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PREFACE 
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Management and Development at the Eindhoven University of Technology. This graduation project was 

executed internally at the Real Estate Management and Development department under the supervision of 

three chair members of the master track. 
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part of my family, including my parents, have built their own dwellings, but Collective Private 

Commissioning was a form of project development I did not know yet. However, the way in which a group 

of like-minded individuals create their dwellings triggered my interest. It is a very intensive process and it 

requires a lot of dedication, time, and perseverance of the individuals. Nevertheless, many success stories 

have been realised in the Netherlands. Since my interest has continued to exist over the years, my choice 

for Collective Private Commissioning as my graduation subject was made quite fast when I saw this subject 

on the list with graduation topics. My choice to focus on neighbourhood social cohesion and access to 

neighbour-support was, however, made less quickly. Eventually, I chose these subjects because I was less 

familiar with them, and I knew, despite the fact that these subjects received quite a lot research attention 

in the last decades, there was still plenty to investigate, especially in the field of Collective Private 

Commissioning. Combining Collective Private Commissioning, neighbourhood social cohesion and access 

to neighbour-support has resulted in this thesis. 

I want to express my gratitude to my supervisors from the Eindhoven University of Technology. 

Without them, this result would not have been accomplished. I want to thank Stephan Maussen and Pauline 

van den Berg for their enthusiasm, commitment, and guidance with regard to the content of my graduation 

project. Stephan’s knowledge on Collective Private Commissioning helped me to create a better 

understanding of what Collective Private Commissioning in practice entails. Moreover, Pauline’s 

knowledge on quantitative scientific research helped me to perform the analyses in SPSS and LISREL and 

to interpret the results of these analyses. Furthermore, I want to thank Theo Arentze for his guidance. 

Theo’s feedback helped me to critically look at the design of my research. 

 In addition, I want to thank Mandy van de Sande-Van Kasteren (TU/e) for her guidance with the 

development of the online questionnaire and I also want to thank Mariëlle Kruizinga (TU/e) for her help 

with the preparations for the data collection and the reception of the returned questionnaires by mail. I 

also want to thank the residents of the new construction CPC projects in the Netherlands who took the time 

to fill in my questionnaire. Their help was crucial for the completion of this study. 

 Moreover, I want to thank my parents and brother for their unconditional support, welcome 

distraction, and motivational words when needed during my entire study, including the graduation project. 

My time as a master student was not always easy. It required a lot of perseverance. Without their support, 

I would probably not have obtained my master’s degree. Likewise, I also want to thank my friends and 

fellow students for making my time at the university more enjoyable. 

 

Eindhoven, June 2017 

 

G.J.M. (Kelly) van der Wielen  
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SUMMARY 

 

Abstract 

Social support is important for people’s health and well-being. Anyone can sometimes use some social 

support and neighbours can play an important role in this support. Collective Private Commissioning (CPC) 

could potentially contribute to a higher level of neighbourhood social cohesion and, therefore, could be an 

interesting type of development where neighbours support each other. However, neighbourhood cohesion 

and access to neighbour-support received surprisingly little research attention in the field of Collective 

Private Commissioning. Therefore, this study analysed the influence of individual-, household-, social 

network-, CPC project- and neighbourhood characteristics on perceived neighbourhood social cohesion 

and perceived social support from neighbours among the residents of new construction CPC projects in the 

Netherlands. These relationships were analysed using a path analysis based on data collected in 2016 from 

a survey of 412 respondents in 60 new construction CPC projects in the Netherlands. The results indicated 

that characteristics of the CPC project play an important role in neighbourhood cohesion and access to 

neighbour-support. 
 

Key words: Collective Private Commissioning, neighbourhood social cohesion, social support, neighbours. 

 

Introduction 

In recent years, the participation society has become more visible in the Netherlands. Citizens are expected 

to be active in the public domain and to address all kinds of matters that extend beyond their individual 

interests (Van de Wijdeven et al., 2013). According to Tonkens (2008), an active citizen has four 

appearances: responsible, caring, decent, and deliberative. Lately, much attention has been paid to the 

caring citizen, as reflected in the Dutch government policy (e.g. Social Support Act). Citizens should take 

care of themselves and of others and should rely less on the collective regulations of the government 

(Verhoeven et al., 2013). As a result, the social network of Dutch citizens plays an increasingly important 

role in obtaining social support. 

 Having access to social support is not only important for frail people. Everyone needs some social 

support now and then. In the last decades, social support received enormous attention from gerontology 

as well as other disciplines, such as psychology, and medicine (Chalise et al., 2007; Phillips et al., 2008). 

Interest in the concept of social support increased due to the belief that the availability of support may 

positively affect a person’s health and well-being (Sherbourne and Stewart, 1991). Previous studies stated 

that social support is associated with better health (Stephens et al., 2011; Gale et al., 2011), better well-

being (Phillips et al., 2008; Cramm and Nieboer, 2014), less depression (Kaniasty and Norris, 1992; Li et al., 

2015; Forsman et al., 2011), less loneliness (Kearns et al., 2015; Kahn et al., 2003), less psychological 

distress (Wethington and Kessler, 1986), less anxiety (Kaniasty and Norris, 1992), improved life 

satisfaction (Kahn et al., 2003;), improved satisfaction with participation (Hand et al., 2012), and less fear 

of crime (Kaniasty and Norris, 1992). So, it can be concluded that access to social support is important for 

people’s health and well-being. 

The social network can provide people with access to emotional- and instrumental support (Van 

den Berg et al., 2014; Van den Berg et al., 2015a). Although family members are the number one support-

givers in the Netherlands (De Klerk et al., 2015; Van Dijk et al., 2013a), existing research frequently stressed 

the importance of the local social network for social support (e.g. Dobner et al., 2016). Especially in the light 

of a dwindling number of family support-givers, due to reduced family size, increased geographical 

distances, and higher female employment rates (Van Dijk et al., 2013a), the importance of informal social 

relations with and social support from neighbours becomes increasingly important because adults who 

could use some support may be less able to rely upon their relatives than before (Perren et al., 2004). And, 

due to the rise of communication technology and faster transportation modes, friends may also provide 

less social support because social networks are more often spread over larger geographic distances (Van 

den Berg et al., 2015b).  
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Neighbours may fulfil a compensatory role by supplementing the support provided by the more 

intimate network and a task-specific role due to their close proximity (Shaw, 2005). According to Van Dijk 

et al. (2013a), three types of neighbour-support are most common in the Netherlands: social monitoring, 

instrumental support and emotional support. Social monitoring refers to keeping a careful watch on one’s 

neighbours (Van Dijk et al., 2013a). Instrumental support refers to “the exchange of practical help in 

activities of daily living or in moments of need” (Rodriguez et al., 2014, p. 331). Common types of 

instrumental support from neighbours include grocery shopping, picking up mail, disposing of trash, 

watering plants, lending tools or gardening equipment, carrying things upstairs, feeding pets during 

holidays, and providing lifts (Van Dijk et al., 2013a; Perren et al., 2004; Gray, 2009). Neighbours rarely 

provide personal- and nursing care (De Klerk et al., 2015). Emotional support refers to “the exchange of 

affect, sympathy and approval between individuals” (Rodriguez et al., 2014, p. 331). Common types of 

emotional support from neighbours include chatting, drinking coffee, undertaking leisure activities, and 

talking when feeling depressed (Van Dijk et al., 2013a; Gray, 2009). 

Neighbourhood social cohesion seems to be important in adults’ perception of access to neighbour-

support. Frankenmolen (2014) found a positive relationship between perceived neighbourhood social 

cohesion and perceived access to neighbour-support among adults (16+) in Ridderkerk (The Netherlands). 

This seems to indicate that people living in neighbourhoods with a higher level of neighbourhood social 

cohesion experience a higher level of access to neighbour-support. Moreover, Shaw (2005) stated that 

social cohesion and mutual trust among neighbours are likely to have profound influences on social 

interaction among neighbours. In line with this, Weijs-Perrée et al. (2015) found that residents living in 

neighbourhoods with a higher level of neighbourhood cohesion have more social interaction with their 

neighbours. This may indicate that adults who perceive their neighbourhood as cohesive, have more access 

to neighbour-support than adults who perceive their neighbourhood as less cohesive. In addition, research 

also stated that neighbourhood cohesion and related concepts such as sense of community are associated 

with better health (Putrik et al., 2015; Pampalon et al., 2007; Van Dyck et al., 2015), better well-being 

(Cramm et al., 2013; Cramm and Nieboer, 2015), less loneliness (Weijs-Perrée et al., 2015), more social 

participation (Bowling and Stafford, 2007), higher neighbourhood satisfaction (Dassopoulos and Monnat, 

2011; Grogan-Kaylor et al., 2006), better quality of life (Friedman et al., 2012), and better liveability in 

neighbourhood (Dekker and Bolt, 2005). 

Neighbourhood cohesion can be defined in terms of neighbours’ mutual trust, solidarity, 

connectedness, shared values and support (Bromell and Cagney, 2014). According to Buckner (1988), the 

concept of neighbourhood social cohesion consists of three dimensions: psychological sense of community 

(PSOC), attraction to neighbourhood and neighbouring (Buckner, 1988). According to Chavis et al. (1986 

in Wilkinson, 2007, p. 215), PSOC is “a feeling that members have of belonging and being important to each 

other, and a shared faith that members’ needs will be met by their commitment to be together”. Attraction 

to neighbourhood, also known as place attachment, refers to “the capacity of a specific neighbourhood (…) 

to induce in individuals a desire to continue residing there” (Wilkinson, 2007, p. 216) and highlights that 

people also have ties with their immediate living environment in addition to the ties with other people in 

the neighbourhood (Dekker and Bolt, 2005). Neighbouring refers to the ties between neighbours (Dekker 

and Bolt, 2005) and the actual interaction with neighbours (Wilkinson, 2007). 

Collective Private Commissioning (CPC) could potentially contribute to a higher level of 

neighbourhood social cohesion and, consequently, could be an interesting type of project development to 

create a pleasant physical- and social living environment where neighbours have more access to neighbour-

support due to their mutual connectedness and solidarity. CPC can be defined as a form of commissioning 

where a group of like-minded individuals, united in an association or foundation that acts as the principle, 

acquires the piece(s) of land and/or building(s) and jointly determines how, and with which parties, they 

wish to construct their dwellings and direct housing environment (Boelens and Visser, 2011). The 

individuals in the CPC group have control and freedom of choice with respect to the whole project, both 

individually at the dwelling level and collectively at the project level (Van den Ham and Keers, 2010). This 

type of project development seems to be suitable for creating a physical residential environment that 

satisfies the current and future housing needs of the residents due to their involvement in the development 
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process. Moreover, research stated that CPC contributes to a higher level of neighbourhood social cohesion 

because the future residents already get to know each other during the development- and construction 

process (Bosman, 2008; Boelens and Visser, 2011; SEV, 2007). Due to this early involvement of the future 

residents in the process, this type of development seems to be suitable for creating a pleasant social 

residential environment in which neighbours support each other. 

However, even though neighbourhood social cohesion and neighbour-support are important for 

the health and well-being of adults, it received surprisingly little research attention in the field of Collective 

Private Commissioning. No study has thoroughly investigated the factors that affect perceived 

neighbourhood social cohesion and perceived social support from neighbours among the residents of CPC 

projects as well as the relationship between these two factors. Therefore, the aim of this study was to gain 

insight into the influence of individual-, household-, social network-, CPC project- and neighbourhood 

characteristics on perceived neighbourhood social cohesion and perceived social support from neighbours 

among the residents of new construction CPC projects in the Netherlands in order to provide all parties 

that are, or can be, involved in new construction CPC projects with a better understanding of the functioning 

of these factors. To answer the research question, bivariate-, multiple regression- and path analyses were 

conducted. 

The remainder of this summary is organised as follows: the next section describes the literature 

on factors that might affect perceived neighbourhood social cohesion and perceived social support from 

neighbours. The third section presents the data collection and descriptive statistics. The fourth section 

presents the results of the path analysis, and the last section draws conclusions and discusses the 

implications. 

 

Literature review 

This section briefly reviews the existing literature on factors that might affect perceived neighbourhood 

social cohesion and perceived social support from neighbours. It focuses on five variable categories: 

individual-, household-, social network-, CPC project- and neighbourhood characteristics. This section also 

describes factors that might affect the local social network size and the frequency of contact with 

neighbours. It is a reasonable expectation that variables affecting these two social network characteristics 

might also directly or indirectly affect the level of perceived neighbourhood social cohesion and perceived 

social support from neighbours. 

 

Individual characteristics  

A first group of variables likely to affect adults’ perception of neighbourhood cohesion and access to 

neighbour-support among the residents of new construction CPC projects in the Netherlands are individual 

characteristics. First of all, research showed that females are more likely to interact with a local tie (Van 

den Berg et al., 2015b) and they experience a higher level of anticipated support from neighbours (Shaw, 

2005). Gender might therefore affect adults’ perception of neighbourhood cohesion and access to 

neighbour-support. 

Age might also be an important factor because older adults are more likely to interact with a local 

tie (Van den Berg et al., 2015b) and are more likely to have neighbours in their social network (Völker and 

Flap, 2007; Völker et al. 2007). In addition, several studies reported that age is positively associated with 

neighbourhood cohesion (Oh, 2003; Ellaway et al., 2001) and Shaw (2005) showed that older adults 

experience more anticipated support from neighbours. 

Married adults seem to perceive a higher level of neighbourhood cohesion (Oh, 2003; Oh and Kim, 

2009) and La Grange (2011) and Oh and Kim (2009) stressed that being married positively affects 

neighbouring among adults. Shaw (2005) found a positive association between being married or having a 

partner and anticipated support from neighbours. Thus, partnership might affect adults’ perception of 

neighbourhood cohesion and access to neighbour-support. 

In addition, Van Dijk and colleagues (2013b, p. 20) stated that ethnic minority groups have “fewer 

social contacts with their neighbours and tend to focus on their own ethnic group for social contact”. In line 

with this, several studies found that being white or Dutch positively affects the level of neighbourhood 
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cohesion (Oh, 2003; Van Dijk et al., 2013b) and neighbouring (Dekker and Bolt, 2005; Oh and Kim, 2009). 

So, ethnic background might also be important. 

Another factor that might be important is the level of education because French et al. (2014) and 

Pampalon et al. (2007) showed a negative association between education level and perceived 

neighbourhood social cohesion. Moreover, Van den Berg and Timmermans (2015) found that adults with a 

low education more often have contact with their neighbours. However, Völker and Flap (2007) and Völker 

et al. (2007) stated that higher educated adults are more likely to have neighbours in their social network.  

People who do not work are likely to spend more time at home, which may increase the chance of 

meeting local residents (Van den Berg et al., 2015b). In line with this, Van den Berg et al. (2015b) and Van 

den Berg and Timmermans (2015) stressed that adults who work full time are less likely to interact with 

their neighbours and Völker et al. (2007) stated that adults who have a paid job have a lower number of 

neighbours in their social network. Ellaway et al. (2001) and French et al. (2014) found a positive 

association between people who are retired and neighbourhood cohesion. As a result, employment status 

might affect perceived neighbourhood social cohesion and perceived social support from neighbours. 

Health status might also be important. According to Ellaway et al. (2001) and Van Dijk et al. 

(2013b), self-reported health status positively affects perceived neighbourhood cohesion. This indicates 

that people with a better health status experience a higher level of neighbourhood cohesion. Furthermore, 

Van den Berg et al. (2016) found that older adults who are less self-reliant are less likely to have neighbours 

in their social network and Thomése and Van Tilburg (2000) stated that older adults who experience 

difficulty with daily living activities have a relatively smaller neighbouring network.  

Moreover, living longer in the neighbourhood has been found to increase the social interaction 

with neighbours and the number of neighbours in the social network (Hipp and Perrin, 2009; Van den Berg 

et al., 2015b; Van den Berg and Timmermans, 2015). In addition, several studies showed a positive 

association between length of residence and perceived neighbourhood social cohesion (French et al., 2014; 

La Grange, 2011; Oh and Kim, 2009). Moreover, Shaw (2005) stressed that adults who have lived in the 

neighbourhood for a longer period of time experience a higher level of anticipated support from 

neighbours. Length of residence might therefore also be important. 

Housing type might also be important because Van den Berg et al. (2016) found that older adults 

who live in a multi-family dwelling more often have neighbours in their social network.  

Research also suggested that people who own their dwellings seem to perceive a higher level of 

neighbourhood cohesion (Oh, 2003; Oh and Kim, 2009). As stated by Völker et al. (2007), home-ownership 

increases people’s interest in the neighbourhood and it enlarges the time people will be living in the 

neighbourhood. People may have a stronger incentive to invest in the community if they think to stay in 

the neighbourhood (Völker et al., 2007). Additionally, Shaw (2005) found a negative association between 

being a renter and anticipated support from neighbours. Thus, home-ownership might also affect adults’ 

perception of neighbourhood cohesion and access to neighbour-support. 

Local formal social participation might also be important. According to Putnam (2000 in 

Dassopoulos and Monnat, 2011), participation in local community organisations creates social cohesion 

among neighbours. In line with this, Elliott et al. (2014) found a positive association between formal social 

participation and perceived neighbourhood social cohesion. Research has shown that involvement in clubs 

directly results in a larger social network and indirectly results in more neighbours in the social network 

and more contact with neighbours (Van den Berg and Timmermans, 2015). Moreover, local informal social 

participation might also affect adults’ perception of neighbourhood cohesion and access to neighbour-

support because it might increase the chance of meeting local residents. Furthermore, Völker et al. (2007) 

asserted that people who conduct common activities with neighbours have more neighbours in their social 

network.  

Provided social support to neighbours might also be important because adults who provided 

support to neighbours might have more contact with their neighbours. And according to Plickert et al. 

(2007), giving social support increases the chances of receiving it. 
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Household characteristics  

A second group of variables likely to affect adults’ perception of neighbourhood cohesion and access to 

neighbour-support among the residents of new construction CPC projects in the Netherlands are household 

characteristics. First of all, Van den Berg et al. (2015b) stated that adults with a larger household size are 

more likely to interact with a local tie and Völker and Flap (2007) asserted that adults with a larger 

household size are more likely to have neighbours in their social network. So, household size might be an 

important factor. 

Household composition might also be important because Völker and Flap (2007) and Van den Berg 

and Timmermans (2015) found that adults who have children in their household are more likely to have 

neighbours in their social network. In addition, Van den Berg and Timmermans (2015) pointed out that 

adults with children more often have contact with their neighbours. Furthermore, French et al. (2014) 

showed that households with children experience a higher level of perceived neighbourhood cohesion. As 

stated by Frieling (2008), having children can be understood as a condition that increases the accessibility 

of contact between neighbours. As children play with other children from the neighbourhood, many 

parents also have contact with each other, for example, when bringing and picking up the children. 

Residents with children may therefore be more involved with their neighbours (Frieling, 2008).  

Household income might also affect adults’ perception of neighbourhood cohesion and access to 

neighbour-support because adults with a higher income are more likely to have neighbours in their social 

network (Völker and Flap, 2007) and more often have contact with their neighbours (Van den Berg and 

Timmermans, 2015). Moreover, Oh (2003), Pampalon et al. (2007) and Abdullah et al. (2014) stressed that 

adults with a higher household income are more likely to perceive higher levels of neighbourhood social 

cohesion and Dekker and Bolt (2005) stated that adults with a higher household income experience more 

attachment to their neighbourhood.  

In addition, car-ownership might also be important because the availability of transportation 

resources such as a car increases the physical distance in people’s social network, which in turn may 

increase the likelihood of interacting with network members outside the neighbourhood (Van den Berg et 

al., 2015b). In line with this, Van den Berg et al. (2015b) found that adults having one or more cars in the 

household are less likely to interact with a local tie. 

 

Social  network characteristics  

A third group of variables likely to affect adults’ perception of neighbourhood cohesion and access to 

neighbour-support among the residents of new construction CPC projects in the Netherlands are social 

network characteristics. First of all, according to Prezza et al. (2001 in Townley and Kloos, 2011), 

neighbourhood relations seem to be related to a sense of community. Moreover, the availability of social 

support increases with an increasing network size (Seeman and Berkman, 1988). Plickert et al. (2007) 

stated that people with a larger network have a higher likelihood that someone in the network will be 

supportive because larger networks are more diverse and they may therefore provide a larger pool from 

which to obtain social support when needed. The size of the local social network might therefore affect 

adults’ perception of neighbourhood cohesion and access to neighbour-support.  

Furthermore, contact with neighbours seems to be a precondition to create a community (Völker 

et al., 2007). Guest and Wierzbicki (1999) stated that the degree of social interaction among neighbours is 

a key indicator of the strength of local communities (Guest and Wierzbicki, 1999; Völker and Flap, 2007). 

Moreover, as stated by Brown et al. (2009), increased frequency of positive contact with neighbours can 

result in more attachment to the neighbourhood and social support. Likewise, Shaw (2005) pointed out 

that more neighbour contact leads to a higher level of anticipated support from neighbours.  

However, Völker and Flap (2007) found that adults who have more relational alternatives are less 

likely to have neighbours in their social network. As stated by Völker et al. (2007, p. 110), “having relational 

alternatives outside the neighbourhood detracts from community life within the neighbourhood”. This 

indicates that the size of the non-local social network and frequency of contact with this non-local social 

network might also be important. 
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CPC project characteristics  

A fourth group of variables likely to affect adults’ perception of neighbourhood cohesion and access to 

neighbour-support among the residents of new construction CPC projects in the Netherlands are CPC 

project characteristics. New construction CPC projects can be distinguished from more traditional types of 

development, such as Consumer-Oriented Development, by the involvement of the future residents in the 

development process. Consequently, bonds may be formed between the individuals through sharing 

dreams and visions, negotiations and compromise, and having a shared experience they can all relate to 

after the project is completed (Kapedani, 2011). As stated before, research indicated that CPC contributes 

to a higher level of neighbourhood social cohesion because the future residents already get to know each 

other during the development- and construction process (Bosman, 2008; Boelens and Visser, 2011; SEV, 

2007). Therefore, characteristics of the CPC process seem to affect adults’ perception of neighbourhood 

cohesion and, possibly, adults’ perception of access to neighbour-support. There are several process-

related factors that might differ between CPC projects. For example, the initiative can be taken by a wide 

range of parties, including the residents themselves. Boelens et al. (2010) found that the residents of 

Individual Private Commissioning (IPC), CPC and Participatory Commissioning (PC) projects perceive a 

lower level of neighbourhood cohesion if the municipality initiated the project. Thus, initiator might be an 

important factor. Moreover, the phase of involvement among the residents also differs. Some residents are 

involved in an early phase while others get involved in a later phase. Consequently, the duration of 

involvement among the residents also differs. Furthermore, some residents have, for example, weekly 

contact while others have monthly or less often contact. So, phase of involvement, duration of involvement, 

frequency of contact with future neighbours, and how well one got to know their future neighbours might 

also affect adults’ perception of neighbourhood cohesion and access to neighbour-support. 

Regarding the product, the date of completion differs. Boelens et al. (2010) stated that residents of 

projects which were completed a longer time ago perceive a higher level of neighbourhood cohesion. 

Moreover, the project size greatly differs from a few dwellings to dozens of dwellings. As stated by 

Hasselaar (2011, p. 96), “the smaller the group, the better the involvement of all people and the more social 

cohesion can result from the process”. Likewise, Boelens et al. (2010) found that the residents living in 

smaller projects experience a higher level of neighbourhood cohesion. Furthermore, the projects vary 

between housing types and home-ownership. In addition, the presence of common facilities also varies 

among the realised CPC projects. Since these facilities provide opportunities for social contact with 

neighbours (Van den Berg et al., 2015b), it might be that people who live in projects with common facilities 

experience a higher level of neighbourhood cohesion and access to neighbour-support. In line with this, 

Boelens and Visser (2011) found that social cohesion appears to be strongest where communal facilities 

are present, which are managed and maintained on a joint basis. Hence, date of completion, project size, 

housing types, home-ownership, and presence of common facilities might also affect adults’ perception of 

neighbourhood social cohesion and access to neighbour-support. 

Regarding the residents, these people come from different layers of society. Consequently, the 

residents of these projects are characterised by a great diversity regarding, for example, age, ethnic 

background, household composition, and household income. As stated by Völker et al. (2007, p. 102), 

“similarities between people, especially in lifestyle characteristics, facilitate interpersonal contact (…). 

People who are similar in certain respects are better able to reward each other or be emotionally attracted 

to one another because they share common interests or simply because they have more topics to talk 

about”. In addition, several studies stated that people may have more local social interaction if they live 

among others who are more like themselves (Völker and Flap, 2007; Hipp and Perrin, 2009). So, it might 

be that people who live in projects where the residents have the same background characteristics as 

themselves experience a higher level of neighbourhood cohesion and access to neighbour-support. 

Moreover, the residents may also differ regarding their vision concerning a collaborative lifestyle. It might 

be that people who live in projects where the residents pursue a collaborative lifestyle, while maintaining 

their privacy, might experience a higher level of neighbourhood cohesion and access to neighbour-support. 
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Neighbourhood characteristics  

A fifth group of variables likely to affect adults’ perception of neighbourhood cohesion and access to 

neighbour-support among the residents of new construction CPC projects in the Netherlands are 

neighbourhood characteristics. First of all, neighbourhood facilities might be important because they 

provide opportunities for social interaction and the expansion and maintenance of local social networks 

(Van den Berg et al., 2015a). They also increase the sense of community among the residents (Francis et al., 

2012). Van den Berg et al. (2015b) stressed that adults who have a supermarket, primary school or outdoor 

sports facility within 1 km from their home are more likely to interact with a local tie. Moreover, Van Dijk 

et al. (2013b) found a positive association between the presence of neighbourhood services and facilities 

and perceived neighbourhood cohesion.  

Perceived neighbourhood safety and -problems might also affect adults’ perception of 

neighbourhood cohesion and access to neighbour-support. Van Dijk et al. (2013b) found a positive 

association between perceived neighbourhood safety and perceived neighbourhood cohesion (Van Dijk et 

al., 2013b) and Ellaway et al. (2001) reported a negative association between perceived neighbourhood 

problems and perceived neighbourhood social cohesion. Moreover, Oh and Kim (2009) also reported a 

negative association between neighbourhood physical- and social disorder and perceived neighbourhood 

social cohesion. This suggests that neighbourhood social cohesion declines with the increasing perception 

of local disorders. 

Moreover, the literature seems to agree that people in neighbourhoods with a larger degree of 

urbanization have a smaller proportion of neighbours in their social network (Van den Berg et al., 2015b). 

For example, Van den Berg et al. (2015b) stressed that adults living in neighbourhoods in Eindhoven are 

less likely to interact with a local tie than more rural dwellers and French et al. (2014) found a negative 

association between residential density and perceived neighbourhood social cohesion. This is in line with 

other research suggesting that residents have less social interaction in denser neighbourhoods (French et 

al., 2014). Urban density might therefore also be important. 

Lastly, Shaw (2005) stated that social cohesion and mutual trust within communities are likely to 

have profound influences on social interaction among neighbours. In line with this, Weijs-Perrée et al. 

(2015) found that residents living in neighbourhoods with a higher level of cohesion have more social 

interaction with neighbours. Furthermore, Frankenmolen (2014) found that people who perceive a higher 

level of neighbourhood cohesion are more likely to have access to neighbour-support. So, perceived 

neighbourhood social cohesion might affect adults’ perception of access to neighbour-support. 

 As suggested by this brief overview of literature, neighbourhood cohesion and access to 

neighbour-support might be related to several individual-, household-, social network-, CPC project- and 

neighbourhood characteristics. However, as little was known about the factors affecting adults’ perception 

of neighbourhood cohesion and access to neighbour-support among the residents of new construction CPC 

projects, as well as the relation between these two factors, more empirical evidence was required. This 

study therefore aimed to analyse the factors influencing perceived neighbourhood cohesion and perceived 

social support from neighbours based on data collected in 60 Dutch new construction CPC projects. 

 

Data collection and descriptive statistics  

This section discusses the data collection instrument, the field work and the sample characteristics.  

 

Data collection instrument  

A questionnaire was designed to collect the needed data for this study. In the literature, there are several 

operationalisations of perceived neighbourhood social cohesion. However, the Neighbourhood Cohesion 

Instrument (NCI), developed by Buckner (1988), is perhaps the most frequently used instrument (Bruhn, 

2009). Therefore, perceived neighbourhood social cohesion was measured with the 18-item NCI 

instrument. Examples include “I feel like I belong to this neighbourhood”, “I feel loyal to the people in my 

neighbourhood”, and “I visit my neighbours in their homes”. The respondents were asked to indicate how 

strongly they agreed or disagreed with each statement using a five-point Likert scale ranging from (1) 

strongly disagree to (5) strongly agree. Originally, the instrument is multidimensional and consists of three 
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dimensions: psychological sense of community, attraction to neighbourhood and neighbouring. Since it was 

used as an unidimensional instrument, as in the study of Robinson and Wilkinson (1995) and Ellaway et al. 

(2001), this study calculated an overall score for perceived neighbourhood social cohesion by adding up all 

18-items with equal weighting (range: 18-90), with higher mean scores indicating a higher level of 

perceived neighbourhood social cohesion. The Cronbach alpha of the 18-items in this study was 0.917, 

showing high internal consistency. 

 Perceived social support from neighbours, which refers to the belief that neighbours will provide 

assistance should the need arise, was measured with a new designed 23-item instrument to measure 

emotional- and instrumental social support from neighbours due to the lack of a useful tool. The instrument 

was based on items from the SSL-I instrument of Van Sonderen (1991; 2012), the Interpersonal Support 

Evaluation List (ISEL) instrument of Cohen and Hoberman (1983), the MOS Social Support Survey 

instrument of Sherbourne and Stewart (1991) and the access to informal support instrument of 

Frankenmolen (2014). Examples include “I have, when desired, access to a neighbour who cheers me up” 

and “I have, when desired, access to a neighbour who helps me with my daily chores, such as grocery 

shopping”. Respondents were asked to indicate how strongly they agreed or disagreed with each statement 

using a five-point Likert scale ranging from (1) strongly disagree to (5) strongly agree. In order to avoid a 

distorted picture, the respondents were asked to answer the statements without taking the household and 

direct family (e.g. children and parents) living in the neighbourhood into account. Research has shown that 

the social distance between people affect the amount and types of provided social support. For example, 

providing personal- and nursing care is more common among family members than among neighbours (De 

Klerk et al., 2015). This study calculated an overall score for perceived social support from neighbours by 

adding up all 23-items with equal weighting (range: 23-115), with higher mean scores indicating a higher 

level of perceived social support from neighbours. The Cronbach alpha of the 23-items in this study was 

0.964, showing high internal consistency. 

 Based on the discussed literature, table I gives an overview of the variables that were collected. 

Local formal social participation was measured by asking the respondents in how many local organisations 

or clubs they are actively involved (e.g. sports club, music association, and neighbourhood association). 

Local informal social participation was measured with seven indicators: cultural activity, catering sector, 

community center, sports/work out, sports competitions, shops for entertainment, and visits from family, 

friends and neighbours. For each item, respondents were asked to rate the frequency of participation on an 

8-point scale ranging from (1) (almost) never to (8) (almost) daily. Neighbourhood social participation was 

measured by asking the respondents to rate the frequency of participation in neighbourhood activities (e.g. 

neighbourhood party) on an 8-point scale ranging from (1) (almost) never to (8) (almost) daily. Provided 

social support to neighbours was measured with two indicators: emotional- and instrumental support. For 

each item, the respondents were asked to indicate the frequency they provided emotional- and 

instrumental support to neighbours on an 8-point scale ranging from (1) (almost) never to (8) (almost) 

daily, without taking the household- and direct family members living in the neighbourhood into account. 

Household income was measured by asking the respondents about their net monthly household income 

including social benefits, pensions and salaries on a 9-point scale ranging from (1) €1000 or less to (9) 

€4501 or more. The other individual- and household characteristics, consisting of gender, age, partnership, 

ethnic background, education, employment, health status, length of residence, housing type, home-

ownership, household size, household composition, household income, and household car-ownership, 

were measured in the usual way. 

 Regarding the social network characteristics, local social network size and non-local social 

network size were measured by asking the respondents to define the number of persons with whom they 

maintain an important relationship, categorised by direct family (e.g. children, parents, and siblings), other 

family (e.g. uncles, aunts, cousins, and nieces), friends, and neighbours. This method was inspired by the 

measurement instruments of Van den Berg et al. (2015b) and De Jong Gierveld and Van Tilburg (1999) to 

measure the size of the social network. The respondents were asked to indicate for each category how many 

important people live in the same neighbourhood, in the same village/city, in another village/city (<30 

minutes travel time by car) and in another village/city (>30 minutes travel time by car). The size of the 
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local social network was calculated by adding up the number of persons living in the same neighbourhood. 

The size of the non-local social network was calculated by adding up the number of persons living outside 

the neighbourhood. Contact with local network was measured by asking the respondents for four 

categories (direct family, other family, friends and neighbours), how frequently they have contact with the 

persons in their neighbourhood on an 8-point scale ranging from (1) (almost) never to (8) (almost) daily. 

An overall score for contact with the local social network was calculated by adding up all 4-items with equal 

weighting (range: 4-32), with higher mean scores indicating a higher level of contact with people in their 

neighbourhood. Contact with non-local network was measured by asking the respondents for three 

categories (direct family, other family, and friends), how frequently they have contact with the persons 

outside their neighbourhood on an 8-point scale ranging from (1) (almost) never to (8) (almost) daily. An 

overall score for contact with the non-local social network was calculated by adding up all 3-items with 

equal weighting (range: 3-24), with higher mean scores indicating a higher level of contact with people 

outside their neighbourhood. 

Concerning the CPC process characteristics, initiator was measured by asking the respondents who 

initiated the project. Phase of involvement was measured by asking the respondents about the moment 

they started participating in the project. Note that respondents who opted for "residential-/management 

phase” were never actually involved in the project. Duration of involvement was measured with two 

indicators on a ratio level of measurement (N years and N months): duration of plan phase (initiative to 

start construction) and duration of construction phase (start construction to completion). An overall score 

for duration of involvement (in months) was calculated by adding up both items, with higher scores 

indicating a longer duration. Contact with future neighbours was measured with four indicators: (in)formal 

contact plan phase and (in)formal contact construction phase. The respondents answered the questions 

using an 8-point scale ranging from (1) (almost) never to (8) (almost) daily. Getting to know future 

neighbours was measured by asking the respondents how well they got to know their future neighbours 

during the process. The respondents had to rank the item on a 5-point Likert scale ranging from (1) very 

bad to (5) very good. 

With regard to the CPC product characteristics, date of completion was measured by asking the 

residents about the year of completion. Project size was measured by asking the respondents about the 

number of dwellings within the project (N dwellings). Housing types was measured by asking the 

respondents about the housing types within the project. Home-ownership was measured by asking the 

respondents about the ownership of the dwellings. Presence of common facilities was measured with seven 

indicators: presence of common facilities in general and presence of six types of common facilities (meeting 

room, kitchen, hobby room, fitness room, laundry room and garden). The respondents were asked to 

indicate whether the CPC project has these shared facilities. 

Regarding the CPC resident characteristics, collaborative lifestyle was measured by asking the 

respondents to what extent they agreed or disagreed with the following statement: “living together (while 

maintaining privacy) is a central vision among the residents of the CPC project”. The respondents had to 

answer the question using a five-point Likert scale ranging from (1) strongly disagree to (5) strongly agree. 

Living together referred to a certain way of life where regular contact with neighbours, providing assistance 

when needed, sharing facilities and/or undertaking joint activities are central among the residents. This 

study indicated that a collaborative lifestyle was present when the respondents opted for (4) agree and (5) 

strongly agree. Homogeneity was measured with four indicators: age, ethnic background, household 

composition, and household income. The respondents were asked to indicate to what extent they agreed 

or disagreed with each item regarding the homogeneity of the residents of the CPC project compared to 

themselves (e.g. “my neighbours and I (almost) all have the same age”). 

Concerning the neighbourhood characteristics, presence of neighbourhood facilities within 1 km 

and urban density were retrieved from Statistics Netherlands based on postal code (CBS, 2015; CBS, 2013). 

The degree of urbanization was defined based on the “surrounding address density” on a 5-point scale 

ranging from of (1) not urbanized (<500 addresses per km2) to (5) very strongly urbanized (≥2500 

addresses per km2) (Van den Berg et al., 2015a). Perceived neighbourhood safety was measured with two 

items addressing safety during the day and at night on a 5-point scale ranging from (1) strongly disagree 
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to (5) strongly agree (Young et al., 2004; Hand et al., 2012). This study calculated an overall score by adding 

up the 2-items with equal weighting (range: 2-10), with higher mean scores indicating a higher level of 

perceived neighbourhood safety. Perceived neighbourhood problems was measured using the instrument 

of Gale et al. (2011). Respondents were asked to indicate their perceptions of local problems with 8-items 

related to vandalism, litter and rubbish, smells and fumes, assaults and muggings, burglaries, disturbance 

by children or youngsters, traffic, and noise on a 3-point scale consisting of (1) not a problem, (2) small 

problem and (3) big problem. This study calculated an overall score by adding up the 8-items with equal 

weighting (range: 8-24), with higher mean scores indicating a higher level of perceived neighbourhood 

problems. 

  

Fieldwork 

The data collection for this study mainly took place in the province North-Brabant, which is located in the 

south of the Netherlands. Six exceptions are located in the middle of the Netherlands, in the province North-

Holland, Utrecht, Gelderland, and Flevoland. 

 The fieldwork, the distribution of the questionnaire among the residents of 60 new construction 

CPC projects, took place from 22 September 2016 to 1 November 2016. Residents aged 18 or over, living in 

new construction CPC projects in the Netherlands, were asked to participate in this study. To recruit 

respondents, a personal approach was mostly employed by visiting them at home to increase respondent’s 

willingness to participate. The visits took place from Monday to Saturday between 10 a.m. and 9 p.m. This 

timeframe was chosen to prevent an underrepresentation of working people. If residents were not home, 

a letter with a web link to the online questionnaire was left in the mailbox. In several cases, however, the 

addresses were first revisited at another time and/or day. In some cases, especially when the project was 

realised for older adults, a hardcopy questionnaire with self-addressed envelope was also left behind to 

prevent that elderly, who might be less able to fill in an online questionnaire, would be underrepresented. 

In addition to the personal approach, the residents of four projects were contacted by e-mail because these 

148 dwellings were located too far away from the other projects.  

The 60 CPC projects consisted of 1.441 addresses. In total, 1.424 addresses were approached. 17 

addresses were skipped due to, for example, vacancy. The total duration of the field work lasted from 22 

September 2016 to 20 November 2016 because respondents were given 2 to 3 weeks to fill in the 

questionnaire. In total, 427 questionnaires were collected, resulting in an overall response rate of 30.0%. 

After deleting 15 cases (e.g. incomplete questionnaires), this study consisted of 412 usable questionnaires. 

 

Sample characteristics  

Table I shows the descriptive statistics of the sample of respondents. The respondents have an average 

total score of 68.3 (range = 46-90) on perceived neighbourhood social cohesion and an average total score 

of 78.3 (range = 45-115) on perceived social support from neighbours. 

Regarding the basic personal- and household characteristics, table I shows that 52.7% of the 

respondents is female and the average age is 45.3 years. 79.4% has a partner, 97.6% is Dutch, 61.4% is high 

educated (BSc or higher) and 45.9% has a full time job. The respondents have an average household size of 

2.3, which is almost equal to the average household size of 2.2 in the Netherlands (CBS, 2016) and 57.5% 

has a high net household income of €3001 per month or more. The average length of residence at the 

current address is 4.8 years (range = 1-14). The respondents occupied their dwellings between 2003 and 

2016. The average length of residence in the neighbourhood is 6.8 years. The year of taking up residence 

ranges from 1946 to 2016. Almost all respondents live in a single-family dwelling (85.2%) and an owner-

occupied dwelling (93.2%). 

Moreover, the respondents on average have 11 members in their local social network, which 

consists of 6.8 other neighbours (other than family and friends). 23.5% has no other neighbours in their 

local social network. Other studies indicate that this percentage is quite low (e.g. Völker and Flap, 2007; 

Van den Berg and Timmermans, 2015). In addition, the respondents have, on average, 38.5 persons in their 

non-local social network. The average total social network size of the sample is 49.5, without taking the 

household members into account.  
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N % Mean St. dev. N % Mean St. dev.

Perceived neighbourhood 

social cohesion
Total score 68.33 8.278 Residents 216 52.4

Perceived social support 

from neighbours
Total score 78.30 12.768

Other (e.g. municipality, process 

coordinator, housing association)
196 47.6

N % Mean St. dev. Initiative phase 118 28.6

Male 195 47.3 Definition phase 80 19.4

Female 217 52.7 Design phase 82 19.9

Aged 18-35 years 174 42.2 Construction phase 40 9.7

Aged 36-50 years 83 20.1 Management phase 92 22.3

Aged 51-65 years 86 20.9 Duration of involvement In months 35.19 27.502

Aged ≥66 years 69 16.7 Annually or less often 199 48.3

No partner 85 20.6 Monthly 174 42.2

Partner 327 79.4 Weekly 39 9.5

Dutch 402 97.6 (Almost) never 216 52.4

Other 10 2.4 Annually 111 26.9

Low (≤ Mavo) 47 11.4 Monthly or more often 85 20.6

Medium (Havo, Vwo, Mbo) 112 27.2 Annually or less often 218 52.9

High (≥Hbo) 253 61.4 Monthly 159 38.6

None/retired 106 25.7 Weekly 35 8.5

Part time (≤34 hours/week) 117 28.4 (Almost) never 185 44.9

Full time (≥35 hours/week) 189 45.9 Annually 129 31.3

Poor, not so good, okay 68 16.5 Monthly or more often 98 23.8

Good 256 62.1 (Very) bad and neutral 210 51.0

Very good 88 21.4 Good 166 40.3

Length of residence at 

current address
Number of years 4.79 3.327 Very good 36 8.7

Short (2014-2016) 145 35.2 N % Mean St. dev.

Medium (2008-2013) 202 49.0 Date of completion In years 5.68 3.586

Long (1946-2007) 65 15.8 Small (≤ 20 dwellings) 147 35.7

Single-family dwelling 351 85.2 Medium (21-50 dwellings) 180 43.7

Multi-family dwelling 61 14.8 Large (≥ 51 dwellings) 85 20.6

Owner-occupied dwelling 384 93.2 Single-family dwellings 312 75.7

Rental dwelling 28 6.8 Multi-family dwellings 39 9.5

Local formal social 

participation
Number of active memberships 1.29 1.219 Single- and multi-family dwellings 61 14.8

(Almost) never 106 25.7 Owner-occupied dwellings 326 79.1

Annually 244 59.2 Owner-occupied and rental dwellings 86 20.9

Monthly or more often 62 15.0 Not present 330 80.1

Annually or less often 164 39.8 Present 82 19.9

Monthly 183 44.4 Not present 336 81.6

Weekly 65 15.8 Present 76 18.4

(Almost) never 306 74.3 Not present 351 85.2

Annually 63 15.3 Present 61 14.8

Monthly or more often 43 10.4 Not present 345 83.7

Annually or less often 74 18.0 Present 67 16.3

Monthly 52 12.6 Not present 385 93.4

Weekly 286 69.4 Present 27 6.6

(Almost) never 235 57.0 Not present 361 87.6

Annually 80 19.4 Present 51 12.4

Monthly or more often 97 23.5 Not present 330 80.1

Annually or less often 223 54.1 Present 82 19.9

Monthly 114 27.7 N % Mean St. dev.

Weekly 75 18.2 Not present 211 51.2

Annually or less often 57 13.8 Present 201 48.8

Monthly 119 28.9 Not present 198 48.1

Weekly 236 57.3 Present 214 51.9

(Almost) never 91 22.1 Not present 72 17.5

Annually 275 66.7 Present 340 82.5

Monthly or more often 46 11.2 Not present 259 62.9

(Almost) never 82 19.9 Present 153 37.1

Annually 137 33.3 Not present 333 80.8

Monthly or more often 193 46.8 Present 79 19.2

(Almost) never 52 12.6 N % Mean St. dev.

Annually 193 46.8 Not present 200 48.5

Monthly or more often 167 40.5 Present 212 51.5

N % Mean St. dev. Not present 159 38.6

Household size Number of persons 2.31 1.112 Present 253 61.4

Without children (aged ≤17 years) 295 71.6 Not present 147 35.7

With children (aged ≤17 years) 117 28.4 Present 265 64.3

Low (≤ €2000 net/month) 65 15.8 Not present 188 45.6

Medium (€2001-€3000 net/month) 110 26.7 Present 224 54.4

High (≥ €3001 net/month) 237 57.5 Not present 139 33.7

None 31 7.5 Present 273 66.3

1 car 211 51.2 Not present 83 20.1

2 or more cars 170 41.3 Present 329 79.9

N % Mean St. dev. Perc. neighbourhood safety Total score 8.79 1.214

Local social network Number of persons 11.01 12.937
Perc. neighbourhood 

problems
Total score 10.07 2.025

Non-local social network Number of persons 38.52 34.490 Little or less urbanized 196 47.6

Contact with local network Total score 17.78 6.349 Moderately urbanized 131 31.8

Contact with non-local 

network
Total score 15.24 4.273 (Very) strongly urbanized 85 20.6

CPC process characteristics

CPC product characteristics

CPC resident characteristics

Neighbourhood characteristics

Employment

Dependent variables

Individual characteristics

Visiting local sports 

competitions

Visiting local shops for 

entertainment

Visiting/getting visits from 

locals

Initiator

Phase of involvement

Formal contact plan phase

Informal contact plan phase

Formal contact construction 

phase

Provided emotional support 

to neighbours

Social network characteristics

Gender

Age

Partnership

Ethnic background

Education

Neighbourhood social 

participation

Health status

Length of residence in 

neighbourhood

Housing type

Home-ownership

Visiting local cultural 

activity

Visiting local catering sector

Visiting local community 

center

Practicing sports locally

Provided instrumental 

support to neighbours

Household composition

Household income

Household car-ownership

Garden

Household characteristics

Informal contact 

construction phase

Getting to know future 

neighbours

Project size

Housing types

Home-ownership

Common facilities

Meeting room

Kitchen

Hobby room

Fitness room

Laundry room

Urban density

Collaborative lifestyle

Age homogeneity

Ethnic background 

homogeneity

Household composition 

homogeneity

Household income 

homogeneity

Supermarket within 1km

Other grocery stores within 

1km

Cafeteria within 1km

Café within 1km

Restaurant within 1km

Primary school within 1km

 

 

  

Table I: Sample characteristics (N=412) 



Master thesis Page 15 

It can therefore be concluded that 22.2% of the social network consists of people living in the same 

neighbourhood and 13.7% of the social network consists of other neighbours. Generally, neighbours 

constitute 7% to 19% of a person’s social network (e.g. Völker and Flap, 2007), so the share of neighbours 

in the social network, either all neighbour relations or other neighbours only, is quite high. Regarding the 

frequency of contact with the local social network, the respondents have an average total score of 17.8 

(range = 4-31). Although 23.5% of the respondents does not consider other neighbours as social network 

members, this does not mean that these people never interact with their neighbours. The results of this 

study indicate that only 5.6% of the respondents (almost) never interacts with their other neighbours. 

Regarding the frequency of contact with the non-local social network, the respondents have an average 

total score of 15.2 (range = 3-24). 

Furthermore, the respondents were, on average, 35.2 months involved in the process (range = 0-

108 months), which almost equals 3 years. During the plan phase, 48.3% had formal contact annually or 

less often and 52.4% (almost) never had informal contact while, during the construction phase, 52.9% had 

formal contact annually or less often and 44.0% (almost) never had informal contact. On average, 51% of 

the sample did not really get to know the individuals in the CPC group during the process. Note that 132 

respondents were not involved in the plan phase and that 92 respondents were not involved in the CPC 

project at all. This probably explains why a large proportion of the respondents had (almost) no contact 

with their future neighbours. It might also explain why a large share did not get to know their future 

neighbours.  

In addition, the dwellings of the respondents were, on average, completed 5.7 years ago (range = 

1-15 years). The completion year ranges between 2002 and 2016. The average project size is 33.3 dwellings 

(range = 5-94 dwellings). 43.7% of the sample lives in a medium-sized project (21-50 dwellings). 75.7% 

lives in a project with only single-family dwellings. Residents living in projects with only row dwellings 

(20%) or a combination of semi-detached and row dwellings (19%) are most common. 79.1% of the sample 

lives in a project with only owner-occupied dwellings. None of the respondents live in a project with only 

rental dwellings. The majority (80.1%) of the sample lives in a project without shared facilities. 82.5% feels 

that they are homogeneous regarding ethnic background and 19.2% feels that they are homogeneous 

regarding household income. 

Moreover, the respondents have an average total score of 8.8 (range= 5-10) on perceived 

neighbourhood safety and an average total score of 10.1 (range = 8-18) on perceived neighbourhood 

problems. The majority (47.6%) of the sample lives in a little or less urbanized neighbourhood (less than 

1.000 addresses per square kilometer). 

 

Methods and results  

In order to simultaneously analyse the effects of the independent variables on the dependent variables, as 

well as the relationship between the dependent variables, a path analysis was conducted. The path model 

was estimated using the statistical software package LISREL (version 8.54; Jöreskog and Sörbom, 2003). 

Although not all variables were normally distributed, the maximum likelihood method was used to estimate 

the model, which might has caused some bias in the standard errors and goodness-of-fit estimates (Weijs-

Perrée et al., 2015). However, the maximum likelihood method is quite robust, so the results of this study 

remain trustworthy. 

 To determine the path analysis variables, bivariate- and multiple regression analyses were 

performed. Firstly, significant effects of the independent variables on perceived neighbourhood social 

cohesion and perceived social support from neighbours were determined using bivariate analyses 

(p≤0.05). Secondly, significant effects of the independent variables on perceived neighbourhood cohesion 

and perceived social support from neighbours were determined using multiple regression analyses 

(p≤0.05). The multiple regression analyses only included the significant independent variables resulting 

from the bivariate analyses. Thirdly, the path model was constructed. The independent variables that were 

significant at the 0.05 level were entered into the model, followed by the dependent variables. 

Subsequently, the links between the independent- and dependent variables and the link between the 

dependent variables were added. All links that were not significant at the 0.05 level were then gradually 
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removed from the model, consisting of the link between project size and perceived social support from 

neighbours and the link between presence of common facilities and perceived social support from 

neighbours. 

 The unstandardized coefficients and t-statistics of the direct and total effects of the path model are 

shown in table II. The total effects are the direct effects plus indirect effects via the mediating variable 

perceived neighbourhood cohesion. The path model, with only the direct effects, is shown in figure I. These 

links are significant at the 0.05 significance level, which corresponds with a t-value of ± 1.96 or higher. 

 Regarding the goodness-of-fit of the model, the model provides a good fit of the data, if the value 

of Chi Square divided by the degrees of freedom is less than two (Golob, 2001). For this model, the value is 

1.56. The value of RMSEA needs to be less than or equal to 0.05 (Golob, 2001; Vieira, 2011; Westland, 2015). 

For this model, the value is 0.037. Also, the value of the model’s Akaike Information Criterion (AIC) needs 

to be close to the value of saturated AIC (Golob, 2001). For this model, the value of the model AIC is 642.27 

and the value of the saturated AIC is 650.00. Furthermore, the Normed Fit Index (NFI) needs to be close to 

1 (Schumacker and Lomax, 2010). For this model, the value is 0.99. So, the goodness-of-fit indices of the 

estimated path model indicate that there is a good compatibility between the estimated model and the data. 

The path model accounts for 43% of the variance in perceived neighbourhood social cohesion and 38% of 

the variance in perceived social support from neighbours (reduced form). In total, the path model accounts 

for 49% of the variance in perceived social support from neighbours. 

 

Effects of independent variables on perceived  neighbourhood social cohesion  

This section describes the effects of the independent variables on perceived neighbourhood social 

cohesion. Regarding the individual characteristics, age was found to have a direct positive effect on 

neighbourhood cohesion, which was in line with the expectations (e.g. Oh, 2003; Ellaway et al., 2001). Older 

adults are more likely to interact with a local tie (Van den Berg et al., 2015b) and they are more likely to 

have neighbours in their social network (Völker and Flap, 2007; Völker et al., 2007). This might explain 

why adults aged 51-65 experience a higher level of neighbourhood cohesion than adults aged 18-35. 

Moreover, a direct positive effect was found between partnership and neighbourhood cohesion, 

which was expected (e.g. Oh, 2003; Oh and Kim, 2009). La Grange (2011) and Oh and Kim (2009) found 

that adults who are married have more interactions with neighbours. This might explain why adults with a 

partner experience a higher level of neighbourhood cohesion than adults without a partner. 

Furthermore, the results showed that visiting local cultural activities and visiting local sports 

competitions directly and positively affect neighbourhood cohesion, which was in line with the 

expectations. Local informal social participation may increase the chance of meeting local residents. This 

might explain why adults who visit cultural activities and sports competitions monthly or more often 

experience a higher level of neighbourhood cohesion than adults who visit them (almost) never. 

In addition, the results showed that neighbourhood social participation directly and positively 

affects neighbourhood cohesion, which was in line with the expectations because research stated that 

participation in common activities with neighbours positively affects the creation of a community (Völker 

et al., 2007) and place attachment (Dassopoulos and Monnat, 2011). Völker et al. (2007) found that people 

who conduct common activities with neighbours have more neighbours in their social network. This might 

explain why adults who participate in neighbourhood activities annually or more often experience a higher 

level of neighbourhood cohesion than adults who (almost) never participate in activities with neighbours. 

Moreover, provided emotional support to neighbours had a direct positive effect on 

neighbourhood cohesion, which was in line with the expectations. Adults who provided emotional support 

to neighbours more often might have more (in-depth) contact with their neighbours. In addition, adults 

who provided emotional support to neighbours more often might have a larger local social network. This 

might explain why adults who provided emotional support to neighbours monthly or more often 

experience a higher level of neighbourhood cohesion than adults who (almost) never provided this type of 

support. 

With regard to the CPC project characteristics, the results showed that getting to know future 

neighbours directly and positively affects neighbourhood cohesion, which was in line with the expectations. 
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Effects of independent/exogenous variables

Age (18-35 years old) - - - -

   36-50 years old 0.88 (0.93) 0.88 (0.93) - 0.62 (0.93)

   51-65 years old 3.73 (3.74) * 3.73 (3.74) * - 2.60 (3.52) *

   66+ years old 0.55 (0.52) 0.55 (0.52) - 0.38 (0.52)

Partnership (having a partner) 2.96 (3.59) * 2.96 (3.59) * 3.09 (2.61) * 5.16 (3.99) *

Visiting local cultural activity ((almost) never) - - - -

   Annually 1.43 (1.81) 1.43 (1.81) - 1.00 (1.79)

   Monthly or more often 2.65 (2.35) * 2.65 (2.35) * - 1.85 (2.30) *

Visiting local community center ((almost) never) - - - -

   Annually - - 4.06 (3.12) * 4.06 (3.12) *

   Monthly or more often - - -0.36 (-0.23) -0.36 (-0.23)

Visiting local sports competitions ((almost) never) - - - -

   Annually 1.30 (1.49) 1.30 (1.49) - 0.91 (1.47)

   Monthly or more often 2.90 (3.49) * 2.90 (3.49) * - 2.02 (3.32) *

Neighbourhood social participation ((almost) never) - - - -

   Annually 4.36 (5.24) * 4.36 (5.24) * - 3.05 (4.70) *

   Monthly or more often 7.65 (5.85) * 7.65 (5.85) * - 5.35 (5.12) *

Provided emotional support to neighbours ((almost) never) - - - -

   Annually 0.86 (0.91) 0.86 (0.91) 4.18 (3.11) * 4.79 (3.20) *

   Monthly or more often 3.36 (3.73) * 3.36 (3.73) * 4.91 (3.73) * 7.26 (5.05) *

Local social network size - - 0.11 (2.74) * 0.11 (2.74) *

Getting to know future neighbours ((very) bad/neutral) - - - -

   Good 2.46 (3.45) * 2.46 (3.45) * 0.15 (0.15) 1.87 (1.68)

   Very good 5.77 (4.73) * 5.77 (4.73) * 3.82 (2.07) * 7.85 (3.94) *

Project size (small) - - - -

   Moderate 1.01 (1.35) 1.01 (1.35) - 0.71 (1.34)

   Large 4.21 (4.20) * 4.21 (4.20) * - 2.94 (3.91) *

Presence of common facilities (present) -3.73 (-3.22) * -3.73 (-3.22) * - -2.61 (-3.08) *

Presence of collaborative lifestyle (present) 3.96 (5.35) * 3.96 (5.35) * 3.98 (3.92) * 6.74 (6.12) *

Presence of age homogeneity (present) 2.16 (2.88) * 2.16 (2.88) * - 1.51 (2.78) *

Presence of supermarket (present) 2.28 (3.31) * 2.28 (3.31) * 2.24 (2.37) * 3.83 (3.62) *

Effect of dependent/endogenous variable

Perceived neighbourhood social cohesion - - 0.70 (10.58) * 0.70 (10.58) *

* Significant at 0.05 significance level

Neighbourhood cohesion Neighbour-support
Direct (t) Total (t) Direct (t) Total (t)

Direct Total Direct Total

Adults who got to know their future neighbours (very) well experience a higher level of neighbourhood 

cohesion than adults who did not really get to know their future neighbours. This may be due to the bonds 

with their neighbours created during the process, which might be maintained after completion. 

Moreover, a direct positive effect was found for project size and neighbourhood cohesion, which 

was not in line with the expectations. As stated by Hasselaar (2011, p. 96), “the smaller the group, the better 

the involvement of all people and the more social cohesion can result from the process”. A possible 

explanation for this unexpected finding is that larger CPC projects consist of more individuals. 

Consequently, the residents of these projects might have a larger local social network, which might explain 

why adults residing in larger CPC projects experience a higher level of neighbourhood cohesion. 

Furthermore, the results also showed a direct negative effect for presence of common facilities and 

neighbourhood cohesion, which was not in line with the expectations. It was expected that facilities provide 

opportunities for social contact with neighbours (Van den Berg et al., 2015b) and that they increase the 

sense of community among the residents (Francis et al., 2012). The explanation for the negative effect of 

presence of common facilities on perceived neighbourhood social cohesion remains unclear. 

 In addition, this study found a direct positive effect for presence of collaborative lifestyle and 

neighbourhood cohesion, which was in line with the expectations. Adults who live in projects where the 

residents pursue a collaborative lifestyle might have a larger local social network and might have more 

contact with their neighbours. This might explain why adults who live in projects where the residents 

pursue a collaborative lifestyle experience a higher level of neighbourhood cohesion than adults who live 

in projects where the residents do not pursue a collaborative lifestyle. 

Moreover, a direct positive effect was found for presence of age homogeneity and neighbourhood 

cohesion, which was in line with the expectations. Several studies stated that people may have more local 

social interaction if they live among others who are more like themselves (e.g. Völker and Flap, 2007). This 

might explain why adults who perceive to be homogeneous with the residents of the project regarding age 

experience a higher level of neighbourhood cohesion than adults who do not perceive homogeneity. 
 

  

Table II: Unstandardized effects of variables in final path model
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Concerning the neighbourhood characteristics, a direct positive effect was found for presence of 

supermarket within 1 kilometer and neighbourhood cohesion, which was in line with the expectations (e.g. 

Francis et al., 2012). They provide opportunities for social interaction and the expansion and maintenance 

of local social networks (Van den Berg et al., 2015a). This might explain why adults who live within 1 

kilometer of a supermarket experience a higher level of neighbourhood cohesion than adults who live 

further away. 

  

Effects of independent variables on perceived social support from neighbours  

This section describes the effects of the independent variables on perceived social support from 

neighbours. With regard to the individual characteristics, a direct positive effect was found for partnership 

and neighbour-support, which was in line with the expectations (e.g. Shaw, 2005). La Grange (2011) and 

Oh and Kim (2009) found that being married positively affects neighbouring among adults. This might 

explain why adults with a partner experience a higher level of access to neighbour-support than adults 

without one. 

Moreover, the results showed a direct positive effect for visiting the community center and 

neighbour-support. Adults who annually visit the local community center experience a higher level of 

access to neighbour-support than adults who (almost) never visit the center. This was not fully in line with 

the expectations because no significant direct effect was found for visiting the community center monthly 

or more often. It might be that adults who visit the local community center have a larger local social network 

size, which may provide a larger pool from which to obtain social support when needed (Plickert et al., 

2007). Why adults who visit the local community center monthly or more often do not significantly 

experience a higher level of access to neighbour-support than adults who (almost) never visit the 

community center remains unclear. 

Also, a direct positive effect was found for provided emotional support to neighbours and 

neighbour-support, which was in line with the expectations because giving support may increase the 

chances of receiving it (Plickert et al. 2007). It might be that adults who provided emotional support to 

neighbours have more contact with their neighbours and a larger local social network. This might explain 

why adults who provided emotional support to neighbours annually or more often experience a higher 

level of access to neighbour-support than adults who (almost) never provided this type of support.  

Regarding the social network characteristics, the results showed a direct positive effect between 

local social network size and neighbour-support, which was in line with the expectations (e.g. Seeman and 

Berkman, 1988). People with a larger network have a higher likelihood that someone in the network will 

be supportive because it provides a larger pool from which to obtain social support when needed (Plickert 

et al., 2007). This might explain why adults with a larger local social network experience a higher level of 

access to neighbour-support.  

 Concerning the CPC project characteristics, the results showed that getting to know future 

neighbours directly and positively affects neighbour-support, which was also expected. This may be due to 

the bonds with their neighbours created during the process which might be maintained after completion. 

This might explain why adults who got to know their future neighbours very well during the CPC process 

experience a higher level of access to neighbour-support than adults who got to know their future 

neighbours (very) bad or neutral.  

In addition, the results showed a direct positive effect for presence of collaborative lifestyle and 

neighbour-support, which was in line with the expectations. Adults who live in projects where the residents 

pursue a collaborative lifestyle might have a larger local social network and they might have more contact 

with their neighbours, which might explain why adults who live in projects where the residents pursue a 

collaborative lifestyle experience a higher level of access to neighbour-support than adults who live in 

projects where the residents do not pursue a collaborative lifestyle. 

 Regarding the neighbourhood characteristics, this study found a direct positive effect for presence 

of supermarket within 1 kilometer and neighbour-support, which was in line with the expectations. 

Neighbourhood facilities provide opportunities for social interaction and the expansion and maintenance 

of local social networks (Van den Berg et al., 2015a). This might explain why adults who live within 1 
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kilometer of a supermarket experience a higher level of access to neighbour-support than adults who live 

further away. 

 In addition to these direct effects, this study also found that all variables with direct effects on 

perceived neighbourhood social cohesion also indirectly affect perceived social support from neighbours 

through the mediating effect of perceived neighbourhood social cohesion. 

 

Effects between dependent variables  

A direct positive effect was found for perceived neighbourhood social cohesion and perceived social 

support from neighbours, which was in line with the expectations (e.g. Frankenmolen, 2014). Weijs-Perrée 

et al. (2015) found that residents living in neighbourhoods with a higher level of social cohesion have more 

social interaction with neighbours. This might explain why adults who experience a higher level of 

neighbourhood cohesion experience a higher level of access to neighbour-support than adults who 

experience a lower level of neighbourhood cohesion. 

 

 

Independent variables

Age 

(51-65 years old)

Partnership 

(having a partner)

Visiting local cultural activity

(monthly or more often)

Visiting local community center 

(annually)

Visiting local sports competitions

(monthly or more often)

Neighbourhood social participation

(annually)

Neighbourhood social participation

(monthly or more often)

Provided emotional support to neighbours

(annually)

Provided emotional support to neighbours

(monthly or more often)

Local social network size

(number)

Getting to know neighbours

(good)

Getting to know neighbours

(very good)

Project size

(large)

Presence of common facilities

(present)

Presence of collaborative lifestyle

(present)

Presence of age homogeneity

(present)
Positive effect

Presence of supermarket

(present)
Negative effect

Perceived neighbourhood social 

cohesion

Perceived social support from 

neighbours

Figure I: Final path model: direct significant effects 
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Conclusion, discussion and recommendations  

Assuming that neighbourhood social cohesion and access to neighbour-support are important for people’s 

health and well-being, the aim of this study was to analyse the direct- and indirect effects of individual-, 

household-, social network-, CPC project- and neighbourhood characteristics on perceived neighbourhood 

social cohesion and perceived social support from neighbours among the residents of Dutch new 

construction CPC projects. Based on data collected in 2016 from a survey of 412 respondents in 60 new 

construction CPC projects in the Netherlands, a path analysis was conducted. 

 The findings support the notion that only individual-, CPC project- and neighbourhood 

characteristics affect adults’ perception of neighbourhood social cohesion among the residents of new 

construction CPC projects in the Netherlands. No significant effects were found for any of the household- 

and social network characteristics. Moreover, the findings also support the notion that individual-, social 

network-, CPC project- and neighbourhood characteristics affect adults’ perception of access to neighbour-

support. No significant effects were found for any of the household characteristics either. 

 To the best of author’s knowledge, perceived neighbourhood social cohesion and perceived social 

support from neighbours were never investigated among the residents of (new construction) CPC projects 

in the Netherlands. This study therefore expands the scientific knowledge on factors that affect adults’ 

perception of neighbourhood cohesion and access to neighbour-support. In addition, the results have 

implications for process coordinators, policy makers (e.g. municipality), and urban planners because the 

results provide insight in how to create a living environment where adults’ perception of neighbourhood 

cohesion and access to neighbour-support are promoted. 

 Although this study provides interesting insights into the functioning of perceived neighbourhood 

social cohesion and perceived social support from neighbours among the residents of new construction 

CPC projects in the Netherlands, some limitations and shortcomings of this study should be mentioned. 

First of all, this study did not define the boundaries of the neighbourhood. Consequently, the results have 

been shaped by the way the respondents defined the “neighbourhood”. It might be that respondents’ 

perception of the neighbourhood differs. It would therefore be desirable for further research to define the 

boundaries of the neighbourhood. Moreover, while this may affect adults’ perception of neighbourhood 

cohesion and access to neighbour-support, this study did not include residential mobility. It would 

therefore be desirable for further research to include residential mobility as a characteristic. Furthermore, 

this study found a negative association between the presence of common facilities and perceived 

neighbourhood social cohesion. There is no clear explanation for this finding. This relationship therefore 

deserves more attention during further research. In addition, this study focused on new construction CPC 

projects completed after 2000 and 71.2% of the respondents lives in a CPC project that was completed 

between 2011 and 2016. According to literature, length of residence is likely to affect adults’ perception of 

neighbourhood cohesion and access to neighbour-support. It would therefore be desirable for further 

research to include new construction CPC projects with larger differences in completion year. In addition, 

the data of this study are cross-sectional, which limit the possibility of demonstrating causality (Van Dijk 

et al., 2013b). Therefore, to study the importance of the significant variables in this study on perceived 

neighbourhood social cohesion and perceived social support from neighbours, further research is desired. 

Lastly, the maximum likelihood method was used to estimate the path model which might have caused 

some bias in the standard errors and goodness-of-fit estimates because not all variables are normally 

distributed (Weijs-Perrée et al., 2015). However, the maximum likelihood method is quite robust, so the 

results of this study remain trustworthy. 

 Regarding some other recommendations for further research, it would be interesting to conduct 

this study among renovation- and/or transformation CPC projects to investigate differences in adults’ 

perception of neighbourhood cohesion and access to neighbour-support. Moreover, it would also be 

interesting to conduct this study among elderly living in new construction CPC projects. CPC might be used 

as a tool to create a pleasant physical- and social living environment for elderly people where they can grow 

old together. Furthermore, it would also be interesting to conduct this study among other types of 

development (e.g. Participatory Commissioning projects) to analyse to what extent CPC contributes to a 

higher level of neighbourhood cohesion and, consequently, to a higher level of access to neighbour-support. 
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 All in all, this study is the first large-scale study among the residents of 60 new construction CPC 

projects in the Netherlands. The results therefore significantly contribute to the (scientific) literature and 

CPC practice. This study has shown that, among other factors, adults’ perception of neighbourhood 

cohesion is related to adults’ perception of access to neighbour-support. Perceived neighbourhood social 

cohesion and perceived social support from neighbours are important for adults’ health and well-being 

(e.g. Putrik et al., 2015; Pampalon et al., 2007; Cramm et al., 2013; Shaw, 2005). It is therefore important to 

promote adults’ perception of neighbourhood cohesion and access to neighbour-support. Although this 

study provides insights into how to create a living environment where adults’ perception of neighbourhood 

cohesion and access to neighbour-support are promoted, further research is necessary to create a better 

understanding of the functioning of perceived neighbourhood social cohesion and perceived social support 

from neighbours among the residents of new construction CPC projects in the Netherlands. 
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LIST OF ABBREVIATIONS AND DEFINITIONS 

Within this study, several terms play a key role. However, the definitions of these key terms vary in practice. 

In order to avoid that the key words of this study are misunderstood, it is important to establish the correct 

definition. Moreover, some of these key words are quite long and frequently used. To ensure the readability 

of this report, it has been decided to use in some cases abbreviations. Table III shows the list of the key 

words, including their abbreviations and definitions. 

 

 
 

 

 

  

Abbreviations Key words Definitions within this study

- Attraction to neighbourhood
The capacity of a specific neighbourhood or community to induce in 

individuals a desire to continue residing there (Wilkinson, 2007).

CPC Collective Private Commissioning

A form of commissioning whereby a collective of like-minded 

private parties acquires the piece(s) of land and/or building(s) and 

jointly decide how, and with which parties, the homes, private 

spaces and sometimes even public spaces are to be laid out, 

(re)developed, renovated, and/or transformed (Boelens and Visser, 

2011; Otter, 2012; redefined by author).

COD Consumer-Oriented Development

A form of commissioning whereby the developer acquires the 

piece(s) of land, and designs and builds the dwellings. The individual 

has some defined options by the developer concerning the design of 

the dwelling (Van den Ham and Keers, 2010).

IPC Individual Private Commissioning

A form of commissioning whereby a private individual acquires the 

piece of land and determine themselves with which parties they 

wish to construct their home, for their own use (Van den Ham and 

Keers, 2010; Boelens and Visser, 2011).

- Neighbouring
The actual interaction of individuals with their neighbours 

(Wilkinson, 2007).

PC Participatory Commissioning

A form of commissioning whereby the future resident is involved by 

the initiating party, often a developer or housing association, at an 

early stage in order for them to make known their preferences 

regarding the process, design of the home and surroundings and 

construction (Boelens and Visser, 2011).

PNSC
Perceived neighbourhood social 

cohesion

Adults' perception regarding the level of social cohesion in the 

neighbourhood. It refers to neighbours' mutual trust, solidarity, 

connectedness, shared values and support (Bromell and Cagney, 

2014).

PSSN
Perceived social support from 

neighbours

Adults' perception regarding the level of access to neighbour-

support. It refers to the belief that neighbours will provide 

assistance should the need arise (Wethington and Kessler, 1986 in 

Shaw, 2005).

PSOC Psychological sense of community

A feeling that members have of belonging and being important to 

each other, and a shared faith that members’ needs will be met by 

their commitment to be together (McMillan in Wilkinson, 2007).

SP Serial production

A form of commissioning whereby the developer acquires the 

piece(s) of land, and designs and builds the dwellings. The future 

residents have only some marginal choice options (contract 

variations; additional and less work) (Van den Ham and Keers, 

2010).

Table III: List of abbreviations and their explanations 
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1.  INTRODUCTION 

This chapter introduces and discusses the research topic of this thesis by describing the context (section 

1.1). The specific literature gap for this topic is described in the problem statement (section 1.2). The 

remainder of this chapter describes the research objective (section 1.3), main- and sub research questions 

(section 1.4), research methods (section 1.5), scientific- and practical relevance (section 1.6), and the 

structure of this thesis (section 1.7). 

 

1.1.  Context 

The Dutch government wishes and foresees the transition of the Dutch welfare state into a participation 

society in which people more often take matters into their own hands rather than to rely on government 

services (Van Houwelingen et al., 2014), as reflected in the king’s speech of September 17, 2013: 
 

It is undeniable that people in our current network- and information society are more outspoken and 

independent than before. Combined with the need to reduce the deficit of the government, this means 

that the traditional welfare state slowly but surely will turn into a participation society. Anyone who 

can, is asked to take responsibility for his or her own life and environment (translated from 

Rijksoverheid, 2013). 
 

Due to this transition, the government’s perspective on citizenship has been changing. 

Traditionally, citizenship focused on the development of civil, political, and social rights. It was a legal status 

that people could acquire (Verhoeven et al., 2013). Due to the strong emphasis on individual rights and the 

lack of attention to civic duties and active participation, such conception of citizenship has often been 

labeled as “passive citizenship” (Van de Wijdeven et al., 2013). In the participation society of today, the 

concept of citizenship is based on “active citizenship” (Hermans, 2014). Citizens are expected to be active 

in the public domain and should address all kinds of matters that extend beyond their own interests (Van 

de Wijdeven et al., 2013). According to Tonkens (2008), an active citizen has four appearances: responsible, 

caring, decent, and deliberative. With these four appearances, active citizens contribute to the public good 

and look after the public interest. The government in particular expects that active citizens promote social 

cohesion, combat ethnic tensions, restore decency in society, take over more care tasks of the professionals, 

and bridge the gap between citizens and the government. Active citizenship is thus seen as a solution to 

several major social issues in the Netherlands (Tonkens, 2008). 

In the current policy of the government, much attention is paid to the “caring citizen”. The postwar 

welfare state was characterised by the passive, social citizenship. This type of citizenship granted social 

rights to citizens which enabled them to claim collective regulations and live a decent life. People did not 

have to rely on family, friends, and neighbours because the government took care of them through the 

collective provisions (Verhoeven et al., 2013). Nowadays, the government does not think this is the right 

way to be autonomous. They state that autonomy is a good thing, but people should not be autonomous 

because of the collective regulations of the government. Instead of relying on services of the government, 

people should initially rely on their own social network of family, friends, and neighbours (Verhoeven et 

al., 2013). Due to the transition to a participation society, a new form of citizenship emerged in addition to 

social citizenship, namely: affective citizenship. According to Verhoeven and colleagues (2013), this 

affective citizenship is in two ways reflected in the government policy. First, in the emphasis on the own 

responsibility, self-reliance, and self-organising ability of citizens. This means that citizens should take 

responsibility for finding solutions for their problems without relying on government services. Second, in 

the appeal on active solidarity. This means that citizens should not only show solidarity with each other by 

paying taxes, but also in their actions (e.g. taking care of a frail neighbour) (Verhoeven et al., 2013). Thus, 

people should take care of themselves and of others and should rely less on the collective regulations of the 

government. With this affective citizenship strategy, the dependence from the citizen on the government is 

exchanged for personal dependence between citizens (Verhoeven et al., 2013). 

Anyone can sometimes use some social support, for example for keeping an eye on the property 

during a holiday. The social network is the right place to ask for help. It is generally acknowledged that the 

social network can provide people with access to emotional- and instrumental support (Van den Berg et 
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al., 2014; Van den Berg et al., 2015a). Although family members are the number one social support-givers 

in the Netherlands (De Klerk et al., 2015; Van Dijk et al., 2013a), neighbours can also provide social support. 

Neighbours are always close at hand and in some cases, it may be easier to ask a neighbour for help than 

more distant residing relatives and friends. For example, for keeping an eye on the property during a 

holiday, for borrowing tools (Frieling, 2008), or for help in case of emergencies (Völker and Flap, 2007). 

Furthermore, social support from neighbours may serve not only a task-specific role but also a 

compensatory role (Shaw, 2005). Due to a decreasing number of family support-givers, which is a 

consequence of reduced family size, increased geographical distances, and higher female employment rates 

(Van Dijk et al., 2013a; Timmermans and Pomper, 2008; Gray, 2009), adults who could use some support 

may be less able to rely upon their family members than before (Perren et al., 2004). Moreover, due to the 

rise of communication technology and faster transportation modes, friends may also provide less social 

support because social networks are more often spread over larger geographic distances (Van den Berg et 

al., 2015b). Therefore, neighbours may fulfil a compensatory role by supplementing the support provided 

by the more intimate network members and a task-specific role due to their close proximity (Shaw, 2005). 

Neighbourhood social cohesion seems to be important in adults’ perception of access to neighbour-

support. Neighbourhood social cohesion can be defined in terms of neighbours’ mutual trust, solidarity, 

connectedness, shared values, and support (Bromell and Cagney, 2014). Frankenmolen (2014) found a 

positive relationship between perceived neighbourhood social cohesion and perceived access to 

neighbour-support among adults (16+) in Ridderkerk (The Netherlands). This seems to indicate that 

people living in neighbourhoods with a higher level of neighbourhood social cohesion perceive to have 

more access to social support from neighbours. In addition, Shaw (2005) stated that social cohesion and 

mutual trust among neighbours are likely to have profound influences on social interaction among 

neighbours. In line with this, Weijs-Perrée et al. (2015) pointed out that residents living in neighbourhoods 

with a higher level of neighbourhood cohesion have more social interaction with their neighbours. This 

may indicate that adults who perceive their neighbourhood as cohesive have more access to neighbour-

support than adults who perceive their neighbourhood as less cohesive. 

Collective Private Commissioning could potentially contribute to a higher level of social cohesion 

in the neighbourhood and, consequently, could be an interesting type of development to create a pleasant 

physical- and social living environment where neighbours have more access to neighbour-support. CPC can 

be defined as a form of commissioning where a group of like-minded individuals, united in an association 

or foundation that acts as the principle, acquires the piece(s) of land and/or building(s) and jointly 

determines how, and with which parties, they wish to construct their dwellings and direct housing 

environment (Boelens and Visser, 2011). CPC is generally known for several advantages, but the two most 

important advantages within the context of this study are (1) the control and freedom of choice of the 

individuals in the CPC group and (2) the level of neighbourhood social cohesion. Already in 2000, the 

government stated that citizens should become more active in the domain of housing by giving them more 

control. The government sees CPC as a way to let citizens be active in the public housing domain (VROM, 

2000) because the future residents have control and freedom of choice with respect to the whole project, 

both individually at the dwelling-level and collectively at the project-level (Van den Ham and Keers, 2010). 

Therefore, this type of project development seems to be suitable for creating a physical residential 

environment that satisfies the current and future housing needs of the residents. Moreover, research and 

general literature on Collective Private Commissioning stated that CPC contributes to a higher level of 

neighbourhood cohesion because the future residents already get to know each other during the 

development- and construction process (Bosman, 2008; Boelens and Visser, 2011; SEV, 2007). For 

example, in their evaluation of Dutch Individual Private Commissioning, Collective Private Commissioning 

and Participatory Commissioning projects in the Netherlands, Boelens et al. (2010) found a mean score of 

4.4 on neighbourhood social cohesion among the residents of the Collective Private Commissioning 

projects while they found a mean score of respectively 4 and 3.8 among the residents of the Individual 

Private Commissioning and Participatory Commissioning projects (range 1-5). Collective Private 

Commissioning therefore seems to be suitable for creating a social residential environment in which 

neighbours support each other due to residents’ mutual connectedness and solidarity as well. 
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It is clear that neighbours become increasingly important as a source for social support, and adults’ 

perception of neighbourhood cohesion seems to positively affect adults’ perception of access to neighbour-

support. However, to provide evidence that perceived neighbourhood social cohesion positively affects 

perceived social support from neighbours among the residents of CPC projects, empirical research is 

required. Therefore, this study focuses on the residents of CPC projects in the Netherlands and specifically 

among the residents of new construction CPC projects because this type of construction is most common 

in the Dutch CPC practice. 

 

1.2.  Problem statement  

Based on the context as described in the previous section, it can be concluded that the Dutch government 

expects citizens to be active in the public domain and that they address all kinds of matters that extend 

beyond their own interests, including in the field of social support. People should take care of themselves 

and of others and should rely less on collective regulations of the government. Consequently, the social 

network of people plays an increasingly important role for obtaining support. However, due to several 

trends (e.g. increased geographical distances), adults may be less able to rely upon their relatives and 

friends for social support. Because neighbours are always close at hand, they may fulfil not only a task-

specific role, but also a compensatory role by supplementing the support provided by the more intimate 

network. Neighbourhood social cohesion seems to be important in adults’ perception of access to 

neighbour-support. Therefore, CPC could potentially be an interesting type of development to create a 

pleasant physical- and social living environment where neighbours have more access to neighbour-support 

because CPC seems to contribute to a higher level of social cohesion in the neighbourhood.  

However, access to neighbour-support has, in general, received surprisingly little research 

attention while it seems to be important for the health and well-being of adults (e.g. Shaw, 2005). And in 

addition, it seems that research among the residents of new construction CPC projects never focused on 

adults’ perception of access to neighbour-support. Consequently, the factors that might affect perceived 

social support from neighbours largely remain unclear. So, to better understand the functioning of 

perceived social support from neighbours among the residents of new construction CPC projects, and the 

role of perceived neighbourhood social cohesion, it is necessary to examine the factors that might affect 

adults’ perception of access to neighbour-support. 

Moreover, neighbourhood social cohesion has, in general, received quite some research attention 

in recent decades because research stressed that neighbourhood social cohesion is important for the health 

and well-being of adults (e.g. Putrik et al., 2015; Pampalon et al., 2007; Cramm et al., 2013). The studies 

show that adults’ perception of neighbourhood social cohesion is affected by individual-, household-, social 

network- and neighbourhood characteristics (e.g. Oh, 2003; Oh and Kim, 2009; Van Dijk et al., 2013b; 

French et al., 2014; Pampalon et al., 2007). However, it seems that research among the residents of new 

construction CPC projects never focused on adults’ perception of neighbourhood cohesion. Thus, the 

factors that might affect perceived neighbourhood social cohesion also remain largely unclear. So, to better 

understand the functioning of perceived neighbourhood social cohesion among the residents of new 

construction CPC projects, it is also necessary to examine the factors that might affect adults’ perception of 

neighbourhood social cohesion. Consequently, this makes it possible to analyse the relationship between 

perceived neighbourhood social cohesion and perceived social support from neighbours in greater depth. 

 

1.3.  Research objective 

Based on the context and problem statement as described in section 1.1 and 1.2, the research objective of 

this study is twofold. Firstly, no study has yet investigated the factors that affect the level of perceived social 

support from neighbours among the residents of new construction CPC projects in the Netherlands. This 

study therefore examines what individual-, household-, social network-, CPC project- and neighbourhood 

characteristics affect the level of perceived social support from neighbours among the residents of new 

construction CPC projects in the Netherlands. Secondly, it has often been said that CPC contributes to a 

higher level of perceived neighbourhood social cohesion, but no study has thoroughly investigated what 

factors affect the level of perceived neighbourhood cohesion among the residents of new construction CPC 
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Individual characteristics

First dependent variable

Household characteristics
Perceived neighbourhood social cohesion 

(PNSC)

Social network characteristics

Second dependent variable

CPC project characteristics
Perceived social support from neighbours 

(PSSN)

Neighbourhood characteristics

projects in the Netherlands. Therefore, this study examines what individual-, household-, social network-, 

CPC project- and neighbourhood characteristics affect the level of perceived neighbourhood social cohesion 

among the residents of new construction CPC projects in the Netherlands. 

The policy objective of this study is to provide all parties that are, or can be, involved in new 

construction CPC projects with a better understanding of the functioning of perceived neighbourhood 

social cohesion and perceived social support from neighbours among the residents of new construction 

CPC projects in the Netherlands.  

To conclude, the overall objective of this study is to gain insight in the direct- and indirect effects 

of the individual-, household-, social network-, CPC project- and neighbourhood characteristics on 

perceived neighbourhood social cohesion and perceived social support from neighbours among the 

residents of new construction CPC projects in the Netherlands in order to provide all parties that are, or 

can be, involved in CPC projects with a better understanding of the functioning of these factors. 

 

1.4.  Research questions  

The following main research question will be answered in this study to be able to achieve the objective of 

this master thesis: 
 

What individual-, household-, social network-, CPC project- and neighbourhood characteristics 

directly affect perceived neighbourhood social cohesion and perceived social support from neighbours 

and what factors indirectly affect perceived social support from neighbours through the mediating 

effect of perceived neighbourhood social cohesion among the residents of new construction CPC 

projects in the Netherlands? 
 

The global conceptual model corresponding to the main research question is visualised in figure 1.1. As can 

be seen, the orange lines represent the expected direct relationships between the independent variables 

and the dependent variable perceived neighbourhood social cohesion. The blue lines represent the 

expected direct relationships between the independent variables and the dependent variable perceived 

social support from neighbours. The red line represents the expected direct relationship between 

perceived neighbourhood social cohesion and perceived social support from neighbours and the possible 

indirect relationships between the independent variables and perceived social support from neighbours 

through the mediating effect of perceived neighbourhood social cohesion. All these relationships will be 

examined. 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

The following sub research questions has been formulated in order to be able to answer the main research 

question: 

 

1. Collective Private Commissioning 
a. What is Collective Private Commissioning? 

 

Figure 1.1: Global conceptual model corresponding to the main research question 
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2. (Perceived) neighbourhood social cohesion 
a. What is neighbourhood social cohesion and how can it be measured? 
b. What factors affect perceived neighbourhood social cohesion according to literature? 
c. What individual-, household-, social network-, CPC project- and neighbourhood characteristics 

affect the level of perceived neighbourhood social cohesion among the residents of new 
construction CPC projects in the Netherlands and to what extent? 

 

3. (Perceived) social support from neighbours 
a. What is social support from neighbours and how can it be measured? 
b. What factors affect perceived social support from neighbours according to literature? 
c. What individual-, household-, social network-, CPC project- and neighbourhood characteristics 

affect the level of perceived social support from neighbours among the residents of new 
construction CPC projects in the Netherlands and to what extent? 

 

1.5.  Research methods  

In this study, several research methods have been used to answer the research questions. First of all, a 

literature study (desk research) on Collective Private Commissioning, neighbourhood social cohesion and 

social support from neighbours has been conducted to answer sub research questions 1a, 2a-b and 3a-b. 

The answers particularly provide insight in the variables that might affect adults’ perception of 

neighbourhood cohesion and access to neighbour-support and they provide information for the 

interpretation of the results of this study. The literature study has been used to create a more 

comprehensive conceptual model with corresponding hypotheses.  

In addition, field research has been conducted to answer sub research question 2c, 3c and the main 

research question. A quantitative research approach with a descriptive and exploratory character has been 

chosen. Since no existing data was available to answer the research questions, a questionnaire was 

designed to collect the needed data. The information of the literature study was used to compose the 

questionnaire. The target group and unit of analysis of this study are residents (aged 18+) of new 

construction CPC project in the Netherlands. 60 new construction CPC projects were selected to create the 

sample. The addresses were looked up online with BAG Viewer using the collected project information. To 

distribute the questionnaire, a personal door-by-door approach was mainly applied. All 60 new 

construction CPC projects were approached and 412 respondents returned a useful questionnaire. The data 

were analysed with bivariate analyses (independent t-test, one-way ANOVA, Spearman’s rank order 

correlation, and Pearson’s product moment correlation) and multiple regression analyses in SPSS to find 

significant relationships. A path analysis in LISREL was conducted with only the significant variables of the 

previous analyses to simultaneously analyse the direct- and indirect effects of the independent variables 

on the dependent variables, as well as the relationship between the dependent variables. 

 

1.6.  Scientific-  and practical  relevance 

This study is scientifically relevant for several reasons. First of all, this study expands the scientific 

knowledge on what individual-, household-, social network-, CPC project- and neighbourhood 

characteristics affect perceived neighbourhood social cohesion. The results specifically provide a better 

understanding of the functioning of perceived neighbourhood social cohesion among the residents of new 

construction CPC projects in the Netherlands. It has often been said that CPC contributes to a higher level 

of perceived neighbourhood social cohesion (e.g. Bosman, 2008; Boelens and Visser, 2011; SEV, 2007), but 

no study has investigated what factors influence the level of perceived neighbourhood social cohesion 

among the residents of new construction CPC projects. The only exception is the study of Boelens et al. 

(2010) because they analysed the differences in the mean score of perceived neighbourhood social 

cohesion among residents of CPC projects with several variables (project size, initiator, housing market 

position, data of completion, and phase of involvement). Unfortunately, this study also included Individual 

Private Commissioning and Participatory Commissioning projects and they did not apply statistical 

analyses to determine the significance of the relationship. The current study, however, only focuses on 

residents of new construction CPC projects and does apply statistical analyses to find significant 
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relationships. This study is therefore the first large-scale study among the residents of new construction 

CPC projects in the Netherlands that makes it possible to create an overall picture of the factors that affect 

the level of perceived neighbourhood social cohesion among the residents of this kind of projects. 

 Moreover, this study expands the scientific knowledge on what individual-, household-, social 

network-, CPC project- and neighbourhood characteristics affect perceived social support from neighbours. 

The results specifically provide a better understanding of the functioning of perceived social support from 

neighbours among the residents of new construction CPC projects in the Netherlands. In general, research 

on factors affecting access to neighbour-support has received surprisingly little research attention. 

Consequently, research that examines the relationship between perceived neighbourhood social cohesion 

and perceived social support from neighbours is also very limited. It seems that the study of Frankenmolen 

(2014) is the only study that examined the relationship between perceived neighbourhood social cohesion 

and perceived social support from neighbours in a quantitative manner. Two other studies that paid 

attention to neighbourhood cohesion and social support from neighbours are the studies of Linders (2010) 

and Jager-Vreugdenhil (2012), but these are of a qualitative nature. Therefore, this study is scientifically 

relevant because studies assessing factors that affect adults’ perception of access to neighbour-support are 

very limited while it seems to be important for the health and well-being of adults (e.g. Shaw, 2005). And 

in addition, it seems that research on factors affecting access to neighbour-support among the residents of 

new construction CPC projects has never been done. This study is therefore the first large-scale study 

among the residents of new construction CPC projects in the Netherlands that makes it possible to create 

an overall picture of the factors that affect the level of perceived social support from neighbours among the 

residents of this kind of projects. 

 This study is also practically relevant. The results of this study will give all parties that are, or can 

be, involved in CPC projects with a better understanding of the functioning of perceived neighbourhood 

social cohesion and perceived social support from neighbours among the residents of new construction 

CPC projects. The results regarding the CPC project characteristics might be especially interesting for 

process coordinators and architects. For example, the process coordinator can take the results into account 

while guiding a CPC group. Moreover, the results might also be interesting for local policy makers. They can 

take the results into account while formulating their municipal CPC policy (e.g. stimulating CPC in zoning 

plan). 

 

1.7.  Structure of thesis  

The structure of this thesis, which is equivalent to the steps taken to conduct the research, is as follows: in 

the current chapter, the context of the research topic was described, including the problem statement, 

research objective, research questions, research methods, and the relevance of this study.  

The following three chapters represent the basis of this study in the form of the theoretical 

framework. These chapters comprise an overview of (scientific) literature on CPC (chapter 2), 

neighbourhood social cohesion (chapter 3) and social support from neighbours (chapter 4) and 

respectively answer research questions 1a, 2a-b and 3a-b. Chapter 2 describes the renewed interest in 

private commissioning in the Netherlands and the types of project development to place CPC in perspective. 

The remainder of this chapter elaborates on CPC in the Netherlands, such as the definition, appearance, 

involved parties, and the process. Several realised CPC projects in the Netherlands serve as an example to 

complement the theory. Chapter 3 and chapter 4 respectively provide a description of neighbourhood 

social cohesion and social support from neighbours and its importance for adults. Both chapters provide 

an overview of relevant factors (independent variables) that might affect perceived neighbourhood social 

cohesion and perceived social support from neighbours.  

Chapter 5 describes the research plan for the field research since no existing data is available to 

answer research question 2c, 3c and the main research question. This chapter describes the methodology, 

research design (definitive conceptual model, hypotheses, and operationalisation), data collection 

(population, sample, distribution of questionnaire, reliability, and validity), and the statistical analyses. 

Chapter 6 discusses the collected data by describing the sample characteristics. This chapter also 

provides a profile of the CPC residents residing in new construction CPC projects in the Netherlands. 
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The results of the data analyses are discussed in chapter 7 and 8 and answer research questions 

2c, 3c, and the main research question. Chapter 7 provides the results of the bivariate analyses and chapter 

8 provides the results of the multiple regression analyses and path analysis. The path analysis provides in 

particular the answer to the main research question. The significant variables in the path analysis are 

therefore discussed in more detail (e.g. explaining the findings) in this chapter.  

The conclusion and discussion of the results as well as the recommendations for further research 

are given in chapter 9. This report concludes with a review of the consulted literature and the appendix. A 

schematic overview of the structure of this thesis, corresponding the steps of this study, is shown in figure 

1.2. 

 

 
  

Chapter 9

Conclusion, discussion and recommendations

Chapter 2

Collective Private Commissioning

Chapter 3

Neighbourhood social cohesion

Chapter 4

Social support from neighbours

Chapter 1

Introduction

Chapter 5

Research plan

Chapter 6

Data description

Chapter 7

Bivariate analyses

Chapter 8

Multiple regression analyses and path analysis

Figure 1.2: Schematic overview of the structure of this thesis 
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Chapter 2 

Collective Private Commissioning 

(Image: CPOZ, 2013) 



Master thesis Page 34 

2.  COLLECTIVE PRIVATE COMMISSIONING 

Collective Private Commissioning (CPC) might be an interesting tool to develop a pleasant physical- and 

social living environment where neighbours perceive a higher level of neighbourhood cohesion and a 

higher level of access to neighbour-support. But, what is Collective Private Commissioning and what does 

it look like in the Dutch practice? This chapter will discuss this subject and will answer sub research 

question 1a: “What is Collective Private Commissioning?”. 

This chapter provides more insight into Collective Private Commissioning by describing the 

renewed interest in private commissioning (section 2.1), types of project development to place CPC in 

perspective (section 2.2), definition and appearance of CPC in the Netherlands (section 2.3), roles and 

motives of parties involved (section 2.4), and the development- and construction process (section 2.5). This 

chapter ends with some concluding remarks by answering sub research question 1a (section 2.6). 

 

2.1.  Renewed interest in private commissioning  

At the start of the new millennium, participation of future residents in housing projects has been 

recommended by the Dutch government in national policies (e.g. VROM, 2000), which is in line with the 

idea of active citizenship (Boonstra and Boelens, 2011) and wanted by many residents (Hasselaar, 2011). 

This may seem innovative, but private commissioning, either individually or collectively, is, as the Dutch 

saying goes, as old as the road to Rome (Van den Ham and Keers, 2010) and until the early twentieth 

century, private commissioning was very much the norm in the Netherlands. It was normal for residents to 

build dwellings for themselves or their family on pieces of land that they owned, inherited or purchased 

(Boelens and Visser, 2011). But, due to several reasons, the Dutch tradition with private commissioning 

largely disappeared during the twentieth century (e.g. Boelens et al., 2010; Boelens and Visser, 2011; 

Dammers et al., 2007; Kievit, 2013; Wintraecken, 2008; Bakker, 2012; Kooij, 2012; Bouabbouz, 2012). 

 However, in the Memorandum Wonen: Mensen, Wensen, Wonen. Wonen in de 21e eeuw (VROM, 

2000), the government paid attention to this lost tradition once more. One of the pillars was to increase 

residents control over their dwelling and residential area. They wanted to achieve this, among other things, 

by stimulating private commissioning, either individually or collectively (VROM, 2000). As stated by Qu 

and Hasselaar (2011, p. 21), the premise is that “self-help, individual responsibility and individual choice 

help to create better functioning communities and, indirectly, more liveable urban environments and a 

better quality of life”. So, in this policy document, they explicitly encouraged private commissioning as an 

alternative in housing production, which, as stated by Qu and Hasselaar (2011, p. 20), “for a long time was 

monopolized by local governments, real estate developers, housing associations and the construction 

sector”. More specifically, the government formulated the desire that one third of all new dwellings should 

be built through forms of private commissioning, including Collective Private Commissioning (VROM, 

2000). In order to increase the proportion of private commissioning, the government took various actions, 

such as providing a subsidy arrangement to stimulate Collective Private Commissioning (e.g. Province of 

North-Brabant).  

In the Netherlands, no specific statistics have been kept on the number of realised private 

commissioning dwellings. Many researchers and policy makers, including this study, therefore rely on 

figures of the granted building permits for new housing from Statistics Netherlands (Maussen, 2016). As 

shown in figure 2.1, the number of granted building permits for new private commissioning dwellings 

declined from 15,803 in 1995 to 12,826 in 2000. Even after the government expressed their desire that one 

third of all new construction dwellings should be built through private commissioning in 2000, the number 

of granted building permits for new private commissioning dwellings further declined from 12,826 in 2000 

to 3,812 in 2013 with a temporal increase between 2003 and 2008. The proportion of granted building 

permits dropped from 16.3% in 2000 to 9.5% in 2006 (CBS, 2017). This indicates that, in practice, 

residents’ participation in the development of their dwelling remained poor and that the target of the 

government was not achieved. 

The SEV (2006) attributed the decline to the lack of any recent tradition with private 

commissioning. The construction of dwellings is hugely institutionalised in the Netherlands. It is the 

domain of professionals (SEV, 2006). Additionally, Noorman (2006) stated that the main reasons why 
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private commissioning, either individually or collectively, is not successful are: the resistance of 

municipalities, the complexity of the development process, and the lack of building plots, bridging money, 

knowledge and expertise (Noorman, 2006). Furthermore, VROM (2000) stated that there are many factors 

that explain the relatively low percentage of private commissioning in the Netherlands, such as the 

availability of plots, the relatively high land prices, the planned building densities and the external 

appearance regulations (VROM, 2000). 

Although private commissioning has been hindered by several factors, the number and the 

proportion of granted building permits for new private commissioning dwellings, either for owner-

occupied and rental dwellings, has been increasing in recent years (figure 2.1 and table 2.1). The number 

increased from 3,812 in 2013 to 10,454 in 2016. Moreover, the proportion increased from 9.5% in 2006 to 

20.5% in 2016. So, in recent years, the number and proportion of private commissioning dwellings in the 

Netherlands has clearly increased. And, when only looking at the building permits for new owner-occupied 

dwellings, it becomes clear that the proportion of private commissioning dwellings even increased from 

14.3% in 2009 to 27.6% in 2016 of the whole construction market of owner-occupied dwellings (table 2.2). 

So, the proportion of owner-occupied dwellings on behalf of (groups of) individuals is rising spectacularly. 

Private commissioning also continues to improve in absolute terms. In 2014, 4,544 building permits for 

owner-occupied private commissioning dwellings were granted while the number increased with 49.9% 

in 2015 to 6.812 building permits. Likewise, the number also increased with 42.6% in 2016 to 9,714 

building permits. Hence, private commissioning, either individually or collectively, is clearly on the rise and 

the objective of state secretary Remkes in his memorandum Wonen: Mensen, Wensen, Wonen. Wonen in de 

21e eeuw (VROM, 2000), that at least one third of all new dwellings should be built by (groups of) 

individuals, has almost been reached sixteen years later in the owner-occupied sector. 

 

 
 

 

 

 

Year
Government and 

housing associations

Builders for the 

market

Other private 

principals
Total

Proportion 

IPC and CPC

2009 24,977 39,629 8,040 72,646 11.1%

2010 17,929 36,148 6,951 61,028 11.4%

2011 15,743 33,461 6,600 55,804 11.8%

2012 12,119 20,649 4,602 37,370 12.3%

2013 6,945 15,427 3,812 26,184 14.6%

2014 7,077 27,403 4,885 39,365 12.4%

2015 7,521 38,435 7,577 53,533 14.2%

2016 5,283 35,260 10,454 50,997 20.5%

Total 97,594 246,412 52,921 396,927

Table 2.1: Granted building permits by principal: total      (CBS, 2017) 

Figure 2.1: Number and proportion of granted building permits for new (C)PC dwellings  (CBS, 2017) 
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When looking at the interest in Collective Private Commissioning among private households in general and 

specifically among private households with a desire to move, it becomes clear that there is a huge 

(potential) market for Collective Private Commissioning in the Netherlands, as shown in table 2.3 and 2.4. 

According to Statistics Netherlands (CBS, 2016), the Netherlands consisted in 2009, 2012 and 2015 of 

respectively 7.3 million, 7.5 million and 7.7 million private households. According to the data of Housing 

Research Netherlands (WoON), as shown in table 2.3, 1.7% of the private households were interested in 

Collective Private Commissioning in 2009, which resulted in 122,093 private households. Moreover, 1.7% 

of the private household were also interested in Collective Private Commissioning in 2012, which resulted 

in 130,523 private households. So proportionally, the interest in Collective Private Commissioning 

stagnated between 2009 and 2012 while the number of private households interested in Collective Private 

Commissioning increased from 122.093 in 2009 to 130.523 in 2012. However, in 2015, the interest in 

Collective Private Commissioning slightly declined to 1.6%, which is equal to 121.518 private households 

(table 2.3; BZK and CBS, 2009; 2013; 2016). Despite this decline, the interest in Collective Private 

Commissioning is far more than the number of granted building permits for new construction private 

commissioning dwellings, so there absolutely is a (potential) market for Collective Private Commissioning. 

 However, it might be more interesting to look at the private households with a desire to move 

within two years. These households might actually decide to move and need to find another dwelling. 

Collective Private Commissioning might be a suitable tool to create their future dwelling. In 2009, 2012 and 

2015, the Netherlands respectively had 2.1 million, 2.5 million and 3.2 million private households with a 

desire to move (BZK, 2016). According to the data of Housing Research Netherlands (WoON), as shown in 

table 2.4, 2.2% of the private households with a desire to move were in 2009 interested in Collective Private 

Commissioning, which is equal to 46,673 private households. Moreover, in 2012, 3.0% of the private 

households with a desire to move were interested in Collective Private Commissioning, which is equal to 

73,611 private households. So, the interest in Collective Private Commissioning sharply increased between 

2009 and 2012. However, in 2015, the proportion and number of interested private households with a 

desire to move in Collective Private Commissioning decreased to 2.2%, equalling 69.395 private 

households (table 24; BZK and CBS, 2009; 2013; 2016). Nevertheless, the interest in Collective Private 

Commissioning is, also among private households with a desire to move, far more than the number of 

granted building permits for new construction private commissioning dwellings, so there absolutely is a 

(potential) market for Collective Private Commissioning. 

 

 
 

 

 

Year
Government and 

housing associations

Builders for the 

market

Other private 

principals
Total

Proportion 

IPC and CPC

2009 7,599 32,433 6,663 46,695 14.3%

2010 7,450 28,099 6,082 41,631 14.6%

2011 5,398 26,757 5,968 38,123 15.7%

2012 3,324 14,318 4,244 21,886 19.4%

2013 1,742 10,262 3,454 15,458 22.3%

2014 1,293 19,824 4,544 25,661 17.7%

2015 1,628 27,502 6,812 35,942 19.0%

2016 861 24,576 9,714 35,151 27.6%

Total 29,295 183,771 47,481 260,547

2009 2012 2015 2009 2012 2015

Own building plot (IPC) 10.6% 7.6% 7.2% 773,571 569,443 552,200

Building plot with other individuals (CPC) 1.7% 1.7% 1.6% 122,093 130,523 121,518

Transformation of existing building - - 1.1% - - 84,811

Maybe/do not know 11.3% 17.1% 16.7% 828,114 1,285,522 1,276,274

No interest 76.4% 73.6% 73.5% 5,588,801 5,527,336 5,630,395

Total 100% 100% 100% 7,312,579 7,512,824 7,665,198

Interest in private commissioning
Private households

Table 2.3: Interest in private commissioning: private households in general  (BZK and CBS, 2009; 2013; 2016) 

Table 2.2: Granted building permits by principal: owner-occupied dwellings only   (CBS, 2017) 



Master thesis Page 37 

 
 

 

 

2.2.  Types of project  development 

As stated in the previous section, participation of future occupants is recommended by the national policy 

(e.g. VROM, 2000) and is wanted by many users (Hasselaar, 2011). Collective Private Commissioning is one 

of several ways to increase residents control over their dwelling and residential area. This section places 

Collective Private Commissioning in perspective by first describing the different forms of participation in 

planning on the basis of the participation ladder of Arnstein (1969) and subsequently the five types of 

project development arranged by the control of the future residents. 

The Dutch government has been increasing the control, choice, and responsibility of residents over 

their own living environment through participatory planning (VROM, 2000). As stated by Qu and Hasselaar 

(2011, p. 12-13), participatory planning can be defined as “a planning process in which the participants 

(future occupants or people in the surrounding neighbourhoods) are stimulated to become actively 

involved, are helped to form and express their ideas and eventually become co-produces of the 

neighbourhood and city”. Regarding residents’ participation in the design process, Qu and Hasselaar (2011, 

p. 13) stated that this can be viewed as “personal involvement of stakeholders who discuss and discover 

their housing preferences as well as ways to express their needs to designers and project developers”. The 

extent of the residents’ power in determining the end product depends on the form of participation. To 

understand the different forms of participation, one often refers to the ladder of citizen participation of 

Arnstein (1969). This ladder was drawn up in 1969 and presented the extent of the citizens’ power in 

determining the end product with eight levels: manipulation, therapy, informing, consultation, placation, 

partnership, delegated power and citizen control. Since this ladder consists of somewhat old-fashioned 

terms (e.g. manipulation and therapy) and a more open framework was needed, Hasselaar (2011) 

developed a more appropriate ladder of citizen participation. This ladder is shown in table 2.5.  

 According to Hasselaar (2011), the first level – ignoring – represents non-participation. The 

objective is to avoid influence by future residents. The second level – information – gives the future 

residents better opportunities to respond due to increased transparency. The future residents however 

lack the power to ensure that their views will be acknowledged. The third level – consultation – allows 

future residents to give advice, but the people in charge continue their right to decide. The fourth level – 

participation – enables citizens to negotiate and engage with the traditional power holders. The fifth and 

final level – decision making – enables future residents to obtain real influence through shared power 

(Hasselaar, 2011). Therefore, depending on the step of the ladder of citizen participation they are on, the 

future residents can play a role in the development of their dwelling. Their role varies from a passive role 

with (almost) no responsibility and risks to an active role with many responsibilities and risks (Noorman, 

2006). 

 

 
 

2009 2012 2015 2009 2012 2015

Own building plot (IPC) 12.6% 9.4% 7.6% 270,528 231,043 245,772

Building plot with other individuals (CPC) 2.2% 3.0% 2.2% 46,673 73,611 69,395

Transformation of existing building - - 2.0% - - 65,286

Maybe/do not know 14.4% 21.1% 23.8% 309,422 517,746 767,601

No interest 70.7% 66.5% 64.3% 1,515,377 1,633,601 2,071,946

Total 100% 100% 100% 2,142,000 2,456,000 3,220,000

Interest in private commissioning
Private households with desire to move

Steps on the ladder of citizen participation Relation user-decision maker Voice or choice

5. Decision making Shared power

4. Participation

3. Consultation

2. Information

1. Ignoring Non-participation

Voice

Choice

Trustful relation

Table 2.4: Interest in private commissioning: private households with desire to move  (BZK and CBS, 2009; 2013; 2016) 

Table 2.5: The new ladder of citizen participation           (Hasselaar, 2011; adapted by author) 
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In the housing sector, five types of project development can be distinguished: Individual Private 

Commissioning, Collective Private Commissioning, Participatory Commissioning, Consumer-Oriented 

Development, and Serial Production (Van den Ham and Keers, 2010). Individual Private Commissioning is 

a form of commissioning in which a private individual acquires a piece of land and develops the dwelling, 

whether or not in collaboration with an architect, contractor or catalog builder (Van den Ham and Keers, 

2010). The private individual is the principal and they determine with which parties they wish to construct 

their home (Boelens and Visser, 2010). The individual has optimal control and bears the development risk 

(Van den Ham and Keers, 2010).  

Collective Private Commissioning is a form of commissioning in which a collective of like-minded 

private individuals acquires the piece of land and jointly decide how, and with which parties, the homes, 

private spaces and sometimes even public spaces are to be laid out and constructed (Boelens and Visser, 

2010). The individuals in the group, united in an association or foundation, act as the principal and have 

collective control at the project level (building shell) and individual control at the dwelling level. The 

collective bears the development risk (Van den Ham and Keers, 2010). The control is slightly limited in 

comparison with Individual Private Commissioning due to the collaboration of the private individuals in 

the collective (Beenders, 2011; Keers et al., 1999).  

Participatory Commissioning is a form of commissioning in which the future residents are involved 

by the initiating party, often a developer or housing association, at an early stage in order for them to make 

their preferences regarding the process, design of the home and surroundings, and construction known 

(Boelens and Visser, 2010). The developer acquires the piece of land and recruits and organises the 

residents to jointly develop the dwellings. The developer and future residents jointly share the control and 

risk (Van den Ham and Keers, 2010). Compared to Individual Private Commissioning and Collective Private 

Commissioning, Participatory Commissioning has a clear restriction in the control of the future residents. 

However, this restriction is in line with the lower risks they bear (Beenders, 2011). 

Consumer-Oriented Development is a form of commissioning in which the developer is the 

principal of the project (Beenders, 2011; Keers et al., 1999).  The developer acquires the piece of land, and 

designs and builds the dwellings (Van den Ham and Keers, 2010). The future residents are only involved 

during the final steps in the development process, resulting in a limited degree of control. The individual 

has some options regarding the design of the dwelling which are defined by the developer. For example 

regarding the façade (e.g. color, and material), dwelling size (e.g. extension, bay window, and dormer 

window), and ground plan (Van den Ham and Keers, 2010; Beenders, 2011; Keers et al., 1999). The risks 

for the residents are very limited as they are carried by the developer (Van den Ham and Keers, 2010). 

Serial Production is also a form of commissioning in which the developer acquires the piece of land 

and designs and builds the dwellings. However, in this type of development, the future residents only have 

some marginal choice options (contract variations; additional and less work). The resident bears no 

development risks (Van den Ham and Keers, 2010).  

 Figure 2.2 gives an overview of these types of project development arranged by the level of control 

of the future residents. As can be seen, the residents in Individual Private Commissioning have the most 

control over the design of their dwelling, followed by the residents in Collective Private Commissioning. 

The control of the residents in Collective Private Commissioning is slightly limited in comparison with 

Individual Private Commissioning due to the mutual collaboration between the residents in the group. 

Thus, the residents in Collective Private Commissioning clearly have a voice in the development of their 

dwelling because they collectively act as the principal (Van den Ham and Keers, 2010). They therefore 

belong to the highest level of the citizen participation on the ladder of citizen participation: decision 

making. 
 

 

Individual 

Private 

Commissioning

Collective 

Private 

Commissioning

Participatory 

Commissioning

Consumer 

Oriented 

Development

Serial 

production

IPC CPC PC COD SP

Figure 2.2: Types of commissioning and level of control by future residents    
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2.3.  Definition and appearance of CPC in the Netherlands  

This study analyses the factors that affect adults’ perception of neighbourhood cohesion and access to 

neighbour-support among the residents of new construction CPC projects in the Netherlands. From this 

section forward, the emphasize is on Collective Private Commissioning in the Dutch CPC practice to create 

a clear picture of what Collective Private Commissioning entails. This section pays attention to the 

definition and appearance of Collective Private Commissioning in the Netherlands. 

 

2.3.1.  Traditional definitions of CPC  

Throughout the years, various definitions to define Collective Private Commissioning have been developed. 

As a result, the term has no uniform definition and is, therefore, a somewhat diffuse concept (Bakker, 2012; 

Hofstee, 2014). In 1999, RIGO Research en Advies defined CPC as “a group of individuals buying a plot and 

developing a complex of row dwellings or apartments together with the help of an architect, process 

coordinator, and contractor in the owner-occupied sector” (translated from Keers et al., 1999, p. 5). In 2000, 

the Dutch government defined CPC as “a group of consumers, organised as a non-profit entity, has full legal 

control over and bears responsibility for the use of land, design, and construction of the dwellings” 

(translated from Van den Ham and Keers, 2010, p. 16). In 2002, SEV defined CPC as “a collective of 

individuals that designs and constructs (by others) their dwellings on their own plots” (translated from 

Noorman & Gelinck, 2002, p. 17-18). The SEV adapted their definition of CPC in 2007 into “private 

individuals who organise themselves in a legal non-profit entity, which acquires a plot and acts as a 

principal. The legal entity determines with which parties the project will be executed. The houses will be 

realised in collaboration with the group and are for private use” (translated from SEV, 2007, p. 5). And in 

2010, they again adapted their definition of CPC into “a form of commissioning where a collective of like-

minded private individuals acquires the piece(s) of land and jointly decide how, and with which parties, 

the homes, private spaces and sometimes even public spaces are to be laid out and constructed” (translated 

from Boelens et al., 2010, p. 7). From these definitions, it becomes clear that different parties have defined 

CPC differently throughout the years. However, none of these definitions seem to fully capture what CPC 

entails in the Dutch practice. Therefore, the remainder of this section provides insight in the Dutch CPC 

practice and subsequently a more appropriate definition based on these insights. 

 

2.3.2.  The Dutch CPC practice and new definition of CPC 

CPC projects in the Netherlands are characterised by great diversity (Van den Ham and Keers, 2010). The 

private individuals come from different layers of society, ranging in age, ethnic background, education level, 

household income and household composition, such as: young people, (young) families, elderly, people 

with lower incomes, and people with disabilities and care needs (Van den Ham and Keers, 2010).  

Projects are often realised for a specific target group, such as starters, but sometimes target groups 

are combined. An often mentioned CPC project for young adults (starters) and elderly is the CPC project De 

Blikken in Netersel (figure 2.3). Young adults and elderly left the village because they were not able to find 

suitable housing. As a response, the municipality provided them with the opportunity to build their own 

dwellings on a building plot. This has resulted in the construction of 25 row dwellings in the owner-

occupied and rental sector (Van den Ham and Keers, 2010; SEV, 2007). 

 

   
 Figure 2.3: CPC De Blikken             (Hulshof Architecten, 2010) 
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CPC projects in the Netherlands also differ in their physical appearance. The scale of the CPC 

project differs greatly from a few dwellings (e.g. CPC Stromenwijk in Middelburg: 5 dwellings) to many 

dwellings (e.g. CPC De Kersentuin in Utrecht: 94 dwellings). Moreover, the dwellings vary between housing 

types (e.g. detached-, semi-detached-, row dwellings and apartments), housing size, architecture, and 

ownership while the residential environment varies between urban, suburban, and rural (Van den Ham 

and Keers, 2010). 

The majority of Dutch CPC projects consist of new construction dwellings on a building plot. 

However, CPC is also used for renovation-, transformation- and redevelopment projects (Van den Ham and 

Keers, 2010). A well-known renovation project in the Netherlands is CPC Wallisblok in Rotterdam (figure 

2.4). The group of 35 households succeeded in developing their dwellings by using internal expansion and 

the limits of zoning in order to create new housing quality in a dilapidated neighbourhood (Hulshof, 2008). 

The structural condition of the rear façade was so bad that they had to replace it. This presented them with 

the opportunity to expand the living space, to create individual façade layouts, and to apply terraces on 

each desired floor (Hulshof Architecten, 2012). An example of a transformation project in the Netherlands 

is CPC De Schrijver in Eindhoven. The group created a lifecycle resistant living environment in a former 

school where neighbourliness is highly valued while ensuring their own privacy (BIEB, 2016a). The 

transformation of the former school resulted in 21 lifecycle resistant apartments for people over 45. Ten 

apartments were realised in the existing building while eleven apartments were realised in a new building 

connected to the former school (De Schrijver, 2016). The Bloemenbuurt-Zuid in Eindhoven is an example 

of a large scale redevelopment project, consisting of six CPC projects. All 306 pre-war dwellings were 

demolished because the costs to renovate the dwellings extremely exceeded the costs of new construction. 

Therefore, the dwellings were replaced by 324 new dwellings spread over several building blocks. The 

reconstruction area consists of six CPC projects: Madelief, Passiebloem, Duizendschoon, Jasmijn, Lelie, and 

Klaproos (figure 2.5). For every new building block, a new CPC group was set up as a principal for the 

construction of the new dwellings. The groups consisted of buyers or a combination of buyers and tenants 

(BIEB, 2016b). 

 

       
 
 

 

    
 

 

CPC projects in the Netherlands are sometimes constructed with a theme in mind. The themes 

through which the future residents organise themselves are wide and, in essence, infinite (Van den Ham 

and Keers, 2010). A common theme in the Netherlands is environmental sustainability (Van den Ham and 

Keers, 2010; Noorman and Gelinck, 2002). Examples of sustainable CPC projects are De Buitenkans 

(Almere), De Kersentuin (Utrecht), and Zonnespreng (Driebergen). The sustainability is often reflected in 

Figure 2.4: CPC Wallisblok             (Hulshof Architecten, 2012) 

Figure 2.5: CPC Duizendschoon (left) and CPC Madelief (right)                (Google Maps) 
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the materials, installations (e.g. solar panels), and green environment. Another common theme in the 

Netherlands is social sustainability (Sanders, 2014). Examples of social sustainable CPC projects are Het 

Kwarteel (Culemborg) and Voormekaar (Boxmeer). The social sustainability is often reflected in the social 

interaction between the residents. They support each other, such as lift-share, support for the less able, and 

sharing expertise and goods (Williams, 2008). Other themes, for example, are the combination of living and 

working (Noorman and Gelinck, 2002), parents with disabled children (Noorman and Gelinck, 2002), vital 

elderly who want to live independently (Noorman and Gelinck, 2002), ethnic minorities (Noorman and 

Gelinck, 2002), and musicians (Van den Ham and Keers, 2010). 

CPC projects are not only limited to dwellings. It regularly happened that common facilities or 

(parts of) the housing environment were realised, whether or not on the basis of a theme, such as a shared 

garden, living room, kitchen, fitness room, hobby room, laundry room, playground for children, car parking, 

café, theater and business space (Van den Ham and Keers, 2010). CPC AQUAradius in Hoofddorp (figure 

2.6), completed in 2016, realised besides 56 apartments for older adults (50+) several common facilities 

for the residents, including an indoor and outdoor garden, a living room with kitchen, a course-/conference 

room, two studios for guests, a fitness room, two rooms for caregivers (including physiotherapist, barber 

or pedicure), two hobby rooms, a parking garage, and parking for bicycles. The aim of these facilities is to 

promote social cohesion, security, independence, and autonomy of the residents (AQUAradius, 2016). 

Sometimes, the CPC projects also consist of facilities for the neighbourhood. A well-known example is CPC 

Vrijburcht in Amsterdam (figure 2.7). This is a multipurpose complex of living and working units with many 

shared and social amenities for the residents and the neighbourhood. It consists of 52 apartments, 

maisonettes, and studio homes, a garden with greenhouse, three commercial spaces, two guest rooms, a 

shared-living unit for six mentally handicapped youths including a care home, a hobby space, a bike shed, 

and a basement car park. The facilities for the neighbourhood consist of a crèche for 42 children, café, 

theatre, jetty for canoes, and a landing stage for a boat club (VLUGP, 2016). 

 

  
 

 

Some CPC projects in the Netherlands can be defined as “cohousing projects” (Kapedani, 2011). As 

stated by Killock (2014, p. 9), “cohousing is a way of life that offers people privacy, independence and their 

own private residence within a group of residences. Individual projects vary, but in all cases, residents 

share some common space which is organized and managed by the group itself. It is a means of staying 

socially active, sharing interests and offering mutual support” (Killock, 2014, p. 9). According to Williams 

(2008), cohousing projects have four common characteristics: social contact design, extensive common 

facilities, resident involvement and collaborative lifestyle (Williams, 2008). Cohousing can be 

multigenerational but it can also be for only one generation such as elderly people (Killock, 2014; Hasselaar, 

2011). An example of a multigenerational cohousing project is CPC Zonnespreng in Driebergen (figure 2.8). 

The CPC project consists of 20 row dwellings, apartments and maisonettes, as well as a meeting room, 

garden, guest room and basement. The residents are very diverse. The households consist of 1 to 5 persons. 

The youngest resident is seven and the oldest is almost eighty years old. The characters, interests and 

financial capabilities of the residents are very different. The residents are self-reliant, but when desired, 

they can rely upon their neighbours for support (Zonnespreng, 2016). 

Figure 2.6: CPC AQUAradius  (AQUAradius, 2016) Figure 2.7: CPC Vrijburcht              (VLUGP, 2016) 
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An example of a non-multigenerational cohousing project for older adults (55+) is CPC 

Voormekaar in Boxmeer. The CPC project consists of twelve lifecycle resistant apartments and several 

common facilities, including a living room, two ateliers, a guest room, and a garden (figure 2.9). Although 

each apartment has its own toilet and shower room, the guest room also features a shared bathroom, which 

can be used by the residents when they prefer to have a bath. This bathroom is fully equipped for a 

wheelchair user and the use of a hoist (Killock, 2014). The slogan of the residents is “gracefully growing old 

together”. They state that growing old together while maintaining independence is more pleasant and 

easier than growing old on their own. The purpose of the community is to inspire, encourage and, where 

possible, support each other while maintaining their privacy (Voormekaar, 2016). Other cohousing projects 

in the Netherlands are Het Kwarteel (Culemborg), AQUAradius (Hoofddorp), and De Schrijver (Eindhoven). 

 

         
 

 

Based on this brief description of the diverse CPC practice in the Netherlands, it can be concluded 

that the earlier mentioned definitions are diffuse and incomplete. To resolve the diffuseness and 

incompleteness of the definitions, Otter (2012) already slightly redefined the definition of SEV (2010) into 

“a form of commissioning where a collective of like-minded private parties acquires the piece(s) of land 

and/or building(s) and jointly decide how, and with which parties, the homes, private spaces and 

sometimes even public spaces are to be laid out, constructed and/or renovated”. The bold words were 

added by Otter (2012) and explicitly make clear that a CPC project may also relate to the renovation of 

already existing buildings. This seems like a good addition because the current definitions of the Dutch 

Government, RIGO and SEV mainly seem to refer to new construction projects on empty piece(s) of land 

while the Dutch practice also shows that CPC can relate the renovation of existing buildings. However, the 

definition of Otter (2012) still seems a little incomplete due to not mentioning other forms of construction, 

such as redevelopment (demolition and new construction) and transformation (change of function). 

Therefore, the definition has been slightly expanded by emphasizing these other forms of construction. This 

resulted in the following definition of CPC: 
 

A form of commissioning where a collective of like-minded private parties acquires the piece(s) of 

land and/or building(s) and jointly decide how, and with which parties, the homes, private spaces and 

sometimes even public spaces are to be laid out, (re)developed, renovated, and/or transformed. 

 

Figure 2.9: Common facilities CPC Voormekaar       (Voormekaar, 2016) 

Figure 2.8: CPC Zonnespreng       (Zonnespreng, 2016) 
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2.4.  Involved parties: roles and motives  

CPC can be seen as a group process which will eventually lead to the realisation of the dwellings and 

surrounding living environment of the private individuals in the CPC group. The private individuals in the 

collective jointly decide with which parties they want to collaborate. As a result, the parties involved in CPC 

projects as well as the roles that these parties fulfil differ from one another. Moreover, the motivations to 

start or get involved in a CPC project also vary widely among the parties involved. This section provides 

insight into the parties involved in CPC and their roles and motives. 

 

2.4.1.  Involved parties  

In the traditional type of development, the municipality, project developer, architect, and contractor 

determine to a great degree what, how, and when the dwellings are built. The future resident have almost 

no control and freedom of choice, but in Collective Private Commissioning, the building column is reversed 

(Dammers et al., 2007). Due to this reversal, the future resident does not appear at the end of the process 

as a customer, but at the beginning as the principal. The reversal gives the future resident much more 

control and freedom of choice and, therefore, more opportunities to realise their own housing wishes, 

which, among other things, are reflected in the size, the layout, the design and the material of the dwelling 

(Dammers et al., 2007). According to Maussen (2016), the leading actors within CPC are the actors who 

organise the network and consist of the collective of private individuals, municipality, independent process 

coordinator and architect. These actors largely determine the freedom of action of other actors and the 

continuation of the process (Maussen, 2016). The future residents navigate the process and act as the 

developer of the dwellings and the direct living environment. They are the principal while the professionals, 

such as the municipality, process coordinator, architect, and builder, are the contractors. This is a totally 

different approach which changes the roles of the actors involved (Van den Ham and Keers, 2010), as can 

be seen in table 2.6. 

The largest change concerns the role of the principal. Traditionally, this role is occupied by the 

developer, developing contractor, investor or housing association. In CPC, this role is fulfilled by the 

collective of private individuals. Moreover, the actors in CPC projects fulfil, in contrast to traditional 

development projects, two new roles: process coordinator and backstop.  The process coordinator is the 

professional intermediary between the collective of private individuals and the building professionals 

while the backstop takes care of, for example, the sales risk when one or more dwellings are not being sold 

or when participants stop participating (Van den Ham and Keers, 2010; Bakker, 2012). 

However, the roles stated in the original table of Van den Ham and Keers (2010) are incomplete. 

For example, without an initiator, there will be no project. Therefore, the table is expanded with the role of 

the initiator. Nozeman (2008) stated that the initiative in traditional development projects is taken by a 

wide range of parties, such as the municipality, project developer, architect, developing contractor, or 

investor. He also stated that the initiative is taken by a private individual. For example when a user of real 

estate wants to move to another, yet unbuilt, property and approaches one or more specialised parties to 

develop and build the property (Nozeman, 2008). Van den Ham and Keers (2010) stated that the initiative 

for CPC, in its purest form, is taken by a private individual or collective of private individuals. However, 

practice shows that the initiative is often taken by other parties, such as the municipality, housing 

association, project developer, process coordinator, architect or a combination of these parties. Contractors 

do not seem to take any initiative for CPC projects (Van den Ham and Keers, 2010). Moreover, the actors in 

CPC also often fulfil the role of pre-financer of the plan costs (e.g. fees for the process coordinator and 

architect). In their role as principal, the collective is responsible for the payment of these costs, but they do 

not always have (enough) money to cover these costs (Pullens, 2013). An often heard argument is that the 

mortgages are obtained just before the construction phase. Therefore, another party fulfils, whether or not 

in addition to the collective, the role of pre-financer to advance or subsidise these costs. The role of the pre-

financer can be fulfilled by the province, municipality, process coordinator, architect, housing association, 

project developer, or developing contractor (Blom et al., 2012; Bakker, 2012; Kievit, 2013). 
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The Dutch CPC practice is characterised by a great diversity where the involved parties and their 

roles vary, as seen in table 2.6. For example, an architect coordinates and designs the project from its role 

as process coordinator and designer. The independent process coordinator is then cut out of the CPC 

project. However, the seemingly most common parties and their roles within a CPC project consist of 1) the 

collective of private individuals as the principal, financer and future users, 2) the (local) government as the 

legislator, permit provider, ground/building supplier and pre-financer, 3) the independent process 

coordinator as the process coordinator, 4) the architect as the designer, 5) the housing association as 

backstop, and 6) the contractor as the builder. Within this study, the aforementioned parties and their roles 

are seen as the most traditional and purest form of CPC. Therefore, the roles, motives and resources of these 

parties are described in more detail in the remainder of this section. The other roles that these parties may 

fulfil within a CPC project, such as the architect as the process coordinator, are disregarded to prevent the 

description from being too detailed and therefore overshooting its target. 

 

2.4.2.  Collective of private individuals  

The collective of private individuals is the most important actor in CPC (Maussen, 2016). They fulfil the 

roles of the client, financer, and (future) users within an (owner-occupied) CPC project (Kievit, 2013; 

Bouabbouz, 2012). As a client, the collective acquires the piece(s) of land and/or building(s) and jointly 

decides how, and with which parties, the homes, private spaces and sometimes even public spaces are to 

Roles Parties traditional development Parties CPC development

Initiator* Private individual

Municipality

Architect

Housing association

Project developer

Developing contractor

Investor

Private individual

Collective of individuals

Municipality

Process coordinator

Architect

Housing association

Project developer

Developing contractor

Legislator and allocator Municipality Municipality

Developing contractor

Principal (in possession of 

resources and land)

Developer/developing contractor

Investor

Housing association

Private individual

Collective of private individuals

Pre-financer of plan costs* Inapplicable Province

Municipality

Process coordinator

Architect

Housing association

Project developer

Developing contractor

Process coordinator and/or 

backstop

Inapplicable Independent process coordinator

Coordinating developer

Coordinating architect

Coordinating contractor

Housing association

Designer Architect

Constructor

Costs expert

Architect

(Catalog)constructor

Constructor

Costs expert

Contractor Contractor

Subcontractor

Supplier

Contractor

Subcontractor

Supplier

User Owner(s)/resident(s) Private individual

Collective of private individuals

* added by author

Table 2.6: Involved parties and their roles                 (Van den Ham and Keers, 2010  and edited by author) 
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be laid out, (re)developed, renovated and/or transformed. They collectively determine, within the 

boundaries they face, what they want and with which parties they work together in order to create their 

dwellings and surrounding living environment (Bouabbouz, 2012). They establish criteria that have to be 

met by the design of the dwellings and surrounding living environment in the form of a Program of 

Requirements (Kievit, 2013). The private individuals also define a financial budget to ensure the 

affordability of the dwellings and environment (Kievit, 2013). Since the dwellings are designed for private 

use, the private individuals also act as the (future) users (Van den Ham and Keers, 2010) and when the 

collective develops owner-occupied dwellings, they also act as the financer (Kievit, 2013). The costs of the 

process and product, such as the fees for the process coordinator and architect as well as the property- and 

construction costs, are paid by the collective. These costs can be paid with equity- or borrowed capital. 

Certain groups, such as starters, often depend on a mortgage to pay for these costs. Since the mortgages of 

the private individuals are often obtained just before the construction phase, the collective frequently 

searches for other parties to pre-finance the costs associated with the development process (e.g. fees of the 

process coordinator, and costs for renting a meeting room). This allows other parties to temporarily act as 

the (pre)financer. As soon as the mortgage is obtained, the costs are refunded, unless it was a gift (e.g. 

subsidy). 

The realisation of the dwellings and surrounding living environment through CPC is an intensive 

process and requires a lot of dedication, time, and perseverance of the private individuals (Geboers, 2008; 

Maussen, 2016). Nevertheless, private individuals still start or get involved in a CPC project. In general, the 

housing preferences of private individuals change and differentiate due to growing prosperity, 

individualization, changing lifestyles, and so on. As a result, the traditional developed housing supply is 

insufficient for many people when it comes to their qualitative, quantitative, and/or budgetary demands 

(SEV, 2007). They want more control and freedom of choice over their dwelling and the design of their 

direct living environment (Bouabbouz, 2012). Due to their role as the client, the collective has control and 

freedom of choice. The individuals therefore see CPC as a way to realise a dwelling and living environment 

that meet their qualitative demand (Van den Ham and Keers, 2010; Bouabbouz, 2012; Boelens and Visser, 

2011). The private individuals define what quality is and in what quality they want to invest. Although most 

CPC dwellings do not have a very extraordinary design, the quality of the housing improved because the 

private individuals make different choices about materials and finishing than the traditional project 

developer (SEV, 2007). 

Private individuals also choose CPC because of its affordability (Bouabbouz, 2012). It is a way to 

realise a dwelling that meet their budgetary demand (Van den Ham and Keers, 2010). The collective can 

realise their dwellings far below market value (Expertteam Eigenbouw, 2012; De Regie, 2009). An analysis 

of the realised dwellings by BIEB in 2011 showed that the V.O.N. price of the dwellings was, on average, 24 

percent below market value (Maussen, 2016). The difference between the price of the dwellings and the 

market value arises due to, for example, economies of scale, lower additional costs (e.g. absence of 

brokerage fees, -overhead costs, and the profit margin of project developer), and discount of land prices 

(Bouabbouz, 2012). In addition, Frankin (2011) found that CPC starter dwellings are cheaper, larger (plot 

surface and dwelling volume), and have a higher level of finishing (internal doors and frames) than 

traditional developed starter dwellings by a project developer. He also stated that the costs of options are 

cheaper in CPC (Frankin, 2011). Thus, CPC seems to lead to a more qualitative and quantitative dwelling 

for a lower price and therefore has a better price-quality ratio than traditional developed dwellings. 

Another common motive for private individuals to choose for CPC is that they want to build and 

live with like-minded others (Van den Ham and Keers, 2010; Bouabbouz, 2012). They see CPC as an 

opportunity to build with others on a more social, ecological or sustainable basis (Boelens and Visser, 

2011). Well-known themes in the Netherlands are, as stated before, environmental- and social 

sustainability, combination of living and working, vital elderly who want to live independently, ethnic 

minorities, parents with disabled children, and musicians (Van den Ham and Keers, 2010; Noorman and 

Gelinck, 2002). 
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2.4.3.  (Local) government  

The government, and more specifically the municipality, is a party who is always involved in housing 

projects as the legislator and permit provider. By defining the boundary conditions, the municipality 

establishes, whether or not in consultation with the collective, the framework in which the project takes 

place (SEV, 2007; Van den Ham and Keers, 2010). In practice, the depth of the framework is quite diverse 

and ranges from locations with an urban plan and visual quality plan to locations with almost no 

framework. The less defined by the municipality, the more control and freedom of choice for the collective 

(Geboers, 2008). After the collective applies for a permit, the municipality compares the plans to the 

conditions stipulated in the zoning plan, urban plan, and so on. The municipality grants the permit if the 

application meets these conditions. The municipality also often fulfils the role of ground and/or building 

supplier because they are frequently the (land)owner (Geboers, 2008). The conditions, often processed in 

a plot passport, play an important role in the allocation of the land. When the plan of the collective does not 

meet the conditions, there will be no land allocation (Van den Ham and Keers, 2010). Furthermore, under 

certain conditions, the municipality, or the province, also often acts as the pre-financer (Kievit, 2013). Costs 

are made by the collective throughout the whole development process. In the first phases, these costs 

consist of coordination-, advice-, and design costs. The costs are the consequence of the services provided 

by the parties involved (e.g. process coordinator, and architect). These costs need to be paid, but the 

mortgages of the individuals are often obtained just before the construction of the dwellings. Therefore, the 

costs need to be pre-financed by the individuals in the collective. However, this is not always possible due 

to the financial situation of the individuals. To solve this problem, the collective searches for a party to 

temporarily bear these costs. A common party to finance these costs is the (local) government. The (local) 

government may provide the group a loan and/or grant for these costs, so the collective has the opportunity 

to develop their dwellings and living environment (SEV, 2007; Van Pelt, 2008). Between 2008 and 2015, 

the province of Noord-Brabant provided, under certain conditions, a grant for CPC projects of €4.000 per 

owner-occupied dwelling with a maximum of €200.000 per project. The grant was intended to pay for the 

preparation costs (e.g. founding of the association, fee process coordinator and architect) (Provincie Noord-

Brabant, 2015). 

Municipalities do not see CPC as a self-contained goal. It is seen as a means to serve other policy 

goals (SEV, 2006). It is a tool to supplement the quantitative and qualitative municipal building task (SEV, 

2007). There is a broad range of goals that the municipality can pursue with CPC, such as (SEV, 2007; Van 

den Ham and Keers, 2010): 

- Increasing control and freedom of choice for future residents; 
- Increasing vitality and diversity in an undivided city (mixed use, variation in residential 

environments and housing types); 
- Means to realise facilities; 
- Increasing opportunities for special (target)groups (increasing accessibility for (owner-occupied) 

starters, creating attractive living for higher incomes); 
- Stimulating moving up on the housing ladder and creating conditions to enable more people to live 

in their preferred dwelling; 
- Strengthening housing quality; 
- Increasing connectedness of residents with the city, the neighbourhood, and each other; 
- Increasing self-reliance (elderly and care); 
- Preservation of (historic) buildings; 
- Creating affordable housing. 

 
The municipality has several public- and private resources to stimulate and/or facilitate CPC 

projects in order to achieve their goals (Bouabbouz, 2012). They can stimulate CPC by formulating a policy 

for CPC or by providing locations and/or financial support to collectives (Noorman and Gelinck, 2002). The 

municipality can appoint plots for CPC through the Land Exploitation Act, even when they are not owned 

by the municipality. They can also expropriate land. However, the latter is an ultimate measure nobody 

likes to implement (SEV, 2007). Moreover, the municipality can also actively recruit private individuals by 

clearly communicating about the possibilities of CPC.  The municipality can do this by using a number of 

communication tools, such as websites, advertisements, information evenings, and excursions (Kievit, 
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2013). Moreover, they can also organise a market where plot possibilities and service providers (e.g. 

process coordinators, architects, and contractors) are presented (SEV, 2007). In addition to these activating 

and facilitating resources, the municipality can also impose conditions on the process and/or product 

(Kievit, 2013). They can influence the process by, for example, formulating conditions for obtaining 

financial support or the acquisition of the plot(s) and/or building(s). A common example is that 

municipalities require the collective to be accompanied by a professional process coordinator. They can 

also influence the product by, for example, formulating conditions in the form of an urban plan, 

memorandum of external appearance of buildings, and a visual quality plan. However, these resources may 

conflict with the interests of other parties (Kievit, 2013). Too many conditions significantly limit the control 

and freedom of choice of the private individuals in the collective. 

 

2.4.4.  Independent process coordinator  

The collective can decide whether they want to be supported by an process coordinator, but most often the 

municipality demands the presence of a process coordinator as a condition, for example, for land allocation 

(Van Pelt, 2008). The role of the process coordinator is often fulfilled by an independent process 

coordinator. They are the intermediary between the building professionals (e.g. municipality, architect, and 

contractor) and the private individuals in the collective (Van den Ham and Keers, 2010). The tasks of the 

process coordinator may consist of (SEV, 2006; SEV, 2007; Van den Ham and Keers, 2010; Van Pelt, 2008): 

- Transferring knowledge and hiring external knowledge on time; 
- Providing support and guidance in all phases of the development process and the contact with 

other parties (e.g. municipality, architect, contractor); 
- Providing support and guidance in formulating starting points and Program of Requirements; 
- Creating consensus within the CPC group; 
- Providing support and guidance in setting up a legal entity (foundation or association); 
- Providing support and guidance in carrying out a recruitment campaign; 
- Providing support and guidance in setting up a consultation- and decision-making structure; 
- Providing support and guidance in arranging a financial backstop (pre-funding, sales risks, and 

withdrawal risks of private individuals in collective); 
- Providing support and guidance in developing the design and corresponding specifications; 
- Providing support and guidance in negotiating with the collective or negotiating on behalf of the 

collective with, for example, the municipality, architect, and contractor; 
- Providing support and guidance in tax and other financial issues; 
- Warning for pitfalls. 

 

The process coordinator plays a very important, if not decisive role in a CPC project (SEV, 2006). 

The SEV (2007) stated that if the collective is assisted by a process coordinator, they can make the right 

decisions at the right time. It is, however, important that the process coordinator does not take over the 

role of the collective, but allows them to play their own role as a client (SEV, 2007). Well known process 

coordinators in the Netherlands are De Regie (Amstelveen), Urbannerdam (Rotterdam), Bouwen In Eigen 

Beheer (Eindhoven) and KUUB (Groningen and Amsterdam). 

 

2.4.5.  Architect  

The architect fulfils the role of the designer within CPC projects. This role is almost entirely the same as in 

traditional development projects (Van Pelt, 2008). The architect fulfils an important role and is often 

supported by a development team consisting of a constructor, costs expert, and advisors (e.g. building 

physics) (Nieman and Nozeman, 2008). The designer translates the Program of Requirements (PvE), which 

is defined by the collective of individuals, into a design (Van Pelt, 2008). The main difference between 

traditional and CPC development projects is the direct contact of the architect with the individuals of the 

collective, who are the future residents (Van Pelt, 2008). 

 

2.4.6.  Housing association 

Although the collective bears the development risks as the client, they rarely act as backstop. The collective 

has to deal with several (financial) risks related to, for example, the withdrawal of private individuals 
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during the process. As a result, one or more dwellings may be unsold. Since the private individuals most 

often cannot bear these risks, they frequently search for other parties to bear these risks. In practice, the 

housing association often acts as (financial) backstop (Noorman and Gelinck, 2002; Bouabbouz, 2012). 

They can temporarily participate in the project when insufficient individuals are found for one or more 

dwellings or when individuals withdraw during the development process. Moreover, the housing 

association can takeover sale risks when one or more houses are unsold at the start of the construction or 

when individual(s) withdraw during the realisation of the dwellings. They may also take over the entire 

project when the number of individuals drops below a certain minimum. As a result, the project can still be 

realised within the agreements with the municipality (SEV, 2007; Van den Ham and Keers, 2010). 

Furthermore, the municipality can impose conditions to create or maintain the housing in the affordable 

sector (SEV, 2007). The housing association may also provide a MGE-construction/Koopgarant 

arrangement (Expertteam Eigenbouw, 2012). This arrangement ensures that the private individuals pay a 

discounted price for their dwelling. However, the dwelling cannot be sold on the free market. When 

someone moves out, the housing association is obligated to buy the dwelling. The profit or loss is shared 

by the private individual and the housing association (Woonstichting ‘thuis, 2016). These types of 

arrangements ensure that the dwellings remain affordable for the target group in the future. In order to let 

the collective benefit from their knowledge and to keep insight in the elaboration of the plan, the backstop 

may also supervise and advise during the development process, especially when they bear some of the 

abovementioned risks (SEV, 2007; Van den Ham and Keers, 2010). In addition, when the CPC project 

consists of rental dwellings, whether or not besides owner-occupied dwellings, the housing association also 

often fulfils the role of financer and framework-setter (SEV, 2007; Blom et al., 2012). Projects with rental 

dwellings do not seem to be a pure CPC project because the housing association pays for the realisation of 

the rental dwellings and they are the owner of these dwellings. However, this does not necessarily mean 

that the housing association is the principal over the content of the project. The future tenants have control 

and freedom of choice over the dwellings and living environment, and are therefore the principal over the 

content of the project. Only at certain moments, the housing association can make known what they would 

appreciate (SEV, 2007). 

Housing associations, just like municipalities, do not see CPC as a self-contained goal. It is seen as 

a means to serve other policy goals (Kievit, 2013). CPC is a means for housing associations to improve the 

social structure in the neighbourhood, to more closely involve residents in the area where they live, or to 

build more affordable dwellings (Boelens et al., 2010; Boelens and Visser, 2011). As stated by Blom et al. 

(2012), a housing association generally initiates or supports a CPC project to provide control and freedom 

of choice to the residents to make the dwellings more appropriate and attractive. They also stated that 

housing associations initiate or support CPC because the participation of future residents in the 

development of their dwelling and neighbourhood leads to an increase in the bonding with their dwelling 

and living environment. They also stated that housing associations initiate or support CPC because it leads 

to more throughput on the housing market due to the affordability of the dwelling, it attracts new groups 

to a neighbourhood, it is a way for risk dispersion, and it is a way to improve and renew the existing housing 

stock (Blom et al., 2012).  

 Housing associations have several resources to stimulate and/or facilitate CPC projects in order to 

achieve their goals. First of all, they can raise awareness by providing information to market parties about 

CPC, especially to municipalities and private individuals. Moreover, they can actively recruit private 

individuals and guide the process (Kievit, 2013). However, the latter costs (more than) twice as many hours 

than a regular project (Blom et al., 2012).  Furthermore, housing associations can provide financial support 

by pre-financing the preparation costs or by providing a loan to starters and MGE-constructions/ 

Koopgarant arrangements (Expertteam Eigenbouw, 2012). 

 

2.4.7.  Contractor 

The contractor fulfils the role of the builder. This role is entirely the same as in traditional development 

projects (Van den Ham and Keers, 2010). The design and corresponding specifications determine what the 

contractor needs to build (Bouabbouz, 2012). Contractors choose CPC because the sales risk are minimised. 
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They have a greater certainty over the sale of the dwellings because the future users are already known. 

Moreover, the contractor also saves time and costs because the marketing process does not take place due 

to the presence of the future residents. Furthermore, the revenue per dwelling is higher due to the 

customisation and the presence of unique amenities within the CPC project (Van den Ham and Keers, 2010). 

Contractors also choose for CPC because they see the CPC market as lucrative, especially during the 

financial, building crisis (Boelens et al., 2010; Boelens and Visser, 2011). CPC seems to be quite crisis-proof 

(Van den Ham and Keers, 2010). 

 

2.5.  Development- and construction process 

The CPC process can roughly be divided into five phases: initiative-, definition-, design-, construction-, and 

residential-/management phase (De Regie, 2004; ICEB, 2016; Frankin, 2011; Kievit, 2013; Geboers, 2008). 

Each phase is characterised by different activities, such as taking initiative, defining requirements, and 

designing-, building- and maintaining the dwellings, private spaces and possibly the public spaces. 

Depending on the type of activity, these activities are conducted by the collective of private individuals or 

other parties involved and result in various outcomes such as the Program of Principles, final design, 

environmental permit, and of course, the realised dwellings and surrounding environment. Table 2.7 gives 

a broad overview of the phases, related activities, and outcomes based on several sources (e.g. De Regie, 

2004; ICEB, 2016; Expertteam Eigenbouw, 2012; Maussen, 2016; Frankin, 2011).  

The remainder of this section describes the broad outline of the five phases in more detail. It is 

important to notice that the dividing line between the phases, especially between the initiative-, definition- 

and design phase, is not very clear. For example, the architect selection might take place at the end of the 

definition phase in project X while it might take place at the beginning of the design phase in project Y. 

Thus, due to the great diversity in the Dutch CPC practice, it might be possible that the theoretical 

description of the phases, activities, and outcomes in the remainder of this section does not entirely 

corresponds to every CPC project within the Dutch CPC practice. 

 

 
 

Phase Activities Outcomes

Initiative phase Taking initiative

Defining Program of Principles

Searching for process coordinator

Recruiting individuals

Making contact with the municipality

Searching for location

Inventory financial capabilities

Collective of private individuals (incomplete)

Program of Principles / Global project plan

Concrete prospect on location

Agreement with process coordinator

Definition phase Setting up legal entity

Defining Program of Requirements (PvE)

Searching for architect

Making agreements on location

Searching for backstop

Continuing recruitment of individuals

Program of Requirements (PvE)

Collective as legal entity

Ground agreement

Agreement with architect

Agreement with backstop

Design phase Designing dwellings and surroundings

Assessing feasability

Choosing plot/dwelling

Searching for contractor

Arranging environmental permit

Arranging funding (e.g. mortgage)

Draft-, preliminary- and final design

Technical execution (construction drawings and 

specifications)

Environmental permit

Construction agreement with contractor

Funding agreement with financer

(Individual) plot agreement with plot supplier

Delivery of plot(s) and/or building(s)

Construction phase Building dwellings and surroundings

Controlling execution of project

Controlling delivery of project

Delivery of completed project

Residential-

/management phase

Elimination or convertion of legal entity (e.g. 

Owners Association, VvE)

Using the dwellings and surroundings

Managing and maintaining the dwellings and 

surroundings

Occupation and management of project

Table 2.7: Phases, activities and results of CPC process 
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2.5.1.  Initiative phase 

The CPC projects start by taking initiative. The initiative for a CPC project might be taken by the future 

residents themselves. In this case, the initiative group is a “spontaneous group” and there often is a strong 

bond between the individuals because they often share the same views and ideas (Van den Ham and Keers, 

2010; SEV, 2007). However, practice shows that third parties often take initiative. In this case, the initiative 

group is a “recruited group” or “coincidental group” (Van den Ham and Keers, 2010; Frankin, 2011) and 

the participants often have different reasons to join the CPC project (SEV, 2007). 

Once the initiative is taken, the initiative group orients themselves to the possibilities and 

formulates a Program of Principles. This program can consist of the aim and ambition (vision), target group, 

financial possibilities, project size, housing types, method and planning (Geboers, 2008; Frankin, 2011; 

Maussen, 2016). Some municipalities and/or provinces have a policy for CPC initiatives. This makes it 

easier for the (local) government and private individuals to execute the project. For example, the province 

Gelderland provides the initiator a helping hand in the form of a start-up grant. This grant is intended for 

developing the initiative into a project plan (De Regie, 2004; Provincie Gelderland, 2016). Due to the lack 

of knowledge among the private individuals regarding housing development projects, they often search for 

a process coordinator to guide the process (ICEB, 2016). The process coordinator can provide knowledge 

and can support and guide the group during the whole development process (SEV, 2006; SEV, 2007; Van 

den Ham and Keers, 2010; Van Pelt, 2008). 

With the Program of Principles, the initiative group starts searching for a suitable location. It might 

be that the location is already defined. This is often the case when a third party, such as a municipality or 

housing association, takes the initiative. When the location is not yet known, the initiative group has to find 

a suitable location and needs to start a dialogue with land- or property owner(s) (ICEB, 2016; Geboers, 

2008; Frankin, 2011). Some municipalities apply a land policy to CPC. This makes it easier for the collective 

to find a suitable location. When the initiative group finds one or more possible locations, they check the 

requirements that are connected to the plot, such as the conditions stipulated in the zoning plan and urban 

development plan (De Regie, 2004).  

The initiative group is often too small to realise the project. Therefore, the initiative group needs 

to recruit more private individuals (Geboers, 2008). The recruitment of new members often starts once the 

Program of Principles and the location are defined. The initiative group can better attract potential 

individuals for the project when this information is known. Familiarity and affinity with the plan and 

knowledge of the contents are important aspects for recruiting individuals (Geboers, 2008; Frankin, 2011). 

To attract private individuals, it is important to have a proper communication matrix to be able to provide 

potentially interested people with a clear picture of the CPC project and to prevent false expectations (Van 

den Ham and Keers, 2010). A proper communication matrix consists of a website with all relevant 

information, advertisements, information sessions, articles in local newspapers, and excursions to or open 

houses of realised CPC projects (SEV, 2007). In the end, the conducted activities in the initiative phase 

result, at least, in the (incomplete) collective of private individuals, the Program of Principles, the concrete 

prospect on a location, and the support of a process coordinator (De Regie, 2004). 

 

2.5.2.  Definition phase 

The recruitment of private individuals continues in the definition phase. The group establishes a non-profit 

legal entity: an association or a foundation. The goal of the legal entity is to build dwellings for private use. 

Membership of the CPC group is not free of obligation. Project related costs and decisions are made, so if 

someone wants to participate, this person has to pay a registration fee and undergo a financial test to make 

sure that the he or she can get the financing for their dwelling (ICEB, 2016). 

After the establishment of the legal entity, the group turns the Program of Principles into a 

Program of Requirements (Frankin, 2011; ICEB, 2016). The Program of Requirements is the translation of 

the wishes into a set of requirements which the architect needs to incorporate in the design of the dwellings 

and surrounding environment (ICEB, 2016). The Program of Requirements consists of functional and 

spatial requirements (e.g. sizes, architectural style, and common facilities), material requirements, and 
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technical requirements (e.g. energy, sustainability, green, water, and sound). In the Program of 

Requirements, the group also defines where the individual freedom of choice begins (ICEB, 2016).  

In the definition phase, the collective also makes agreements with the location supplier, often the 

municipality, for reserving of the location. For example, the collective requests an option of 1.5 years for a 

certain location to be able to define the design and to apply for an environmental permit (ICEB, 2016).  

The collective also searches for an architect and backstop. Most collectives invite several architects 

to present themselves and to give an impression of their work and their process. In the second selection 

round, three architects are often invited to sketch their ideas on how they want to deal with the wishes of 

the collective and what possibilities and opportunities they see. Based on this, the collective makes their 

definitive architect choice (ICEB, 2016). In the end, the conducted activities in the definition phase result, 

at least, in the collective being legal entity, Program of Requirements, reservation agreement with the 

location supplier, and an agreement with the architect and backstop. 

 

2.5.3.  Design phase 

The dwellings and surrounding environment are designed in the design phase. In close consultation with 

the collective, the architect designs the whole project, such as the dwellings, the common private facilities 

(e.g. living room, and garden), the common public facilities (e.g. café, and theater), and the surrounding 

environment (e.g. sidewalks, parking spaces, and green) (ICEB, 2016). 

The design phase can roughly be divided into two phases: the collective- and the individual phase 

(figure 2.10). In the collective phase, the collective cooperates to design the collective plan. Only when there 

is a complete plan, with clarity about positioning, housing types, and 

standardized options, all with reliable prices, the dwellings are divided 

over the individuals in the collective. Often on the basis of a ranking 

number. Subsequently, in the individual phase, there is room for further 

elaboration and customisation of one’s own dwelling, for their own 

account (SEV, 2007). Throughout the design process, the architect 

makes the sketch-, preliminary-, and final design and consults, if 

necessary, a structural engineer, installation consultant, and costs 

expert. To keep the costs within the budget of the individuals in the 

collective, estimations of the construction costs are made while 

designing (De Regie, 2004). Once the design is final and the 

specifications are written, the architect requests the environmental 

permit at the municipality on behalf of the collective (ICEB, 2016).  

In the design phase, the collective also searches for a contractor to execute the plan. In many 

projects, the tender proceeds on the basis of a multiple direct agreement contract (Van den Ham and Keers, 

2010). At this stage of the design phase, after the agreement with a contractor, each individual in the 

collective also arranges their finances, such as arranging a mortgage (SEV, 2007). The design phase is 

completed with the transfer of the building plots and/or buildings (ICEB, 2016). In the end, the conducted 

activities in the design phase result, at least, in the final design, technical execution of the design, the 

environmental permit, agreement with contractor and financer, and delivery of the plot and/or buildings 

after signing the (individual) plot agreement with the location supplier. 

 

2.5.4.  Construction phase 

In the construction phase, the contractor starts the activities (ICEB, 2016), consisting of the 

(re)development, renovation and/or transformation of the dwellings and surrounding environment in 

accordance with the drawings, specifications, and agreement with the collective (Kievit, 2013). During the 

construction process, the inspector of the municipal Building and Housing Control Department carries out 

his/hers usual checks (SEV, 2007). He/she monitors the compliance with the conditions defined in the 

environment permit (ICEB, 2016). The construction phase of a CPC project is more complex than a 

traditional project because there are many more and larger differences between the dwellings. Not only in 

the finishing, but also in the design of the building shell or façade. In order to implement all the wishes of 

Collective phase 

Individual phase 

Choice of dwelling / plot 

Figure 2.10: Design phases (SEV, 2007) 
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the future residents, precise control at the building site is crucial. Moreover, it is important that the 

individuals can monitor the progress and the quality and that they can intervene when necessary. After all, 

they are the principal (Van den Ham and Keers, 2010). An agency for construction supervision can help the 

collective to fulfil their role as a principal during the construction of the project (ICEB, 2016). The 

conducted activities in the realisation phase result in the delivery of the completed project. The dwellings 

are delivered all at once or in parts, depending on the agreement with the contractor (e.g. planning). Every 

private individual checks their dwelling with the contractor, architect and/or construction supervision 

agency to find any delivery errors. When there are delivery errors, agreements are made with the 

contractor to solve these errors. Then, when the errors are solved, the second and final delivery and the 

formal transfer to the private individuals in the collective takes places (ICEB, 2016). 

 

2.5.5.  Residential-/management phase 

The residential-/management phase starts after the delivery of the project to the private individuals in the 

collective. The private individuals, or the housing association in the case of rental dwellings, are now the 

owner of the dwellings and, if applicable, the common facilities such as the living room, kitchen and garden. 

After completion, the CPC association decides on the continuation of the association. In practice, when the 

project consists of single family dwellings (e.g. row dwellings) and no common facilities (e.g. common 

garden), some collectives dissolve the association while others change the objective of the association and 

focus on the management and maintenance of the project on a joint basis (e.g. collective maintenance 

contract for central heating boilers). When the project consists of common facilities, such as a common 

garden, the continuation of the association is obvious. When the project consists of multi-family dwellings 

(apartments), it is required to form a Homeowners Association (VvE) (Expertteam Eigenbouw, 2012; De 

Regie, 2004; ICEB, 2016). Moreover, the municipality might define arrangements with the association 

regarding the management and maintenance of the surrounding public space (Expertteam Eigenbouw, 

2012). In this case, the municipality transfers the management of the public space to the collective after 

agreeing on a budget and minimum quality level. The advantage of such an agreement is that the 

involvement of the collective in the residential environment is further strengthened, the costs are often 

lower and the management is often better regulated (ICEB, 2016). 

 

2.6.  Conclusion 

Collective Private Commissioning might be an interesting tool to develop a pleasant physical- and social 

living environment where neighbours perceive a higher level of neighbourhood cohesion and a higher level 

of access to neighbour-support. But, what is Collective Private Commissioning? This chapter on Collective 

Private Commissioning aimed to answer this sub research question. 

 Based on the traditional definitions of CPC and the description of the Dutch CPC practice, it can be 

concluded that Collective Private Commissioning is a form of commissioning where a collective of like-

minded parties acquires the piece(s) of land and/or building(s) and jointly decides how, and with which 

parties, the dwellings, private spaces and sometimes even public spaces are to be laid out, (re)developed, 

renovated, and/or transformed. Hence, CPC is a group process that will eventually lead to the construction 

of the dwellings and surroundings. The major difference with more traditional types of development (e.g. 

Consumer-Oriented Development and Serial Production) is that the collective of private individuals is the 

principal. The building column is reversed: the future residents do not appear at the end of the process as 

a customer, but at the beginning as the principal. They jointly decide with which parties they want to 

collaborate to create their dwellings, which is in line with the idea of active citizenship as pursued by the 

Dutch government. 

 The aim of this study is to provide a better understanding of the functioning of perceived 

neighbourhood social cohesion and perceived social support from neighbours among the residents of new 

construction CPC projects in the Netherlands. When looking more closely at the Dutch CPC practice, it 

becomes clear that it is characterised by a great diversity regarding the process, product, and residents. For 

example, the process differs in the parties involved and the roles they fulfil, the product differs in their 

physical appearance (e.g. project size, housing types, and home-ownership), and the residents differ in 
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personal characteristics (e.g. age, ethnic background, education level, household income, and household 

composition). In this study, it might therefore be important to take several distinguishing factors regarding 

the process, product, and residents of new construction CPC projects into account. The discussion of CPC 

project characteristics that might affect adults’ perception of neighbourhood social cohesion and access to 

neighbour-support is described in the following two chapters: neighbourhood social cohesion (section 

3.3.4), and social support from neighbours (section 4.3.4). 
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  Chapter 3 

Neighbourhood social cohesion 

(Image: Cohousing Cultures, 2017) 
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3.  NEIGHBOURHOOD SOCIAL COHESION 

This chapter describes the first dependent variable “perceived neighbourhood social cohesion” in more 

detail. As mentioned in the introduction of this study, perceived neighbourhood social cohesion seems to 

be important in adults’ perception of access to neighbour-support. But, what is neighbourhood social 

cohesion and what factors affect adults’ perception of neighbourhood social cohesion according to 

literature? This chapter will discuss this subject and will answer sub research questions 2a and 2b. 

 This chapter provides more insight into (perceived) neighbourhood social cohesion by first 

describing the importance of neighbourhood social cohesion for adults (section 3.1). Secondly, it describes 

what social cohesion in general and neighbourhood social cohesion specifically entails (section 3.2). 

Thirdly, it describes the individual-, household-, social network-, CPC project- and neighbourhood 

characteristics that might affect perceived neighbourhood social cohesion among the residents of new 

construction CPC projects (section 3.3). This chapter ends with some concluding remarks by answering sub 

research question 2a and 2b (section 3.4). 

 

3.1.  The importance of neighbourhood social cohesion  

In general, neighbourhood social cohesion may be more important for older adults than for younger adults 

(Stafford et al., 2011; Van Dyck et al., 2015). As stated by Cramm and Nieboer (2013): 
 

“Neighbours are an important community resource, particularly for older people. As people age, 

their dependency on neighbourhood resources has been shown to increase. The neighbourhood is 

a context in which socially supportive relationships can be established and maintained. Social 

cohesion and a sense of belonging within neighbourhoods might become vital elements of the 

support system for frail older people, whose poor health, limited mobility, financial constraints or 

lack of transport could lead to social isolation” (Cramm and Nieboer, 2013, p. 760). 
  

Nevertheless, research has led to an increasing awareness of the importance of neighbourhood 

social cohesion on health and well-being among populations of all ages and older adults (e.g. Cramm and 

Nieboer, 2015; Cramm et al., 2013; Van Dyck et al., 2015; Gale et al., 2011; Fone et al., 2007; Pampalon et 

al., 2007; Gilleard et al., 2007; Jones et al., 2014; Inoue et al., 2013; Cramm and Nieboer, 2013; Chumbler 

and Leech, 2013; Clark et al., 2011; Putrik et al., 2015). For example, among adults (aged ≥ 18) in Maastricht 

(The Netherlands), Putrik et al. (2015) found a positive association between neighbourhood social 

cohesion and self-rated health. This finding indicates that adults in more cohesive neighbourhoods report 

better self-rated health than adults in less cohesive neighbourhoods (Putrik et al., 2015). Moreover, among 

adults (aged ≥ 18) in the region of Québec City (Canada), Pampalon et al. (2007) found that low 

neighbourhood social cohesion increases poor self-rated health and long-term disability. Their findings 

support that neighbourhood cohesion is related to people’s health. Furthermore, among middle-aged 

adults (aged 55-65) in the state of Victoria (Australia), Van Dyck et al. (2015) found that neighbourhood 

social cohesion is positively associated with mental health-related quality of life (Van Dyck et al., 2015). 

This finding indicates that adults who perceive higher levels of neighbourhood cohesion report better 

mental health-related quality of life. In addition, among older adults (aged ≥ 70) in Rotterdam (The 

Netherlands), Cramm and Nieboer (2013) and Cramm and Nieboer (2015) found that stronger 

neighbourhood social cohesion and –social belonging protect against frailty and improve well-being. 

Central to this study are neighbourhood social cohesion and access to social support from 

neighbours. According to Cramm and Nieboer (2015, p. 6-7), “neighbourhood social cohesion and 

belonging may enhance older adults’ well-being through a greater degree of social organisation, including 

instrumental support from neighbours (especially those who are elderly, frail and/or ill) in the form of help 

with basic household tasks and transportation”. They stated that these types of social support “may 

alleviate older adults’ concerns about the future, as they can depend on neighbours’ help”, which will lead 

to improved well-being outcomes (Cramm and Nieboer, 2015, p. 6-7). They also stated that the “ability to 

depend on such support may help to reduce the negative effects of increasing losses and declining gains 

(which accompany the aging process) on well-being” (Cramm and Nieboer, 2015, p. 6 and 7).  
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The study of Frankenmolen (2014) among adults (aged ≥16) in Ridderkerk (the Netherlands) 

showed a positive association between neighbourhood social cohesion and access to neighbour-support. 

As stated by Dassopoulos and Monnat (2011, p. 549), “the connections people develop with their 

neighbours can generate a system of support wherein neighbours provide support to other neighbours”. 

So, neighbourhood social cohesion may not only directly affect access to social support from neighbours 

(Frankenmolen, 2014) and the health and well-being of adults (e.g. Putrik et al., 2015; Pampalon et al., 

2007; Van Dyck et al., 2015; Cramm and Nieboer, 2013; Cramm and Nieboer, 2015), but it may also 

indirectly affect the health and well-being of adults through access to social support from neighbours as 

stated by Cramm and Nieboer (2015). 

Besides the importance of neighbourhood social cohesion on (access to) social support from 

neighbours, research from cross-sectional studies, and to a lesser extent from longitudinal studies, also 

showed that neighbourhood social cohesion and related concepts such as sense of community, place 

attachment, sense of belonging to neighbourhood, neighbouring, neighbourliness and neighbourhood trust 

are related to more social interactions (Weijs-Perrée et al., 2015), larger social network size (Hand et al., 

2012), less loneliness (Weijs-Perrée, 2015), more social participation (Bowling and Stafford, 2007), more 

physical activity (Van Dyck et al., 2015), more walking for transportation (Mendes et al., 2009), better 

companionship (Bromell and Cagney, 2014), higher neighbourhood satisfaction (Dassopoulos and Monnat, 

2011; Grogan-Kaylor et al., 2006),  better quality of life (Friedman et al., 2012), better liveability of 

neighbourhood (Dekker and Bolt, 2005), less depressive symptoms (Stafford et al., 2011), fewer negative 

aspects of friendships (Stafford et al., 2011), greater personal sense of control (Stafford et al., 2011), less 

fear of crime (Abdullah et al., 2014), less mistrust (Ross and Jang, 2000) and more face-to-face social contact 

(Bowling and Stafford, 2007), which in turn may also lead to improved health and well-being. 

So, based on this comprehensive literature review, neighbourhood social cohesion seems to 

directly affect the health and well-being of adults. Moreover, neighbourhood social cohesion also seems to 

directly affect access to social support from neighbours, which in turn seems to have a positive effect on 

the health and well-being of adults. In addition, neighbourhood social cohesion and related concepts also 

seem to directly affect other factors, such as loneliness, social participation, and neighbourhood 

satisfaction, which in turn may also lead to improved health and well-being among adults. It can be 

concluded that neighbourhood social cohesion is an important concept that seems to affect a lot of different 

but important domains. 

 

3.2.  Neighbourhood social cohesion  

The previous section briefly identified the importance of neighbourhood social cohesion on the health and 

well-being of adults, including the possible mediating effect of other factors such as social support. Social 

cohesion is a multi-dimensional concept and can occur at multiple scale levels, including the 

neighbourhood. This section will look more closely at the concepts “social cohesion” and “neighbourhood 

social cohesion”. The main focus will be on neighbourhood social cohesion because this study focuses on 

the neighbourhood-level. 

 

3.2.1.  Social  cohesion in general  

Social cohesion has been a topic of long-term interest in several fields, such as in the field of sociology and 

psychology (Bruhn, 2009). In general, social cohesion can be defined as “the internal bonding of a social 

system (a family, a group, an organization, a University, a city or a society as a whole)” (Schuyt, 1997 in Van 

Marissing et al., 2006, p. 281). According to Dekker and Bolt (2005), it is the glue that keeps members of a 

social system together. The individual forms the basis of the group process that generates social cohesion 

(Dekker and Bolt, 2005). Cohesive social systems have often been associated with group identification, 

feelings of togetherness, frequent and intensive contacts between the members, mutual trust, shared norms 

and values, and participation in group life (De Hart, 2002). 

Social cohesion is a multi-dimensional concept (Bolt and Torrance, 2005). Forrest and Kearns 

(2001) distinguish five dimensions of social cohesion at the level of the society: (1) common values and a 

civic culture, (2) social order and social control, (3) social solidarity and reductions in wealth disparities, 
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(4) social networks and social capital, and (5) place attachment and identity (table 3.1). As stated by Dekker 

and Bolt (2005), the first dimension – common values and a civic culture – is based on more common moral 

principles and codes of behavior. The second dimension – social order and social control – is based on the 

absence of general conflict between groups (e.g. Christians versus Muslims). The third dimension – social 

solidarity and reductions in wealth disparities – is based on equal access to services and welfare benefits, 

redistribution of public finances and opportunities, and ready acknowledgement of social obligations. The 

fourth dimension – social networks and social capital – is based on a high degree of social interaction within 

communities and family. The fifth dimension – place attachment and identity – is based on a strong 

attachment to place and intertwining of personal and place identity (Dekker and Bolt, 2005). Therefore, as 

stated by Forrest and Kearns (2001, p. 2128), “a society lacking cohesion would be one which displayed 

social disorder and conflict, disparate moral values, extreme social inequality, low levels of social 

interaction between and within communities and low levels of place attachment”. 

As emphasised in the definition of Schuyt (1997), social cohesion can relate to different social 

systems, and can consequently occur at multiple scale levels, such as at the level of the street, 

neighbourhood, city, region or nation (De Hart, 2002; Bolt and Torrance, 2005). It should be underlined 

that high levels of social cohesion on a more local level might be in conflict with social cohesion at a wider 

scale level (Dekker and Bolt, 2005; Dekker and Van Kempen, 2009; Bolt and Torrance, 2005). As stated by 

Forrest and Kearns (2001, p. 2128), “strongly cohesive neighbourhoods could be in conflict with one 

another and contribute to a divided and fragmented city”. Moreover, as stated by Dekker and Bolt (2005, 

p. 2450), “people may feel very strongly attached to their neighbourhood, but at the same time they may 

not share the values of the wider society”. These statements indicate that a neighbourhood with strong 

social cohesion among the neighbours can isolate themselves from the rest of the city. It should also be 

stressed that too much cohesion among one group may lead to the exclusion of other groups (Dekker and 

Van Kempen, 2009; Bosman, 2008). A distinction can in this case be made between “internal cohesion” and 

“external cohesion”. Internal cohesion refers to the integration within a group while external cohesion 

refers to the integration between groups. As a result, strong internal cohesion within a group can be at odds 

with the interests of the society as a whole, such as sects, gangs and terrorist organisations (Bolt and 

Torrance, 2005). 

Since the aim of this study is to analyse the effects of the individual-, household-, social network-, 

CPC project- and neighbourhood characteristics on perceived social cohesion and perceived social support 

from neighbours, the remainder of this chapter will focus on neighbourhood social cohesion. 

 

 
 

 

3.2.2.  Definition and dimensions of neighbourhood social cohesion  

At the neighbourhood level, neighbourhood social cohesion can be defined in terms of neighbours’ mutual 

trust, solidarity, connectedness, shared values and support (Bromell and Cagney, 2014). Moreover, De Hart 

(2002) stated that social cohesion refers to shared values, a certain degree of social control, the presence 

and interdependence of social networks (informally: friendships and formally: participation in 

organisations, associations and neighbourhood activities), mutual trust and the willingness to seek 

together for solutions to collective problems (De Hart, 2002). So, neighbourhood social cohesion is 

Domain Description

Common values and a civic culture
Common aims and objectives; common moral principles and codes of behaviour; support 

for political institutions and participation in politics

Social order and social control
Absence of general conflict and threats to the existing order; absence of incivility; effective 

informal social control; tolerance; respect for difference; intergroup co-operation

Social solidarity and reductions in 

wealth disparities

Harmonious economic and social development and common standard; redistribution of 

public finances and of opportunities; equal access to services and welfare benefits; ready 

acknowledgement of social obligations and willingness to assist others

Social networks and social capital
High degree of social interaction within communities and families; civic engagement and 

associational activity; easy resolution of collective action problems

Place attachment and identity Strong attachment to place; intertwining of personal and place identity

Table 3.1: The domains of social cohesion                      (Forrest and Kearns, 2001) 
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concerned with the interactions between residents and the extent to which their lives can exist in harmony 

and feelings of togetherness (Armin, 2002 in Dekker and Van Kempen, 2009). 

 At the neighbourhood-level, not all dimensions of social cohesion, as defined by Forrest and Kearns 

(2001), are relevant (Dekker and Bolt, 2005). As stated by Amin (2002), the second and third dimension – 

social order and social control, and social solidarity and reductions in wealth disparities – are more a matter 

for national policy (Amin, 2002 in Dekker and Bolt, 2005). 

Two often cited researchers regarding the dimensions of neighbourhood social cohesion are Bolt 

and Torrance (2005) and Buckner (1988). According to Bolt and Torrance (2005), the concept 

neighbourhood social cohesion consists of three dimensions – (1) social networks, (2) common values and 

(3) place attachment and identity – which are closely related to the other three dimensions of Forrest and 

Kearns (2001). According to Buckner (1988), the concept neighbourhood social cohesion consists of three 

dimensions – (1) psychological sense of community, (2) attraction to neighbourhood and (3) neighbouring 

– which are based on an extensive review of the social science literature (Buckner, 1988). As stated by 

Buckner (1988, p. 774), “a neighborhood high in cohesion refers to a neighborhood where residents, on 

average, report feeling a strong sense of community, report engaging in frequent acts of neighboring, and 

are highly attracted to live in and remain residents of the neighborhood”. Since the Neighbourhood 

Cohesion Instrument (NCI), developed by Buckner (1988), is perhaps the most frequently used instrument 

for measuring neighbourhood cohesiveness (Bruhn, 2009), it has been decided to take the dimensions of 

Buckner (1988) as starting point for this study.  

 

Psychological sense of community 

The first dimension of neighbourhood social cohesion is psychological sense of community (PSOC). PSOC 

was originally formulated by Sarason (1974, p. 157) as “the perception of similarity to others, an 

acknowledged interdependence with others, a willingness to maintain this interdependence by giving to or 

doing for others what one expects from them, and the feeling that one is part of a larger dependable and 

stable structure”. It refers to an attachment or shared emotional connection that people might perceive 

toward others (Skjaeveland et al., 1996), a feeling of belonging to a group (Gómez et al., 2015). According 

to Chavis et al. (1986 in Wilkinson, 2007, p. 215), it is “a feeling that members have of belonging and being 

important to each other, and a shared faith that members’ needs will be met by their commitment to be 

together”. McMillan and Chavis (1986) distinguished four dimensions of PSOC: the feeling of belongingness 

(membership dimension), the sense of mattering (influence dimension), the belief that needs will be met 

by the resources provided (reinforcement dimension) and a feeling of shared history (shared emotional 

connection dimension) (McMillan and Chavis, 1986; Skjaeveland et al., 1996; Gómez et al., 2015).  

In the Neighbourhood Cohesion Instrument of Buckner (1988), all dimensions of McMillan and 

Chavis (1986) seem to be included in the psychological sense of community dimension by including items 

such as “I feel like I belong to this neighbourhood”, “the friendships and associations I have with other 

people in my neighbourhood mean a lot to me”, “a feeling of fellowship runs deep between me and other 

people in this neighbourhood” and “I like to think of myself as similar to the people who live in this 

neighbourhood”. 

 

Attraction to neighbourhood 

The second dimension of neighbourhood social cohesion is attraction to neighbourhood, also known as 

place attachment. This dimension refers to the capacity of a neighbourhood to provoke in residents a desire 

to continue residing there (Wilkinson, 2007) and highlights that people also have ties with their immediate 

living environment in addition to the ties with other people in the neighbourhood (Dekker and Bolt, 2005). 

Usually, the social value residents attach to their neighbourhood is based on perceived feelings of belonging 

rather on real contacts (Dekker and Bolt, 2005). As stated by Dekker and Bolt (2005, p. 2452), place 

attachment leads to “a feeling of security, builds self-esteem and self-image, provides a bond between 

people, cultures and experiences, and maintains group identity”. 

 In the Neighbourhood Cohesion Instrument of Buckner (1988), the desire to continue residing in 

the neighbourhood is included in the attraction to neighbourhood dimension by including items such as 
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“given the opportunity, I would like to move out of this neighbourhood” and “I plan to remain a resident of 

this neighbourhood for a number of years”. 

 

Neighbouring 

The third dimension of neighbourhood social cohesion is neighbouring. Neighbouring refers to the ties 

between neighbours (Dekker and Bolt, 2005) and the actual interaction with neighbours (Wilkinson, 2007). 

According to Perren et al. (2004), positive relationships with neighbours offer sociability and the 

opportunity to give and receive instrumental social support (Perren et al., 2004). 

Neighbourliness, which refers to the social relationships between neighbours, is a twofold concept 

consisting of manifest neighbourliness and latent neighbourliness (Mann, 1954). As stated by Mann (1954, 

p. 164), manifest neighbourliness refers to “overt forms of social relationships, such as mutual visiting in 

the home and going out for purposes of pleasure” while latent neighbourliness refers to “favorable attitudes 

to neighbours which result in positive action when a need arises, especially in times of crisis or emergency”.  

In the Neighbourhood Cohesion Instrument of Buckner (1988), both types of neighbourliness are 

included in the neighbouring dimension by including items such as “I visit my neighbours in their homes” 

and “I believe my neighbours would help me in an emergency”. Low levels of neighbouring indicate that 

there is a lack of neighbour relationships, and, even if support is needed in an emergency, the neighbours 

would not turn to each other (Mann, 1954). On the other hand, high levels of neighbouring indicate that 

there is a great deal of contact between neighbours (e.g. mutual help, conversation, lending and borrowing). 

Neighbours can count on each other for support when needed, for example when one is ill (Mann, 1954). 

 

Interconnection of dimensions 

It is noteworthy to mention that the dimensions of 

neighbourhood social cohesion are interconnected 

(figure 3.1). This means that neighbourhood social 

cohesion in one dimension often reinforces 

neighbourhood social cohesion in another 

dimension (Dekker and Bolt, 2005). For example, 

people who attach value to their neighbourhood 

might actively seek out to their neighbours. On the 

other hand, people with more social ties in their 

neighbourhood might attach more value to their 

neighbourhood (Dekker and Bolt, 2005). 

 

3.3.  Predictors of  perceived neighbourhood social  cohesion  

The previous section emphasised that neighbourhood social cohesion consists of three dimensions: 

psychological sense of community, attraction to neighbourhood and neighbouring (Buckner, 1988). This 

section reviews the existing literature on the factors that might affect perceived neighbourhood social 

cohesion in general and its dimensions. It focuses on five categories of variables that are likely to affect 

neighbourhood social cohesion, namely: individual-, household-, social network-, CPC project- and 

neighbourhood characteristics. 

 

3.3.1.  Individual characteristics 

A first group of variables likely to affect perceived neighbourhood social cohesion among the residents of 

new construction CPC projects in the Netherlands are individual characteristics. First of all, research 

showed that female are more likely to interact with a local tie (Van den Berg et al., 2015b), which might 

indicate that females experience a higher level of neighbourhood social cohesion than males. So, gender 

might affect adults’ perception of neighbourhood cohesion. 

 Age might also be important because older adults are more likely to interact with a local tie (Van 

den Berg et al., 2015b) and they are more likely to have neighbours in their social network (Völker and 

Flap, 2007; Völker et al. 2007). In addition, previous studies demonstrated that perceived neighbourhood 

Psychological sense 

of community

Attraction to 

neighbourhood
Neighbouring

Neighbourhood 
social cohesion

Figure 3.1: Interconnected dimensions of cohesion 
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social cohesion is positively associated with age (e.g. Ellaway et al., 2001; Oh and Kim, 2009; Oh, 2003; 

Pampalon et al., 2007; French et al., 2004). However, studies among older adults indicated that from a 

certain age upwards (70+), age might actually inhibit perceived neighbourhood social cohesion (e.g. Cramm 

and Nieboer, 2015; Cramm et al., 2013; Van Dijk et al., 2013b). Older adults are increasingly faced with 

disabilities (e.g. cognitive and physical) that hinder engagement in social activities and they are also 

vulnerable to having fewer social network ties and less social interaction (Van Dijk et al., 2013b), which 

might explain why older adults perceive a lower level of neighbourhood cohesion.  

Married adults seem to perceive a higher level of neighbourhood cohesion (Oh, 2003; Oh and Kim, 

2009) and La Grange (2011) and Oh and Kim (2009) stressed that being married positively affects 

neighbouring among adults. This suggests that being married positively affects the social interactions 

among neighbours compared with non-married, divorced or widowed adults (La Grange, 2011). Moreover, 

La Grange (2011) also showed a positive association between being married and place attachment which 

suggests that being married positively affects the attraction to the neighbourhood among adults (La Grange, 

2011). Studies among older adults, however, showed no significant association between being married and 

perceived neighbourhood social cohesion (Cramm et al., 2013; Van Dijk et al., 2013b). This might indicate 

that differences in marital status tend to diminish or become less decisive in explaining neighbourhood 

social cohesion among older adults (Van Dijk et al., 2013b). 

In addition, ethnic minority groups have, as stated by Van Dijk et al. (2013b, p. 20), “fewer social 

contacts with their neighbours and tend to focus on their own ethnic group for social contact”. In line with 

this, several studies found that being white or Dutch positively affects the level of neighbourhood cohesion 

(Oh, 2003; Van Dijk et al., 2013b) and neighbouring (Dekker and Bolt, 2005; Oh and Kim, 2009). Studies 

among older people also found that Dutch people perceive a higher level of neighbourhood social cohesion 

(Cramm and Nieboer, 2015; Cramm et al., 2013; Van Dijk et al., 2013b). So, ethnic background might also 

be important. 

Another factor that might be important is education level because French et al. (2014) and 

Pampalon et al. (2007) showed a negative association between education level and perceived 

neighbourhood social cohesion. This suggests that residents with a higher level of education perceive lower 

levels of neighbourhood social cohesion. Likewise, Dekker and Bolt (2005) and Lewicka (2005) found a 

negative association between education level and place attachment. This suggests that higher educated 

adults are less likely than lower educated adults to feel a higher level of place attachment. Moreover, Van 

den Berg and Timmermans (2015) found that adults with a low education level more often have contact 

with their neighbours. Contrary, Völker and Flap (2007) and Völker et al. (2007) stated that higher 

educated adults are more likely to have neighbours in their social network.  

People who do not work are likely to spend more time at home, which might increase the chance 

of meeting local residents (Van den Berg et al., 2015b). In line with this, Van den Berg et al. (2015b) and 

Van den Berg and Timmermans (2015) stressed that adults who work full time are less likely to interact 

with their neighbours and Völker et al. (2007) stated that adults who have a paid job have a lower number 

of neighbours in their social network. In addition, Ellaway et al. (2001) and French et al. (2014) found a 

positive association between people who are retired and neighbourhood cohesion. This indicates that 

retirees perceive higher levels of neighbourhood social cohesion than other adults who work full time, part 

time or not at all. So, employment status might affect perceived neighbourhood social cohesion. 

Health status might also be important. According to Ellaway et al. (2001) and Van Dijk et al. 

(2013b), self-reported health status positively affects perceived neighbourhood cohesion. This indicates 

that people with a better health status experience a higher level of neighbourhood cohesion. Furthermore, 

Van den Berg et al. (2016) found that older adults who are less self-reliant are less likely to have neighbours 

in their social network and Thomése and Van Tilburg (2000) stated that older adults who have difficulty 

with activities of daily living have a smaller relative size of the neighbouring network. People with poor 

health are less able to establish social connections and to participate in neighbourhood activities (Van Dijk 

et al., 2013b), which might explain these findings. Furthermore, Gale et al. (2011) found a negative 

association between mobility problems (having difficulty) and perceived neighbourhood social cohesion 

among older adults aged between 69 and 78 in Hertfordshire. People who reported having greater 
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problems with mobility, such as running for a bus and going up or down stairs, perceive a lower level of 

neighbourhood social cohesion (Gale et al., 2011). 

Moreover, a longer residence in the neighbourhood increases the social interaction with 

neighbours and the number of neighbours in the social network (Hipp and Perrin, 2009; Van den Berg et 

al., 2015b; Van den Berg and Timmermans, 2015). In addition, several studies showed a positive association 

between length of residence and perceived neighbourhood social cohesion (Oh, 2003; French et al., 2014; 

La Grange, 2011; Oh and Kim, 2009). Moreover, Lewicka (2005) found a positive association between 

length of residence in the neighbourhood and place attachment and neighbourhood ties. Likewise, Ellaway 

et al. (2001) found a positive association between length of residence at current address and psychological 

sense of community and neighbouring. Those who had lived the shortest time in their dwellings perceived 

the lowest level of psychological sense of community and neighbouring while those who had lived the 

longest time in their homes perceived the highest level of psychological sense of community and 

neighbouring. They found no association between length of residence and place attachment to the 

neighbourhood (Ellaway et al., 2001). As a result, length of residence might also be important. 

Housing type might also be important because Van den Berg et al. (2016) found that older adults 

who live in a multi-family dwelling more often have neighbours in their social network.  

Research also suggested that people who own their dwellings seem to perceive a higher level of 

neighbourhood cohesion (Ellaway et al., 2001; Oh, 2003; Oh and Kim, 2009). As stated by Völker et al. 

(2007), home-ownership increases people’s interest in the neighbourhood and it enlarges the time horizon 

of living in the neighbourhood. People may have a stronger incentive to invest in the community if they 

think to stay in the neighbourhood (Völker et al., 2007). In addition, Oh and Kim (2009) found a positive 

association between home-owners and chatting with neighbours. 

Local formal social participation might also be important. According to Putnam (2000 in 

Dassopoulos and Monnat, 2011), participation in local community organisations creates social cohesion 

among neighbours. In line with this, Elliott et al. (2014) found a positive association between formal social 

participation and perceived neighbourhood social cohesion. Research showed that involvement in clubs 

directly results in a larger social network and indirectly in more neighbours in the social network and more 

contact with neighbours (Van den Berg and Timmermans, 2015). Moreover, local informal social 

participation might also affect adults’ perception of neighbourhood cohesion because it might increase the 

chance of meeting local residents. Furthermore, Völker et al. (2007) asserted that people who conduct 

common activities with neighbours have more neighbours in their social network. In addition, Völker et al. 

(2007) stated that common activities with neighbours affect the creation of a community. Community-

enhancing activities are, for example, cleaning up the neighbourhood or signing a petition (Völker et al., 

2007). Furthermore, Dassopoulos and Monnat (2011) stated that people who participate in groups that 

deal with neighbourhood problems report higher levels of attachment to their neighbourhoods. 

Provided social support to neighbours might also be important because adults who provided 

support to neighbours might have more contact with their neighbours, which in turn might affect adults’ 

perception of neighbourhood social cohesion. 

 Based on this literature review, it can be concluded that fourteen individual characteristics might 

affect adults’ perception of neighbourhood social cohesion among the residents of new construction CPC 

projects in the Netherlands, consisting of: gender, age, partnership, ethnic background, education, 

employment, health status, length of residence, housing type, home-ownership, local formal social 

participation, local informal social participation, neighbourhood social participation, and provided social 

support to neighbours. In addition to these variables, there are several other individual characteristics that 

also might affect perceived neighbourhood social cohesion, such as fear of crime (Oh and Kim, 2009) and 

crime victimization (Oh and Kim, 2009; Oh, 2003). However, these variables will not be included in this 

study in order to keep the size of this study manageable. 

 

3.3.2.  Household characteristics  

A second group of variables likely to affect perceived neighbourhood social cohesion among the residents 

of new construction CPC projects in the Netherlands are household characteristics. First of all, Van den Berg 
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et al. (2015b) stated that adults with a larger household size are more likely to interact with a local tie and 

Völker and Flap (2007) asserted that adults with a larger household size are more likely to have neighbours 

in their social network. Hence, household size might be an important factor. 

 Another important factor might be household composition because Völker and Flap (2007) and 

Van den Berg and Timmermans (2015) found that adults who have children in their household are more 

likely to have neighbours in their social network. In addition, Van den Berg and Timmermans (2015) 

pointed out that adults with children in their household more often have contact with their neighbours. 

Furthermore, French et al. (2014) showed that households with children experience a higher level of 

perceived neighbourhood cohesion. As stated by Frieling (2008), having children can be understood as a 

condition that increases the accessibility of contact between neighbours. As children play with other 

children from the neighbourhood, many parents also have contact with each other, for example, when 

bringing and picking up the children. Residents with children may therefore be more involved with their 

neighbours (Frieling, 2008). Moreover, Pampalon et al. (2007) found that adults who live alone experience 

a lower level of perceived neighbourhood social cohesion.  

 Household income might also affect adults’ perception of neighbourhood social cohesion because 

adults with a higher income are more likely to have neighbours in their social network (Völker and Flap, 

2007) and more often have contact with their neighbours (Van den Berg and Timmermans, 2015). 

Moreover, Oh (2003), Pampalon et al. (2007) and Abdullah et al. (2014) stressed that adults with a higher 

household income are more likely to perceive higher levels of neighbourhood social cohesion and Dekker 

and Bolt (2005) stated that adults with a higher household income experience more attachment to their 

neighbourhood. This might be explained by the fact that, as stated by Dekker and Bolt (2005, p. 2466), 

adults with higher incomes “tend to be more inclined to attach importance to the symbolic value of their 

neighbourhood” and adults with higher incomes “have more opportunities in the housing market and could 

therefore be inclined to think that they could find something better than their present neighbourhood” 

(Dekker and Bolt, 2005, p. 2466). Studies among older adults also found a positive association between 

household income and perceived neighbourhood social cohesion (Cramm et al., 2013; Van Dijk et al., 

2013b). This suggests that older adults with a higher income also perceive higher levels of neighbourhood 

social cohesion.  

 In addition, car-ownership might also be important because the availability of transportation 

resources such as a car increases the physical distance in people’s social network, which might increase the 

likelihood of interacting with network members outside the neighbourhood (Van den Berg et al., 2015b). 

In line with this, Van den Berg et al. (2015b) found that adults who have one or more cars in the household 

are less likely to interact with a local tie.  

 Based on this literature review, it can be concluded that four household characteristics might affect 

adults’ perception of neighbourhood social cohesion among the residents of new construction CPC projects 

in the Netherlands, consisting of: household size, -composition, -income and -car-ownership. 

 

3.3.3.  Social  network characteristics  

A third group of variables likely to affect perceived neighbourhood social cohesion among the residents of 

new construction CPC projects in the Netherlands are characteristics of the social network. According to 

Prezza et al. (2001 in Townley and Kloos, 2011), neighbourhood relations seem to be related to a sense of 

community. However, as stated by Völker et al. (2007), a large network in the neighbourhood facilitates the 

creation of a community, but pleasant relations with just a few neighbours can be enough to create some 

community.  

Furthermore, contact with neighbours seems to be a precondition to create a community (Völker 

et al., 2007). As stated by Guest and Wierzbicki (1999), the degree of social interaction among neighbours 

is a key indicator of the strength of local communities (Guest and Wierzbicki, 1999; Völker and Flap, 2007). 

Moreover, as stated by Brown et al. (2009), increased frequency of positive contact with neighbours can 

result in more attachment to the neighbourhood. 

In addition, Völker and Flap (2007) found that adults who have more relational alternatives are 

less likely to have neighbours in their social network. As stated by Völker et al. (2007, p. 110), “having 
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relational alternatives outside the neighbourhood detracts from community life within the 

neighbourhood”. This might indicate that the size of the non-local social network and frequency of contact 

with this non-local social network might be important. 

 Based on this literature review, it can be concluded that four social network characteristics might 

affect adults’ perception of neighbourhood social cohesion among the residents of new construction CPC 

projects in the Netherlands, consisting of: local social network size, non-local social network size, contact 

with local social network and contact with non-local social network. 

 

3.3.4.  CPC project characteristics  

A fourth group of variables likely to affect perceived neighbourhood social cohesion among the residents 

of new construction CPC projects in the Netherlands are characteristics of the CPC project. As stated in 

chapter 2 (Collective Private Commissioning), the Dutch CPC practice is characterised by a great diversity 

regarding the process, product, and residents. It might therefore be important to take several 

distinguishing factors regarding the process, product and residents into account, especially because no 

study has yet thoroughly investigated the factors that affect adults’ perception of neighbourhood cohesion 

among the residents of (new construction) CPC projects in the Netherlands. 

New construction CPC projects can be distinguished from more traditional types of development, 

such as Consumer-Oriented Development, by the involvement of the future residents in the development 

process. Consequently, bonds may be formed between the individuals through sharing dreams and visions, 

negotiations and compromise, and having a shared experience they can all relate to after the project is 

completed (Kapedani, 2011). As stated before, research stated that CPC contributes to a higher level of 

neighbourhood social cohesion because the future residents already get to know each other during the 

development- and construction process (Bosman, 2008; Boelens and Visser, 2011; SEV, 2007). So, 

characteristics of the CPC process seem to affect adults’ perception of neighbourhood cohesion. There are 

several process-related factors that might differ between CPC projects. For example, the initiative can be 

taken by a wide range of parties, including the residents themselves. Boelens et al. (2010) found that the 

residents of Individual Private Commissioning, Collective Private Commissioning and Participatory 

Commissioning projects perceive a lower level of neighbourhood cohesion if the municipality initiated the 

project. Their study indicated that the residents score an average of 3.9 on neighbourhood social cohesion 

when the project was initiated by the municipality, an average of 4.2 when the project was initiated by the 

residents and an average of 4.4 when the project was initiated by other parties, such as a housing 

association or process coordinator (range 1-5; Boelens et al., 2010). Thus, initiator might be an important 

factor. Moreover, the phase of involvement among the residents also differs. Some residents are involved 

in an early phase (e.g. initiative phase) while others get involved in a later phase (e.g. construction phase). 

Consequently, the duration of involvement among the residents also differs. Furthermore, some residents 

have, for example, weekly contact while others have monthly or less often contact. Thus, phase of 

involvement, duration of involvement, frequency of contact with future neighbours, and how well one got 

to know their future neighbours might also affect adults’ perception of neighbourhood cohesion. 

 Regarding the product, the date of completion differs. Boelens et al. (2010) stated that residents of 

projects which were completed a longer time ago perceive a higher level of neighbourhood cohesion. Their 

study showed that the residents score an average of 4.4 on neighbourhood social cohesion when the project 

was completed before 2001, an average of 4.2 when the project was completed between 2001-2005 and an 

average of 4.0 when the project was completed after 2005 (Boelens et al., 2010). Moreover, the project size 

greatly differs from a few dwellings to dozens of dwellings. As stated by Hasselaar (2011, p. 96), “the 

smaller the group, the better the involvement of all people and the more social cohesion can result from 

the process”. Likewise, Boelens et al. (2010) found that the residents living in smaller projects experience 

a higher level of neighbourhood cohesion. Furthermore, the projects vary between housing types and 

home-ownership. These characteristics might also affect adults’ perception of neighbourhood cohesion as 

stated before (e.g. Van den Berg et al. 2016; Ellaway et al., 2001; Oh and Kim, 2009; Oh, 2003; Völker et al., 

2007). In addition, the presence of common facilities also varies among the realised CPC projects. Since 

these facilities provide opportunities for social contact with neighbours (Van den Berg et al., 2015b), it 
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might be that people who live in projects with common facilities experience a higher level of neighbourhood 

cohesion. In line with this, Boelens and Visser (2011) reported that social cohesion appears to be strongest 

where communal facilities are present, which are managed and maintained on a joint basis. Thus, date of 

completion, project size, housing types, home-ownership, and presence of common facilities might also 

affect adults’ perception of neighbourhood social cohesion. 

 Regarding the residents, they come from different layers of society. Consequently, the residents of 

the projects are characterised by a great diversity regarding, for example, age, ethnic background, 

household composition, and household income. Several studies stated that the greater the synchronization 

of people’s time schedules, the better the community life is expected to be (e.g. Völker et al., 2007). As stated 

by Völker et al. (2007, p. 102), “similarities between people, especially in lifestyle characteristics, facilitate 

interpersonal contact (…). People who are similar in certain respects are better able to reward each other 

or be emotionally attracted to one another because they share common interests or simply because they 

have more topics to talk about”. In addition, several studies stated that people may have more local social 

interaction if they live among others who are more like themselves (Völker and Flap, 2007; Hipp and Perrin, 

2009). So, it might be that people who live in projects where the residents have the same background 

characteristics as themselves experience a higher level of neighbourhood cohesion. Moreover, the residents 

may also differ in their vision concerning a collaborative lifestyle. This lifestyle refers to a certain way of 

life consisting of regular contact with neighbours, providing social support to neighbours, sharing facilities 

with neighbours and/or undertaking joint activities with neighbours. It might be that people who live in 

projects where the residents pursue a collaborative lifestyle, while simultaneously maintaining their 

privacy, might experience a higher level of neighbourhood cohesion.  

Based on this literature review, it can be concluded that twelve CPC projects characteristics might 

affect adults’ perception of neighbourhood social cohesion among the residents of new construction CPC 

projects in the Netherlands, consisting of: initiator, phase of involvement, duration of involvement, contact 

with future neighbours, getting to know future neighbours, date of completion, project size, housing types, 

home-ownership, presence of common facilities, homogeneity and collaborative lifestyle. 

 

3.3.5.  Neighbourhood characteristics  

A fifth group of variables likely to affect perceived neighbourhood social cohesion among the residents of 

new construction CPC projects in the Netherlands are characteristics of the neighbourhood. First of all, 

neighbourhood facilities might be important because they provide opportunities for social interaction and 

the expansion and maintenance of local social networks (Van den Berg et al., 2015a) and they increase the 

sense of community among the residents (Francis et al., 2012). As stated by Völker et al. (2007, p. 101): 

“there will be no ‘mating without meeting’”. People need to have opportunities to meet to be able to create 

a community. Facilities in the neighbourhood seem to provide a greater chance that people will meet and 

that a community will be created (Völker et al., 2007). Van den Berg et al. (2015b) stressed that adults who 

have a supermarket, primary school or outdoor sports facility within 1 km from their home are more likely 

to interact with a local tie. Moreover, Van Dijk et al. (2013b) found a positive association between the 

presence of neighbourhood services and facilities and perceived neighbourhood cohesion.  

 Perceived neighbourhood safety might also affect adults’ perception of neighbourhood cohesion. 

Van Dijk et al. (2013b) and Hand et al. (2012) found a positive association between perceived 

neighbourhood safety and perceived neighbourhood cohesion. This indicates that a higher level of 

perceived neighbourhood safety is associated with a higher level of perceived neighbourhood cohesion. 

Perceived neighbourhood problems might also be important because Ellaway et al. (2001) found 

a negative association between perceived neighbourhood problems and perceived neighbourhood social 

cohesion. The strongest negative association was found between anti-social problems and attraction to 

neighbourhood. This suggests that anti-social problems may negatively impact the attachment of 

neighbours to their neighbourhood. The weakest negative associations were found between anti-social- 

and environmental problems and neighbouring. This indicates that neighbouring is fairly unaffected by 

these types of neighbourhood problems (Ellaway et al., 2001). Moreover, Oh and Kim (2009) also found a 

negative association between neighbourhood disorder and perceived neighbourhood social cohesion. They 
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found, however, no association between neighbourhood disorder and neighbouring (Oh and Kim, 2009). 

Furthermore, Oh (2003) also found a negative association between neighbourhood physical- and social 

disorder and perceived neighbourhood social cohesion. This suggests that neighbourhood social cohesion 

declines with the increasing perception of local disorders (Oh, 2003; Oh and Kim, 2009). Perceived local 

disorder tends to lower the level of neighbourhood social cohesion because people who perceive 

neighbourhood disorder may tend to mistrust their neighbours (Oh, 2003).  

Moreover, as stated by Van den Berg et al. (2015b, p. 811), “the literature seems to agree that 

people in neighbourhoods with a larger degree of urbanization have a smaller proportion of neighbours in 

their social network”. Van den Berg et al. (2015b) stressed that adults living in neighbourhoods in 

Eindhoven are less likely to interact with a local tie than more rural dwellers and French et al. (2014) found 

a negative association between residential density and perceived neighbourhood social cohesion. This is in 

line with other research suggesting that residents have less social interaction in denser neighbourhoods 

(French et al., 2014). Furthermore, Lewicka (2005) found a negative association between community size 

(residential density) and place attachment. They also found a negative association between community size 

and neighbourhood ties. Residents of villages reported significantly higher place attachment and stronger 

neighbourhood ties than residents of cities, middle towns or small towns (Lewicka, 2005). As stated by 

French et al. (2014, p. 688), “in lower density neighbourhoods, residents must seek out neighbours for 

interaction, whereas in higher density neighbourhoods, residents are exposed to frequent incidental 

contacts with a greater number of unfamiliar people, and consequently withdraw to minimise these 

interactions”, which might explain why people in lower density neighbourhoods experience a higher level 

of neighbourhood cohesion. Moreover, French et al. (2014) also pointed out that low density 

neighbourhoods can increase opportunities for social contact because larger plots lead to more outdoor 

activities, such as gardening (French et al., 2014). Thus, urban density might also be important. 

Based on this literature review, it can be concluded that four neighbourhood characteristics might 

affect adults’ perception of neighbourhood social cohesion among the residents of new construction CPC 

projects in the Netherlands, consisting of: presence of neighbourhood facilities, perceived neighbourhood 

safety, perceived neighbourhood problems and urban density. In addition to these variables, there are 

several other characteristics that also might affect perceived neighbourhood social cohesion, such as 

residential mobility (Völker et al., 2007), neighbourhood walkability (French et al., 2014), neighbourhood 

homogeneity (Völker et al., 2007), satisfaction with resident’s composition (Dekker and Bolt, 2005) and 

feeling at home in the neighbourhood (Van den Berg et al., 2015b). However, these variables will not be 

included in this study in order to keep the size of this study manageable. 

 

3.4.  Conclusion 

This chapter on neighbourhood social cohesion aimed to answer sub research questions 2a and 2b: what 

is neighbourhood social cohesion and what factors affect perceived neighbourhood social cohesion 

according to literature? 

 Based on the literature review in this chapter, it can be concluded that neighbourhood social 

cohesion can be defined in terms of neighbours’ mutual trust, solidarity, connectedness, shared values and 

support (Bromell and Cagney, 2014). An often cited researcher regarding the dimensions of neighbourhood 

social cohesion is Buckner (1988). He stated that the concept of neighbourhood social cohesion consists of 

three dimensions: psychological sense of community, attraction to neighbourhood and neighbouring. 

Psychological sense of community refers to a feeling of belonging to the neighbourhood, attraction to 

neighbourhood refers to the capacity of a neighbourhood to provoke in residents a desire to continue 

residing there and neighbouring refers to the ties between neighbours and the actual interaction with 

neighbours. The Neighbourhood Cohesion Instrument of Buckner (1988) is perhaps the most frequently 

used instrument for measuring perceived neighbourhood social cohesion. Therefore, this instrument will 

be used to measure adults’ perception of neighbourhood cohesion among the residents of new construction 

CPC projects in the Netherlands. 

 Regarding the factors that might affect adults’ perception of neighbourhood social cohesion among 

the residents of new construction CPC projects in the Netherlands, this chapter showed that several 
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individual-, household-, social network-, CPC project- and neighbourhood characteristics might be 

important. All discussed factors in this chapter, a total of 38 factors, will be analysed in relation with 

perceived neighbourhood social cohesion, consisting of: 

- Fourteen individual characteristics: gender, age, partnership, ethnic background, education, 

employment, health status, length of residence, housing type, home-ownership, local formal social 

participation, local informal social participation, neighbourhood social participation, and provided 

social support to neighbours. 

- Four household characteristics: household size, household composition, household income and 

household car-ownership. 

- Four social network characteristics: local social network size, non-local social network size, 

contact with local social network and contact with non-local social network. 

- Twelve CPC project characteristics: initiator, phase of involvement, duration of involvement, 

contact with future neighbours, getting to know future neighbours, date of completion, project size, 

housing types, home-ownership, presence of common facilities, homogeneity and collaborative 

lifestyle. 

- Four neighbourhood characteristics: presence of neighbourhood facilities, perceived 

neighbourhood safety, perceived neighbourhood problems and urban density. 
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Social support from neighbours 
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4.  SOCIAL SUPPORT FROM NEIGHBOURS 

This chapter describes the second dependent variable “perceived social support from neighbours” in more 

detail. As mentioned in the introduction of this study, anyone can sometimes use some social support, 

whether you are old and in need or not. The social network of family, friends and neighbours is the right 

place to obtain different types of social support. In this study, the focus lays on social support from 

neighbours. Research stated that neighbours may fulfil a compensatory role in addition to the support 

provided by the more intimate network such as family members and, besides, neighbours may also fulfil a 

task-specific role due to their close proximity (e.g. keeping an eye on the property during a holiday). But, 

what is social support from neighbours and what factors affect adults’ perception of access to neighbour-

support according to literature? This chapter treats this subject and will answer sub research questions 3a 

and 3b. 

This chapter provides more insight into (perceived) social support from neighbours by first 

describing the importance of social support for adults (section 4.1). Secondly, it describes the definition of 

social support, the two main types of social support, the composition- and the role of the (local) social 

network, and the barriers of social support (section 4.2). Thirdly, it describes the individual-, household-, 

social network-, CPC project- and neighbourhood characteristics that might affect perceived social support 

from neighbours among the residents of the new construction CPC projects (section 4.3). This chapter ends 

with some concluding remarks by answering sub research question 3a and 3b (section 4.4). 

 

4.1.  The importance of social support  

In the last decades, social support has received enormous attention from gerontology as well as other 

disciplines, such as psychology, and medicine (Chalise et al., 2007; Phillips et al., 2008). Interest in the 

concept of social support has increased enormously due to the belief that the availability of social support 

might positively affect a person’s health and well-being (Sherbourne and Stewart, 1991). In line with this, 

as stated by Kahn et al. (2003, p. 5), “research studies have repeatedly found that people who report a high 

level of social support enjoy enhanced health and well-being”. This also applies for social support from 

neighbours because, as stated by Taniguchi and Potter (2016), research has shown that supportive 

relationships with neighbours have a positive effect on a person’s health and well-being, including 

neighbourhood satisfaction, life satisfaction and psychological affect (Taniguchi and Potter, 2015).  

In addition, Kahn et al. (2003) stressed that social support is associated with improved physical 

health, less depression, and less loneliness. In line with this, Kearns et al. (2015) found among adults (aged 

≥ 16) in Glasgow that access to practical-, financial- and emotional support is associated with loneliness in 

their bivariate model. They stated that adults without social support were 50-80% more likely to feel lonely 

occasionally and 50-110% more likely to feel lonely frequently than adults who had several sources of 

social support available to them (Kearns et al., 2015). In their multivariate model, they found that the 

absence of access to practical- and emotional support is associated with frequent loneliness. This indicates 

that, as stated by Kearns et al. (2015, p. 339), “knowing there is someone to turn to for practical help, and 

having someone to talk to in a crisis may be protective against frequent feelings of loneliness” (Kearns et 

al., 2015, p. 339). Likewise, Wethington and Kessler (1986) found among adults (aged ≥ 21) in Michigan 

that a higher level of perceived social support is associated with a lower level of psychological distress 

(Wethington and Kessler, 1986), which refers to the “bodily feelings associated with syndromes of 

depression and anxiety” (Wethington and Kessler, 1986, p. 80). Furthermore, Kaniasty and Norris (1992) 

found among adults in Kentucky that adults who perceive greater availability of others with whom to share 

problems and concerns (perceived appraisal support), greater availability of material aid (perceived 

tangible support) and greater availability of reassurance of self-worth (perceived self-esteem support) 

report less depressive symptoms, less anxiety, less fear of crime and less hostility (Kaniasty and Norris, 

1992). So, (perceived) social support consistently promoted health and well-being of adults. 

 Social support is particularly important for elderly as common life events may endanger the 

support networks of this age group (Kahn et al., 2003; Chalise et al., 2007). As stated by Kahn et al. (2003), 

older adults are often faced with physical impairments or chronic diseases that limit their ability to interact 

with others and they are also often faced with bereavement and the accompanying loss of support when a 
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loved one dies. And, when older adults make the transition from work to retirement, they often experience 

a geographic move that can upset their support system (Kahn et al., 2003). Research among older adults 

demonstrated that greater social support is associated with better health (Phillips et al., 2008; Lyyra and 

Heikkinen, 2006; Kahn et al., 2003; Cutrona et al., 1986; Stephens et al., 2011; Gale et al., 2011), better well-

being (Phillips et al., 2008; Lou, 2010; Chalise et al., 2007; Kahn et al., 2003; Cramm and Nieboer, 2014), 

improved life satisfaction (Lou, 2010), improved satisfaction with participation (Hand et al., 2012), less 

loneliness (Kahn et al., 2003), and lower depression (Kahn et al., 2003; Li et al., 2015; Forsman et al., 2011). 

Supportive neighbourhood relations seem to be particular important for older adults because, as 

stated by Van den Berg et al. (2015a, p. 10434), “older adults particularly rely on their neighbourhood for 

social contacts because they spend more time at home, are less mobile and participate in fewer other 

settings such as work, school or sports clubs”. The availability of social support in the neighbourhood may 

prevent worries about the future because neighbours watch over and take care of each other (Cramm et al., 

2013), which fosters personal feelings of security and comfort (Dobner et al., 2016; Shaw, 2005), which in 

turn is expected to enhance physical functioning (Shaw, 2005) and well-being outcomes (Cramm et al., 

2013). In line with this, Van Cauwenberg et al. (2014) found among older adults (aged ≥ 65) in Flanders 

region (Belgium) that older adults with social support from neighbours are more likely to walk for 

transportation daily than older adults without neighbours’ social support (Van Cauwenberg et al., 2014). 

This might indicate that older adults with higher levels of social support from neighbours feel more secure 

while walking in their neighbourhood because they can count on their neighbours in case of a crisis (Van 

Cauwenberg et al., 2014). Likewise, Forsman et al. (2011) found among older adults in Finland that older 

adults with (very) difficult access to instrumental social support from neighbours have a larger likelihood 

of being depressed compared to older adults with easy access to help from neighbours (Forsman et al., 

2011). 

In general, the process by which social support produces the benefits is complex, but it seems that 

the benefits are most strongly related to the perception that support is available (Kahn et al., 2003). People 

who believe that they have a high level of access to social support, have better outcomes regardless of how 

much support they receive or how many social ties they have in their social network (Kahn et al., 2003; 

Shaw, 2005; Wethington and Kessler, 1986). According to Krause (1997), there are several reasons why 

perceived social support is more important than actual received social support for the health and well-

being of adults. One of these reasons is that “the realization that others stand ready to help constitutes a 

social safety net that promotes risk taking and encourages individuals to resolve problems on their own” 

(Krause, 1997, p. 285).  

Based on this comprehensive literature review, it can be concluded that (access to) social support, 

including social support from neighbours, is important for people’s health and well-being. Perceived social 

support, which refers to the believe that others will provide assistance should the need arise (Shaw, 2005), 

seems to be in particular important (Kahn et al., 2003). The next section provides more insight in the 

concept “social support”, especially from neighbours. 

 

4.2.  Social  support from neighbours  

This section briefly describes the definition of social support (section 4.2.1), the different providers of social 

support (section 4.2.2), the different types of social support provided (section 4.2.3), the importance of 

neighbour-support (section 4.2.4), and the barriers of social support (section 4.2.5). 

 

4.2.1.  Definition 

Social support is usually defined as “the existence or availability of people on whom one can rely and from 

whom one can experience care, value, and love” (Liu et al., 2016; Sarason et al., 1983). Moreover, social 

support is by Kahn and Antonucci (1980 in Rodriguez et al., 2014, p. 331) defined as “the interpersonal 

transactions including expression of positive affect, affirmation of values and beliefs of the person, and/or 

the provision of instrumental aid or assistance”. In this study, the focus lays on perceived social support 

from neighbours which refers to the belief that neighbours will provide social support should the need 

arise (Shaw, 2005). 
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As stated by Rodriguez et al. (2014), literature often distinguishes two main types of social 

support: emotional support and instrumental support. Emotional support refers to “the exchange of affect, 

sympathy and approval between individuals; it includes aspects of social interaction such as talking about 

personal problems or feelings or providing advice about personal matters” (Rodriguez et al., 2014, p. 331).  

Instrumental support refers to “the exchange of practical help in activities of daily living or in moments of 

need; it includes the provision of financial help and also material resources and services, such as caring or 

providing a means of transportation” (Rodriguez et al., 2014, p. 331).  

 

4.2.2.  Different providers of social support  

As  stated by Van den Berg et al. (2015a), the social network can provide people with access to instrumental 

resources and emotional support. The social network covers all social relationships that surround 

individuals (Frankenmolen, 2014). Timmermans and Pommer (2008) describe the tie that people have 

with their social network members as a sort of mini-insurance: in case of emergency, you can ask them for 

support. Since the social network of people consists of different relationship types, social support can be 

provided by different people. 

In general, the social network of people can be divided in two categories: kin and non-kin, which is 

roughly a distinction between “acquired” and “voluntary” relationships (Dykstra, 1995). Kin relationships 

refer to family, such as parents, children, siblings, nieces, nephews, aunts, uncles, cousins, and 

grandchildren. Non-kin relationships refer to non-family, such as colleagues, friends, and neighbours 

(Dykstra, 1995). In addition to the different relationship types based on kin- and non-kin relationships, 

theories about social networks also distinguish different types of relationships within the social network 

based to the strength of the tie. Granovetter (1973) was one of the first who did this in his article The 

Strength of Weak Ties (Groot, 2012). According to Granovetter (1973), the strength of a tie varies due to a 

combination of four factors: the amount of time, the emotional intensity, the intimacy (mutual confiding) 

and the reciprocal services. Each of these factors is somewhat independent of the other, though the set is 

highly correlated (Granovetter, 1973). Granovetter (1973) made a distinction between “strong ties” and 

“weak ties”, whereas ties with relatives and friends are likely to be strong, neighbour relations tend to be 

weak (Van den Berg et al., 2015b; Völker and Flap, 2007). 

According to Völker and Flap (2007), neighbours constitute 7% to 19% of a person’s social 

network, but the share of neighbours in the network of strong ties, is smaller with 7% to 9% (Völker and 

Flap, 2007). However, in several studies, almost half of the respondents reported to have no neighbours in 

their social network (e.g. Völker and Flap, 2007; Van den Berg and Timmermans, 2015). 

There are differences between the relational types in the social network and the social support 

they might provide. As stated by Dykstra (1995, p. 98), “relationship type generally says something about 

available support (…). The different types of relationships composing the social network provide an 

indication of the access to different forms and/or amounts of support” (Dykstra, 1995, p. 98). So, the next 

sections provides insight in the types of social support provided by the different relational types. 

 

4.2.3.  Different types of social  support  

Research has shown that the social distance between people affects the amount and types of provided social 

support (De Klerk et al., 2015). As stated by Dykstra (1995, p. 98), “differences in supportive functions tend 

to be linked with the structural properties of relationships” (Dykstra, 1995, p. 98). She stated that family 

members can best perform tasks requiring extended commitment, such as care during a long-term illness 

while friends can best perform tasks assuming similarity in lifestyles. In addition, neighbours can best 

perform tasks requiring residential proximity, such as assistance during an emergency (Dykstra, 1995). So, 

the extent to which relationship types differ along the dimensions of proximity, extended commitment and 

similarity in lifestyles (e.g. interests and values), indicates differences in the support they provide (Dykstra, 

1995). 

 It is generally acknowledged that family members are the number one support-givers in the 

Netherlands (e.g. De Klerk et al., 2015; Van Dijk et al., 2013a). According to Stuifbergen et al. (2008), 

partners are the most common support-givers, and, when a partner is absent or unable to provide support, 
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adult children are the successors to provide support. Partners and adult children often provide practical 

support by helping with housekeeping, odd jobs, transport, and the management of payments and finances. 

They also provide emotional support by calling and visiting (Stuifbergen et al., 2008). Moreover, Gray 

(2009) stated that family members also provide personal care and advice on personal problems. Likewise, 

De Klerk et al. (2015) also stressed that family members often provide emotional support, transportation, 

assistance with doctor’s appointments, administrative support, help with arranging facilities, domestic 

help, personal care, and nursing care. 

 However, neighbours also provide support. According to Van Dijk et al. (2013a), who interviewed 

formal- and informal neighbourhood support-givers in the Netherlands, three types of neighbour-support 

are most common: social monitoring, instrumental support and emotional support (Van Dijk et al., 2013a). 

Social monitoring, which seems to be the primary form of neighbour-support provided, refers to keeping a 

careful watch on their neighbours. According to their study, neighbours pay attention to “when they had 

last seen their neighbours and made safety provisions, such as setting up a neighbourhood phone network 

or exchanging keys” (Van Dijk et al., 2013a, p. 152). Moreover, instrumental support is also provided by 

neighbours. Some neighbours provide instrumental support only occasionally (e.g. in times of illness or 

technical assistance) while other neighbours regularly and intensively perform practical tasks (e.g. 

shopping, picking up mail, and disposing of trash) (Van Dijk et al., 2013a). Likewise, Perren et al. (2004) 

stated that taking in mail, watering plants, lending tools or gardening equipment, carrying things upstairs, 

feeding pets during holidays and shopping are typical favors provided by neighbours (Perren et al., 2004). 

In addition, Gray (2009) pointed out that neighbours are significant as people to borrow small items from 

and as a source of lifts (Gray, 2009). Neighbours provide rarely personal- and nursing care to other 

neighbours (De Klerk et al., 2015). Furthermore, neighbours also provide emotional support, which mostly 

involves chatting, having coffee, or undertaking leisure activities (Van Dijk et al., 2013a). Sometimes, 

neighbours are significant as people to talk to when feeling depressed (Gray, 2009). 

 This literature review shows that the type of support provided is affected by the social relationship 

between the support-giver and support-recipient. In general, there seems to be a difference between 

family-support and neighbour-support: whereas family members seem to be suitable to provide all kinds 

of support to their partner, parents and children, including personal- and nursing care, neighbours are 

more suitable for tasks such as keeping an eye on neighbours, small practical tasks (e.g. doing groceries, 

picking up mail, disposing trash, watering plants, and lending tools) and emotional support (e.g. chatting, 

having coffee, and undertaking leisure activities). 

 

4.2.4.  Importance of neighbourhood ties and neighbour-support 

As stated before, the social network can provide people with access to emotional- and instrumental support 

(Van den Berg et al., 2014; Van den Berg et al., 2015a). Although family members are the number one 

support-givers in the Netherlands (De Klerk et al., 2015; Van Dijk et al., 2013a), existing research frequently 

stressed the importance of the local social network for social support (e.g. Dobner et al., 2016; Van Dijk et 

al., 2013a; Shaw, 2005). Especially in the light of a dwindling number of family support-givers, due to 

reduced family size, increased geographical distances and higher female employment rates (Van Dijk et al., 

2013a; Frankenmolen, 2014; Vermeij, 2008; Timmermans and Pommer, 2008; Gray, 2009), the importance 

of informal social relations with and social support from neighbours becomes increasingly important 

because adults who could use some support may be less able to rely upon their relatives than before 

(Perren et al., 2004). And, due to the rise of communication technology and faster transportation modes, 

friends may also provide less social support because social networks are more often spread over larger 

geographic distances (Van den Berg et al., 2015b).  

 Neighbours might fulfil two important roles within the neighbourhood: a task-specific role and a 

compensating role (Van Dijk et al., 2013a; Shaw, 2005). First of all, neighbours may fulfil a task-specific 

role. Neighbours are always close at hand and in some cases, it may be easier to ask a neighbour for help 

than more distant residing relatives and friends. For example, for keeping an eye on the property during a 

holiday, for borrowing tools (Frieling, 2008) or for help in the case of emergencies (Völker and Flap, 2007). 

So, due to their close proximity, neighbours may be the network members in the best position to respond 
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to specific types of problems or tasks (Shaw, 2005). As stated by Shaw (2005, p. 506), “support from 

neighbours may come in the form of monitoring one’s health and safety. The geographic proximity of 

neighbours should enable them to notice when something may be wrong with an individual (e.g. an injury 

because of a fall) and respond quickly to sign of need, perhaps preventing the escalation of problems that 

could lead to functional disability” (Shaw, 2005, p. 506). 

Secondly, neighbours may also fulfil a compensating role. Due to reduced family size, increased 

geographical distances, higher female employment rates, rise of communication technology and faster 

transportation modes (e.g. Van Dijk et al., 2013a; Van den Berg et al., 2015b), adults who could use some 

support might be less able to rely upon their relatives and friends. Neighbours might be able supplement 

the support provided by the more intimate network. As stated by Shaw (2005, p. 506), “support from 

neighbors fulfills a crucial need for many individuals by supplementing the support provided by more 

intimate network members. For instance, neighbor support may serve to compensate in a variety of ways 

for a lack of support from more intimate ties when support from these ties is not readily available” (Shaw, 

2005, p. 506).  

All in all, neighbours might fulfil a compensatory role by supplementing the support provided by 

the more intimate network members and a task-specific role due to their close proximity (Shaw, 2005). 

This does, however, not mean that neighbours can supplement all tasks of the more intimate network 

members. Some tasks are simply not or to a lesser extent reserved for neighbours, such as personal care 

(see section 4.2.3). 

 

4.2.5.  Barriers of social support  

It is important to notice that access to social support does not automatically lead to the receipt of social 

support. Providing- and receiving social support are in particular hindered by three factors: question 

embarrassment, act embarrassment and reluctance of acceptance. In Dutch: “vraagverlegenheid”, 

“handelingsverlegenheid” and “acceptatieschroom” (Linders, 2010). First of all, the reluctance to ask 

people from the (local) social network for help is an important barrier. People might prefer to do everything 

themselves rather than to ask others for help (Linders, 2010). Especially among older adults it might be 

unthinkable to ask for help because they have, for example, learned to be independent (Linders, 2010). Not 

or barely knowing the people in the neighbourhood is another cause of question embarrassment. In this 

case, people do not have the confidence to request for support. Other major causes of question 

embarrassment are the aversion to dependence, the fear for additional interference and/or gossip and 

preventing to bother others (Linders, 2010).  

Moreover, the wait and see attitude of potential support-givers is also an important barrier. A 

reason not to provide support is the aversion that potential support-givers feel against meddling. Providing 

support might not fit the social distance people pursue, for example, with respect to their neighbours. Many 

people do not want to impose their support (Linders, 2010). Another reason is that potential support-givers 

do not or barely know the people in the neighbourhood. In this case, people do not have the confidence to 

offer support because they do not know who is needy. Moreover, negative experiences or repeatedly 

offering their support are also causes of act embarrassment (De Klerk et al., 2014). Furthermore, it might 

also be that people are not interested in providing social support (Linders, 2010) or that they do not offer 

their support due to fear (De Klerk et al., 2014). For example, fear to visit strangers at home, to harm 

anyone, to not be appreciated for the good intentions, and to be the only one to provide support so one has 

no time off (De Klerk et al., 2014). 

Lastly, the hesitation to accept provided social support is also an important barrier. There are 

several reasons why one does not accept social support from people in their social network. It might be 

that they prefer to do everything themselves. The urge to remain independent is therefore a reason to reject 

the offered support. Moreover, the feeling they have to do something in return, while they are not (always) 

able to, is another reason to not accept the offered support. For many people, it is an unwritten rule that 

accepting support creates obligations. Furthermore, not or barely knowing the support-provider is another 

reason to reject the support. In addition, the hesitation to accept provided social support may be due to the 

perception that people are too busy (Linders, 2010). 
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It can be concluded that actually receiving social support depends on several factors which in turn 

depend on the person. The degree of question embarrassment, act embarrassment and reluctance of 

acceptance differs from person to person. Nevertheless, this study focuses on access to neighbour-support 

which refers to the availability of social support in general without taking barriers such as question 

embarrassment into account. 

 

4.3.  Predictors of perceived  social support from neighbours  

This section reviews the existing literature on factors that might affect perceived social support from 

neighbours. It focuses on five categories of variables that are likely to affect adults’ perception of access to 

neighbour-support, namely individual-, household-, social network-, CPC project- and neighbourhood 

characteristics. Since there is little literature available regarding variables that affect perceived social 

support from neighbours, this section also discusses variables that are likely to affect the size of the local 

social network and the frequency of contact with neighbours. It is a reasonable expectation that variables 

affecting these two social network characteristics might also affect perceived social support from 

neighbours because the local social network fulfils a key role in having access to neighbour-support.  

 

4.3.1.  Individual characteristics  

A first group of variables likely to affect perceived social support from neighbours among the residents of 

new construction CPC projects in the Netherlands are individual characteristics. First of all, gender might 

affect adults’ perception of access to neighbour-support because Van den Berg et al. (2015b) found that 

females are more likely to interact with a local tie. In line with this, Shaw (2005) stated that females 

experience a higher level of anticipated support from neighbours. Among older adults, Perren et al. (2004) 

pointed out that males more often have contact with their neighbours and Thomése and Van Tilburg (2000) 

found that males have a larger relative size of the neighbouring network than females. Other studies found, 

however, no association between gender and the number of neighbours in the social network (e.g. Völker 

and Flap, 2007; Völker et al., 2007). 

 It is generally acknowledged that the chance of meeting local residents increases when people 

spend more time in the area where they live (e.g. Völker and Flap, 2007). A condition that cause people to 

spend more time in the neighbourhood is their age (Van den Berg et al., 2015b). In line with this, Van den 

Berg et al. (2015b) stated that older adults are more likely to interact with a local tie. Moreover, Völker and 

Flap (2007) and Völker et al. (2007) pointed out that older people are more likely to have neighbours in 

their social network. In addition, Shaw (2005) asserted that older adults experience more anticipated 

support from neighbours. Among older adults only, Perren et al. (2004) found that people aged 80 and 

above are less likely to talk with their neighbours than those who are in their sixties and seventies. So, age 

might also be important. 

 Partnership might also affect perceived social support from neighbours because Shaw (2005) 

found a positive association between having a partner and anticipated support from neighbours, which 

might indicate that adults without a partner report lower levels of anticipated support from neighbours 

than adults with a partner. As stated by Shaw (2005), adults without a partner may be less likely to call 

upon their neighbours in times of need, perhaps due to a lack of relational competence or simply not 

wanting to impose (Shaw, 2005). Contrary, Völker and Flap (2007) found that married adults are less likely 

to have neighbours in their social network. This is in line with Van den Berg et al. (2016) who found that 

single older adults more often have neighbours in their social network than those with a partner. Older 

adults with a partner have each other, and therefore may have less need for social contact with their 

neighbours (Van den Berg et al., 2016). 

 Ethnic background might also be important because ethnic minority groups tend to focus on their 

own ethnic group for social contact and they have fewer social interactions with their neighbours (Van Dijk 

et al., 2013b). This might indicate that minority groups experience a lower level of perceived social support 

from neighbours, especially when they live in a neighbourhood with other ethnics than their own ethnic 

group. In line with this, Shaw (2005) stressed that White American adults experience a higher level of 

anticipated support from neighbours than non-White American adults. 
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 In addition, Van den Berg and Timmermans (2015) suggested that adults with a low education 

more often have contact with their neighbours, which might be related to the fact that higher educated 

individuals get in touch with others living further away through their studies and work (Van den Berg and 

Timmermans, 2015). Contrary, Völker and Flap (2007) and Völker et al. (2007) stated that higher educated 

adults are more likely to have neighbours in their social network. Also, Van den Berg et al. (2015b) found 

no association between education and the likelihood of interacting with a local tie and Shaw (2005) found 

no association between education and anticipated support from neighbours. 

 People who do not work are also likely to spend more time at home, which might increase the 

chance of meeting local residents (Van den Berg et al., 2015b). In line with this, Van den Berg et al. (2015b) 

and Van den Berg and Timmermans (2015) stressed that adults who work full time are less likely to interact 

with their neighbours. Moreover, Völker et al. (2007) stated that adults who have a paid job have a lower 

number of neighbours in their social network. However, Völker and Flap (2007) found no association 

between employment and the relative size of the neighbouring network. All in all, employment status might 

affect adults’ perception of access to neighbour-support. 

 Another important factor might be health status. Völker and Flap (2007) pointed out that adults 

with a need for help are more likely to have neighbours in their social network. Van den Berg et al. (2015b) 

found no association between adults who are physically challenged and local social interaction. Research 

among older adults showed, however, that older adults who are less self-reliant are less likely to have 

neighbours in their social network (Van den Berg et al., 2016) and that older adults who have difficulty with 

activities of daily living have a smaller relative size of the neighbouring network (Thomése and Van Tilburg, 

2000).  

Moreover, a longer residence in the neighbourhood increases the social interaction with 

neighbours and the number of neighbours in the social network (Hipp and Perrin, 2009; Van den Berg et 

al., 2015b; Van den Berg and Timmermans, 2015). Moreover, Shaw (2005) stressed that adults with a 

longer residence in the neighbourhood perceive a higher level of anticipated support from neighbours. 

Therefore, length of residence might also be important. 

Housing type might also affect adults’ perception of access to neighbour-support because Van den 

Berg et al. (2016) found that older adults who live in a multi-family dwelling more often have neighbours 

in their social network. This might indicate that adults who live in an apartment perceive a higher level of 

social support from neighbours. 

Research also suggested that people who rent their dwelling perceive a lower level of anticipated 

support from neighbours (Shaw, 2005). This seems to indicate that home-owners perceive a higher level 

of anticipated support from neighbours, so home-ownership might be important. 

 Local formal social participation and local informal social participation might also affect adults’ 

perception of access to neighbour-support because social participation provides opportunities to meet 

other people (Broese van Groenou and Deeg, 2010). In line with this, research has shown that involvement 

in clubs or voluntary associations directly results in a larger social network and indirectly in more 

neighbours in the social network and more contact with neighbours (Van den Berg and Timmermans, 

2015). Moreover, neighbourhood social participation might also be important because Völker et al. (2007) 

stressed that people who conduct common activities with neighbours (e.g. cleaning the neighbourhood, 

and getting together for a drink) have more neighbours in their social network. This may indicate that 

people who conduct local activities perceive a higher level of perceived social support from their 

neighbours.  

 Provided social support to neighbours might also be important because providing support 

increases the chances of receiving it (Plickert et al. 2007). Plickert et al. (2007) stated that reciprocity is a 

key way to mobilise resources to deal with daily life and seize opportunities. In line with this, Komter 

(2003) stressed that a gift without expectations of reciprocity is often given by people from the social 

network with a small social distance, such as relatives. The expectation of reciprocity is greater when the 

social distance is greater. This might indicate that reciprocity plays a role among neighbours, because these 

ties tend to be weak (Van den Berg et al., 2015b; Völker and Flap, 2007), and that adults who provided 

social support to neighbours might perceive a higher level of access to neighbour-support. 
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 Based on this literature review, it can be concluded that fourteen individual characteristics might 

affect adults’ perception of access to neighbour-support among the residents of new construction CPC 

projects in the Netherlands, consisting of: gender, age, partnership, ethnic background, education, 

employment, health status, length of residence, housing type, home-ownership, local formal social 

participation, local informal social participation, neighbourhood social participation, and provided social 

support to neighbours. 

 

4.3.2.  Household characteristics  

A second group of variables likely to affect perceived social support from neighbours among the residents 

of new construction CPC projects in the Netherlands are characteristics of the household. First of all, Van 

den Berg et al. (2015b) stated that adults with a larger household size are more likely to interact with a 

local tie and Völker and Flap (2007) asserted that adults with a larger household size are more likely to 

have neighbours in their social network. Therefore, household size might be an important factor. 

 Besides age and work status, another condition that causes people to spend more time in the 

neighbourhood is the household composition. People with young children are likely to spend more time at 

home, which might increase the chance of meeting local residents (Van den Berg et al., 2015b). In line with 

this, Völker and Flap (2007) and Van den Berg and Timmermans (2015) reported that adults who have 

children in their household are more likely to have neighbours in their social network and Van den Berg 

and Timmermans (2015) also pointed out that adults with children in their household more often have 

contact with their neighbours. Having children can be understood as a condition that increases the 

accessibility of contact between neighbours because children play with other children from the 

neighbourhood and parents might therefore also have contact with each other (Frieling, 2008). Völker et 

al. (2007) found, however, no association between having children in the household and the number of 

neighbours in the social network. Among older adults, Thomése and Van Tilburg (2000) found that older 

adults (54+) with children in their household have a larger relative size of the neighbouring network. All in 

all, household composition might affect adults’ perception of access to neighbour-support. 

 Another factor that might be important is household income because adults with a higher income 

are more likely to have neighbours in their social network (Völker and Flap, 2007) and more often have 

contact with their neighbours (Van den Berg and Timmermans, 2015). Van den Berg et al. (2015b) found, 

however, no association between household income and local social interaction. Among older adults, 

Thomése and Van Tilburg (2000) and Van den Berg et al. (2016) found that older adults with higher 

household income less often have neighbours in their social network.  

 In addition, household car-ownership might also be important because the availability of 

transportation resources such as a car increases the physical distance in people’s social network, which in 

turn may increase the likelihood of interacting with network members outside the neighbourhood (Van 

den Berg et al., 2015b). In line with this, Van den Berg et al. (2015b) stressed that adults who have one or 

more cars in the household are less likely to interact with a local tie. Among older adults, Perren et al. 

(2004) found no association between car-ownership and contact with neighbours and Thomése and Van 

Tilburg (2000) found no association between car-ownership and the relative size of the neighbouring 

network. This seems to indicate that, for older adults, car-ownership no longer has an effect on the 

frequency of contact with neighbours or the number of neighbours in the network. 

 Based on this literature review, it can be concluded that four household characteristics might affect 

adults’ perception of access to neighbour-support among the residents of new construction CPC projects in 

the Netherlands, consisting of: household size, -composition, -income and -car-ownership. 

 

4.3.3.  Social  network characteristics  

A third group of variables likely to affect perceived social support from neighbours among the residents of 

new construction CPC projects in the Netherlands are social network characteristics because the social 

network can provide people with access to social support (Van den Berg et al., 2014; Van den Berg et al., 

2015a). A variable likely to affect perceived social support from neighbours is the size of the local social 

network because the availability of social support increases with a growing network size (Seeman and 
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Berkman, 1988). Plickert et al. (2007) stated that people with a larger network have a higher likelihood 

that someone in the network will be supportive because larger networks are more diverse which increases 

the likelihood that someone in the network will be supportive. They might provide a larger pool from which 

to obtain social support when needed (Plickert et al., 2007). 

 Another variable likely to affect perceived social support from neighbours is the frequency of 

contact with neighbours. As stated by Stephens et al. (2011), the existence of a social network might not be 

sufficient. A person might perceive a lack of social support despite their large network because the presence 

of actual social contact is required to receive social support (Stephens et al., 2011). In line with this 

statement, Shaw (2005) stressed that more neighbour contact leads to a higher level of anticipated support 

from neighbours. 

Furthermore, Völker and Flap (2007) found that adults who have more relational alternatives are 

less likely to have neighbours in their social network. As stated by Völker et al. (2007, p. 110), “having 

relational alternatives outside the neighbourhood detracts from community life within the 

neighbourhood”. This might indicate that the size of the non-local social network and the frequency of 

contact with the non-local social network might also affect adults’ perception of access to neighbour-

support. 

Based on this literature review, it can be concluded that four social network characteristics might 

affect adults’ perception of access to neighbour-support among the residents of new construction CPC 

projects in the Netherlands, consisting of: local- and non-local social network size as well as contact with 

local- and non-local social network. 

 

4.3.4.  CPC project characteristics  

A fourth group of variables likely to affect perceived social support from neighbours among the residents 

of new construction CPC projects in the Netherlands are characteristics of the CPC project. As has become 

clear in section 3.3.4, several CPC process-, CPC product- and CPC resident characteristics might affect 

adults’ perception of neighbourhood social cohesion, consisting of: initiator, phase of involvement, duration 

of involvement, contact with future neighbours, getting to know future neighbours, date of completion, 

project size, housing types, home-ownership, presence of common facilities, homogeneity and 

collaborative lifestyle. With these factors, CPC projects can be distinguished. It is therefore expected that 

these factors might affect adults’ perception of neighbourhood social cohesion. However, no study has yet 

investigated what CPC factors affect adults’ perception of access to neighbour-support among the residents 

of (new construction) CPC projects, in contrast with perceived neighbourhood social cohesion (e.g. Boelens 

et al., 2011). As starting point for this study, it is therefore assumed that the aforementioned factors might 

also affect adults’ perception of access to neighbour-support for the same reasons as for perceived 

neighbourhood social cohesion. 

 

4.3.5.  Neighbourhood characteristics  

A fifth group of variables likely to affect perceived social support from neighbours among the residents of 

new construction CPC projects in the Netherlands are neighbourhood characteristics. First of all, 

neighbourhood facilities might be important because they provide opportunities for social interaction and 

the expansion and maintenance of local social networks (Van den Berg et al., 2015a). Van den Berg et al. 

(2015b) stressed that adults who have a supermarket, primary school or outdoor sports facility within 1 

km from their home are more likely to interact with a local tie. Moreover, Völker and Flap (2007) found 

that adults who have more primary schools within the municipality are more likely to have neighbours in 

their social network. However, people who have more day care centers within the municipality are less 

likely to have neighbours in their social network (Völker and Flap, 2007). So, the presence of 

neighbourhood facilities might affect adults’ perception of access to neighbour-support. 

 Moreover, people in neighbourhoods with a larger degree of urbanization have a smaller 

proportion of neighbours in their social network (Van den Berg et al., 2015b). Moreover, Van den Berg et 

al. (2015b) pointed out that adults living in neighbourhoods with a higher density are less likely to interact 
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with a local tie than adults living in neighbourhoods with a lower density. As a result, urban density might 

also be important. 

Lastly, Shaw (2005) stated that social cohesion and mutual trust within communities are likely to 

have profound influences on social interaction among neighbours. In line with this, Weijs-Perrée et al. 

(2015) showed that residents living in neighbourhoods with a higher level of neighbourhood social 

cohesion have more social interaction with neighbours. Also, Frankenmolen (2014) found that people who 

perceive a higher level of neighbourhood cohesion are more likely to have access to neighbour-support. 

Among older adults, Van den Berg et al. (2016) found that older adults who report higher levels of 

neighbourhood social cohesion have more often neighbours in their social network. So, perceived 

neighbourhood social cohesion might affect adults’ perception of access to neighbour-support. 

Based on this literature review, it can be concluded that three neighbourhood characteristics might 

affect adults’ perception of access to neighbour-support among the residents of new construction CPC 

projects in the Netherlands, consisting of: presence of neighbourhood facilities, urban density and 

perceived neighbourhood social cohesion. No literature has been found regarding the influence of 

perceived neighbourhood safety and perceived neighbourhood problems on perceived social support from 

neighbours. However, these variables will be included in this study because there might be a relationship 

with perceived neighbourhood social cohesion. Therefore, the relationship between these two 

neighbourhood characteristics and perceived social support from neighbours will also be investigated in 

this study as the data will be available after the data collection.  

In addition to the variables described in this section, there are several other characteristics that 

also may affect perceived social support from neighbours because they affect the number of neighbours in 

the social network or the frequency of contact with neighbours. For example, feeling at home in the 

neighbourhood (Van den Berg et al., 2015b), intention to stay in the neighbourhood (Völker and Flap, 2007; 

Völker et al., 2007), satisfaction with the neighbourhood (Van den Berg and Timmermans, 2015) and 

knowing where others live (Völker et al., 2007). However, these variables will not be included in this study 

in order to prevent this study to get too wide. 

 

4.4.  Conclusion 

This chapter on social support from neighbours aimed to answer sub research questions 3a and 3b: what 

is social support from neighbours and what factors affect perceived social support from neighbours 

according to literature? 

 Based on the literature review in this chapter, it can be concluded that social support can be 

defined as the existence or availability of people on whom one can rely and from whom one can experience 

care, value, and love (Liu et al., 2016; Sarason et al., 1983). It refers to the transactions between people 

which include expression of positive affect, affirmation of values and beliefs of the person, and/or the 

provision of instrumental aid or assistance (Kahn and Antonucci, 1980 in Rodriguez et al., 2014).  

 Neighbours may fulfil a compensatory role by supplementing the support provided by the more 

intimate network and a task-specific role due to their close proximity. Social monitoring, instrumental 

support and emotional support are the most common neighbour-support types. Social monitoring refers 

to keeping a careful watch on one’s neighbours. Instrumental support refers to the exchange of practical 

help in activities of daily living or in moments of need. Common types of instrumental support from 

neighbours include grocery shopping, picking up mail, disposing of trash, watering plants, lending tools or 

gardening equipment, carrying things upstairs, feeding pets during holidays, and providing lifts. 

Neighbours rarely provide personal- and nursing care. Emotional support refers to the exchange of affect, 

sympathy and approval between individuals. Common types of emotional support from neighbours include 

chatting, having coffee, undertaking leisure activities and talking when feeling depressed. 

 Regarding the factors that might affect adults’ perception of access to neighbour-support among 

the residents of Dutch new construction CPC projects, this chapter showed that several individual-, 

household-, social network-, CPC project- and neighbourhood characteristics might be important. All 

discussed factors in this chapter, a total of 39 factors, will be analysed in relation with perceived social 

support from neighbours, consisting of: 
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- Fourteen individual characteristics: gender, age, partnership, ethnic background, education, 

employment, health status, length of residence, housing type, home-ownership, local formal social 

participation, local informal social participation, neighbourhood social participation, and provided 

social support to neighbours. 

- Four household characteristics: household size, household composition, household income and 

household car-ownership. 

- Four social network characteristics: local social network size, non-local social network size, 

contact with local social network and contact with non-local social network. 

- Twelve CPC project characteristics: initiator, phase of involvement, duration of involvement, 

contact with future neighbours, getting to know future neighbours, date of completion, project size, 

housing types, home-ownership, presence of common facilities, homogeneity and collaborative 

lifestyle. 

- Five neighbourhood characteristics: presence of neighbourhood facilities, perceived 

neighbourhood safety, perceived neighbourhood problems urban density, and perceived 

neighbourhood social cohesion. 

In comparison with the factors that will be analysed in relation with perceived neighbourhood 

social cohesion, as discussed in the previous chapter (chapter 3), the factors that will be analysed in 

relation with perceived social support from neighbours consist of one additional neighbourhood 

characteristic: perceived neighbourhood social cohesion. The other 38 factors are identical. 
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  Chapter 5 

Research plan 

(Image: Mediamatic, 2012) 
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5.  RESEARCH PLAN 

The literature study in the previous three chapters presented the theoretical framework of this study. 

These chapters provided (scientific) literature on Collective Private Commissioning (chapter 2), 

(perceived) neighbourhood social cohesion (chapter 3), and (perceived) social support from neighbours 

(chapter 4). More specifically, these chapters provided insight in the individual-, household-, social 

network-, CPC project- and neighbourhood characteristics that might affect adults’ perception of 

neighbourhood social cohesion and access to neighbour-support. As mentioned in the introduction, no 

existing data is available to answer sub research questions 2c and 3c as well as the main research question. 

Therefore, field research needs to be conducted in order to answer these research questions.  

 In this chapter, the research plan for the field research is described by describing the methodology 

(section 5.1) and the research design consisting of the definitive conceptual model, hypotheses, and 

operationalisation (section 5.2). As will be clear, the data collection did not yet take place. From section 5.3, 

there is a turning point. The data have now been collected on the basis of the research design and this 

section describes the ins and outs of the data collection in more detail (e.g. population, sample, distribution 

of questionnaire, definitive sample, reliability, and validity). This chapter ends with a description of the 

statistical analysis methods (section 5.4) and some concluding remarks (section 5.5). 

 

5.1.  Methodology 

The selected methodology for this study is quantitative research with a descriptive and exploratory 

character. Quantitative research is the most suitable approach because the aim of this study is to gain 

insight in the functioning of perceived neighbourhood social cohesion and perceived social support from 

neighbours among the residents of new construction CPC projects in the Netherlands by investigating the 

direct- and indirect effects of the individual-, household-, social network-, CPC project- and neighbourhood 

characteristics on perceived neighbourhood social cohesion and perceived social support from neighbours 

simultaneously. This requires a statistical analysis and therefore a quantitative approach.  

This study applies a cross-sectional survey research, which indicates that the data will be collected 

at one single point in time. According to Baarda and colleagues (2012), survey research is the most 

appropriate research design for descriptive and exploratory research. The purpose is mainly to gather 

information about the unit of analysis and can be carried out both by asking questions and by observing 

(Baarda et al., 2012). Moreover, cross-sectional survey research is quick, efficient, easy to carry out, and 

produces relatively a lot of data in a short time. It is, however, not suitable for the examination of causal 

relationships (Baarda et al., 2012).  

Within this study, a questionnaire will be designed to collect the needed data to be able to study 

the relationships between the independent variables on perceived neighbourhood social cohesion and 

perceived social support from neighbours, as well as the relationship between the dependent variables. 

The next section describes the conceptual model, hypotheses and operationalisation of the variables in the 

conceptual model. This insight is needed to compose the questionnaire for this study. 

 

5.2.  Research design 

This section describes the research design. First, this section describes the definitive conceptual model and 

the hypotheses (section 5.2.1). Subsequently, this section describes the operationalisation of the variables 

in the conceptual model (section 5.2.2). 

 

5.2.1.  Conceptual model  and hypotheses 

A major aim of the literature study in the previous three chapters was to create a better understanding of 

the research topics – Collective Private Commissioning, (perceived) neighbourhood social cohesion and 

(perceived) social support from neighbours – and to complement the global conceptual model in chapter 1 

with variables that might affect adults’ perception of neighbourhood cohesion and access to neighbour-

support. 
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As described in chapter 3 and 4, it is expected that perceived neighbourhood social cohesion and 

perceived social support from neighbours are affected by individual-, household-, social network-, CPC 

project- and neighbourhood characteristics because other studies found significant relationships (see 

section 3.3 and 4.3). In addition, it is also expected that perceived social support from neighbours is affected 

by perceived neighbourhood social cohesion (see section 4.3). This indicates that the structure of the global 

conceptual model, consisting of five categories of variables – individual-, household-, social network-, CPC 

project- and neighbourhood characteristics – and the link between perceived neighbourhood social 

cohesion and perceived social support from neighbours, remains appropriate. The global conceptual model 

can therefore be expanded with the insights from the literature study. 

 

 
 

 

Based on the literature study, it can be concluded that fourteen individual characteristics might 

affect adults’ perception of neighbourhood cohesion and access to neighbour-support, consisting of gender, 

age, partnership, ethnic background, education, employment, health status, length of residence, housing 

type, home-ownership, local formal social participation, local informal social participation, neighbourhood 

Individual characteristics

Gender

Age

Partnership

Ethnic background

Education

Employment

Health status

Length of residence

Housing type

Home-ownership

Local formal social participation

Local informal social participation

Neighbourhood social participation

Provided social support to neighbours

Household characteristics First dependent variable

Household size

Household composition

Household income

Household car-ownership

Social network characteristics

Local social network size

Non-local social network size

Contact with local social network

Contact with non-local social network

CPC project characteristics: process

Initiator

Phase of involvement

Duration of involvement

Contact with future neighbours

Getting to know future neighbours

CPC project characteristics: product Second dependent variable

Date of completion

Project size

Housing types

Home-ownership

Presence of common facilities

CPC project characteristics: residents

Collaborative lifestyle

Homogeneity

Neighbourhood characteristics

Presence of neighbourhood facilities

Perceived neighbourhood safety

Perceived neighbourhood problems

Urban density

Perceived social support from neighbours 

(PSSN)

Perceived neighbourhood social cohesion 

(PNSC)

Figure 5.1: Definitive conceptual model 
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social participation, and provided social support to neighbours. Moreover, four household characteristics 

might also be important, consisting of household size, household composition, household income, and 

household car-ownership. Furthermore, four social network characteristics might also predict perceived 

neighbourhood cohesion and perceived social support from neighbours, consisting of local social network 

size, non-local social network size, contact with local social network, and contact with non-local social 

network. In addition, twelve CPC project characteristics might also affect the dependent variables of this 

study, consisting of initiator, phase of involvement, duration of involvement, contact with future 

neighbours, getting to know future neighbours, date of completion, project size, housing types, home-

ownership, presence of common facilities, collaborative lifestyle, and homogeneity. And lastly, four 

neighbourhood characteristics might also be important, consisting of presence of neighbourhood facilities, 

perceived neighbourhood safety, perceived neighbourhood problems, and urban density. All these 

independent variables are therefore included in the definitive conceptual model in figure 5.1. 

For each relationship in the model, a hypothesis can be formulated. Although hypotheses are not 

required in exploratory research, it is a convenient way to translate the literature in clear expectations of 

the results of the data analyses. The direction of the relationships is determined with the literature study. 

For example, Oh (2003) stressed that older adults perceive a higher level of neighbourhood cohesion and 

Shaw (2005) pointed out that older adults perceive more anticipated support from neighbours. It is 

therefore hypothesised that older adults might experience a higher level of neighbourhood cohesion and 

access to neighbour-support than younger adults. Appendix 1 gives an overview of the hypotheses 

corresponding with the definitive conceptual model. As can be seen in this appendix, the hypotheses are 

already adjusted to the operationalisations of the variables, which are described in the next section. For 

example, presence of neighbourhood facilities is operationalised into the presence of seven types of 

neighbourhood facilities within 1 kilometer (e.g. supermarket, other grocery stores, and cafeteria). A 

hypothesis is defined for each of these neighbourhood facilities. 

 

5.2.2.  Operationalisation 

This section describes the operationalisation of the variables in the conceptual model (figure 5.1). The 

variables need to be operationalised to be able to include them in the questionnaire and to, consequently, 

collect the needed data for this study. 

 

Perceived neighbourhood social cohesion 

One of the two dependent variables of this study is perceived neighbourhood social cohesion. In the 

literature, there are several operationalisations of perceived neighbourhood social cohesion. However, the 

Neighbourhood Cohesion Instrument, developed by Buckner (1988), is perhaps the most frequently used 

instrument (Bruhn, 2009). This variable will therefore be assessed using the 18-item Neighbourhood 

Cohesion Instrument of Buckner (1988). This instrument was developed to measure three domains of 

neighbourhood social cohesion: psychological sense of community, attraction to neighbourhood and 

neighbouring (Buckner, 1988; Lochner et al., 1999). According to Wilkinson (2007, p. 214), the instrument 

has “positive conceptual, technical, and practical attributes. It is conceptually strong, having items chosen 

on the basis of a comprehensive literature review that focused on different possible dimensions of cohesion 

integrating approaches from community psychology, urban planning, social psychology, and sociology”. 

Although the Neighbourhood Cohesion Instrument was initially developed to measure social 

cohesion at the level of the neighbourhood, this study treats this measure at the individual level rather than 

deriving an aggregate measure since this study is not clustered within neighbourhoods, which is also 

common in several other studies (e.g. Elliott et al., 2014). Moreover, Boelens et al. (2010) stated that 

neighbourhood social cohesion works both ways: where it is at its strongest within the CPC project, it is 

often at its weakest with the rest of the neighbourhood. Although it would be interesting to make a 

distinction between perceived social cohesion within the CPC project and perceived social cohesion outside 

the CPC project, it has been decided to make no distinction in order to keep the size of this study 

manageable. Furthermore, it has been decided to not define the boundaries of the neighbourhood because 

people’s perception on “the neighbourhood” might differ. 
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The following items from the Neighbourhood Cohesion Instrument will be used to measure 

psychological sense of community, attraction to neighbourhood, and neighbouring. 

 

Psychological sense of community: 

1.  I feel like I belong to this neighbourhood; 

2. The friendships and associations I have with other people in my neighbourhood mean a lot to me; 

3. If the people in my neighbourhood were planning something I’d think of it as something “we” were 

doing rather than “they” were doing; 

4. I think I agree with most people in my neighbourhood about what is important in life; 

5. I feel loyal to the people in my neighbourhood; 

6. I would be willing to work together with others on something to improve my neighbourhood; 

7. I like to think of myself as similar to the people who live in this neighbourhood; 

8. A feeling of fellowship runs deep between me and other people in this neighbourhood; 

9. Living in this neighbourhood gives me a sense of community. 
 

Attraction to neighbourhood: 

1. Overall, I am very attracted to living in this neighbourhood; 

2. Given the opportunity, I would like to move out of this neighbourhood; 

3. I plan to remain a resident of this neighbourhood for a number of years. 
 

Neighbouring: 

1. I visit my neighbours in their homes; 

2. If I needed advice about something I could go to someone in my neighbourhood; 

3. I believe my neighbours would help me in an emergency; 

4. I borrow things and exchange favors with my neighbours; 

5. I rarely have neighbours over to my house to visit; 

6. I regularly stop and talk with people in my neighbourhood. 

 

Respondents will be asked to indicate how strongly they agree or disagree with each statement 

using a five-point Likert scale, ranging from (1) strongly disagree to (5) strongly agree. Although it is 

possible to calculate an overall score per dimension, and thus to analyse the influence of the independent 

variables on each dimension of neighbourhood social cohesion, this study will only calculate an overall 

perceived neighbourhood social cohesion score by adding up all 18-items with equal weighting (range: 18-

90), as in the studies of Robinson and Wilkinson (1995) and Ellaway et al. (2001), to keep the size of this 

study manageable. Higher scores will indicate a higher level of perceived neighbourhood social cohesion. 

 

Perceived social support from neighbours 

The other dependent variable in this study is perceived social support from neighbours and refers to the 

belief that neighbours will provide assistance should the need arise. It has been decided to measure 

“perceived” social support instead of “received” social support because it seems to be a better indicator of 

the presence of a supportive social network (Shaw, 2005). As stated by Shaw (2005): 
 

“A low level of received support is not necessarily a valid indicator of an inadequate support system 

because this may actually indicate a current lack of need for support from network members 

because of strong personal coping resources (…). In contrast, measures of anticipated support 

seem to provide an accurate representation of the supportiveness of one’s network as they are 

likely to reflect both the support that has been received in the recent past and the support that is 

currently not needed but is readily available” (Shaw, 2005, p. 505). 
 

Consequently, there is an important issue to keep in mind when interpreting the results of this 

study because there is a difference between perceived- and received social support. One might experience 

a high level of perceived social support from neighbours, but this does not automatically mean that they 

will receive social support from neighbours when the desire arises because there are several barriers that 
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affect the receipt of social support (see section 4.2.5). For example, one might indicate to feel that 

neighbours would lend a small amount of money, but due to a personal rule to never lend money from or 

to neighbours (for example due to bad experiences), one might never accept it. The results in this study just 

indicate that there might be opportunities for social support from neighbours, but how one will deal with 

these opportunities when they are in need depends on the person. 

Within this study, perceived social support from neighbours will be measured with two 

dimensions: emotional social support and instrumental social support because this are two common types 

of social support among neighbours (Van Dijk et al., 2013a). Since there seems to be no existing instrument 

to measure perceived social support from neighbours, it has been decided to design a new instrument. To 

design this instrument, multiple existing instruments were viewed to measure perceived or received social 

support, consisting of: 

1. The SSL-I instrument of Sonderen (1991; 2012), which measures five types of social support: 
emotional support, esteem support, instrumental support, social companionship, and informative 
support. 

2. The Interpersonal Support Evaluation List (ISEL) instrument of Cohen and Hoberman (1983), 
which measures four types of social support: tangible support, belonging support, self-esteem 
support, and appraisal support. 

3. The MOS Social Support Survey instrument of Sherbourne and Stewart (1991), which measures 
four types of social support: emotional/informational support, tangible support, affectionate 
support, and positive social interaction. 

4. The access to informal support instrument of Frankenmolen (2014), which measures tangible 
support. 
 

These four instruments have been compared with each other in order to design an instrument to 

measure perceived emotional- and instrumental social support from neighbours. The analysis resulted in 

the following items: 

 

Emotional social support from neighbours: “I have, when needed/desired, a …” 

1. Neighbour who cheers me up; 
2. Neighbour who offers me a listening ear when I want to talk; 
3. Neighbour who gives me good advice; 
4. Neighbour who shows me affection; 
5. Neighbour who comforts me; 
6. Neighbour who advises me to solve my problems; 
7. Neighbour who reassures me; 
8. Neighbour to share my most personal concerns and fears with; 
9. Neighbour who understands my problems; 
10. Neighbour with whom I can talk about myself and my problems. 

 

Instrumental social support from neighbours: “I have, when needed/desired, a …” 

1. Neighbour who gives me a lift; 
2. Neighbour who takes me to the doctor if I am unable to do so myself; 
3. Neighbour who helps me in “emergencies” (e.g. care of children after school when you are unable 

to be there on time due to circumstances); 
4. Neighbour who helps me with my daily chores (e.g. grocery shopping, preparing food); 
5. Neighbour who helps me in my housekeeping (e.g. cleaning, making the bed); 
6. Neighbour who helps me with small jobs (e.g. putting container on the street, changing bulbs); 
7. Neighbour who helps me with large jobs (e.g. cleaning out roof gutter, trimming high hedge); 
8. Neighbour who lends small things to me (e.g. tools); 
9. Neighbour who lends large things to me (e.g. car, trailer); 
10. Neighbour who lends me a small amount of money (up to a maximum of €100); 
11. Neighbour who watches after my home (e.g. plants, animals, garden, mailbox) when I’m away for 

a longer duration due to, for example, a vacation or hospitalization. 
12. Neighbour who helps me with filling in forms (e.g. in relation with social security benefits, taxes, 

service requests); 
13. Neighbour who helps me with personal care (e.g. washing, dressing, cleaning wounds). 
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Respondents will be asked to indicate how strongly they agree or disagree with each statement 

using a five-point Likert scale, ranging from (1) strongly disagree to (5) strongly agree. The respondents 

will be asked to answer the statements without taking the household- and direct family members living in 

the neighbourhood into account in order to avoid a distorted picture regarding the level of perceived social 

support from neighbours because there is a difference in the types of social support provided by the direct 

family members and neighbours, as described in section 4.2.3. Although it is possible to calculate an overall 

score per dimension, and thus to analyse the influence of the independent variables on each dimension of 

social support from neighbours, this study will only calculate an overall perceived social support from 

neighbours score by adding up all 23-items with equal weighting (range: 23-115) to keep the size of this 

study manageable. Higher scores will indicate a higher level of perceived social support from neighbours. 

 

Individual characteristics 

As shown in the conceptual model (figure 5.1), this study includes fourteen individual characteristics that 

might affect adults’ perception of neighbourhood cohesion and access to neighbour-support. Gender will 

be assessed by asking the respondents about their gender (1=male, 2=female). Age will be assessed by 

asking the respondents about their age on a ratio level of measurement (N years). Partnership will be 

assessed by asking the respondents if they have a partner. The respondents can answer this question with 

five answer options, namely: (1) yes, I’m married, (2) yes, but I’m not married, (3) no, I’m divorced, (4) no, 

I’m a widow/-er and (5) no (other). Ethnic background will be assessed by asking the respondents about 

the ethnic group they feel they belong to the most. The respondents can answer this question with nine 

answer options, namely: (1) Dutch, (2) Belgian, (3) Turkish, (4) Moroccan, (5) Polish, (6) Surinamese, (7) 

Antillean/Aruban, (8) Indonesian and (9) other. Education will be assessed by asking the respondents 

about their highest education level on an 8-point scale, ranging from (1) no education to (8) university 

degree or higher (Cramm and Nieboer, 2015). Employment will be assessed by asking the respondents 

about their current employment status. According to Statistics Netherlands, someone works part time with 

12-34 hours a week and full time with 35 or more hours a week (CBS, 2003). The respondents can answer 

this question with five answer options, namely: (1) retired, (2) part time work (≤11 hours per week), (3) 

part time work (12 to 34 hours per week), (4) full time work (≥35 hours per week) and (5) other (e.g. 

unemployed, incapacitated). Health status will be assessed by asking the respondents the following 

question: “how would you rate your own health in the past year?” (Van Dijk et al., 2013b). The respondents 

can answer this question on a 5-point scale ranging from (1) poor to (5) very good. Local formal social 

participation will be assessed by asking the respondents in how many local organisations or clubs they 

are actively involved (e.g. sports club, hobby club, and neighbourhood association) (Van den Berg et al., 

2012). This will be measured on an 8-point scale ranging from (1) (almost) never to (8) (almost) daily. 

Local informal social participation will be assessed by asking the respondents how often they conduct 

seven types of local social activities on an 8-point scale ranging from (1) (almost) never to (8) (almost) 

daily. The social activities consist of (1) visiting local cultural activity (e.g. exhibition, art gallery, and 

theatrical performance), (2) visiting local catering sector (e.g. restaurant, and café), (3) visiting local 

community center, (4) practicing sports outside the house (e.g. going for a walk, cycling, and fishing), (5) 

visiting local sports competitions (e.g. soccer game), (6) visiting local shops for pleasure, and (7) visiting 

local friends or other relations or have them visit you (LASA, 2015; Elliot et al., 2014). Neighbourhood 

social participation will be assessed by asking the respondents how often they conduct neighbourhood 

activities, such as a neighbourhood party or neighbourhood clean-up, on an 8-point scale ranging from (1) 

(almost) never to (8) almost daily (Völker et al., 2007). Provided social support to neighbours will be 

assessed by asking the respondents about the frequency they provided emotional- and instrumental social 

support to neighbours, without taking the household- and direct family members into account on an 8-

point scale ranging from (1) (almost) never to (8) (almost) daily. Length of residence will be assessed by 

asking the respondents two indicators, namely: “since what year do you live at your current address?” and 

“since what year do you live in this neighbourhood?”. Both indicators will be measured on a ratio level of 

measurement (N) (Van Dijk et al., 2013b). Housing type will be assessed by asking the respondents in what 

housing type they live. The respondents can answer this question with seven answer options, namely: (1) 
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detached dwelling, (2) semi-detached dwelling, (3) patio dwelling, (4) row dwelling, (5) apartment, (6) 

non-independent dwelling and (7) other. Home-ownership will be assessed by asking the respondents if 

they live in an owner-occupied or rental dwelling (1=owner-occupied and 2=rental) (Van Dijk et al., 2013b). 

 

Household characteristics 

As shown in the conceptual model (figure 5.1), this study includes four household characteristics that might 

affect adults’ perception of neighbourhood cohesion and access to neighbour-support. Household size will 

be assessed by asking the respondents to indicate how many people they have in their household, including 

oneself, categorised by (1) adults (≥18 years), (2) young children (≤11 years) and (3) older children (12-

17 years). Based on these answers, the household composition will be determined consisting of (1) 

household without children (aged ≤ 17 years) and (2) household with children (aged ≤ 17 years). 

Household income will be assessed by asking the respondents about their net monthly household income 

including social benefits, pensions and salaries (Cramm et al., 2013) on a 9-point scale ranging from (1) 

€1000 or less to (9) €4501 or more. Household car-ownership will be assessed by asking the respondents 

about the number of cars they have in their household (Van den Berg et al., 2015b). The respondents can 

answer this question with three answer options, namely: (1) no cars, (2) 1 car and (3) 2 or more cars. 

 

Social network characteristics 

As shown in the conceptual model (figure 5.1), this study includes four social network characteristics that 

might affect adults’ perception of neighbourhood cohesion and access to neighbour-support. In order to 

define the size of the local- and non-local social network, the size of the social network will be assessed by 

asking the respondents to define the number of persons with whom they maintain an important 

relationship, categorised by direct family (e.g. parents, children and siblings), other family (e.g. uncles, 

aunts, cousins and nieces), friends (e.g. colleagues and fellow students) and neighbours. The 

operationalisation is inspired by the measurement instruments of Van den Berg et al. (2015b) and De Jong 

Gierveld and Van Tilburg (1999) to measure the social network size. The respondents will be asked, for 

each category, to indicate how many important people reside in the same neighbourhood, in the same 

city/village, in another city/village (< 30 minutes travel time by car) and in another city/village (> 30 

minutes travel time by car). Table 5.1 gives an overview of the matrix that the respondents need to fill in. 

Based on the social network matrix, it is possible to define the local- and non-local social network 

size by adding up the right columns. The local social network size will be calculated by adding up the 

social network members living in the same neighbourhood (first column). The non-local social network 

size will be calculated by adding up the social network members living outside the neighbourhood (three 

other columns). Contact with local social network will be assessed by asking the respondents for each 

category – direct family, other family, friends and neighbours – how frequently they have contact with the 

persons in their neighbourhood on an 8-point scale ranging from (1) (almost) never to (8) (almost) daily. 

An overall score for contact with the local social network will be calculated by adding up all 4-items with 

equal weighting (range: 4-32), with higher mean scores indicating a higher level of contact with people in 

their neighbourhood. Contact with non-local social network will be assessed by asking the respondents 

for each category – direct family, other family and friends – how frequently they have contact with the 

persons outside the neighbourhood on an 8-point scale ranging from (1) (almost never) to (8) (almost) 

daily. An overall score for contact with the non-local social network will be calculated by adding up all 3-

items with equal weighting (range: 3-24), with higher mean scores indicating a higher level of contact with 

people outside their neighbourhood. 

 

 

Categories
Same 

neighbourhood

Same 

city/village

Other city/village 

(<30 min.)

Other city/village 

(>30 min.)

Direct family

Other family

Friends

Neighbours

Table 5.1: Social network matrix 
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CPC project characteristics 

As shown in the conceptual model (figure 5.1), this study includes twelve CPC project characteristics that 

might affect adults’ perception of neighbourhood cohesion and access to neighbour-support. With regard 

to the process characteristics, initiator will be assessed by asking the respondents who initiated the CPC 

project. The respondents can answer this question with six answer options, namely: (1) residents, (2) 

municipality, (3) housing association, (4) process coordinator, (5) architect, and (6) other. Phase of 

involvement will be assessed by asking the respondents about the moment they started to participate in 

the CPC project and can be answered with six answer options: (1) initiative phase, (2) definition phase, (3) 

design phase, (4) contract phase (5) construction phase and (6) residential-/management phase. Duration 

of involvement will be assessed by asking the respondents two items on a ratio level of measurement (N 

years and N months): duration of plan phase (initiative to start construction) and duration of construction 

phase (start construction to completion). The total duration of involvement (in months) will be calculated 

by adding up both answers. Contact with future neighbours will be assessed with four indicators: formal 

contact plan phase, informal contact plan phase, formal contact construction phase and informal contact 

construction phase. The respondents will be asked to indicate for each item how frequently they had 

contact with the individuals in the CPC group during the development- and construction process (e.g. face-

to-face, e-mail, telephone, and social media). The respondents can answer these indicators on an 8-point 

scale ranging from (1) (almost) never to (8) (almost) daily. Getting to know future neighbours will be 

assessed by asking the respondents how well they got to know their future neighbours during the process 

on a 5-point Likert scale ranging from (1) very bad to (5) very good. 

Regarding the product characteristics, date of completion will be assessed by asking the residents 

about the year of completion of their dwelling on a ratio level of measurement (N). Project size will be 

assessed by asking the respondents about the number of dwellings within the CPC project (N dwellings). 

Housing types will be assessed by asking the respondents about the housing types within the CPC project. 

They can answer this question with six answer options: (1) detached dwellings, (2) semi-detached 

dwellings, (3) patio dwellings, (4) row dwellings, (5) apartments, (6) non-independent dwellings, and (7) 

other (multiple choice). Home-ownership will be assessed by asking the respondents about the ownership 

of the dwellings. The respondents can answer this question with three answer options: (1) owner-occupied 

dwellings, (2) rental dwellings, and (3) combination of both. Presence of common facilities will be 

assessed with seven indicators. Firstly, the residents will be asked to indicate if common facilities, 

consisting of a meeting room, kitchen, hobby room, fitness room, laundry room or garden, are present 

within the CPC project (1=no, 2=yes). Then, for the residents who indicated that common facilities are 

present within the CPC project, they will be asked to indicate what types of common facilities are present 

for six types of common facilities: meeting room, kitchen, hobby room, fitness room, laundry room, and 

garden. 

Concerning the resident characteristics of the project, homogeneity will be assessed with four 

indicators: presence of age homogeneity, -ethnic background homogeneity, -household composition 

homogeneity and -household income homogeneity. The respondents will be asked to indicate for each 

statement (e.g. my neighbours and I have (almost) all the same age) to what extent they feel that they are 

homogeneous with the residents of the CPC project on a 5-point Likert scale ranging from (1) strongly 

disagree to (5) strongly agree. Homogeneity is present when the respondent indicated to (strongly) agree 

with the statement. Collaborative lifestyle will be assessed by asking the respondents to what extent they 

agree or disagree with the following statement: “living together (while maintaining privacy) is a central 

vision among the residents of the CPC project”. Living together refers to a certain way of life where regular 

contact with neighbours, providing assistance when needed, sharing facilities and/or undertaking joint 

activities are central among the neighbours. The residents can answer this statement on a five-point Likert 

scale ranging from (1) strongly disagree to (5) strongly agree. A collaborative lifestyle is present when the 

respondents indicated to (strongly) agree with the statement. 
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Neighbourhood characteristics 

As shown in the conceptual model (figure 5.1), this study includes four neighbourhood characteristics that 

might affect adults’ perception of neighbourhood cohesion and access to neighbour-support. Presence of 

neighbourhood facilities will be assessed with six indicators: presence of supermarket, -other grocery 

stores, -cafeteria, -café, -restaurant- and primary school. Data of Statistics Netherlands (CBS, 2015) will be 

used to indicate if these types of neighbourhood facilities are present within 1 kilometer of respondent’s 

dwelling (1=not present within 1 km and 2=present within 1 km). Perceived neighbourhood safety will 

be assessed by asking the respondents about the safety in the neighbourhood. It will be assessed with 2-

items: (1) it is safe to walk around the neighbourhood at daytime and (2) it is safe to walk around the 

neighbourhood at night. The respondents can answer the statements on a 5-point Likert scale ranging from 

(1) strongly disagree to (5) strongly agree. This operationalisation is inspired by the measurement 

instruments of Young et al. (2004) and Hand et al. (2012). A total score for perceived neighbourhood safety 

will be calculated by adding up both items with equal weighting (range: 2-10), with higher mean scores 

indicating a higher level of perceived neighbourhood safety. Perceived neighbourhood problems will be 

assessed by asking the respondents about their perception of local problems. It will be assessed with 8-

items about vandalism, litter and rubbish, smells and fumes, assaults and muggings, burglaries, disturbance 

by children or youngsters, traffic, and noise. The respondents can answer the items on a 3-point scale 

consisting of (1) not a problem, (2) small problem and (3) big problem (Gale et al., 2011). A total score for 

perceived neighbourhood problems will be calculated by adding up the items with equal weighting (range: 

8-24), with higher means scores indicating a higher level of perceived neighbourhood problems. Urban 

density will be assessed by asking the respondents about their zip code. The zip code will be used to 

indicate the degree of urbanization with data of Statistics Netherlands (CBS, 2013). The degree of 

urbanization will be defined based on the “surrounding address density”, which is the average number of 

addresses within a kilometer radius from respondent’s dwelling (CBS, 2013). The level of urbanization will 

be measured on a 5-point scale, consisting of (1) not urbanized (<500 addresses per km2), (2) little 

urbanized (500-999 addresses per km2), (3) moderately urbanized (1000-1499 addresses per km2), (4) 

strongly urbanized (1500-2499 addresses per km2) and (5) very strongly urbanized (≥2500 addresses per 

km2) (CBS, 2013; Van den Berg et al., 2015a; Thomése and Van Tilburg, 2000). 

 Figure 5.2 gives an overview of the definitive conceptual model with the operationalisation details. 

As can be seen, length of residence, local informal social participation, provided social support to 

neighbours, contact with future neighbours, presence of common facilities, presence of homogeneity, and 

presence of neighbourhood facilities will be measured with several indicators. For these variables, no total 

score will be calculated. These items will be included as autonomous independent variables in the analyses. 

As a result, this study consists of 22 individual characteristics, four household characteristics, four social 

network characteristics, eight CPC process characteristics, eleven CPC product characteristics, five CPC 

resident characteristics and nine neighbourhood characteristics. So, this study consists in total of 63 

independent variables and two dependent variables. The latter refers to perceived neighbourhood social 

cohesion and perceived social support from neighbours. 
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Individual characteristics

Gender

Age

Partnership

Ethnic background

Education

Employment

Health status

Length of residence

 - At current address

 - In neighbourhood

Housing type

Home-ownership

Local formal social participation

Local informal social participation

 - Cultural activity

 - Catering sector

 - Community center

 - Sports/work out

 - Sports competitions

 - Shops for entertainment

 - Visits (family, friends and others)

Neighbourhood social participation

Provided social support to neighbours

 - Emotional social support

 - Instrumental social support

Household characteristics First dependent variable

Household size

Household composition

Household income

Household car-ownership

Social network characteristics

Local social network size

Non-local social network size

Contact with local social network

Contact with non-local social network

CPC project characteristics: process

Initiator

Phase of involvement

Duration of involvement

Contact with future neighbours

 - Formal contact plan phase

 - Informal contact plan phase

 - Formal contact construction phase

 - Informal contact construction phase

Getting to know future neighbours

CPC project characteristics: product Second dependent variable

Date of completion

Project size

Housing types

Home-ownership

Presence of common facilities

Presence of specific type of common facilities

 - Meeting room

 - Kitchen

 - Hobby room

 - Fitness room

 - Laundry room

 - Garden

CPC project characteristics: residents

Presence of collaborative lifestyle

Presence of homogeneity

 - Age

 - Ethnic background

 - Household composition

 - Household income

Neighbourhood characteristics

Presence of neighbourhood facilities within 1km

 - Supermarket

 - Other grocery stores

 - Cafeteria

 - Café

 - Restaurant

 - Primary school

Perceived neighbourhood safety

Perceived neighbourhood problems

Urban density

Perceived social support from neighbours 

(PSSN)

Perceived neighbourhood social cohesion 

(PNSC)

 

  

Figure 5.2: Definitive conceptual model with operationalisation details 
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5.3.  Data collection 

This section describes the data collection, that is, the field work that was conducted between 22 September 

2016 and 20 November 2016 to collect the needed data for this study. First, this section describes the 

population and sample (section 5.3.1). Subsequently, this section describes the distribution of the 

questionnaire and the definitive sample (section 5.3.2). Lastly, this section describes the reliability and 

validity of this study (section 5.3.3). 

 

5.3.1.  Population and sample 

The study population of this study consists of residents (aged 18+) living in new construction CPC projects 

in the Netherlands. They are the unit of analysis in this study. To conduct this research, a study sample was 

defined because it was impossible to include all residents of new construction CPC projects in the 

Netherlands in this study due to, for example, the limited time to conduct the research. 

 To determine the sample, the author searched for realised new construction CPC projects in the 

Netherlands via websites (e.g. ICEB, 2016a; Zelfbouw in Nederland, 2016b; BIEB, 2016), and books (e.g. 

Walrecht et al., 2011). This time-consuming approach was necessary because there is no sample frame 

available with an overview of all realised new construction CPC projects in the Netherlands. For example, 

the sample was determined by scanning the websites of well-known process coordinators, such as Bouwen 

In Eigen Beheer (BIEB, Eindhoven), De Regie (Amstelveen), Kilimanjaro Wonen (Eindhoven), 

Urbannerdam (Rotterdam) and SIR-55 (Eindhoven). These organisations provide information about their 

coordinated new construction CPC projects. Eventually, this time-consuming quest resulted in a long list of 

completed new construction CPC projects in the Netherlands. However, not all projects could be included 

in this study due to the limited time and budget. To create the definitive sample, three criteria were taken 

into account: (1) availability of project information, (2) date of completion and (3) location. 

The first criterion was the availability of project information. It was important to know some basic 

information about the projects, such as the location, project size, housing types, target group, date of 

completion, and so on. Without this information, it was impossible to formulate a well-balanced sample 

with sufficient variation with respect to the CPC project characteristics.  

The second criterion was the date of completion. The projects needed to be completed in 2000 or 

later. The underlying idea was that it might be possible that a lot of the original residents of the project, 

who were involved in the CPC process, already moved to another dwelling when the project was realised 

before 2000. It might also be possible that they still reside in their CPC dwelling, but that they forgot about 

the details of the development- and construction process, such as the duration of their involvement and the 

frequency of contact during the process. Therefore, the completion year was set at 2000 or later. 

The third criterion was the location. The projects needed to be located at a manageable driving 

distance from the Eindhoven- or Gorinchem region. The underlying idea was that the projects were 

personally visited, so to prevent to waste too much time on traveling, it was important that they were 

located within approximately an hour driving time by car. In line with this, it was also important that there 

were almost no outliers. In other words, several projects needed to be visited at the same day, so it was 

important that they could be clustered without too much travel time between the projects. 

Eventually, the sample consists of 60 new construction CPC projects in the Netherlands that jointly 

include 1,441 dwellings, as shown in table 5.2. One project – De Schrijver Eindhoven – slightly differs from 

the other projects in the sample because the residents of this project also transformed of an old school in 

addition to the new construction of apartments (De Schrijver, 2016). In general, the projects are mainly 

located in the province of North Brabant. Six exceptions are located in the province of North Holland 

(AQUAradius Hoofddorp), Utrecht (De Kersentuin, Utrecht; Zonnespreng, Driebergen), Gelderland (Het 

Kwarteel, Culemborg; Ormeling, Nederhemert) and Flevoland (De Buitenkans, Almere). 32 projects are 

realised for starters/younger adults, 19 projects for all ages and 9 projects for older adults. The project size 

ranges between 5 and 94 dwellings and the housing types range between apartments, detached-, semi-

detached-, row-, patio-, connected- and quadrant dwellings. Although the completion year ranges between 

2003 and 2016, 48 projects were completed in 2010 or more recently. Eight projects include, besides 

dwellings, also common facilities such as a meeting room, hobby room or garden. 
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Project-/street name Target group Completion Project size Housing types Common facilities

1. Almere De Buitenkans All ages 2007 48
Detached, semi-detached and row 

dwellings
Yes

2. Alphen Eikenlaan Starters 2013 28 Semi-detached and row dwellings No

3. Asten De Vlas Starters 2012 16 Semi-detached and row dwellings No

4. Asten Hemelberg Starters 2008 25 Row dwellings  No

5. Asten Loverbosch Starters 2011 16 Semi-detached and row dwellings No

6. Bakel Paardenmarkt Starters 2011 15 Connected dwellings No

7. Beek en Donk Malborg All ages 2012 10 Row dwellings No

8. Bergeijk Hooge Berkt Starters 2010 39 Row and quadrant dwellings No

9. Bergeijk Terlo Starters 2012 10 Row dwellings No

10. Bergeijk Tiliaans Starters 2012 12 Row dwellings No

11. Bergeijk Weebosch Starters 2008 7 Row dwellings No

12. Berkel-Enschot Hoge Hoek Starters 2014 17 Semi-detached and row dwellings No

13. Boxmeer Voormekaar Older adults 2007 12 Apartments Yes

14. Casteren Zandstraat Starters 2005 34 Row dwellings No

15. Culemborg Het Kwarteel Older adults 2003 24 Apartments Yes

16. De Moer Dorsvlegel Starters 2014 16
Detached, semi-detached and row 

dwellings
No

17. Diessen De Vroonacker 3 Starters 2012 26 Semi-detached and row dwellings No

18. Dongen Exterbroek Starters 2012 19 Row dwellings No

19. Driebergen Zonnespreng All ages 2010 20 Row dwellings and apartments Yes

20. Drunen Samen Bouwen Wonen All ages 2016 15 Row and patio dwellings No

21. Eersel Steensel Noord Starters 2010 18 Row dwellings No

22. Eindhoven De Lieven Starters 2009 14 Row dwellings No

23. Eindhoven De Schrijver Older adults 2016 21 Apartments Yes

24. Eindhoven Duizendschoon All ages 2011 73
Row and patio dwellings and 

apartments
No

25. Eindhoven Hof van Zeelst (phase 1) All ages 2014 32 Patio dwellings No

26. Eindhoven Hof van Zeelst (phase 2) All ages 2015 16 Patio dwellings No

27. Eindhoven Jasmijn Starters 2013 12 Row and patio dwellings No

28. Eindhoven Landhof Zuid Starters 2013 44 Semi-detached and row dwellings No

29. Eindhoven Lelie Starters 2015 14 Row and patio dwellings

30. Eindhoven Madelief Starters 2010 25 Row dwellings No

31. Eindhoven Passiebloem All ages 2011 34 Row dwellings and apartments No

32. Esbeek Leeuwerik II Starters 2009 24 Semi-detached and row dwellings No

33. Galder Korenmolen Starters 2015 16 Semi-detached and row dwellings No

34. Goirle Fonkelsteen All ages 2015 24
Detached, semi-detached and row 

dwellings
No

35. Hoofddorp AQUAradius Older adults 2016 57 Apartments Yes

36. Hoogeloon Bieshof All ages 2006 9
Detached, semi-detached and row 

dwellings
No

37. Hoogeloon Coppens All ages 2010 25 Semi-detached and row dwellings No

38. Liempde Heideweg Starters 2010 27 Row dwellings No

39. Loon op Zand SamSam Starters 2012 13 Row dwellings No

40. Mierlo Oranjetipje Older adults 2014 7 Patio dwellings No

41. Nederhemert Ormeling Starters 2011 19 Row dwellings No

42. Netersel De Blikken All ages 2006 25 Semi-detached and row dwellings No

43. Nuenen De Esrand All ages 2011 53
Detached, semi-detached, row and 

patio dwellings
No

44. Nuenen Eeneind All ages 2010 39
Detached, semi-detached, row and 

patio dwellings
No

45. Oirschot De Reep All ages 2016 20
Row and patio dwellings and 

apartments
No

46. Oirschot Spoordonk Starters 2014 22 Semi-detached and row dwellings No

47. Prinsenbeek Bouwen voor de Toekomst Starters 2011 32 Row dwellings No

48. Prinsenbeek Gezin in Ontwikkeling All ages 2013 7
Detached and semi-detached 

dwellings
Yes

49. Prinsenbeek Huisje Boompje Beestje Starters 2016 31 Semi-detached and row dwellings No

50. Riel Gemeentewerf Riel Starters 2011 18 Row dwellings No

51. Rijen Meegroeiwoningen All ages 2014 10 Patio dwellings No

52. Rijen Vliegende Vennen Older adults 2008 9 Patio dwellings No

53. Uden Kroon Starters 2012 16 Row dwellings No

54. Utrecht De Kersentuin All ages 2003 94 Row dwellings and apartments Yes

55. Veldhoven Oerle Zuid Starters 2015 28 Row dwellings No

56. Volkel Volkel-West All ages 2012 59
Detached, semi-detached and row 

dwellings
No

57. Vught t Paleisje Older adults 2015 6 Patio dwellings No

58. Waalre Hoogh Waalre Older adults 2012 7 Patio dwellings No

59. Waalre Starters Waalre Starters 2011 27 Row dwellings No

60. Wijk en Aalburg Bloklandterrein Older adults 2012 5 Patio dwellings No

1441 dwellingsTotal sample:

Location

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

  

Table 5.2: Total sample 
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5.3.2.  Distribution of questionnaire and definitive sample 

No existing data was available to test the conceptual model. In order to collect the right data, the variables 

in the conceptual model were operationalised to make the variables measurable (section 5.2.2). The 

operationalisation was used to create a Dutch hardcopy- and digital questionnaire. The hardcopy 

questionnaire is added in appendix 2. The digital questionnaire was created in the “Bergsystem” which is a 

system developed by the Eindhoven University of Technology. 

 The fieldwork, the distribution of the questionnaire among the residents of the 60 new 

construction CPC projects in the Netherlands, was conducted from 22 September 2016 to 1 November 

2016. Residents aged 18 or over, living in the new construction CPC projects of the sample, were asked to 

participate in this study. To recruit respondents, two approaches were employed. The main approach was 

a personal door-by-door approach to increase respondent’s participation. The visits took place from 

Monday to Saturday between 10 a.m. and 9 p.m. This timeframe was chosen to prevent an 

underrepresentation of working people (Van den Berg et al., 2015b). When the resident was not home, the 

researcher decided to go back at another time and/or day or to put a letter in the mailbox. Since many 

residents of the CPC projects for starters/young adults were not home during the day, most CPC projects 

for this target group were revisited. When the resident was again not at home during the second visit, a 

letter was put in the mailbox. The letter described, among other things, the aim of this study and the web 

link to the online questionnaire. In some cases, especially when the CPC project was realised for older 

adults, a hardcopy questionnaire with self-addressed envelope was also left behind to prevent that elderly, 

who might be less able to fill in an online questionnaire, would be underrepresented. 

The other approach was a less personal e-mail approach. A total of four projects (149 dwellings) 

were approached by e-mail, consisting of: De Buitenkans (Almere), Het Kwarteel (Culemborg), De 

Zonnespreng (Driebergen) and AQUAradius (Hoofddorp). The e-mail addresses of the contact persons 

were collected through the official websites of the CPC projects. In one case, the official website only 

provided a telephone number. In this case, the quest for respondents was explained by telephone after 

which an e-mail address was obtained. Subsequently, all contact persons received an e-mail with an 

explanation of the study, the web link to the online questionnaire, and the request to send the e-mail to the 

residents of the CPC project. All contact persons have met this request. 

In total, 60 new construction CPC projects were approached from 22 September 2016 to 1 

November 2016, as shown in table 5.3, consisting of 1,441 addresses of which 1,424 addresses were 

actually approached. The remaining 17 dwellings were skipped due to, for example, vacancy. The total 

duration of the field work lasted from 22 September 2016 to 20 November 2016 because respondents were 

given 2 to 3 weeks to fill in the questionnaire. In total, 427 questionnaires were collected, resulting in an 

overall response rate of 30.0%. However, 15 cases were deleted due to several reasons, as described in 

appendix 3. Nevertheless, this study still consists of 412 usable questionnaires (table 5.3). The 

characteristics of the sample will be described in chapter 6 (data description). 

 

5.3.3.  Reliability and validity  

The reliability and validity of this study are important because they determine to a large extent the quality 

and usefulness of the results of this study. The reliability can be defined as “the ability of the instrument to 

measure consistently the phenomenon it is designed to assess” (Ho, 2014, p. 287). So, the reliability is 

concerned with the ability of the measurement instrument to be consistent (Schumacker and Lomax, 2010) 

and refers to the extent to which a measurement is affected by random errors (Baarda et al., 2012). As 

stated by Baarda et al. (2012), the less dependent on coincidence, the more reliable the measurement. 

Within this study, there are several factors that might affect the reliability of the measurement. The first 

factors relate to the respondents. The answers of the respondents might be influenced by their 

environment (e.g. presence of young playing children, and presence of partner). For example, completing 

the questionnaire in the presence of young playing kids might affect their concentration. Moreover, the 

answers might differ when a partner watches over respondent’s shoulder while filling in the questionnaire. 

To respond to such factors, respondents were given 2 to 3 weeks to complete the questionnaire. At the 

door, the researcher emphasised that the questionnaire must be filled in independently (e.g. a partner 
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should not steer respondent’s answers) and preferably at a moment when the respondent could take the 

time (no hurry). The second factors relate to the questionnaire, specifically the structure and content of the 

questionnaire. Interfering elements should be prevented in the questionnaire. For example, the questions 

must be tuned to the knowledge of the respondents (e.g. no difficult terminology) and the questionnaire 

must include proper answer options to prevent the respondent from doubting in selecting their answers. 

To respond to such factors, the questions and answer options were formulated as clearly as possible. 

Moreover, the questionnaire was tested by several persons and the questionnaire was adjusted based on 

their feedback. 

Internal validity is another important factor that determines the quality and usefulness of the 

results of this study. Internal validity concerns that the measurement instrument, thus the questions in the 

questionnaire, measures what it is supposed to measure (Baarda et al., 2012; Teo, 2013). The way in which 

the variables in the conceptual model were operationalised plays a crucial role to ensure that the 

measurement instrument measures what it should measure. Within this study, the individual 

characteristics in the conceptual model were straightforward and often studied (e.g. gender, age, 

partnership, ethnic background, and education). In these cases, the operationalisations of other studies 

were studied and in most cases, the variables were operationalised in the same way. In addition to these 

variables, several other variables were also quite straightforward, such as the household characteristics, 

social network characteristics and neighbourhood characteristics. Also in these cases, operationalisations 

of other studies were studied. With this knowledge, the most suitable operationalisation was derived from 

these studies. For example, the local- and non-local social network operationalisations were inspired by 

the measurement instruments of Van den Berg et al. (2015b) and De Jong Gierveld and Van Tilburg (1999) 

to measure the social network size. The operationalisation of the current study was not fully identical, but 

the most important parts of their operationalisations were compared with each other and subsequently 

included in the operationalisation of the variables in this study (e.g. formulation of the question). However, 

several CPC project characteristics have never been studied (e.g. presence of collaborative lifestyle). The 

operationalisations of these variables were therefore created by the researcher. With the literature study 

in chapter 2, it was possible to operationalise these variables. All in all, it has been ensured that the 

variables in the conceptual model were adequately operationalised. 

External validity is also important. External validity refers to the representativeness and 

generalizability of the study (Baarda et al., 2012). This study is the first large-scale study among the 

residents of new construction CPC projects in the Netherlands. Since no data is available regarding the 

characteristics of the residents of Dutch CPC projects in general and more specifically the characteristics of 

the residents of Dutch new construction CPC projects, such as gender, age, ethnic background, and so on, it 

is impossible evaluate the representativeness and generalizability of the sample. Moreover, previous 

studies among CPC projects in the Netherlands only included a small number of CPC projects, other types 

of development (e.g. transformation- and renovation projects) and/or other types of project development, 

such as Individual Private Commissioning or Participatory Commissioning (e.g. Boelens et al., 2010; 

Bosman, 2008; Lavieren, 2013). So, the representativeness and generalizability of the sample can also not 

be compared with the sample of other studies. On the other hand, this study is the first large-scale study 

among new construction CPC projects in the Netherlands, consisting of 60 new construction CPC projects 

and 412 respondents. It is therefore expected that this study will provide a reasonable picture of the Dutch 

CPC practice regarding the residents of new construction CPC projects.  
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Project-/street name Project size Approached Response Response rate Cases in dataset

1. Almere De Buitenkans 48 48 5 10.4% 4

2. Alphen Eikenlaan 28 28 11 39.3% 11

3. Asten De Vlas 16 12 6 50.0% 6

4. Asten Hemelberg 25 25 6 24.0% 6

5. Asten Loverbosch 16 16 5 31.3% 5

6. Bakel Paardenmarkt 15 15 6 40.0% 6

7. Beek en Donk Malborg 10 9 2 22.2% 1

8. Bergeijk Hooge Berkt 39 37 16 43.2% 16

9. Bergeijk Terlo 10 10 2 20.0% 2

10. Bergeijk Tiliaans 12 12 3 25.0% 3

11. Bergeijk Weebosch 7 7 2 28.6% 2

12. Berkel-Enschot Hoge Hoek 17 17 6 35.3% 6

13. Boxmeer Voormekaar 12 12 6 50.0% 6

14. Casteren Zandstraat 34 34 6 17.6% 6

15. Culemborg Het Kwarteel 24 24 6 25.0% 6

16. De Moer Dorsvlegel 16 15 5 33.3% 5

17. Diessen De Vroonacker 3 26 26 4 15.4% 4

18. Dongen Exterbroek 19 19 5 26.3% 5

19. Driebergen Zonnespreng 20 20 5 25.0% 5

20. Drunen Samen Bouwen Wonen 15 15 6 40.0% 6

21. Eersel Steensel Noord 18 18 2 11.1% 2

22. Eindhoven De Lieven 14 14 4 28.6% 4

23. Eindhoven De Schrijver 21 20 12 60.0% 11

24. Eindhoven Duizendschoon 73 71 17 23.9% 15

25. Eindhoven Hof van Zeelst (phase 1) 32 32 22 68.8% 22

26. Eindhoven Hof van Zeelst (phase 2) 16 16 13 81.3% 12

27. Eindhoven Jasmijn 12 12 2 16.7% 2

28. Eindhoven Landhof Zuid 44 44 8 18.2% 8

29. Eindhoven Lelie 14 14 7 50.0% 7

30. Eindhoven Madelief 25 25 4 16.0% 4

31. Eindhoven Passiebloem 34 33 7 21.2% 6

32. Esbeek Leeuwerik II 24 24 4 16.7% 4

33. Galder Korenbloem 16 15 5 33.3% 5

34. Goirle Fonkelsteen 24 24 3 12.5% 3

35. Hoofddorp AQUAradius 57 57 16 28.1% 16

36. Hoogeloon Bieshof 9 9 2 22.2% 2

37. Hoogeloon Coppens 25 25 2 8.0% 2

38. Liempde Heideweg 27 27 3 11.1% 3

39. Loon op Zand SamSam 13 13 4 30.8% 4

40. Mierlo Oranjetipje 7 7 3 42.9% 3

41. Nederhemert Ormeling 19 19 7 36.8% 7

42. Netersel De Blikken 25 25 10 40.0% 7

43. Nuenen De Esrand 53 51 17 33.3% 17

44. Nuenen Eeneind 39 39 16 41.0% 14

45. Oirschot De Reep 20 20 7 35.0% 7

46. Oirschot Spoordonk 22 22 7 31.8% 7

47. Prinsenbeek
Bouwen voor de 

Toekomst
32 32 11 34.4% 11

48. Prinsenbeek Gezin in Ontwikkeling 7 7 6 85.7% 6

49. Prinsenbeek Huisje Boompje Beestje 31 29 12 41.4% 12

50. Riel Gemeentewerf Riel 18 18 5 27.8% 5

51. Rijen Meegroeiwoningen 10 10 4 40.0% 4

52. Rijen Vliegende Vennen 9 9 6 66.7% 5

53. Uden Kroon 16 16 5 31.3% 5

54. Utrecht De Kersentuin 94 94 29 30.9% 28

55. Veldhoven Oerle Zuid 28 28 10 35.7% 9

56. Volkel Volkel-West 59 59 9 15.3% 9

57. Vught t Paleisje 6 6 2 33.3% 2

58. Waalre Hoogh Waalre 7 7 3 42.9% 3

59. Waalre Starters Waalre 27 27 4 14.8% 4

60. Wijk en Aalburg Bloklandterrein 5 5 4 80.0% 4

1441 1424 427 30.0% 412Total sample

Location 

 

 

  

Table 5.3: Response and definitive data set  
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5.4.  Statistical analysis methods  

To analyse the definitive conceptual model of this study, three types of statistical techniques will be used: 

bivariate-, multiple regression- and path analyses. The main reason to conduct the bivariate- and multiple 

regression analyses is to reduce the number of variables in the conceptual model and, consequently, to 

reduce the complexity of the path model. 

First of all, bivariate analyses will be conducted in SPSS (version 23) using independent t-test, one-

way ANOVA, Spearman’s rank order correlation and Pearson’s product moment correlation. These 

statistical techniques analyse the relationship between an independent variable and a dependent variable. 

Depending on the level of measurement (e.g. nominal, ordinal, interval or ratio), a choice will be made 

between the four variants. The aim of the bivariate analyses is to gain insight into the individual-, 

household-, social network-, CPC project- and neighbourhood characteristics that significantly affect adults’ 

perception of neighbourhood social cohesion and access to neighbour-support, that is, the independent 

variables that are significant at the 0.05 significance level with perceived neighbourhood social cohesion 

and perceived social support from neighbours. Only the significant variables will be included in the second 

statistical technique: multiple linear regression analysis. 

 After the identification of the significant variables in the bivariate analyses, multiple regression 

analyses will be conducted in SPSS (version 23). Multiple regression is a statistical technique to analyse the 

relationship between a set of independent variables and a dependent variable (Ho, 2014). In this study, the 

stepwise method will be applied which means that the variables that meet the statistical criteria will be 

entered one at a time into the regression model. The order will be determined by the relative influence of 

the independent variable on the dependent variable. The independent variables may, however, be deleted 

at any step when they no longer contribute significantly to the regression model. This process stops when 

all significant independent variables are included in the model (Ho, 2014; De Vocht, 2016). The statistical 

criterion in this study will be set at a probability of 0.05 (probability of F-to-enter). This means that only 

variables that are significant at the 0.05 significance level will be included in the regression model. The aim 

of the multiple regression analyses is to gain insight into the individual-, household-, social network-, CPC 

project- and neighbourhood characteristics that significantly affect adults’ perception of neighbourhood 

social cohesion and access to neighbour-support, that is, the independent variables that are significant at 

the 0.05 significance level with perceived neighbourhood social cohesion and perceived social support 

from neighbours. In order to achieve this aim, several multiple regression analyses will be performed. 

Regarding perceived neighbourhood social cohesion, four models will be created. Model 1 will examine the 

effects of the individual- and household characteristics on perceived neighbourhood social cohesion. Model 

2 will also examine the effects of the social network characteristics on perceived neighbourhood social 

cohesion. Model 3 will also examine the effects of the CPC project characteristics on perceived 

neighbourhood social cohesion. And the last model, model 4, will also examine the effects of the 

neighbourhood characteristics on perceived neighbourhood social cohesion. Regarding perceived social 

support from neighbours, five models will be created. Model 1 to 4 will include the same groups of variables 

as in the multiple regression analyses of perceived neighbourhood social cohesion. The last model, model 

5, will also examine the effect of perceived neighbourhood social cohesion on perceived social support from 

neighbours because the literature study showed that there might be a relationship between these two 

factors. Only the significant variables will be included in the third statistical technique: path analysis. 

 After the identification of the significant variables in the multiple regression analyses, a path 

analysis will be conducted in LISREL (version 8.54). Path analysis is a useful method to analyse the 

conceptual model because it assesses both direct- and indirect effects (Schumacker and Lomax, 2010). The 

path analysis analyses the direct effects of the independent variables on perceived neighbourhood social 

cohesion and perceived social support from neighbours, but it also analyses the indirect effects of the 

independent variables on perceived social support from neighbours through the mediating variable 

perceived neighbourhood social cohesion. The aim of the path analysis is to answer the main research 

question of this study. 
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5.5.  Conclusion 

The aim of this study is to gain insight in the direct- and indirect effects of the individual-, household-, social 

network-, CPC project- and neighbourhood characteristics on perceived neighbourhood social cohesion 

and perceived social support from neighbours among the residents of new construction CPC projects in the 

Netherlands in order to provide all parties that are, or can be, involved in new construction CPC projects 

with a better understanding of the functioning of these factors. To be able to achieve this aim, this chapter 

described the research design consisting of the conceptual model, hypotheses and operationalisation. 

Based on the operationalisation of the variables in the definitive conceptual model, it can be concluded that 

this study consists of 63 independent variables and 2 dependent variables. This knowledge was used to 

compose the questionnaire for the data collection. 

 The population of this study consists of residents (aged 18+) living in new construction CPC 

projects in the Netherlands. The sample consisted of 60 new construction CPC projects in the Netherlands 

that jointly include 1,441 dwellings. 56 projects were personally visited by the researcher and four projects 

were approached by e-mail between 22 September 2016 and 1 November 2016. In total, 427 

questionnaires were collected between 22 September 2016 and 20 November 2016, resulting in an overall 

response rate of 30.0%. Eventually, 412 usable questionnaires were collected, after the deletion of 15 

unusable questionnaires. 

 To analyse the collected data, three statistical analysis methods will be used, consisting of 

bivariate-, multiple regression- and path analyses. The next three chapters will devote attention to the 

sample characteristics (chapter 6), the bivariate analyses (chapter 7) and the multiple regression analyses 

and path analysis (chapter 8). 
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Chapter 6 

Data description 

(Image: Vereniging Maarland Bewoners, 2016) 
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6.  DATA DESCRIPTION 

This chapter describes the collected data: the characteristics of the sample. As presented in section 5.3.2, 

427 respondents of 60 new construction CPC projects filled in the questionnaire. After the deletion of 15 

cases, the definitive sample of this study consists of 412 cases. The next sections present the data 

description of the independent- and dependent variables (section 6.1 to 6.7). These sections describe the 

definitive sample characteristics. The underlying data preparation (e.g. replacing missing values and 

recoding of variables) is described in more detail in appendix 4, 5 and 6. This chapter ends with a brief 

description of the profile of the residents residing in new construction CPC projects (section 6.8) and some 

concluding remarks (section 6.9). 

 

6.1.  Individual characteristics 

This section describes the individual characteristics. These characteristics consist of gender, age, 

partnership, ethnic background, education, employment, health status, length of residence, housing type, 

home-ownership, local formal social participation, local informal social participation, neighbourhood social 

participation, and provided social support to neighbours. From literature (section 3.3.1 and 4.3.1), it 

appears that these variables might affect adults’ perception of neighbourhood social cohesion and access 

to neighbour-support among the residents of Dutch new construction CPC projects. 

 

Basic personal characteristics 

Table 6.1 gives an overview of the basic personal characteristics of the 412 respondents in this study. As 

shown, 52.7% of the sample is female. This indicates that the male-female ratio is almost in balance. The 

average age of the sample is 45.3 years. 42.2% of the sample is 35 years old or younger, 20.1% is between 

36 and 50 years old, 20.9% is between 51 and 65 years old and 16.7% is 66 years old or older. Although 

the minimum age of the respondents was set at 18, their age ranges between 21 and 90. Regarding 

partnership, 79.3% of the sample has a partner and 20.6% has no partner (divorced: 2.9%, widowed: 3.6% 

and other: 14.1%). 97.6% of the sample is Dutch. Although there are projects conducted by ethnic 

minorities (e.g. CPC Kembang Baru, Zwolle and CPC Biz Botuluyuz, Rotterdam), this finding seems to be in 

line with the conventional Dutch CPC practice since most of the CPC projects are conducted by Dutch 

residents. However, since the variable is fairly constant, ethnic background will not be included in the 

analyses. Regarding education, 11.4% of the sample has a low education level, 27.2% has a medium 

education level and 61.4% has a high education level. This result is not unexpected. CPC is an intensive 

process (Geboers, 2008; Maussen, 2016) and higher educated people may dare to accept the challenge 

sooner than lower educated people. For example because they have more knowledge regarding the 

development process. Regarding employment, 25.7% has no job (retired: 18.9% and other: 6.8%), 28.4% 

has a part time job (≤11 hours/week: 2.4% and 12-34 hours/week: 26.0%) and 45.9% has a full time job 

(≥35 hours/week). This result is also not unexpected. In the case of owner-occupied dwellings, the 

residents are the financer of the project and must have sufficient capital to realise the project. A full time 

job is often necessary to obtain sufficient financial capacity. Regarding health status, 16.5% of the sample 

indicated to have a somewhat poor health (poor: 1.0%, not so good: 3.6% and okay: 11.9%), 62.1% 

indicated to have a good health and 21.4% indicated to have a very good health. 

 

Length of residence, housing type and home-ownership 

Regarding length of residence at current address, the average length of residence is 4.8 years with a 

standard deviation of 3.327 (table 6.2). The respondents occupied their dwelling between 2003 and 2016. 

A visual inspection of the histogram and normal Q-Q plot (appendix 4) shows that the length of residence 

at the current address is approximately normally distributed, thus recoding of this ratio-variable is not 

necessary for the analyses. Regarding length of residence in the neighbourhood, the average length of 

residence is 6.8 years with a standard deviation of 9.278. The year of taking up residence ranges from 1946 

to 2016. A visual inspection of the histogram and normal Q-Q plot (appendix 4) shows that the length of 

residence in the neighbourhood is not normally distributed, so this ratio-variable is therefore recoded into 

an ordinal-variable with three groups for the analyses: short length of residence (2014-2016), medium 
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length of residence (2008-2013) and long length of residence (1946-2007). As shown in table 6.3, 35.2% 

of the sample has a short length of residence, 49.0% a medium length of residence and 15.8% a long length 

of residence. Regarding housing type, 85.2% of the sample lives in a single-family dwelling (detached: 

3.6%, semi-detached: 8.0%, row: 55.1%, patio: 16.0%, connected: 1.5% and quadrant: 1.0%). The others, 

14.8%, live in a multi-family dwelling, also known as an apartment (table 6.3). Regarding home-

ownership, 93.2% of the sample lives in an owner-occupied dwelling and 6.8% in a rental dwelling (table 

6.3). Unfortunately, home-ownership is quite constant, therefore, this variable will not be included in the 

analyses. 

 

 
 

 

 

 
 

 

 
 

 

 

 

Basic personal characteristics Sample (N) Sample (%) Level of measurement

Male 195 47.3

Female 217 52.7

≤ 35 years 174 42.2

36-50 years 83 20.1

51-65 years 86 20.9

≥ 66 years 69 16.7

No partner 85 20.6

Partner 327 79.4

Dutch 402 97.6

Other 10 2.4

Low (none, primary, VMBO, MAVO) 47 11.4

Medium (MBO, HAVO, VWO) 112 27.2

High (HBO, WO) 253 61.4

None/retired 106 25.7

Part time (≤34 hours/week) 117 28.4

Full time (≥35 hours/week) 189 45.9

Poor, not so good, okay 68 16.5

Good 256 62.1

Very good 88 21.4

Ordinal (3 groups)

Ordinal (3 groups)

Ordinal (3 groups)

Nominal (2 groups)

Nominal (2 groups)

Gender

Health status

Employment

Education

Ethnic background

Partnership

Age

Nominal (2 groups)

Ordinal (4 groups)

Length of residence: at current address N % Minimum Maximum Mean St. dev.

Length of residence: address 412 100.0 1 14 4.79 3.327

N % Level of measurement

Short (2014-2016) 145 35.2

Medium (2008-2013) 202 49

Long (1946-2007) 65 15.8

Single-family dwelling 351 85.2

Multi-family dwelling 61 14.8

Owner-occupied dwelling 384 93.2

Rental dwelling 28 6.8

Length of residence: in neighbourhood

Housing type

Home-ownership

Nominal (2 groups)

Nominal (2 groups)

Ordinal (3 groups)

Table 6.1: Basic personal characteristics of sample 

Table 6.3: Length of residence in neighbourhood, housing type and home-ownership 

Table 6.2: Length of residence at current address 
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Local (in)formal social participation and neighbourhood social participation 

Regarding local formal social participation, the average number of active memberships at any local 

organisation or club, such as a sport-, music- or neighbourhood club, among the respondents is 1.29 with a 

standard deviation of 1.219 (table 6.4). 27.7% of the sample has no active membership while respectively 

37.9% and 21.6% of the respondents have one or two active memberships. The other respondents have 

respectively three (7.0%), four (2.9%), five (2.2%) or six (0.7%) active memberships. A visual inspection 

of the histogram and normal Q-Q plot (appendix 4) shows that local formal social participation is 

approximately normally distributed, so recoding of this ratio-variable is not necessary for the analyses.  

Regarding local informal social participation, table 6.5 gives an overview of seven types of local 

informal social participation activities and the distribution of the frequency classes. As shown, 89.6% of the 

sample visits the local community center annually or less often ((almost) never: 74.3% and annually: 

15.3%). A fairly similar picture is visible regarding visiting local cultural activities and visiting local sports 

competitions. 84.9% of the sample visits local cultural activities annually or less often ((almost) never: 

25.7% and annually: 59.2%) and 76.4% of the sample visits local sports competitions annually or less often 

((almost) never: 57.0% and annually: 19.4%). The other four types of local informal social participation are 

conducted more often where practicing sports and visiting/getting visits from family, friends and others 

are conducted most often among the respondents (practicing sports weekly: 69.4% and visiting/getting 

visits weekly: 57.3%). Regarding neighbourhood social participation, 22.1% of the sample (almost) 

never participates in neighbourhood activities, such as a neighbourhood party (e.g. BBQ) or neighbourhood 

clean-up. Moreover, 66.7% of the sample participates annually in neighbourhood activities and 11.2% 

participates monthly or more often in neighbourhood activities (table 6.6). 

 

 
 

 

 
 

 

Local formal social participation N % Minimum Maximum Mean St. dev.

Local formal social participation 412 100.0 0 6 1.29 1.219

N % Level of measurement

(Almost) never 306 74.3

Annually 63 15.3

Monthly or more often 43 10.4

(Almost) never 106 25.7

Annually 244 59.2

Monthly or more often 62 15.0

(Almost) never 235 57.0

Annually 80 19.4

Monthly or more often 97 23.5

Annually or less often 223 54.1

Monthly 114 27.7

Weekly 75 18.2

Annually or less often 164 39.8

Monthly 183 44.4

Weekly 65 15.8

Annually or less often 74 18.0

Monthly 52 12.6

Weekly 286 69.4

Annually or less often 57 13.8

Monthly 119 28.9

Weekly 236 57.3

Ordinal (3 groups)

Visiting local catering sector

Visiting local community center

Practicing sports/work out locally

Visiting local sports competitions

Visiting or getting visits from local family, friends and others

Visiting local shops for entertainment

Ordinal (3 groups)

Ordinal (3 groups)

Ordinal (3 groups)

Visiting local cultural activities

Ordinal (3 groups)

Ordinal (3 groups)

Ordinal (3 groups)

Table 6.5: Types and frequency of local informal social participation sorted by frequency (least often-most often) 

Table 6.4: Local formal social participation 
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Provided social support to neighbours 

Regarding provided social support to neighbours, figure 6.1 and 6.2 give an overview of the distribution 

of the frequency categories for emotional- and instrumental support. As shown, 19.9% of the sample 

provides (almost) never emotional support to their neighbours, such as providing advice, comfort or a 

listening ear and 12.6% provides (almost) never instrumental social support to their neighbours, such as 

giving a ride, putting the container on the street or lending a tool. Moreover, 33.3% provides annually 

emotional support to their neighbours and 46.8% provides annually instrumental social support to their 

neighbours. Lastly, 46.8% provides monthly or more often emotional support to neighbours and 40.5% 

provides monthly or more often instrumental social support to neighbours. So, the largest part in this study 

provides emotional support (46.8%) monthly or more often and instrumental support (46.8%) annually. 

 

 
 

 

 

6.2.  Household characteristics  

This section describes the household characteristics. These characteristics consist of household size, 

household composition, household income and household car-ownership. From literature (section 3.3.2 

and 4.3.2), it appears that these variables might affect adults’ perception of neighbourhood social cohesion 

and access to neighbour-support among the residents of Dutch new construction CPC projects. 

Regarding household size, the average household size is 2.3 with a standard deviation of 1.112 

(table 6.7), which is almost equal to the average household size of 2.2 in the Netherlands (CBS, 2016). 22.1% 

of the sample consists of a one-person household, 47.3% of a two-person household, 13.1% of a three-

person household and 13.3% of a four-person household. The others have a household size of five (3.4%), 

six (0.5%) or seven (0.2%) persons. A visual inspection of the histogram and normal Q-Q plot (appendix 4) 

shows that household size is approximately normally distributed, so recoding of this ratio-variable is not 

necessary for the analyses. Regarding household composition, as shown in table 6.8, 71.6% of the sample 

consists of a household without children (aged ≤ 17 years) and 28.4% of the sample consists of a household 

with children (aged ≤ 17 years). Regarding household income, 15.8% of the sample has a low net 

household income of less than €2001 per month, 26.7% has a moderate net household income of €2001-

€3000 per month and 57.5% has a high net household income of more than €3000 per month (table 6.8). 

This result is as expected because the residents must have sufficient capital to be able to realise their 

dwelling. Regarding household car-ownership, 7.5% of the sample has no car, 51.2% has one car and 

41.3% has two or more cars within the household (table 6.8). 

Neighbourhood social participation N % Level of measurement

(Almost) never 91 22.1

Annually 275 66.7

Monthly or more often 46 11.2

Ordinal (3 groups)

Figure 6.1: Frequency of provided emotional support        Figure 6.2: Frequency of provided instrumental support 

Table 6.6: Neighbourhood social participation 
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6.3.  Social  network characteristics  

This section describes the social network characteristics. These characteristics consist of local social 

network size, non-local social network size, contact with local social network and contact with non-local 

social network. From literature (section 3.3.3 and 4.3.3), it appears that these variables might affect adults’ 

perception of neighbourhood social cohesion and access to neighbour-support among the residents of 

Dutch new construction CPC projects. 

 Table 6.9 gives an overview of the social network characteristics of the 412 respondents in this 

study. As shown, the respondents on average have 11 members in their local social network, which 

consists of 0.7 direct family members, 0.4 other family members, 3.2 friends and 6.8 other neighbours. 

72.6% has no direct family in their local social network, 84.7% has no other family in their local social 

network, 48.1% has no friends in their local social network and 23.5% has no other neighbours in their 

local social network. The latter is quite low because other studies found that almost half of their 

respondents have no neighbours as social network members (e.g. Völker and Flap, 2007; Van den Berg and 

Timmermans, 2015). In general, 10.7% of the respondents has no local social network at all.  

In addition, the respondents have, on average, 38.5 persons in their non-local social network, 

which consists of 8.1 direct family members, 12.6 other family members and 17.9 friends. 1.9% of the 

respondents has no non-local social network. The average total social network size of the sample is 49.5, 

without taking the household members into account. So, on average, 22.2% of the social network consists 

of people living in the same neighbourhood and 13.7% of the social network consists of other neighbours. 

Generally, neighbours constitute 7% to 19% of a person’s social network (e.g. Völker and Flap, 2007), so 

the share of neighbours in the social network, either all neighbour relations or other neighbours only, is 

quite high. This indicates that the residents of new construction CPC projects have quite a large share of 

neighbours in their social network. A visual inspection of both histograms and normal Q-Q plots (appendix 

4) shows that local social network size and non-local social network size are not approximately normally 

distributed. Nevertheless, it has been decided to treat the variables as normally distributed ratio-variables 

in the analyses. 

Regarding the frequency of contact with the local social network, the respondents have an 

average total score of 17.8 (range = 4-31). Although 23.5% of the sample does not consider other 

neighbours as social network members, this does not mean that these people never interact with their 

neighbours. The results of this study indicate that only 5.6% of the sample (almost) never interacts with 

their other neighbours (table 6.10). A visual inspection of the histogram and normal Q-Q plot (appendix 4) 

shows that contact with the local social network is approximately normally distributed, so recoding of this 

interval-variable is not necessary for the analyses. Regarding the frequency of contact with the non-local 

social network, the respondents have an average total score of 15.2 (range = 3-24). Also in this case, a 

visual inspection of the histogram and normal Q-Q plot (appendix 4) shows that this variable is 

approximately normally distributed, so recoding of this interval-variable is not necessary for the analyses. 

Household size N % Minimum Maximum Mean St. dev.

Household size 412 100.0 1 7 2.31 1.112

N % Level of measurement

Household without children 295 71.6

Household with children 117 28.4

Less than €2001 per month 65 15.8

€2001-€3000 per month 110 26.7

More than €3000 per month 237 57.5

No car 31 7.5

1 car 211 51.2

2 or more cars 170 41.3

Household composition

(Net) household income

Household car-ownership

Ordinal (3 groups)

Ordinal (3 groups)

Nominal (2 groups)

Table 6.8: Household composition, household income and household car-ownership 

Table 6.7: Household size 
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6.4.  CPC project characteristics  

 

6.4.1.  CPC process characteristics  

This section describes the CPC process characteristics. These characteristics consist of initiator, phase of 

involvement, duration of involvement, contact with future neighbours and getting to know future 

neighbours. From literature (section 3.3.4 and 4.3.4), it appears that these variables might affect adults’ 

perception of neighbourhood social cohesion and access to neighbour-support among the residents of 

Dutch new construction CPC projects. 

 

Initiator, phase of involvement and duration of involvement 

Regarding the initiator of the CPC project, as shown in table 6.11, 52.4% of the sample lives in a CPC project 

initiated by the residents themselves and 47.6% lives in a project initiated by other parties, such as the 

municipality, housing association, process coordinator, or architect. Regarding the phase of involvement, 

as shown in table 6.12, 28.6% of the sample was already involved in the initiative phase of the CPC project. 

They were involved from the start-up. 19.4% and 19.9% of the sample were respectively involved from the 

definition- and design phase. Moreover, 9.7% was involved from the construction phase and 22.3% was 

involved from the management phase. The respondents in these latter two phases were not involved in the 

drafting of the plan (e.g. defining requirements and designing of dwellings and surroundings). Note that 

respondents who were involved since the management phase were never actually involved in the 

development- and construction process of the CPC project. Regarding the duration of involvement, the 

average time is 35.2 months with a standard deviation of 27.502 and a range between 0 and 108 months 

(table 6.13). Thus, the respondents were, on average, 3 years involved in the CPC process. A visual 

inspection of the histogram and normal Q-Q plot (appendix 4) shows that duration is approximately 

normally distributed, so recoding of this ratio-variable is not necessary for the analyses. When only looking 

at the respondents that were truly involved in the CPC project (N = 320), and not taking 92 of 412 

respondents into account because they were not involved in the development- and construction phase of 

the CPC project, it appears that the average time of involvement is 45.3 months with a standard deviation 

of 22.699 and a range between 3 and 108 months. So, the actual involved respondents were, on average, 

3.8 years involved the CPC process. 

 

Social network characteristics N % Minimum Maximum Mean St. dev.

Local social network size 412 100.0 0 76 11.01 12.937

Relational alternatives size 412 100.0 0 249 38.52 34.490

Contact with local social network 412 100.0 4 31 17.78 6.349

Contact with relational alternatives 412 100.0 3 24 15.24 4.273

N % N % N % N %

(Almost) never 159 38.6 206 50.0 87 21.1 23 5.6

1 time per year 1 0.2 12 2.9 2 0.5 4 1.0

2-11 times per year 9 2.2 69 16.7 23 5.6 33 8.0

1 time per month 12 2.9 37 9.0 23 5.6 36 8.7

2-3 times per month 19 4.6 44 10.7 51 12.4 66 16.0

1 time per week 39 9.5 28 6.8 71 17.2 108 26.2

2-5 times per week 95 23.1 11 2.7 97 23.5 83 20.1

(Almost) daily 78 18.9 5 1.2 58 14.1 59 14.3

Other neighboursContact with local 

social network

Direct family Other family Friends

N % Level of measurement

Residents 216 52.4

Other 196 47.6

Initiator

Nominal (2 groups)

Table 6.9: Social network characteristics of sample 

 

Table 6.10: Frequency of contact with local social network 

 

Table 6.11: Initiator  
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Contact with future neighbours 

Regarding contact with future neighbours (individuals in CPC group), table 6.14 gives an overview of the 

four types of contact and the distribution of the frequency classes. Regarding formal contact during the 

plan phase, which refers to formal contact to elaborate the CPC project such as design meetings with the 

architect, 48.3% of the sample had annually or less often formal contact during the plan phase, 42.2% had 

monthly contact and 9.5% had weekly contact. So, most residents (48.3%) had annually or less often formal 

contact with their fellow developers. However, a large share (32.0%) had never formal contact with the 

individuals in the CPC group during the plan phase because 132 of 412 respondents were not present 

during the plan phase of the CPC project. When only looking at the respondents that were involved in the 

plan phase of the CPC project (N = 280), it appears that 23.9% had annually or less often formal contact, 

62.1% had monthly contact and 13.9% had weekly contact. These results indicate that monthly formal 

contact (62.1%) is most common during the plan phase.  

Regarding informal contact during the plan phase, which refers to mutual informal contact 

between the individuals in the CPC group for fun such as dining out, 52.4% of the sample had (almost) 

never informal contact during the plan phase and 26.9% had annually contact. Only 20.6% had monthly or 

more often informal contact with their future neighbours. So, most residents (52.4%) had (almost) never 

informal contact with their fellow developers. However, also in this case, 132 of 412 respondents were not 

present during the plan phase of the CPC project. When only looking at the respondent that were involved 

in the plan phase of the CPC project (N = 280), it appears that 30.0% (almost) never had informal contact, 

39.6% had annually contact and 30.4% had monthly or more often contact. Although the distribution is 

fairly balanced, most respondents (39.6%) had annually informal contact during the plan phase, so this 

seems to be most common. 

Regarding formal contact during the construction phase, which refers to contact to manage the 

construction of the dwellings and surrounding environment such as construction meetings with the 

contractor and viewing days, 52.9% of the sample had annually or less often formal contact during the 

construction phase, 38.6% had monthly contact and 8.5% had weekly contact. So, most residents (52.9%) 

had annually or less often formal contact during the construction of the CPC project. However, a large share 

(22.3%) had never formal contact with the individuals in the CPC group during the construction phase 

because 92 of 412 respondents were not present during the construction of the CPC project. When only 

looking at the respondents that were involved in the construction phase of the CPC project (N = 320), it 

appears that 39.4% had annually or less often formal contact, 49.7% had monthly contact and 10.9% had 

weekly contact. These results indicate that monthly formal contact (49.7%) is most common during the 

construction phase.  

Regarding informal contact during the construction phase, which also refers to mutual 

informal contact between the individual in the CPC group for fun, 44.9% of the sample had (almost) never 

informal contact during the construction phase and 31.3% had annually contact. Only 23.8% had monthly 

or more often informal contact with individuals in the CPC group. Thus, most residents (44.9%) had 

(almost) never informal contact during the construction phase. However, also in this case, 92 of 412 

respondents were not present during the construction of the CPC project. When looking at the respondents 

that were involved in the construction phase of the CPC project (N = 320), it appears that 29.1% (almost) 

N % Level of measurement

Initiative phase 118 28.6

Definition phase 80 19.4

Design phase (incl. contract phase) 82 19.9

Construction phase 40 9.7

Management-/residential phase 92 22.3

Phase of involvement

Ordinal (5 groups)

Duration of involvement (in months) N % Minimum Maximum Mean St. dev.

Duration 412 100.0 0 108 35.19 27.502

Table 6.12: Phase of involvement 

 

Table 6.13: Duration of involvement in months 
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never had informal contact, 40.3% had annually contact and 30.6% had monthly or more often contact. 

Although the distribution is also in this case fairly balanced, most respondents (40.3%) had annually 

informal contact during the construction phase, so this seems to be most common.  

 
 

 

Getting to know future neighbours 

Regarding getting to know future neighbours, 51.0% of the sample did not really get to know their future 

neighbours during the process. On the other hand, 40.3% of the sample did get to know their future 

neighbours well and 8.7% did get to know them very well (table 6.15). However, 92 of 412 respondents 

were not involved in the CPC project, so they were not able to get to know their neighbours. When only 

looking at the respondents that were involved in the CPC project (N = 320), it appears that 36.9% did not 

really get to know their future neighbours, 51.9% did get to know their future neighbours well and 11.3% 

did get to know their future neighbours very well. This indicates that nearly two-third of the sample (good: 

51.9%; very good: 11.3%) already got to know their future neighbours quite well before occupying their 

dwelling. This is an important finding because it shows that the CPC process seems to contribute to the 

bonds between neighbours. Most of them already got to know their neighbours before occupying their 

dwelling. This is not possible among more traditional forms of development (e.g. Consumer-Oriented 

Development) because the residents are then only involved at the end of the process as a customer, as 

stated in section 2.4.1. 

 

 
 

 

6.4.2.  CPC product characteristics  

This section describes the CPC product characteristics. These characteristics consist of date of completion, 

project size, housing types, home-ownership and the presence of common facilities. From literature 

(section 3.3.4 and 4.3.4), it appears that these variables might affect adults’ perception of neighbourhood 

social cohesion and access to neighbour-support among the residents of Dutch new construction CPC 

projects. 

 

Date of completion and project size 

Regarding date of completion, as shown in table 6.16, respondents’ dwellings were on average completed 

5.7 years ago with a standard deviation of 3.586. The date of completion ranges between 2002 (maximum 

of 15) and 2016 (minimum of 1). A visual inspection of the histogram and normal Q-Q plot (appendix 4) 

N % Level of measurement

Annually or less often 199 48.3

Monthly 174 42.2

Weekly 39 9.5

(Almost) never 216 52.4

Annually 111 26.9

Monthly or more often 85 20.6

Annually or less often 218 52.9

Monthly 159 38.6

Weekly 35 8.5

(Almost) never 185 44.9

Annually 129 31.3

Monthly or more often 98 23.8

Ordinal (3 groups)

Ordinal (3 groups)

Ordinal (3 groups)

Ordinal (3 groups)

Informal contact construction phase

Formal contact construction phase

Formal contact plan phase

Informal contact plan phase

Getting to know future neighbours N % Level of measurement

(Very) bad and neutral 210 51.0

Good 166 40.3

Very good 36 8.7

Ordinal (3 groups)

Table 6.14: Four types of contact with future neighbours 

 

Table 6.15: Getting to know future neighbours 
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shows that date of completion is approximately normally distributed, so recoding of this ratio-variable is 

not necessary for the analyses.  

Regarding project size, the average size of the CPC projects of the sample is 33.3 dwellings with a 

standard deviation of 22.792. The smallest project in the sample consists of 5 dwellings (Bloklandterrein, 

Wijk en Aalburg) and the largest project in the sample consists of 94 dwellings (De Kersentuin, Utrecht). 

As shown in table 6.17, 35.7% of the sample lives in a small project (≤ 20 dwellings), 43.7% lives in a 

medium project (21-50 dwellings) and 20.6% lives in a large project (≥ 51 dwellings). So, most respondents 

(43.7%) live in a medium-sized CPC project of 21 to 50 dwellings. 

 

 
 

 

 
 

 

Housing types and home-ownership 

Regarding housing types, figure 6.3 gives an overview of the housing types of the CPC projects. Residents 

living in CPC projects with only row dwellings (20.1%) or a combination of semi-detached- and row 

dwellings (18.7%) are most common in this study. Other common CPC projects in this study are CPC 

projects with only patio dwellings (13.3%), apartments (9.5%) or a combination of row dwellings and 

apartments (9.5%). These finding seems to be in line with the Dutch CPC practice. As a result, 75.7% of the 

sample lives in a CPC project with only single-family dwellings and 9.5% of the sample lives in a CPC project 

with only multi-family dwellings (apartments). The others, 14.8%, live in a combined CPC project of single- 

and multi-family dwellings (table 6.18).  

Regarding home-ownership, as shown in table 6.19, 79.1% of the sample lives in an owner-

occupied CPC project. The others, 20.9%, live in a CPC project with owner-occupied- and rental dwellings. 

There are no respondents in the sample who live in a CPC project with only rental dwellings. This finding 

seems to be in line with the Dutch CPC practice because CPC projects are rarely developed by tenants only. 

These projects often tend to be Participatory Commissioning projects between the tenants and third parties 

(e.g. housing association) due to the influence of, for example, the housing association on the design by 

defining a framework in which the tenants can make their choices (e.g. Houbenstaete, Tilburg; BIEB, 2014).  

 

 

 
 

 

Date of completion N % Minimum Maximum Mean St. dev.

Date of completion 412 100.0 1 15 5.68 3.586

Project size N % Level of measurement

Small (≤20 dwellings) 147 35.7

Medium (21-50 dwellings) 180 43.7

Large (≥51 dwellings) 85 20.6

Ordinal (3 groups)

Figure 6.3: Housing types CPC project 

Table 6.16: Date of completion 

 

Table 6.17: Project size 
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Presence of common facilities 

Regarding the presence of common facilities, as shown in table 6.20, 80.1% of the sample lives in a CPC 

project without common facilities such as a meeting room, kitchen, hobby room, fitness room, laundry room 

or garden. So, only 19.9% of the sample lives in a CPC project with one or more common facilities. Regarding 

the types of common facilities, table 6.20 shows that 18.4% of the sample lives in a CPC project with a 

meeting room, 14.8% with a kitchen, 16.3% with a hobby room, 6.6% with a fitness room, 12.4% with a 

laundry room and 19.9% with a garden. Unfortunately, the presence of a fitness room is quite constant, 

therefore, this variable will not be included in the analyses. 

 
 

 

6.4.3.  CPC resident characteristics  

This section describes the CPC resident characteristics. These characteristics consist of presence of 

collaborative lifestyle and presence of homogeneity. From literature (section 3.3.4 and 4.3.4), it appears 

that these variables might affect adults’ perception of neighbourhood social cohesion and access to 

neighbour-support among the residents of Dutch new construction CPC projects. 

 

Presence of collaborative lifestyle 

A collaborative lifestyle indicates a certain way of life where regular contact with neighbours, providing 

assistance when needed, sharing facilities and/or undertaking joint activities are central among the 

residents of the CPC project. The results indicate that 48.8% of the sample feels that the residents of the 

CPC project pursue a collaborative lifestyle (table 6.21). So, slightly less than half of the respondents live 

in a CPC project where a collaborative lifestyle prevails. The others, 48.8% of the sample, indicated to live 

in a CPC project where the residents do not pursue a collaborative lifestyle. 

Housing types N % Level of measurement

Single family dwellings 312 75.7

Multi family dwellings 39 9.5

Single- and multi family dwellings 61 14.8

Nominal (3 groups)

Home-ownership N % Level of measurement

Owner-occupied 326 79.1

Owner-occupied and rental 86 20.9
Nominal (2 groups)

N % Level of measurement

Not present 330 80.1

Present 82 19.9

Not present 336 81.6

Present 76 18.4

Not present 351 85.2

Present 61 14.8

Not present 345 83.7

Present 67 16.3

Not present 385 93.4

Present 27 6.6

Not present 361 87.6

Present 51 12.4

Not present 330 80.1

Present 82 19.9

Nominal (2 groups)

Nominal (2 groups)

Nominal (2 groups)

Nominal (2 groups)

Presence of common facilities

Presence of meeting room

Presence of kitchen

Presence of hobby room

Presence of fitness room

Presence of laundry room

Presence of garden

Nominal (2 groups)

Nominal (2 groups)

Nominal (2 groups)

Table 6.18: Housing types CPC project 

Table 6.20: Presence of (types of) common facilities 

Table 6.19: Home-ownership CPC project 
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Presence of homogeneity  

Regarding presence of homogeneity, table 6.22 gives an overview of the four types of homogeneity in this 

study. As shown, 51.9% of the sample indicated that they feel to be homogeneous regarding age with the 

residents in the CPC project. This suggests that about half of the respondents perceive (almost) no 

differences in age. Moreover, 82.5% indicated that they feel to be homogeneous regarding ethnic 

background. This seems to indicate that almost all respondents perceive (almost) no differences in ethnic 

background. Furthermore, 37.1% indicated that they feel to be homogeneous regarding household 

composition with the residents of the CPC project and 19.2% indicated that they feel to be homogeneous 

regarding household income. This suggests that most respondents perceive differences in household 

composition and -income. 

 
 

 

6.5.  Neighbourhood characteristics  

This section describes the neighbourhood characteristics. These characteristics consist of the presence of 

neighbourhood facilities, perceived neighbourhood security, perceived neighbourhood problems and 

urban density. From literature (section 3.3.5 and 4.3.5), it appears that these variables might affect adults’ 

perception of neighbourhood social cohesion and access to neighbour-support among the residents of 

Dutch new construction CPC projects. 

 

Presence of neighbourhood facilities 

The presence of neighbourhood facilities for six types of facilities within 1 kilometer – supermarket, 

other grocery stores, cafeteria, café, restaurant and primary school – has been obtained from Statistics 

Netherlands (CBS, 2015). As shown in table 6.23, 51.5% of the sample lives within 1 km of a supermarket, 

61.4% lives within 1 km of other grocery stores (e.g. baker, butcher and greengrocer), 64.3% lives within 

1 km of a cafeteria, 54.4% lives within 1 km of a café, 66.3% lives within 1 km of a restaurant and 79.9% 

lives within 1 km of a primary school. 

 

Perceived neighbourhood safety 

Regarding perceived neighbourhood safety, the respondents were asked to indicate how strongly they 

agreed or disagreed with 2-items inspired by the measurement instruments of Young et al. (2004) and 

Hand et al. (2012) using a five-point Likert scale, ranging from (1) strongly disagree to (5) strongly agree. 

The results indicate that 99.0% of the sample perceives their neighbourhood as safe at day and 80.3% 

perceives their neighbourhood as safe at night (sum of “agree” and “strongly agree”). This study calculated 

an overall score for perceived neighbourhood safety by adding up both items with equal weighting. The 

results in table 6.24 show an average total score of 8.79 with a standard deviation of 1.214 and a range 

between 5 and 10. The Cronbach alpha of the 2-items of this sample is 0.661, which indicates that the items 

Presence of collaborative lifestyle N % Level of measurement

Not present 211 51.2

Present 201 48.8
Nominal (2 groups)

N % Level of measurement

Not present 198 48.1

Present 214 51.9

Not present 72 17.5

Present 340 82.5

Not present 259 62.9

Present 153 37.1

Not present 333 80.8

Present 79 19.2

Presence of household income homogeneity

Nominal (2 groups)

Nominal (2 groups)

Nominal (2 groups)

Nominal (2 groups)

Presence of age homogeneity

Presence of ethnic homogeneity

Presence of household composition homogeneity

Table 6.21: Presence of collaborative lifestyle 

Table 6.22: Presence of homogeneity 
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have a relatively reasonable internal consistency. A visual inspection of the histogram and normal Q-Q plot 

(appendix 4) shows that perceived neighbourhood safety is approximately normally distributed, so 

recoding of this interval-variable is not necessary for the analyses. 

 

Perceived neighbourhood problems 

Regarding perceived neighbourhood problems, the respondents were asked, as in the study of Gale and 

colleagues (2011), to consider a list of eight problems that people often experience in the neighbourhood 

where they live and to indicate whether each one was (1) not a problem, (2) a small problem or (3) a large 

problem. The results, as shown in table 6.25, indicate that the sample experiences almost no problems 

regarding smells and fumes (89.6%) and assaults and muggings (96.8%). Most small problems are 

experienced with regard to litter and rubbish (34.2%), burglaries (32.8%) and traffic (28.9%) and most 

large problems are experienced with regard to traffic (3.9%) and litter and rubbish (3.4%). This study 

calculated an overall score for perceived neighbourhood problems by adding up the 8-items with equal 

weighting. The results in table 6.26 show an average total score of 10.07 with a standard deviation of 2.025 

and a range between 8 and 18. The Cronbach alpha of the 8-items of this sample is 0.672, which indicates 

that the items have a relatively reasonable internal consistency. A visual inspection of the histogram and 

normal Q-Q plot (appendix 4) shows that perceived neighbourhood problems is approximately normally 

distributed, so recoding of this interval-variable is not necessary for the analyses. 

 

 
 

 

 

 
 

 

 

 
 

N % Level of measurement

Not present 200 48.5

Present 212 51.5

Not present 159 38.6

Present 253 61.4

Not present 147 35.7

Present 265 64.3

Not present 188 45.6

Present 224 54.4

Not present 139 33.7

Present 273 66.3

Not present 83 20.1

Present 329 79.9

Nominal (2 groups)

Nominal (2 groups)

Nominal (2 groups)

Presence of supermarket

Presence of other grocery stores

Presence of cafeteria

Presence of café

Presence of restaurant

Nominal (2 groups)

Nominal (2 groups)

Presence of primary school

Nominal (2 groups)

Perceived neighbourhood safety N % Minimum Maximum Mean St. dev.

Perceived neighbourhood safety 412 100.0 5 10 8.79 1.214

Perceived neighbourhood problems No problem Small problem Large problem

Vandalism 78.9% 20.6% 0.5%

Litter and rubbish 62.4% 34.2% 3.4%

Smells and fumes 89.6% 9.2% 1.2%

Assaults and muggings 96.8% 2.9% 0.2%

Burglaries 65.0% 32.8% 2.2%

Disturbance by children and youngsters 76.0% 21.1% 2.9%

Traffic 67.2% 28.9% 3.9%

Noise 73.1% 24.0% 2.9%

Table 6.24: Perceived neighbourhood safety 

Table 6.25: Respondents’ opinion regarding neighbourhood problems  

Table 6.23: Presence of neighbourhood facilities within 1 km 
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Urban density 

Finally, urban density has been obtained from Statistics Netherlands (CBS, 2013). The results in table 6.27 

indicate that 47.6% of the sample lives in a little or less urbanized neighbourhood (< 1.000 addresses per 

square kilometer), 31.8% lives in a moderately urbanized neighbourhood (1.000-1.499 addresses per 

square kilometer) and 20.6% lives in a (very) strongly urbanized neighbourhood (≥ 1.500 addresses per 

square kilometer). So, most respondents live in a little or less urbanized neighbourhood. This seems to be 

in line with the Dutch CPC practice since many CPC projects are realised in villages. 

 

 
 

 

6.6.  Perceived neighbourhood social cohesion 

This section describes the first dependent variable: perceived neighbourhood social cohesion. The 

respondents were asked to indicate how strongly they agreed or disagreed with the 18-items of the 

Neighbourhood Cohesion Instrument of Buckner (1988) using a five-point Likert scale, ranging from (1) 

strongly disagree to (5) strongly agree. Originally, the instrument is multidimensional and consists of three 

dimensions: psychological sense of community, attraction to neighbourhood and neighbouring. Since it is 

used as a unidimensional instrument, as in the study of Robinson and Wilkinson (1995) and Ellaway et al. 

(2001), this study calculated an overall score for perceived neighbourhood social cohesion by adding up all 

18-items with equal weighting. After transforming two negative formulated items and replacing the 

missing values and outliers (appendix 5), the results in table 6.28 show an average total score of 68.3 and 

a standard deviation of 8.278 for perceived neighbourhood social cohesion with a range between 46 and 

90. The Cronbach alpha of the 18-items of this sample is 0.917, which indicates that the items have a 

relatively high internal consistency. A visual inspection of the histogram and normal Q-Q plot (appendix 5) 

shows that perceived neighbourhood social cohesion is approximately normally distributed. Therefore, the 

variable is considered as a normally distributed interval variable which makes it possible to apply a path 

analysis. 

 

 
 

 

For this section only, in order to gain insight in the responses regarding the 18 statements, 

perceived neighbourhood social cohesion is described on the basis of the three dimensions: psychological 

sense of community (9 items), attraction to neighbourhood (3 items) and neighbouring (6 items). 

 

Psychological sense of community 

The first dimension of perceived neighbourhood social cohesion is psychological sense of community 

(PSOC). PSOC involves a sense that people in the neighbourhood have, a group feeling (Wilkinson, 2008). 

Figure 6.4 gives an overview of the nine PSOC items and the responses of the respondents in the sample. 

As shown, there are some differences visible. 92.0% of the sample feels they belong to their neighbourhood. 

55.5% of the sample feels that the friendships and associations they have with other people in their 

neighbourhood mean a lot to them. 43.9% of the sample feels that if the people in their neighbourhood 

were planning something, they would think of it as something “we” were doing rather than “they” were 

doing. 45.1% of the sample thinks to agree with most people in their neighbourhood about what is 

Perceived neighbourhood problems N % Minimum Maximum Mean St. dev.

Perceived neighbourhood problems 412 100.0 8 18 10.07 2.025

Urban density N % Level of measurement

Not and little urbanized 196 47.6

Moderately urbanized 131 31.8

(Very) strongly urbanized 85 20.6

Ordinal (3 groups)

Dependent variable N % Minimum Maximum Mean St. dev.

Perceived neigbhourhood social cohesion 412 100.0 46 90 68.33 8.278

Table 6.26: Perceived neighbourhood problems  

Table 6.27: Urban density  

Table 6.28: Perceived neighbourhood social cohesion 
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important in life. 66.1% of the sample feels loyal to the people in their neighbourhood. 83.7% of the sample 

would be willing to work together with others on something to improve their neighbourhood. 41.0% of the 

sample likes to think of themselves as similar to the people who live in their neighbourhood. 51.2% of the 

sample experiences that a feeling of fellowship runs deep between them and other people in their 

neighbourhood. 58.8% of the sample feels that living in their neighbourhood gives them a sense of 

community. So, almost all respondents feel that they belong to their neighbourhood (92.0%) and would be 

willing to work together with others to improve their neighbourhood (83.7%). The other statements show 

greater variations. 

 

Attraction to neighbourhood 

The second dimension of perceived neighbourhood social cohesion is attraction to neighbourhood. This 

involves the desire to keep residing in the neighbourhood (Wilkinson, 2008). Figure 6.5 gives an overview 

of the three attraction items and the responses of the respondents in the sample. As shown, 81.6% of the 

sample is very attracted to live in their neighbourhood. 78.1% of the sample would not like to move out of 

their neighbourhood. Since this statement was negatively keyed in the questionnaire (“given the 

opportunity, I would like to move out of this neighbourhood”), it was recoded before calculating the total 

perceived neighbourhood social cohesion score. 84.2% of the sample plans to remain a resident of their 

neighbourhood for a number of years. So, most respondents (strongly) agree with the statements. 

 

Neighbouring 

The third dimension of perceived neighbourhood social cohesion is neighbouring. Neighbouring refers to 

the ties between neighbours (Dekker and Bolt, 2005) and the actual interaction with neighbours 

(Wilkinson, 2008). Figure 6.6 gives an overview of the six neighbouring items and the responses of the 

respondents in the sample. As shown, there are also in this case some differences visible. 62.2% of the 

sample visits their neighbours in their homes. 85.0% of the sample could go to someone in their 

neighbourhood if they needed advice about something. 95.8% of the sample believes that their neighbours 

would help in an emergency. 71.6% of the sample borrows things and exchanges favors with their 

neighbours. 51.9% of the sample has neighbours over to their house to visit. Since this statement was 

negatively keyed in the questionnaire (“I rarely have neighbours over to my house to visit”), it was recoded 

before calculating the total perceived neighbourhood social cohesion score. 88.8% of the sample regularly 

stops and talks with people in their neighbourhood. So, almost all respondents could go to someone in their 

neighbourhood for advice (85.0%), believe that their neighbours would help in an emergency (95.8%) and 

regularly stop and talk with neighbours (88.8%). The other statements show greater variations. 

 

 
 

 
Figure 6.4: Nine statements of psychological sense of community 
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6.7.  Perceived social support from neighbours  

This section describes the second dependent variable: perceived social support from neighbours. The 

respondents were asked to indicate how strongly they agreed or disagreed with the 23-items using a five-

point Likert scale, ranging from (1) strongly disagree to (5) strongly agree. The respondents were asked to 

answer the statements without taking the household- and direct family members living in the 

neighbourhood into account in order to avoid a distorted picture. These type of relations often tend to be 

strong ties and provide other types of social support than neighbours. Neighbour relations often tend to be 

weak (Van den Berg et al., 2015b; Völker and Flap, 2007). The instrument, specially developed for this study 

(see section 5.2.2), is multidimensional and consists of two dimensions: perceived emotional support from 

neighbours and perceived instrumental support from neighbours. Since it is used as a unidimensional 

instrument, this study calculated an overall score for perceived social support from neighbours by adding 

up all 23-items with equal weighting. After replacing the missing values and outliers (appendix 6), the 

results in table 6.29 show an average total score of 78.3 and a standard deviation of 12.768 for perceived 

social support from neighbours with a range between 45 and 115. The Cronbach alpha of the 23-items of 

this sample is 0.964, which indicates that the items have a relatively high internal consistency. A visual 

inspection of the histogram and normal Q-Q plot (appendix 6) shows that perceived social support from 

Figure 6.6: Six statements of neighbouring 

Figure 6.5: Three statements of attraction to neighbourhood 
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neighbours is approximately normally distributed. Therefore, the variable is considered as a normally 

distributed interval variable which makes it possible to apply a path analysis. 
 

 
 

 

For this section only, in order to gain insight in the responses regarding the 23 statements, 

perceived social support from neighbours is described on the basis of the two dimensions: perceived 

emotional support from neighbours (10 items) and perceived instrumental support from neighbours (13 

items). 

 

Perceived emotional support from neighbours 

The first dimension of perceived social support from neighbours in this study is emotional support. 

Perceived emotional support from neighbours involves the belief that neighbours will provide emotional 

support should the need arise, such as comforting. Figure 6.7 gives an overview of the ten emotional 

support items and the responses of the respondents in the sample. As shown, there are some slight 

differences visible. 53.4% of the sample feels that they can count on their neighbours to cheer them up. 

61.4% feels that they can count on their neighbours to receive a listening ear when they want to talk. 63.6% 

of the sample feels that they can count on their neighbours for good advice. 47.5% feels that they can count 

on their neighbours for affection. 42.0% of the sample feels they can count on their neighbours for comfort. 

51.7% feels that they can count on their neighbours for advice to solve their problems. 47.4% of the sample 

feels that they can count on their neighbours for reassurance when desired. 41.0% feels that they can share 

their most personal concerns and fears with their neighbours. 45.9% of the sample feels that they have 

neighbours who understand their problems. 47.1% feels that they can talk with their neighbours about 

themselves and their problems. So, the respondents can mostly count on their neighbours for good advice 

(63.6%), for a listening ear when they want to talk (61.4%) and when they need to be cheered up (53.4%). 

 

Perceived instrumental support from neighbours 

The second dimension of perceived social support from neighbours in this study is instrumental support. 

Perceived instrumental support from neighbours involves the belief that neighbours will provide practical 

assistance should the need arise, such as help with daily chores (e.g. doing groceries). Figure 6.8 gives an 

overview of the thirteen instrumental support items and the responses of the respondents. As shown, there 

are some differences. 77.1% of the sample feels they can count on their neighbours when they need a ride. 

72.3% feels they can count on their neighbours when they need to go to the doctor when they are unable 

to do so themselves. 63.6% of the sample feels they can count on their neighbours in a case of an emergency. 

39.8% feels that their neighbours may help with daily chores. This seems to indicate that neighbours are 

less willing to help with daily chores tasks, such as doing groceries. 18.7% of the sample feels that their 

neighbours may help in their housekeeping, such as cleaning or making the bed. This also seems to indicate 

that neighbours are less willing to help with housekeeping tasks. 66.3% of the sample feels that their 

neighbours may help with small jobs, such as putting the container on the street or replacing a light bulb 

and 46.8% of the sample feels that their neighbours may help with large jobs, such as cleaning out the gutter 

or trimming a large hedge. 80.3% of the sample feels that their neighbours may lend small things, such as 

a tool (e.g. drilling machine) and 45.4% feels that their neighbours may lend large things, such as a trailer. 

Only 24.3% of the sample feels that their neighbours may lend a small amount of money (≤ €100). 78.9% 

of the sample feels that their neighbours would watch after their home when they are away for a longer 

duration due to, for example, a vacation or hospitalization. Only 28.1% of the sample feels that their 

neighbours would help them with filling in forms, such as forms to apply for benefits. Only 10.9% of the 

sample feels that their neighbours would be willing to help with personal care, such as showering, dressing 

or wound care. This seems to indicate that neighbours are less willing to help with filling in forms and 

personal care. The latter is also stressed by De Klerk et al. (2015). Neighbours rarely provide personal- and 

nursing care to their neighbours. 

Dependent variable N % Minimum Maximum Mean St. dev.

Perceived social support from neighbours 412 100.0 45 115 78.30 12.768

Table 6.29: Perceived social support from neighbours 
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6.8.  Profile of residents  residing in new construction CPC projects  

This study is the first large-scale study among CPC projects in the Netherlands that makes it possible to 

create an overall picture of the residents residing in new construction CPC projects in the Netherlands 

because previous studies among CPC projects in the Netherlands only included a small number of CPC 

projects, other types of development (e.g. transformation- and renovation projects) and/or other types of 

project development, such as Individual Private Commissioning or Participatory Commissioning (e.g. 

Boelens et al., 2010; Bosman, 2008; Lavieren, 2013). Consequently, these studies cannot provide an overall 

profile of the residents of new construction CPC projects in the Netherlands in contrast to the present study. 

 Based on the data collected among 412 residents in 60 new construction CPC projects in the 

Netherlands, it can be concluded that the residents of new construction CPC projects are most often Dutch 

(97.6%) and they are relatively young (42.2% is 35 years old or younger). In addition, the majority has a 

partner (79.3%), a household without children (71.6%) and one car (51.2%). The average household size 

is 2.3, which is almost equal to the average household size of 2.2 in the Netherlands (CBS, 2016). Possibly, 

age, household size and household composition are interrelated. For example, young adults might have a 

smaller household size due to the absence of children than older adults. Moreover, the residents are often 

high educated (61.4%), have a full time job (45.9%) and have a high net household income of more than 

€3000 per month (57.5%). Education, work status and income are possibly also interrelated and even 

mutually reinforcing because, for example, higher educated people might more often have a higher 

household income than lower educated people. Furthermore, most residents live in a single-family dwelling 

(85.2%) and an owner-occupied dwelling (93.2%). Moreover, the average length of residence at the current 

address is 4.8 years and the average length of residence in the neighbourhood is 6.8 years. New 

Figure 6.7: Ten statements of emotional support 

Figure 6.8: Thirteen statements of instrumental support 
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construction CPC projects are often realised at green fields on the outer edge of villages and towns instead 

of at brownfields. As a result, the length of residence at the current address is often equal to the length of 

residence in the neighbourhood which might explain the small difference between the two length of 

residence items. It is important to notice that this study only included CPC project realised after 2000. In 

the Netherlands, some CPC projects are, although to a lesser extent, realised before 2000, so the average 

length of residence within this study might provide a bit distorted picture.  

Concerning local formal- and informal social participation, most of the residents have an active 

membership in one or more local organisations or clubs (72.3%) and 74.3% visits local cultural activities, 

95.1% visits the local catering sector, 25.7% visits the community center, 88.8% practices sports outside 

the home, 43.0% visits local sports competitions, 70.4% visits local shops for entertainment and 97.1% 

visits or gets visits from local family, friends and others. Moreover, most residents participate in 

neighbourhood activities (77.9%), such as a neighbourhood party or neighbourhood clean-up and most 

residents provided emotional- and instrumental support to their neighbours with respectively 80.1% and 

87.4%.  

With regard to the social network of the residents, the average local social network consists of 11 

persons while the average non-local social network consists of 38.5 persons. Consequently, the average 

total network size of the residents comprises 49.5 persons. 

 Regarding the process characteristics of the CPC project, it can also be concluded that the CPC 

projects were slightly more often initiated by the future residents themselves (52.4%). Moreover, most 

residents (77.7%) were involved in the CPC project before 

completion. However, 22.3% of the residents were involved 

from the management phase and, thus, after completion. This 

relatively high rate might not only relate to the fact that some 

CPC groups did not find enough participants for all dwellings, 

but it might also be related to the number of moves after 

completion. For example, two residents of CPC Heideweg 

(Liempde), a project with small row dwellings for starters 

(figure 6.9), indicated that most residents who were involved 

in the CPC process moved within a few years to a larger 

dwelling, which was often associated with family expansion, 

resulting in many new residents in the neighbourhood. 

Furthermore, the average time people were involved in the CPC process is 3 years, but, when only looking 

at the respondents that were actually involved, the average time is 3.8 years. Moreover, regarding the 

residents involved in the CPC process, most residents had formal contact monthly or more often during the 

plan phase (76.0%) to elaborate the CPC project, such as design meetings with the architect and most 

residents had formal contact monthly or more often during the construction phase (60.6%) to manage the 

construction of the dwellings and surrounding environment such as construction meetings with the 

contractor and viewing days. This indicates that CPC is an intensive process and that it, as stated in section 

2.4.2, indeed requires a lot of dedication, time and perseverance of the individuals in the CPC group to make 

the project successful. It clearly takes much more time and energy than when a dwelling is being purchased 

through more traditional forms of development (e.g. Consumer-Oriented Development). Furthermore, 

regarding informal contact during the process, which refers to mutual contact between the individuals in 

the CPC group for fun such as dining out, 30.0% of the residents had no informal contact during the plan 

phase and 44.9% had no informal contact during the construction phase. In addition, when only looking at 

the residents involved in the CPC project, nearly two-third of the residents (63.2%) of the CPC projects did 

get to know their future neighbours during the process (very) well. 

 Concerning the CPC product characteristics, it can be concluded that the residents reside in a CPC 

project that is, on average, completed 5.7 years ago. Also in this case, it is important to notice that this study 

only included CPC projects realised after 2000, so the average number of years since completion within this 

study might provide a somewhat distorted picture. Moreover, the residents live most often in a medium-

sized project with 21 to 50 dwellings (43.7%) and most often in a project with only owner-occupied 

Figure 6.9: Row dwellings CPC Heideweg 

(gemeente Boxtel, 2017) 

https://www.google.nl/url?sa=i&rct=j&q=&esrc=s&source=images&cd=&cad=rja&uact=8&ved=0ahUKEwiR9oq6i5_TAhWIHxoKHV1HA5QQjRwIBw&url=https://www.boxtel.nl/leven-en-wonen/wonen/woonvisie/collectief-particulier-opdrachtgeverschap.html&psig=AFQjCNGaPGi7IpzoB67XdKIYFgCwZVfoUg&ust=1492092382887509
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dwellings (79.1%). The average project size is 33.3 dwellings. Furthermore, most residents live in a CPC 

project with only single-family dwellings (75.7%). When looking more closely at the housing types of the 

project, 20.1% lives in a project with only row dwellings and 18.7% lives in a project with a combination of 

semi-detached- and row dwellings. Moreover, 80.1% of the residents lives in a CPC project without 

common facilities such as a meeting room, hobby room, or garden. 

With regard to the CPC resident characteristics, it can also be concluded that almost half of the 

residents feel that a collaborative lifestyle is pursued among the residents of the project (48.8%). Within 

this study, a collaborative lifestyle refers to a certain way of life where regular contact with neighbours, 

providing assistance when needed, sharing facilities and/or undertaking joint activities are central among 

the residents. Moreover, most residents of the CPC projects feel that they are homogeneous regarding 

ethnicity (82.5%). This might be related to the fact that most CPC projects are mainly occupied by residents 

of the same ethnicity. Furthermore, most residents of the CPC projects feel that they are not homogeneous 

regarding household composition (62.9%) and household income (80.8%). This might be related to the fact 

that CPC projects are regularly characterised by different housing types, such as detached dwellings, row 

dwellings and apartments. Two important distinguishing factors between the housing types are the size 

and the price of the dwellings, and might therefore attract different residents regarding household 

composition and household income. Moreover, about half of the residents feel that they are homogeneous 

regarding age (51.9%). This might also be related to the differences in housing types within CPC projects 

since age might be related to household composition and household income. Generally, it might be common 

that row dwellings are more often occupied by younger, less financial decisive adults while (semi-

)detached dwellings are more often occupied by older, more financial decisive adults. 

Concerning the neighbourhood characteristics, it can be concluded that most residents of the CPC 

projects live within 1 km from one or more supermarkets (51.5%), other grocery stores (61.4%), cafeteria 

(64.3%), cafeterias (64.3%), cafes (54.4%), restaurants (66.3%) and primary schools (79.9%). Moreover, 

almost all residents perceive their neighbourhood as safe at day (99.0%) and somewhat less perceives their 

neighbourhood as safe at night (80.3%). So, overall, the residents of the CPC projects perceive their 

neighbourhood as safe. Furthermore, the residents experience the fewest problems with regard to smells 

and fumes (10.4%) and assaults and muggings (3.1%), and they experience most problems with regard to 

vandalism (21.1%), litter and rubbish (37.6%), burglaries (35.0%), disturbance by children and youngsters 

(24.0%), traffic (32.8%) and noise (26.9%). In addition, 47.6% of the residents lives in a little or less 

urbanized neighbourhood. 

With regard to the first dimension of neighbourhood social cohesion – psychological sense of 

community – the majority of the residents feel that they belong to the neighbourhood (92.0%), feel that the 

friendships and associations they have with other people in the neighbourhood mean a lot to them (55.5%), 

feel loyal to the people in their neighbourhood (66.1%), would be willing to work together with others on 

something to improve their neighbourhood (83.7%), experience a deep feeling of fellowship between them 

and other people in their neighbourhood (51.2%), and feel that living in their neighbourhood gives them a 

sense of community (58.8%). However, the minority feels that if the people in their neighbourhood were 

planning something, they would think of it as something “we” were doing rather than “they” were doing 

(43.9%), thinks to agree with most people in their neighbourhood about what is important in life (45.1%) 

and likes to think of themselves as similar to the people who live in their neighbourhood (41.0%). The latter 

two items might be related to the fact that the majority of the residents feel that they are not homogeneous 

regarding age (51.9%), household composition (62.9%) and household income (80.8%), which might be 

important aspects to have the same vision about what is important in life and to feel similar to the 

neighbours. 

Regarding the second dimension of neighbourhood social cohesion – attraction to neighbourhood 

– the majority of the residents are very attracted to live in their neighbourhood (81.6%), would not like to 

move out of their neighbourhood (78.1%) and plan to remain a resident of their neighbourhood for a 

number of years (84.2%). 

Concerning the third dimension of neighbourhood social cohesion – neighbouring – the majority 

of the residents visit their neighbours in their homes (62.2%), could go to someone in their neighbourhood 
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if they needed advice about something (85.0%), believe that their neighbours would help them in an 

emergency (95.8%), borrow things and exchange favors with their neighbours (71.6%), have neighbours 

over to their house to visit (51.9%) and regularly stop and talk with people in their neighbourhood (88.8%). 

Regarding the first dimension of social support from neighbours – emotional support – the 

majority of the residents feel that they can count on their neighbours to cheer them up (53.4%), feel that 

they can count on their neighbours to receive a listening ear when they want to talk (61.4%), feel that they 

can count on their neighbours for good advice (63.6%), and feel that they can count on their neighbours for 

advice to solve their problems (51.7%). However, the minority of the residents feel that they can count on 

their neighbours for affection (47.5%), feel that they can count on their neighbours for comfort (42.0%), 

feel that they can count on their neighbours for reassurance (47.4%), feel that they can share their most 

personal concerns and fears with their neighbours (41.0%), feel that they have neighbours who understand 

their problems (45.9%), and feel that they can talk with their neighbours about themselves and their 

problems (47.1%). This indicates that the residents of the CPC projects have limited access to affection, 

comfort and reassurance from neighbours. It also indicates that the majority cannot share their feelings 

(e.g. concerns, fears and problems) with their neighbours. In these cases, the majority has to find other 

resources for these types of emotional support, such as family members. 

With regard to the second dimension of social support from neighbours – instrumental support – 

the majority of the residents feel that they can count on their neighbours when they need a ride (77.1%), 

feel that they can count on their neighbours when they need to go to the doctor when they are unable to do 

so themselves (72.3%), feel that they can count on their neighbours in a case of emergency (63.6%), feel 

that their neighbours may help with small jobs (66.3%), feel that their neighbours may lend small things 

(80.3%), and feel that their neighbours would watch after their home when they are away for a longer 

duration (78.9%). However, the minority of the residents feel that their neighbours may help with daily 

chores (39.8%), feel that their neighbours may help in their housekeeping (18.7%), feel that neighbours 

may help with large jobs (46.8%), feel that their neighbours may lend large things (45.4%), feel that their 

neighbours may lend a small amount of money (24.3%), feel that their neighbours would help them with 

filling in forms (28.1%), and feel that their neighbours would be willing to help with personal care (10.9%). 

This indicates that the residents of the CPC projects have limited access to neighbour-support with daily 

chores, housekeeping, large jobs, filling in forms and personal care. It also indicates that the majority cannot 

count on their neighbours to lend large things (e.g. car or trailer) and money. 

 

6.9.  Conclusion 

In this study, data were collected between 22 September and 20 November 2016 among 412 respondents 

in 60 new construction CPC projects in the Netherlands. This chapter presented the descriptive analyses of 

the 63 independent- and 2 dependent variables. As described in appendix 4, 5 and 6, the data underwent 

some data preparation. On the one hand because the data consisted of a few missing values, remarkable 

responses and minor mistakes. On the other hand because some variables in the data set needed to be 

recoded for the analyses. It can be concluded that ethnic background, home-ownership and presence of 

fitness room will not be included in the analyses because they are quite constant.  

 This chapter provided an overall profile of the residents of new construction CPC projects in the 

Netherlands. It can be concluded that the residents are often Dutch and quite young. The majority has a 

partner but no children. Their household consists on average of 2.3 persons. The residents are often high 

educated, and they often have a full time job and a high net household income of more than €3000 per 

month. Most of them live in a single-family- and owner-occupied dwelling.  
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7.  BIVARIATE ANALYSES 

This study analyses the direct- and indirect effects of the individual-, household-, social network-, CPC 

project- and neighbourhood characteristics on perceived neighbourhood social cohesion and perceived 

social support from neighbours. This chapter describes the results of the bivariate analyses to provide 

insight in the variables that are relevant for the multiple regression analyses of perceived neighbourhood 

social cohesion and perceived social support from neighbours. The relevant variables are the variables that 

are significant (p-value of 0.05 or below) in the bivariate analyses. Only these variables will be included in 

the multiple regression analyses. This chapter provides the answers to sub research questions 2c and 3c. 

To ensure the readability of this report, especially chapter 7, 8 and 9, it has been decided to 

regularly use shortened terms for perceived neighbourhood social cohesion/adults’ perception of 

neighbourhood social cohesion and perceived social support from neighbours/adults’ perception of access 

to neighbour-support, namely: neighbourhood cohesion and neighbour-support. 

 

7.1.  Basic principles of bivariate analyses  

In this study, independent t-test, one-way ANOVA, Spearman’s rank order correlation and Pearson’s 

product-moment correlation were used to test the bivariate relationships between the independent 

variables and the dependent variables because perceived neighbourhood social cohesion and perceived 

social support from neighbours can be treated as approximately normally distributed interval variables 

(see section 6.6 and 6.7). 

The independent t-test was used for testing the relationship between the nominal independent 

variables with two groups and the dependent variables by testing the differences between the means of 

two independent groups. The following three assumptions were taken into account while performing an 

independent t-test: (1) the two groups are independent of one another, (2) the dependent variable is 

normally distributed and (3) the groups have approximately equal variances on the dependent variable 

(homogeneity of variance) (Ho, 2014; De Vocht, 2016). The homogeneity assumption was checked in SPSS 

with Levene’s test for equality of variances, which tests the hypothesis that the two population variances 

are equal (Ho, 2014).  

One-way ANOVA was used for testing the relationship between the nominal- and ordinal 

independent variables with three or more groups and the dependent variables by testing the differences 

between the means of three or more independent groups. The following three assumptions were taken into 

account while performing a one-way ANOVA: (1) the groups are independent of one another, (2) the 

dependent variable is normally distributed and (3) the groups have approximately equal variances on the 

dependent variable (homogeneity of variance) (Ho, 2014; De Vocht, 2016). Also in this case, the 

homogeneity assumption was checked with Levene’s test.  

The Spearman’s rank order correlation was also used for testing the relationship between the 

ordinal independent variables and the dependent variables. The Pearson’s product moment correlation 

was used for testing the relationship between the interval-/ratio independent variables and the dependent 

variables (Ho, 2014). In the cases of Spearman and Pearson, two assumptions were taken into account 

while performing the analysis: (1) the relationship between the two variables must be linear (linearity) 

and (2) the variability of scores along the dependent variable should remain constant at all values of the 

independent variable (homoscedasticity) (Ho, 2014). The linearity and homoscedasticity assumptions 

were checked with scatterplots (Ho, 2014). If the points in the scatterplot showed no clear pattern (e.g. no 

parabola or exponential curve), then the relationship was considered as linear (De Vocht, 2016). 

 

7.2.  Individual characteristics  

This section describes the individual characteristics that affect perceived neighbourhood social cohesion 

(“neighbourhood cohesion”) and perceived social support from neighbours (“neighbour-support”). The 

examined relationships are visualised in figure 7.1. As can be seen, the variables do not all have the same 

level of measurement, so different bivariate analyses were applied. The results of the bivariate analyses are 

presented in table 7.1 and 7.2. As can be seen, there are several significant relationships.  
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Age shows no significant relationship with neighbourhood cohesion, however, when tested with 

one-way ANOVA (appendix 7), age has a significant effect on neighbourhood cohesion (F=3.435; 

Sig.=0.017). Adults aged 51-65 experience a higher level of neighbourhood cohesion than adults aged 18-

35 and adults aged 36-50. This finding is in line with the expectations. Older adults are more likely to 

interact with a local tie (Van den Berg et al., 2015b) and they are more likely to have neighbours in their 

social network (Völker and Flap, 2007; Völker et al. 2007). In addition, several studies reported that age is 

positively associated with neighbourhood cohesion (e.g. Oh, 2003; Ellaway et al., 2001). There is, however, 

no significant relationship between age and neighbour-support in both statistical tests (Spearman and one-

way ANOVA). Moreover, partnership has a significant effect on neighbourhood cohesion and neighbour-

support. Adults with a partner, either married or not married, experience a higher level of neighbourhood 

cohesion than adults without a partner, which is in line with the expectations (e.g. Oh, 2003; Oh and Kim, 

2009). Moreover, adults with a partner also experience a higher level of neighbour-support, which is also 

in line with the expectations (e.g. Shaw, 2005). Furthermore, education positively correlates with 

neighbour-support. Higher educated adults experience a higher level of access to neighbour-support than 

lower educated adults. This finding is in line with the expectations. Völker and Flap (2007) and Völker et 

al. (2007) stated that higher educated adults are more likely to have neighbours in their social network.  

Length of residence at current address has a significant effect on neighbourhood cohesion and 

access to neighbour-support. Adults who have been living at their current address for a longer period 

experience a higher level of neighbourhood cohesion and access to neighbour-support than adults who 

have been living at their current address for a shorter period. This finding is in line with the expectations 

because a longer residence in the neighbourhood was found to increase the social interaction with 

neighbours and the number of neighbours in the social network (Hipp and Perrin, 2009; Van den Berg et 

al., 2015b; Van den Berg and Timmermans, 2015). In addition, French et al. (2014) found a positive 

association between length of residence and neighbourhood cohesion and Shaw (2005) stressed that adults 

who have lived longer in the neighbourhood experience a higher level of anticipated support from 

neighbours. Likewise, length of residence in the neighbourhood has also a significant effect on 

neighbourhood cohesion and neighbour-support. This finding suggests that adults who have been living in 

the neighbourhood for a longer period experience a higher level of neighbourhood cohesion and access to 

neighbour-support than adults who have been living in the neighbourhood for a shorter period.  

There is also a significant relationship between housing type and neighbour-support. Adults who 

live in a multi-family dwelling (apartment) experience a higher level of access to neighbour-support than 

adults who live in a single-family dwelling (e.g. detached-, semi-detached-, row- or patio dwelling). This 

Individual characteristics Measurement level

1. Gender Nominal (2 groups)

2. Age Ordinal (5 groups)

3. Partnership Nominal (2 groups) First dependent variable: interval

4. Education Ordinal (3 groups)

5. Employment Ordinal (3 groups)

6. Health status Ordinal (3 groups)

7. Length of residence at current address Ratio

8. Length of residence in neighbourhood Ordinal (3 groups)

9. Housing type Nominal (2 groups)

10. Local formal social participation Ratio

11. Visiting local cultural activity Ordinal (3 groups)

12. Visiting local catering sector Ordinal (3 groups)

13. Visiting local community center Ordinal (3 groups)

14. Practicing sports/work out locally Ordinal (3 groups) Second dependent variable: interval

15. Visiting local sports competitions Ordinal (4 groups)

16. Visiting local shops for entertainment Ordinal (4 groups)

17. Visiting/getting visits from locals Ordinal (3 groups)

18. Neighbourhood social participation Ordinal (3 groups)

19. Provided emotional support to neighb. Ordinal (4 groups)

20. Provided instrumental support to neigh. Ordinal (4 groups)

Perceived neighbourhood social cohesion

Perceived social support from neighbours

Figure 7.1: Visualization of bivariate analyses regarding the individual characteristics 
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finding is also in line with the expectations (e.g. Van den Berg et al., 2016). There is, however, no significant 

relationship between housing type and neighbourhood cohesion. 

Local formal social participation positively correlates with neighbourhood cohesion. This 

finding indicates that adults who have more active memberships in local organisations or clubs experience 

a higher level of neighbourhood cohesion than adults with less active memberships. This result was 

expected because Elliott et al. (2014) also found a positive association between formal social participation 

and neighbourhood cohesion. Moreover, this study also found a positive association between local formal 

social participation and neighbour-support. Adults with more active memberships in local organisations or 

clubs also experience a higher level of access to neighbour-support. This finding is also in line with the 

expectations because research showed that involvement in clubs directly results in a larger social network 

and indirectly results in more neighbours in the social network and more contact with neighbours (Van 

den Berg and Timmermans, 2015). 

Regarding the seven types of local informal social participation, table 7.1 and 7.2 show a positive 

association between visiting local cultural activity, visiting local community center, practicing sports/work 

out locally and visiting/getting visits from local family, friends and others and the dependent variables 

neighbourhood cohesion and neighbour-support. There is also a positive association between visiting local 

sports competitions and neighbourhood cohesion. These findings are in line with the expectations because 

local informal social participation increases the chance of meeting local residents. However, there is no 

significant relationship between visiting the local catering sector and visiting local shops for entertainment. 

This seems to indicate that the frequency of visiting the local catering sector (e.g. restaurant and cafés) and 

shops (e.g. clothing shops) does not affect the level of perceived neighbourhood social cohesion or 

perceived social support from neighbours among the residents of Dutch new construction CPC projects. 

Moreover, there is also no significant relationship found between visiting local sports competitions and 

neighbour-support. This also seems to indicate that the frequency of visiting local sports competitions does 

not affect adults’ perception of access to neighbour-support. 

 

   

t-test t Sig. (2 tailed) t Sig. (2 tailed) 

Gender -1.064 0.288 -1.216 0.225

Partnership  -3.438** 0.001  -3.414** 0.001

Housing type 0.265 0.791  -2.134* 0.033

Spearman's Rho r Sig. (2 tailed) r Sig. (2 tailed) 

Age 0.085 0.086 0.067 0.177

Education 0.066 0.182 0.147** 0.003

Employment  -0.073 0.141  -0.071 0.151

Health status 0.047 0.345 0.016 0.740

Length of residence in neighbourhood 0.108* 0.029 0.138** 0.005

Visiting local cultural activity 0.183** 0.000 0.185** 0.000

Visiting local catering sector 0.004 0.942  -0.004 0.932

Visiting local community center 0.116* 0.019 0.149** 0.002

Practicing sports/work out locally 0.114* 0.021 0.097* 0.049

Visiting local sports competitions 0.158** 0.001 0.033 0.500

Visiting local shops for entertainment 0.060 0.221 0.076 0.123

Visiting/getting visits (local family, friends and others) 0.175** 0.000 0.190** 0.000

Neighbourhood social participation 0.385** 0.000 0.302** 0.000

Provided emotional support to neighbours 0.305** 0.000 0.344** 0.000

Provided instrumental support to neighbours 0.249** 0.000 0.293** 0.000

Pearson r Sig. (2 tailed) r Sig. (2 tailed) 

Local formal social participation 0.220** 0.000 0.201** 0.000

Length of residence at current address 0.117* 0.017 0.158** 0.001

* Significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed)

** Significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed)

Neighbourhood cohesion Neighbour-support

Table 7.1: Bivariate analyses of individual characteristics (N=412) 
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In addition, this study found that neighbourhood social participation positively correlates with 

neighbourhood cohesion and neighbour-support, which indicates that adults who participate more 

frequently in neighbourhood activities experience a higher level of neighbourhood cohesion and access to 

neighbour-support than adults who participate less frequently in neighbourhood activities. This finding is 

in line with the expectations. Völker et al. (2007) stressed that people who conduct common activities with 

neighbours have more neighbours in their social network and that common activities with neighbours 

affect the creation of a community.  

Provided emotional support to neighbours and provided instrumental support to 

neighbours both positively correlate with neighbourhood cohesion and neighbour-support. Adults who 

provided emotional- or instrumental support to neighbours more often experience a higher level of 

neighbourhood cohesion and access to neighbour-support than adults who provided these types of support 

less often, which is in line with the expectations.  

This study found no significant relationships for gender, employment, health status, visiting 

local catering sector and visiting local shops for entertainment. 

Based on the results of the bivariate analyses, it can be concluded that thirteen individual 

characteristics have a significant relationship with neighbourhood cohesion, consisting of: age, 

partnership, length of residence at current address, length of residence in neighbourhood, local formal 

social participation, visiting local cultural activity, visiting local community center, practicing sports/work 

out locally, visiting local sports competitions, visiting/getting visits from local family, friends and others, 

neighbourhood social participation, provided emotional support to neighbours, and provided instrumental 

support to neighbours. These variables will therefore be included in the multiple regression analyses of 

perceived neighbourhood social cohesion. Moreover, it can also be concluded that thirteen individual 

characteristics have a significant relationship with neighbour-support, consisting of: partnership, 

education, length of residence at current address, length of residence in neighbourhood, housing type, local 

formal social participation, visiting local cultural activity, visiting local community center, practicing 

sports/work out locally, visiting/getting visits from family, friends and others, neighbourhood social 

participation, provided emotional support to neighbours, and provided instrumental support to 

neighbours. These variables will therefore be included in the multiple regression analyses of perceived 

social support from neighbours. 
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N Mean St. dev. St. error N Mean St. dev. St. error

Male 195 67.87 8.272 0.592 195 77.49 12.535 0.898

Female 217 68.74 8.282 0.562 217 79.02 12.961 0.88

≤ 35 years 174 67.38 7.960 0.603 174 77.16 12.005 0.910

36-50 years 83 67.74 9.361 1,028 83 78.07 14.483 1.590

51-65 years 86 70.76 7.990 0.862 86 80.85 13.586 1.465

≥ 66 years 69 68.41 7.572 0.912 69 78.25 11.111 1.338

No partner 85 65.61 7.568 0.821 85 74.14 14.754 1.600

Partner 327 69.03 8.320 0.460 327 79.38 11.990 0.663

Low (none, primary, VMBO, MAVO) 47 67.06 7.718 1,126 47 73.87 11.594 1.691

Medium (MBO, HAVO, VWO) 112 68.19 7.051 0.666 112 77.26 11.821 1.117

High (HBO, WO) 253 68.63 8.866 0.557 253 79.58 13.192 0.829

None/retired 106 69.15 7.570 0.735 106 78.83 12.004 1.166

Part time (≤34 hours/week) 117 68.78 8.365 0.773 117 79.37 13.600 1.257

Full time (≥35 hours/week) 189 67.59 8.578 0.624 189 77.33 12.649 0.920

Poor, not so good, okay 68 67.33 8.477 1,028 68 76.36 12.749 1.546

Good 256 68.46 7.887 0.493 256 79.02 12.808 0.800

Very good 88 68.73 9.225 0.983 88 77.69 12.625 1.346

Short (2014-2016) 145 67.34 7.738 0.643 145 76.24 12.819 1.065

Medium (2008-2013) 202 68.39 8.615 0.606 202 78.78 12.268 0.863

Long (1946-2007) 65 70.36 8.118 1.007 65 81.38 13.584 1.685

Single-family dwelling 351 68.37 8.456 0.451 351 77.74 12.867 0.687

Multi-family dwelling 61 68.07 7.228 0.926 61 81.50 11.774 1.508

(Almost) never 106 66.32 7.126 0.692 106 75.50 12.033 1.169

Annually 244 68.57 8.522 0.546 244 78.24 12.637 0.809

Monthly or more often 62 70.83 8.452 1.073 62 83.30 13.192 1.675

Annually or less often 164 67.80 7.925 0.619 164 77.94 13.017 1.016

Monthly 183 69.08 8.321 0.615 183 78.80 12.601 0.932

Weekly 65 67.55 8.961 1.111 65 77.79 12.748 1.581

(Almost) never 306 67.77 8.101 0.463 306 76.99 12.904 0.738

Annually 63 69.40 8.408 1,059 63 82.38 11.401 1.436

Monthly or more often 43 70.71 8.938 1.363 43 81.63 12.059 1.839

Annually or less often 74 65.62 7.988 0.929 74 74.78 13.146 1.528

Monthly 52 68.52 6.128 0.850 52 78.33 12.771 1.771

Weekly 286 69.00 8.568 0.507 286 79.20 12.555 0.742

(Almost) never 235 67.23 8.545 0.557 235 77.67 13.238 0.864

Annually 80 69.65 7.204 0.805 80 79.83 12.012 1.343

Monthly or more often 97 69.89 8.113 0.824 97 78.54 12.210 1.240

Annually or less often 223 68.20 8.640 0.579 223 77.76 13.313 0.892

Monthly 114 67.41 8.006 0.750 114 77.46 12.904 1.209

Weekly 75 70.11 7.365 0.850 75 81.16 10.450 1.207

Annually or less often 57 64.51 7.938 1,051 57 73.51 12.749 1.689

Monthly 119 67.87 8.116 0.744 119 76.65 12.887 1.181

Weekly 236 69.48 8.172 0.532 236 80.28 12.334 0.803

(Almost) never 91 62.97 6.178 0.648 91 71.37 12.409 1.301

Annually 275 69.22 7.962 0.480 275 79.53 12.268 0.740

Monthly or more often 46 73.63 8.484 1.251 46 84.62 10.840 1.598

(Almost) never 82 64.26 7.696 0.850 82 69.92 12.621 1.394

Annually 137 67.27 7.675 0.656 137 78.07 12.341 1.054

Monthly or more often 193 70.81 8.120 0.585 193 82.01 11.402 0.821

(Almost) never 52 63.45 9.044 1,254 52 70.27 15.480 2.147

Annually 193 67.88 7.901 0.569 193 77.49 12.272 0.883

Monthly or more often 167 70.36 7.778 0.602 167 81.73 11.093 0.858

Neighbourhood cohesion Neighbour-support

Gender

Age

Education

Partnership

Housing type

Length of residence in neighbourhood

                             Significant differences between groups (mean scores) in variable (p ≤ 0.05)                                  

Provided instrumental support to neighbours

Provided emotional support to neighbours

Neighbourhood social participation

Visiting/getting visits (local family, friends and others)

Visiting local shops for entertainment

Visiting local sports competitions

Practicing sports/work out locally

Visiting local community center

Visiting local catering sector

Visiting local cultural activity

Health status

Employment

 

 

 

 

 

  

Table 7.2: Descriptive statistics of the different groups in the nominal and ordinal variables 
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7.3.  Household characteristics  

This section describes the household characteristics that affect perceived neighbourhood social cohesion 

(“neighbourhood cohesion”) and perceived social support from neighbours (“neighbour-support”). The 

examined relationships are visualised in figure 7.2. As can be seen, the variables do not all have the same 

level of measurement, so different bivariate analyses were applied. The results of the bivariate analyses are 

presented in table 7.3 and 7.4. As can be seen, there are several significant relationships.  

 Household size correlates positively with neighbourhood cohesion and neighbour-support. This 

indicates that adults with a larger household size experience a higher level of neighbourhood cohesion and 

access to neighbour-support than adults with a smaller household size, which is in line with the 

expectations. Van den Berg et al. (2015b) stated that adults with a larger household size are more likely to 

interact with a local tie and Völker and Flap (2007) asserted that adults with a larger household size are 

more likely to have neighbours in their social network. Moreover, household composition has a positive 

effect on neighbour-support. Adults with children in their household experience a higher level of access to 

neighbour-support than adults without children in their household, which is also in line with the 

expectations. For example, Völker and Flap (2007) and Van den Berg and Timmermans (2015) found that 

adults who have children in their household are more likely to have neighbours in their social network. 

There is, however, no significant relationship between household composition and neighbourhood 

cohesion. Furthermore, household income shows a positive relationship with neighbourhood cohesion 

and neighbour-support. Adults with a higher net household income per month experience a higher level of 

neighbourhood cohesion and access to neighbour-support than adults with a lower net household income 

per month. This finding was expected because adults with a higher income are more likely to have 

neighbours in their social network (Völker and Flap, 2007) and more often have contact with their 

neighbours (Van den Berg and Timmermans, 2015). This study found no significant relationship for 

household car-ownership. 

 Based on the results of the bivariate analyses, it can be concluded that two household 

characteristics have a significant relationship with neighbourhood cohesion, consisting of: household size 

and -income. These variables will therefore be included in the multiple regression analyses of perceived 

neighbourhood social cohesion. It can also be concluded that three household characteristics have a 

significant relationship with neighbour-support, consisting of: household size, -composition, and -income. 

These variables will therefore be included in the multiple regression analyses of perceived social support 

from neighbours. 

 

 
 

 

 
 

 

First dependent variable: interval

Measurement level

1. Household size Ratio

2. Household composition Nominal (2 groups)

3. Household income Ordinal (3 groups) Second dependent variable: interval

4. Household car-ownership Ordinal (3 groups)

Household characteristics
Perceived neighbourhood social cohesion

Perceived social support from neighbours

t-test t Sig. (2 tailed) t Sig. (2 tailed) 

Household composition -1.751 0.081  -2.182* 0.030

Spearman's Rho r Sig. (2 tailed) r Sig. (2 tailed) 

Household income 0.177** 0.000 0.155** 0.002

Household car-ownership 0.016 0.752  -0.038 0.436

Pearson r Sig. (2 tailed) r Sig. (2 tailed) 

Household size 0.131** 0.008 0.138** 0.005

* Significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed)

** Significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed)

Neighbourhood cohesion Neighbour-support

Figure 7.2: Visualization of bivariate analyses regarding the household characteristics 

Table 7.3: Bivariate analyses of household characteristics (N=412) 
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7.4.  Social  network characteristics  

This section describes the social network characteristics that affect perceived neighbourhood social 

cohesion (“neighbourhood cohesion”) and perceived social support from neighbours (“neighbour-

support”). The examined relationships are visualised in figure 7.3. As can be seen, the variables do all have 

an interval- or ratio level of measurement, so the same bivariate analyses were applied. The results of the 

bivariate analyses are presented in table 7.5. As can be seen, there are several significant relationships.  

The size of the local social network correlates positively with neighbourhood cohesion and 

neighbour-support. Adults with a larger social network in the neighbourhood experience a higher level of 

neighbourhood cohesion and access to neighbour-support than adults with a smaller local social network. 

This finding is in line with the expectations. A large network in the neighbourhood facilitates the creation 

of a community (Völker et al., 2007) and the availability of social support increases with a growing network 

size (Seeman and Berkman, 1988). Moreover, contact with the local social network is also positively 

associated with neighbourhood cohesion and neighbour-support, which is in line with the expectations 

(e.g. Völker et al., 2007; Guest and Wierzbicki, 1999; Shaw, 2005). Adults with more frequent contact with 

their neighbours experience a higher level of neighbourhood cohesion and access to neighbour-support 

than adults with less frequent contact with their neighbours. This study found no significant relationship 

for non-local social network size and contact with non-local social network. 

Based on the results of the bivariate analyses, it can be concluded that two social network 

characteristics have a significant relationship with neighbourhood cohesion, consisting of: local social 

network size and contact with local social network. These variables will therefore be included in the 

multiple regression analyses of perceived neighbourhood social cohesion. Moreover, it can also be 

concluded that these two social network characteristics have a significant relationship with neighbour-

support. These variables will therefore also be included in the multiple regression analyses of perceived 

social support from neighbours. 

 
 

 

 

N Mean St. dev. St. error N Mean St. dev. St. error

Household without children 295 67.88 8.164 0.475 295 77.44 12.835 0.747

Household with children 117 69.46 8.489 0.785 117 80.46 12.389 1.145

Less than €2001 per month 65 67.44 8.050 0.998 65 74.42 14.172 1.758

€2001-€3000 per month 110 66.17 7.984 0.761 110 76.81 13.321 1.270

More than €3000 per month 237 69.58 8.269 0.537 237 80.05 11.800 0.766

No car 31 68.62 7.546 1 31 79.79 13.592 2.441

1 car 211 68.23 8.287 0.570 211 78.40 13.863 0.954

2 or more cars 170 68.40 8.437 0.647 170 77.89 11.148 0.855

                             Significant differences between groups (mean scores) in variable (p ≤ 0.05)                                  

Neighbourhood cohesion Neighbour-support

Household composition

(Net) household income

Household composition

First dependent variable: interval

Measurement level

1. Local social network size Ratio

2. Non-local social network size Ratio

3. Contact with local social network Interval Second dependent variable: interval

4. Contact with non-local social network Interval
Perceived social support from neighbours

Social network characteristics
Perceived neighbourhood social cohesion

Pearson r Sig. (2 tailed) r Sig. (2 tailed) 

Local social network size 0.249** 0.000 0.300** 0.000

Non-local social network size 0.068 0.166 0.051 0.305

Contact with local social network 0.202** 0.000 0.211** 0.000

Contact with non-local social network 0.040 0.421  -0.011 0.823

* Significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed)

** Significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed)

Neighbourhood cohesion Neighbour-support

Table 7.4: Descriptive statistics of the different groups in the nominal and ordinal variables 

Figure 7.3: Visualization of bivariate analyses regarding the social network characteristics 

Table 7.5: Bivariate analyses of social network characteristics (N=412) 
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7.5.  CPC project characteristics  

 

7.5.1.  CPC process characteristics  

This section describes the CPC process characteristics that affect perceived neighbourhood social cohesion 

(“neighbourhood cohesion”) and perceived social support from neighbours (“neighbour-support”). The 

examined relationships are visualised in figure 7.4. As can be seen, the variables do not all have the same 

level of measurement, so different bivariate analyses were applied. The results of the bivariate analyses are 

presented in table 7.6 and 7.7. As can be seen, there are several significant relationships.  

Phase of involvement correlates negatively with neighbourhood cohesion. This indicates that 

adults who were later involved in the CPC project experience a lower level of neighbourhood cohesion than 

adults who were earlier involved. This is in line with the expectations. However, this relationship was not 

significant in the one-way ANOVA (F=1.326; Sig.=0.259; see appendix 7). There is no significant 

relationship between phase of involvement and neighbour-support. Moreover, duration of involvement 

is positively associated with neighbourhood cohesion and neighbour-support. Adults who were involved 

for a longer period of time in the CPC project experience a higher level of neighbourhood cohesion and 

access to neighbour-support than adults who were involved for a shorter period of time, which is also in 

line with the expectations. Furthermore, all indicators of contact with future neighbours, consisting of 

formal contact plan phase, informal contact plan phase, formal contact construction phase and informal 

contact construction phase, have a positive association with neighbourhood cohesion and neighbour-

support. This indicates that adults with more frequent formal- and informal contact during the plan- and 

construction phase experience a higher level of neighbourhood cohesion and access to neighbour-support 

than adults with less frequent contact. This results was expected. In addition, getting to know future 

neighbours has a positive association with neighbourhood cohesion and neighbour-support. Adults who 

got to know their neighbours better during the CPC project experience a higher level of neighbourhood 

cohesion and access to neighbours support than adults who did not get to know their neighbours very well, 

which is in line with the expectations. This study found no significant relationship for initiator.  

Based on the results of the bivariate analyses, it can be concluded that seven CPC process 

characteristics have a significant relationship with neighbourhood cohesion, consisting of: phase of 

involvement, duration of involvement, formal contact plan phase, informal contact plan phase, formal 

contact construction phase, informal contact construction phase, and getting to know future neighbours. 

These variables will therefore be included in the multiple regression analyses of perceived neighbourhood 

social cohesion. Moreover, it can also be concluded that six CPC process characteristics have a significant 

relationship with neighbour-support, consisting of: duration of involvement, formal contact plan phase, 

informal contact plan phase, formal contact construction phase, informal contact construction phase, and 

getting to know future neighbours. These variables will therefore be included in the multiple regression 

analyses of perceived social support from neighbours. 

 

 
 

 

 

Measurement level

1. Initiator Nominal (2 groups) First dependent variable: interval

2. Phase of involvement Ordinal (5 groups)

3. Duration of involvement Ratio

4. Formal contact plan phase Ordinal (3 groups)

5. Informal contact plan phase Ordinal (3 groups)

6. Formal contact construction phase Ordinal (3 groups) Second dependent variable: interval

7. Informal contact construction phase Ordinal (3 groups)

8. Getting to know future neighbours Ordinal (3 groups)

CPC process characteristics

Perceived neighbourhood social cohesion

Perceived social support from neighbours

Figure 7.4: Visualization of bivariate analyses regarding the CPC process characteristics 
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7.5.2.  CPC product characteristics  

This section describes the CPC product characteristics that affect perceived neighbourhood social cohesion 

(“neighbourhood cohesion”) and perceived social support from neighbours (“neighbour-support”). The 

examined relationships are visualised in figure 7.5. As can be seen, the variables do not all have the same 

level of measurement, so different bivariate analyses were applied. The results of the bivariate analyses are 

presented in table 7.8 and 7.9. As can be seen, there are several significant relationships.  

 Date of completion is positively associated with neighbour-support. Adults who live in a CPC 

project that was completed a longer period ago experience a higher level of access to neighbour-support 

than adults who live in a CPC project that was completed a shorter period ago, which is in line with the 

expectations. Boelens et al. (2010) stated that residents of projects which were completed a longer time 

t-test t Sig. (2 tailed) t Sig. (2 tailed) 

Initiator 0.200 0.841 1.237 0.217

Spearman's Rho r Sig. (2 tailed) r Sig. (2 tailed) 

Phase of involvement  -0.110* 0.026  -0.069 0.162

Formal contact plan phase 0.179** 0.000 0.170** 0.001

Informal contact plan phase 0.202** 0.000 0.225** 0.000

Formal contact construction phase 0.223** 0.000 0.201** 0.000

Informal contact construction phase 0.215** 0.000 0.236** 0.000

Getting to know future neighbours 0.323** 0.000 0.278** 0.000

Pearson r Sig. (2 tailed) r Sig. (2 tailed) 

Duration of involvement 0.142** 0.004 0.147** 0.003

* Significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed)

** Significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed)

Neighbourhood cohesion Neighbour-support

N Mean St. dev. St. error N Mean St. dev. St. error

Residents 216 68.41 8.607 0.586 216 79.04 13.085 0.890

Other 196 68.24 7.922 0.566 196 77.48 12.392 0.885

Initiative phase 118 69.25 7.977 0.734 118 78.91 12.307 1.133

Definition phase 80 68.58 7.669 0.857 80 79.52 12.098 1.353

Design phase (incl. contract phase) 82 68.87 8.369 0.924 82 78.54 13.321 1.471

Construction phase 40 67.34 7.998 1.265 40 77.30 11.824 1.869

Management-/residential phase 92 66.88 9.105 0.949 92 76.66 13.843 1.443

Annually or less often 199 67.03 8.221 0.583 199 76.17 12.833 0.910

Monthly 174 68.88 8.147 0.618 174 79.61 12.447 0.944

Weekly 39 72.49 7.674 1.229 39 83.25 11.964 1.916

(Almost) never 216 66.90 8.567 0.583 216 75.92 13.751 0.936

Annually 111 69.34 7.475 0.710 111 79.77 10.311 0.979

Monthly or more often 85 70.64 7.889 0.856 85 82.41 11.829 1.283

Annually or less often 218 66.74 7.878 0.534 218 76.00 13.100 0.887

Monthly 159 69.54 8.318 0.660 159 80.05 11.420 0.906

Weekly 35 72.71 8.238 1.392 35 84.59 13.431 2.270

(Almost) never 185 66.65 8.682 0.638 185 75.44 13.618 1.001

Annually 129 69.11 7.691 0.677 129 79.87 11.744 1.034

Monthly or more often 98 70.48 7.649 0.773 98 81.61 11.275 1.139

(Very) bad and neutral 210 65.95 7.942 0.548 210 75.32 13.053 0.901

Good 166 69.89 7.710 0.598 166 79.64 11.229 0.872

Very good 36 75.00 7.525 1.254 36 89.44 10.634 1.772

Formal contact plan phase

Neighbourhood cohesion Neighbour-support

Initiator

Phase of involvement

Informal contact plan phase

Formal contact construction phase

Informal contact construction phase

Getting to know future neighbours

                             Significant differences between groups (mean scores) in variable (p ≤ 0.05)                                  

Table 7.6: Bivariate analyses of CPC process characteristics (N=412) 

Table 7.7: Descriptive statistics of the different groups in the nominal and ordinal variables 
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ago perceive a higher level of neighbourhood cohesion. There is no association found between date of 

completion and neighbourhood cohesion. Moreover, project size correlates positively with 

neighbourhood cohesion and neighbour-support. This indicates that adults who live in larger CPC projects 

experience a higher level of neighbourhood cohesion and access to neighbour-support than adults who live 

in smaller CPC projects. This finding is not in line with the expectations because, as stated by Hasselaar 

(2011, p. 96), “the smaller the group, the better the involvement of all people and the more social cohesion 

can result from the process”. Likewise, Boelens et al. (2010) found that the residents living in smaller 

projects experience a higher level of neighbourhood cohesion. Furthermore, housing types is associated 

with neighbour-support. Adults who live in a CPC project with only multi-family dwellings (apartments) 

experience a higher level of access to neighbour-support than adults who live in a CPC project with only 

single-family dwellings or a combination of single- and multi-family dwellings. This study found no 

relationship between housing types and neighbourhood cohesion. In addition, presence of common 

facilities is positively associated with neighbourhood cohesion and neighbour-support. This indicates that 

adults who live in a CPC project with common facilities, such as a meeting room or garden, experience a 

higher level of neighbourhood cohesion and access to neighbour-support than adults who live in a CPC 

project without common facilities. Likewise, this study also found that all types of common facilities, 

consisting of presence of meeting room, -kitchen, -hobby room, -laundry room and -garden, are positively 

associated with neighbourhood cohesion and neighbour-support. This indicates that adults who live in a 

CPC project with a common meeting room, kitchen, hobby room, laundry room or garden experience a 

higher level of neighbourhood cohesion and access to neighbour-support than adults who live in a CPC 

project without these common facilities. This study found no significant relationship for home-ownership. 

Based on the results of the bivariate analyses, it can be concluded that seven CPC product 

characteristics have a significant relationship with neighbourhood cohesion, consisting of: project size, 

presence of common facilities, -meeting room, -kitchen, -hobby room, -laundry room, and -garden. These 

variables will therefore be included in the multiple regression analyses of perceived neighbourhood social 

cohesion. Moreover, it can also be concluded that nine CPC product characteristics have a significant 

relationship with neighbour-support, consisting of: date of completion, project size, housing types, 

presence of common facilities, -meeting room, -kitchen, -hobby room, -laundry room, and -garden. These 

variables will therefore be included in the multiple regression analyses of perceived social support from 

neighbours. 

 

 
 

 
 

Measurement level

1. Date of completion Ratio

2. Project size Ordinal (3 groups) First dependent variable: interval

3. Housing types Nominal (3 groups)

4. Home-ownership Nominal (2 groups)

5. Presence of common facilities Nominal (2 groups)

6. Presence of meeting room Nominal (2 groups)

7. Presence of kitchen Nominal (2 groups) Second dependent variable: interval

8. Presence of hobby room Nominal (2 groups)

9. Presence of laundry room Nominal (2 groups)

10. Presence of garden Nominal (2 groups)

Perceived neighbourhood social cohesion

CPC product characteristics

Perceived social support from neighbours

Figure 7.5: Visualization of bivariate analyses regarding the CPC product characteristics 
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7.5.3.  CPC resident characteristics  

This section describes the CPC resident characteristics that affect perceived neighbourhood social cohesion 

(“neighbourhood cohesion”) and perceived social support from neighbours (“neighbour-support”). The 

examined relationships are visualised in figure 7.6. As can be seen, all variables have the same level of 

measurement. So, different analyses were not needed. The results of the bivariate analyses are presented 

in table 7.10 and 7.11. As can be seen, there are several significant relationships. 

Presence of collaborative lifestyle has a significant effect on neighbourhood cohesion and 

neighbour-support. Adults who live in a CPC project where the residents pursue a collaborative lifestyle 

t-test t Sig. (2 tailed) t Sig. (2 tailed) 

Home-ownership  -0.558 0.577 -1.038 0.301

Presence of common facilities  -3.143** 0.002  -5.810** 0.000

Presence of meeting room  -2.417* 0.016  -5.161** 0.000

Presence of kitchen  -2.608** 0.009  -4.875** 0.000

Presence of hobby room  -2.443* 0.015  -5.059** 0.000

Presence of laundry room  -2.544* 0.011  -4.884** 0.000

Presence of garden  -3.143** 0.002  -5.810** 0.000

ANOVA F Sig. (2 tailed) F Sig. (2 tailed) 

Housing types 1.570 0.209 4.952** 0.007

Spearman's Rho r Sig. (2 tailed) r Sig. (2 tailed) 

Project size 0.116* 0.018 0.155** 0.002

Pearson r Sig. (2 tailed) r Sig. (2 tailed) 

Date of completion 0.048 0.335 0.101* 0.040

* Significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed)

** Significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed)

Neighbourhood cohesion Neighbour-support

N Mean St. dev. St. error N Mean St. dev. St. error

Small (≤20 dwellings) 147 67.61 8.752 0.722 147 76.91 12.715 1.049

Medium (21-50 dwellings) 180 67.80 7.550 0.563 180 77.03 12.032 0.897

Large (≥51 dwellings) 85 70.69 8.578 0.930 85 83.38 13.237 1.436

Single-family dwellings 312 68.00 8.387 0.475 312 77.20 12.307 0.697

Multi-family dwellings 39 68.31 5.222 0.836 39 82.59 8.852 1.417

Single- and multi-family dwellings 61 70.05 9.164 1.173 61 81.14 15.990 2.047

Owner-occupied 326 68.21 8.064 0.447 326 77.92 12.241 0.678

Owner-occupied and rental 86 68.77 9.082 0.979 86 79.70 14.588 1.573

Not present 330 67.70 8.338 0.459 330 76.54 12.477 0.687

Present 82 70.87 7.561 0.835 82 85.35 11.490 1.269

Not present 336 67.86 8.395 0.458 336 76.80 12.536 0.684

Present 76 70.39 7.450 0.855 76 84.92 11.702 1.342

Not present 351 67.89 8.261 0.441 351 77.05 12.427 0.663

Present 61 70.86 7.981 1.022 61 85.46 12.437 1.592

Not present 345 67.89 8.356 0.450 345 76.93 12.460 0.671

Present 67 70.58 7.530 0.920 67 85.31 12.096 1.478

Not present 361 67.94 8.260 0.435 361 77.17 12.402 0.653

Present 51 71.07 7.960 1.115 51 86.25 12.606 1.765

Not present 330 67.70 8.338 0.459 330 76.54 12.477 0.687

Present 82 70.87 7.561 0.835 82 85.35 11.490 1.269

Presence of kitchen

Neighbourhood cohesion Neighbour-support

Home-ownership

Presence of common facilities

Housing types

Project size

Presence of meeting room

Presence of hobby room

Presence of laundry room

Presence of garden

                             Significant differences between groups (mean scores) in variable (p ≤ 0.05)                                  

Table 7.8: Bivariate analyses of CPC product characteristics (N=412) 

Table 7.9: Descriptive statistics of the different groups in the nominal and ordinal variables 
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experience a higher level of neighbourhood cohesion and access to neighbour-support than adults who live 

in a CPC project where the residents do not pursue a collaborative lifestyle, which is in line with the 

expectations. Moreover, presence of age homogeneity also affects neighbourhood cohesion. Adults who 

perceive to be homogeneous with the residents of the CPC project regarding age experience a higher level 

of neighbourhood cohesion than adults who do not perceive homogeneity. This seems to indicate that, for 

example, adults with an age of 50 living in a CPC project with (mostly) adults aged around 50 experience a 

higher level of neighbourhood cohesion than adults with an age of 50 living in a CPC project with (mostly) 

adults of other ages, such as adults in their twenties and thirties. This study found no significant 

relationship between presence of age homogeneity and neighbour-support. Furthermore, presence of 

household composition homogeneity affects neighbourhood cohesion and neighbour-support. Adults 

who perceive to be homogeneous with the residents of the CPC project regarding household composition 

experience a higher level of neighbourhood cohesion and access to neighbour-support than adults who do 

not perceive homogeneity. This seems to indicate that, for example, adults with a household with children 

living in a CPC project with (mostly) households with children experience a higher level of neighbourhood 

social cohesion and access to neighbour-support than adults with a household with children living in a CPC 

project with (mostly) other household compositions, such as one-person households or two-person 

households without children. This study found no significant relationship for presence of ethnic 

homogeneity and presence of household income homogeneity. 

Based on the results of the bivariate analyses, it can be concluded that presence of collaborative 

lifestyle, -age homogeneity and -household composition homogeneity significantly affect adults’ perception 

of neighbourhood cohesion. These variables will therefore be included in the multiple regression analyses 

of perceived neighbourhood social cohesion. Moreover, it can also be concluded that presence of 

collaborative lifestyle and -household composition homogeneity significantly affect adults’ perception of 

access to neighbour-support. These variables will therefore be included in the multiple regression analyses 

of perceived social support from neighbours. 

 

 
 

 

 
 

 

First dependent variable: interval

Measurement level

1. Presence of collaborative lifestyle Nominal (2 groups)

2. Presence of age homogeneity Nominal (2 groups)

3. Presence of ethnic background hom. Nominal (2 groups)

4. Presence of household composition hom. Nominal (2 groups) Second dependent variable: interval

5. Presence of household income hom. Nominal (2 groups)

Perceived neighbourhood social cohesion

Perceived social support from neighbours

CPC resident characteristics

t-test t Sig. (2 tailed) t Sig. (2 tailed) 

Presence of collaborative lifestyle  -7.565** 0.000  -8.250** 0.000

Presence of age homogeneity  -2.704** 0.007  -0.778 0.437

Presence of ethnic background homogeneity -1,505 0.133  -0.141 0.888

Presence of household composition homogeneity  -3.039** 0.003  -2.188* 0.029

Presence of household income homogeneity -1.509 0.132  -0.028 0.978

* Significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed)

** Significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed)

Neighbourhood cohesion Neighbour-support

Figure 7.6: Visualization of bivariate analyses regarding the CPC resident characteristics 

Table 7.10: Bivariate analyses of CPC resident characteristics (N=412) 
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7.6.  Neighbourhood characteristics  

This section describes the neighbourhood characteristics that affect perceived neighbourhood social 

cohesion (“neighbourhood cohesion”) and perceived social support from neighbours (“neighbour-

support”). The examined relationships are visualised in figure 7.7. As can be seen, the variables do not all 

have the same level of measurement, so different bivariate analyses were applied. The results of the 

bivariate analyses are presented in table 7.12 and 7.13. As can be seen, there are several significant 

relationships.  

Regarding the availability of neighbourhood facilities at walking distance, that is, within 1 

kilometer from respondent’s dwelling, the results show that the presence of supermarket positively 

affects neighbourhood cohesion and neighbour-support. Adults with a supermarket within 1 kilometer 

experience a higher level of neighbourhood cohesion and access to neighbour-support than adults who 

have a supermarket further away. Moreover, the presence of other grocery stores is also positively 

associated with neighbour-support. Adults with other grocery stores within 1 kilometer also experience a 

higher level of access to neighbour-support than adults who have other grocery stores further away. 

Regarding the other neighbourhood facilities, consisting of presence of cafeteria, -café, -restaurant and 

-primary school, this study found no significant associations. Moreover, urban density is positively 

associated with neighbour-support. This finding is not in line with the expectations because, as stated by 

Van den Berg et al. (2015b), people in neighbourhoods with a larger degree of urbanization have a smaller 

proportion of neighbours in their social network and are less likely to interact with a local tie.  There is no 

association between urban density and neighbourhood cohesion. In addition, this study found no 

significant relationship for perceived neighbourhood safety and perceived neighbourhood problems. 

Based on the results of the bivariate analyses, it can be concluded that presence of supermarket 

significantly affects adults’ perception of neighbourhood cohesion. This variable will therefore be included 

in the multiple regression analyses of perceived neighbourhood social cohesion. Moreover, it can also be 

concluded that presence of supermarket, presence of other grocery stores and urban density significantly 

affect adults’ perception of access to neighbour-support. These variables will therefore be included in the 

multiple regression analyses of perceived social support from neighbours. 

 

 

N Mean St. dev. St. error N Mean St. dev. St. error

Not present 211 65.50 7.894 0.543 211 73.60 12.181 0.839

Present 201 71.29 7.626 0.538 201 83.23 11.468 0.809

Not present 198 67.19 8.592 0.611 198 77.79 13.127 0.933

Present 214 69.38 7.851 0.537 214 78.77 12.440 0.850

Not present 72 67.00 8.735 1.029 72 78.10 13.775 1.623

Present 340 68.61 8.164 0.443 340 78.34 12.566 0.681

Not present 259 67.39 8.114 0.504 259 77.24 13.258 0.824

Present 153 69.93 8.334 0.674 153 80.08 11.721 0.948

Not present 333 68.03 8.126 0.445 333 78.29 12.523 0.686

Present 79 69.59 8.835 0.994 79 78.33 13.839 1.557

                             Significant differences between groups (mean scores) in variable (p ≤ 0.05)                                  

Neighbourhood cohesion Neighbour-support

Presence of collaborative lifestyle

Presence of age homogeneity

Presence of ethnic background homogeneity

Presence of household composition homogeneity

Presence of household income homogeneity

Measurement level

1. Presence of supermarket Nominal (2 groups)

2. Presence of other grocery stores Nominal (2 groups) First dependent variable: interval

3. Presence of cafeteria Nominal (2 groups)

4. Presence of café Nominal (2 groups)

5. Presence of restaurant Nominal (2 groups)

6. Presence of primary school Nominal (2 groups) Second dependent variable: interval

7. Perceived neighbourhood safety Interval

8. Perceived neighbourhood problems Interval

9. Urban density Ordinal (5 groups)

Perceived neighbourhood social cohesion

Neighbourhood characteristics

Perceived social support from neighbours

Table 7.11: Descriptive statistics of the different groups in the nominal and ordinal variables 

Figure 7.7: Visualization of bivariate analyses regarding the neighbourhood characteristics 
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7.7.  Perceived neighbourhood cohesion  on perceived social support from neighbours  

This section describes the effect of perceived neighbourhood social cohesion on perceived social support 

from neighbours. The examined relationship of the dependent variables of this study is visualised in figure 

7.8. Perceived neighbourhood cohesion and perceived social support from neighbours can be treated as 

interval variables, because they are measured using a Likert scale and they are roughly normally 

distributed (see section 6.6 and 6.7). Therefore, the relationship was tested with Pearson’s product-

moment correlation. Table 7.14 presents the result of the bivariate analysis. As can be seen, there is a 

positive association between neighbourhood cohesion and neighbour-support. Adults who experience a 

higher level of neighbourhood cohesion experience a higher level of access to neighbour-support. This 

finding is in line with the expectations. Frankenmolen (2014) also found that adults living in 

neighbourhoods with a higher level of neighbourhood social cohesion perceive a higher level of access to 

social support from neighbours.  

 Based on the result of the bivariate analysis, it can be concluded that perceived neighbourhood 

social cohesion has a significant relationship with perceived social support from neighbours. This variable 

will therefore be included in the multiple regression analyses of perceived social support from neighbours. 

t-test t Sig. (2 tailed) t Sig. (2 tailed) 

Presence of supermarket  -2.210* 0.028  -2.923** 0.004

Presence of other grocery stores  -0.797 0.426  -2.518* 0.012

Presence of cafeteria -1.107 0.269 -1.268 0.206

Presence of café 1.383 0.167 1.688 0.092

Presence of restaurant  -0.849 0.396 -1,857 0.064

Presence of primary school  -0.894 0.372 -1.203 0.230

Spearman's Rho r Sig. (2 tailed) r Sig. (2 tailed) 

Urban density 0.073 0.139 0.201** 0.000

Pearson r Sig. (2 tailed) r Sig. (2 tailed) 

Perceived neighbourhood safety 0.055 0.263 0.050 0.316

Perceived neighbourhood problems 0.019 0.702 0.063 0.202

* Significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed)

** Significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed)

Neighbourhood cohesion Neighbour-support

N Mean St. dev. St. error N Mean St. dev. St. error

Not present 200 67.40 8.243 0.583 200 76.42 11.830 0.837

Present 212 69.20 8.236 0.566 212 80.07 13.382 0.919

Not present 159 67.92 7.767 0.616 159 76.31 11.212 0.889

Present 253 68.59 8.589 0.540 253 79.54 13.529 0.851

Not present 147 67.72 7.873 0.649 147 77.23 11.327 0.934

Present 265 68.66 8.491 0.522 265 78.89 13.486 0.828

Not present 188 68.94 8.279 0.604 188 79.45 12.432 0.907

Present 224 67.81 8.261 0.552 224 77.32 12.992 0.868

Not present 139 67.84 8.382 0.711 139 76.66 11.693 0.992

Present 273 68.58 8.229 0.498 273 79.13 13.226 0.800

Not present 83 67.60 8.751 0.961 83 76.79 11.883 1.304

Present 329 68.51 8.158 0.450 329 78.68 12.972 0.715

Not/little urbanized 196 67.80 8.304 0.593 196 76.02 12.403 0.886

Moderately urbanized 131 68.40 7.847 0.686 131 79.11 11.528 1.007

(Very) strongly urbanized 85 69.44 8.832 0.958 85 82.30 14.336 1.555

Presence of cafeteria

Neighbourhood cohesion Neighbour-support

Presence of supermarkt

Presence of other grocery stores

Presence of café

Presence of restaurant

Presence of primary school

Urban density

                             Significant differences between groups (mean scores) in variable (p ≤ 0.05)                                  

Table 7.12: Bivariate analyses of neighbourhood characteristics (N=412) 

Table 7.13: Descriptive statistics of the different groups in the nominal and ordinal variables 
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7.8.  Conclusion 

In this chapter, the bivariate analyses of the conceptual modal were discussed. It provided the answers to 

sub research questions 2c and 3c and did not yet answer the main research question because the 

simultaneous effects were not tested with these bivariate analyses. Nevertheless, the bivariate analyses 

serve as an important starting point for the multiple regression analyses because the results determine 

which variables will be included in the multiple regression analyses of perceived neighbourhood social 

cohesion and perceived social support from neighbours. 

Table 7.15 summarises the findings discussed in this chapter. The results indicate that several 

individual-, household-, social network-, CPC project- and neighbourhood characteristics affect adults’ 

perception of neighbourhood cohesion and access to neighbour-support. The direction of the relationship 

is indicated with a plus sign (+) for a positive relationship and a minus sign (-) for a negative relationship. 

A brief explanation is added behind the variable name between brackets. As can be seen, 121 relationships 

were examined, consisting of the relationships between the 60 independent variables and neighbourhood 

cohesion, the relationships between the 60 independent variables and neighbour-support and the 

relationship between the two dependent variables. 

It can be concluded that 35 variables were found to have a significant effect on adults’ perception 

of neighbourhood social cohesion (table 7.15), consisting of thirteen individual characteristics, two 

household characteristics, two social network characteristics, seven CPC process characteristics, seven CPC 

product characteristics, three CPC resident characteristics and one neighbourhood characteristic. These 

variables will be included in the multiple regression analyses of perceived neighbourhood social cohesion 

in chapter 8. 

It can also be concluded that 39 variables were found to have a significant effect on adults’ 

perception of access to neighbour-support (table 7.15), consisting of thirteen individual characteristics, 

three household characteristics, two social network characteristics, six CPC process characteristics, nine 

CPC project characteristics, two CPC resident characteristics, three neighbourhood characteristics and 

perceived neighbourhood social cohesion. These variables will be included in the multiple regression 

analyses of perceived social support from neighbours in chapter 8. 

 

 

 

  

First dependent variable: interval Second dependent variable: interval

Perceived social support from neighboursPerceived neighbourhood social cohesion

Pearson: r Sig. (2 tailed) r Sig. (2 tailed) 

Perceived neighbourhood social cohesion - - 0.628** 0.000

* Significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed)

** Significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed)

Neighbourhood cohesion Neighbour-support

Figure 7.8: Visualization of bivariate analysis regarding neighbourhood cohesion and neighbour-support 

Table 7.14: Bivariate analysis of neighbourhood cohesion on neighbour-support (N=412) 
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Individual characteristics Neighbourhood cohesion Neighbour-support

Gender

Age (older)  +*

Partnership (having a partner) + +

Education (higher) +

Employment

Health status

Length of residence at current address (longer period) + +

Length of residence in neighbourhood (longer period) + +

Housing type (multi-family dwelling) +

Local formal social participation (more memberships) + +

Visiting local cultural activity (more often) + +

Visiting local catering sector

Visiting local community center (more often) + +

Practicing sports/work out locally (more often) + +

Visiting local sports competitions (more often) +

Visiting local shops for entertainment

Visiting/getting visits from local network (more often) + +

Neighbourhood social participation (more often) + +

Provided emotional support to neighbours (more often) + +

Provided instrumental support to neighbours (more often) + +

Household size (larger) + +

Household composition (household with children) +

Household income (higher) + +

Household car-ownership

Local social network size (larger) + +

Non-local social network size

Contact with local social network (more often) + +

Contact with non-local social network

Initiator

Phase of involvement (later phase)  -**

Duration of involvement (longer) + +

Formal contact plan phase (more often) + +

Informal contact plan phase (more often) + +

Formal contact construction phase (more often) + +

Informal contact construction phase (more often) + +

Getting to know future neighbours (better) + +

Date of completion (longer period ago) +

Project size (larger) + +

Housing types (multi-family dwellings) +

Home-ownership

Presence of common facilities (present) + +

Presence of meeting room (present) + +

Presence of kitchen (present) + +

Presence of hobby room (present) + +

Presence of laundry room (present) + +

Presence of garden (present) + +

Presence of collaborative lifestyle (present) + +

Presence of age homogeneity (present) +

Presence of ethnic homogeneity

Presence of household composition homogeneity (present) + +

Household income homogeneity

Presence of supermarket (present) + +

Presence of other grocery stores (present) +

Presence of cafeteria

Presence of café

Presence of restaurant

Presence of primary school

Perceived neighbourhood safety

Perceived neighbourhood problems

Urban density (denser) +

Perceived neighbourhood social cohesion (higher) +

                   Significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed)         ** Only significant in Spearman's Rho-test

Dependent variable

Household characteristics

Social network characteristics

CPC process characteristics

CPC product characteristics

CPC resident characteristics

Neighbourhood characteristics

                   Significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed)          * Only significant in ANOVA-test

  

Table 7.15: Summary of bivariate analyses 
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  Chapter 8 

Multiple regression analyses and path analysis 

(Image: Eilanden Nieuws, 2013) 
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8.  MULTIPLE REGRESSION ANALYSES AND PATH ANALYSIS 

The aim of this study is to assess the direct- and indirect effects of the individual-, household-, social 

network-, CPC project- and neighbourhood characteristics on perceived neighbourhood social cohesion 

and perceived social support from neighbours simultaneously. In the previous chapter, the effects of the 

independent variables on neighbourhood cohesion and neighbour-support were analysed using bivariate 

analyses. This chapter describes the results of the multiple regression analyses and path analysis. The 

multiple regression analyses of neighbourhood cohesion and neighbour-support provide, in addition to the 

results of the bivariate analyses, a more comprehensive answer to research questions 2c and 3c. The path 

analysis of neighbourhood cohesion and neighbour-support simultaneously answers the main research 

question of this study. 

 

8.1.  Basic principles of multiple regression analyses 

As discussed in chapter 7, 35 variables have a significant relationship with neighbourhood cohesion and 39 

variables have a significant relationship with neighbour-support (table 7.15). Theoretically, these variables 

can all be included in the path analysis. This will, however, lead to a quite complex model due to the large 

number of variables. To reduce the number of variables and automatically reduce the complexity of the 

path model, it has been decided to perform multiple regression analyses as an intermediate step between 

the bivariate analyses and the path analysis. Multiple regression analysis is a statistical technique to analyse 

the relationship between a set of independent variables and a dependent variable. It is often used to find 

the best prediction equation for a set of variables, to control for confounding factors in order to assess the 

contribution of a (set of) specific variable(s), to find structural relationships and to provide explanations 

for complex multivariate relationships (Ho, 2014).  

 

8.1.1.  Assumptions 

Six assumptions were taken into account while performing the multiple regression analyses of 

neighbourhood cohesion and access to neighbour-support. The first assumption was that the measurement 

of the variables should be either continuous or dichotomous. Nominal- and ordinal variables with three or 

more groups should be converted into dummy variables (Ho, 2014).  

The second assumption was that there is no multicollinearity (De Vocht, 2016). Multicollinearity 

refers to the situation where the independent variables are highly correlated. This means that there is an 

overlap between the independent variables, which may lead to the paradoxical effect where the regression 

model fits the data well, but none of the independent variables has a significant impact in predicting the 

dependent variable (Ho, 2014). Multicollinearity can be checked with the correlation matrix (De Vocht, 

2016) and the tolerance and variance inflation factor (VIF) values (Ho, 2014). The tolerance value is an 

indication of the percent of variance in the predictor that cannot be accounted for by the other predictors. 

Very small values (less than 0.1) indicate overlap or sharing of predictive power. VIF is computed as 

1/tolerance and suggests that predictor variables whose VIF values are greater than 10 may merit further 

investigation (Ho, 2014).  

The third assumption was that the model is linear (Ho, 2014; De Vocht, 2016). This assumption 

can be examined with the residual plots (Ho, 2014). The scatterplot of the standardized residuals and the 

standardized predicted values needs to show no clear pattern between the residuals and the predicted 

values to be consistent with the assumption of linearity (Ho, 2014).  

The fourth assumption was the assumption of equal variances between pairs of variables 

(homoscedasticity) (Ho, 2014). Also in this case, the scatterplot of the standardized residuals and the 

standardized predicted values needs to show no clear pattern between the residuals and the predicted 

values to be consistent with the assumption of homoscedasticity (Ho, 2014). 

The fifth assumption was that errors of prediction (differences between the obtained and 

predicted dependent variable scores) are normally distributed. Violation of this assumption can be 

detected by an examination of the residual plots (Ho, 2014). From the P-P plot of standardized residuals, it 

can be seen if the plot of the residuals for the dependent variable fits the expected pattern well enough to 

indicate a relatively normal distribution (Ho, 2014). 
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The sixth assumption was that each predicted value is independent which means that the 

predicted value is not related to any other prediction (Ho, 2014). Violation of this assumption can be 

detected by plotting the residuals against a sequence of cases. If the residuals are independent, the pattern 

should appear random. Violations will be indicated by a consistent pattern in the residuals. Violating of this 

assumption can also be detected by the Durbin-Watson statistic. If the Durbin-Watson d statistics is 

between the two critical values of 1.5 < d < 2.5, it can be assumed that there is no linear auto-correlation in 

the data (Ho, 2014).  

 

8.1.2.  Dummy variables  

Prior to the multiple regression analyses, it was necessary to convert the nominal- and ordinal variables 

into dichotomous dummy variables to be able to meet the first assumption. A dummy variable is a 

dichotomous variable that represents one group of the nominal- or ordinal variable. Any nominal- or 

ordinal variable with K groups needed to be represented as K-1 dummy variables (Ho, 2014).  

For the multiple regression analyses of neighbourhood cohesion, dummy variables were created 

for: age, partnership, length of residence in neighbourhood, visiting local cultural activity, visiting local 

community center, practicing sports/work out locally, visiting local sports competitions, visiting/getting 

visits from locals, neighbourhood social participation, provided emotional support to neighbours, provided 

instrumental support to neighbours, household income, phase of involvement, formal contact plan phase, 

informal contact plan phase, formal contact construction phase, informal contact construction phase, 

getting to know future neighbours, project size, presence of common facilities, -meeting room, -kitchen, -

hobby room, -laundry room, -garden, -collaborative lifestyle, -age homogeneity, -household composition 

homogeneity, and -supermarket. 

 For the multiple regression analyses of neighbour-support, dummy variables were created for: 

partnership, education, length of residence in neighbourhood, housing type, visiting local cultural activity, 

visiting local community center, practicing sports/work out locally, visiting/getting visits from locals, 

neighbourhood social participation, provided emotional support to neighbours, provided instrumental 

support to neighbours, household composition, household income, formal contact plan phase, informal 

contact plan phase, formal contact construction phase, informal contact construction phase, getting to 

know future neighbours, date of completion, project size, housing types, presence of common facilities,  -

meeting room, -kitchen, -hobby room, -laundry room, -garden, -collaborative lifestyle, -household 

composition homogeneity, -supermarket, -other grocery stores and urban density. 

 It has been decided to take the first group of the variable as the reference group. For example, age 

consists of four groups: (1) adults aged 18-35, (2) adults aged 36-50, (3) adults aged 51-65 and (4) adults 

aged 66 and older. This variable was converted into three dummy variables where the group “adults aged 

18-35” functioned as the reference group. The dummies were (1) adults aged 36-50, (2) adults aged 51-65 

and (3) adults aged 66 and older. These three dummy variables represented the age-variable and were 

therefore included in the multiple regression analyses of neighbourhood cohesion. 

 

8.1.3.  Multiple regression method  

Within this study, the stepwise multiple regression method was applied. In the stepwise method, the 

variables that met the statistical criteria were entered one at a time into the regression model. The order 

was determined by the relative influence of the independent variable on the dependent variable. They were 

deleted at any step when they no longer contributed significantly to the regression model. This process 

stopped when all significant independent variables were included in the model (Ho, 2014; De Vocht, 2016). 

The statistical criterion in this study was set at a probability of 0.05 (probability of F-to-enter). This means 

that only the variables that were significant at the 0.05 significance level were included in the regression 

model. Due to the use of dummy variables, it happened that, for example, one of the three dummies of age 

was significant. As a result of the stepwise method, the other non-significant dummies of age were excluded 

in the regression model. Since the coefficients of these non-significant dummy variables are relevant for 

the interpretation of the results, they were maintained in the regression model. 
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8.2.  Multiple regression analyses of perceived neighbourhood social cohesion  

In order to examine the effect of the individual-, household-, social network-, CPC project- and 

neighbourhood characteristics on perceived neighbourhood social cohesion, multiple regression analyses 

were applied. Four models were created in the regression analyses. Model 1 examines the effect of the 

individual- and household characteristics on neighbourhood cohesion. Model 2 also examines the effect of 

the social network characteristics on neighbourhood cohesion. Model 3 also examines the effect of the CPC 

project (process, product and resident) characteristics on neighbourhood cohesion. Lastly, model 4 also 

examines the effect of the neighbourhood characteristics on neighbourhood cohesion. The results of the 

multiple regression analyses are shown in table 8.1. Before discussing the results, this section first checks 

if the assumptions have been met. 

 

8.2.1.  Check of assumptions 

The assumptions of multicollinearity, linearity, homoscedasticity, normality and independence of error 

terms were assessed through the output of the regression analyses. The multiple regression analysis 

started with entering all significant variables from the bivariate analyses in the model. Then the correlation 

matrix was checked. All variables with a correlation coefficient (r) of +/- 0.7 or higher were marked. This 

was the case for informal contact plan phase and informal contact construction phase (r=0.729), presence 

of common facilities and presence of meeting room (r=0.954), presence of common facilities and presence 

of kitchen (r=0.836), presence of common facilities 

and presence of hobby room (r=0.884), presence of 

common facilities and presence of laundry room 

(r=0.754), and presence of common facilities and 

presence of garden (r=1.000). The latter 

correlation coefficient of 1.000 between presence 

of common facilities and presence of garden was 

expected because all respondents living in a CPC 

project with common facilities have access to at 

least a shared garden. In addition to these 

correlations, there were also high correlations 

found between the types of common facilities 

(meeting room, kitchen, hobby room, laundry 

room and garden). To solve these problems, it has 

been decided to not include informal contact 

construction phase and the presence of the five 

types of common facilities. After deleting the 

variables, the multiple regression analysis was 

carried out again after which the assumption were 

checked. 

The multicollinearity assumption was 

checked with the correlation matrix and the 

tolerance- and variance inflation factor (VIF) 

values. The correlation matrix shows no longer any 

high correlation coefficients (|r| ≥0.7) between the 

independent variables after deleting the 

aforementioned variables. The tolerance values 

vary between 0.352 (household income, high) and 

0.832 (visiting local sports competitions, annually). 

The VIF values vary between 1.202 (visiting local 

sports competitions, annually) and 2.845 

(household income, high). In both cases, the values 

do not exceed the critical boundary which indicates 

Figure 8.1: Scatterplot of standardized residuals 

and the standardized predicted values 

Figure 8.2: Normal P-P plot of the standardized 

residuals 
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that the model is consistent with the multicollinearity assumption. Moreover, the linearity and 

homoscedasticity assumptions were checked with the scatterplot of the standardized residuals and the 

standardized predicted values. The scatterplot shows no clear pattern between the residuals and the 

predicted values (figure 8.1). This indicates that the model is consistent with the linearity and 

homoscedasticity assumptions. Furthermore, the normality of the errors of predictions assumption was 

checked with the normal P-P plot of the standardized residuals (figure 8.2). The plot shows that the 

residuals for neighbourhood cohesion fit the expected pattern well enough to be consistent with the 

normality assumption. In addition, the independence of the error terms assumption was checked with 

Durbin-Watson statistic (d). The model has a Durbin-Watson statistic of 1.786. This value lays between the 

critical values of 1.5 < d < 2.5 which indicates that the model is consistent with the independence of error 

terms assumption. So, it can be concluded that the multiple regression model meets the assumptions of 

multiple regression analysis. 

 

8.2.2.  Results  

The results of the multiple regression analyses of perceived neighbourhood social cohesion are shown in 

table 8.1. Neighbourhood cohesion has been coded in a way that a higher score indicates that one perceives 

a higher level of neighbourhood social cohesion. Therefore, positive coefficients suggest that an 

independent variable has an increasing effect on the perceived level of neighbourhood social cohesion and 

negative coefficients suggest that an independent variable has a decreasing effect on the perceived level of 

neighbourhood social cohesion. Contrary to the expectations, thirteen variables are never (almost) 

significant in all four models. It concerns length of residence at current address, length of residence in 

neighbourhood, visiting local community center, practicing sports/work out locally, visiting/getting visits 

from locals, provided instrumental support to neighbours, household size, phase of involvement, duration 

of involvement, formal contact plan phase, informal contact plan phase, formal contact construction phase 

and presence of household composition homogeneity. These independent variables have no significant 

effect on perceived neighbourhood social cohesion and have therefore been deleted in table 8.1. The other 

(almost) significant variables will be discussed in the remainder of this section. 

 In the first model, the individual- and household characteristics were added. The results show that 

model 1 accounts for 27.6% of the variance (adjusted R Square) in adults’ perception neighbourhood social 

cohesion. The results show a positive effect for the age group 51-65. This indicates that adults aged 51-65 

experience a higher level of neighbourhood cohesion than adults aged 18-35. So, older adults experience a 

higher level of neighbourhood cohesion, which is line with other study findings (e.g. Ellaway et al., 2001; 

Elliott et al., 2014). However, no significant effect has been found for the other age groups. This indicates 

that there is no significant difference between adults aged 18-35, adults aged 36-50 and adults aged 66+. 

Moreover, the results also show a positive effect for partnership. Adults with a partner, either married or 

non-married, experience a higher level of neighbourhood cohesion, which is line with Oh (2003) and Oh 

and Kim (2009). In addition, the results show a positive effect for local formal social participation. So, adults 

with more active memberships in local organisations or clubs experience a higher level of neighbourhood 

cohesion, which is in line with the findings of Elliott et al. (2014). Furthermore, the results show a positive 

effect for visiting local sports competitions (monthly or more often). This indicates that adults who visit 

local sports competitions monthly or more often experience a higher level of neighbourhood cohesion. This 

finding is in line with the expectations because visiting local informal social participation activities 

increases the chance of meeting local residents and might therefore affect the level of perceived 

neighbourhood social cohesion. However, no significant effect has been found for the other group 

(annually). This seems to indicate that there is no significant difference between adults who (almost) never 

visit local sports competitions and adults who visit local sports competitions annually. Moreover, although 

it was close, no significant effect has been found for visiting local cultural activity in this model because the 

p-value of 0.058 just exceeds the critical boundary of 0.05. This finding is in contrast with the expectations 

because it was expected, as mentioned before, that visiting local informal social participation activities 

increases the number of neighbours in the social network and might therefore affect the level of perceived 

neighbourhood social cohesion. Furthermore, the results show a positive effect for both groups of 
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neighbourhood social participation. So, adults who participate annually or more often in social 

neighbourhood activities, such as a neighbourhood BBQ party, experience a higher level of neighbourhood 

cohesion than adults who (almost) never participate in these types of neighbourhood activities. This finding 

is in line with the expectations because conducting common activities with neighbours affects the creation 

of a community and adults who conduct common activities with their neighbours have more neighbours in 

their social network (Völker et al., 2007) and might therefore affect the level of perceived neighbourhood 

social cohesion. In addition, the results show a positive effect for both groups of provided emotional 

support to neighbours. This indicates that adults who provided emotional support to neighbours annually 

or more often experience a higher level of neighbourhood cohesion than adults who (almost) never 

provided emotional support to their neighbours, which is in line with the expectations. Furthermore, the 

results show a negative effect for household income (moderate). Adults with a moderate net household 

income of €2001-€3000 per month experience a lower level of neighbourhood cohesion than adults with 

a low net household income of less than €2001 per month. This finding is in contrast with the expectations 

because several studies (e.g. Oh, 2003; Pampalon et al., 2007; Abdullah et al., 2014; Cramm et al., 2013; Van 

Dijk et al., 2013b) found a positive association between household income and neighbourhood cohesion. 

However, no significant effect has been found for the high income group. This seems to indicate that there 

is no significant difference between adults with a low household income and adults with a high household 

income of net €3001 per month or more.  

 In the second model, the individual-, household- and social network characteristics were added. 

The results show that model 2 accounts for 29.1% of the variance (adjusted R Square) in the perceived level 

of neighbourhood social cohesion. This means that the entry of the social network characteristics – local 

social network size and contact with local social network – increased the explained variance in 

neighbourhood cohesion by 1.5%. Regarding the added social network characteristics, the results show a 

positive effect for contact with the local social network. This indicates that adults who have more frequently 

contact with their local social network of family, friends and neighbours, experience a higher level of 

neighbourhood social cohesion. The results show, however, no significant effect for the size of the local 

social network. As stated by Völker et al. (2007), a large and rich local social network facilitates the creation 

of a community, but pleasant relations with just a few neighbours can be enough to create some community, 

which might explain why the relationship with neighbourhood cohesion is non-significant. Regarding the 

previous model, the results show some changes between model 1 and 2 because the effects of local formal 

social participation and provided emotional support to neighbours (annually) are not significant anymore 

while the positive effect of visiting local cultural activity (monthly or more often) turns out to be significant. 

The latter is in line with the expectations because visiting local informal social participation activities 

increases the number of neighbours in the social network (Van den Berg and Timmermans, 2015) and 

might therefore affect the level of perceived neighbourhood social cohesion. 

 In the third model, the individual-, household-, social network- and CPC project characteristics 

were added. The results show that model 3 accounts for 39.2% of the variance (adjusted R Square) in the 

perceived level of neighbourhood social cohesion. This means that the entry of the CPC project 

characteristics, consisting of the process-, product- and resident characteristics, increased the explained 

variance in neighbourhood cohesion by 10.1%. Regarding the added CPC process characteristics, the 

results show a positive effect for both groups of getting to know future neighbours (good and very good). 

This indicates that adults who got to know their future neighbours well and very well during the CPC 

process experience a higher level of neighbourhood cohesion. This finding is in line with the expectations. 

Regarding the added CPC product characteristics, the results show a positive effect for project size (large). 

This indicates that adults who reside in a large CPC project of at least 51 dwellings experience a higher level 

of neighbourhood cohesion than adults who reside in a small CPC project of 20 dwellings or less. This 

finding is in contrast with the expectations. Boelens et al. (2010) stated that residents living in smaller 

projects experience a higher level of neighbourhood cohesion than residents who live in larger projects and 

Hasselaar (2011) pointed out that a smaller group leads to better involvement of the individuals which in 

turn lead to more social cohesion. Moreover, the results show a negative effect for presence of common 

facilities. Adults who live in a CPC project with common facilities experience a lower level of neighbourhood 
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social cohesion than adults who live in a CPC project without common facilities. This finding is also in 

contrast with the expectations because Boelens and Visser (2011) stated that social cohesion appears to be 

strongest where communal facilities are present, which are managed and maintained on a joint basis. 

Regarding the resident characteristics, the results show a positive effect for the presence of a collaborative 

lifestyle. Adults who live in a CPC project where the residents pursue a collaborative lifestyle experience a 

higher level of neighbourhood cohesion. This finding is in line with the expectations. Moreover, the results 

also show a positive effect for presence of age homogeneity. So, adults who perceive to be homogenous 

with the residents of the CPC project regarding age experience a higher level of neighbourhood cohesion. 

This finding is in line with the expectations because, stated by Völker et al. (2007), the greater the 

synchronization of one’s time schedules, the better the community life is expected to be and similarities 

between people facilitate interpersonal contact. Regarding the previous model, the results show some 

changes between model 2 and 3 because the effects of household income (moderate) and contact with local 

social network are not significant anymore.  

 In the fourth and final model, the individual-, household-, social network-, CPC project- and 

neighbourhood characteristics were added. The results show that model 4 accounts for 40.7% of the 

variance (adjusted R Square) in the perceived level of neighbourhood social cohesion. This means that the 

entry of the neighbourhood characteristic – presence of supermarket within 1 km – increased the explained 

variance in neighbourhood cohesion by 1.5%. Regarding the added neighbourhood characteristic, the 

results show a positive effect for presence of supermarket. This indicates that adults who live within 1 km 

of a supermarket experience a higher level of neighbourhood cohesion. This finding is in line with the 

expectations because adults with a supermarket within 1 km are more likely to interact with neighbours 

(Van den Berg et al., 2015b) and might therefore affect the level of perceived neighbourhood social 

cohesion. Regarding the previous model, the results show no changes between model 3 and 4. All significant 

variables in model 3 are still significant in model 4. 

 

8.2.3.  Sub conclusion 

35 variables were significant in the bivariate analyses with perceived neighbourhood social cohesion (see 

chapter 7). Six variables, consisting of informal contact construction phase and the five types of common 

facilities, were prior to the multiple regression analyses deleted to prevent multicollinearity.  

Based on model 4 of the multiple regression analyses of perceived neighbourhood social cohesion, 

it can be concluded that twelve variables have a significant effect on perceived neighbourhood social 

cohesion, consisting of age, partnership, visiting local cultural activity, visiting local sports competitions, 

neighbourhood social participation, provided emotional support to neighbours, getting to know future 

neighbours, project size, presence of common facilities, presence of collaborative lifestyle, presence of age 

homogeneity and presence of supermarket. These variables will therefore be included in the path analysis.  

The other seventeen variables, consisting of length of residence at current address, length of 

residence in neighbourhood, local formal social participation, visiting local community center, practicing 

sports/work out locally, visiting/getting visits from locals, provided instrumental support to neighbours, 

household size, household income, local social network size, contact with local social network, phase of 

involvement, duration of involvement, formal contact plan phase, informal contact plan phase, formal 

contact construction phase and presence of household composition homogeneity, are not significant and 

will therefore not be included in the path analysis. 

All in all, it can be concluded that several individual-, CPC project- and neighbourhood 

characteristics affect adults’ perception of neighbourhood social cohesion. No significant effect has been 

found for any of the household- and social network characteristics in the final model. 
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Unstand. 

B
Sig.

Unstand. 

B
Sig.

Unstand. 

B
Sig.

Unstand. 

B
Sig.

Constant 57.161 ** 0.000 54.913 ** 0.000 52.153 ** 0.000 50.561 ** 0.000

Individual characteristics

Age (18-35 years old) - - - - - - - -

   36-50 years old -0.167 0.864 -0.006 0.995 0.919 0.336 0.970 0.304

   51-65 years old 2.845 ** 0.005 3.011 ** 0.003 3.737 ** 0.000 3.783 ** 0.000

   66+ years old 0.002 0.999 0.284 0.795 0.675 0.530 0.656 0.537

Partnership (having a partner) 2.501 * 0.014 2.293 * 0.024 2.425 * 0.011 2.647 ** 0.005

Local formal social participation 0.762 * 0.012 0.593 ~ 0.053 0.311 0.284 0.418 0.147

Visiting local cultural activity ((almost) never) - - - - - - - -

   Annually 0.510 0.556 0.854 0.326 1.335 0.100 1.316 0.101

   Monthly/weekly 2.311 ~ 0.058 2.417 * 0.046 2.875 * 0.012 2.393 * 0.036

Visiting local sports competitions ((almost) never) - - - - - - - -

   Annually 1.688 ~ 0.075 1.498 0.112 1.416 0.108 1.244 0.154

   Monthly/weekly 2.828 ** 0.002 2.415 ** 0.009 2.505 ** 0.004 2.445 ** 0.004

Neighbourhood social participation ((almost) never) - - - - - - - -

   Annually 4.587 ** 0.000 4.293 ** 0.000 3.676 ** 0.000 4.007 ** 0.000

   Monthly/weekly 8.328 ** 0.000 8.042 ** 0.000 7.007 ** 0.000 7.309 ** 0.000

Provided emotional support to neighbours ((almost) never) - - - - - - - -

   Annually 2.425 * 0.018 1.838 ~ 0.074 0.891 0.360 0.757 0.432

   Monthly/weekly 5.082 ** 0.000 4.048 ** 0.000 3.171 ** 0.001 3.081 ** 0.001

Household characteristics

Household income (low) - - - - - - - -

   Moderate -2.755 * 0.015 -2.560 * 0.023 -1.921 ~ 0.071 -1.495 0.158

   High -0.781 0.495 -0.406 0.722 -0.543 0.614 -0.110 0.919

Social network characteristics

Local social network size 0.053 ~ 0.063 0.008 0.760 0.013 0.642

Contact with local social network 0.140 * 0.020 0.084 0.139 0.069 0.224

CPC process characteristics

Getting to know future neighbours ((very) bad/neutral) - - - -

   Good 2.412 ** 0.001 2.319 ** 0.001

   Very good 5.317 ** 0.000 5.173 ** 0.000

CPC project characteristics

Project size (small) - - - -

   Moderate 0.695 0.355 0.968 0.195

   Large 3.434 ** 0.001 3.954 ** 0.000

Presence of common facilities (present) -2.461 * 0.033 -3.367 ** 0.004

CPC resident characteristics

Presence of collaborative lifestyle (present) 3.573 ** 0.000 3.619 ** 0.000

Presence of age homogeneity (present) 2.302 ** 0.003 2.129 ** 0.005

Neighbourhood characteristics

Presence of supermarket (present) 2.259 ** 0.001

Model summary

R Square

Adjusted R Square

~ Significant at the 0.10 level (2-tailed)

* Significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed)

** Significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed)

0.276 0.291 0.392 0.407

Model 3 Model 4

0.303 0.320 0.428 0.443

Multiple regression analyses of perceived 

neighbourhood social cohesion

Model 1 Model 2 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  

Table 8.1: Multiple regression analyses (stepwise) of perceived neighbourhood social cohesion 
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8.3.  Multiple regression analyses of perceived social  support from neighbours  

In order to examine the effect of the individual-, household-, social network-, CPC project- and 

neighbourhood characteristics on perceived social support from neighbours, multiple regression analyses 

were applied. Five models were created in the regression analyses. Model 1 examines the effect of the 

individual- and household characteristics on neighbour-support. Model 2 also examines the effect of the 

social network characteristics on neighbour-support. Model 3 also examines the effect of the CPC project 

(process, product and resident) characteristics on neighbour-support. Model 4 also examines the effect of 

the neighbourhood characteristics on neighbour-support. Lastly, model 5 also examines the effect 

perceived neighbourhood social cohesion on neighbour-support. The results of the multiple regression 

analyses are shown in table 8.2. Before discussing the results, this section first checks if the assumptions 

have been met. 

 

8.3.1.  Check of assumptions  

The assumptions of multicollinearity, linearity, homoscedasticity, normality and independence of error 

terms were assessed through the output of the regression analyses. The multiple regression analysis 

started with entering all significant variables from the bivariate analyses in the model. Then the correlation 

matrix was checked. All variables with a correlation coefficient (r) of +/- 0.7 or higher were marked. This 

was the case for length of residence at current address and date of completion (r=0.840), housing type 

individual and housing types project (r=0.776), household size and household composition (r=0.822), 

informal contact plan phase and informal contact construction phase (r=0.729), presence of common 

facilities and presence of meeting room (r=0.954), presence of common facilities and presence of kitchen 

(r=0.836), presence of common facilities and presence of hobby room (r=0.884), presence of common 

facilities and presence laundry room (r=0.754), presence of common facilities and presence of garden 

(r=1.000), presence of hobby room and housing types project (r=0.734), and presence of supermarket and 

presence of other grocery stores (r=0.816). In addition to these correlations, there were also high 

correlations found between the types of common facilities (meeting room, kitchen, hobby room, laundry 

room and garden). To solve these problems, it has been decided to not include date of completion, housing 

type individual, household composition, informal contact construction phase, presence of the five types of 

common facilities and the presence of other grocery stores. After deleting the variables, the multiple 

regression analysis was carried out again after which the assumption were checked. 

The multicollinearity assumption was checked with the correlation matrix and the tolerance- and 

variance inflation factor (VIF) values. The correlation matrix shows no longer any high correlation 

coefficients (|r| ≥0.7) between the independent variables after deleting the aforementioned variables. The 

tolerance values vary between 0.387 (visiting/getting visits, weekly) and 0.907 (visiting local community 

center, annually). The VIF values vary between 1.103 (visiting local community center, annually) and 2.583 

(visiting/getting visits, weekly). In both cases, the values do not exceed the critical boundary which 

indicates that the model is consistent with the multicollinearity assumption. Moreover, the linearity and 

homoscedasticity assumptions were checked with the scatterplot of the standardized residuals and the 

standardized predicted values. The scatterplot shows no clear pattern between the residuals and the 

predicted values (figure 8.3). This indicates that the model is consistent with the linearity and 

homoscedasticity assumptions. Furthermore, the normality of the errors of predictions assumption was 

checked with the normal P-P plot of the standardized residuals (figure 8.4). The plot shows that the 

residuals for neighbour-support fit the expected pattern well enough to be consistent with the normality 

assumption. In addition, the independence of the error terms assumption was checked with Durbin-Watson 

statistic (d). The model has a Durbin-Watson statistic of 1.984. This value lays between the critical values 

of 1.5 < d < 2.5 which indicates that the model is consistent with the independence of error terms 

assumption. So, it can be concluded that the multiple regression model meets the assumptions of multiple 

regression analysis. 
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8.3.2.  Results  

The results of the multiple regression analyses of perceived social support from neighbours are shown in 

table 8.2. Neighbour-support has been coded in a way that a higher score indicates that one perceives a 

higher level of access to neighbour-support. So, positive coefficients suggest that an independent variable 

has an increasing effect on the perceived level of access to neighbour-support and negative coefficients 

suggest that an independent variable has a decreasing effect on the perceived level of access to neighbour-

support. Contrary to the expectations, fourteen variables are never (almost) significant in all five models. 

It concerns education, length of residence at current address, length of residence in neighbourhood, 

practicing sports/work out locally, provided instrumental support to neighbours, household size, 

household income, duration of involvement, formal contact plan phase, informal contact plan phase, formal 

contact construction phase, housing types project, presence of household composition homogeneity and 

urban density. These independent variables have no significant effect on perceived social support from 

neighbours and have therefore been deleted in table 8.2. As can be seen, the household characteristics have 

all been deleted because they have no significant effect on adults’ perception of access to neighbour-

support in all five models. The other (almost) significant variables will be discussed in the remainder of 

this section. 

 In the first model, the individual- and household characteristics were added. The results show that 

model 1 accounts for 24.6% of the variance (adjusted R Square) in the perceived level of access to 

neighbour-support. The results show a positive effect for partnership. Adults with a partner experience a 

higher level of access to neighbour-support. This is in line with the expectations. Shaw (2005) stated that 

adults without a partner perceive a lower level of anticipated support from neighbours. Moreover, the 

results show a positive effect for local formal social participation. This indicates that adults with more 

active memberships in local organisations or clubs experience a higher level of access to neighbour-

support, which is in line with the expectations because social participation provides opportunities to meet 

other people (Broese van Groenou and Deeg, 2010). In addition, the results show a positive effect for 

visiting local cultural activity (monthly or more often). This indicates that adults who visit local cultural 

activities monthly or more often experience a higher level of access to neighbour-support. This finding is 

in line with the expectations because visiting local informal social participation activities increases the 

chance of meeting local residents and might therefore affect the level of perceived access to neighbour-

support.  Furthermore, the results show a positive effect for visiting local community center (annually). So, 

adults who visit the local community center annually experience a higher level of access to neighbour-

support, which is in line with the expectations. However, no significant effect has been found for the other 

group (monthly or more often). This seems to indicate that there is no significant difference between adults 

who visit the local community center (almost) never and adults who visit the center monthly or more often. 

Moreover, although it was close, no significant effect has been found for visiting/getting visits for locals in 

Figure 8.3: Scatterplot of standardized residuals 

and the standardized predicted values 

Figure 8.4: Normal P-P plot of the standardized 

residuals 
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this model because the p-value of 0.072 exceeds the critical boundary of 0.05. Furthermore, the results 

show a positive effect for both groups of neighbourhood social participation. Thus, adults who participate 

annually or more often in social neighbourhood activities experience a higher level of access to neighbour-

support. This finding is in line with the expectations because adults who conduct common activities with 

their neighbours have more neighbours in their social network (Völker et al., 2007) which might affect 

adults’ perception of access to neighbour-support. In addition, the results also show a positive effect for 

both groups of provided emotional support to neighbours. This indicates that adults who provided 

emotional support to neighbours annually or more often experience a higher level of access to neighbour-

support, which is in line with the expectations because giving support increases the chances of receiving it 

(Plickert et al. 2007). 

 In the second model, the individual-, household- and social network characteristics were added. 

The results show that model 2 accounts for 27.5% of the variance (adjusted R Square) in the perceived level 

of access to neighbour-support. This means that the entry of the social network characteristics – local social 

network size and contact with local social network – increased the explained variance in neighbour-

support by 2.9%. Regarding the added social network characteristics, the results show a positive effect for 

the size of the local social network. This indicates that adults with a larger local social network experience 

a higher level of access to neighbour-support. This is in line with the expectations (e.g. Seeman and 

Berkman, 1988; Plickert et al., 2007). Moreover, although it was close, no significant effect has been found 

for contact with local social network (p-value 0.078 > 0.05). Regarding the previous model, the results show 

some changes between model 1 and 2 because the effect of local formal social participation is not significant 

anymore.  

 In the third model, the individual-, household-, social network- and CPC project characteristics 

were added. The results show that model 3 accounts for 37.9% of the variance (adjusted R Square) in the 

perceived level of access to neighbour-support. This means that the entry of the CPC project characteristics, 

consisting of the process-, product- and resident characteristics, increased the explained variance in 

neighbour-support by 10.4%. Regarding the added CPC process characteristics, the results show a positive 

effect for both groups of getting to know future neighbours (good and very good). This indicates that adults 

who got to know their future neighbours well and very well during the CPC process experience a higher 

level of access to neighbour-support. This finding is in line with the expectations. Regarding the added CPC 

product characteristics, the results show a positive effect for project size (large). This indicates that adults 

who reside in a large CPC project of at least 51 dwellings experience a higher level of access to neighbour-

support. This finding is in contrast with the expectations because it was expected that the residents of 

smaller CPC projects perceive a higher level of access to neighbour-support due to their better involvement 

in the project (Hasselaar, 2011). Moreover, the results show no significant effect for presence of common 

facilities. Regarding the resident characteristics, the results show a positive effect for the presence of a 

collaborative lifestyle. This indicates that adults who live in a CPC project where the residents pursue a 

collaborative lifestyle experience a higher level of access to neighbour-support, which is in line with the 

expectations. Regarding the previous model, the results show some changes between model 2 and 3 

because the effects of visiting local cultural activity (monthly or more often) and neighbourhood social 

participation (monthly or more often) are not significant anymore while the positive effect of 

visiting/getting visits from locals (weekly) turns out to be significant. 

 In the fourth model, the individual-, household-, social network-, CPC project- and neighbourhood 

characteristics were added. The results show that model 4 accounts for 39.4% of the variance (adjusted R 

Square) in the perceived level of access to neighbour-support. This means that the entry of the 

neighbourhood characteristic – presence of supermarket within 1 km – increased the explained variance 

in neighbour-support by 1.5%. Regarding the added neighbourhood characteristic, the results show a 

positive effect for presence of supermarket. This indicates that adults who live within 1 km of a 

supermarket experience a higher level of access to neighbour-support. This finding is in line with the 

expectations because adults with a supermarket within 1 km are more likely to interact with neighbours 

(Van den Berg et al., 2015b). Regarding the previous model, the results show some marginal changes 



Master thesis Page 146 

between model 3 and 4 because the effect of neighbourhood social participation (monthly or more often) 

returned to be significant in this model, just like in model 1 and 2. 

 In the fifth and final model, the perceived neighbourhood social cohesion was added in addition to 

the individual-, household-, social network-, CPC project- and neighbourhood characteristics. The results 

show that model 5 accounts for 49.7% of the variance (adjusted R Square) in the perceived level of access 

to neighbour-support. This means that the entry of perceived neighbourhood social cohesion increased the 

explained variance in neighbour-support by 10.3%. The results show a positive effect for perceived 

neighbourhood social cohesion. This indicates that adults who experience a higher level of neighbourhood 

cohesion experience a higher level of access to neighbour-support. This finding is in line with the 

expectations. Frankenmolen (2014) found that people who perceive a higher level of neighbourhood 

cohesion are more likely to have access to neighbour-support and Weijs-Perrée et al. (2015) showed that 

residents living in neighbourhoods with a higher level of neighbourhood social cohesion have more social 

interaction with neighbours. Regarding the previous model, the results show some changes between model 

4 and 5 because the effects of visiting/getting visits from locals (weekly), neighbourhood social 

participation (annually and monthly or more often) and getting to know future neighbours (good) are not 

significant anymore while the positive effect of presence of common facilities turns out to be significant. 

 

8.3.3.  Sub conclusion 

39 variables, including perceived neighbourhood social cohesion, were significant in the bivariate analyses 

with perceived social support from neighbours (see chapter 7). Ten variables, consisting of date of 

completion, housing type individual, household composition, informal contact construction phase, 

presence of five types of common facilities and presence of other grocery stores, were prior to the multiple 

regression analyses deleted to prevent multicollinearity.  

Based on model 5 of the multiple regression analyses of perceived social support from neighbours, 

it can be concluded that ten variables have a significant effect on perceived social support from neighbours, 

consisting of partnership, visiting local community center, provided emotional support to neighbours, local 

social network size, getting to know future neighbours, project size, presence of common facilities, 

presence of collaborative lifestyle, presence of supermarket and perceived neighbourhood social cohesion. 

These variables will therefore be included in the path analysis. 

The other nineteen variables, consisting of education, length of residence at current address, 

length of residence in neighbourhood, local formal social participation, visiting local cultural activity, 

practicing sports/work out locally, visiting/getting visits from locals, neighbourhood social participation, 

provided instrumental support to neighbours, household size, household income, contact with local social 

network, duration of involvement, formal contact plan phase, informal contact plan phase, formal contact 

construction phase, housing types project, household composition homogeneity and urban density, are not 

significant and will therefore not be included in the path analysis. 

All in all, it can be concluded that several individual-, social network-, CPC project- and 

neighbourhood characteristics affect adults’ perception of access to neighbour-support. No significant 

effect has been found for any of the household characteristics. 
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Unstand. 

B
Sig.

Unstand. 

B
Sig.

Unstand. 

B
Sig.

Unstand. 

B
Sig.

Unstand. 

B
Sig.

Constant 58.118 ** 0.000 55.929 ** 0.000 52.393 ** 0.000 50.308 ** 0.000 18.787 ** 0.000

Individual characteristics

Partnership (having a partner) 5.220 ** 0.000 4.985 ** 0.000 5.354 ** 0.000 5.850 ** 0.000 3.800 ** 0.001

Local formal social participation 0.943 * 0.050 0.599 0.211 0.182 0.685 0.390 0.384 0.110 0.788

Visiting local cultural activity ((almost) never) - - - - - - - - - -

   Annually -0.147 0.912 0.404 0.760 0.349 0.778 0.315 0.797 -0.463 0.679

   Monthly/weekly 4.662 * 0.012 4.865 ** 0.008 3.276 ~ 0.062 2.538 0.147 1.239 0.438

Visiting local community center ((almost) never) - - - - - - - - - -

   Annually 4.074 ** 0.009 4.189 ** 0.006 3.700 * 0.011 3.573 * 0.013 3.568 ** 0.006

   Monthly/weekly 1.791 0.348 0.558 0.768 -1.455 0.415 -1.815 0.304 -0.786 0.626

Visiting/getting visits (annually or less often) - - - - - - - - - -

   Monthly 1.087 0.550 0.467 0.794 2.026 0.226 1.890 0.253 0.512 0.735

   Weekly 3.068 ~ 0.072 2.268 0.180 4.262 ** 0.008 4.123 ** 0.009 2.530 ~ 0.082

Neighbourhood social participation ((almost) 

never)
- - - - - - - - - -

   Annually 5.546 ** 0.000 4.903 ** 0.000 3.983 ** 0.003 4.516 ** 0.001 1.855 0.131

   Monthly/weekly 8.636 ** 0.000 8.125 ** 0.000 3.667 ~ 0.081 4.205 * 0.044 -0.262 0.894

Provided emotional support to neighbours 

((almost) never)
- - - - - - - - - -

   Annually 6.812 ** 0.000 5.918 ** 0.000 3.797 * 0.012 3.686 * 0.013 3.670 ** 0.007

   Monthly/weekly 9.370 ** 0.000 7.810 ** 0.000 5.439 ** 0.000 5.378 ** 0.000 3.724 ** 0.007

Social network characteristics

Local social network size 0.164 ** 0.000 0.104 * 0.016 0.111 ** 0.009 0.092 * 0.018

Contact with local social network 0.164 ~ 0.078 0.164 ~ 0.061 0.132 0.128 0.079 0.322

CPC process characteristics

Getting to know future neighbours ((very) 

bad/neutral)
- - - - - -

   Good 2.900 ** 0.009 2.785 * 0.011 0.986 0.334

   Very good 7.598 ** 0.000 7.350 ** 0.000 4.011 * 0.028

CPC project characteristics

Project size (small) - - - - - -

   Moderate 0.741 0.522 1.165 0.311 0.439 0.676

   Large 5.414 ** 0.001 6.209 ** 0.000 3.210 * 0.028

Presence of common facilities (present) 2.215 0.191 0.992 0.563 3.218 * 0.042

CPC resident characteristics

Presence of collaborative lifestyle (present) 5.363 ** 0.000 5.383 ** 0.000 2.849 ** 0.009

Neighbourhood characteristics

Presence of supermarket (present) 3.537 ** 0.001 1.995 * 0.046

Dependent variable

Perceived neighbourhood social cohesion 0.631 ** 0.000

Model summary

R Square

Adjusted R Square

~ Significant at the 0.10 level (2-tailed)

* Significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed)

** Significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed)

Multiple regression analyses of perceived 

social support from neighbours

Model 1 Model 2

0.268 0.300 0.409 0.425 0.524

Model 3 Model 4 Model 5

0.246 0.275 0.379 0.394 0.497

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  

Table 8.2: Multiple regression analysis (stepwise) of perceived social support from neighbours 
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8.4.  Path analysis  

The aim of this study is to assess the direct- and indirect effects of the individual-, household-, social 

network-, CPC project- and neighbourhood characteristics on perceived neighbourhood social cohesion 

and perceived social support from neighbours simultaneously. In order to simultaneously analyse the 

effects of the independent variables on the dependent variables, as well as the relationship between the 

dependent variables, a path analysis was conducted. This section discusses the conversion of the 

conceptual path model into the final path model (section 8.4.1), the goodness-of-fit of the path final model 

(section 8.4.2) and the results of the final path model (section 8.4.3). Overall, this section provides the 

answer to the main research question of this study. 

 

8.4.1.  From conceptual path model to final path model  

Path analysis is a useful method to analyse the conceptual model because it assesses both direct- and 

indirect effects (Schumacker and Lomax, 2010). In this study, perceived neighbourhood social cohesion 

and perceived social support from neighbours are the dependent variables. These variables are predicted 

by the independent variables, consisting of the individual-, household-, social network-, CPC project- and 

neighbourhood characteristics. The independent variables are exogenous variables. They do not depend 

on other variables in the model. Although it might be possible that there are relationships between the 

independent variables (e.g. age and local social network size), these relationships are of less interest in this 

study and have therefore been disregarded in the statistical analyses. On the other hand, the dependent 

variables perceived neighbourhood social cohesion and perceived social support from neighbours are 

endogenous variables, which do depend on other variables in the model. They are affected by the 

independent/exogenous variables and, in addition, perceived social support from neighbours is also 

affected by the dependent/endogenous variable perceived neighbourhood social cohesion.  

 The results of the multiple regression analyses of neighbourhood cohesion (model 4, table 8.1) 

indicated that twelve variables have a significant effect on adults’ perception of neighbourhood social 

cohesion, consisting of: age, partnership, visiting local cultural activity, visiting local sports competitions, 

neighbourhood social participation, provided emotional support to neighbours, getting to know future 

neighbours, project size, presence of common facilities, presence of collaborative lifestyle, presence of age 

homogeneity and presence of supermarket. No household- and social network characteristics remained 

significant in the multiple regression analyses of neighbourhood cohesion. 

Moreover, the results of the multiple regression analysis of neighbour-support (model 5, table 8.2) 

indicated that ten variables have a significant effect on adults’ perception of access to neighbour-support, 

consisting of: partnership, visiting local community center, provided emotional support to neighbours, 

local social network size, getting to know future neighbours, project size, presence of common facilities, 

presence of collaborative lifestyle, presence of supermarket and perceived neighbourhood social cohesion. 

Also in this case, no household characteristics remained significant in the multiple regression analyses of 

perceived social support from neighbours. 

Figure 8.5 gives an overview of the conceptual path model based on the results of the multiple 

regression analyses. This model served as starting point for the path analysis. The model was gradually 

constructed in the statistical software package LISREL (version 8.54; Jöreskog and Sörbom, 2003). First, 

the independent variables – individual-, social network-, CPC project- and neighbourhood characteristics – 

that were found to have a significant effect on neighbourhood cohesion and neighbour-support, based on 

the multiple regression analyses, were entered in the path model. Secondly, the dependent variables – 

perceived neighbourhood social cohesion and perceived social support from neighbours – were included 

in the path model. Thirdly, the relationships between the independent and dependent variables were 

drawn. Lastly, the relationship between the dependent variables was drawn. Subsequently, the model was 

run. All relationships that were not significant at the 0.05 level were gradually removed from the model. 

The maximum likelihood method was used to estimate the model. The final path model is shown in figure 

8.6. As can be seen, project size and presence of common facilities became non-significant in relation to 

neighbour-support and were therefore removed from the path model. Before discussing the results, the 

next section first discusses the goodness-of-fit of the constructed path model. 
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8.4.2.  Goodness-of-fit  

The goodness-of-fit of the model has been assessed using several measures. The goodness-of-fit measures 

indicate the compatibility between the estimated model and the data (Vieira, 2011; Teo, 2013). Table 8.3 

gives an overview of the goodness-of-fit statistics of the estimated path model. According to Golob (2001), 

the model provides a good fit of the data when the value of Chi Square divided by the degrees of freedom is 

less than two (Golob, 2001). For this model, the value is 1.56, which is below the critical boundary. This 

indicates that the model has a good fit. Moreover, the model also provides a good fit when the Root Mean 

Square Error of Approximation (RMSEA) is less than or equal to 0.05 (Golob, 2001; Vieira, 2011; Westland, 

2015). For this model, the value is 0.037, which is below the critical boundary. This also indicates that the 

model has a good fit. Furthermore, the model also provides a good fit when the model’s Akaike Information 

Criterion (AIC) does not vary too widely from the saturated AIC (Golob, 2001). For this model, the value of 

the model AIC is 642.27 and the value of the saturated AIC is 650.00, so there is almost no variation, which 

indicates that the model has a good fit. However, this measure is generally used to compare two alternative 

models (Golob, 2001). Since this study did not estimate alternative models, the other measures are more 

useful to indicate the goodness-of-fit. Moreover, the model also provides a good fit when the Normed Fit 

Index (NFI) is close to 1 (Schumacker and Lomax, 2010). For this model, the value is 0.99 which is very 

close to 1. This also indicates that the model has a good fit. Based on these goodness-of-fit statistics of the 

estimated path model, it can be concluded that there is a good compatibility between the estimated model 

and the data. 
 

 
 

 

8.4.3.  Discussion of results  

The final path model in figure 8.6 shows several significant effects on perceived neighbourhood social 

cohesion and perceived social support from neighbours. These effects are significant at the 0.05 

significance level, which corresponds with a t-value of ± 1.96 or higher. The unstandardized coefficients 

and t-statistics of the direct and total effects of the final path model are shown in table 8.4. The total effects 

are the direct effects plus indirect effects via the mediating variable perceived neighbourhood social 

cohesion. The path model accounts for 43% of the variance in perceived neighbourhood social cohesion 

and 38% of the variance in perceived social support from neighbours (reduced form). In total, the path 

model accounts for 49% of the variance in perceived social support from neighbours. 

 

Effects on perceived neighbourhood social cohesion 

This section only describes the effects of the individual-, CPC project- and neighbourhood characteristics 

on adults’ perception of neighbourhood social cohesion, because the results indicate that the household- 

and social network characteristics have no significant effect on neighbourhood cohesion in the path model. 

Note that the direct and total effects of the independent variables on neighbourhood cohesion are identical 

because, within this study, neighbourhood cohesion is not indirectly affected by other variables (table 8.4). 

 

Individual characteristics and neighbourhood cohesion 

As shown in figure 8.6 and table 8.4, six individual characteristics have a significant direct effect on adults’ 

perception of neighbourhood cohesion. Firstly, the results show a positive direct effect for age. Adults aged 

Goodness-of-fit measures Critical boundary Path model

Degrees of freedom - 16

Minimum Fit Function Chi Square - 24.89

Chi Square/degrees of freedom < 2 good fit * 1.56

RMSEA < 0.05 good fit ** 0.037

Model AIC - 642.27

Saturated AIC - 650.00

Normed Fit Index (NFI) > 0.90 good fit *** 0.99

* Golob (2001, p. 11)

** Golob (2001, p. 11), Vieira (2011, p. 14), Westland (2015, p. 57)

*** Schumacker and Lomax (2010, p. 76)

Table 8.3: Goodness-of-fit statistics of estimated path model 
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51-65 experience a higher level of neighbourhood cohesion with 3.73 points than adults aged 18-35. This 

implies that older adults perceive a higher level of neighbourhood cohesion, which is in line with other 

study findings (e.g. Oh, 2003; Ellaway et al., 2001; Elliott et al., 2014). Older adults are more likely to interact 

with a local tie (Van den Berg et al., 2015b) and they are more likely to have neighbours in their social 

network (Völker and Flap, 2007; Völker et al., 2007), which might explain why adults aged 51-65 

experience a higher level of neighbourhood cohesion than adults aged 18-35. On the other hand, this study 

found no significant effect for the age groups 36-50 and 66+, which indicates that there is no significant 

difference between adults aged 18-35 and 36-50 and adults aged 18-35 and 66+. 

 Secondly, the results show a positive direct effect for partnership. This indicates that adults with 

a partner, either married or non-married, experience a higher level of neighbourhood cohesion with 2.96 

points than adults without a partner, which is in line with the expectations (e.g. Oh, 2003; Oh and Kim, 

2009). La Grange (2011) and Oh and Kim (2009) found that adults who are married have more interactions 

with neighbours, which might explain why adults with a partner experience a higher level of 

neighbourhood cohesion than adults without a partner. 

 Thirdly, the results show a positive direct effect for visiting local cultural activities. Adults who 

visit local cultural activities monthly or more often experience a higher level of neighbourhood cohesion 

with 2.65 points than adults who visit these types of activities (almost) never. This finding is in line with 

the expectations. Local informal social participation increases the chance of meeting local residents, which 

might explain why adults who visit local cultural activities monthly or more often experience a higher level 

of neighbourhood cohesion than adults who visit this type of activity (almost) never. On the other hand, 

this study found no significant effect for annual visits of local cultural activities, which indicates that there 

is no significant difference between adults who visit local cultural activities (almost) never and annually. 

 

 

Effects of independent/exogenous variables

Age (18-35 years old) - - - -

   36-50 years old 0.88 (0.93) 0.88 (0.93) - 0.62 (0.93)

   51-65 years old 3.73 (3.74) * 3.73 (3.74) * - 2.60 (3.52) *

   66+ years old 0.55 (0.52) 0.55 (0.52) - 0.38 (0.52)

Partnership (having a partner) 2.96 (3.59) * 2.96 (3.59) * 3.09 (2.61) * 5.16 (3.99) *

Visiting local cultural activity ((almost) never) - - - -

   Annually 1.43 (1.81) 1.43 (1.81) - 1.00 (1.79)

   Monthly or more often 2.65 (2.35) * 2.65 (2.35) * - 1.85 (2.30) *

Visiting local community center ((almost) never) - - - -

   Annually - - 4.06 (3.12) * 4.06 (3.12) *

   Monthly or more often - - -0.36 (-0.23) -0.36 (-0.23)

Visiting local sports competitions ((almost) never) - - - -

   Annually 1.30 (1.49) 1.30 (1.49) - 0.91 (1.47)

   Monthly or more often 2.90 (3.49) * 2.90 (3.49) * - 2.02 (3.32) *

Neighbourhood social participation ((almost) never) - - - -

   Annually 4.36 (5.24) * 4.36 (5.24) * - 3.05 (4.70) *

   Monthly or more often 7.65 (5.85) * 7.65 (5.85) * - 5.35 (5.12) *

Provided emotional support to neighbours ((almost) never) - - - -

   Annually 0.86 (0.91) 0.86 (0.91) 4.18 (3.11) * 4.79 (3.20) *

   Monthly or more often 3.36 (3.73) * 3.36 (3.73) * 4.91 (3.73) * 7.26 (5.05) *

Local social network size - - 0.11 (2.74) * 0.11 (2.74) *

Getting to know future neighbours ((very) bad/neutral) - - - -

   Good 2.46 (3.45) * 2.46 (3.45) * 0.15 (0.15) 1.87 (1.68)

   Very good 5.77 (4.73) * 5.77 (4.73) * 3.82 (2.07) * 7.85 (3.94) *

Project size (small) - - - -

   Moderate 1.01 (1.35) 1.01 (1.35) - 0.71 (1.34)

   Large 4.21 (4.20) * 4.21 (4.20) * - 2.94 (3.91) *

Presence of common facilities (present) -3.73 (-3.22) * -3.73 (-3.22) * - -2.61 (-3.08) *

Presence of collaborative lifestyle (present) 3.96 (5.35) * 3.96 (5.35) * 3.98 (3.92) * 6.74 (6.12) *

Presence of age homogeneity (present) 2.16 (2.88) * 2.16 (2.88) * - 1.51 (2.78) *

Presence of supermarket (present) 2.28 (3.31) * 2.28 (3.31) * 2.24 (2.37) * 3.83 (3.62) *

Effect of dependent/endogenous variable

Perceived neighbourhood social cohesion - - 0.70 (10.58) * 0.70 (10.58) *

* Significant at 0.05 significance level

Neighbourhood cohesion Neighbour-support
Direct (t) Total (t) Direct (t) Total (t)

Direct Total Direct Total

Table 8.4: Unstandardized effects of variables in final path model 
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Fourthly, the results show a positive direct effect for visiting local sports competitions. This 

indicates that adults who visit local sports competitions monthly or more often experience a higher level 

of neighbourhood cohesion with 2.90 points than adults who visit these types of activities (almost) never. 

This finding is also in line with the expectations because informal social participation increases the chance 

of meeting local residents. Moreover, adults who visit local sports competitions monthly or more often 

might have a larger local social network, which might explain why they experience a higher level of 

neighbourhood cohesion than adults who visit this type of activity (almost) never. This study found no 

significant effect for annual visits of local sports competitions, which indicates that there is no significant 

difference between adults who visit local sports competitions (almost) never and annually.  

 Fifthly, the results show a positive direct effect for both groups of neighbourhood social 

participation, which is in line with the expectations because research stated that conducting common 

activities with neighbours positively affects the creation of a community (Völker et al., 2007) and place 

attachment (Dassopoulos and Monnat, 2011). Adults who participate annually and monthly or more often 

in social neighbourhood activities, such as a neighbourhood BBQ party, experience a higher level of 

neighbourhood cohesion with respectively 4.36 and 7.65 points than adults who (almost) never participate 

in social neighbourhood activities. So, the more one participates in neighbourhood activities, the more 

cohesion one perceives. Völker et al. (2007) pointed out that people who conduct common activities with 

neighbours have more neighbours in their social network, which might explain why adults who participate 

in neighbourhood activities experience a higher level of neighbourhood cohesion than adults who (almost) 

never participate in activities with neighbours. 

 Finally, the results show a positive direct effect for provided emotional support to neighbours. 

The finding indicates that adults who provided emotional support to neighbours monthly or more often 

experience a higher level of neighbourhood cohesion with 3.36 points than adults who provided this type 

of social support (almost) never. This finding is in line with the expectations. They might have more (in-

depth) contact with their neighbours and they might also have a larger local social network. This might 

explain why adults who provided emotional support to neighbours monthly or more often experience a 

higher level of neighbourhood cohesion than adults who (almost) never provided this type of support. On 

the other hand, no significant effect has been found for annual provided emotional support to neighbours, 

which indicates that there is no significant difference between adults who provided emotional support to 

neighbours (almost) never and adults who provided it annually. 

 

CPC process characteristics and neighbourhood cohesion 

With regard to the CPC process characteristics, the results show a positive direct effect for getting to know 

future neighbours, which is in line with the expectations. This finding indicates that adults who got to 

know their future neighbours (individuals in CPC group) well and very well during the CPC process 

experience a higher level of neighbourhood cohesion with respectively 2.46 and 5.77 points than adults 

who got to know their future neighbours (very) bad or neutral. This positive result might be due to the 

bonds with the neighbours created during the process, which might be maintained after completion. So, 

adults who got to know their neighbours (very) well might have a larger local social network. This might 

explain why adults who got to know their future neighbours (very) well during the CPC process experience 

a higher level of neighbourhood cohesion than adults who got to know their future neighbours (very) bad 

or neutral.  

 

CPC product characteristics and neighbourhood cohesion 

Concerning the CPC product characteristics, the results show a positive direct effect for project size. This 

indicates that adults who reside in large CPC projects of at least 51 dwellings experience a higher level of 

neighbourhood cohesion with 4.21 points than adults who reside in small CPC projects of at most 20 

dwellings. This finding is in contrast with the expectations. As stated by Hasselaar (2011), “the smaller the 

group, the better the involvement of all people and the more social cohesion can result from the process”. 

Moreover, Boelens et al. (2010) found that the residents living in smaller projects have a slightly higher 

mean score regarding neighbourhood cohesion than larger projects. A possible explanation for this 
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unexpected finding is that large CPC projects consist of more individuals. Consequently, the residents of 

these projects might have a larger local social network, which might explain why adults residing in large 

CPC projects experience a higher level of neighbourhood cohesion than adults residing in small CPC 

projects. This study found no significant effect for medium-sized projects (21-50 dwellings), which 

indicates that there is no significant difference between adults living in small project and adults living in 

medium projects. 

 Moreover, the results also show a negative direct effect for presence of common facilities. This 

indicates that adults who live in CPC projects with common facilities experience a lower level of 

neighbourhood cohesion than adults who live in CPC projects without common facilities. This finding is not 

in line with the expectations. It was expected that facilities provide opportunities for social contact with 

neighbours (Van den Berg et al., 2015b) and that they increase the sense of community among the residents 

(Francis et al., 2012). In addition, Boelens and Visser (2011) stated that social cohesion appears to be 

strongest where shared facilities are present, which are managed and maintained on a joint basis. Besides, 

adults living in projects with common facilities might have a larger local social network. Consequently, the 

explanation for the negative effect of presence of common facilities on perceived neighbourhood social 

cohesion remains unclear. 

 

CPC resident characteristics and neighbourhood cohesion 

This study found a direct positive effect for presence of collaborative lifestyle. This indicates that adults 

who live in CPC projects where the residents pursue a collaborative lifestyle experience a higher level of 

neighbourhood cohesion with 3.96 points than adults who live in CPC projects where the residents do not 

pursue a collaborative lifestyle. This finding is in line with expectations. A collaborative lifestyle refers to a 

certain way of life consisting of regular contact with neighbours, providing social support to neighbours, 

sharing facilities with neighbours and/or undertaking joint activities with neighbours. It is therefore quite 

logical that adults who live in projects where the residents pursue a collaborative lifestyle experience a 

higher level of neighbourhood cohesion. Moreover, adults who live in projects where the residents pursue 

a collaborative lifestyle might also have a larger local social network. This might explain why adults who 

live in projects where the residents pursue a collaborative lifestyle experience a higher level of 

neighbourhood cohesion. 

 Moreover, the results also show a positive direct effect for presence of age homogeneity. This 

indicates that adults who perceive to be homogeneous with the residents of the CPC project regarding age 

experience a higher level of neighbourhood cohesion with 2.16 points than adults who do not perceive 

homogeneity with the residents of the CPC project regarding age. This finding is in line with the 

expectations. Several studies stated that people may have more local social interaction if they live among 

others who are more like themselves (e.g. Völker and Flap, 2007). This might explain why adults who 

perceive to be homogeneous with the residents of the project regarding age experience a higher level of 

neighbourhood cohesion than adults who do not perceive homogeneity. 

 

Neighbourhood characteristics and neighbourhood cohesion 

Regarding the neighbourhood characteristics, this study found a positive direct effect for presence of 

supermarket within 1 km. Adults who live within 1 km from one or more supermarkets experience a 

higher level of neighbourhood cohesion with 2.28 points than adults who live further away, which is in line 

with the expectations (e.g. Francis et al., 2012). Facilities provide opportunities for social interaction and 

the expansion and maintenance of local social networks (Van den Berg et al., 2015a). Moreover, Van den 

Berg et al. (2015b) found that adults living within 1 km of a supermarket are more likely to interact with 

neighbours. This might explain why adults who live within 1 km of a supermarket experience a higher level 

of neighbourhood cohesion. 

 

Effects on perceived social support from neighbours 

This section only describes the effects of the individual-, social network-, CPC process-, CPC resident- and 

neighbourhood characteristics on perceived social support from neighbours, because the results indicate 
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that the household- and CPC product characteristics have no significant effect on access to neighbour-

support in the path model. Note that the direct and total effects of the independent variables on perceived 

social support from neighbours are not always identical due to the mediating effect of perceived 

neighbourhood social cohesion (table 8.4). 

 

Individual characteristics and neighbour-support 

Regarding the individual characteristics, the results show a positive direct effect for partnership, which is 

in line with the expectations (e.g. Shaw, 2005). Adults with a partner experience a higher level of access to 

neighbour-support with 3.09 points than adults who do not have a partner. La Grange (2011) and Oh and 

Kim (2009) found that being married positively affects neighbouring among adults. This might explain why 

adults with a partner experience a higher level of access to neighbour-support than adults without a 

partner.  

 Moreover, the results show a positive direct effect for visiting the local community center. This 

indicates that adults who visit the local community center annually experience a higher level of access to 

neighbour-support with 4.06 points than adults who visit the center (almost) never. This finding is not fully 

in line with the expectations because no significant direct effect has been found for visiting the community 

center monthly or more often. This indicates that there is not significant difference between adults who 

visit the local community center (almost) never and adults who visit it monthly or more often. Why adults 

who visit the local community center annually significantly experience a higher level of access to 

neighbour-support than adults who (almost) never and monthly or more often visit the community center 

remains unclear. 

 Furthermore, the results show a positive direct effect for provided emotional support to 

neighbours. Adults who provided emotional support to neighbours annually and monthly or more often 

experience a higher level of access to neighbour-support with respectively 4.18 and 4.91 points than adults 

who provided (almost) never emotional support to neighbours. This finding is in line with the expectations 

because giving support increases the chances of receiving it (Plickert et al. 2007). Moreover, they might 

also have a larger local social network. This might explain why adults who provided emotional support to 

neighbours experience a higher level of access to neighbour-support than adults who (almost) never 

provided this type of support. 

 

Social network characteristics and neighbour-support 

With regard to the social network characteristics, this study found a positive direct effect for local social 

network size, which is in line with the expectations (e.g. Seeman and Berkman, 1988). This finding 

indicates that adults with a larger local social network experience a higher level of access to neighbour-

support with 0.11 points than adults with a smaller local social network. Plickert et al. (2007) stated that 

people with a larger network have a higher likelihood that someone in the network will be supportive 

because larger networks are more diverse and they may therefore provide a larger pool from which to 

obtain social support when needed. This might explain why adults with a larger local social network 

experience a higher level of access to neighbour-support. 

 

CPC process characteristics and neighbour-support 

Concerning the CPC process characteristics, the results show a positive direct effect for getting to know 

future neighbours. Adults who got to know their future neighbours very well during the CPC process 

experience a higher level of access to neighbour-support with 3.82 points than adults who got to know their 

future neighbours (very) bad or neutral. This finding is in line with the expectations. This positive result 

may be due to the bonds with the neighbours created during the process which might be maintained after 

completion. So, adults who got to know their neighbours very well might have a larger local social network. 

This might explain why adults who got to know their future neighbours very well during the CPC process 

experience a higher level of access to neighbour-support than adults who got to know their future 

neighbours (very) bad or neutral. However, no significant direct effect has been found for the other group 
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(good), which indicates that there is no significant difference between adults who got to know their future 

neighbours (very)bad/neutral and good.  

 

CPC resident characteristics and neighbour-support 

Regarding the CPC resident characteristics, the results show a positive direct effect for presence of 

collaborative lifestyle. Adults who live in projects where the residents pursue a collaborative lifestyle 

experience a higher level of access to neighbour-support with 3.98 points than adults who live in projects 

where the residents do not pursue a collaborative lifestyle, which is in line with the expectations. As stated 

before, a collaborative lifestyle refers to a certain way of life consisting of regular contact with neighbours, 

providing social support to neighbours, sharing facilities with neighbours and/or undertaking joint 

activities with neighbours. It is therefore quite logical that adults who live in projects where the residents 

pursue a collaborative lifestyle experience a higher level of access to neighbour-support. Moreover, adults 

who live in projects where the residents pursue a collaborative lifestyle might also have a larger local social 

network. This might also explain why adults who live in projects where the residents pursue a collaborative 

lifestyle experience a higher level of access to neighbour-support. 

 

Neighbourhood characteristics and neighbour-support 

With regard to the neighbourhood characteristics, this study found a positive direct effect for presence of 

supermarket within 1 kilometer. Adults who live within 1 kilometer from one or more supermarkets 

experience a higher level of access to neighbour-support with 2.24 points than adults who live further 

away. This finding is in line with the expectations.  Facilities provide opportunities for social interaction 

and the expansion and maintenance of local social networks (Van den Berg et al., 2015a). Moreover, Van 

den Berg et al. (2015b) found that adults living within 1 kilometer of a supermarket are more likely to 

interact with neighbours. This might explain why adults who live within 1 kilometer of a supermarket 

experience a higher level of access to neighbour-support. 

 

Neighbourhood cohesion and neighbour-support 

As shown in figure 8.6 and table 8.4, this study found a positive direct effect for perceived neighbourhood 

social cohesion. Adults who experience a higher level of neighbourhood cohesion experience a higher level 

of access to neighbour-support with 0.70 points than adults who experience a lower level of neighbourhood 

cohesion. This finding is in line with the expectations (e.g. Frankenmolen, 2014). Weijs-Perrée et al. (2015) 

pointed out that residents living in neighbourhoods with a higher level of social cohesion have more social 

interaction with neighbours. This might explain why adults who experience a higher level of 

neighbourhood cohesion experience a higher level of access to neighbour-support than adults who 

experience a lower level of neighbourhood cohesion. 

 

Indirect effects on neighbour-support 

In addition to the direct effects of the independent variables and perceived neighbourhood social cohesion 

on perceived social support from neighbours, this study also found that all variables with significant direct 

effects on perceived neighbourhood social cohesion also significantly and indirectly affect perceived social 

support from neighbours through the mediating effect of perceived neighbourhood social cohesion. 

 

8.5.  Conclusion 

In this chapter, the results of the multiple regression analyses and path analysis were discussed. It provided 

the answers to research questions 2c, 3c and the main research question. 

It can be concluded that several individual-, CPC project- and neighbourhood characteristics affect 

adults’ perception of neighbourhood social cohesion in the final model of the multiple regression analysis. 

This study found no significant effect for any of the household- and social network characteristics. The 

significant variables consist of age, partnership, visiting local cultural activity, visiting local sports 

competitions, neighbourhood social participation, provided emotional support to neighbours, getting to 

know future neighbours, project size, presence of common facilities, presence of collaborative lifestyle, 
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presence of age homogeneity and presence of supermarket. The CPC project characteristics explained 

10.1% of the variance in perceived neighbourhood cohesion while the total multiple regression model 

explained 40.7% of the variance. So, the CPC project characteristics contribute greatly to residents’ 

perception of neighbourhood social cohesion among the residents of the new construction CPC projects in 

the Netherlands. 

 It can also be concluded that several individual-, social network-, CPC project- and neighbourhood 

characteristics affect adults’ perception of access to neighbour-support in the final model of the multiple 

regression analysis. This study found no significant effect for any of the household characteristics. The 

significant variables consist of partnership, visiting community center, provided emotional support to 

neighbours, local social network size, getting to know future neighbours, project size, presence of common 

facilities, presence of collaborative lifestyle, presence of supermarket and perceived neighbourhood social 

cohesion. The CPC project characteristics explained 10.4% of the variance in perceived social support from 

neighbours while the total multiple regression model explained 49.7% of the variance. So also in this case, 

the CPC project characteristics contribute greatly to residents’ perception of access to neighbour-support 

among the residents of new construction CPC projects in the Netherlands. 

 The aim of the path analysis was to assess the direct- and indirect effects of the independent 

variables on perceived neighbourhood social cohesion and perceived social support from neighbours 

simultaneously in order to answer the main research question of this study. The results of the path analysis 

indicate that all variables that were significant in the final model of the multiple regression analysis of 

perceived neighbourhood social cohesion remained significant in the final path model. In other words: age, 

partnership, visiting local cultural activity, visiting local sports competitions, neighbourhood social 

participation, provided emotional support to neighbours, getting to know future neighbours, project size, 

presence of common facilities, presence of collaborative lifestyle, presence of age homogeneity, and 

presence of supermarket directly affect adults’ perception of neighbourhood cohesion among the residents 

of new construction CPC projects in the Netherlands. This is not entirely the case for perceived social 

support from neighbours. Partnership, visiting local community center, provided emotional support to 

neighbours, local social network size, getting to know future neighbours, presence of collaborative lifestyle, 

presence of supermarket and perceived neighbourhood social cohesion directly affect adults’ perception of 

access to neighbour-support. The two CPC product characteristics that were significant in the final model 

of the multiple regression analysis – project size and presence of common facilities – with perceived social 

support from neighbours became non-significant in the path model, at least the direct effect of these 

variables. Only a significant indirect effect remained through the mediating variable perceived 

neighbourhood social cohesion because all variables with a significant direct effect on perceived 

neighbourhood social cohesion also have a significant indirect effect on perceived social support from 

neighbours through the mediating variable perceived neighbourhood social cohesion. In total, the path 

model accounts for 49% of the variance in perceived social support from neighbours. 
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Conclusion, discussion and recommendations 

(Image: ReBo Nieuws, 2016) 
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9.  CONCLUSION, DISCUSSION AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

 

9.1.  Conclusion 

The aim of this study was to analyse the effects of the individual-, household-, social network-, CPC project- 

and neighbourhood characteristics on perceived neighbourhood social cohesion and perceived social 

support from neighbours simultaneously. As described in chapter 1, CPC could potentially be an interesting 

type of development to create a pleasant physical- and social living environment where neighbours have 

more access to neighbour-support because CPC seems to contribute to a higher level of social cohesion in 

the neighbourhood. However, it seems that research among the residents of (new construction) CPC 

projects never focused on adults’ perception of neighbourhood cohesion and access to neighbour-support. 

Consequently, the functioning of perceived neighbourhood cohesion and perceived social support from 

neighbours, as well as the relationship between these two factors, remained unclear. To better understand 

the functioning of perceived neighbourhood cohesion and perceived social support from neighbours, and 

to provide evidence that adults’ perception of neighbourhood cohesion positively affects adults’ perception 

of access to neighbour-support, the author formulated the following main research question for this study: 
 

What individual-, household-, social network-, CPC project- and neighbourhood characteristics 

directly affect perceived neighbourhood social cohesion and perceived social support from neighbours 

and what factors indirectly affect perceived social support from neighbours through the mediating 

effect of perceived social cohesion among the residents of new construction CPC projects in the 

Netherlands? 
 

To answer this research question, several sub research questions were set. The first part, consisting of 

“what is Collective Private Commissioning?” (1a), “what is neighbourhood social cohesion?” (2a), “what 

factors affect perceived neighbourhood social cohesion according to literature?” (2b), “what is social 

support from neighbours?” (3a) and “what factors affect perceived social support from neighbours 

according to literature?” (3b), was answered with a literature review. The second part, consisting of “what 

individual-, household-, social network-, CPC project- and neighbourhood characteristics affect the level of 

perceived neighbourhood social cohesion and access to neighbour-support among the residents of new 

construction CPC projects in the Netherlands and to what extent?” (2c and 3c), was answered with field 

research. To collect the needed data, a questionnaire was designed. This questionnaire was distributed 

among 60 new construction CPC projects (1.424 addresses), mainly located in the south of the Netherlands. 

427 respondents completed the questionnaire between 22 September 2016 and 20 November 2016 

(response rate 30.0%). 412 cases were useful for the analyses. The conceptual model was analysed with a 

path analysis because it assesses both direct- and indirect effects. In order to keep the path model concise, 

bivariate- and multiple regression analyses were conducted prior to the path analysis.  

 The definitive path model, which was conducted in LISREL (version 8.54; Jöreskog and Sörbom, 

2003), is shown in figure 9.1. According to the goodness-of-fit indices, the definitive model has a good fit 

(Chi Square/degrees of freedom: 1.56; RMSEA: 0.037; Normed Fit Index: 0.99). In total, the path model 

accounts for 49% of the variance in perceived social support from neighbours. With regard to the direct 

effects on perceived neighbourhood social cohesion, twelve independent variables were found to have a 

significant direct relationship with perceived neighbourhood social cohesion, consisting of age, 

partnership, visiting local cultural activity, visiting local sports competitions, neighbourhood social 

participation, provided emotional support to neighbours, getting to know future neighbours, project size, 

presence of common facilities, presence of collaborative lifestyle, presence of age homogeneity, and 

presence of supermarket. Moreover, regarding the direct effects on perceived social support from 

neighbours, seven independent variables were found to have a significant direct relationship with 

perceived social support from neighbours, consisting of partnership, visiting local community center, 

provided emotional support to neighbours, local social network size, getting to know future neighbours, 

presence of collaborative lifestyle and presence of supermarket. Furthermore, this study also found a 

significant direct and positive relationship between the dependent variables perceived neighbourhood 

social cohesion and perceived social support from neighbours. Adults who perceive a higher level of 
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neighbourhood social cohesion perceive a higher level of access to neighbour-support. So, this study has 

provided evidence that adults’ perception of neighbourhood social cohesion indeed positively affects 

adults’ perception of access to neighbour-support among the residents of new construction CPC projects in 

the Netherlands. In addition to these direct effects, this study also found that all variables with significant 

direct effects on perceived neighbourhood social cohesion also significantly and indirectly affect perceived 

social support from neighbours through the mediating effect of perceived neighbourhood social cohesion. 

These findings support the notion that only individual-, CPC project- and neighbourhood 

characteristics affect adults’ perception of neighbourhood social cohesion among the residents of new 

construction CPC projects in the Netherlands. No significant effects were found for any of the household- 

and social network characteristics. Moreover, the findings also support the notion that individual-, social 

network-, CPC project- and neighbourhood characteristics affect adults’ perception of access to neighbour-

support. No significant effects were found for any of the household characteristics either. 

 

 
 

 

Independent variables

Age 

(51-65 years old)

Partnership 

(having a partner)

Visiting local cultural activity

(monthly or more often)

Visiting local community center 

(annually)

Visiting local sports competitions

(monthly or more often)

Neighbourhood social participation

(annually)

Neighbourhood social participation

(monthly or more often)

Provided emotional support to neighbours

(annually)

Provided emotional support to neighbours

(monthly or more often)

Local social network size

(number)

Getting to know neighbours

(good)

Getting to know neighbours

(very good)

Project size

(large)

Presence of common facilities

(present)

Presence of collaborative lifestyle

(present)

Presence of age homogeneity

(present)
Positive effect

Presence of supermarket

(present)
Negative effect

Perceived neighbourhood social 

cohesion

Perceived social support from 

neighbours

Figure 9.1: Final path model 
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Based on the results of the path model, it can be concluded that several hypotheses can be (partly) accepted, 

as shown in table 9.1 and 9.2 (PNSC = perceived neighbourhood social cohesion and PSSN = perceived social 

support from neighbours). These hypotheses have been accepted because a direct and/or indirect 

significant relationship was found in the path analysis with perceived neighbourhood social cohesion 

and/or perceived social support from neighbours. This is, as described earlier in this section, the case for: 

age, partnership, visiting local cultural activity, visiting local community center, visiting local sports 

competitions, neighbourhood social participation, provided emotional support to neighbours, local social 

network size, getting to know future neighbours, project size, presence of common facilities, presence of 

collaborative lifestyle, presence of age homogeneity, presence of supermarket, and the dependent variable 

perceived neighbourhood social cohesion. 

It is worth noting that this study found two findings in contrast with the expectations. First of all, 

this study found a positive association between project size and perceived neighbourhood social cohesion. 

This finding indicates that adults who reside in large CPC projects of at least 51 dwellings experience a 

higher level of neighbourhood cohesion than adults who reside in small CPC projects of at most 20 

dwellings. As shown in table 9.2 (number 40), it was expected that adults who live in smaller CPC projects 

experience a higher level of neighbourhood cohesion because Hasselaar (2011, p. 96) stated that “the 

smaller the group, the better the involvement of all people and the more social cohesion can result from 

the process”. And in addition, Boelens et al. (2010) found among the residents of IPC, CPC and PC projects 

in the Netherlands that residents living in smaller projects have a slightly higher mean score regarding 

neighbourhood social cohesion. A possible explanation for this unexpected finding is that large CPC projects 

consist of more individuals. Consequently, the residents of these projects might have a larger local social 

network, which might explain why adults residing in large CPC projects experience a higher level of 

neighbourhood cohesion than adults residing in smaller CPC projects. Secondly, this study also found, 

contrary with the expectations, a negative association between presence of common facilities and 

perceived neighbourhood social cohesion in the multiple regression analyses and path analysis while a 

positive association was found in the bivariate analysis. This finding indicates that adults who live in CPC 

projects with common facilities experience a lower level of neighbourhood cohesion than adults who live 

in CPC projects without common facilities. As shown in table 9.2 (number 43), it was expected that adults 

who live in CPC projects with common facilities experience a higher level of neighbourhood cohesion 

because Boelens et al. (2010) stated in their study among the residents of IPC, CPC and PC projects that 

social cohesion is the strongest where communal facilities are present, which are managed and maintained 

on a joint basis. Although this study did not include a question regarding the management and maintenance 

of the common facilities, it was still expected that these facilities positively affect adults’ perception of 

neighbourhood cohesion because they seem to provide opportunities for social contact with neighbours 

(Van den Berg et al., 2015b) and they seem to increase the sense of community (Francis et al., 2012). Despite 

these unexpected findings (e.g. positive effect instead of negative effect and vice versa), the hypotheses 

have been partly accepted because this study found a significant relationship. 

 Besides the (partly) accepted hypotheses, several hypotheses should be rejected because no 

significant relationship was found in the bivariate analyses (e.g. gender, employment, health status, 

household car-ownership, non-local social network size, initiator, presence of ethnic background 

homogeneity, and presence of primary school) and the final model of the multiple regression analyses (e.g. 

length of residence at current address, local formal social participation, provided instrumental support to 

neighbours, household size, contact with local social network, duration of involvement, and presence of 

household composition homogeneity).  

Furthermore, several hypotheses were not tested. As shown, the hypotheses of three independent 

variables – ethnic background, home-ownership and presence of fitness room – were not tested because 

the variables were quite constant due to insufficient variation in respondents’ answers. These independent 

variables were therefore excluded in the statistical analyses. And in addition, several other hypotheses 

were not tested because the independent variables to which this relates (e.g. informal contact construction 

phase and presence of meeting room) were highly correlated with other independent variables. These 
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variables were significant in the bivariate analyses, but these independent variables were excluded in the 

other statistical analyses (e.g. multiple regression analyses) due to multicollinearity. 

 

9.2.  Scientific relevance and implications for practice  

The main aim of this study was to create a better understanding of the functioning of perceived 

neighbourhood social cohesion and perceived social support from neighbours, and to provide evidence that 

adults’ perception of neighbourhood cohesion positively affects adults’ perception of access to neighbour-

support among the residents of new construction CPC projects in the Netherlands. To the best of the 

author’s knowledge, perceived neighbourhood social cohesion and perceived social support from 

neighbours were, until this study, never investigated among the residents of new construction CPC projects. 

This study therefore expands the scientific knowledge on factors that affect adults’ perception of 

neighbourhood cohesion and access to neighbour-support among the residents of new construction CPC 

projects in the Netherlands. 

In addition to the scientific relevance of this study, the results of this study have implications for 

parties who coordinate the development- and construction process of new construction CPC projects in the 

Netherlands. The results provide these parties the opportunity to actively contribute to adults’ perception 

of neighbourhood cohesion and access to neighbour-support because one CPC process characteristic 

remained significant in the path model: getting to know future neighbours. The result indicated that adults 

who got to know their future neighbours (very) well during the CPC process perceive a higher level of 

neighbourhood social cohesion and access to neighbour-support than adults who got to know their future 

neighbours less well. So, to stimulate perceived neighbourhood social cohesion and perceived social 

support from neighbours, parties who coordinate the CPC process, such as process coordinators and 

architects, might not only coordinate the development of the CPC project, but they might also coordinate 

the development of the bonds between the individuals. In this study, no attention has been paid to the 

factors that affect how well the individuals get to know each other, which might be an interesting subject 

for further research, but it might be possible that organising informal activities, such as dining out before 

or after a formal meeting, positively affects the bond creation between the individuals in the CPC group.  

Moreover, this study also found some interesting results that have implications for urban planners 

and policymakers. The results indicated that the availability of a supermarket within 1 kilometer seems to 

promote adults’ perception of neighbourhood cohesion and access to neighbour-support. So, to promote 

perceived neighbourhood cohesion and perceived social support from neighbours, urban planners and 

policymakers should strive to maintain supermarkets at walking distance of resident’s dwelling. 

Furthermore, this study also found some interesting results that have implications for specifically 

local policy makers (municipality). They are always involved in CPC projects as the legislator and permit 

provider and they see CPC as a way to serve other policy goals (SEV, 2006; Van den Ham and Keers, 2010). 

There is a broad range of goals that the municipality can pursue with CPC, and one of these goals is to 

increase the connectedness of residents with the neighbourhood and each other (Van den Ham and Keers, 

2010). CPC is thus seen as a tool to increase adults’ perception of neighbourhood social cohesion (SEV, 

2007). From this point of view, the results provide the local policy makers the opportunity to contribute to 

adults’ perception of neighbourhood social cohesion. They might take the results into account while 

formulating their municipal CPC policy. For example, this study found that adults who perceive to be 

homogeneous with the residents of the CPC project regarding age directly perceive a higher level of 

neighbourhood social cohesion and indirectly perceive a higher level of access to neighbour-support. So, to 

stimulate perceived neighbourhood social cohesion, they might choose to specifically facilitate the 

development of CPC projects for the same target group (e.g. starters or elderly only instead of combining 

starters and elderly). 

 

9.3.  Discussion and recommendations for further research  

Although this study provides interesting insights into the functioning of perceived neighbourhood social 

cohesion and perceived social support from neighbours among the residents of new construction CPC 

projects in the Netherlands, some limitations and shortcomings of this study should be mentioned. 
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Regarding the operationalisation of the variables and the questionnaire, this study did not define 

the boundaries of the neighbourhood. Consequently, the results have been shaped by the way the 

respondents defined the “neighbourhood”. It might be that respondents’ perception of the neighbourhood 

differs. It would therefore be desirable for further research to define the boundaries of the neighbourhood. 

Moreover, the variables regarding the social network characteristics in the questionnaire were not 

optimally operationalised. The social network table was too extensive. It was not necessary to distinguish 

the network to four location categories (in the same neighbourhood; in the same city/village; in another 

city/village <30 minutes travel time by car; in another city/village >30 minutes travel time by car). Two 

locations – inside neighbourhood and outside neighbourhood – would have been sufficient. In addition, 

there was quite often a mismatch in respondents’ answers regarding the number of direct and other family 

members in the neighbourhood and the frequency of contact with these persons (e.g. zero direct family 

members in neighbourhood but (almost) daily contact). For further research, it would be better to simplify 

the questions regarding the social network. Furthermore, the questions regarding the frequency of 

provided emotional- and instrumental support to neighbours lacked a time indication (e.g. in the past year), 

thus for further research, it would be better to supplement the question. On top, the question regarding 

initiator seemed to be too difficult for the respondents because the answers of the respondents living in the 

same CPC project differed widely. For further research, it would be better to reduce the number of answer 

options (e.g. two options: future residents themselves or other “third” party). 

Regarding the research design, this study focused on new construction CPC projects completed 

after 2000. No attention has been paid to projects completed before 2000. And in addition, 71.2% of the 

sample lives in a CPC project that was completed between 2011 and 2016. According to literature, length 

of residence is likely to affect adults’ perception of neighbourhood social cohesion and access to neighbour-

support because a longer residence in the neighbourhood was found to increase the social interaction with 

neighbours and the number of neighbours in the social network (e.g. Hipp and Perrin, 2009; Van den Berg 

et al., 2015b; Van den Berg and Timmermans). It would therefore be desirable for further research to 

include new construction CPC projects with larger differences in completion year. Moreover, this study 

mainly focused on CPC projects located in North-Brabant, which is the province where most CPC projects 

have been realised. However, to improve the representativeness and generalizability of the results 

(external validity), it would be desirable for further research to include new construction CPC projects 

located in all provinces of the Netherlands. Furthermore, this study did not include residential mobility. 

Two residents of CPC Heideweg (Liempde) indicated, one during the field work in the neighbourhood and 

one in the comment section in the questionnaire, that the social cohesion in the neighbourhood declined 

because many residents, who were involved in the CPC project, moved. It would therefore be desirable for 

further research to include residential mobility as a characteristic that might affect adults’ perception of 

neighbourhood social cohesion, and possibly also adults’ perception of access to neighbour-support. In 

addition, the data of this study are cross-sectional. Consequently, reverse causality cannot be ruled out. For 

example, a direct positive association was found between neighbourhood social participation and 

perceived neighbourhood social cohesion. This indicates that adults who participate more often in 

neighbourhood activities perceive a higher level of neighbourhood social cohesion. However, the opposite 

might also be possible: adults who perceive a higher level of neighbourhood social cohesion might 

participate more often in neighbourhood activities. So, the methods in this study do not allow for causal 

inferences. Further research is therefore desired to study the importance of the significant variables in this 

study on perceived neighbourhood social cohesion and perceived social support from neighbours. Also, the 

maximum likelihood method was used to estimate the path model. This might have caused some bias in the 

standard errors and goodness-of-fit estimates because not all variables were normally distributed (Weijs-

Perrée et al., 2015). However, the maximum likelihood method is quite robust, so the results of this study 

remain trustworthy. 

Regarding the findings, this study found, contrary with the expectations, a positive association 

between project size and perceived neighbourhood social cohesion and a negative association between 

presence of common facilities and perceived neighbourhood social cohesion. These relationships deserve 

more attention during further research, especially the relationship between presence of common facilities 
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and perceived neighbourhood social cohesion because the possible explanation for this finding is still 

unclear. 

Apart from the limitations and shortcomings of this study, some other recommendations for future 

research remain. Firstly, this study focused on new construction CPC projects. It would also be interesting 

to conduct this study among renovation- and/or transformation CPC projects to investigate differences in 

adults’ perception of neighbourhood social cohesion and access to neighbour-support and the factors that 

affect their perception. Moreover, it would also be interesting to conduct this study among elderly living in 

new construction CPC projects in the Netherlands. Due to governmental policy changes (e.g. Social Support 

Act), older people have to increasingly rely on their social network for support (Bijl et al., 2015; 

Frankenmolen, 2014; De Klerk et al., 2014). Despite that family members play an important role in the 

support and care of the elderly, neighbours become increasingly important. Not only due to a dwindling 

number of family support-givers, as a consequence of reduced family size, increased geographical distances 

and higher female employment rates (Van Dijk et al., 2013a), but also because smaller social networks and 

declining mobility render older people to depend more on their neighbours for support (Van Dijk et al., 

2013b). So, in order to live independently at home in the neighbourhood, older people may be more 

dependent on social support from their neighbours (Frankenmolen, 2014; Van Dijk et al., 2013a; Cramm 

and Nieboer, 2013; Cramm and Nieboer, 2015). From this point of view, CPC might be used as a tool to 

create a pleasant physical- and social living environment for elderly where they can grow old together, such 

as CPC project Voormekaar in Boxmeer and AQUAradius in Hoofddorp (The Netherlands). Furthermore, it 

would also be interesting to make a distinction between perceived social cohesion within the CPC project 

and perceived social cohesion outside the CPC project because Boelens et al. (2010) stated that 

neighbourhood social cohesion works both ways. It is often at its strongest within the CPC project and at 

its weakest with the rest of the neighbourhood. It would therefore be interesting to measure perceived 

social cohesion at the project level and at the neighbourhood level. In the latter case without taking the 

residents of the CPC project into account while answering the 18-items of the Neighbourhood Cohesion 

Instrument of Buckner (1988). Lastly, it would also be interesting to conduct this study among other types 

of development, such as Individual Private Commissioning projects, Participatory Commissioning projects 

and/or Consumer-Oriented Development projects, to analyse to what extent CPC contributes to a higher 

level of neighbourhood cohesion and consequently to a higher level of access to neighbour-support than 

these types of development. 

All in all, this study is the first large-scale study among the residents of 60 new construction CPC 

projects in the Netherlands. The results therefore significantly contribute to the (scientific) literature and 

CPC practice. This study has shown that adults’ perception of neighbourhood social cohesion is related to 

individual-, CPC project- and neighbourhood characteristics. Moreover, this study has also shown that 

adults’ perception of access to neighbour-support is related to individual-, social network-, CPC project- 

and neighbourhood characteristics, as well as perceived neighbourhood social cohesion. Perceived 

neighbourhood social cohesion and perceived social support from neighbours are important for adults’ 

health and well-being (e.g. Putrik et al., 2015; Pampalon et al., 2007; Cramm et al., 2013; Shaw, 2005). It is 

therefore important to promote adults’ perception of neighbourhood cohesion and access to neighbour-

support. Although this study provides insight into how to create a living environment where adults’ 

perception of neighbourhood social cohesion and access to neighbour-support are promoted, further 

research is necessary to create a better understanding of the functioning of perceived neighbourhood social 

cohesion and perceived social support from neighbours among the residents of new construction CPC 

projects in the Netherlands. 
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Characteristics Hypotheses Outcome based on analyses

Individual characteristics

1. Gender Females might experience a higher level of PNSC and PSSN PNSC: rejected¹ and PSSN: rejected¹

2. Age Older adults might experience a higher level of PNSC and PSSN PNSC: accepted³ and PSSN: accepted³ ⁴

3. Partnership Adults with a partner might experience a higher level of PNSC and PSSN PNSC: accepted and PSSN: accepted

4. Ethnic background Dutch adults might experience a higher level of PNSC and PSSN Not tested⁵

5. Education Higher educated adults might experience a higher level of PNSC and PSSN PNSC: rejected¹ and PSSN: rejected²

6. Employment Adults who work full time might experience a lower level of PNSC and PSSN PNSC: rejected¹ and PSSN: rejected¹

7. Health status Adults with a better health status might experience a higher level of PNSC and PSSN PNSC: rejected¹ and PSSN: rejected¹

8.
Length of residence 

(address)

Adults with a longer length of residence might experience a higher level of PNSC and 

PSSN
PNSC: rejected² and PSSN: rejected²

9.
Length of residence 

(neighbourhood)

Adults with a longer length of residence might experience a higher level of PNSC and 

PSSN
PNSC: rejected² and PSSN: rejected²

10. Housing type
Adults who live in a multi-family dwelling might experience a higher level of PNSC 

and PSSN
PNSC: rejected¹ and PSSN: not tested⁶

11. Home-ownership
Adults who live in an owner-occupied dwelling might experience a higher level of 

PNSC and PSSN
Not tested⁵

12.
Local formal social 

participation

Adults with more active memberships might experience a higher level of PNSC and 

PSSN
PNSC: rejected² and PSSN: rejected²

13.
Visiting local cultural 

activity

Adults who visit local cultural activities (more often) might experience a higher level 

of PNSC and PSSN
PNSC: accepted³ and PSSN: accepted³ ⁴

14.
Visiting local catering 

sector

Adults who visit local catering sector (more often) might experience a higher level of 

PNSC and PSSN
PNSC: rejected¹ and PSSN: rejected¹

15.
Visiting local  community 

center

Adults who visit local community center (more often) might experience a higher 

level of PNSC and PSSN
PNSC: rejected² and PSSN: accepted³

16. Practicing sports locally
Adults who practice sports/work out locally (more often) might experience a higher 

level of PNSC and PSSN
PNSC: rejected² and PSSN: rejected²

17.
Visiting local sports 

competitions

Adults who visit local sports competitions (more often) might experience a higher 

level of PNSC and PSSN
PNSC: accepted³ and PSSN: accepted³ ⁴

18.
Visiting local shops for 

entertainment

Adults who visit local shops for entertainment (more often) might experience a 

higher level of PNSC and PSSN
PNSC: rejected¹ and PSSN: rejected¹

19.
Visiting/getting visits from 

locals

Adults who visit/get visits from local family, friends and other (more often) might 

experience a higher level of PNSC and PSSN
PNSC: rejected² and PSSN: rejected²

20.
Neighbourhood social 

participation

Adults who participate in neighbourhood activities might experience a higher level of 

PNSC and PSSN
PNSC: accepted and PSSN: accepted⁴

21.
Provided emotional 

support to neighbours

Adults who provided emotional support to neighbours (more often) might 

experience a higher level of PNSC and PSSN
PNSC: accepted³ and PSSN: accepted

22.
Provided instrumental 

support to neighbours

Adults who provided instrumental support to neighbours (more often) might 

experience a higher level of PNSC and PSSN
PNSC: rejected² and PSSN: rejected²

Household characteristics

23. Household size Adults with a larger household might experience a higher level of PNSC and PSSN PNSC: rejected² and PSSN: rejected²

24. Household composition
Adults with children in their household might experience a higher level of PNSC and 

PSSN
PNSC: rejected¹ and PSSN: not tested⁷

25. Household income
Adults with a higher household income might experience a higher level of PNSC and 

PSSN
PNSC: rejected² and PSSN: rejected²

26. Household car-ownership
Adults with one or more cars in the household experience a lower level of PNSC and 

PSSN
PNSC: rejected¹ and PSSN: rejected¹

Social network characteristics

27. Local social network size
Adults with a larger local social network might experience a higher level of PNSC and 

PSSN
PNSC: rejected² and PSSN: accepted

28.
Non-local social network 

size

Adults with a larger non-local social network might experience a lower level of PNSC 

and PSSN
PNSC: rejected¹ and PSSN: rejected¹

29.
Contact with local social 

network

Adults with more frequent contact with their local social network might experience a 

higher level of PNSC and PSSN
PNSC: rejected² and PSSN: rejected²

30.
Contact with non-local 

social network

Adults with more frequent contact with their non-local social network might 

experience a lower level of PNSC and PSSN
PNSC: rejected¹ and PSSN: rejected¹

CPC process characteristics

31. Initiator
Adults who live in CPC projects whereby the initiative was taken by the process 

coordinator or housing association might experience a higher level of PNSC and PSSN
PNSC: rejected¹ and PSSN: rejected¹

32. Phase of involvement
Adults who were involved in an earlier phase might experience a higher level of PNSC 

and PSSN
PNSC: rejected² and PSSN: rejected¹

33. Duration of involvement
Adults who were involved for a longer period of time might experience a higher level 

of PNSC and PSSN
PNSC: rejected² and PSSN: rejected²

34. Formal contact plan phase
Adults who had more frequent formal contact with their future neighbours during 

the plan phase might experience a higher level of PNSC and PSSN
PNSC: rejected² and PSSN: rejected²

¹ Rejected because the relationship was not significant (p > 0.05) in bivariate analyses

² Rejected because the relationship did not remain significant (p > 0.05) in the final model of the multiple regression analyses

³ Accepted, but the relationship was not significant (p > 0.05) for all groups within the variable

⁴ Accepted, but there is only a significant indirect effect found through the mediator (PNSC)

⁵ Hypothesis not tested due to insufficient variation in respondents' answers

⁶ Relationship was significant (p ≤ 0.05) in bivariate analyses, but due to multicollinearity (|r| ≥0.7), the variable was excluded from the other analyses

⁷ Relationship was significant (p ≤ 0.05) in the path analysis, but the expected direction was not found (negative relationship instead of positive or vice versa)
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CPC process characteristics

35.
Informal contact plan 

phase

Adults who had more frequent informal contact with their future neighbours during 

the plan phase might experience a higher level of PNSC and PSSN
PNSC: rejected² and PSSN: rejected²

36.
Formal contact 

construction phase

Adults who had more frequent formal contact with their future neighbours during 

the construction phase might experience a higher level of PNSC and PSSN
PNSC: rejected² and PSSN: rejected²

37.
Informal contact 

construction phase

Adults who had more frequent informal contact with their future neighbours during 

the construction phase might experience a higher level of PNSC and PSSN
Not tested⁶

38.
Getting to know future 

neighbours

Adults who got to know their future neighbours better during the CPC process might 

experience a higher level of PNSC and PSSN
PNSC: accepted and PSSN: accepted³

CPC product characteristics

39. Date of completion
Adults who live in CPC projects which are completed a longer time ago might 

experience a higher level of PNSC and PSSN
PNSC: rejected¹ and PSSN: not tested⁶

40. Project size
Adults who live in smaller CPC projects might experience a higher level of PNSC and 

PSSN

PNSC: partly accepted³ ⁷ and 

PSSN: partly accepted³ ⁴ ⁷

41. Housing types
Adults who live in CPC projects with only multi-family dwellings might experience a 

higher level of PNSC and PSSN
PNSC: rejected¹ and PSSN: rejected²

42. Home-ownership
Adults who live in CPC projects with only owner-occupied dwellings might 

experience a higher level of PNSC and PSSN
PNSC: rejected¹ and PSSN: rejected¹

43.
Presence of common 

facilities

Adults who live in CPC projects with common facilities might experience a higher 

level of PNSC and PSSN

PNSC: partly accepted⁷ and 

PSSN: partly accepted⁴ ⁷

44. Presence of meeting room
Adults who live in CPC projects with a shared meeting room might experience a 

higher level of PNSC and PSSN
Not tested⁶

45. Presence of kitchen
Adults who live in CPC projects with a shared kitchen might experience a higher level 

of PNSC and PSSN
Not tested⁶

46. Presence of hobby room
Adults who live in CPC projects with a shared hobby room might experience a higher 

level of PNSC and PSSN
Not tested⁶

47. Presence of fitness room
Adults who live in CPC projects with a shared fitness room might experience a higher 

level of PNSC and PSSN
Not tested⁵

48. Presence of laundry room
Adults who live in CPC projects with a shared laundry room might experience a 

higher level of PNSC and PSSN
Not tested⁶

49. Presence of garden
Adults who live in CPC projects with a shared garden might experience a higher level 

of PNSC and PSSN
Not tested⁶

CPC resident characteristics

50.
Presence of collaborative 

lifestyle

Adults who live in CPC projects where the residents pursue a collaborative lifestyle 

might experience a higher level of PNSC and PSSN
PNSC: accepted and PSSN: accepted

51.
Presence of age 

homogeneity

Adults who perceive to be homogeneous with the residents of the CPC project 

regarding age might experience a higher level of PNSC and PSSN
PNSC: accepted and PSSN: accepted⁴

52.
Presence of ethnic 

background homogeneity

Adults who perceive to be homogeneous with the residents of the CPC project 

regarding ethnic background might experience a higher level of PNSC and PSSN
PNSC: rejected¹ and PSSN: rejected¹

53.
Presence of household 

composition homogeneity

Adults who perceive to be homogeneous with the residents of the CPC project 

regarding household composition might experience a higher level of PNSC and PSSN
PNSC: rejected² and PSSN: rejected²

54.
Presence of household 

income homogeneity

Adults who perceive to be homogeneous with the residents of the CPC project 

regarding household income might experience a higher level of PNSC and PSSN
PNSC: rejected¹ and PSSN: rejected¹

Neighbourhood characteristics

55. Presence of supermarket
Adults who live within 1km from a supermarket might experience a higher level of 

PNSC and PSSN
PNSC: accepted and PSSN: accepted

56.
Presence of other grocery 

stores

Adults who live within 1km from other grocery stores might experience a higher 

level of PNSC and PSSN
PNSC: rejected¹ and PSSN: not tested⁶

57. Presence of cafeteria
Adults who live within 1km from a cafeteria might experience a higher level of PNSC 

and PSSN
PNSC: rejected¹ and PSSN: rejected¹

58. Presence of café
Adults who live within 1km from a café might experience a higher level of PNSC and 

PSSN
PNSC: rejected¹ and PSSN: rejected¹

59. Presence of restaurant
Adults who live within 1km from a restaurant might experience a higher level of 

PNSC and PSSN
PNSC: rejected¹ and PSSN: rejected¹

60. Presence of primary school
Adults who live within 1km from a primary school might experience a higher level of 

PNSC and PSSN
PNSC: rejected¹ and PSSN: rejected¹

61.
Perceived neighbourhood 

safety

Adults who experience a higher level of neighbourhood safety might experience a 

higher level of PNSC and PSSN
PNSC: rejected¹ and PSSN: rejected¹

62.
Perceived neighbourhood 

problems

Adults who experience a higher level of neighbourhood problems might experience a 

lower level of PNSC and PSSN
PNSC: rejected¹ and PSSN: rejected¹

63. Urban density
Adults who live in lower density neighbourhoods might experience a higher level of 

PNSC and PSSN
PNSC: rejected¹ and PSSN: rejected²

Dependent variable

64.
Perceived neighbourhood 

social cohesion
Adults who experience a higher level of PNSC might experience a higher level of PSSN PSSN: accepted

¹ Rejected because the relationship was not significant (p > 0.05) in bivariate analyses

² Rejected because the relationship did not remain significant (p > 0.05) in the final model of the multiple regression analyses

³ Accepted, but the relationship was not significant (p > 0.05) for all groups within the variable

⁴ Accepted, but there is only a significant indirect effect found through the mediator (PNSC)

⁵ Hypothesis not tested due to insufficient variation in respondents' answers

⁶ Relationship was significant (p ≤ 0.05) in bivariate analyses, but due to multicollinearity (|r| ≥0.7), the variable was excluded from the other analyses

⁷ Relationship was significant (p ≤ 0.05) in the path analysis, but the expected direction was not found (negative relationship instead of positive or vice versa)
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APPENDIX 

 

Appendix 1: Hypotheses  

Table 1.1 and 1.2 provide an overview of the variables that might affect adults’ perception of 

neighbourhood social cohesion (PNSC) and access to neighbour-support (PSSN). For each variable, a 

hypothesis has been formulated. The direction of the hypotheses was based on the literature study in 

section 3.3 (predictors of (perceived) neighbourhood social cohesion) and section 4.3 (predictors of 

(perceived) social support from neighbours). 

 

  

Characteristics Hypotheses

Individual characteristics

1. Gender Females might experience a higher level of PNSC and PSSN

2. Age Older adults might experience a higher level of PNSC and PSSN

3. Partnership Adults with a partner might experience a higher level of PNSC and PSSN

4. Ethnic background Dutch adults might experience a higher level of PNSC and PSSN

5. Education Higher educated adults might experience a higher level of PNSC and PSSN

6. Employment Adults who work full time might experience a lower level of PNSC and PSSN

7. Health status Adults with a better health status might experience a higher level of PNSC and PSSN

8. Length of residence (address)
Adults with a longer length of residence might experience a higher level of PNSC and 

PSSN

9. Length of residence (neighbourhood)
Adults with a longer length of residence might experience a higher level of PNSC and 

PSSN

10. Housing type
Adults who live in a multi-family dwelling might experience a higher level of PNSC 

and PSSN

11. Home-ownership
Adults who live in an owner-occupied dwelling might experience a higher level of 

PNSC and PSSN

12. Local formal social participation
Adults with more active memberships might experience a higher level of PNSC and 

PSSN

13. Visiting local cultural activity
Adults who visit local cultural activities (more often) might experience a higher level 

of PNSC and PSSN

14. Visiting local catering sector
Adults who visit local catering sector (more often) might experience a higher level of 

PNSC and PSSN

15. Visiting local  community center
Adults who visit local community center (more often) might experience a higher 

level of PNSC and PSSN

16. Practicing sports/work out locally
Adults who practice sports/work out locally (more often) might experience a higher 

level of PNSC and PSSN

17. Visiting local sports competitions
Adults who visit local sports competitions (more often) might experience a higher 

level of PNSC and PSSN

18. Visiting local shops for entertainment
Adults who visit local shops for entertainment (more often) might experience a 

higher level of PNSC and PSSN

19. Visiting/getting visits from locals
Adults who visit/get visits from local family, friends and other (more often) might 

experience a higher level of PNSC and PSSN

20. Neighbourhood social participation
Adults who participate in neighbourhood activities might experience a higher level of 

PNSC and PSSN

21. Provided emotional support to neighbours
Adults who provided emotional support to neighbours (more often) might 

experience a higher level of PNSC and PSSN

22. Provided instrumental support to neighbours
Adults who provided instrumental support to neighbours (more often) might 

experience a higher level of PNSC and PSSN

Household characteristics

23. Household size Adults with a larger household might experience a higher level of PNSC and PSSN

24. Household composition
Adults with children in their household might experience a higher level of PNSC and 

PSSN

25. Household income
Adults with a higher household income might experience a higher level of PNSC and 

PSSN

26. Household car-ownership
Adults with one or more cars in the household experience a lower level of PNSC and 

PSSN

Social network characteristics

27. Local social network size
Adults with a larger local social network might experience a higher level of PNSC and 

PSSN

28. Non-local social network size
Adults with a larger non-local social network might experience a lower level of PNSC 

and PSSN

29. Contact with local social network
Adults with more frequent contact with their local social network might experience 

a higher level of PNSC and PSSN

30. Contact with non-local social network
Adults with more frequent contact with their non-local social network might 

experience a lower level of PNSC and PSSN

Table 1.1: Hypotheses corresponding with definitive conceptual model (part 1/2) 
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Characteristics Hypotheses

CPC process characteristics

31. Initiator
Adults who live in CPC projects whereby the initiative was taken by the process 

coordinator or housing association might experience a higher level of PNSC and PSSN

32. Phase of involvement
Adults who were involved in an earlier phase might experience a higher level of 

PNSC and PSSN

33. Duration of process
Adults who were involved for a longer period of time might experience a higher level 

of PNSC and PSSN

34. Formal contact plan phase
Adults who had more frequent formal contact with their future neighbours during 

the plan phase might experience a higher level of PNSC and PSSN

35. Informal contact plan phase
Adults who had more frequent informal contact with their future neighbours during 

the plan phase might experience a higher level of PNSC and PSSN

36. Formal contact construction phase
Adults who had more frequent formal contact with their future neighbours during 

the construction phase might experience a higher level of PNSC and PSSN

37. Informal contact construction phase
Adults who had more frequent informal contact with their future neighbours during 

the construction phase might experience a higher level of PNSC and PSSN

38. Getting to know future neighbours
Adults who got to know their future neighbours better during the CPC process might 

experience a higher level of PNSC and PSSN

CPC product characteristics

39. Date of completion
Adults who live in CPC projects which are completed a longer time ago might 

experience a higher level of PNSC and PSSN

40. Project size
Adults who live in smaller CPC projects might experience a higher level of PNSC and 

PSSN

41. Housing types
Adults who live in CPC projects with only multi-family dwellings might experience a 

higher level of PNSC and PSSN

42. Home-ownership
Adults who live in CPC projects with only owner-occupied dwellings might 

experience a higher level of PNSC and PSSN

43. Presence of common facilities
Adults who live in CPC projects with common facilities might experience a higher 

level of PNSC and PSSN

44. Presence of meeting room
Adults who live in CPC projects with a shared meeting room might experience a 

higher level of PNSC and PSSN

45. Presence of kitchen
Adults who live in CPC projects with a shared kitchen might experience a higher level 

of PNSC and PSSN

46. Presence of hobby room
Adults who live in CPC projects with a shared hobby room might experience a higher 

level of PNSC and PSSN

47. Presence of fitness room
Adults who live in CPC projects with a shared fitness room might experience a higher 

level of PNSC and PSSN

48. Presence of laundry room
Adults who live in CPC projects with a shared laundry room might experience a 

higher level of PNSC and PSSN

49. Presence of garden
Adults who live in CPC projects with a shared garden might experience a higher level 

of PNSC and PSSN

CPC resident characteristics

50. Presence of collaborative lifestyle
Adults who live in CPC projects where the residents pursue a collaborative lifestyle 

might experience a higher level of PNSC and PSSN

51. Presence of age homogeneity
Adults who perceive to be homogeneous with the residents of the CPC project 

regarding age might experience a higher level of PNSC and PSSN

52. Presence of ethnic background homogeneity
Adults who perceive to be homogeneous with the residents of the CPC project 

regarding ethnic background might experience a higher level of PNSC and PSSN

53. Presence of household composition homogeneity
Adults who perceive to be homogeneous with the residents of the CPC project 

regarding household composition might experience a higher level of PNSC and PSSN

54. Presence of household income homogeneity
Adults who perceive to be homogeneous with the residents of the CPC project 

regarding household income might experience a higher level of PNSC and PSSN

Neighbourhood characteristics

55. Presence of supermarket
Adults who live within 1km from a supermarket might experience a higher level of 

PNSC and PSSN

56. Presence of other grocery stores
Adults who live within 1km from other grocery stores might experience a higher 

level of PNSC and PSSN

57. Presence of cafeteria
Adults who live within 1km from a cafeteria might experience a higher level of PNSC 

and PSSN

58. Presence of café
Adults who live within 1km from a café might experience a higher level of PNSC and 

PSSN

59. Presence of restaurant
Adults who live within 1km from a restaurant might experience a higher level of 

PNSC and PSSN

60. Presence of primary school
Adults who live within 1km from a primary school might experience a higher level of 

PNSC and PSSN

61. Perceived neighbourhood safety
Adults who experience a higher level of neighbourhood safety might experience a 

higher level of PNSC and PSSN

62. Perceived neighbourhood problems
Adults who experience a higher level of neighbourhood problems might experience a 

lower level of PNSC and PSSN

63. Urban density
Adults who live in lower density neighbourhoods might experience a higher level of 

PNSC and PSSN

Dependent variable

64. Perceived neighbourhood social cohesion
Adults who experience a higher level of PNSC might experience a higher level of 

PSSN

 

 
  

Table 1.2: Hypotheses corresponding with definitive conceptual model (part 2/2) 
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Appendix 2: Questionnaire 

 
Deel 1:  Persoonskenmerken 

Deze vragen gaan over uzelf en uw persoonlijke kenmerken. 

 

Vraag 1: Wat is uw geslacht?          Vraag 2: Wat is uw leeftijd?          

⎕ Man         

⎕ Vrouw         

 

Vraag 3: Heeft u een partner?  Vraag 4: Tot welke etnische groepering rekent u zich? 

⎕ Ja, ik ben getrouwd  ⎕ Nederlands ⎕ Surinaams 

⎕ Ja, maar ik ben niet getrouwd ⎕ Belgisch  ⎕ Antilliaans/Arubaans 

⎕ Nee, ik ben gescheiden   ⎕ Turks  ⎕ Indonesisch 

⎕ Nee, ik ben weduwe/-naar ⎕ Marokkaans ⎕ Anders, namelijk: 

⎕ Nee (overig)   ⎕ Pools 

 

Vraag 5: Wat is uw hoogst behaalde opleiding? 

⎕ Geen (lagere school niet afgemaakt) 

⎕ Lagere school (incl. speciaal onderwijs, LOM, BLO) 

⎕ Voorbereidend middelbaar beroepsonderwijs (VMBO, VBO, LTS, LEAO, LHNO, LBO, VSO, LWOO, 

huishoudschool, ambachtsschool) 

⎕ Middelbaar algemeen voortgezet onderwijs (MAVO, MULO, ULO, IVO, IVKO) 

⎕ Middelbaar beroepsonderwijs (MBO, MTS, MEAO, MSPO, BOL, BBL, PDB, MBA) 

⎕ Hoger algemeen en voorbereidend wetenschappelijk onderwijs (HAVO, VWO, MMS, HBS) 

⎕ Hoger beroepsonderwijs (HBO, PABO, HTS, HEAO, MO-A, Pedagogische Academie, kweekschool) 

⎕ Wetenschappelijk onderwijs (WO bachelor, WO master, universiteit, gepromoveerd) 

⎕ Anders, namelijk:  

 

 

Vraag 6: Wat is uw huidige werkstatus?  

⎕ Gepensioneerd 

⎕ Parttime baan, tot en met 11 uur per week 

⎕ Parttime baan, 12 tot en met 34 uur per week 

⎕ Betaalde fulltime baan, 35 uur per week of meer 

⎕ Overig (bv. werkloos, arbeidsongeschikt) 

 

Vraag 7: Hoe beoordeelt u over het algemeen uw gezondheid voor het afgelopen jaar? 

⎕ Slecht 

⎕ Niet zo best 

⎕ Gaat wel 

⎕ Goed 

⎕ Zeer goed 

 

Vraag 8: Bij hoeveel lokale organisaties/verengingen bent u actief lid? “Lokaal” duidt op de regio 

waarin u woonachtig bent. Denk aan een sportvereniging, muziekvereniging, buurtvereniging, 

vrouwenvereniging, studentenvereniging, politieke partij/-vereniging, religieuze vereniging, 

vrijwilligersvereniging, enzovoorts. 

        

 

  

jaar 

 

organisatie(s)/vereniging(en) 
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Vraag 9: Geef voor de volgende lokale informele activiteiten aan hoe vaak u deze in uw vrije tijd 

onderneemt. “Lokaal” duidt op de regio waarin u woonachtig bent. 

 

 

Deel 2:  Huishoudenskenmerken 

Deze vragen gaan over uw huishouden. Hieronder worden de personen verstaan met wie u samenwoont. 

Uw partner of kinderen die niet meer thuis wonen, moet u dus bij het beantwoorden van deze vragen buiten 

beschouwing laten. 

 

Vraag 10: Uit hoeveel personen bestaat uw huishouden, inclusief uzelf? Vul overal iets in (bv. 0). 
 

Volwassenen (18 jaar en ouder) Kinderen tot 12 jaar Kinderen van 12 tot 18 jaar 

Aantal: Aantal: Aantal: 

 

Vraag 11: Wat is uw netto-huishoudensinkomen per maand inclusief salaris, sociale uitkeringen en 

pensioen? Het netto-inkomen is het bedrag dat maandelijks op uw rekening wordt gestort. Indien uw 

huishouden meerdere inkomens heeft, dient u deze bij elkaar op te tellen. 

⎕ Minder dan €1000 per maand   ⎕ €3001 – €3500 per maand 

⎕ €1001 – €1500 per maand   ⎕ €3501 – €4000 per maand 

⎕ €1501 – €2000 per maand   ⎕ €4001 – €4500 per maand 

⎕ €2001 – €2500 per maand   ⎕ Meer dan €4501 per maand 

⎕ €2501 – €3000 per maand   ⎕ Weet ik niet/wil ik niet zeggen 

 

 

Vraag 12: Hoeveel auto’s telt uw huishouden? 

⎕ Geen auto’s 

⎕ 1 auto 

⎕ 2 of meer auto’s 

 

 

1x 2-11x 1x 2-3x 1x 2-5x

Lokale informele activiteiten

(Bijna) 

nooit

per 

jaar

per 

jaar

per 

maand

per 

maand

per 

week

per 

week

(Bijna) 

dagelijks

1. Bezoeken van een culturele activiteit (bv. 

evenement, tentoonstelling, kunstgalerij, 

theateropvoering)

⎕ ⎕ ⎕ ⎕ ⎕ ⎕ ⎕ ⎕

2. Bezoeken van horeca (bv. restaurant, café 

of pub)
⎕ ⎕ ⎕ ⎕ ⎕ ⎕ ⎕ ⎕

3. Bezoeken van buurthuis of dorpshuis (bv. 

borrelen, biljarten)
⎕ ⎕ ⎕ ⎕ ⎕ ⎕ ⎕ ⎕

4. Beoefenen van sport (bv. wandelen, 

fietsen, vissen, zwemmen)
⎕ ⎕ ⎕ ⎕ ⎕ ⎕ ⎕ ⎕

5. Bezoeken van sportwedstrijden (bv. lokale 

voetbalwedstrijd)
⎕ ⎕ ⎕ ⎕ ⎕ ⎕ ⎕ ⎕

6. Bezoeken van lokale winkels voor 

vermaak
⎕ ⎕ ⎕ ⎕ ⎕ ⎕ ⎕ ⎕

7. Op bezoek bij/bezoek krijgen van lokale 

familie, vrienden of andere bekenden (bv. 

buren, collega's)

⎕ ⎕ ⎕ ⎕ ⎕ ⎕ ⎕ ⎕

8. Meedoen aan activiteiten met buren (bv. 

buurtfeest, buurtopruimdag, fietstocht)
⎕ ⎕ ⎕ ⎕ ⎕ ⎕ ⎕ ⎕
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Deel 3:  Sociale netwerkkenmerken 

Deze vragen gaan over uw sociale netwerk. Laat uw huishouden buiten beschouwing bij het beantwoorden 

van deze vragen. 

 

Vraag 13: Geef aan hoeveel personen per categorie voor u belangrijk zijn en verdeel ze over de 

woonlocaties. Belangrijke personen zijn mensen met wie u regelmatig contact heeft, die u helpen wanneer 

u om hulp verlegen zit en/of met wie u belangrijke zaken bespreekt. Ze zijn meer dan (vage) kennissen. 

Tip: Schrijf voor uzelf de namen van deze personen op zodat het tellen en verdelen gemakkelijker is. 

 

 

Vraag 14: Geef aan hoe vaak u, gemiddeld genomen, contact heeft met de personen in uw buurt. 

Face-to-face, e-mail, telefoon (bellen, SMS, WhatsApp), social media (bv. Facebook), enzovoorts. Als een 

bepaalde categorie voor u niet in de buurt aanwezig is, vink dan “n.v.t.” aan. 

 

Vraag 15: Geef aan hoe vaak u, gemiddeld genomen, contact heeft met de personen buiten uw buurt. 

Face-to-face, e-mail, telefoon (bellen, SMS, WhatsApp), social media (bv. Facebook), enzovoorts. Als een 

bepaalde categorie voor u niet buiten de buurt aanwezig is, vink dan “n.v.t.” aan.  

1x 2-11x 1x 2-3x 1x 2-5x

Categorieën: buiten buurt
n.v.t.

(Bijna) 

nooit

per 

jaar

per 

jaar

per 

maand

per 

maand

per 

week

per 

week

(Bijna) 

dagelijks

1. Directe familie (uitwonende partner, 

kinderen, ouders, broers, zussen, 

opa's, oma's)

⎕ ⎕ ⎕ ⎕ ⎕ ⎕ ⎕ ⎕ ⎕

2. Andere familie (ooms, tantes, neven, 

nichten, etc.)
⎕ ⎕ ⎕ ⎕ ⎕ ⎕ ⎕ ⎕ ⎕

3. Vrienden (collega's, studiegenoten, 

verenigingsleden, andere vrienden)
⎕ ⎕ ⎕ ⎕ ⎕ ⎕ ⎕ ⎕ ⎕

1x 2-11x 1x 2-3x 1x 2-5x

Categorieën: binnen buurt
n.v.t.

(Bijna) 

nooit

per 

jaar

per 

jaar

per 

maand

per 

maand

per 

week

per 

week

(Bijna) 

dagelijks

1. Directe familie (uitwonende partner, 

kinderen, ouders, broers, zussen, 

opa's, oma's)

⎕ ⎕ ⎕ ⎕ ⎕ ⎕ ⎕ ⎕ ⎕

2. Andere familie (ooms, tantes, neven, 

nichten, etc.)
⎕ ⎕ ⎕ ⎕ ⎕ ⎕ ⎕ ⎕ ⎕

3. Vrienden (collega's, studiegenoten, 

verenigingsleden, andere vrienden)
⎕ ⎕ ⎕ ⎕ ⎕ ⎕ ⎕ ⎕ ⎕

4. Buren (overig, anders dan familie en 

vrienden)
⎕ ⎕ ⎕ ⎕ ⎕ ⎕ ⎕ ⎕ ⎕

Categorieën (niet thuiswonend) Dezelfde buurt
Hetzelfde 

dorp/stad

Ander 

dorp/stad (<30 

min. per auto)

Ander 

dorp/stad (>30 

min. per auto)

Directe familie (uitwonende partner, kinderen, 

ouders, broers, zussen, opa's, oma's)

Andere familie (ooms, tantes, neven, nichten, 

etc.)

Vrienden (collega's, studiegenoten, leden van 

organisaties/verenigingen, andere vrienden)

Buren (overig, anders dan familie en vrienden)

Bijvoorbeeld: Directe familieleden 2 3 5 2
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Vraag 16: Geef aan in welke mate u de personen in uw buurt sociale ondersteuning biedt. Kijk alleen 

naar andere familie (ooms, tantes, neven, nichten, etc.), vrienden en buren in uw buurt. Laat steun en hulp 

aan uw directe familieleden (partner, kinderen, ouders, broers, zussen, opa’s en oma’s) buiten 

beschouwing. 

 

 

Deel 4:  Woningbouwprojectkenmerken (proces, product en bewoners) 

Dit deel gaat over het (zelfbouw) woningbouwproject waar u woont. Het bevat vragen over het 

planvormings- en bouwproces, de woningen en de bewoners. 

 

Vraag 17: Vanaf welke fase was u betrokken bij het woningbouwproject? 

⎕ Initiatieffase (eerste initiatief, formuleren van eerste uitgangspunten). 

⎕ Definitiefase (start project, werven van de groep, formuleren van Programma van Eisen). 

⎕ Ontwerpfase (ontwerpen van de woningen). 

⎕ Contractfase (aanvragen/verkrijgen bouwvergunning, contract sluiten met aannemer). 

⎕ Bouwfase (bouw van de woningen). Ga verder met vraag 21. 

⎕ Woonfase (bewonen van de woningen na realisatie, u was niet betrokken bij de ontwikkeling van 

het project). Ga verder met vraag 23. 

 

Vraag 18: Hoelang heeft het planvormingsproces van initiatief tot start bouw voor u geduurd? Als u 

ergens tijdens het planvormingsproces bent ingestapt, reken dan vanaf dit moment. Indien u het niet exact 

weet, kunt u een schatting geven. Bijvoorbeeld 2,5 jaar: invullen als 2 jaren en 6 maanden. 

 

     en 

 

Vraag 19: Hoe vaak had u, gemiddeld genomen, contact met uw toekomstige buren tijdens het 

planvormingsproces? Face-to-face, e-mail, telefoon (bellen, SMS, WhatsApp), social media (bv. Facebook), 

enzovoorts. 

 

Vraag 20: Hoelang heeft het bouwproces van start bouw tot en met de oplevering voor u geduurd? 

Als u ergens tijdens het bouwproces bent ingestapt, reken dan vanaf dit moment. Indien u het niet exact 

weet, kunt u een schatting geven. Bijvoorbeeld 10 maanden: invullen als 0 jaren en 10 maanden.  

      

   jaren    maanden 

   jaren    maanden 

1x 2-11x 1x 2-3x 1x 2-5x

Bieden van:

(Bijna) 

nooit

per 

jaar

per 

jaar

per 

maand

per 

maand

per 

week

per 

week

(Bijna) 

dagelijks

1. Emotionele steun (bv. luisterend oor bieden, 

advies geven, troosten, praten over zorgen, 

angsten of problemen)

⎕ ⎕ ⎕ ⎕ ⎕ ⎕ ⎕ ⎕

2. Instrumentele steun (bv. een lift geven, 

boodschapje meebrengen, container aan 

straat zetten, gereedschap uitlenen, op 

woning letten tijdens vakantie)

⎕ ⎕ ⎕ ⎕ ⎕ ⎕ ⎕ ⎕

1x 2-11x 1x 2-3x 1x 2-5x

Planvormingsproces

(Bijna) 

nooit

per 

jaar

per 

jaar

per 

maand

per 

maand

per 

week

per 

week

(Bijna) 

dagelijks

1. Formeel contact (bv. vergaderingen, 

ontwerpbijeenkomsten met architect)
⎕ ⎕ ⎕ ⎕ ⎕ ⎕ ⎕ ⎕

2. Informeel contact (voor de gezelligheid, bv. 

uiteten (voor of na bijeenkomst), elkaar 

bezoeken, naar de bioscoop)

⎕ ⎕ ⎕ ⎕ ⎕ ⎕ ⎕ ⎕

 en 
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Vraag 21: Hoe vaak had u, gemiddeld genomen, contact met uw toekomstige buren tijdens het 

bouwproces? Face-to-face, e-mail, telefoon (bellen, SMS, WhatsApp), social media (bv. Facebook), 

enzovoorts. 

 

Vraag 22: Hoe goed heeft u uw toekomstige buren tijdens het project leren kennen? 

⎕ Zeer slecht    ⎕ Goed 

⎕ Slecht     ⎕ Zeer goed 

⎕ Neutraal (niet slecht, niet goed) 

 

Vraag 23: Wie was de initiatiefnemer van het project? Er zijn meerdere antwoorden mogelijk. 

⎕ (Toekomstige) bewoners   ⎕ Architect 

⎕ Gemeente    ⎕ Weet ik niet 

⎕ Woningcorporatie   ⎕ Anders, namelijk: 

⎕ Procesbegeleider (bv. SIR-55, BIEB)    

 
 
 

Vraag 24: Wat is het bouwjaar van uw woning (opleveringsjaar)? Indien u het niet exact weet, kunt u 

een schatting geven.  

 

 

 

Vraag 25: Sinds welk jaar woont u in uw huidige woning?  

 

 

 

Vraag 26: Hoeveel woningen telt het project? Indien u het niet exact weet, kunt u een schatting geven.  

 

 

 

Vraag 27: Uit welk(e) woningtype(n) bestaat het project? Er zijn meerdere antwoorden mogelijk. 

⎕ Vrijstaande woningen 

⎕ Twee onder een kap woningen 

⎕ Patiowoningen 

⎕ Rijwoningen 

⎕ Appartementen, flatwoningen, etagewoningen, boven- en benedenwoningen 

⎕ Onzelfstandige wooneenheden (gezamenlijk gebruik van keuken en/of toilet) 

⎕ Weet ik niet 

⎕ Anders, namelijk:  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

1x 2-11x 1x 2-3x 1x 2-5x

Bouwproces
(Bijna) 

nooit

per 

jaar

per 

jaar

per 

maand

per 

maand

per 

week

per 

week

(Bijna) 

dagelijks

1. Formeel contact (bv. koperskijkdagen, 

bouwvergadering met aannemer, hoogste 

punt bijeenkomst)

⎕ ⎕ ⎕ ⎕ ⎕ ⎕ ⎕ ⎕

2. Informeel contact (voor de gezelligheid, bv. 

uiteten (voor of na bijeenkomst), elkaar 

bezoeken, naar de bioscoop)

⎕ ⎕ ⎕ ⎕ ⎕ ⎕ ⎕ ⎕
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Vraag 28: In wat voor woningtype woont u? 

⎕ Vrijstaande woning 

⎕ Twee onder een kap woning 

⎕ Patiowoning 

⎕ Rijwoning 

⎕ Appartement, flatwoning, etagewoning, boven- of benedenwoning 

⎕ Onzelfstandige wooneenheid (gezamenlijk gebruik van keuken en/of toilet) 

⎕ Anders, namelijk:  

 
 

 

Vraag 29: Bestaat het project uit koop- en/of huurwoningen? 

⎕ Koopwoningen 

⎕ Huurwoningen 

⎕ Koop- en huurwoningen 

⎕ Weet ik niet 

 

Vraag 30: Is uw woning een koop- of huurwoning? 

⎕ Koopwoning 

⎕ Huurwoning 

 

Vraag 31: Bevat het project gemeenschappelijke voorzieningen? Denk aan ontmoetingsruimte (bv. 

woonkamer), keuken, hobbyruimte, sportruimte, wasserette en/of tuin? 

⎕ Nee, ga verder met vraag 33 

⎕ Ja 

 

Vraag 32: Welke gemeenschappelijke voorzieningen zijn aanwezig binnen het project?  

 

 

Vraag 33: Geef voor de volgende stelling aan in welke mate u het ermee eens of oneens bent: “Samen 

leven (met behoud van privacy) staat centraal onder de bewoners van het project”.  Samen leven 

duidt op een bepaalde manier van leven waarbij regelmatig contact met buurtgenoten, het bieden van hulp 

(hand- en spandiensten, advies, middelen), het delen van voorzieningen (bv. gemeenschappelijke tuin, 

hobbyruimte) en/of het ondernemen van gezamenlijke activiteiten (bv. samen koken, fietstocht) centraal 

staan. 

⎕ Zeer oneens   ⎕ Eens 

⎕ Oneens    ⎕ Zeer eens 

⎕ Neutraal 

 

 

Gemeenschappelijke voorzieningen Niet aanwezig Aanwezig

1. Ontmoetingsruimte (bv. woonkamer) ⎕ ⎕

2. Keuken ⎕ ⎕

3. Hobbyruimte (bv. werkplaats, atelier, computerruimte) ⎕ ⎕

4. Sportruimte (bv. fitness, cardio, yoga) ⎕ ⎕

5. Wasserette (was- en/of droogruimte) ⎕ ⎕

6. Tuin ⎕ ⎕

7. Anders: ___________________________________________________ ⎕ ⎕
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Vraag 34: Geef aan in welke mate u het eens of oneens bent met de volgende stellingen over de 

homogeniteit (soortgelijkheid) tussen u en uw buren van het project.  

 

Deel 5:  Buurtkenmerken 

Deze vragen gaan over de buurt waar u woont.  

 

Vraag 35: Wat is uw postcode? Uw postcode is van belang om aanvullende informatie over uw buurt te 

kunnen achterhalen via het Centraal Bureau voor de Statistiek (CBS, zoals stedelijke dichtheid, 

bevolkingssamenstelling).  

 

 

 

Vraag 36: Sinds welk jaar woont u in deze buurt?  

 

 

 

Vraag 37: Onderstaande stellingen gaan over uw ervaren veiligheid in de buurt. Geef per stelling 

aan in welke mate u het ermee eens of oneens bent.  
 

 
 

Vraag 38: Geef voor onderstaande aspecten aan in welke mate deze een probleem in uw buurt 

vormen. 

 
 

  

Buurtveiligheid

Zeer 

oneens Oneens Neutraal Eens

Zeer 

eens

1. Het is veilig om overdag in de buurt rond 

te wandelen
⎕ ⎕ ⎕ ⎕ ⎕

2. Het is veilig om 's nachts in de buurt rond 

te wandelen
⎕ ⎕ ⎕ ⎕ ⎕

Buurtproblemen

Geen 

probleem

Klein 

probleem

Groot 

probleem

1. Vandalisme ⎕ ⎕ ⎕

2. Zwerfvuil en afval ⎕ ⎕ ⎕

3. Geuren en dampen ⎕ ⎕ ⎕

4. Aanvallen en straatberovingen ⎕ ⎕ ⎕

5. Inbraken ⎕ ⎕ ⎕

6. Verstoring door kinderen of jongeren ⎕ ⎕ ⎕

7. Verkeer (drukte, snelheid) ⎕ ⎕ ⎕

8. Lawaai ⎕ ⎕ ⎕

 

 

Bijvoorbeeld: 1234AB 

 

Stellingen homogeniteit buren:

Zeer 

oneens Oneens Neutraal Eens

Zeer 

eens

1. Mijn buren hebben (vrijwel) allemaal  dezelfde leeftijd 

als ik
⎕ ⎕ ⎕ ⎕ ⎕

2. Mijn buren hebben (vrijwel) allemaal dezelfde etnische 

groepering als ik
⎕ ⎕ ⎕ ⎕ ⎕

3. Mijn buren hebben (vrijwel) allemaal dezelfde 

huishoudenssamenstelling  als ik
⎕ ⎕ ⎕ ⎕ ⎕

4. Mijn buren hebben (vrijwel) allemaal dezelfde 

huishoudensinkomensklasse  (laag, midden, hoog) als ik
⎕ ⎕ ⎕ ⎕ ⎕
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Deel 6:  Buurtcohesie en burenhulp 

Deze vragen gaan over de sociale cohesie in de buurt en de toegang tot burenhulp zoals u deze ervaart. 

 

Vraag 39: De volgende stellingen gaan over uw gevoel van saamhorigheid in de buurt. Geef per 

stelling aan in welke mate u het ermee eens of oneens bent.  

 

Vraag 40: De volgende stellingen gaan over uw gevoel van verbondenheid met de buurt. Geef per 

stelling aan in welke mate u het ermee eens of oneens bent.  

 

Vraag 41: De volgende stellingen gaan over uw gevoel van verbondenheid met uw buurtgenoten. 

Geef per stelling aan in welke mate u het ermee eens of oneens bent. 

Zeer Zeer

Gevoel van saamhorigheid oneens Oneens Neutraal Eens Eens

1. Ik voel mij thuis in de buurt ⎕ ⎕ ⎕ ⎕ ⎕

2. De vriendschappen en relaties die ik heb met mijn 

buurtgenoten betekenen veel voor mij
⎕ ⎕ ⎕ ⎕ ⎕

3. Als mijn buurtgenoten iets van plan zijn, zie ik het 

als iets wat "wij" doen in plaats van iets wat "zij" 

doen

⎕ ⎕ ⎕ ⎕ ⎕

4. Ik denk dat ik hetzelfde denk als de meeste 

buurtgenoten over wat belangrijk is in het leven
⎕ ⎕ ⎕ ⎕ ⎕

5. Ik voel mij loyaal aan mijn buurtgenoten ⎕ ⎕ ⎕ ⎕ ⎕

6. Ik ben bereid om met anderen samen te werken 

om mijn buurt te verbeteren
⎕ ⎕ ⎕ ⎕ ⎕

7. Ik denk dat ik hetzelfde ben als mijn buurtgenoten ⎕ ⎕ ⎕ ⎕ ⎕

8. Een gevoel van saamhorigheid is sterk aanwezig 

tussen mij en mijn buurtgenoten
⎕ ⎕ ⎕ ⎕ ⎕

9. Wonen in deze buurt geeft mij een gevoel van 

saamhorigheid
⎕ ⎕ ⎕ ⎕ ⎕

Zeer Zeer

Gevoel van verbondenheid met buurt oneens Oneens Neutraal Eens Eens

1. Over het algemeen voel ik mij erg aangetrokken 

tot het wonen in deze buurt
⎕ ⎕ ⎕ ⎕ ⎕

2. Mocht de kans zich voordoen, dan zou ik graag uit 

deze buurt verhuizen
⎕ ⎕ ⎕ ⎕ ⎕

3. Ik ben van plan om de komende jaren een 

bewoner van deze buurt te blijven
⎕ ⎕ ⎕ ⎕ ⎕

Zeer Zeer

Gevoel van verbondenheid met buurtgenoten oneens Oneens Neutraal Eens Eens

1. Ik bezoek mijn buurtgenoten in hun woningen ⎕ ⎕ ⎕ ⎕ ⎕

2. Als ik advies nodig heb, kan ik aankloppen bij 

iemand uit mijn buurt
⎕ ⎕ ⎕ ⎕ ⎕

3. Ik geloof dat mijn buurtgenoten mij zouden helpen 

in geval van nood
⎕ ⎕ ⎕ ⎕ ⎕

4. Ik leen spullen van/aan buurtgenoten en ik wissel 

gunsten uit met mijn buurtgenoten
⎕ ⎕ ⎕ ⎕ ⎕

5. Ik heb zelden buurtgenoten op bezoek in mijn 

woning
⎕ ⎕ ⎕ ⎕ ⎕

6. Ik maak regelmatig een praatje met mijn 

buurtgenoten
⎕ ⎕ ⎕ ⎕ ⎕
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Vraag 42: De volgende stellingen gaan over uw toegang tot emotionele steun. Geef per stelling aan 

in welke mate u, wanneer gewenst, zou kunnen rekenen op steun van personen uit uw buurt. Kijk 

alleen naar andere familie (ooms, tantes, neven, nichten, etc.), buurtgenoten en vrienden in uw buurt. Laat 

emotionele steun van uw directe familieleden buiten beschouwing. 

 

Vraag 43: De volgende stellingen gaan over uw toegang tot instrumentele steun. Geef per stelling 

aan in welke mate u, wanneer gewenst, zou kunnen rekenen op steun van personen uit uw buurt. 

Kijk alleen naar andere familie (ooms, tantes, neven, nichten, etc.), buurtgenoten en vrienden in uw buurt. 

Laat instrumentele steun van uw directe familieleden buiten beschouwing. 

Zeer Zeer

Ik heb, wanneer gewenst, een: oneens Oneens Neutraal Eens Eens

1. Buurtgenoot die mij opvrolijkt ⎕ ⎕ ⎕ ⎕ ⎕

2. Buurtgenoot die mij een luisterend oor biedt 

wanneer ik wil praten
⎕ ⎕ ⎕ ⎕ ⎕

3. Buurtgenoot die mij goede raad geeft ⎕ ⎕ ⎕ ⎕ ⎕

4. Buurtgenoot die mij genegenheid toont ⎕ ⎕ ⎕ ⎕ ⎕

5. Buurtgenoot die mij troost ⎕ ⎕ ⎕ ⎕ ⎕

6. Buurtgenoot die mij adviseert hoe ik mijn 

problemen kan oplossen
⎕ ⎕ ⎕ ⎕ ⎕

7. Buurtgenoot die mij gerust stelt ⎕ ⎕ ⎕ ⎕ ⎕

8. Buurtgenoot om mijn zorgen en angsten mee te 

delen
⎕ ⎕ ⎕ ⎕ ⎕

9. Buurtgenoot die mijn problemen begrijpt ⎕ ⎕ ⎕ ⎕ ⎕

10. Buurtgenoot met wie ik over mijzelf en mijn 

problemen kan praten
⎕ ⎕ ⎕ ⎕ ⎕

Zeer Zeer

Ik heb, wanneer gewenst, een: oneens Oneens Neutraal Eens Eens

1. Buurtgenoot die mij een lift geeft ⎕ ⎕ ⎕ ⎕ ⎕

2. Buurtgenoot die mij naar de dokter brengt bij ziekte ⎕ ⎕ ⎕ ⎕ ⎕

3. Buurtgenoot die mij helpt in bijzondere gevallen 

(bv. opvangen van kinderen, openstellen van 

badkamer tijdens verbouwing)

⎕ ⎕ ⎕ ⎕ ⎕

4. Buurtgenoot die mij helpt met mijn dagelijkse 

klusjes (bv. boodschapje doen, eten klaarmaken)
⎕ ⎕ ⎕ ⎕ ⎕

5. Buurtgenoot die mij helpt in mijn huishouding (bv. 

schoonmaken, bed opmaken)
⎕ ⎕ ⎕ ⎕ ⎕

6. Buurtgenoot die mij helpt bij kleine klusjes (bv. 

container aan de straat zetten, vervangen lamp)
⎕ ⎕ ⎕ ⎕ ⎕

7. Buurtgenoot die mij helpt bij grote klussen (bv. 

dakgoot leeghalen, hoge heg snoeien)
⎕ ⎕ ⎕ ⎕ ⎕

8. Buurtgenoot die kleine spullen aan mij uitleent (bv. 

gereedschap)
⎕ ⎕ ⎕ ⎕ ⎕

9. Buurtgenoot die grote spullen aan mij uitleent (bv. 

auto, aanhangwagen)
⎕ ⎕ ⎕ ⎕ ⎕

10. Buurtgenoot die een klein bedrag aan mij leent 

(maximaal €100)
⎕ ⎕ ⎕ ⎕ ⎕

11. Buurtgenoot die op mijn woning past wanneer ik 

voor meerdere dagen van huis ben (planten, dieren, 

tuin, brievenbus)

⎕ ⎕ ⎕ ⎕ ⎕

12. Buurtgenoot die mij helpt bij het invullen van 

formulieren (bv. aanvragen uitkering, belasting, 

diensten)

⎕ ⎕ ⎕ ⎕ ⎕

13. Buurtgenoot die mij helpt met mijn persoonlijke 

verzorging (bv. wassen, aankleden, 

wondverzorging)

⎕ ⎕ ⎕ ⎕ ⎕
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Deel 7:  Einde van de vragenlijst 

Dit is het einde van de vragenlijst. Controleer alstublieft of u niets over het hoofd heeft gezien.  

 

Als dank voor het invullen van deze vragenlijst verloot ik onder de respondenten één VVV cadeaubon ter 

waarde van €50,-. Deze cadeaubon is te besteden bij 24.000 verkooppunten, waaronder winkelketens (bv. 

Blokker, Bruna, Hema), (attractie)parken (bv. Efteling, Madame Tussauds), restaurants en musea. Wilt u 

kans maken op de cadeaubon en/of bent u benieuwd naar de resultaten van het onderzoek? Geef dit dan 

hieronder aan en vul tevens uw e-mailadres in zodat ik u kan bereiken. Deze informatie wordt niet in het 

onderzoek opgenomen, zodat uw antwoorden anoniem blijven.  

 

⎕ Ik wil mee-loten voor de cadeaubon  

⎕ Ik wil de onderzoeksresultaten ontvangen 

 

E-mail: ___________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 

 

Indien u de winnaar bent en/of de resultaten wilt ontvangen, dan neem ik te zijner tijd contact met u op. 

 

Heeft u nog opmerkingen? Dan kunt u deze achterlaten in het kader hieronder. 
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Appendix 3: Deleted cases  

As presented in section 5.3.2, 427 respondents of 60 new construction CPC projects filled in the 

questionnaire. 15 cases (1 online and 14 paper) were deleted due to several reasons: 

 

- Eight cases were deleted because the respondents returned an incomplete questionnaire. They 

skipped too many questions regarding the independent variables and/or dependent variables. 

 

- One case was deleted because the respondent accidentally overlooked page 4 and 5 of the 

hardcopy questionnaire and consequently did not fill in the questions about provided social 

support to neighbours, phase of involvement, duration of involvement, frequency of contact with 

future neighbours, getting to know their future neighbours, initiator, date of completion, length of 

residence at current address, project size and housing types. Although some of the answers of the 

latter questions can be traced on the basis of the zip code, there remained too many unanswered 

questions. 

 

- One case was deleted because the respondent regularly filled in two answers where only one 

answer was allowed (e.g. items regarding perceived neighbourhood social cohesion and perceived 

social support from neighbours). 

 

- One case was deleted because the respondent filled the questionnaire in with their partner. They 

both filled in their genders and ages. This was not allowed, so this case was removed from the 

study.  

 

- One case was deleted because all items regarding perceived neighbourhood social cohesion and 

perceived social support from neighbours were answered with strongly agree. The respondent 

also answered the two negative formulated items of perceived neighbourhood social cohesion with 

strongly agree. However, to remain in line with the other answers, the respondent should have 

answered these two items with strongly disagree. Since this was not the case, the case was deleted.  

 

- One case was deleted because the respondent answered all items regarding perceived 

instrumental support from neighbours with strongly disagree with the handwritten comment that 

he can fall back on his family. So, he did not fill in the items with the correct thought and, therefore, 

this case was deleted.  

 

- Two cases were deleted because the dwelling of the respondent was (probably) not part of the CPC 

project. It concerns one respondent of De Kersentuin (Utrecht) and one respondent of De 

Buitenkans (Almere). This was possible due to a fault of the researcher. The data collection among 

the residents of De Kersentuin started at the wrong side of the street. The respondent with a zip 

code of 3544VH was therefore deleted. The data collection among the residents of De Buitenkans 

took place by e-mail. The contact person probably send the e-mail to all residents of the 

Buitenkans, including the 7 Individual Private Commissioning (IPC) dwellings. De Buitenkans was 

developed in two phases. The first phase was the CPC project, consisting of 48 detached-, semi-

detached- and row dwellings which were completed no later than February 2007. The second 

phase was the IPC project, consisting of 7 detached dwellings which were built after the CPC 

project (De Buitenkans, 2016). The answers of the respondent regarding housing type (detached 

dwelling) and construction year (2009) seem to indicate that their dwelling was not part of the 

CPC project and was therefore deleted.  
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Appendix 4: Data preparation of independent variables  

This appendix describes the data preparation of the collected data regarding the independent variables. It 

describes the visual inspection of the histograms and normal Q-Q plots of the interval- and ratio variables 

to test the normal distribution of these variables. It also describes the recoding of the interval- and ratio 

variables with a skewed normal distribution. Moreover, this appendix also describes the recoding of the 

nominal- and ordinal variables. This is necessary because several variables have too many groups for the 

analyses. No profound attention will be devoted to replacing the missing values, remarkable responses (e.g. 

outliers) and minor mistakes. In general, the missing values, remarkable responses and minor mistakes 

have been replaced by the mean score of that variable unless indicated otherwise. 

 

Individual characteristics  

This study consists of 22 individual characteristics. No recoding was necessary for gender and home-

ownership. The remainder of this section describes the other individual variables. 

 

Age 

Age was assessed by asking the respondents about their age on a ratio level of measurement (N years). A 

visual inspection of the histogram and normal Q-Q plot (figure 4.1) shows that age is not normally 

distributed because it has a bimodal distribution. Therefore, recoding was necessary. Since it was not 

possible to create an approximately normal distributed interval variable, it has been decided to recode the 

ratio variable into an ordinal variable with four classes: ≤ 35 years (N=174; %=42.2), 36-50 years (N=83; 

%=20.1), 51-65 years (N=86; %=20.9) and ≥ 66 years (N=69; %=16.7). 

 

 

 

 

Partnership 

Partnership was assessed by asking the respondents if they have a partner. They were able to answer this 

question with five answer options, namely: (1) yes, I’m married, (2) yes, but I’m not married, (3) no, I’m 

divorced, (4) no, I’m a widow/-er and (5) no (other). As shown in table 4.1, the nominal variable with five-

classes has been recoded into a nominal variable with two-classes: (1) having a partner and (2) having no 

partner. 

 

 
 

Partnership N % Recoded to N %

Yes, married 202 49.0

Yes, not married 125 30.3

No, divorced 12 2.9

No, widowed 15 3.6

No (other) 58 14.1

Total 412 100 412 100

Partner

No partner 20.6

79.4

85

327

Figure 4.1: Histogram (left) and normal probability plot (right) of age 

Table 4.1: Recoding of partnership 
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Ethnic background 

Ethnic background was assessed by asking the respondents about the ethnic group they feel they belong to 

the most. The respondents were able to answer this question with nine answer options, namely: (1) Dutch, 

(2) Belgian, (3) Turkish, (4) Moroccan, (5) Polish, (6) Surinamese, (7) Antillean/Aruban, (8) Indonesian 

and (9) other. Eight respondents indicated to have another ethnic background (German: 2; Greek: 1; Indian: 

1; Italian: 1; Spanish: 1; Russian: 1 and South American: 1). As shown in table 4.2, the nominal variable with 

ten-classes has been recoded into a nominal variable with two-classes: (1) Dutch and (2) other. 

 

 
 

 

Education 

Education was assessed by asking the respondents about their highest education level on an 8-point scale, 

ranging from (1) no education to (8) university degree or higher. As shown in table 4.3, the ordinal variable 

with eight-classes has been recoded into an ordinal variable with three-classes according to the guideline 

of the Statistics Netherlands (CBS, 2008): (1) low, (2) medium and (3) high. 

 

 
 

 

Employment 

Employment was assessed by asking the respondents about their current employment status. The 

respondents were able to answer this question with five answer options, namely: (1) retired, (2) none, (3) 

part time (≤11 hours per week), (4) part time (12-34 hours per week) and (5) full time (≥35 hours per 

week). As shown in table 4.4, the ordinal variable with five-classes has been recoded into an ordinal 

variable with three-classes: (1) none/retired, (2) part time and (3) full time. 

 

 
 

 

Ethnic background N % Recoded to N %

Dutch 402 97.6 Dutch 402 97.6

German 2 0.5

Polish 1 0.2

Turkish 1 0.2

Greek 1 0.2

Indian 1 0.2

Italian 1 0.2

Spanish 1 0.2

Russian 1 0.2

South American 1 0.2

Total 412 100 412 100

Other 2.410

Education N % Recoded to N %

None 2 0.5

Primary 2 0.5

VMBO 19 4.6

MAVO 24 5.8

MBO 90 21.8

HAVO/VWO 22 5.3

HBO 174 42.2

WO 79 19.2

Total 412 100 412 100

11.447Low

27.2112Medium

61.4253High

Employment N % Recoded to N %

Retired 78 18.9

None 10 6.8

Part time (≤11 hours/week) 107 2.4

Part time (12-34 hours/week) 189 26.0

Full time (≥35 hours/week) 28 45.9 Full time 189 45.9

Total 412 100 412 100

25.7106None/retired

28.4117Part time

Table 4.2: Recoding of ethnic background 

Table 4.3: Recoding of education 

Table 4.4: Recoding of employment 
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Health status 

Health status was assessed by asking the respondents how they would rate their own health in the past 

year. The respondents were able to answer this question on a 5-point scale ranging from (1) poor to (5) 

very good. As shown in table 4.5, the ordinal variable with five-classes has been recoded into an ordinal 

variable with three-classes: (1) poor, not so good and okay, (2) good and (3) very good. 

 

 
 

 

Length of residence at current address 

Length of residence at current address was assessed by asking the respondents since what year they 

occupied their dwelling. The variable ranged between 2003 and 2016 and has been recoded in number of 

years (1=2016 to 14=2003). A visual inspection of the histogram and normal Q-Q plot (figure 4.2) shows 

that the length of residence at current address is approximately normally distributed. Therefore, further 

recoding was not necessary. Length of residence at current address will be included as an approximately 

normally distributed ratio variable in the analyses. 

 

  
 

 

Length of residence in neighbourhood 

Length of residence in neighbourhood was assessed by asking the respondents since what year they lived 

in the neighbourhood. The variable ranged between 1946 and 2016 and has been recoded in number of 

years (1=2016 to 71=1946). A visual inspection of the histogram and normal Q-Q plot (figure 4.3) shows 

that length of residence in neighbourhood is not normally distributed. Therefore, further recoding was 

necessary. Since it was not possible to create an approximately normal distributed interval variable, it has 

been decided to recode the ratio variable into an ordinal variable with three-classes: short 2014-2016 

(N=145; %=35.2), medium 2008-2013 (N=202; %=49.0) and long 1946-2007 (N=65; %=15.8). 

 

Health status N % Recoded to N %

Poor 4 1.0

Not so good 15 3.6

Okay 49 11.9

Good 256 62.1 Good 256 62.1

Very good 88 21.4 Very good 88 21.4

Total 412 100 412 100

16.568
Poor, not so good, 

okay

Table 4.5: Recoding of health status 

Figure 4.2: Histogram (left) and normal probability plot (right) of length of residence at current address 
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Housing type 

Housing type was assessed by asking the respondents in what housing type they live. The respondents were 

able to answer this question with seven answer options, namely: (1) detached dwelling, (2) semi-detached 

dwelling, (3) patio dwelling, (4) row dwelling, (5) apartment, (6) non-independent dwelling and (7) other. 

Ten respondents indicated to live in another dwelling type (connected: 6 and quadrant: 4). As shown in 

table 4.6, the nominal variable with seven-classes has been recoded into a nominal variable with two-

classes: (1) single-family dwelling and (2) multi-family dwelling. 

 

 
 

 

Local formal social participation 

Local formal social participation was assessed by asking the respondents in how many local organisations 

or clubs they are actively involved (N local organisations/clubs). A visual inspection of the histogram and 

normal Q-Q plot (figure 4.4) shows that the number of active memberships is approximately normally 

distributed. Therefore, recoding was not necessary. Local formal social participation will be included as an 

approximately normally distributed ratio variable in the analyses. 

 

Housing type N % Recoded to N %

Detached 15 3.6

Semi-detached 33 8.0

Row 227 55.1

Patio 66 16.0

Connected 6 1.5

Quadrant 4 1.0

Apartment 61 14.8 Multi-family 61 14.8

Total 412 100 412 100

85.2351Single-family

Figure 4.4: Histogram (left) and normal probability plot (right) of local formal social participation 

Figure 4.3: Histogram (left) and normal probability plot (right) of length of residence in neighbourhood 

Table 4.6: Recoding of housing types 
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Local informal social participation 

Local informal social participation was assessed by asking the respondents how often they conduct seven 

types of local social activities on an 8-point scale ranging from (1) (almost) never to (8) (almost) daily. The 

social activities consist of (1) visiting local cultural activity, (2) visiting local catering sector, (3) visiting 

local community center, (4) practicing sports outside the house, (5) visiting local sports competitions, (6) 

visiting local shops for pleasure, and (7) visiting local friends or other relations or have them visit you. As 

shown in table 4.7 to 4.13, the ordinal variables with eight-classes have been recoded into ordinal variables 

with three classes. Visiting local cultural activities, visiting local community center and visiting local sports 

competitions have been recoded into (1) (almost) never, (2) annually and (3) monthly or more often. 

Visiting local catering sector, practicing sports/work out locally, visiting local shops for entertainment and 

visiting/getting visits from local family, friends and others have been recoded into (1) annually or less 

often, (2) monthly and (3) weekly. 

 

 
 

 

 
 

 

 
 

 

Visiting local cultural activities N % Recoded to N %

(Almost) never 106 25.7 (Almost) never 106 25.7

1 time per year 74 18.0

2-11 times per year 170 41.3

1 time per month 37 9.0

2-3 times per month 18 4.4

1 time per week 5 1.2

2-5 times per week 2 0.5

(Almost) daily 0 0.0

Total 412 100 412 100

15.062
Monthly or more 

often

Annually 244 59.2

Visiting local catering sector N % Recoded to N %

(Almost) never 20 4.9

1 time per year 10 2.4

2-11 times per year 134 32.5

1 time per month 81 19.7

2-3 times per month 102 24.8

1 time per week 50 12.1

2-5 times per week 13 3.2

(Almost) daily 2 0.5

Total 412 100 412 100

Annually or less 

often
39.8164

Monthly

Weekly 15.865

44.4183

Visiting local community center N % Recoded to N %

(Almost) never 306 74.3 (Almost) never 306 74.3

1 time per year 20 4.9

2-11 times per year 43 10.4

1 time per month 15 3.6

2-3 times per month 7 1.7

1 time per week 19 4.6

2-5 times per week 2 0.5

(Almost) daily 0 0.0

Total 412 100 412 100

Annually 63 15.3

Monthly or more 

often
43 10.4

Table 4.7: Recoding of visiting local cultural activity 

Table 4.8: Recoding of visiting local catering sector 

Table 4.9: Recoding of visiting local community center 
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Neighbourhood social participation 

Neighbourhood social participation was assessed by asking the respondents how often they conduct 

neighbourhood activities, such as a neighbourhood party or neighbourhood clean-up, on an 8-point scale 

ranging from (1) (almost) never to (8) almost daily. As shown in table 4.14, the ordinal variable with eight-

classes has been recoded into an ordinal variable with three-classes: (1) (almost) never, (2) annually, and 

(3) monthly and more often. 

 

Practicing sports/work out locally N % Recoded to N %

(Almost) never 46 11.2

1 time per year 3 0.7

2-11 times per year 25 6.1

1 time per month 10 2.4

2-3 times per month 42 10.2

1 time per week 105 25.5

2-5 times per week 149 36.2

(Almost) daily 32 7.8

Total 412 100 412 100

Annually or less 

often
74 18.0

Monthly 52 12.6

Weekly 286 69.4

Visiting local sports competitions N % Recoded to N %

(Almost) never 235 57.0 (Almost) never 235 57.0

1 time per year 26 6.3

2-11 times per year 54 13.1

1 time per month 25 6.1

2-3 times per month 29 7.0

1 time per week 37 9.0

2-5 times per week 6 1.5

(Almost) daily 0 0.0

Total 412 100 412 100

Annually 80 19.4

Monthly or more 

often
97 23.5

Visiting local shops for entertainment N % Recoded to N %

(Almost) never 122 29.6

1 time per year 17 4.1

2-11 times per year 84 20.4

1 time per month 61 14.8

2-3 times per month 53 12.9

1 time per week 54 13.1

2-5 times per week 17 4.1

(Almost) daily 4 1.0

Total 412 100 412 100

Monthly 114 27.7

Weekly 75 18.2

Annually or less 

often
223 54.1

Visiting/getting visits from locals N % Recoded to N %

(Almost) never 12 2.9

1 time per year 2 0.5

2-11 times per year 43 10.4

1 time per month 47 11.4

2-3 times per month 72 17.5

1 time per week 111 26.9

2-5 times per week 109 26.5

(Almost) daily 16 3.9

Total 412 100 412 100

Annually or less 

often
57 13.8

Monthly 119 28.9

Weekly 236 57.3

Table 4.10: Recoding of practicing sports/work out locally 

Table 4.11: Recoding of visiting local sports competitions 

Table 4.12: Recoding of visiting local shops for entertainment 

Table 4.13: Recoding of visiting/getting visits from local family, friends and others 
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Provided social support to neighbours 

Provided social support to neighbours was assessed by asking the respondents about the frequency they 

provided emotional- and instrumental social support to neighbours, without taking the household- and 

direct family members into account on an 8-point scale ranging from (1) (almost) never to (8) (almost) 

daily. As shown in table 4.15 and 4.16, the ordinal variables with eight-classes have been recoded into 

ordinal variables with three-classes: (1) (almost) never, (2) annually and (3) monthly or more often. 

 

 
 

 

 
 

 

Household characteristics  

This study consists of four household characteristics. No recoding was necessary for household car-

ownership. The remainder of this section describes the other household variables. 

 

Household size 

Household size was assessed by asking the respondents to indicate how many people they have in their 

household, including oneself, categorised by (1) adults (≥18 years), (2) young children (≤11 years) and (3) 

older children (12-17 years). The sum of these categories resulted in the total size of the household. A visual 

inspection of the histogram and normal Q-Q plot (figure 4.5) shows that household size is approximately 

normally distributed. Therefore, further recoding was not necessary. Household size will be included as an 

approximately normally distributed ratio variable in the analyses. 

 

Neighbourhood social participation N % Recoded to N %

(Almost) never 91 22.1 (Almost) never 91 22.1

1 time per year 104 25.2

2-11 times per year 171 41.5

1 time per month 24 5.8

2-3 times per month 11 2.7

1 time per week 7 1.7

2-5 times per week 4 1.0

(Almost) daily 0 0.0

Total 412 100 412 100

Annually 275 66.7

Monthly or more 

often
46 11.2

Provided emotional support to neighbours N % Recoded to N %

(Almost) never 82 19.9 (Almost) never 82 19.9

1 time per year 34 8.3

2-11 times per year 103 25.0

1 time per month 56 13.6

2-3 times per month 52 12.6

1 time per week 50 12.1

2-5 times per week 27 6.6

(Almost) daily 8 1.9

Total 412 100 412 100

Annually 137 33.3

Monthly or more 

often
193 46.8

Provided instrumental support to neighbours N % Recoded to N %

(Almost) never 52 12.6 (Almost) never 52 12.6

1 time per year 44 10.7

2-11 times per year 149 36.2

1 time per month 46 11.2

2-3 times per month 62 15.0

1 time per week 40 9.7

2-5 times per week 15 3.6

(Almost) daily 4 1.0

Total 412 100 412 100

Monthly or more 

often
167 40.5

Annually 193 46.8

Table 4.14: Recoding of neighbourhood social participation 

Table 4.15: Recoding of provided emotional support to neighbours 

Table 4.16: Recoding of provided instrumental support to neighbours 
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Household composition 

Household composition (1=household without children and 2=household with children) has been derived 

from the variable household size. The respondents who indicated to have no children in their household 

were recoded as a household without children and the respondents who indicated to have children in their 

household were recoded as a household with children. As a result, 71.6% of the sample consists of a 

household without children (aged ≤ 17 years) and 28.4% of the sample consists of a household with 

children (aged ≤ 17 years). 

 

Household income 

Household income was assessed by asking the respondents about their net monthly household income 

including social benefits, pensions and salaries on an 9-point scale ranging from (1) €1000 or less to (9) 

€4501 or more. The respondents who did not know their net household income or who did not want to 

answer this question were able to tick the box “I do not know/I will not say”. A total of 46 respondents did 

not indicate their household income. These missing values were therefore replaced by the mean score of 

this variable while taking the age of the respondent and the number of adults in their household into 

account. As shown in table 4.17, the ordinal variable with nine-classes has been recoded into an ordinal 

variable with three-classes: (1) low net household income of less than €2001 per month, (2) moderate net 

household income of €2001-€3000 per month and (3) high net household income of more than €3000 per 

month. 

 

 
 
 
  

(Net) household income N % Recoded to N %

Less than €1001 per month 2 0.5

€1001-€1500 per month 17 4.1

€1501-€2000 per month 46 11.2

€2001-€2500 per month 62 13.6

€2501-€3000 per month 48 11.7

€3001-€3500 per month 87 11.7

€3501-€4000 per month 64 15.3

€4001-€4500 per month 48 11.7

More than €4500 per month 38 9.2

Total 412 100 412 100

15.865Low

26.7110Moderate

57.5237High

Figure 4.5: Histogram (left) and normal probability plot (right) of household size 

Table 4.17: Recoding of household income 
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Social  network characteristics  

This study consists of four social network characteristics. This section describes the social network 

variables. 

 

Local social network size 

Local social network size was assessed by asking the respondents to define the number of persons in their 

neighbourhood with whom they maintain an important relationship, without taking the household 

members into account. The respondents indicated the size of their local social network according to four 

categories: (1) number direct family members in the neighbourhood, (2) number of other family members 

in the neighbourhood, (3) number friends in the neighbourhood and (4) number of other neighbours (other 

than family and friends). The missing values were solved by replacing them by the mean score for each 

relational category. The highest outliers were solved by replacing them by the highest acceptable value. 

The sum of these categories resulted in the total size of local social network. A visual inspection of the 

histogram and normal Q-Q plot (figure 4.6) shows that local social network is not normally distributed. 

Nevertheless, it has been decided to not recode this ratio variable and to take as starting point for the 

analyses that the variable is approximately normally distributed. Therefore, local social network size will 

be included as an approximately normally distributed ratio variable in the analyses. 

 

  
 

 

Non-local social network size 

Non-local social network size was assessed by asking the respondents to define the number of persons 

outside their neighbourhood with whom they maintain an important relationship. The respondents 

indicated the size of their non-local network according to three categories and three types of locations. The 

three relational categories consisted of (1) direct family members, (2) other family members and (3) 

friends. The types of locations consisted of (1) in the same city/village, (2) in another city/village (<30 

minutes travel time by car) and (3) in another city/village (>30 minutes travel time by car). As a result, the 

respondent filled in nine answers regarding the size of their non-local social network (see section 5.2.2). 

The missing values were solved by replacing them by the mean score for each relational category at a 

certain location. The highest outliers were solved by replacing them by the highest acceptable value. The 

sum of these categories resulted in the total size of non-local social network. A visual inspection of the 

histogram and normal Q-Q plot (figure 4.7) shows that non-local social network size is not normally 

distributed. Nevertheless, it has been decided to not recode this ratio variable and to take as starting point 

for the analyses that the variable is approximately normally distributed. Therefore, non-local social 

network size will be included as an approximately normally distributed ratio variable in the analyses. 

Figure 4.6: Histogram (left) and normal probability plot (right) of local social network size 
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Contact with local social network 

Contact with local social network was assessed by asking the respondents to indicate for the four relational 

categories in the neighbourhood how frequent they have contact on an 8-point scale ranging from (1) 

(almost) never to (8) (almost) daily. When a respondent has, for example, no direct family members in the 

neighbourhood, one had to tick the box “inapplicable”. First, the missing values were solved by replacing 

them by the mean score for each relational category. Second, the respondents who ticked the box 

“inapplicable” were assigned to score 1. Third, for each respondent, the four answers were summed. The 

sum of these categories resulted in the total frequency of contact with the local social network. A visual 

inspection of the histogram and normal Q-Q plot (figure 4.8) shows that contact with the local social 

network is approximately normally distributed. Therefore, further recoding was not necessary. Contact 

with local social network will be included as an approximately normally distributed interval variable in the 

analyses. 

 

  
 

 

Contact with non-local social network 

Also for this variable, the respondents indicated for the three relational categories outside the 

neighbourhood how frequent they have contact on an 8-point scale ranging from (1) (almost) never to (8) 

(almost) daily. When a respondent has, for example, no direct family members outside the neighbourhood, 

one had to tick the box “inapplicable”. First, the missing values were solved by replacing them by the mean 

score for each relational category. Second, the respondents who ticked the box “inapplicable” were assigned 

to score 1. Third, for each respondent, the three answers were summed. The sum of these categories 

resulted in the total frequency of contact with the non-local social network. A visual inspection of the 

histogram and normal Q-Q plot (figure 4.9) shows that contact with the non-local social network is 

Figure 4.7: Histogram (left) and normal probability plot (right) of non-local social network size 

Figure 4.8: Histogram (left) and normal probability plot (right) of contact with local social network 
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approximately normally distributed. Therefore, further recoding was not necessary. Contact with non-local 

social network will be included as an approximately normally distributed interval variable in the analyses. 
 

 
 

 

CPC process characteristics  

This study consists of eight CPC process characteristics. This section describes the CPC process variables. 

In general, 132 respondents were not present during the plan phase of the CPC project and 92 respondents 

were not present during the construction phase of the CPC project. As a result, they were allowed to skip 

several questions related to: duration of involvement (2-items), contact with future neighbours (4-items) 

and getting to know future neighbours (1-item). In order to prevent that these respondents will be 

disregarded in the analyses, due to the missing values with respect to these variables, these respondents 

have been assigned to the most obvious answer-category. Regarding to duration of involvement, they have 

been assigned to “zero months”. Regarding to contact with future neighbours, they have been assigned to 

“(almost) never”. Regarding to getting to know future neighbours, they have been assigned to “(very) bad”. 
 

Initiator 

Initiator was assessed by asking the respondents who initiated the CPC project. The respondents were able 

to answer this question with six answer options, namely: (1) residents, (2) municipality, (3) housing 

association, (4) process coordinator, (5) architect, and (6) other. By comparing the responses of the 

respondents by CPC project it became clear that the responses varied widely. Therefore, it has been decided 

to reduce the answers to two categories: (1) (future) users/residents and (2) other. Nevertheless, in some 

cases it was still unclear who initiated the CPC project. To solve this problem, Bouwen In Eigen Beheer 

(BIEB, Eindhoven) checked the list with initiators. The recoded variable with the two-classes will be 

included in the analyses. 
 

Phase of involvement 

Phase of involvement was assessed by asking the respondents about the moment they started to participate 

in the CPC project and could be answered with six answer options: (1) initiative phase, (2) definition phase, 

(3) design phase, (4) contract phase (5) construction phase and (6) residential-/management phase. As 

shown in table 4.18, the original ordinal variable with six-classes has been recoded into an ordinal variable 

with five-classes: (1) initiative phase, (2) definition phase, (3) design phase, (4) construction phase and (5) 

management phase. 
 

Figure 4.9: Histogram (left) and normal probability plot (right) of contact with non-local social network 

Table 4.18: Recoding of phase of involvement 

Phase of involvement N % Recoded to N %

Initiative phase 118 28.6 Initiative phase 118 28.6

Definition phase 80 19.4 Definition phase 80 19.4

Design phase 63 15.3

Contract phase 19 4.6

Construction phase 40 9.7 Construction phase 40 9.7

Management-/residential phase 92 22.3 Management phase 92 22.3

Total 412 100 412 100

19.982Design phase
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Informal contact plan phase N % Recoded to N %

(Almost) never 216 52.4 (Almost) never 216 52.4

1 time per year 36 8.7

2-11 times per year 75 18.2

1 time per month 39 9.5

2-3 times per month 27 6.6

1 time per week 13 3.2

2-5 times per week 3 0.7

(Almost) daily 3 0.7

Total 412 100 412 100

26.9111Annually

20.685
Monthly or more 

often

Duration of involvement 

Duration of involvement was assessed by asking the respondents two items on a ratio level of measurement 

(N years and N months): duration of plan phase (initiative to start construction) and duration of 

construction phase (start construction to completion). The total duration of involvement was calculated by 

adding up both answers. The highest outliers were solved by replacing them by the highest acceptable 

value. A visual inspection of the histogram and normal Q-Q plot (figure 4.10) shows that duration of 

involvement is approximately normally distributed. Therefore, recoding was not necessary. Duration will 

be included as an approximately normally distributed ratio variable in the analyses. 
 

 
 

 

Contact with future neighbours 

Contact with future neighbours was assessed with four indicators: formal contact plan phase, informal 

contact plan phase, formal contact construction phase and informal contact construction phase. The 

respondents were asked to indicate for each item how frequently they had contact with the individuals in 

the CPC group during the development- and construction process. The respondents were able to answer 

these items on an 8-point scale ranging from (1) (almost) never to (8) (almost) daily. As shown in table 

4.19 to 4.22, the ordinal variables with eight-classes have been recoded into ordinal variables with three 

classes. Formal contact plan phase and formal contact construction phase have been recoded into (1) 

annually or less often, (2) monthly and (3) weekly. Informal contact plan phase and informal contact 

construction phase have been recoded into (1) (almost) never, (2) annually and (3) monthly or more often. 
 

 
 

 

 

Formal contact plan phase N % Recoded to N %

(Almost) never 135 32.7

1 time per year 1 0.2

2-11 times per year 63 15.3

1 time per month 115 27.9

2-3 times per month 59 14.3

1 time per week 26 6.3

2-5 times per week 6 1.5

(Almost) daily 7 1.7

Total 412 100 412 100

48.3199
Annually or less 

often

9.5Weekly

42.2174Monthly

39

Figure 4.10: Histogram (left) and normal probability plot (right) of duration of involvement 

Table 4.19: Recoding of formal contact plan phase 

Table 4.20: Recoding of informal contact plan phase 
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Getting to know future neighbours 

Getting to know future neighbours was assessed by asking the respondents how well they got to know their 

future neighbours during the process on a 5-point Likert scale ranging from (1) very bad to (5) very good. 

As shown in table 4.23, the ordinal variable with five-classes has been recoded into an ordinal variable with 

three-classes: (1) (very) bad and neutral, (2) good, and (3) very good. 

 

 
 

 

CPC product characteristics  

This study consists of eleven CPC product characteristics. No recoding was necessary for home-ownership 

and presence of (types of) common facilities. The remainder of this section describes the other CPC product 

variables. 

 

Date of completion 

Date of completion was assessed by asking the residents about the year of completion of their dwelling on 

a ratio level of measurement (N). The variable ranged between 2002 and 2016 and has been recoded in 

number of years (1=2016 to 15=2002). A visual inspection of the histogram and normal Q-Q plot (figure 

4.11) shows that date of completion is approximately normally distributed. Therefore, recoding was not 

necessary. Date of completion will be included as an approximately normally distributed ratio variable in 

the analyses. 

 

Formal contact construction phase N % Recoded to N %

(Almost) never 99 24.0

1 time per year 3 0.7

2-11 times per year 116 28.2

1 time per month 105 25.5

2-3 times per month 54 13.1

1 time per week 20 4.9

2-5 times per week 8 1.9

(Almost) daily 7 1.7

Total 412 100 412 100

Annually or less 

often
218 52.9

Monthly 159 38.6

Weekly 35 8.5

Informal contact construction phase N % Recoded to N %

(Almost) never 185 44.9 (Almost) never 185 44.9

1 time per year 44 10.7

2-11 times per year 85 20.6

1 time per month 47 11.4

2-3 times per month 30 7.3

1 time per week 10 2.4

2-5 times per week 6 1.5

(Almost) daily 5 1.2

Total 412 100 412 100

Annually 129 31.3

Monthly or more 

often
98 23.8

Getting to know future neighbours N % Recoded to N %

Very bad 93 22.6

Bad 3 0.7

Neutral 114 27.7

Good 166 40.3 Good 166 40.3

Very good 36 8.7 Very good 36 8.7

Total 412 100 412 100

51.0210
(Very) bad and 

neutral

Table 4.21: Recoding of formal contact construction phase 

Table 4.22: Recoding of informal contact construction phase 

Table 4.23: Recoding of getting to know future neighbours 
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Project size 

Project size was assessed by asking the respondents about the number of dwellings within the CPC project 

(N dwellings). A visual inspection of the histogram and normal Q-Q plot (figure 4.12) shows that project 

size is not normally distributed. Therefore, recoding was necessary. Since it was not possible to create an 

approximately normal distributed interval variable, it has been decided to recode the original ratio variable 

into an ordinal variable with three-classes: small project with 20 dwellings or less (N=147; %=35.7), 

medium project with 21 to 50 dwellings (N=180; %=43.7) and large project with 51 or more dwellings 

(N=85; %=20.6). 

 

 
 
 

Housing types 

Housing types was assessed by asking the respondents about the housing types within the CPC project. 

They were able to answer this question with six answer options: (1) detached dwellings, (2) semi-detached 

dwellings, (3) patio dwellings, (4) row dwellings, (5) apartments, (6) non-independent dwellings, and (7) 

other. As shown in table 4.24, the answers varied widely. The nominal variable with twelve-classes has 

been recoded into a nominal variable with three-classes: (1) single-family dwellings, (2) multi-family 

dwellings and (3) single- and multi-family dwellings. 

 

Figure 4.11: Histogram (left) and normal probability plot (right) of date of completion 

Figure 4.12: Histogram (left) and normal probability plot (right) of project size 
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CPC resident characteristics  

This study consists of five CPC resident characteristics. This section describes the recoded CPC resident 

variables. 

 

Presence of collaborative lifestyle 

Collaborative lifestyle was assessed by asking the respondents to what extent they agree or disagree with 

the following statement: “living together (while maintaining privacy) is a central vision among the 

residents of the CPC project”. The residents were able to answer this statement on a five-point Likert scale 

ranging from (1) strongly disagree to (5) strongly agree. As shown in table 4.25, the ordinal variable with 

five-classes has been recoded into an ordinal variable with two-classes: (1) not present and (2) present. 

 

 
 

 

Presence of homogeneity 

Presence of homogeneity was assessed with four indicators: presence of age homogeneity, -ethnic 

background homogeneity, -household composition homogeneity and -household income homogeneity. The 

respondents were asked to indicate for each statement (e.g. my neighbours and I have (almost) all the same 

age) to what extent they feel that they are homogeneous with the residents of the CPC project on a 5-point 

Likert scale ranging from (1) strongly disagree to (5) strongly agree. As shown in table 4.26 to 4.29, the 

ordinal variables with five-classes have been recoded into ordinal variables with two-classes: (1) not 

present and (2) present. 

 

 
 

 

Housing types N % Recoded to N %

Row 83 20.1

Patio 55 13.3

Connected 6 1.5

Detached and semi-detached 6 1.5

Detached, semi-detached and row 23 5.6

Detached, semi-detached, row and patio 31 7.5

Semi-detached and row 77 18.7

Row and patio 15 3.6

Row and quadrant 16 3.9

Apartments 39 9.5 Multi-family 39 9.5

Row and apartments 39 9.5

Row, patio and apartments 22 5.3

Total 412 100 412 100

14.861
Single- and multi-

family

75.7312Single-family

Presence of collaborative lifestyle N % Recoded to N %

Strongly disagree 17 4.1

Disagree 75 18.2

Neutral 119 28.9

Agree 152 36.9

Strongly agree 49 11.9

Total 412 100 412 100

51.2211Not present

48.8201Present

Presence of age homogeneity N % Recoded to N %

Strongly disagree 35 8.5

Disagree 105 25.5

Neutral 58 14.1

Agree 172 41.7

Strongly agree 42 10.2

Total 412 100 412 100

Present 214 51.9

Not present 198 48.1

Table 4.24: Recoding of housing types project 

Table 4.25: Recoding of presence of collaborative lifestyle 

Table 4.26: Recoding of presence of age homogeneity 
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Neighbourhood characteristics  

This study consists of nine neighbourhood characteristics. No recoding was necessary for presence of the 

six types of neighbourhood facilities (presence of supermarket, -other grocery stores, -cafeteria, -café, -

restaurant, and -primary school). The remainder of this section describes the recoded neighbourhood 

variables. 

 

Perceived neighbourhood safety 

Perceived neighbourhood safety was assessed by asking the respondents about the safety in the 

neighbourhood. It was assessed with 2-items: (1) it is safe to walk around the neighbourhood at daytime 

and (2) it is safe to walk around the neighbourhood at night. The respondents were able to answer the 

statements on a 5-point Likert scale ranging from (1) strongly disagree to (5) strongly agree. A total score 

for perceived neighbourhood safety has been calculated by adding up both items with equal weighting. The 

lowest outliers were solved by replacing them by the lowest acceptable value. A visual inspection of the 

histogram and normal Q-Q plot (figure 4.13) shows that perceived neighbourhood safety is approximately 

normally distributed. Therefore, recoding was not necessary. Perceived neighbourhood safety will be 

included as an approximately normally distributed interval variable in the analyses. 

Presence of ethnic background homogeneity N % Recoded to N %

Strongly disagree 10 2.4

Disagree 32 7.8

Neutral 30 7.3

Agree 218 52.9

Strongly agree 122 29.6

Total 412 100 412 100

Not present 72 17.5

Present 340 82.5

Presence of household composition homogen. N % Recoded to N %

Strongly disagree 29 7.0

Disagree 149 36.2

Neutral 81 19.7

Agree 120 29.1

Strongly agree 33 8.0

Total 412 100 412 100

Not present 259 62.9

Present 153 37.1

Presence of household income homogeneity N % Recoded to N %

Strongly disagree 20 4.9

Disagree 118 28.6

Neutral 195 47.3

Agree 76 18.4

Strongly agree 3 0.7

Total 412 100 412 100

Present 79 19.2

Not present 333 80.8

Table 4.27: Recoding of presence of ethnic background homogeneity 

Table 4.28: Recoding of presence of household composition homogeneity 

Table 4.29: Recoding of presence of household income homogeneity 
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Urban density N % Recoded to N %

Not urbanized 122 29.6

Little urbanized 74 18.0

Moderately urbanized 131 31.8 Moderately 131 31.8

Strongly urbanized 40 9.7

Very strongly urbanized 45 10.9

Total 412 100 412 100

20.685(Very) strongly

47.6196Not and little 

 
 

 

Perceived neighbourhood problems 

Perceived neighbourhood problems was assessed by asking the respondents about their perception of local 

problems. It was assessed with 8-items about vandalism, litter and rubbish, smells and fumes, assaults and 

muggings, burglaries, disturbance by children or youngsters, traffic, and noise. The respondents were able 

to answer the items on a 3-point scale consisting of (1) not a problem, (2) small problem and (3) big 

problem. A total score for perceived neighbourhood problems has been calculated by adding up the items 

with equal weighting. The highest outliers were solved by replacing them by the highest acceptable value. 

A visual inspection of the histogram and normal Q-Q plot (figure 4.14) shows that perceived neighbourhood 

problems is approximately normally distributed. Therefore, recoding was not necessary. Perceived 

neighbourhood problems will be included as an approximately normally distributed interval variable in 

the analyses. 
 

 
 
 
 

Urban density 

Urban density was assessed by asking the respondents about their zip code. The zip code was used to 

indicate the degree of urbanization with data of Statistics Netherlands (CBS, 2013). As shown in table 4.30, 

the ordinal variable with five-classes has been recoded into an ordinal variable with three-classes: (1) little 

or less urbanized, (2) moderately urbanized and (3) (very) strongly urbanized. 

 

 

 

 

  

Figure 4.13: Histogram (left) and normal probability plot (right) of perceived neighbourhood safety 

Figure 4.14: Histogram (left) and normal probability plot (right) of perceived neighbourhood problems 

Table 4.30: Recoding of urban density 
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Appendix 5: Data preparation of perceived neighbourhood social cohesion  

This appendix describes the data preparation of the dependent variable perceived neighbourhood social 

cohesion. 

 

Histograms of perceived neighbourhood social cohesion  items 

All 18-items of the perceived neighbourhood social cohesion instrument are visualised in the histograms 

below (figure 5.1, 5.2 and 5.3). As shown, most histograms are more or less normally distributed. 

 

 

  

  
  Figure 5.1: Histograms of perceived neighbourhood social cohesion items (1/3) 
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Figure 5.2: Histograms of perceived neighbourhood social cohesion items (2/3) 
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Total perceived neighbourhood social  cohesion  score and recoding 

All 18-items of the perceived neighbourhood social cohesion instrument have been summed with equal 

weighting. Two items – “given the opportunity, I would like to move out of this neighbourhood” and “I 

rarely have neighbours over to my house to visit” – were first recoded because these statement were 

negatively keyed in the questionnaire (1=5, 2=4, 3=3, 4=2, and 5=1). The histogram and normal Q-Q plot of 

the total score are visualised in figure 5.4. As shown, the distribution shows a negative skew. The boxplot 

(not shown) showed ten outliers, so it has been decided to replace these ten outliers with the mean score 

of 67.6. The histogram and normal Q-Q plot of the recoded variable are visualised in figure 5.5. As can be 

seen, perceived neighbourhood social cohesion is now approximately normally distributed. Therefore, the 

variable will be considered as a normally distributed interval variable in the analyses. 

 

 

Figure 5.3: Histograms of perceived neighbourhood social cohesion items (3/3) 

Figure 5.4: Histogram (left) and normal Q-Q plot (right) of perceived neighbourhood social cohesion before recoding 
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  Figure 5.5: Histogram (left) and normal Q-Q plot (right) of perceived neighbourhood social cohesion after recoding 
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Appendix 6: Data preparation of perceived social  support from neighbours  

This appendix describes the data preparation of the dependent variable perceived social support from 

neighbours.  

 

Histograms of perceived social support from neighbours  items 

All 23-items of the perceived social support from neighbours instrument are visualised in the histograms 

below (figure 6.1, 6.2, 6.3 and 6.4). As shown, most histograms are more or less normally distributed. 

 

  

  

  
  Figure 6.1: Histograms of perceived social support from neighbours items (1/4) 



Master thesis Page 214 

 

  

  

  
Figure 6.2: Histograms of perceived social support from neighbours items (2/4) 
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Figure 6.3: Histograms of perceived social support from neighbours items (3/4) 
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Total perceived social support from neighbours score and recoding  

All 23-items of the perceived social support from neighbours instrument have been summed with equal 

weighting. The histogram and normal Q-Q plot of the total score are visualised in figure 6.5. As shown, the 

distribution shows a negative skew. The boxplot (not shown) showed eleven outliers, so it has been decided 

to replace these eleven outliers with the mean score of 77.8. The histogram and normal Q-Q plot of the 

recoded variable are visualised in figure 6.6. As can be seen, perceived social support from neighbours is 

now approximately normally distributed. Therefore, the variable will be considered as a normally 

distributed interval variable in the analyses. 

 

   
 

 

  

Figure 6.5: Histogram (left) and normal Q-Q plot (right) of perceived social support from neighbours before recoding 

Figure 6.6: Histogram (left) and normal Q-Q plot (right) of perceived social support from neighbours after recoding 

Figure 6.4: Histogram of perceived social support from neighbours item (4/4) 



Master thesis Page 217 

Appendix 7: One-way ANOVA results  

This appendix provides an overview of the results of the one-way ANOVA analyses of the ordinal variables. 

These results complement the results of the Spearman’s rank order correlation analyses as described in 

chapter 7. Two variables – age and phase of involvement – have different outcomes in the one-way ANOVA 

and Spearman’s rank order correlation analyses. Age only showed a significant relationship with 

neighbourhood cohesion in de one-way ANOVA analysis and phase of involvement only showed a 

significant relationship with neighbourhood cohesion in the Spearman’s rank order correlation analysis. 

Nevertheless, it has been decided to include both variables in the multiple regression analyses of perceived 

neighbourhood social cohesion. 

 
 

  

ANOVA (complementary to Spearman's Rho) F Sig. (2 tailed) F Sig. (2 tailed) 

Age 3.435* 0.017 1.618 0.185

Education 0.735 0.480 4.542* 0.011

Employment 1.453 0.235 1.043 0.353

Health status 0.631 0.533 1.289 0.277

Length of residence in neighbourhood 3.027* 0.050 3.985* 0.019

Visiting local cultural activity 6.199** 0.002 7.531** 0.001

Visiting local catering sector 1.364 0.257 0.255 0.775

Visiting local community center 3.023* 0.050 6.466** 0.002

Practicing sports/work out locally 5.011** 0.007 3.558* 0.029

Visiting local sports competitions 4.907** 0.008 0.876 0.417

Visiting local shops for entertainment 2.481 0.085 2.343 0.097

Visiting/getting visits from locals 8.879** 0.000 8.115** 0.000

Neighbourhood social participation 35.069** 0.000 22.427** 0.000

Provided emotional support to neighbours 21.655** 0.000 29.422** 0.000

Provided instrumental support to neighbours 15.346** 0.000 18.078** 0.000

Household income 7.007** 0.001 6.123** 0.002

Household car-ownership 0.039 0.962 0.307 0.736

Phase of involvement 1.326 0.259 0.698 0.594

Formal contact plan phase 8.016** 0.000 6.800** 0.001

Informal contact plan phase 7.619** 0.001 9.255** 0.000

Formal contact construction phase 11.163** 0.000 9.676** 0.000

Informal contact construction phase 7.942** 0.000 9.246** 0.000

Getting to know future neighbours 26.149** 0.000 22.461** 0.000

Project size 4.439* 0.012 8.813** 0.000

Urban density 1.184 0.307 7.821** 0.000

* Significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed)

** Significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed)

Neighbourhood cohesion Neighbour-support

Table 7.1: One-way ANOVA analyses of ordinal variables (N=412) 
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