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1. Research methodology

1.1. Research objective and the methods used

This research studies the attitude towards so®aking and the expectations related to these
institutions. It also aims to define for which vahable groups (i.e. potential beneficiaries of abci
housing) this kind of service is more suitable.

For the above purpose quantitative sociologicatassh has been conducted with the uséhef
face-to- face interview method.

Group discussions (focus groups) were held to ensure the appromese of the research
instrument used (questionnair@his was done through defining the indicators taresasured in
the course of quantitative research. Thereforeumrdiscussions had an auxiliary, rather than
independent function and served the developmettteofiluestionnaire.

Focus groups were conducted with:

1. Thilisi and Rustavi municipality representati@ilisi staff took part in the implementation of
the social housing project; Rustavi staff had atention to establish this kind of service in
Rustavi);

2. Beneficiaries of the social housing program (yaiDPs);
3. Staff of the agencies for social services.

Finally, a structured questionnaire was developé&e. questionnaire included the following blocks:
a) Family demography; b) Living conditions; c¢) F&is economic situation and benefits; d)
Family environment and family relations; e) Willmgss to get living space; e) Conditions of
moving into social housing; f) Social policy reldtssues.

1.2. The Sample
The survey was conducted in the five cities wheie planned to construct social housing. These
are Thilisi, Rustavi, Gori, Batumi and Zugdidi.

The families from the above cities, selected agetafgeneral) unitywere presumably most
interested in getting the living space in the doe@using. The survey covered the following three
groups:

GR1. The families who recently applied to the citunicipality to improve their housing
conditions;



GR2. The families who are included in the integddéabase for vulnerable families, whose rating
score falls below 57 thousand and have very badsihg conditions (According to the social
agent’s assessment, the apartment is in a verghegae).

GR3. IDPs that left Abkhazia and Tskhinvali in ##90s.
GR1 is hereafter referred to as “Applicants’, GR2The vulnerable’ and GR3 as ‘IDPs’.

Due to poor social and economic conditions, theilfas falling under the above mentioned
categories are the groups most willing to get tvepace in social housing. (However, they are not
the only groups interested in this).

The sample size was determined with the followialget into consideration: It had to allow for
data analysis by cities and above listed groupmmaide. Also, sample error for 50% parameter
could be maximum 5% with 95% reliability.

The research used stratified sampling. Each city disided into three strata. Each stratum was
composed of the families belonging to the samemrdte general unity was divided into 15 strata.

The families were selected from the strata usiegstmple random sampling method.

The number of interviews by cities and groups &spnted in Table 1.1.

Table 1.1.
Group
City G'l G2 G3

Applicants The Vulnerable IDPs Total
Thilisi 140 151 144 435
Rustavi 80 158 148 386
Batumi 31 151 150 332
Zugdidi 26 152 180 358
Gori 20 148 171 339
Total 297 760 793 1850

1.3. Data analysis

The sociological data were processed using SPSSankdyze the data different univariate,
bivariate and multivariate methods (unidimensiofraiquency distribution, mean, correlation,
regression, etc) were used.




2. The main factors determining the demand for livi ng space in
social housing

Bad living conditions are not enough for the famtidymake a decision and apply for space in social
housing, since there are certain requirementsabtial housing residents.

To determine the factors determining the submissiahe application to get living space as well as
the impact of these factors, we looked at the fiasiildifferent characteristics, like household
structure, demography, living conditions, socialimnment, welfare level, etc.

2.1. Willingness to live in social housing

To start living in a new, well furnished apartmeista natural desire of many families. However,

there are some obstacles that prevent them fromesting space in social housing. These are
moving from the habitual living place, stigma, tiear of losing social benefits, the requirements
they have to meet when living in social housing, et

Depending on the level of a family’s willingness get space in social housing, the population
under research was broken down ithoee categories. To make the breakdown, we used the
responses to question(/ould you like to get an apartment in social bimg?’) as well as to the
block of questiong]1-J11), which explained the requirements set for the dwekd social housing
(11 requirements, altogether). (See the questiomadtiached).

After analyzing the families’ responses, the foliogvgroups were formed:

CATL1. The families who said in response to questibthat they wanted to get an apartment in
social housing and agreed to all the requirementgiestions J1-J11 (response code ‘1");

CAT2. The families who said in response to questibthat they wanted to get an apartment in
social housing, but did not agree to at least egelirement in J1-J11;

CAT3. The families who said in response to quesktothat they did not want to get an apartment
in social housing.

We label the families in category CATIhe relevant’, those in category CAT2 Fhe hesitant’,
and category CAT3 T he resistant’.

The data say that almost half of the target pomriaiesponds positively to question I1. However,
all the requirements set for the dwellers in sohlsing (J1-J11) are acceptable for one third of
the group According to the final results, the share of the fanilies willing to get an apartment

in social housing constitutes 9.7 thousand familiesf the target population.

Diagram 2.1 shows the estimated number of the feslilling to get apartments in social housing
by cities and groups (This issue will be discussadore detail in Chapter 4).



Diagram 2.1 Estimated number of the families willing to gt apartment in social housing (arranged by
cities and groups) (Thousand families)
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2.2. Family demography
The average size of the family in the surveyed gr(8172) is not, essentially, different from the

average size of the household in the country (3.64)

However, the average size of the families variegioyps. In particulaapplicants(G1 group) are
relatively big and their average size reaches 4. Jike of the families in Category CAT1 is even
bigger (4.1).

The applicant families also differ from the survéygopulation by age structure. They include

fewer family members of pensionable age and a highmber of children and the big average size
of applicant families is determined by a large nembf children. In particular, in the researched

population the average number of family membergenisionable age is 0.48, whereas in applicant
families the corresponding showing is 0.26. The benof children under 18 constitutes 1.02 in the

above population and 1.41 among applicants.

Table 2.1. shows the average number of the faméynbers of different age in the group under
research



Table 2.1.Average number of the members of different aghénfamilies arranged by cities and groups

Average Average Average Average
>0 number of number of number of number of
% 5 | children aged | children aged family family
s 0-6 7-18 members aged members
19-64 above 64
Thilisi 3.80 0.44 0.62 2.25 0.49
o Rustavi 3.27| 0.31 0.65 1.82 0.49
g= Batumi 3.30 0.35 0.59 2.01 0.35
O Zugdidi 3.72 0.38 0.49 2.38 0.48
Gori 3.27 0.38 0.61 1.89 0.39
0 Applicants 3.99 0.56 0.86 2.31 0.26
g’ The vulnerable 3.41 0.40 0.65 1.83 0.53
(3 IDPs 3.82 0.43 0.58 2.35 0.46
Population 3.72 0.42 0.60 2.22 0.48

It seems that large families have a more negagvegption of bad housing conditions. Also, they
are more active. That is why they often submit mpgibns more often.

In the 54.7% of the households of the surveyedujation lives at least one adolescent under 18
and the people of pensionable age are encounterdtei38.5% of households. Comparison by
cities does not show important age related diffegers for the applicant families, their 69.0%

includes adolescents under 18, whereas the fam@yiers of pensionable age are only in the
22.4% of families.

The largest number of people of pensionable agmaésuntered in vulnerable families (45.5% of
families has the members of pensionable age).

Diagram 2.2. shows the share of the families wimosmbers belong to different age groups.

Diagram 2.2 Distribution of the families whose members beltm different age groups
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2.1. Living conditions
The living conditions of the surveyed populatioe guite poor. Almost two fifths of IDPs still

lives in camps, abandoned buildings, former hatelsd the space not suitable for living (hospitals,
carriages, etc). This is basically true for IDP8.2%6).

As for non-IDP population, 16.5% lives in the spaog suitable for living. The highest percentage of
such population lives in Thilisi (18.1%) and thevést percentage in Rustavi (8.3%) (see Diagram 2.3)

Diagram 2.3.Distribution of non-IDP population by the spacéaile and unsuitable for living
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munsuitablefor living
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Tbilisi  Rustavi  Batumi  Zugdidi Gori Total

42.2% of the surveyed population owns the apartwbete it lives; 56.2% does not own the space
where it currently lives (1.6% abstained from tmswvaer to this question). More specifically, the

share of respondents not owning the dwelling spgacemposed of the following categories: 18.0%
is temporarily using public space; 18.4% is living abandoned buildings, 14.8% lives in a

relative’s or friend’s apartment or some spacéeapartment and only 5% rents the apartment.

The share of families not owning an apartment g eglly high among the applicant families.
Their 79.8% has no place of dwelling (see Diagra).2

Diagram 2.4.Share of households without apartments in diffegeatips
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86% of interviewed families lives alone, 9% liveghfriends or relatives, 3% holds some space in
the friend’s apartment (lives together with theeid) and 1.3% lives with the family from which
they have rented/leased the space.

The families living with another family also prevamong the applicants (20.3%) compared to the
showing for the entire sample (13.7%).

2.3 Dwelling space
The respondents most often have one (37.5%) on3@®%) room apartments. 2.1% of families

owns the apartments with five or more rooms.

According to living space the families were brolgmwn intotwo groups. We assumed that a
family does not have enough space and lives incdlffconditions because of small space if one
person holds less than four square meters or twaooe people live in one room.

According to this criterion, almost every tenth fhnfor 9.8% of families) does not have enough
space. This problem is most topical in Gori (14.8%families) and least important in Rustavi
(5.8%).

The problem of inadequate space is much more acupplicant families. Almost every fourth
family is in a difficult condition.

Diagram 2.5 shows the share of families who arthémost difficult condition in terms of living
space. These families are arranged by cities amapgr

Diagram 2.5. Share of families in the most difficult condition ferms of living space (arranged by cities
and groups)
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Such difficult conditions of course influence thellwgness to receive an apartment in social
housing. But they do not directly determine thistHe group, rejecting the space in social housing,



5.8% des not have enough space. At the same tmhe28.6% without enough space turned out to
be relevant to receiving space in a social hou@ndpelong to group CAT1).

2.4. Problems related to dwelling conditions

Respondents had the opportunity to assess theityevkthe problems related to the condition of
their apartment. Evaluation was made using a Btpsmale. The scale showed the level of the
severity of problems. In particular, Code 1 indéchthat the family was not worried about the
problem, whereas Code 5 indicated that the prolestopical for the given family.

Interviews were basically held with vulnerable faes. Therefore, as expected, a common problem
for almost all the families was repairs (the meatu® for the severity of the problem was 3.93).
The vulnerable families had the highest showingmamad to other households (4.70).

The lowest mean score was given to the problenadectlto rent payment. The reason is that a
small share of researched population lives on (B840 of families). However, the problem related
to the payment of rent cannot be a strong motivedquesting space in social housing.

Table 2.2demonstrates the mean scores for evaluating therigewf the problems related to
dwelling conditions. The data are arranged by iéied groups.

Table 2.2.The mean values for the assessnaéithe severity of the problems related to dwellxagditions
arranged by cities and groups

(1= family is not bothered by the problem; 5=prablis perceived as extremely severe)

City Group
c
Q
Problems _ _ c_gu_ 2 2
— = € i) o 8 [
0 o = o — o = o 0
5| 2| 8|8 2 g 25| §
= x @ N O < |[F3| 8
Apartment (house) is a dangerous state 286 PR.286|32.30| 2.46 2.74| 3.37| 3.49| 2.49
Apartment (house) is unfit for living (damp, nongbws, etc) 3.06 261 323 243 2p&R.93| 3.60| 3.71| 2.67
Apartment needs to be repaired 3]89 427 369 A06BB9| 3.93| 440| 4.70| 3.68
Apartment (house) is too small to live in 3.7 113] 3.50| 3.33 3.53 3.65| 4.03| 3.52| 3.69
Apartment (house) cannot be heated 347 353 B.292| 2.46| 3.38| 4.03| 3.99| 3.18
No electrical installation in the apartment 137 261} 2.02| 1.74 114 1.43| 1.77| 153 1.39
No opportunity to heat water and wash oneself 303.3.18| 3.83 3.72 3.003.36| 3.99| 4.06|] 3.12
Problem with drinking water 160 140 25%0 328 31/91.86| 2.19| 1.88| 1.8§
Apartment is far away, which is inconvenient 1/70.31| 2.20| 1.0 1.5¢ 1.60| 1.84| 1.67| 1.57
Rent 1.20| 1.48| 233 116 1.201.24| 2.42| 1.36| 1.19
Might be told to leave the apartment 203 1196 62.72.04| 1.75 2.04| 3.55| 1.83| 2.09

The table does not show significant difference leetwthe cities. The problems related to living
conditions are more seriously perceived in Batumadi l@ss seriously in Gori.
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The inter-group difference is more prominent. Pneblem with living conditions is perceived as
especially acute bgpplicants and thevulnerable. The mean score provided by the families of the
above categories exceeds, for almost every asfiertnean evaluation provided by the sample
population. It has to be noted that in some cadamagerous state of the apartment/house or its
unfitness for living) the vulnerable group’s evdloas demonstrate that they perceive the problem
as more acute than the applicants. IDPs give marvdemate evaluations, although they also
perceive some problems (the family does not haweigim space, apartment/house not repaired) as
quite acute (the mean score 3.69 and 3.68, respboti

The willingness to get space in social housingdbrglepends on the intensity of dissatisfaction
with the existing living conditions. In this respet is interesting to look at the share of those
families who named certain problems as especialgi® for their families (i.e. circled code ‘5
(see Table 2.3).

Table 2.3. Share of those families who name certain problesmsespecially severe for their
families (arranged by cities and groups ) (%)

City Group
c
8
Problems £ 2 2
= | E | B & | 8 o
a | 8| E|l s | | &2 S| o
5| 32|88 |8 g |85 &
= x @ N} O < |[F32| 2
Apartment (house) is a dangerous state 346 | 206 | 425 | 17.8 | 31.4 | 29.5 | 456 | 50.2 | 25.2
Apartment (house) is unfit for living (damp, nondbws, etc)| 34.8 | 26.6 | 43.4 | 17.9 | 32.1 | 33.0 | 50.6 | 50.4 | 25.9
Apartment needs to be repaired 55.9 | 67.8 | 54.6 | 57.0 | 57.0 | 63.1 | 74.7 | 85.0 | 47.8
Apartment (house) is too small to live in 55.2 | 418 | 52.8 | 38.8 | 52.0 | 57.0 | 67.8 | 51.5 | 52.0
Apartment (house) cannot be heated 429 | 437|388 | 7.8 |37.1|218|544 |54.6 | 313
No electrical installation in the apartment 25| 36210 41| 33| 31|136| 81| 17
No opportunity to heat water and wash oneself 442 | 36.2 | 63.4 | 43.7 | 440 | 39.2 | 615 | 59.8 | 38.7
Problem with drinking water 75| 79266 |41.3 (132|194 | 220|151 | 125
Apartment is far away, which is inconvenient 62| 36(222| 06| 58| 92137 | 6.7 | 54
Rent 44 (115 |31.7| 27| 53| 47336 | 81| 4.1
Might be told to leave the apartment 179 | 210|388 | 52| 16.8 | 15.6 | 56.6 | 15.6 | 16.7

The table shows that IDPs perceive dwelling relgteablems as the least severe, whereas for
applicants and the vulnerable these are the muestes@roblems. This case also shows that for the
vulnerable families the problem with dwelling is asute as for the applicants. Moreover, some
aspects of the problem are perceived by vulnerfabhdies as more serious.

Therefore, according to the data yielded by thevesyrtheproblems related to the dwelling
largely determine the willingness to get an apartmd in social housing. The more difficult
dwelling conditions are the higher is the willingnss to get living space.

The impact of dwelling problems on the desire to receive spacsocial housing is shown in
Diagram 2.6. The Diagram shows the extent of vwgliess to get space in the families that perceive
the dwelling related problems as acute.
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Diagram 2.6: The share of the families who are especially corex about dwelling related problems (in
terms of the willingness to receive space in tt@astousing) (%)
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The diagram shows that the willingness to get spasecial housing increases with the growth of
the share of families with dwelling problems.

2.5. Changing the place of residence
The majority of respondents (54.8%) has been liahthe present place of residence for over 10
years, 32.6% - from 3 to 10 years and 10.3% dss than 3 years.

The vast majority of surveyed families (85.9%) nas changed the place of residence; 6.3% has
changed the place of residence once, 4.3% - twidela/% - three times. It has rarely happened
that the families have moved to another place fioues or more frequently.

The most frequent mobility is encountered in Batuvhiere 42.4% of target families has changed
the address at least once for the last five y8drs. must be caused by the fact that in the recent
period a great number of residents in the colleatenters has changed the place of dwelling.

Most applications for social housing come from fdmailies without a permanent place of dwelling.
More than a half of applicants has changed theepdcesidence at least once.

Diagram 2.7. shows the number of changes in theepbf residence for the last five years. The
data are arranged by cities and groups.
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Diagram 2.7 Number of changes in the place of residence ferldlt five years (arranged by cities and
groups)
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2.6 Family income and economic status
This type of research does not show a full picafrlamily incomes since, when being interviewed,

respondents try to give an impression of poor peogbnceal, as much as possible, the sources of
income and state formal incomes, only (like penssacial benefit, salary, etc).

Over 2/3 of respondents name pension or socialfib@sethe main source of income, which points
to quite a low level of the family’s welfare. 41.58ays that the main source of family income is
pension; 32.6% names the reimbursement earnededyathily, whereas for 24.9%, the only
source of income is social benefits and/or IDPvedince (see Diagram 2.8).

Diagram 2.8.Distribution of families by the main sources of@me
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The share of families living on earned income & s$mallest in the vulnerable group (17.1%) (see
Diagram 2.9).

Diagram 2.9 Distribution of the main sources of family incosrgy cities and groups (%)
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As for the self-evaluation of the economic situatjorovided by families, a bit less than 50%
(43.6%) evaluates the financial situation of omaxn family as difficult or very difficult, almost
the same percentage (43.3%) as bad, and only 1@v@%aates it as average or above average. It
has to be mentioned that only 0.1% of the targpufation assesses one’s own economic status at
the above average level (see Diagram 2.10.).

Diagram 2.10. Distribution of families by the self-assessmenth&feconomic status (%)

0.7

m Difficult or very difficult
W Bad
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m Difficult to answer

The situation is the worst in Batumi where applisaand the vulnerable perceive themselves as the
most poor. 69.6% of applicants and 70.8% of thimemable point to difficult or very difficult
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economic situation of their families. The largelsare of the families with the average or above
average economic status can be found among IDPE%)see Diagram 2.11.).

Diagram 2.11 Distribution of families by the self-assessmeinth@ economic status (arranged by
cities and groups) (%)
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According to the families’ self-evaluation, the shaf the families in difficult or very difficult
economic situation is largest among the respondeiilisig to receive space in social housing
(63.6%). Their share is smaller among hesitantaredents (42.3%) and the smallest among the
respondents not willing to receive space in sdotising (35.4%). On the other hand, the share of
families assessing one’s own economic situatioav@sage or above average is the least among
those willing to reside in social housing (6.4%yice as high - among hesitant respondents
(13.3%) and even higher (14.1%) among the respuadmt willing to get space in social housing.
This proves once again that the respondents largelnk the improvement of their family’s
economic condition with the improvement of housingonditions.

The economic level is relatively high according iaerviewers’ evaluations. (Note: The
guestionnaire contains the section for the inteveres evaluation. In this section, the interviewer
assessed the family’s general economic situati@htha condition of the house/apartment. The
assessment was made using a 5 point seaeprding to this criterion, 10.1% of families liwen
extreme poverty, 17.3% is very poor and 47.1 %voigr. Almost every fourth family has average
or above average economic status (24.7%) (see @mdrl2.):
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Diagram 2.12.Distribution of families according to intervieweeyvaluation of their economic status (%)
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According to interviewers’ evaluation the largdsaie of extremely and very poor population can

be found in Rustavi (40.8%) and Batumi (37.7%)sdlthe share of the families with average and

above average income is the highest in Batumi 8%.5his showing is in variance with the self-

evaluation data.

The groups relate to each other in the same asdiogdo the data provided through self-
evaluation. In particular: according to intervies/eassessments the most difficult economic

situation is observed with applicants, whereas IDfsin better conditions than the other groups

covered by this research (see Diagram 2.13).

Diagram 2.13.The share of families with different economic citiot arranged by cities and groups
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3. Families’ social environment and family relation S

The large majority in all the three target gro(ip$-78%) states that their families nevget any

kind of financial or material help (like clothesold, etc) from relatives, friends or neighbors. Nor
do they help them with family problems in case eéd. The IDP group believes that they are most
deprived of this kind of helfsee Diagrams 3.1.-3.3.):

Diagram 3.1.

Do friends, relatives and neighbors help your family?
(financial assistance)

90

78.5 78.3
80 74.7

70

60

W Applicants
50

W The vulnerable

40 = IDPs

30

20 184

10
13 3 32

2.4
0 =l Bl ‘

06 18 13 0.1

— :

Regularly often rarely never difficult to no response
answer

Diagram 3.2.

Do friends, relatives and neighbors help your family?
(assistance with clothes, food, etc)

80

75.8

70

60

50

m Applicants

40

® The vulnerable

= IDPs
30

20

10

0.8 0.1
o —

0.4 0.8 1.3

Regularly often rarely never difficult to answer
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Diagram 3.3.

Do friends, relatives and neighbors help your family?
(with family problems)

83.5
80 - 75.776

70 -
60 -

50 -+ u Applicants

o The vulnerable

40 IDPs
30 -
20
10 6.1
4.2 53 4.6

1.0 0.1 0.1 . 2.0 2.5

0 i 4 1
Regularly often rarely never difficult to answer

Comparison byities shows the following difference: Although the faiedl, in any city, deny the
existence of help from, friends, relatives and hbas, Tbilisi and Zugdidi demonstrate the highest
share of those families, who claim not to be helpath money or things or in the case of family
problems. Zugdidi results are the most strikinghis respect (showings range between 89-97%).

As for the frequency of assistance, although thasng is the lowest in every city, Batumi, where

the assistance indicator fluctuates between 6-E2#ogdemonstrates a relatively high showing. The
highest share of material assistance (assistartbefead, clothes, etc) (11.6%) was demonstrated
just in Batumi.

As for the quality of the target groupselationship with their neighbors and relatives, ‘Basically
good relationship’ (55-67%) holds the leading posit It has to be mentioned that this kind of
relationship is even more positive with IDPs tharthe other groups. In particular, in the latter
group, ‘Very good relationship’ with neighbors aredatives (27-29%) significantly exceeds the
similar showing in the two other groups. We canabtede that this isaused by the fact that | DPs
live in collective centers and, also, by their negative past experience, which brings these people
closer to each other and determines their high involvement in community life.

It has to be mentioned, separately, that none e@frésearched group points to the existence of
conflict with neighbors or relatives (see Diagradné — 3.5):
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Diagram 3.4.
How would you describe your family’s relationship

with neighbors?

No relationship

Permanent conflict

Good relationship with some neighbors
Basically good relationship

Very good relationship. We are almost 17.0
! 5.3
one family 129.4

Difficult to answer

M Applicants

7.1 H The vulnerable
No relationship 11.8 IDPs

Permanent conflict
Good relationship with some neighbors
64.9

Basically good relationship

Very good relationship. We are almost ‘_15445
one family z 127.4
Difficult to answer Hé1

166.8

Diagram 3.5.

How would you describe your family’s relationship with relatives?

No relationship

M Applicants
M The vulnerable
IDPs

Permanent conflict

Good relationship with some of
them

64.9
Basically good relationship 55.8
| 66.8
13.4
Very good relationship. We are - 145

almost one family

0.8
Difficult to answer 2.1
0.6

Therefore,although all the three groups of respondents ardyasically, on good terms with
neighbors and relatives, the indicator of the assignce provided by the latter is still low. The
reason seems to be the economic difficulties facirthe population. When translated into
material and financial indicators, the benefits reeived cannot be used as a resource to assist
other people, given the existing economic hardship.

15.6
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As for intra-family conflict, the situation is the followingin general,a large number of
respondents (and, sometimes their absolute magjoxdgnies the existence of conflict in their
families. However, according to their responses,lited conflict situations can be split into two

groups:

» The absolute majority of respondents (about 97-99fdes thatsevere conflict(like
physical insult, adults rebuking children whichgimi develop into beating children, child’s
living home as a protest act, and a family membestpular intake of alcohol drinks or
alcoholism) is not typical of their families.

* Respondents point to the existence of relatidegs severe conflictmore frequently
(verbal insult between family members and arguméetsveen children). These fluctuate
between 12-20%.

Arguments between children are more frequently eskamong applicants and vulnerable
families Gometimesndrarely has been reported by about 17% of families).

Interview results are presented in more detailabl& 3.1.:

Table 3.1.
Target group
The
Applicants | Vulnerable | IDPs

How would you | No relationship 4.2% 3.9% 1.6%
describe your | Permanent conflict 0.7%
family’s relationship | Good relationship with some of them 12.1% 15.2% 9%5)0
with neighbors? Basically good relationship 66.2% 64.3% 64.0%

Very good relationship. We are almost one family .0%d 15.3%| 29.49

No response 0.3% 0.5%

Difficult to answer 0.3% 0.1%
How would you | No relationship 7.1% 11.8% 2.29
describe your | Permanent conflict 1.6% 0.2% 0.0%
family’s relationship | Good relationship with some of them 12.2% 15.6% %3)0
with relatives? Basically good relationship 64.9% 55.8% 66.8%

Very good relationship. We are almost one family AY3 14.5%| 27.49

No response 0.3% 0.1%

Difficult to answer 0.5% 2.0% 0.6%

The absolute majority (over 90%) in all the citéEmnies the existence of severe conflict. However,
the Zugdidi group is still different in this respéthe existence of conflict is denied by almdst a
the respondents). This result can be explainedhkyfact that the largest number of IDPs is
concentrated in Zugdidi, and IDPs, as mentioned/@bshow the highest involvement in family
live, which, naturally, reduces the possibilitycainflict.

Moderate conflict can be recorded more frequemmlyhe families from all the cities (verbal insult,
arguments between children). However, the resistahowing still reaches at least 70%.

Denial of the existence of family conflicts might & caused by cultural stereotypes. According
to these stereotypes it is inappropriate to make faily conflicts public and subject them to

public discussions. This could explain the fact thtarespondents find it easier to report the
existence of those conflicts that are not so severe
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4. Willingness to get apartment space in social hou  sing. The
determining factors

4.1. Willingness to get apartment space in social housing
Willingness to get apartment space in social haugmanifested or not so clearly manifested)
dominates in all the three groups. Howevapplicants show much stronger willingness
compared to the other groupsand the relevant showings reach the absolute majoriould
like to’ - 84.3%, ‘would probably like td - 5.3%). This is not surprising sincapplicants are
the group that addressed the municipality withdbmand for apartment space.

About the same number of vulnerable and IDP fasi{&7.5% and 31.7%, respectively) refuse
to get apartment space in social housing(6.3%)he least share of unwilling families is found
among applicants (6.3%). 4.2% of applicants, 1dt%he vulnerable and 5.7% of IDPs found
it difficult to answer the question.

Moving to social housing can be rejected for défd@rreasons. The main reason stated by the
vulnerable families is that they already have tlo&n apartment or house. IDPs do not like the

requirements set in relation to social housinigoAthis group has its own apartment and does
not want to change its living environment.

Detailed data are presented in Diagrams 4.1 and 4.2

Diagram 4.1.

Would you like to get apartment space in the social housing?

Applicants E

The vulnerable

IDPs 31.7

Yes H No B Don’t know. Have never thought about that.
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Diagram 4.2.

Would you like to get apartment space in social housing?

Probably, yes

Probably no

No, since | have an apartment /a house of my

own 26.3

No, since | don’t like the requirements of social
housing

No, since | don’t want to change my living
environment

I find it humiliating m Applicants
B The vulnerable

Other responses IDPs

Don’t know. Have never thought about that.

There are some differences betweencities. The largest share of families willing to get apsht
space in social housing is encountered in Batus6@s). The share of willing families is lower in
Thilisi by 10%. In Rustavii and Zugdidi almost mdhan a half of families does not want to move
into social housing (51.6% and 52%, respectiveyowever, the highest share of the families
refusing to move into social housing can be foun@ori (65%).

It seems that the families living in the cities ant to the conflict zone are least willing to get
apartment space, which might be related to thevoellg two factors: a) There are more IDPs in
Gori and Zugdidi (consequently, there were more Bgpondents in these cities); as mentioned
earlier, only about one thirds of IDPs is willing move to social housing; b) respondents try to
avoid unstable environment.

Those respondents who are not, in principle, agaims receipt of apartment space in social
housing (or, do not chose the response ‘NO’), ngamdmedthree factors determining their
willingness to move into social housing. These ar&mall living space; 2. Not owning a home;
3. Unbearable living conditions.

Comparison of the groups shows the following pietdDPs and applicants are more concerned
about the fact that they do not own a house /antrapat or live in too small apartments, whereas

the vulnerable complain about unbearable conditi@ven though, they are also worried about

inadequate living space and the fact that theyatdhave a private apartment/house (see Diagram
4.3):
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Diagram 4.3

Why are not you against receiving apartment space in social housing? Which factors
determine your position?

Can’t pay the rent

Would like to have a
house/apartment of our own

]30.4

Have very small living space 23.6
] 34.0

The space does not belong to
us and the owner tells us to
leave

Unbearable living conditions

Is too far

The owner can any time tell us
to leave; tired of expecting this
to happen

Other M Applicants

M The vulnerable
No response; Difficult to
answer

IDPs

The mentioned factors (not owning a home, smalcspand unbearable living conditions) are
priorities for all thefive cities covered by the given survey. However, guiterestingly, compared
to the other cities, ‘Inability to pay the rent’shdne highest showing for Batumi (about 15%).

4.2. Who is most entitled to use the services offered by social housing

According to the majority (sometimes, clear majgritof the respondents in all the interviewed
groups,anyone who has no apartment or has difficult livng conditions should be most
entitled to use social housinglt has to be noted that the subjective factore®to the foreground
in the IDP group and almost one fourth names thisig as the beneficiary with the maximum
entitlement (or the respondents name the group leéyng to as the most entitled beneficiary )
(See Diagram 4.4.):
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Diagram 4.4.

Which group, out of those listed below, is most entitled to
the services offered by social housing?

IDPs who do not own any 2.4
space and are not likely to 2.2

own it

| 23.2

Disabled persons with
difficult housing conditions

Recipient of social benefits

Shelterless persons

Everyone who has no
apartment or has difficult
housing conditions

Other
M Applicants
H The vulnerable

Difficult to answer IDPs

Similarly to the target group responses, in all ¢itees ‘Everyone who has no apartment or has
difficult housing conditions’ was named as the gronost entitled to living space in social housing.

4.3. Institutions making decisions regarding the entitlement to apartment space
According to most respondents in all the three pso(B4-43%) the decision about the
entitlement priorities should be made by the central government. Alsogtbaps show a certain
amount of trust (within 30%) in relation to a s@gcteering group set up for this purpose. It is
interesting to note, that the target groups dopssteive donor organizations as decision makers.
The share of local government bodies is also xedbtiow (see Diagram 4.5.):

Diagram 4.5.

Who, in your opinion, should make the decision regarding the
entitlement priorities in relation to the space in social housing?

384
Central government 33.9

12.6
Local government 12.0
4.6
9.6
Donor organizations 11.3
10.9

Steering group set up
for this purpose [31.2

|42.5

No response

M Applicants
M The vulnerable

Difficult to answer IDPs
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If these findings are viewed from the perspectifecibes, it turns out that Thilisi, Zugdidi and
Batumi respondents name the central governmertieasliécision maker (The results were most
prominent in Zugdidi - 87%). In the Batumi groupe central government is followed by local
government, whereas in Thilisi and Zugdidi thetca government is followed by the commission
set up for this purpose. It seems that for Batwesidents, the local authorities have the samesstatu
as the central authorities.

Reponses are different in Gori and Rustavi: Therstg group is considered to be the primary
decision maker. This is followed by the central gmment.

As for donor organizations, their role is consideraost important with the Batumi and Gori
groups (17-20%), whereas donor organizations aratredl named in Zugdidi.

Naming the central authorities as the primary deci®n maker points to the fact that
paternalist attitudes are still dominant in the target groups. Such an attitude implies the
placement of government institutions at a high hiearchy level, considering them the
guarantors of justice and demonstrating unconditiol readiness to follow their decisions.

4.4. The factors that are important in making decisions about the use of services
of social housing

To evaluate the use of services provided by sdwaising, respondents had determine the
importance of different factors.

Listed factors were evaluated using a 5 point seatere 5 indicates ‘very important’ and 1 —
very unimportant. 3 is the neutral point on thalscand indicates ‘neither important, nor
unimportant’. The points below 3 correspond to viatues below the neutral point and those
above 3 - to the values above the neutral point.

The analysis of respondents’ evaluations yieldedolowing results:

Preservation of the allowance provided to vulnerajybups (or any other kind of assistance) after
moving into social housing (at least 5 scores in ahthe two groups) turned out to be tmest
important factor. However, applicants attach less importance to thigactor compared to the
other groups receiving different kinds of assistang, i.e. beneficiaries of social services and
IDPs.

The factors related to the ownership and datesagfial housing, i.e. a) transferring the ownership
of the space held in social housing, and, b) thletio unlimited stay in social housing, turned out
to bevery important (at least 5 scores in one of the groupishas to be emphasized that the
transfer of ownership and the right to unlimited sty in social housing are considered the
most important factors by IDPs, which is not the cae with the two other groups

a) Preliminarily determined duration of stay inisbtiousing; b) existence of medical center in the
social housing, and c) existence of social workére will help the residents with social and legal
problems, are considered to b@portant factors ( 4 scores in all the target groups).
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Freedom in the utilization of the space held ini@dgousing (receiving guests, holding parties at
any time of the day, temporarily leaving the apa&rinetc) are thought to be mdutral importance

(3 points in at least two groups). Important poonbte is that this factor is more important than
neutral (mean score 4) for IDPs as compared tewtbheother groups. This points once again to the
IDPs’ readiness to take part in community life aimeir readiness for social communication.

a) The right to carry out an entrepreneurial atstiin social housing, and, b) remaking the space in
the social housing (building a bread baking fagilgetting up a store), etc) are consideed
important (at least 2 points in any two groups). IDPs argedint in this respect and do not
evaluate these two factors as ‘less important’.yTbensider them to be ‘neither important, nor
unimportant.’

Detailed results are presented in Diagram 4.6.:

Diagram 4.6.

How important are these factors in using the services provided by
social housing?

Transferring the ownership of the space held 4.0 4.0

The right to unlimited stay in the social housing

o
(=]
H
o

Remaking the space held in the social housing (partition, adding
extra space, cutting out windows, , etc)

Preservation of benefits for vulnerable groups (or any other
benefits/allowance) after moving into the social housing

Existence of the medical center in the social housing

& &
o o
by by

o

(=]

Preliminary fixing the living time in social houses

Existence of social workers who help the residents with their
social and legal problems

Free utilization of the apartment in the social housing (receiving
guests, holding parties any time, temporarily leaving the
apartment, etc)

m Applicants
m The vulnerable
IDPs

The right to carry out a commercial activity in the social housing
(building a baking facility, setting up a store, etc).

Il

Differentiation of the responses by cities:

Similar trends are observed Zugdidi, Batumi_and Gori: Out of the listed factors, the resident’s
right to own the space held, unlimited stay, préisny determination of the duration of stay and
the preservation of the assistance for vulnerabtple (as well as of other kind of assistance) have
acquired the highest valuesThe latter has tuned out to be the most impoeksat in Thilisi.

It is interesting to note that none of the factookls the most important position Rustavi.

Significant difference is observed between thediacplacedelow the neutral point (i.e. ‘these
factors are considered less important’).
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None of the factors was placed in this areaBayumi and Gori_respondents. Th&ugdidi_and
Rustavi respondents placed in this area a common factbichwis the right to carry out
entrepreneurial activity on the territory of thecisd housing. TheRustavi respondents added two
more factors: unrestricted utilization of the sphetd and remaking the space. The latter factor
falls in the area below the neutral point also whi@Tbilisi respondents.

It seems that the group of applicants is relativelyless ‘demanding’. They did not give the
maximum score ‘5’ to any of the factors. The presefation of the benefits for the vulnerable

(or any other kind of assistance) is a topical isg&u However, they do not face the dilemma —
living space in the social housing versus benefits.

In addition to the above, it is very important for IDPs to have the right to own the space held
in the social housing as well as the right of unlirted stay. This is not difficult to explain: IDPs
are away from their home places for an unknown pead of time and need to have these issues
solved to feel more stable. This is also proved bthe fact that the right to carry out
entrepreneurial activity is not a ‘less important’ factor for the IDP group, differently from
the two other groups of respondents.

4.5. Desirable infrastructure and design of social housing
The target groups expressed their ideas regardieg irfrastructure, design and other
characteristics of social housing. Interview resubtained from the three groups show that
they perceive the living space in social housingaassual living environment and set, in
relation to it, the same requirements as they wanldconnection with privately owned
comfortable living space (central heating, hot wateatural gas, private bathroom and toilet,
individual gas and electricity meters, et&)most every time when an ‘untraditional’
element is added to the infrastructure of the soclahousing (room for meetings, social
worker’'s service, rotation of the residents), the acial housing decreases in importance.
This means that it is necessary to provide targetrgups with the information about social
housing as special services and develop adaptivensoiousness.

Interview results are shown in detail in Diagram.4.

The listed attributes were assessed on a 5 poale,swhere ‘5’ indicates ‘very important’, and ‘[l’
indicates ‘very unimportant.” The neutral point ttve scale is ‘3’. The showings below ‘3’ correspaod
the values below the neutral score and those aBbvéo the meanings above the neutral score.
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Diagram 4.7.

How important are the below listed attributes for social housing?
Mean scores

Central heating

Hot water

Natural gas supply

Social housing constructed as a 2-3 story small building
Social housing with a yard/garden

Personal kitchen

Personal bathroom and toilet

Personal washing machine

»
(=]
-y
(=]

Installation of individual gas and electricity meters
Basement
Room or space for religious rituals
Social workers’ service

Mayor’s office’s or local administration’s fund allocated for...
Rotation of residents in the apartments of the social housing

Observation of contract requirements and internal regulation...

B
(=]
»
(=]

M Applicants
A common room for group meetings M The vulnerable

IDPs

B
(=]
-
(=]

Being registered at the address of the social housing

|

Regular phone

The analysis of these showings from the perspedifveities does not demonstrate any serious
differences. However, th&ugdidi group showed higher resistance to some ‘untradition
attributes of social housing. For example ‘rotatminresidents’ received an extremely negative
evaluation (‘1) compared to other assessmentdiéTki‘3’, Batumi — ‘4", Gori ‘3’).

4.6. Expectations related to social housing
What expectations do the target groups hold inticglato social housing, i.e. in their opinion, in
what way will their family situation improve aftemoving into the social housing?

We broke down the ‘family situation’ into 5 indicas: 1. Family’s economic situation; 2. Living
conditions; 3. Relationship between family membeds; Psychological/emotional state; 5.
Employment; 6. Relationship with friends/relativasighbors.

Survey results show that respondents clearly limkitprovement of living conditions with
moving into social housing. For applicants andvhimerable, moving into social housing would
be the best way of improving their psychologicaltst(with IDPS, such an expectation is weaker,
but it still exists). The respondents did not Isdcial housing with their employment status (or to
the way social housing can affect — positively egatively, employment status). This statement
received the neutral score (‘31 can be concluded, in general, that the target grups hold
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positive expectations in relation to social housinfWe have to keep in mind that in this case
one’s own expectations are determined by the gafugespondents who did not express their
unwillingness to receive space in social housing).

Interview results are shown in diagram 4.8.:

The listed attributes were evaluated using a Stpaale, where ‘5’ indicates ‘will largely improyeand
‘1’ indicates ‘will not at all improve.’ The neutrpoint on the scale ( ‘3’) indicates ‘will neithanprove,
nor deteriorate’. The values below ‘3’ correspondlifferent degrees of deterioration, whereas toees
above ‘3’ to —different extent of improvement.

Diagram 4.8.

To what extent will moving into social housing improve different

aspects of your family’s condition?
Mean scores

Family’s economic situation .0 .0

Relationship between family members 4.0 4.0

Employment status ® Applicants

M The vulnerable
IDPs.

Relationship with friends, relatives and neighbors
(social network)

The analysis of results in terms of the cities shtvat Zugdidi and Gori population is skeptical
about the role of social housing in the improvetrigremployment status ( point 2). Batumi is
optimistic, again (4 points). Thilisi and Rustatiose negative evaluation ( 3 points).
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5. Conditions for moving into social housing

In the evaluation of the importance of differenttéas by different target groups (evaluation of the
use of the services of social housing), importastdrs were singled out. These are the ownership
of the space held in social housing and the righirtlimited stay in social housing. More neutral
and less important factors were also singled ooafter 4, & 4.4)The interview also aimed at
determining the followingTo what extent will different factors or conditions influence the
decision of target families to become residents sbcial housing.

11 conditions were set for respondents in relattorsocial housingNote: Each of these conditions
is a part of the actual internal regulations ofiglobousing). They had to decide whether they
would agree to live in social housing on the followingonditions (Note: The attitude to these
conditions was, naturally, tested with the respotsilavho did not respond negatively to the
guestion on their willingness to receive living span social housing):

1. Using the living space without the ownership tigh
2. In case of the improvement of economic situgtibe resident has to leave the social housing;
3. In the case of damaging the social housingrdahbielent has to pay for repair works;

4. It is not allowed to change the exterior of sleeial housing (partition of rooms, installing aodo
changing the kitchen and the toilet/bathroom;

5. The social housing will be regularly checkedsbgial workers or municipality representatives;

6. The social worker or some other responsibleqmekeeps one duplicate of the key to use in force
major conditions (fire, leakage in water pipes);etc

7. The resident is not allowed to leave the sduaising for more than one month;

8. From the day of moving into the social housitigg resident who is fit to work and has not
reached the pensionable age, must try to find apubleave the housing in several years’ time after
being able to maintain oneself;

9. Guests are not allowed to stay in the sociatimgufor over 14 days;
10. It is only allowed to hold parties (includirtgpse in the guests’ room) until 11 p.m.

11. The residents have to pay for utility services.

The level of the acceptance of each condition fgdlao moving into social housing) w
evaluated using a 4 point scale, ranging from -22pwhere -2 means ‘disagree’, -1 — ‘mostly
disagree’, +1 — ‘mostly agree’, +2 —‘agree’. Pdintorresponds to neutral response . The scores
below 0 indicate different extent of disagreemamd ¢he points above 0 — different extent| of
agreement.

Interview results are shown in Diagram 5.1.:
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Diagram 5.1.

Do you agree to live in the social housing on the following conditions?
Mean

No ownership over of the space held
In the case of the improvement of the economic situation the
resident leaves the social housing

In the case of damaging the social housing, the resident pays for
the repair works

It is not allowed to change the exterior of the social housing or
(partition of rooms, installing a door, changing the kitchen and...

The social housing will be regularly checked by social workers or
municipality representatives

The social worker or some other responsible person keeps one
duplicate of the key to use in the force major situations (fire,...

The resident is not allowed to leave the social housing for more
than one month

From the day of moving into the social housing, the resident
who is fit to works and gas not reached the pensionable age,...

Guests are not allowed to stay in the social housing for over 14
days

It is only allowed to hold parties (including those in the guests’
room) until 11 p.m. only

=
w
=
N

u Applicants
H The vulnerable
IDPs

Residents have to pay for utility services

[
=)
o
N

Interview results show the following:

v' There is no condition with the mean score fallimdplv 0. These data were obtained from
all the three groups. This means that there noitondhat would prevent respondents from
moving into social housing.

v Despite this, in the three target groups, IDPgaddrout to be théast willing or most
critical potential beneficiaries of social housing (compared to the other grothpsr mean
scores are closer to point O or to the neutrahtpoiThe conditions they find most
unacceptable are the payment for utility serviecesright to own the space, the rotation
principle, leaving the key with the administratietc.

v" The most willing potential beneficiaries are appliants. They are least critical about the
conditions (this is the group who approached thaiompality with the requirement to solve
their dwelling problems). Their readiness to use ghrvices provided by social housing is
higher than that of the two other groups. This eggtio any of the conditions listed above.

v As for the vulnerable, their readiness level isheigcompared to that of the IDP group and
lower than the applicants’ readiness level.
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The arrangement of the data by cities, shows tHewimg: The highest resistance to
moving into social housing on the above conditionss observed in Zugdidi.There are
two conditions due to which the Zugdidi populati@jects the services provided by social
housing. These are: a) Payment for utility servid@ean-0.8) and b) Leaving the key with
the administration, who is entitled to use it imc® major situations (Mean-0.4). The data
demonstrate such a high resistance also due tdattethat a large share of Zugdidi
respondents was composed of IDPs or the categosy enitical about the conditions set in
relation to social housing.

Diagram 5.2 shows detailed results arranged bgciti

Diagram 5.2
Do you agree to move into social housing on the conditions
listed below?
Mean scores
Condition 1 s 0.8 1.0 |
Condition 2 0.6 0.9 0.6 09 |
Condition 5 0.4 11
Condition 6 .0l 06 08 | 0.6 |
M Thilisi
Condition 7 0.8 09 | B Rustavi
Condition 8 0.8 10 | Batumi
Zugdidi
Condition 9 0.8 09 |
Gori
Condition 10 0.7 1.1 1.0 1.0 |
Condition 11 -0.8 0.7

By taking into consideration the acceptance of #beve conditions we camore precisely
identify the groups of potential beneficiaries relgant to the utilization of the services
provided by social housing.

The procedure followed was already described inp&2.

The target (sample) population was split into thoaegories:

v' CAT1: Families who expressed their willingness e¢oeive an apartment (living space) in

social housing and agreed to all the 11 conditions;

v' CAT2: Families who expressed their willingness e¢oeive an apartment (living space) in

social housing, but did not accept at least oneobtite 11 conditions;
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v' CAT3: Families who expressed their unwillingnesseceive an apartment (living space) in
social housing.

The first category can be labeleglevant in terms of the utilization of the services praddby
social housing;

The second category can be labdieditantin terms of the utilization of the services praadd
by social housing;

The third category can be labelesbistant in terms of the utilization of the services prowde
by social housing.

The share of each category in the target population

1. Relevant 16.1%
2. Hesitant — 51.2%
3. Resistant - 32.7%

Find below Diagram 5.3. for the distribution of bamategory by target groups.

Diagram 5.3

Distribution of the relevant, hesitant and resistant categories by
target groups

Applicants

The
vulnerable

IDPs

W_Relevant M Hesitant M _Resistant

These data can be interpreted as follows:

v According to the applicants they are most conceat®lit the fact that they have no place
of dwelling. Therefore, the largest share of thmif@s that are flexible and open to the
requirements set in relation to social housinglmafound just in this category;
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v" Nearly every third vulnerable and IDP family isistant to the services provided by social
housing. Also, IDPs turned out to be more ‘revigtrand, consequently, less relevant in
terms of the utilization of the services of sotialising.We can assume that IDPs will be
the most difficult group to adjust to the concept ad practice of social housing.
Compared to them, the vulnerable category seems b easier to persuade.

What is the situation like in the selecigtes?

The data show that it is most risky to construciadousing inZugdidi. The most promising city
in this respect iBatumi. As for the other cities, although the demand fig tipe of infrastructure
is lower, the existing possibilities should notrisglected.

Detailed results are shown in Diagram 5.4.:

Diagram 5.4
Distribution of the relevant, hesitant and resistant
categories by target cities

Thilisi 18.2 57.2 24.6
Rustavi 17.4 36.9 45.7

Gori 21.7 26.2 52.2
Zugdidi L3 32.3 67.1

H Relevant M Hesitant ™ Resistant
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6. The factors determining the submission of an ap plication
and the willingness to receive living space in soci al housing
(Logistic regression method)

6.1. The main factors determining the submission of an application for the
improvement of living conditions

To identify the factors determining application tbe improvement of living conditions we used
thelogistic regression methodwhere the independent variable acquired value dage the family
had submitted an application to improve its livicmnditions and value 0 in case application did
not take place.

Find below the regressor variables from the folloyvgroups:
1. Family demography
* Family size
* Number of children under 18
* Number of family members of pensionable age
2. Dwelling related issues
* Family owns an apartment
* Family rents/leases an apartment
* Family lives is someone else’s apartment withoyinmarent
» Family lives in an abandoned house
3. Whether the family lives separately
* Family lives together with other families
4. Size of the space held
* Family holds inadequate space (one person holdshes 4 square meters and/or there are
more than four people in one room)
5. Problems related to the dwelling
» Apartmentis in a dangerous state
» Apartment is unfit for living
* Inadequate space
* Rent
* Family might be told to leave the apartment
6. Family conflicts
* Family conflicts are an important problem
7. Relationship with neighbors and relatives
* Very good relationship with neighbors
* Very good relationship with relatives
8. Family’s economic situation as assessed byneeviewer
« Family is very power as assessed by the interviewer
e Family is poor as assessed by the interviewer
9. Condition of the apartment as assessed by tee/iewer
* In avery bad condition
* In a bad condition
* In a satisfactory condition.
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Regression analysis shows that the submission application is not essentially determined by the
family’s demographic structure, whether the fanties separately or not, how big the living space
is, whether there is conflict in the family and e\®y the family’s economic situation. These factors
certainly affect the application act, but they aret of crucial importance and are weaker
determinants compared to other factors.

The most important factor isot owning an apartment /a houseThe familyrents or leases an
apartment or lives in the apartment of their frigiod relatives. Other important factors: The family
can be asked any time to move out of the apartntkatapartment is in a bad condition. At the
same time, good relationship with relatives preseriamilies from applying for space in social
housing and lowers the probability of submittingegoplication.

Table 6.1. shows the results of logistic analysis:

Table 6.1.

Determining factors Coef. | Std. Err. | t P>t | 95% Conf. Interval
Family rents/leases apartment 2.22 0.31| 7.27|0.000 1.62 2.82
Family lives in some other apartment without

paying a rent 1.61 0.28| 5.71| 0.000 1.06 2.16
Apartment is in a very bad shape 1.48 0.26| 5.69| 0.000 0.97 1.99
Might be asked to leave the apartment 1.19 024! 4.94| 0.000 0.71 1.66
Apartment is in a bad shape 1.05 0.23| 4.54| 0.000 0.60 1.51
Family owns the apartment 0.67 0.28| 2.42|0.016 0.13 1.22
Very good relationship with relatives -0.88 0.31!1 -2.86| 0.004 -1.48 -0.28
Constant coefficient -6.86 0.27| -25.23| 0.000 -7.39 -6.32

6.2. The main factors determining the willingness to receive living space in
social housing

To identify the main factors determining the wigjimess to receive living space in social housing
the variable in the logistic regression pointingfte intensity of the family’s willingness to recei
living space was identified as the dependent vhiakhis variable acquired value ‘1’ in case the
family expressed its willingness to receive livisigace in social housing in response to question 11
and agreed to all the conditions in questifinH 1 (i.e. belonged to group D1) and acquired value 0
in the opposite case.

As it turned out, thevillingness to receive living space in social hous is mostly determined

by extreme poverty and not owning a homeOther important factors are good relationship with
relatives and bad living conditions (small spacd #re apartment unfit for living). These factors
are more important than the other factors that werelved in the regressive model and turned out
to be statistically insignificant.

Logistic regression results for the willingnessrtove into social housing are shown in Table 6.2.
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Table 6.2

Determining factors [95% Conf.
Coef. | Std. Err. t P>t | Intervall]

Family is very poor and lives in someone’s

apartment 1.90 0.37| 5.10| 0.000| 1.17| 2.63
Very good relationship with relatives 1.46 0.31! 4.72| 0.000! 0.86| 2.07
Apartment is unfit for living 0.96 0.31| 3.13| 0.002| 0.36| 1.56
Inadequate space 0.77 0.31| 2.45| 0.014| 0.15| 1.39
Constant coefficient -3.23 0.32| -10.06| 0.000| -3.86| -2.60
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7. The main findings

The surveyed population was split into three groups

GR1. Applicants — families who recently applied to the municipalio improve their living
conditions;

GR2. The Vulnerable — Families entered in the integrate database tditmevable families; their
rating score is below 57 thousand and have verydveglling conditions according to the social
agent’s assessment;

GR3.IDPs — the families that left Abkhazia and Tskhinvalithe 1990s.

Depending on a families willingness to receive rityispace in social housing, the surveyed
population was broken down into three categories:

GAT1. The Relevant - Families who expressed their willingness to lighg space in social
housing and accepted all the 11 conditions.;

GAT2. The Hesitant - Families who expressed their willingness to lgeng space in social
housing but rejected at least one condition othefl1l conditions

GAT3. The Resistant Families who expressed their unwillingness to lgehg space in social
housing.

In the above three groups, applicants (GR1 growwe lthe most distinguished economic and
demographic profile:

= Applicant families are larger and their average szaches 4 members. This is caused by a
large number of children. They include fewer mersbefr the pensionable age and larger
number of children under 18 (number of childrenemtlB is 1.02 in the population and -
1.41 in applicants);

» The share of families without an apartment is esfigchigh among applicants (79.8%).
(the families not owning any living space: tempibyaused public space, an abandoned
building, live in the space allocated for them fierids’ or relatives’ apartments, rent an
apartment);

= Among applicants you find a larger number of faeslliving together with other families (
20.3% in the given group and 13.7% in the samppufaion);

= |nadequacy of living space is a more severe prolftanthe applicants than for the other
groups. In the group of applicants almost everytfo family is in a difficult condition in
this respect (living space per capita is less tloamn square meters or four or more people
live in one room);
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= Applicants (as well as the vulnerable) have esfigdiad dwelling conditions in terms of the
quality of the dwelling space (dangerous conditiamfjtness for living, needs to be repaired,
etc) and find these problems more severe thamib@ther groups;

= Applicants (69.6%) and the vulnerable (70.8%) cd@isthemselves the poorest in the three
groups and point to the difficult condition of théamilies. Applicants’ self-evaluation is
identical to the assessment by the interviewers Winmk the applicants are in the most
difficult economic condition.

All the above points to the fact that out of the thee interviewed groups, applicants are most
likely to become beneficiaries of social housing @uto their demographic and economic
profile.

It is important to note another peculiarity whicistoshguishes IDPs from the other groups and, as
demonstrated by the regression analysis, is an rianuofactor for the beneficiaries suitable for
social housing: This is communication skills andsipee relationship with other community
members (relatives, neighbors). Even though ‘b#igigaod relationship’ prevails in every group
(within 55-67% limits), this kind of relationshig even more positive with IDPs. This fact can be
explained by their living in collective centers azmmmon experience which makes their relations
closer.

Regression analysis shows that the main factorrmdéetang the willingness to receive space in
social housing igxtreme poverty and not owning a homeThese factors determine both justified
and unjustified willingness to use the services/joled by social housing.

Unjustified willingness implies the acceptancelt# services of social housing without taking into
consideration the conditions for their utilizatiomhereas justified willingness implies the
acceptance of the services of social housing withllarealization of all the conditions related to
their utilization.

The three above mentioned categories (relevanttaneésand resistant) were determined on the
basis of justified willingness.

The survey demonstrates that both justified andsiified types of willingness are most clearly
manifested in applicants whereas both types ofingliess show the weakest manifestation in
IDPs:

Unjustified willingness

(%)
GR1. Applicants 84.3
GR2. Vulnerable 49.4
GR3. IDPs 50.9

In the case of justified willingness (defined ahe acceptance of the 11 conditions related to
moving into social housing) the share of ‘relevancéargely decreases in the target groups.
However, applicants lead also in this case, and afellowed by the vulnerable and IDPs.
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Justified willingness
or the relevant category

(%)
GR1. Applicants 37.3
GR2. The vulnerable 20.5
GR3. IDPs 14.4

The vulnerable and IDPs are most resistant to ¢éhaces provided by social housigj.5% and
31.7%, respectively). The smallest share of unmglliamilies is found in the group of applicants
(6.3%).

The mostcritical factors the target groups find it especially difficult &gree with or the factors
that prevented families from joining the relevaategory are the following:

v" Not owning the space held in the social housing;
v Paying for utility services;

v Rotation principle;

v Leaving a duplicate of the key with the adminigtnat

The IDPs turned out to be most critical about theseditions, whereas the applicants were the
least critical.

Another important thing is that the target groupsnfd very important the preservation of the right
to the benefits after moving into social housingwdéver, this requirement is less important for
applicants than for the other groups.

Stemming from the above, IDPs seem to be the mosiffatult category in terms of the
acceptance of the concept and practice of social iming. Compared to them, applicants seem
to be easier to persuade

Zugdidi is the city where it is most risky to build sockausing and develop this type of service.
The most promising city in this respectBatumi. As for the other cities, the demand for this kind
of infrastructure is weaker, but it still exists.

The target group name the central authorities @srthin decision makers in the allocation of space
in social housing. This points to the dominanceaternalist attitudes in the target groups, which
implies that the authorities at the top of the dnieny are regarded as the guarantors of social
justice.

Respondents see direct links between moving iattakhousing and the improvement of living
conditions. For applicants and the vulnerable Wisild be the best way to improve their mental
condition. For the respondents, moving into sodmusing is unrelated to employment
opportunities, and , therefore, cannot have aipesir negative influence on employment.
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8. Recommendations for selecting residents for soci al housing

To select the relevant residents for social hauginvould be advisable to consider the following
recommendations yielded by the research:

Potential beneficiaries of social housing shouldpbmarily selected from the population segment
with the below characteristics:

a) Extremely poor;
b) Not owning a home (or have extremely bad dweltonditions);
¢) Have good communication skills and maintaintrefeship with friends and relatives.

These factors determine the formation of the neeldgvant to social housing. It is also important
for the three factors two overlap each other oeptdl beneficiaries should be selected by all the
three factors taken into consideration rather tbhae of the factors listed above.

To identify the extremely poor families it is pdssi to use the already tested method applied by
social services (database of vulnerable familiégjilies not owning a house or apartment can be
identified using different sources: social servidatabase, applications submitted to the
municipality, etc. As for the identification of tliamilies with good communication skills, this can
be done through psychological testing (there areynraliable and valid tests used to measure
communication).

The most important question in this context will the following: Which of the target groups
(IDPs, applicants, the vulnerable) meets theseirements best?

Firstly, the target groups may overlap or one d&edsame family may be IDP and vulnerable at the
same time. The same family might be also be thenrdrehas applied to the municipality with the
demand to improve dwelling problems (e.g. therenaaey beneficiaries of social assistance among
the applicants to the municipality). Therefore, tamilies selected for social housing might turn
out to be marginal or not specifically belong ty éarget group.

If the target groups are looked at separately,ettege of course the families among IDPs, the
vulnerable and applicants who meet these requiresnéfowever, all these requirements taken
together are best met by applicants, then by theevable, and, to the least extent, by IDPs.

(There is one peculiarity to be taken into constlen: IDPs who are especially resistant and
revisionist have very well developed communicatéiils which is one of the selection criteria.
However, since they fall behind on the two othé&eda their community life related habits do not
provide the synergic effect which would make thdma most relevant group for social housing
services.)
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Absence of a privately owned apartment/house, ppwerd communication skills determine an
intense desire to get space in social housing, twedefore, the relevant readiness. Such readiness
is manifested in the fact that the potential bex@fy accepts the idea of social housing, and,
consequently, the conditions that derive from iit ©f the conditions, the most critical are no tigh

to own the space held, rotation principle, paymantitility services and the possession of one
duplicate of key by the social housing administrati

Applicants turned out to be least critical n nelatto these conditions. This proves once agaih tha
potential beneficiaries of social housing shouldéarched for just in this group.

Since IDPs are most resistant to these conditimnbdth objective and subjective reasons (many of
them have an apartment that is likely to be transeunder their ownership and also most of them
do not accept the named conditions), potential fi@ages should be selected out of this category
very carefully. It is also advisable to deliverl@Ps persuasive and educational training to raise
their awareness of social housing. In addition, st®uld keep in mind the advantage IDP
population has - well developed communicationiskil

42



