of the 
social housing bureaucrats’ perceptions provides valuable information about the external 
reality of Norwegian social housing, as well as insight into the subjective world view of 
the interviewees. The latter is important to analyze since local government representatives 
make decisions that affect the spatial aspects of social housing based on their interpretation 
of the social world.

Based on interviews with social housing bureaucrats in the fifteen largest urban munici-
palities in Norway, we analyze their experiences and reflections on issues related to the 
spatial localization of public social housing. Does it matter where social housing is located? 
What are the consequences of the geography of social housing for tenants, their neighbours, 
and the wider socio-spatial development of cities? These are the questions explored in the 
interviews and our analysis. In the article, a particular emphasis is placed on the interview-
ees’ reflections regarding the level of clustering and dispersion of social housing, as well 
as their perceptions of different tenant groups and their impact on local environments. The 
bureaucrats’ perceptions of the consequences of geographical concentration and dispersion 
of social housing are analyzed in the light of residualization processes in the social housing 
sector, and the rich international scholarly literature on neighbourhood effects, social mix, 
relative deprivation, and NIMBYism (see for instance: Galster, 2013; 2019).

The Norwegian public social rented housing sector is very small constituting of only four 
per cent of the total housing stock, highly needs-tested, and offers tenants fixed-term tenan-
cies, market-like rents, and targeted housing allowances. These institutional features have 
arguably contributed strongly to creating an increasingly disadvantaged tenant group. In 
Norwegian cities, social housing is allocated on a temporary basis to people deemed unable 
to satisfy their housing needs in the private market, including low-income families and indi-
viduals struggling with concurrent substance abuse and mental health disorders (Sørvoll, 
2023). Thus, the Norwegian case is broadly similar to Flanders, Australia, New Zealand 
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and other national or regional contexts where social rented housing is highly targeted at 
disadvantaged low-income groups (Murphy, 2020; Morris et al., 2024; Winters, 2023). We 
have little exact quantitative evidence about the social profile of public renters in Norway, 
but a recent study shows that they are poorer, less likely to work full-time, and less likely 
to become homeowners than tenants in the private sector (Turner & Aarland, 2023). Even 
though a relative high proportion of immigrants are homeowners, they are still overrepre-
sented in the private and social rented sector (Grødem & Hansen, 2015). The information 
we have also strongly suggests that the level of residualization in Norwegian social housing 
has increased in recent decades. In a recent survey answered by representatives of most large 
urban public housing providers, the vast majority of respondents reported that it had become 
harder to induce tenants to move out of social housing since they were increasingly too dis-
advantaged to succeed in the private market. Moreover, 75% of the respondents stated that 
low-income was not sufficient to access social housing, and that additional challenges, such 
as disabilities or concurrent mental health disorder and substance addiction, were necessary 
entry requirements (Osnes & Sørvoll, 2023). In 2021, 22% of newcomers to social housing 
were tenants with mental health disorders and/or some form of addiction, 10% were refu-
gees, 40% needed assisted housing, and 23% were categorized as having ‘other problems’ 
(NSHB., 2022). This underscores the residual character of social housing in Norway in the 
age of deinstitutionalization, meaning that care for various groups has increasingly been 
transferred from institutions to private homes since the 1990s (Ellingsæter et al., 2020).

The social housing sector in urban Norway consists of a variety of different housing 
projects and housing types. The most common are larger apartment buildings where all flats 
are owned and let out by the municipality (see photo 1 and 2). Municipalities also own and 
sub-let apartments in co-operative housing associations or buildings with private condo-
miniums. Additionally, most local governments offer a variation of housing types consisting 
of several independent housing units with personnel base providing services, and housing 
projects which are more institution-like with staff and 24/7 comprehensive social services. 
Many municipalities also offer small “robust” detached houses in remote locations for a 
smaller group of tenants often suffering from concurrent substance abuse and mental health 
disorders.

As we will return to, the social housing bureaucrats interviewed in our study use their 
discretionary power to distribute eligible tenants between all the forms of housing men-
tioned above. However, because of the limited size of the social housing stock they nor-
mally do not have a wide range of options. Recently, many Norwegian local governments 
reported that demand for social housing outstripped supply. Most social housing providers 
in urban areas have waiting lists (Osnes & Sørvoll, 2023). Severe shortages and therefore 
also extreme rationing is something the Norwegian social rented sector has in common with 
other targeted sectors, including social housing in Australian states and territories (Flanagan 
et al., 2019). The limited number of vacant social housing units means that the bureaucrats 
must house new tenants in one of a handful of different locations, at most.

In what follows, we start by reviewing selected theoretical perspectives relevant for the 
localization of social housing, continued by a presentation of the data and the methodologi-
cal aspects of the study. Then we present our empirical analysis of the qualitative data and 
proceed with the discussion and conclusions.
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2 Theoretical perspectives: issues of localization: the spatial 
dimension of social housing

2.1 Upbringing of children & neighbourhood effects

Families with children’s search for and understanding of what constitutes a good and safe 
place for the upbringing of children, are drivers of moving patterns, segregation processes, 
and neighbourhood stigmatization (Ellen, 2000). Essential for both perceptions and residen-
tial mobility are expectations regarding change; do parents perceive it as likely that their 
neighbourhood will improve or deteriorate? In most cities’ urban planning, the underlying 
ideal is socially mixed neighbourhoods – with a balanced mix of socio-economic and ethnic 
groups – where residents are exposed to and get to know ‘the other’. This is assumed to pro-
mote tolerance and social equalization (Bergsten & Holmqvist, 2013; Hamnett et al., 2013). 
When this ideal of balance between different groups in the neighbourhood is disrupted – like 
it may be in areas with clustered social housing dominated by marginalized groups – they 
are seen as less attractive areas to live in and raise children. These understandings of adverse 
local surroundings affecting residents also find support in research on neighbourhood effects 
(Galster, 2019; Sampson, 2012; Andersson & Malmberg, 2015, 2018), including Norwegian 
urban areas (Brattbakk, 2014; Nordvik et al., 2020) where such negative impact of disad-
vantaged neighbours in social housing also are expressed by youths themselves in qualita-
tive studies (Brattbakk & Reiersen, 2023). However, neighbourhood effects are shown to 
be heterogenous and depend on several conditions like the intensity, duration and types 
of clustering and the type of individual outcome under study (Small & Feldman, 2012; 
Sharkey & Faber, 2014) as wells as welfare schemes (Hermansen et al., 2020). A particular 
relevant finding from this research tradition is that children from families with low socio-
economic status (SES) are particularly vulnerable to influences from social arenas and may 
be more affected by negative neighbourhood effects than children from more affluent fami-
lies (Galster, 2019; Sampson, 2012). Additionally, high shares of unemployed neighbours 
are significantly linked to worse outcomes – like educational attainment – for children and 
youths (Brattbakk & Wessel, 2013; Nieuwenhuis & Hooimeijer, 2016). Furthermore, neigh-
bourhood effects have been shown to be stronger in urban settings with higher levels of seg-
regation and clustered deprivation (Galster, 2019) making it relevant for this study focusing 
on the largest Norwegian cities.

2.2 Social mix and relative deprivation

The impact of neighbourhood effects is closely related to the composition of residents in 
the local community. Social mix, as mentioned above, is frequently championed by politi-
cians, planners, and bureaucrats to avoid homogenous neighbourhoods with concentration 
of wealth or poverty. In the research literature, however, the support for social mix as a solu-
tion to the undesirable effects of clustering is less consistent (Musterd & Andersson, 2005; 
Arthurson, 2012) and dependent on a varied set of parameters (Galster, 2007).

Despite the vagueness of the term and the mixed findings in research, several review 
articles citing casual evidence from Europe and North America, conclude that social mix 
has positive effects on equalization of social inequalities:
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[D]isadvantaged individuals are (1) harmed by the presence of sizable, disadvantaged 
groups concentrated in their neighborhood and (2) helped by the presence of more 
advantaged groups in their neighborhood, probably due to positive role modeling, 
stronger collective control over disorder, and violence and elimination of geographic 
stigma, not cross-class social ties. Thus, there is a sufficient evidentiary base to justify 
the goal of social mix on grounds of improving the absolute well-being of the disad-
vantaged (Galster & Friedrichs, 2015, p. 175).

The “slippery concept of social mix” (Galster, 2013) is an intrinsically vague term which 
seems to mean different things for different policymakers and planners. Following Galster 
(2013), Tunstall & Fenton, (2006), and Kleinhans (2004) the ambiguity concerns composi-
tion, concentration, and scale. First, the question of composition; on which criteria are we 
trying to mix people? Income, ethnicity, immigrant status, and housing tenure are among 
the most used criteria. Other criteria, like social and health issues are less, but increas-
ingly more, frequently discussed related to social mix as a planning concept. In the case of 
the increasingly more residualized Norwegian public housing sector, households struggling 
with substance abuse or mental health disorders often reside in social rented housing. The 
ideal in Norway and most other OECD-countries for the last decades in the wake of compre-
hensive de-institutionalization, is to provide community care, integrate and normalize these 
groups in ordinary residential areas (Hall et al., 2021). In some cases, however, this may 
not only change the social composition of an area, but also increase the risk of violence and 
other deviant criminal activity (Hansen et al., 2022). Secondly, the question of concentra-
tion; what is seen as the adequate amount of mixing and what share of the different groups 
are ideal to achieve the desired outcomes? The more deviant groups we are talking about, 
the less shares are usually suggested as ideal. A high concentration of residents suffering 
from substance abuse may be adverse both for the ones in question and their neighbours. 
Thirdly, what scales are we talking about? Which geographically levels of clustering are 
most relevant for mixing, and do different levels involve different causal processes and 
outcomes? Whether we are mixing inside or between housing projects, neighbourhoods or 
urban districts are assumed to be of significance. Summing up a study of social mix, Arthur-
son (2010a, p 49) writes:

[I]f policy makers persist in implementing such [social mix] policies, then we need a 
better understanding of the consequences of operationalizing social mix at different 
spatial scales, such as the street, block, or neighbourhood. Social mix is likely to have 
different consequences at different scales of operationalization and a too fine-grained 
social mix, especially given the current stringent targeting arrangements for social 
housing, may increase the potential for conflict rather than the anticipated social 
cohesion.

In an Australian study of regeneration Arthurson (2010b) identifies two main arguments 
for the creation of socially mixed neighbourhoods; “first that lowering concentrations of 
public housing and developing more mixed income communities offers a means to recon-
nect socially excluded public housing tenants to mainstream society; second that a balanced 
social mix is a prerequisite for the development of ‘inclusive’, ‘sustainable’ and ‘cohesive’ 
communities” (Arthurson, 2012, p 245). She concludes that there was no evidence that a 
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socially balanced mix was a necessary condition for building an inclusive community and 
questions if policymakers are over-emphasizing the need for social mix. Summing up the 
results from a wide range of studies concluding in different ways, it seems plausible to fol-
low Alves (2022, p. 1174) conclusion from her Copenhagen-study calling for “more context 
and more sensitive analysis of social mix policies and practices”.

Low levels of social inequalities in a society – both on a national and local level – 
contribute to more productive societies with better health outcomes and a wide range of 
other positive social outcomes (Wilkinson & Pickett, 2009). Relative deprivation is a term 
referring to the idea that individuals measure their degree of well-being with reference to 
their knowledge and interpretation of the living conditions of co-existing social groups. 
For instance, disadvantaged households may compare themselves unfavorably with afflu-
ent neighbours. Moreover, self-reported welfare outcomes may be worse for poor house-
holds that reside in areas where the majority is quite affluent, e.g., social housing tenants in 
middle-class or upper-class neighbourhoods (Brattbakk, 2014). Relative deprivation may 
also characterize the experiences of older children and adolescents, as indicated by an Oslo-
study showing that youths from low-income families felt they were poorer and more outside 
of the mainstream society when living in affluent neighbourhoods than in less well-of dis-
tricts (Pettersen & Sletten, 2019). Although coming from a low-income family in a richer 
neighbourhood can have such adverse psycho-social effects (Odgers et al., 2015; Pettersen 
& Sletten, 2019), adolescents may still be positively affected when it comes to their socio-
economic prospects later in life (Toft & Ljunggren, 2016).

2.3 No social housing in my backyard

The NIMBY-term (Not in My Backyard) describes how residents protest and counteract 
planned changes or new developments in their area. Even if residents acknowledge and 
support the need for such plans or developments for the city or region in general, they 
may nonetheless oppose them in their neighbourhood. Such NIMBYism interests or fears 
may include preserving local amenities (views, green spaces, services), protecting property 
values, or preserving class status (excluding lower income households and affordable hous-
ing projects) (Wassmer & Wahid, 2019). When developments involve affordable housing, 
especially rented, social, or assisted housing (Galster et al., 2003), a well-known NIMBY 
tactic is to promote a narrative of prospective tenants as anti-social, troublesome, potentially 
criminal (Scally & Koenig, 2012) and depict them as a threat to the well-functioning local 
community, its stability and reputation (McNee & Pojani, 2022). An insight stemming from 
several studies is that NIMBYism is stronger in affluent neighbourhoods than in deprived 
ones, sustaining socio-economic residential segregation by restricting affordable housing 
developments in high-status urban districts and increasing social housing projects in low-
status areas (Galster et al., 2003; Nguyen et al., 2013; Matthews et al., 2015).

NIMBYism connected to social housing is found to be a significant phenomenon and 
barrier to housing and social mix in many cities, like San Francisco (Galster et al., 2003; 
McNee & Pojani, 2022), and residents may selectively mobilize “various aspects of the 
social mix discourse to strengthen their opposition” (Ruming, 2014b, p. 164). YIMBYism 
(Yes in My Backyard) is a movement which has emerged partly in dialectic opposition 
to NIMBYism by being pro-development arguing that new housing development for all 
income levels is positive in terms of social mix, as it provides opportunities for shelter to 
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more people (McNee & Pojani, 2022). While YIMBYism has been criticized for paving the 
way for private developers, gentrification (Wyly, 2022), rising housing prices (Brunes et al., 
2020) and ethnic segregation – reducing social mix in the longer run – PHIMBYism (Public 
Housing in My Backyard) is a movement supportive of new housing but also promotes the 
resurrection of public buildings and public control over the private market to strengthen 
tenants’ rights (McNee & Pojani, 2022; Schneider, 2018; Zoie, 2019). Even though the Cali-
fornian and Norwegian contexts are very different, there have also been PHIMBY-advocates 
promoting local public housing in Oslo (Brattbakk et al., 2015, 2017; Øiern, 2001).

NIMBYism has mostly negative connotations in academic circles (Petrova, 2016), but 
may also be seen as a sign of a well-functioning local democratic system (Matthews et al., 
2015). Planning decisions may systematically favor private developers (Kwok et al., 2018), 
harm the environment, or be made by authoritarian public authorities without public par-
ticipation and thus undermining urban democracy (Ruming, 2014a). Therefore “the balance 
between efficiency, fairness, and inclusiveness is a delicate one, and NIMBYism may be 
viewed as a manifestation of collective action and popular resistance” (McNee & Pojani, 
2022, p. 556). A Finnish study stresses the potential of non-moralizing use of the NIMBY 
concept when describing how the common good is frequently referenced in land-use con-
flicts (Eranti, 2017).

Studies of local resistance to social housing projects or tenants in the Norwegian con-
text are rare, but a few reports mention the NIMBY-phenomenon. The main findings from 
international studies seems to be in line with results from a survey covering 14 Norwegian 
municipalities regarding detached housing adapted to tenants with concurrent substance 
abuse and mental health disorders (Veiveiseren.no), and an in-dept analysis of the same phe-
nomenon in six municipalities (Wågø et al., 2020). Studies of deprived urban areas in Oslo, 
finds both NIMBYism and YIMBYism and inclusive and exclusive strategies towards social 
housing and tenants (Brattbakk et al., 2015, 2017). The phenomenon of such local resistance 
is closely related to the widespread stigmatization of tenants and deprived neighbourhoods 
in Norway (Vassenden & Lie, 2013; Brattbakk & Hansen, 2004) and other countries (Ram-
zanpour et al., 2023) with a strong tradition of homeownership.

3 Data and methods

The study is based on interviews with social housing bureaucrats, mostly middle managers, 
with responsibility for housing provision, housing allocation, or other key tasks related to 
social housing in the most populous urban areas. Of the 28 bureaucrats who participated 
in a total of sixteen individual interviews and group interviews, fourteen were employed 
in a unit responsible for housing allocation. We also interviewed five policy advisers and 
eight bureaucrats working in administrative units responsible for the planning, building, and 
management of social housing. One of the interviewees belonged to a unit that encompassed 
most functions in the social housing sector, including planning, building, and housing allo-
cation. Most of the bureaucrats had long-standing housing policy experience. Around half of 
them held management positions and were either head of their unit or department. Around 
one out of four were policy advisors for a local government councilor and the rest were 
experienced case managers.
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As they had expertise regarding different issues related to the spatial localization of social 
housing and the social mixing of tenants, the interviewees were all well placed to offer infor-
mation and reflections of high relevance to our study. Not surprisingly, not all interviewees 
were equally familiar with all the topics that interest us in what follows. For instance, inter-
viewees with first-hand experience from housing allocation were presumably most knowl-
edgeable about issues related to social mixing. Moreover, bureaucrats involved in planning 
and building were probably primarily up to date on NIMBYism and other aspects of social 
housing related to spatial localization. However, differences between the vantage points and 
reflections of the bureaucrats interviewed are not our primary concern in this article. We 
are rather preoccupied with the general thematic patterns in the interviews with bureaucrats 
that come from similar urban settings. In our qualitative data set we have an additional ten 
interviews conducted in other smaller municipalities, but we have chosen to omit them from 
this study to preserve the relative similarity between our fifteen urban cases.

The social housing bureaucrats interviewed come from the fifteen largest urban munici-
palities, all with populations exceeding 60 000 inhabitants, including the three largest cities 
in Norway: Oslo (700 000), Bergen (290 000) and Trondheim (210 000). The interviews 
were all conducted in 2022, each lasting between 1 and 1,5 h. Urban ethnic and socio-
economic residential segregation are prominent in most of the municipalities, but in general 
less so in the smallest cities and suburban municipalities, while Oslo stands out as the most 
segregated (Hernæs et al., 2020; NOU, 2020:16).

All the semi-structured interviews were conducted with the aid of an interview guide 
covering questions hitherto unanswered by previous research on Norwegian social hous-
ing (see for instance: Sørvoll, 2019), including questions relating to housing allocation, 
rent-setting, tenure security and the topics covered in this article. The interviews were tran-
scribed and thematically coded focusing on the interviewees’ factual statements and reflec-
tions concerning issues of localization, mixing of social housing and tenants, and resistance 
and complaints from internal and external neighbours in housing projects and local com-
munities. Thematic analysis is a method used to code data in a way that captures common 
perceptions and sentiments across a large qualitative data set. The method may be used 
inductively, basing codes directly on the data content, or deductively, building on the theo-
ries and pre-existing knowledge of the researcher (Braun & Clarke, 2012). In this study, our 
thematic analysis has been primarily deductive. While we have paid close attention to the 
semantic content of the interviews, we have coded and interpreted the empirical material in 
light of theoretical concepts, pre-existing knowledge of the Norwegian case, and the schol-
arly literature covered in the previous section on neigbourhood effects, social mix, relative 
deprivation, spatial localization of social housing, and NIMBYism.

After the initial coding, we grouped the content of the interviews relevant to this article 
into three themes or topics. First, the theme of the internal social milieu – inclusive commu-
nities versus neighbour complaints and conflicts in the public housing projects. Second, the 
theme of neighbourhood effects; how concentrated poverty and hypermobility influences 
the local community in general and the upbringing of children in particular. Third, the theme 
of response from external neighbours and communities, in the form of either predominantly 
exclusive strategies (NIMBYism – Not in My Backyard), but also less prevalent inclusive 
strategies like (PHIMBYism – Public Housing In My Backyard).
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4 Results: spatial localization of social housing: dilemmas of 
dispersion and clustering

Most of the fifteen largest municipalities have a political declaration, a program of pol-
icy action, or at least a bureaucratic intention concerning the issue of spatial localization 
of social housing and groups of tenants. Dispersion of social housing based on the ideal 
of creating a socially mixed city is the predominant guideline for issues related to spatial 
localization in these urban areas. A few municipalities represent exceptions from this main 
tendency, as interviewees from some cities state that they either already have a spatially 
well-dispersed social housing sector and/or no or low residential segregation in the housing 
market in general. One might argue that these exceptions also emphasize social mix as an 
ideal, but that they do not see questions of spatial localization as a priority, as they perceive 
that they have no challenges in this area. Dispersion and mixing of tenants inside the social 
housing sector is, however, an issue also in these cities, according to the social housing 
bureaucrats interviewed.

4.1 Deprived communities, residential mobility, and relative deprivation

The challenge of social housing clustering is mentioned in most of the interviews. The 
social housing bureaucrats have a wide range of reflections on its consequences and degree 
of seriousness, as well as thoughts regarding actual or possible housing policy countermea-
sures. An interviewee from one of the larges municipalities puts it this way:

We have a concentration of social housing inside each of our city districts, which 
is a challenge to well-functioning local communities. We are on the one hand striv-
ing to apply the right services to improve the local social climate and to handle and 
reduce conflicts, but on the other hand we may also do something to minimize these 
geographical concentrations of social housing. This is something our municipal-
ity is working on, but it’s a slow process due to lack of funding. (Interview, large 
municipality).

The perception of clustered social housing as problematic is, however, not accepted by all 
interviewees without pause. Several of the bureaucrats have a very nuanced understand-
ing of the challenges connected to the clustering of social housing and express different 
perspectives on the matter. A few problematize the implicit notion that clustering is always 
highly problematic by referencing the social-psychological idea of ‘birds of a feather flock 
together’, to illustrate the social networks created between like-minded residents or people 
that assume they have something in common. Some social housing bureaucrats thereby 
challenge the idea that limited social mix is detrimental for an area in economic and social-
psychological terms:

Theory and practice are not the same. In theory, geographical dispersion is very good, 
but if we buy a flat in […] it will cost four times more than in […]. So, with that 
money we could house a lot more people. Unfortunately, that’s reality. Politicians are 
eager to talk about dispersion of our public apartments, but in reality, it is not favor-
able. Additionally, one may ask if they have got the tenants’ best interests at heart. 
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Maybe it is more troublesome to live in the most affluent central district surrounded 
by successful and healthy people than among their own kind.” (Interview, medium 
sized municipality).

The economic realism of dispersed social housing in a municipality with a combination of 
scarce economic resources and strongly diverging real estate prices between urban districts 
is problematized in this quote. At the same time the desirability of settling poor and vul-
nerable individuals in well-off areas are questioned, clearly hinting at the concept of rela-
tive deprivation. Another bureaucrat, in one of the largest municipalities, expresses similar 
thoughts when using a disadvantaged neighbourhood located in an affluent district to illus-
trate a point. According to this interviewee, despite spatial proximity, social interaction and 
networks is rare between low-income families residing in the disadvantaged neighbour-
hood and the richer families in the surrounding communities. “Residents seem to stick with 
people of their own kind”. Nonetheless, the interviewee emphasizes the following point:

Children from the disadvantaged area go to the same school as children from affluent 
families. […] And even if I acknowledge that it may be tough to be poor in a rich area, 
I really do not doubt that they benefit, and acquire some extra resources, by growing 
up in that area. (Interview, large municipality).

This reasoning is very much in line with studies referenced in a previous section. Although 
coming from a low-income family in an affluent area can have adverse psycho-social effects 
making you feel like an outsider and less valued when growing up (Odgers et al., 2015; 
Pettersen & Sletten, 2019), you may still be positively affected in terms of better socio-eco-
nomic prospects later in life (Toft & Ljunggren, 2016).‘Hypermobility’ among low-income 
families in social housing (Metzger et al., 2018) is another topic related to the upbringing of 
children addressed in the interviews. Frequent moves may not only have adverse effects for 
the families and children in question, but also on the collective level of local communities 
and their institutions. The social climate in the local community, schools, kindergartens, and 
leisure activities may suffer from the continuous in and out-migration of families. One of the 
social housing bureaucrats is worried about the social capital, social networks and stability 
of these children and their families as well as for those staying put:

Especially in one urban neighbourhood, there are few children in the public rental and 
private housing sector completing primary education in the same local school due to 
high moving frequency. A delegation of parents representing the more affluent and 
stable families not living in rental homes problematized that the circulation of pupils 
in the local school had adverse effects for all and compromised the social climate in 
the school and leisure activities. Their children were constantly losing friends and 
introduced to new ones. (Interview, large municipality).
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4.2 Vulnerable and violent tenants? Nuanced perspectives

We have a very challenging tenant group to settle, which becomes especially evident 
when taking their neighbour’s wellbeing into consideration. (Interview, medium-sized 
municipality).

A local community characterized by high levels of social problems, unrest, conflicts, sub-
stance abuse, severe psychiatric disorders and co-occurring addiction and mental health 
problems may of course have negative impacts not only on children and youths, but also 
adults. Such stressful environments can be adverse for most groups of residents includ-
ing groups which themselves are struggling with their lives and for different reasons cause 
unrest and unpleasant incidents that may terrify themselves and others. Most of the social 
housing bureaucrats also try to adopt the perspective of the social housing tenants with trou-
blesome or unpleasant social behaviour. The clustering of social housing, with an increased 
number of marginalized and challenging tenants, is seen to be undesirable for these groups 
themselves.

For instance, substance abusers may find it challenging and undesirable to live in neigh-
bourhoods filled with continuous temptation from other substance users. The social housing 
bureaucrats, especially the ones with training from social work, often adopted a treatment 
perspective when talking about tenants who were motivated to take part in treatment for 
substance abuse but were still settled or had to stay put in such counterproductive com-
munities with prevalent drug use. A similar perspective was also expressed regarding per-
sons with mental health disorders, especially the ones who under certain circumstances 
are inclined to act out or those suffering from anxiety, withdrawal from social arenas and 
self-isolation, which could be triggered by living among neighbours with aggressive and 
noisy behaviour. The notion of protecting such vulnerable individuals from themselves and 
from other vulnerable tenants was frequently mentioned as an important justification for 
avoiding clustered social housing for these groups. The same perspective – protecting the 
most vulnerable and volatile persons from themselves and others – was prevalent when 
the bureaucrats advocated the need for social housing in the form of small robust detached 
homes for ‘rough living’ located at a physical distance from other residents. Dispersion of 
social housing units was then seen as appropriate. However, not all the interviewees were 
partial to the popular idea of locating some disadvantaged tenants far from others. One 
bureaucrat voiced the following concern:

I’m not able to count the times somebody has said that we should’ve had ‘a house 
in the woods’. But I’m a little uncertain if it is the local government that wants them 
to live somewhere in the woods, or if it is they who wish to have a place in the 
forest themselves. I think it is mostly the former. But we maybe, you know, lack 
housing where people do not live so close to others […]. (Interview, medium sized 
municipality).

The quote illustrates that this bureaucrat questioned the motives of municipalities that 
build housing for ‘rough living’ at a distance from major population centers. Even though 
expressing sympathy for the needs and preferences of individuals who lead lives that dif-
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fer from the mainstream of society, even this interviewee acknowledged the need for some 
social housing that was somewhat isolated from neighbours, for instance with a separate 
entrance or staircase.

The interviews also reflect that violence is a regular occurrence in social housing estates 
in some large urban municipalities. Even if it may not occur every day or very frequently, 
some bureaucrats report that violent episodes have become more frequent in recent times. 
One interviewee connects violence to the increasing deinstitutionalization of care, and states 
that the municipality currently has to handle tenants with ‘a high risk of violence’.

4.3 Social climate – conflicts and complaints

The frequency and seriousness of residents’ complaints about their neighbours may be used 
to measure the ‘social climate’ in a neighbourhood (Cheshire et al., 2019), giving an indi-
cation of the level of mutual trust, social capital, and social networks. Many of the social 
housing bureaucrats reported that the number of complaints from neighbours – both internal 
social housing tenants and external ones – have increased steadily in recent times.

In the last couple of years there has been a significant increase in complaints from 
neighbours. It’s a growing number of cases where mental health disorders are involved, 
and especially where there is a mix of substance abuse and psychiatric diagnoses. It 
is difficult to find adequate and suitable housing for these groups and some of them 
tend to be quite problematic for the neighbours to handle. That’s also a reason why we 
have been more focused on offering smaller and more isolated houses to shield both 
the neighbours and the person in question. There are more complaints from neigh-
bours, the complaints are thus more aggressive, and we [social housing workers] are 
spending more time trying to solve conflicts. These are very familiar challenges to 
us.” (Interview, large municipality).

Neighbour complaints may of course be directed at everything from a single loud party once 
a year, to regular and extreme noisy behaviour and threatening incidents.

I: Would you say most of the complaints are real, reflecting actual and heavy trouble, 
or more baseless and whimsy kind of complaints?
B: I think 95% of the cases are real complaints in the sense that the resident in ques-
tion has extensive challenges and their behaviour is really troublesome for their 
neighbours and where we need to take action and implement measures. In our pub-
lic housing system, I think unfounded or insignificant complaints would be revealed 
quite quickly due to the knowledge of our janitors and housing supervisors which 
are visiting regularly and have a good overview of the situation.” (Interview, large 
municipality).

Other studies also indicate that tolerance for house disturbance and troubling living environ-
ments are higher among tenants in public housing than private renters and homeowners, and 
that the threshold for making complaints is quite high. The reasons may be that it is hard to 
find out how to complain and to whom (depending partly on the municipality), or a higher 
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tolerance of noise and in some cases fear of revenge and reprisals if you complain or are 
seen to ‘snitch’ (Brattbakk et al., 2015; Elvegård & Michelsen, 2015).

The level of neighbour complaints and unrest in a housing project may also be one of the 
important indicators when the social housing assigners make decisions on where to settle 
new tenants.

…they [social workers] drop by if there are neighbour complaints and such problems. 
… so together we have a constant understanding of the social climate in the apart-
ment buildings due to our cooperation across agencies. It’s of course for better and 
for worse. If they [housing managers] consider a particular address to be totally crazy 
and they really don’t want to settle him there, whereas the housing assigners needs to 
get him a place to stay quite quick, contradictory interests come to the surface and are 
made visible. The housing manager wants a smooth community with less neighbour 
complaints, whereas the housing assigners are under pressure to get people settled. 
We have different interests. We have different roles, but together we can… we must…. 
solve it. They [the residents] must live somewhere!” (Interview, large municipality).

Following this quotation there is often a pressure to settle newcomers quite fast as their 
present housing situation is critical or they live in temporary accommodation that is very 
expensive for the municipality. When there is a limited number of vacant apartments and 
the few vacant ones are not considered to be suitable for the person or family in question, 
contradictory interests arise which may be conflicting for different units in the social hous-
ing agency. Several of the social housing bureaucrats reports that in such situations they 
sometimes make settlements that is less adequate both for the settled themselves and their 
neighbours, and that these dynamics partly explains why unsatisfactory neighbourhood con-
ditions are sustained despite professional knowledge and will to do otherwise. The social 
housing bureaucrats refers to limited room for action due to structural factors like lack of 
suitable housing and economic resources. Because of the limited size of the social housing 
stock, it is hard to avoid that groups with radically different lifestyles – such as families with 
children and individuals struggling with mental health disorders and addictions – coexists 
in housing estates. One interviewee stressed that the lack of social housing means that very 
different people are ‘stuck’ together. Another bureaucrat comments on the challenge of cre-
ating and maintaining safe neighbourhoods in a world of limited resources:

We regularly get reports from internal neighbours feeling unsafe in the social housing 
project due to the unpredictable or aggressive behaviour of other tenants. There are 
occasionally some unpleasant and threatening events that are scary for neighbours and 
that we take very seriously, and which also reach the headlines in the newspapers. A 
few years back, a man had gone around with an axe and destroyed some front doors. 
We are aware that these things happen, and that tenants may experience terrifying 
incidents that they should not have been exposed to. Then we try to find solutions 
to improve the situation and follow up persons and families which have witnessed 
intimidating behavior so that all, and especially children and youth will feel safe at 
home and in the housing estate. Follow-up services, forced relocation, and other mea-
sures are tools we may use. This is also linked to the overall […] challenges of trying 
to avoid mixing families with children and persons with severe substance abuse and/
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or mental illness and providing the right housing facilities to handle, settle and pro-
vide services to those with the greatest needs who needs us the most. (Interview, large 
municipality).

Regarding the ‘right housing facilities’ mentioned in the end of the quotation above: in sev-
eral of the largest cities in Norway the social housing stock is either old pre-WWII inner-city 
apartment buildings or blocks from the early post-WWII period which partly need renova-
tion and are generally not considered to be appropriate for the increasingly more marginal-
ized group of residents in the public housing sector (Elvegård & Michelsen, 2015; Brattbakk 
et al., 2015). This is also pointed out by another bureaucrat from a large municipality stat-
ing: “Our housing stock is obsolete and poorly adapted to today’s needs.” Another relevant 
aspect of these housing estates is the strong geographic concentration giving strong patterns 
of micro-segregation where vulnerable and low-income neighbours reside side by side with 
more affluent residents in private condominiums.

Our most urgent challenge is to offer a good housing situation for a person with a com-
prehensive service need and with an expected behaviour that will not work in most of 
our housing projects. On the one hand, we need to consider the neighbours and sur-
roundings and on the other it is the physical building, which is not sufficiently robust 
to endure the lifestyle and behaviour of this person. (Interviewee, large municipality)

Closely related is the central argument made by most of the social housing bureaucrats 
about the link between a more deprived tenant group and settlement challenges. An inter-
viewee from one of the largest municipalities put it this way: “Those living in social hous-
ing are increasingly more disadvantaged” and a main reason for this “is the downscaling 
of institutional capacity in the social- and health sector, everyone is supposed to live in an 
ordinary flat”. According to the interviewees, deinstitutionalization is an important explana-
tion for the residualization of the public social housing sector in Norway.

4.4 NIMBYism: “They must live somewhere, just not Here”

In this section, we explore how the interviewees reports and experiences the feedback and 
reactions of external neighbours, living close to existing and planned social housing projects, 
or to individual housing units owned by the public housing authorities inside co-operatives 
and condominiums. This topic will be analyzed within the frame of the outlined exclusive 
strategies like NIMBYism (Not in My Backyard) or inclusive strategies like YIMBYism 
(Yes, In My Backyard) and PHIMBY (Public Housing In My Backyard).

A representative from one of the largest cities in Norway argue that complaints from 
neighbours have increased in recent years:

Increasingly, we get critique and yelling from neighbours when we plan new social 
housing projects, either they are small or larger units. In one planned housing project 
with six units for persons suffering from substance abuse or psychiatric illness the 
neighbouring residents delivered more than 500 inputs and proposals to the zoning 
plan. … We spend a lot of resources on long lasting and unpredictable planning pro-
cesses. The uncertainty has become stronger over time: will it lead to a completed 
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project, or will it be changed or cancelled along the way? In most cases we find the 
different perspectives voiced in the political process fruitful and useful, and I would 
say we very much respect the process of shedding light on different aspects of the 
matter in the political process, including the democratic involvement of neighbours. 
But lately we find that populism, symbolic politics, and polarization of the political 
process increases and stand in the way of sensible solutions. Especially when we are 
planning and building new social housing projects in urban districts where there is 
hardly any existing social housing, residents start resisting by forming campaigns, 
Facebook groups, contacting politicians and media, and make a lot of noise. Then 
these things spread. Local communities are copying each other. People in other dis-
tricts learn that by protesting they may change or stop planned developments they see 
as undesirable in their community (Interview, large municipality).

The increased emergence of local resistance (NIMBYism) towards planned social housing 
projects, and the exclusive strategies used to counteract it, is striking in this narrative. At 
the same time, the interviewee is nuanced in line with Scally (2013) and Scally and Tighe 
(2015), and values and respects the voice of neighbours and the democratic aspects of NIM-
BYism. The same bureaucrat also recognized that input from neighbours in some cases 
made them adjust the original plan to the betterment of projects. The observation of stron-
ger resistance in affluent urban districts without or with just a few social housing estates is 
interesting and in line with findings in several studies (Galster et al., 2003; Nguyen et al., 
2013; Matthews et al., 2015).

According to several social housing employees, the complaints from external neighbours 
(outside the social housing sector) have also become more aggressive towards the presence 
of social housing flats or plans to buy such apartments inside co-operatives or condomini-
ums over the last couple of years. One of them, from one of the largest cities, puts it this 
way:

The housing co-operatives are hiring lawyers more frequently when they want to 
remove troublesome residents in a public housing apartment. In the most extreme 
cases, the co-operatives or condominiums gathered and tried to prevent the munici-
pality from buying flats [.], because they fear what kind of people will come into the 
neighbourhood. This is typical “Not in My Backyard” behaviour; residents trying to 
avoid what they think will represent something negative for their neighbourhood. I 
think this reflects what kind of people are living in public housing, not to say, the 
rumors and popular perceptions of who they are. (Interview, large municipality).

According to the social housing bureaucrats, some residents have a more inclusive approach 
to social housing tenants and social housing projects in their neighbourhood. It may also 
seem that in many cases these inclusive external neighbours represent “the silent majority” 
of local residents; they just ‘do not shout so loudly’:

Luckily there are also often some neighbours which are positive and defend the social 
housing tenants – either in existing or planned projects. In public meetings where we 
inform about future plans some of them stand up and say “We have to endure this. Let 
us be reasonable, it’s six new residents coming to our area, we are 7000 already living 
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here, the neighbourhood will not be destroyed by these six tenants even if they may 
have a lot of challenges. (Interview, large municipality)

In this quote, the tendency of PHIMBYism is clear. Some of the social housing bureaucrats 
stress that they put a lot of effort into dialogue with neighbours and developing information 
strategies towards communities where they plan to localize social housing. Such strategies 
for how to take care of communities, tenants and neighbours are reported in studies of 
small robust houses for tenants with concurrent substance abuse and mental health disorders 
(Wågø et al., 2020).

5 Discussion and conclusion

The significance of the spatial distribution of housing and tenants was acknowledged in our 
interviews with social housing bureaucrats in the fifteen largest municipalities in Norway. 
The bureaucrats’ reflections regarding where to settle various groups of tenants, the level 
of clustering of social housing and vulnerable tenants, and how and where to settle ten-
ants with anti-social behaviour and tenants with concurrent substance abuse and mental 
health disorders all show that issues of geography and place are important for social housing 
bureaucrats.

The social housing bureaucrats interviewed express nuances and highlight dilemmas 
concerning the relative merit of geographical dispersion and clustering of social housing. 
However, most of the bureaucrats expressed concern about issues relating to clustering and 
dispersion of social housing and social housing tenants. The dominant understanding was 
to view geographically concentrated public housing as problematic, adverse and some-
thing to be avoided. This was also evident from the fact that many of the interviewees also 
referred to existing municipal policies and measures to minimize clustering or expressed 
such measures to be favorable. Moreover, many interviewees reported that the frequency 
and severeness of neighbour complaints had increased in their municipality and linked this 
to the residualization of the social housing sector and the clustered physical structure of 
social housing. Additionally, they referred to the widespread resistance against social hous-
ing projects from external neighbours and local resident groups, which many of them desig-
nated as classic examples of NIMBYism (Not in My Backyard).

While most of the social housing bureaucrats mentioned some arguments in support of 
the widespread idea that clustering of social housing is undesirable, a few also just referred 
to it briefly as a self-evidently negative phenomenon without detailing what exactly is trou-
blesome about it. Using words like “segregated communities”, “clustering” and “deprived 
areas” they imply that these are problematic phenomena without explaining how and why 
they are undesirable. The interviewees who follow up with slightly more elaboration often 
use phrases like “too much trouble gathered in one place”, “a gathering of tenants with 
severe challenges”, “too much tension, unrest and conflicts” and “not a good place for the 
upbringing of children”. Thus, like some of the urban local governments studied by Rosen-
gren et al. (2023) in neighbouring Finland, critical attitudes to segregation and geographical 
concentration of deprivation are present in the fifteen municipalities covered in this study. 
Even though segregation is arguably at odds with the egalitarian ethos of the Nordic welfare 
state these critical perspectives have so far not been accompanied by comprehensive anti-
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segregation reforms. Unlike Denmark and its parallel society legislation of 2018, Norway 
(and Finland) have avoided policies that aim to ‘physically transform disadvantaged social 
housing areas and create socially mixed neighbourhoods with a balanced socio-economic 
composition by, among other initiatives, attracting more resourceful citizens’ (Nielsen et al., 
2023, p. 142). In Norway, such policies seem unlikely because the social housing sector is 
small and therefore a less potent policy instrument than in Denmark, where it houses 17% 
of the population (ibd.).

Localization issues are also prominent in the social housing bureaucrat’s presentation 
of complaints from internal and external neighbours and local resistance from residents 
towards development plans involving social housing. According to the bureaucrats, there 
seems to be a common perception among residents that the level of clustering of tenants 
considered as demanding and vulnerable are causing challenges for neighbour relations and 
well-functioning local communities. Especially when new housing services are planned for 
tenants with substance abuse, mental health disorders or concurrent substance abuse and 
mental health disorders exclusive strategies like NIMBYism seems to emerge and resistance 
become particularly strong. Some tendencies of inclusive strategies among residents defend-
ing space for vulnerable groups in their communities, like PHIMBYism (Public Housing In 
My Backyard), are also mentioned by the interviewees, but much less prevalently.

The sources of the interviewees’ explicit and implicit understandings seem to derive from 
the literature and popular and widespread notions that we introduced in the second section; 
namely the perceptions of the ideal of socially mixed neighbourhoods, the ideal neighbour-
hood for children to grow up in and negative neighbourhood effects rising from clustering 
of disadvantaged groups. Obviously, geography matters in the daily work of social hous-
ing bureaucrats in Norway’s largest cities. Our study of the subjective world view of the 
employees that execute policies affecting the geographical distribution and social composi-
tion of public rented housing adds to the literature on social mix, residential segregation, and 
social housing in the era of neoliberal inspired housing policy (van Ham & Manley, 2012; 
Doney et al., 2013; Korsu, 2016; Verdugo & Toma, 2018; Friesenecker & Kazepov, 2021; 
Rosengren et al., 2024). The study is arguably important because the interviewees offer a 
unique perspective from the inside of a highly needs-tested social rented sector that has 
counterparts in Flanders, Australia and other parts of the Anglo-American world (Flanagan 
et al., 2019; Winters, 2023; Morris et al., 2024). Thus, our study should be particularly rel-
evant for these and other national or regional contexts where targeted social rented housing 
dominates.

The interviewees’ experiences arguably reflect core features of highly means-tested and 
residualized social housing. In a context of a small social housing stock with few vacancies 
adapted to the needs of tenants on the waiting list, children risk growing up in environments 
that are detrimental to their safety and future life chances. Given the shortage of social 
housing the bureaucrats’ room of maneuver when allocating housing is minimal, and their 
influence over the residential composition of existing housing estates is therefore limited. 
Thus, even though geography matters, bureaucrats are not always able to let it weigh heav-
ily when deciding where to allocate or build housing. Preventing homelessness, a major 
concern in Norwegian housing policy (Dyb, 2021), will often prevail over other competing 
concerns. Presumably, a similar situation may be found in Australia, New Zealand, and 
other countries with a small and strongly targeted social rented sector (Flanagan et al., 2019; 
Murphy, 2020). Conflicts between residents and complaints from neighbours are arguably 
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endemic to this form of housing. In brief, providers of highly needs-tested social housing are 
asked to house very different groups that have primarily one thing in common, namely that 
they are unable to access affordable and decent quality housing in the private rental market. 
This may breed conflict, complaints and NIMBYism from relatively affluent groups worried 
about falling property prices and decreasing quality of residential areas.

Moreover, the study indicates that neighbour complaints, NIMBY-protests against highly 
targeted social housing in relatively wealthy areas, and soaring housing prices in attractive 
urban locations, constitutes serious obstacles to local government influence over the social 
composition and geographical concentration of different household categories. It is evi-
dently hard to disperse social housing when both property prices and NIMBYism in wealthy 
districts acts as counterforces. To transcend the obstacles mentioned above, ambitious urban 
local governments probably need to go beyond the confines of the very (neo)liberal Nor-
wegian housing regime, that is characterized by limited government subsidies for housing 
construction, and negligible legal power for local governments wishing to influence the 
tenures and prices levels of homes built by private companies (Sørvoll et al., 2024; Nordahl, 
2014). The main policy implication of the article is arguably that more government invest-
ment in public rented housing is needed, to make it easier for municipalities to influence the 
geographical distribution of social housing and increase the room of maneuver for social 
housing bureaucrats looking to house tenants in residential environments that are safe and 
beneficial to their future prospects. However, new investment does not seem to be on the 
agenda of the government, despite the fact that many municipal social housing providers 
recently reported shortages (Osnes & Sørvoll, 2023).

One of the limitations of the study is that it only covers the fifteen largest municipalities. 
The interview sample provides us with valuable perspectives from representatives of the 
largest urban centers in Norway but provides limited information about municipal varia-
tions regarding perspectives on social mix, spatial localization and social housing. Future 
research regarding these questions may, however, draw on a survey covering almost half of 
the over 350 municipalities in Norway (Osnes & Sørvoll, 2023).

Supplementary Information The online version contains supplementary material available at https://doi.
org/10.1007/s10901-024-10121-w.

Acknowledgements The authors thanks all the informants who generously gave of their time to participate 
in this study. Our colleague Maja Flåto at the HOUSINGWEL, Centre of Housing and Welfare Research, 
also deserve thanks for her collaboration and assistance in the research projects that yielded the empirical 
basis for this article. We are also grateful for the research assistance of Julia Guillou and Ylva Nordbø. Two 
anonymous reviewers contributed greatly to enhancing the quality of the paper – we are grateful for their 
time and expertise.

Funding Open access funding provided by OsloMet - Oslo Metropolitan University. Ingar Brattbakk and Jar-
dar Sørvoll’s work was funded by the Centre for Housing and Welfare Research (HOUSINGWEL) (funded 
by the Norwegian Ministry of Local Government and Regional Development).

Disclosure statement No potential conflict of interest was reported by the authors.

Open Access  This article is licensed under a Creative Commons Attribution 4.0 International License, 
which permits use, sharing, adaptation, distribution and reproduction in any medium or format, as long as 
you give appropriate credit to the original author(s) and the source, provide a link to the Creative Commons 
licence, and indicate if changes were made. The images or other third party material in this article are 
included in the article’s Creative Commons licence, unless indicated otherwise in a credit line to the material. 
If material is not included in the article’s Creative Commons licence and your intended use is not permitted 

1 3

https://doi.org/10.1007/s10901-024-10121-w
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10901-024-10121-w


They must live somewhere! The geographical dimension of residualized…

by statutory regulation or exceeds the permitted use, you will need to obtain permission directly from the 
copyright holder. To view a copy of this licence, visit http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/.

References

Alves, S. (2022). Nuancing the international debate on social mix: Evidence from Copenhagen. Housing 
Studies, 37(7), 1174–1197. https://doi.org/10.1080/02673037.2018.1556785.

Andersson, E. K., & Malmberg, B. (2015). Contextual effects on educational attainment in individualised, 
scalable neighbourhoods: Differences across gender and social class. Urban Studies, 52(12), 2117–
2133. https://doi.org/10.1177/0042098014542487.

Andersson, E. K., & Malmberg, B. (2018). Segregation and the effects of adolescent residential context 
on poverty risks and early income career: A study of the Swedish 1980 cohort. Urban Studies, 55(2), 
365–383. http://urbanstudiesjnl.blogspot.co.uk/2016/05/segregation-influences-life-chances-of.html.

Angel, S. (2023). Housing regimes and residualization of the subsidized rental sector in Europe 2005–2016. 
Housing Studies, 38:5, 881–901. https://doi.org/10.1080/02673037.2021.1921122.

Arthurson, K. (2010a). Operationalising Social Mix: Spatial scale, lifestyle and stigma as medi-
ating points in Resident Interaction. Urban Policy and Research, 28(1), 49–63. https://doi.
org/10.1080/08111140903552696.

Arthurson, K. (2010b). Creating Inclusive communities through balancing social mix: A critical relationship 
or tenuous link? Urban Policy and Research, 20:3, 245–261. https://doi.org/10.1080/0811114022000
005898.

Arthurson, K. (2012). Social mix and the city: Challenging the mixed communities consensus in housing and 
urban planning policies. CSIRO Publishing.

Bergsten, Z., & Holmqvist, E. (2013). Possibilities of building a mixed city – evidence from Swedish cities. 
International Journal of Housing Policy, 13(3), 288–311. https://doi.org/10.1080/14616718.2013.809
211.

Brattbakk, I. (2014). Block, neighbourhood or district? The importance of geographical scale for area effects 
on educational attainment. Geografiska Annaler. Series B Human Geography, 96(2), 109–125. https://
doi.org/10.1111/geob.12040

Brattbakk, I., & Hansen, T. (2004). Post-war large housing estates in Norway Well-kept residential areas still 
stigmatised? Journal of Housing and the Built Environment, 19(3), 311–332. ISSN 1566-4910. https://
link.springer.com/article/10.1007%2Fs10901-004-0697-9

Brattbakk, I., & Reiersen, F. A. (2023). Ungdom i kommunale boliger. HOUSINGWEL Working Paper 4/23, 
Oslo Metropolitan University. https://oda.oslomet.no/oda-xmlui/handle/11250/3092444.

Brattbakk, I., & Wessel, T. (2013). Long-term Neighbourhood effects on Education, Income and Employment 
among adolescents in Oslo. Urban Studies, 50(2), 391–406. https://doi.org/10.1177/0042098012448548.

Brattbakk, I., Hagen, A. L., Rosten, M. R., Sæter, O., Osuldsen, J., Andersen, B., Thorstensen, E., & Bratseth, 
K. (2015). Hva nå, Tøyen? Sosiokulturell stedsanalyse av Tøyen i Bydel Gamle Oslo. Rapport 8/2015. 
Arbeidsforskningsinstituttet, Oslo. https://hdl.handle.net/20.500.12199/6252.

Brattbakk, I., Andersen, B., Hagen, A. L., Ruud, M. E., Ander, H. E., Breistrand, H., Skajaa, J., & Dalseide, 
A. M. (2017). På sporet av det nye Grønland. Sosiokulturell stedsanalyse av Grønland i Bydel Gamle 
Oslo. AFI-rapport 04:2017. Høgskolen i Oslo og Akershus. https://hdl.handle.net/20.500.12199/6503.

Braun, V., & Clarke, V. (2012). Thematic analysis. In H. Cooper, P. M. Camic, D. L. Long, A. T. Panter, D. 
Rindskopf, & K. J. Sher (Eds.), APA handbook of research methods in psychology, Vol. 2. Research 
designs: Quantitative, qualitative, neuropsychological, and biological (pp. 57–71). American Psycho-
logical Association. https://doi.org/10.1037/13620-004.

Brunes, F., Hermansson, C., Song, H. S., & Wilhelmsson, M. (2020). NIMBYs for the rich and YIMBYs for 
the poor: Analyzing the property price effects of infill development. Journal of European Real Estate 
Research, 13 No(1), 55–81. https://doi.org/10.1108/JERER-11-2019-0042.

Cheshire, L., Fitzgerald, R., & Liu, Y. (2019). Neighbourhood change and neighbour complaints: How gen-
trification and densification influence the prevalence of problems between neighbours. Urban Studies, 
56(6), 1093–1112. https://doi.org/10.1177/0042098018771453.

Doney, R. H., McGuirk, P. M., & Mee, K. J. (2013). Social Mix and the Problematisation of Social Housing. 
Australian Geographer, 44(4), 401–418. https://doi.org/10.1080/00049182.2013.852500.

Dyb, E. (2021). Reinventing homelessness through enumeration in Norwegian housing policies: A Case 
Study of Governmentality. Housing Theory and Society, 38(5), 564–579. https://doi.org/10.1080/140
36096.2020.1867235.

1 3

http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/
https://doi.org/10.1080/02673037.2018.1556785
https://doi.org/10.1177/0042098014542487
http://urbanstudiesjnl.blogspot.co.uk/2016/05/segregation-influences-life-chances-of.html
https://doi.org/10.1080/02673037.2021.1921122
https://doi.org/10.1080/08111140903552696
https://doi.org/10.1080/08111140903552696
https://doi.org/10.1080/0811114022000005898
https://doi.org/10.1080/0811114022000005898
https://doi.org/10.1080/14616718.2013.809211
https://doi.org/10.1080/14616718.2013.809211
https://doi.org/10.1111/geob.12040
https://doi.org/10.1111/geob.12040
https://link.springer.com/article/10.1007%2Fs10901-004-0697-9
https://link.springer.com/article/10.1007%2Fs10901-004-0697-9
https://oda.oslomet.no/oda-xmlui/handle/11250/3092444
https://doi.org/10.1177/0042098012448548
https://doi.org/10.1037/13620-004
https://doi.org/10.1108/JERER-11-2019-0042
https://doi.org/10.1177/0042098018771453
https://doi.org/10.1080/00049182.2013.852500
https://doi.org/10.1080/14036096.2020.1867235
https://doi.org/10.1080/14036096.2020.1867235


I. Brattbakk, J. Sørvoll

Ellen, I. G. (2000). Sharing Americas neighborhoods. The prospects for stable racial integration. Harvard 
University Press.

Ellingsæter, A. L., Hatland, A., Haave, P., & Stjernø, S. (2020). Den Nye velferdsstatens historie. Gyldendal.
Elvegård, K., & Michelsen, H. (2015). Trygghet for barn og unge i kommunale Utleieboliger i Bergen Kom-

mune. NTNU Samfunnsforskning.
Eranti, V. (2017). Re-visiting NIMBY: From conflicting interests to conflicting valuations. The Sociological 

Review, 65(2), 285–301. https://doi.org/10.1177/0038026116675554.
Flanagan, K., Levin, I., Tually, S., Varadharajan, M., Verdouw, J., Faulkner, D., Meltzer, A., & Vreugdenhil, 

A. (2019). Understanding the experience of social housing pathways. AHURI Final Report 324, Mel-
bourne. https://doi.org/10.18408/ahuri-4118301

Friesenecker, M., & Kazepov, J. (2021). Housing Vienna: The socio-spatial effects of Inclusionary and Exclu-
sionary mechanisms of Housing Provision. Social Inclusion, 9(2), 77–90. https://doi.org/10.17645/
si.v9i2.3837.

Galster, G. (2007). Neighbourhood Social Mix as a goal of Housing Policy: A theoretical analysis. European 
Journal of Housing Policy, 7(1), 19–43. https://doi.org/10.1080/14616710601132526.

Galster, G. (2013). Neighbourhood Social Mix: Theory, evidence and implications for policy and planning. In 
N. Carmon, & S. S. Fainstein (Eds.), Policy, planning and people. Promoting justice in urban develop-
ment (pp. 307–336). University of Pennsylvania. https://doi.org/10.9783/9780812207965.307.

Galster, G. (2019). Making our neighbourhoods, making ourselves. The University of Chicago Press.
Galster, G. C., & Friedrichs, J. (2015). The Dialectic of Neighborhood Social Mix: Editors’ introduction to 

the Special Issue. Housing Studies, 30(2), 175–191. https://doi.org/10.1080/02673037.2015.1035926.
Galster, G., Tatian, P., Santiago, A. M., Pettit, K., & Smith, R. (Eds.). (2003). Why not in my backyard? 

Neighborhood impacts of deconcentrating assisted housing. CUPR/Transaction.
Grødem, A. S., & Hansen, I. L. S. (2015). The Norwegian housing regime and why it matters for immi-

grants’ social inclusion. Nordic Journal of Migration Research, 5(3), 117–125. https://doi.org/10.1515/
njmr-2015-0019.

Hall, C., Raitakari, S., & Juhila, K. (2021). Deinstitutionalisation and ‘Home turn’ policies: Promoting or 
hampering social inclusion? Social Inclusion, 9(3), 179–189. https://doi.org/10.17645/si.v9i3.4300.

Hamnett, C., Butler, T., & Ramsden, M. (2013). I wanted my child to go to a more mixed School’: Schooling 
and ethnic Mix in East London. Environment and Planning A: Economy and Space, 45(3), 553–574. 
https://doi.org/10.1068/a45223.

Hansen, I. L. S., Bråthen, K., & Olsen, T. (Eds.). (2022). Sammen Om trygg bosetting i møte med psykiske 
helseproblemer, Rus og mulig voldsrisiko. Universitetsforlaget: Oslo.

Hermansen, A. S., Borgen, N. T., & Mastekaasa, A. (2020). Long-term trends in Adult Socio-Economic 
resemblance between former schoolmates and neighbouring children. European Sociological Review, 
36(3), 366–380. https://doi.org/10.1093/esr/jcz066.

Hernæs, Ø., Markussen, S., & Røed, R. (2020). Økende inntektssegregering i norske byregioner / Ris-
ing segregation in Norwegian city regions. Tidsskrift for Boligforskning, 3(2), 111–129. https://doi.
org/10.18261/issn.2535-5988-2020-02-02

King, N., Horrocks, C., & Brooks, J. (2019). Interviews in qualitative research. Sage.
Kleinhans, R. (2004). Social implications of housing diversification in urban renewal: A review of recent 

literature. Journal of Housing and the Built Environment 19, 367–390 (2004). https://doi.org/10.1007/
s10901-004-3041-5.

Korsu, E. (2016). Building social mix by building social housing? An evaluation in the Paris, Lyon and 
Marseille Metropolitan Areas. Housing Studies, 31(5), 598–623. https://doi.org/10.1080/02673037.2
015.1114075.

Kwok, M., Johnson, L., & Pojani, D. (2018). Discretion and the erosion of community trust in plan-
ning. Reflections on the post-political, Geographical Research, 56(4), 382–392. https://doi.
org/10.1111/1745-5871.12310

Matthews, P., Bramley, G., & Hastings, A. (2015). Homo Economicus in a big society: Understanding Mid-
dle-class activism and NIMBYism towards New Housing developments. Housing Theory and Society, 
32(1), 54–72. https://doi.org/10.1080/14036096.2014.947173.

McNee, G., & Pojani, D. (2022). NIMBYism as a barrier to housing and social mix in San Francisco. Journal of 
Housing and the Built Environment, 37, 553–573 (2022). https://doi.org/10.1007/s10901-021-09857-6.

Metzger, M. W., Fowler, P. J., & Swanstrom, T. (2018). Hypermobility and Educational outcomes: The case 
of St. Louis. Urban Education, 53(6), 774–805. https://doi.org/10.1177/0042085916682571.

Morris, A., Robinson, C., & Idle, J. (2024). Dire consequences: Waiting for social housing in three Australian 
states. Housing Studies. https://doi.org/10.1080/02673037.2023.2266401.

Murphy, L. (2020). Neoliberal social housing policies, market logics and social rented housing reforms in 
New Zealand. International Journal of Housing Policy, 20(2), 229–251. https://doi.org/10.1080/1949
1247.2019.1638134.

1 3

https://doi.org/10.1177/0038026116675554
https://doi.org/10.18408/ahuri-4118301
https://doi.org/10.17645/si.v9i2.3837
https://doi.org/10.17645/si.v9i2.3837
https://doi.org/10.1080/14616710601132526
https://doi.org/10.9783/9780812207965.307
https://doi.org/10.1080/02673037.2015.1035926
https://doi.org/10.1515/njmr-2015-0019
https://doi.org/10.1515/njmr-2015-0019
https://doi.org/10.17645/si.v9i3.4300
https://doi.org/10.1068/a45223
https://doi.org/10.1093/esr/jcz066
https://doi.org/10.18261/issn.2535-5988-2020-02-02
https://doi.org/10.18261/issn.2535-5988-2020-02-02
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10901-004-3041-5
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10901-004-3041-5
https://doi.org/10.1080/02673037.2015.1114075
https://doi.org/10.1080/02673037.2015.1114075
https://doi.org/10.1111/1745-5871.12310
https://doi.org/10.1111/1745-5871.12310
https://doi.org/10.1080/14036096.2014.947173
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10901-021-09857-6
https://doi.org/10.1177/0042085916682571
https://doi.org/10.1080/02673037.2023.2266401
https://doi.org/10.1080/19491247.2019.1638134
https://doi.org/10.1080/19491247.2019.1638134


They must live somewhere! The geographical dimension of residualized…

Musterd, S., & Andersson, R. (2005). Housing mix, social mix, and social opportunities. Urban Affairs 
Review, 40(6), 761–790. https://doi.org/10.1177/107808740527.

Nguyen, M. T., Basolo, V., & Tiwari, A. (2013). Opposition to affordable housing in the USA: Debate fram-
ing and the responses of local actors. Housing Theory and Society, 30(2), 107–130. https://doi.org/10.
1080/14036096.2012.667833.

Nielsen, R. S., Nordberg, L. W., & Andersen, H. T. (2023). Taking the Social out of Social Housing? Recent 
developments, current tendencies, and Future challenges to the Danish Social Housing Model. Tidsskrift 
for Boligforskning, 6(2), 136–151. https://doi.org/10.18261/tfb.6.2.6.

Nieuwenhuis, J., & Hooimeijer, P. (2016). The association between neighbourhoods and educational achieve-
ment, a systematic review and meta-analysis. Journal of Housing and the Built Environment, 31, 321–
347. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10901-015-9460-7.

Nordahl, B. (2014). Convergences and discrepancies between the policy of inclusionary housing and Nor-
way’s liberal housing and planning policy: An institutional perspective. Journal of Housing and the 
Built Environment, 29(3), 489–506. https://www.jstor.org/stable/43907286.

Nordvik, V., Turner, L. M., & Friedrichs, J. (2020). Neighbourhood Poverty and Individual earnings: Tales 
of two (Norwegian) cities. Journal of Economic and Human Geography, 111, 134–148. https://doi.
org/10.1111/tesg.12370.

NOU 2020:16 (2020). Levekår i byer. Gode lokalsamfunn for alle. Kunnskapsdepartementet. Official Norwe-
gian Reports https://www.regjeringen.no/no/dokumenter/nou-2020-16/id2798280/

NSHB (2022). Analyse: Kommunalt disponerte boliger KOSTRA 2021 (Drammen: the Norwegian State 
Housing Bank).

Odgers, C. L., Donley, S., Caspi, A., Bates, C. J., & Moffitt, T. E. (2015). Living alongside more affluent 
neighbours predicts greater involvement in antisocial behaviour among low-income boys. Journal of 
Child Psychology and Psychiatry, 56(10), 1055–1064. https://doi.org/10.1111/jcpp.12380.

Øiern, T. (2001). … Bare ikke her. Rus & Avhengighet, 4(05), 1–1. https://www.idunn.no/doi/pdf/10.18261/
ISSN0809-2834-2001-05-03.

Osnes, S. M., & Sørvoll, J. (2023). Kommunale utleieboliger til vanskeligstilte på boligmarkedet i Norge. 
HOUSINGWEL Working Paper 2/23, Oslo Metropolitan University. https://oda.oslomet.no/oda-xmlui/
handle/11250/3067252.

Petrova, M. (2016). From NIMBY to acceptance: Toward a novel framework — VESPA — for organizing 
and interpreting community concerns. Renewable Energy, 86, 1280–1294. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.
renene.2015.09.047.

Pettersen, O. M., & Sletten, M. A. (2019). Å ha lite der de fleste har mye: Nabolagets betydning for subjek-
tiv fattigdom blant ungdom i Oslo. Tidsskrift for Ungdomsforskning, 18(2), 139–170. https://journals.
oslomet.no/index.php/ungdomsforskning/article/view/3168

Ramzanpour, M., Sharghi, A., & Nourtaghani, A. (2023). Low-income housing stigma, results and out-
comes: A systematic review. Journal of Housing and the Built Environment, 38, 861–930. https://doi.
org/10.1007/s10901-022-09967-9.

Rosengren, K., Rasinkangas, J., & Ruonavaara, H. (2023). Awareness of segregation in a welfare state: A 
Finnish local policy perspective. Housing Studies. https://doi.org/10.1080/02673037.2023.2269114.

Rosengren, K., Kauppinen, T. M., Lilius, J., Rasinkangas, J., & Ruonavaara, H. (2024). Conflicting regional 
policy goals: Accessibility and segregation in the Helsinki metropolitan area. Urban Planning and 
Transport Research, 12(1), 2301063. https://doi.org/10.1080/21650020.2023.2301063.

Ruming, K. (2014a). “It wasn’t about public housing, it was about the way it was done”: Challenging plan-
ning not people in resisting the nation building economic stimulus plan, Australia. Journal of Housing 
and the Built Environment, 29, 39–60. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10901-013-9339-4

Ruming, K. (2014b). Social Mix discourse and local resistance to Social Housing: The case of the Nation 
Building economic stimulus plan, Australia. Urban Policy and Research, 32(2), 163–183. https://doi.
org/10.1080/08111146.2013.844121.

Sampson, R. J. (2012). Great American City. Chicago and the Enduring Neighborhood Effect. The University 
of Chicago.

Scally, C. P. (2013). The nuances of NIMBY: Context and perceptions of affordable rental Housing Develop-
ment. Urban Affairs Review, 49(5), 718–747. https://doi.org/10.1177/1078087412469341.

Scally, C. P., & Koenig, R. (2012). Beyond NIMBY and poverty deconcentration: Reframing the outcomes 
of affordable rental housing development. Housing Policy Debate, 22(3), 435–461. https://doi.org/10.1
080/10511482.2012.680477.

Scally, C. P., & Tighe, J. R. (2015). Democracy in action? NIMBY as impediment to Equitable Affordable 
Housing Siting. Housing Studies, 30:5, 749–769. https://doi.org/10.1080/02673037.2015.1013093.

Schneider, B. (2018). Meet the PHIMBYs. CityLab 13 April. https://www.bloomberg.com/news/
articles/2018-04-13/meet-the-phimbys-california-s-public-housing-advocates.

1 3

https://doi.org/10.1177/107808740527
https://doi.org/10.1080/14036096.2012.667833
https://doi.org/10.1080/14036096.2012.667833
https://doi.org/10.18261/tfb.6.2.6
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10901-015-9460-7
https://www.jstor.org/stable/43907286
https://doi.org/10.1111/tesg.12370
https://doi.org/10.1111/tesg.12370
https://www.regjeringen.no/no/dokumenter/nou-2020-16/id2798280/
https://doi.org/10.1111/jcpp.12380
https://www.idunn.no/doi/pdf/10.18261/ISSN0809-2834-2001-05-03
https://www.idunn.no/doi/pdf/10.18261/ISSN0809-2834-2001-05-03
https://oda.oslomet.no/oda-xmlui/handle/11250/3067252
https://oda.oslomet.no/oda-xmlui/handle/11250/3067252
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.renene.2015.09.047
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.renene.2015.09.047
https://journals.oslomet.no/index.php/ungdomsforskning/article/view/3168
https://journals.oslomet.no/index.php/ungdomsforskning/article/view/3168
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10901-022-09967-9
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10901-022-09967-9
https://doi.org/10.1080/02673037.2023.2269114
https://doi.org/10.1080/21650020.2023.2301063
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10901-013-9339-4
https://doi.org/10.1080/08111146.2013.844121
https://doi.org/10.1080/08111146.2013.844121
https://doi.org/10.1177/1078087412469341
https://doi.org/10.1080/10511482.2012.680477
https://doi.org/10.1080/10511482.2012.680477
https://doi.org/10.1080/02673037.2015.1013093
https://www.bloomberg.com/news/articles/2018-04-13/meet-the-phimbys-california-s-public-housing-advocates
https://www.bloomberg.com/news/articles/2018-04-13/meet-the-phimbys-california-s-public-housing-advocates


I. Brattbakk, J. Sørvoll

Sharkey, P., & Faber, J. W. (2014). Where, when, why, and for whom do residential contexts Matter? Mov-
ing away from the dichotomous understanding of Neighborhood effects. Annual Review of Sociology, 
40(1), 559–579. https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev-soc-071913-043350.

Small, M. L., & Feldman, J. (2012). Ethnographic Evidence, Heterogeneity, and Neighbourhood Effects 
After Moving to Opportunity. In M. van Ham, D. Manley, N. Bailey, L. Simpson & D. Maclennan 
(Eds.), Neighbourhood Effects Research: New Perspectives (s. 57–77). New York: Springer.

Sørvoll, J. (2019). The dilemmas of means-tested and market-oriented social rental housing: Municipal hous-
ing in Norway 1945–2019. Critical Housing Analysis, 6(1), 51–60. https://doi.org/10.13060/2336283
9.2019.6.1.460.

Sørvoll, J. (2023). The great social housing trade-off. ‘Insiders’ and ‘outsiders’ in urban social rental housing 
in Norway. Housing Studies. https://doi.org/10.1080/02673037.2023.2242803.

Sørvoll, J., Nordvik, V., & Turner, L. M. (2020). Bostedssegregasjon Og Politiske strategier. Erfaringer Fra 
Norge Og Oslo. Samfundsøkonomen, 38(3), 65–78. https://hdl.handle.net/10642/9331.

Sørvoll, J., Listerborn, C., & Sandberg, M. (2024). Housing and welfare in Sweden, Norway, and the wider 
Nordic region. In M. Grander and M. Stephens (Eds.), The Routledge Handbook of Housing and Wel-
fare. Routledge: 88–106.

Toft, M., & Ljunggren, J. (2016). Geographies of class advantage: The influence of adolescent neighbour-
hoods in Oslo. Urban Studies, 53(14), 2939–2955. https://doi.org/10.1177/0042098015601770.

Tunstall, R. & Fenton, A. (2006). In the mix: A review of mixed income, mixed tenure and mixed communities: 
What do we know? Housing Corporation, Joseph Rowntree Foundation, English Partnerships. https://
urbanrim.org.uk/cache/Tunstall&Fenton_In-the-mix.pdf

Turner, L. M., & Aarland, K. (2023). I skuggan av ägarlinjen – boendekarriärer på lejemarknaden. HOUSIN-
GWEL Working Paper 3/23. https://oda.oslomet.no/oda-xmlui/handle/11250/3068994.

Van Ham, M., & Manley, D. (2012). Segregation, Choice Based Letting and Social Housing: How Housing 
Policy can Affect the Segregation Process. IZA Discussion Papers, No. 6372, Institute for the Study of 
Labor (IZA), Bonn. https://nbn-resolving.de/urn:nbn:de:101:1-201206146479.

Vassenden, A., & Lie, T. (2013). Telling Others How You Live — Refining Goffman’s Stigma Theory Through 
an Analysis of Housing Strugglers in a Homeowner Nation. Symbolic interaction, 36, 78–98https://doi.
org/10.1002/symb.48.

Verdugo, G., & Toma, S. (2018). Can Public Housing decrease segregation? Lessons and challenges 
from Non-european Immigration to France. Demography, 55, 1803–1828. https://doi.org/10.1007/
s13524-018-0705-4.

Wågø, S., Høyland, K., & Bø, L. A. (2020). Etablering av boliger for mennesker med rus- og psykiske 
lidelser – erfaringer fra norske kommuner SINTEF FAG: 64 SINTEF akademisk forlag. https://hdl.
handle.net/11250/2647697.

Wassmer, R. W., & Wahid, I. (2019). Does the likely demographics of affordable housing justify NIMBYism? 
Housing Policy Debate, 29(2), 343–358. https://doi.org/10.1080/10511482.2018.1529694.

Wilkinson, R., & Pickett, K. (2009). The Spirit Level: Why more equal societies almost always do better. 
Penguin.

Winters, S. (2023). Turbulent times for Flemish social housing. Journal of Housing and the Built Environ-
ment (2023) 38, 2659–2668. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10901-023-10063-9.

Wyly, E. (2022). YIMBY: The latest Frontier of Gentrification. International Journal of Urban and Regional 
Research, 46(2), 319–330. https://doi.org/10.1111/1468-2427.13067

Zoie, M. (2019). You’ve heard of NIMBYs – but Who Are the PHIMPYs? Los Angeles Magazine. 1 April. 
https://www.lamag.com/citythinkblog/who-are-the-phimbys/.

Publisher’s Note Springer Nature remains neutral with regard to jurisdictional claims in published maps and 
institutional affiliations.

1 3

https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev-soc-071913-043350
https://doi.org/10.13060/23362839.2019.6.1.460
https://doi.org/10.13060/23362839.2019.6.1.460
https://doi.org/10.1080/02673037.2023.2242803
https://hdl.handle.net/10642/9331
https://doi.org/10.1177/0042098015601770
https://urbanrim.org.uk/cache/Tunstall&Fenton_In-the-mix.pdf
https://urbanrim.org.uk/cache/Tunstall&Fenton_In-the-mix.pdf
https://oda.oslomet.no/oda-xmlui/handle/11250/3068994
https://nbn-resolving.de/urn:nbn:de:101:1-201206146479
https://doi.org/10.1002/symb.48
https://doi.org/10.1002/symb.48
https://doi.org/10.1007/s13524-018-0705-4
https://doi.org/10.1007/s13524-018-0705-4
https://hdl.handle.net/11250/2647697
https://hdl.handle.net/11250/2647697
https://doi.org/10.1080/10511482.2018.1529694
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10901-023-10063-9
https://doi.org/10.1111/1468-2427.13067
https://www.lamag.com/citythinkblog/who-are-the-phimbys/

	They must live somewhere! The geographical dimension of residualized social rented housing in urban Norway
	Abstract
	1 Introduction
	2 Theoretical perspectives: issues of localization: the spatial dimension of social housing
	2.1 Upbringing of children & neighbourhood effects
	2.2 Social mix and relative deprivation
	2.3 No social housing in my backyard

	3 Data and methods
	4 Results: spatial localization of social housing: dilemmas of dispersion and clustering
	4.1 Deprived communities, residential mobility, and relative deprivation
	4.2 Vulnerable and violent tenants? Nuanced perspectives
	4.3 Social climate – conflicts and complaints
	4.4 NIMBYism: “They must live somewhere, just not Here”

	5 Discussion and conclusion
	References


