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1．Introduction

Since the practice of reform and opening up policy, China has undergone a rapid development process of urbanization. From 1978 to 2013, the urban residential population increased to 730 million from 170 million, and the urbanization rate rose from 17.9% to 53.7% with an annual average growth of 1.02 percent (National New-type Urbanization Plan 2014-2020). The fast progress of urbanization has played a key role in promoting the rapid economic growth in China and enhancing the living standard of the urban and rural residents. Recently, China’s new Premier Li Keqiang has pointed out that in the near future, urbanization will be the “primary motive force” for the development of China’s economy. For an orderly development of urbanization, in March 2014, the Chinese government issued “National New Urbanization Plan 2014-2020”, according to which by 2020, the urbanization rate in China will have reached about 60%. Joseph E. Stiglitz, a Nobel Prize in Economics winner once said the urbanization in China and the high-tech development in the United States will be the two keys to influence the human development in the 21st century deeply, but meanwhile, he believed that urbanization was the top one challenge in the new century to China (Zhao & Li, 2009). Especially, along with the rapid rise in housing prices in Chinese cities in recent years, China’s urban dream may be derailed by the lack of affordable housing in cities for the existing urban poor and the massive influx of migrants. According to the latest 2010 census, there were still about 17% of urban households living with “housing difficulty” (defined by the government as less than 13 metres square living space per person) (Huang, 2013). Doubtlessly, it would be an important work to provide the effective housing for the low-income families in the Chinese future urbanization progress.
Before reform and opening, the provision of public housing in urban China was largely a function of state work-units (Wu, 1996). Since 1978, there had been a substantial shift in the work unit role, from being a manager of state-housing funds to taking responsibility for investment decisions out for their own budgets. In the 1990s, Work units, particularly industrial enterprises, had become the most important investor in urban housing (Logan et al., 1999). In 1998, the government cut the link between affordable housing provision and work-units, as the housing provision system shifted to a market-oriented one (Zou, 2014). Most ordinary households had to rely on market to solve their housing problems. In recent years, housing prices have skyrocketed in Chinese cities, making housing in China “severely unaffordable” (Man, et al., 2011). Within this context, the Chinese government established a new system of low-income housing in 2007 and has set up ambitious plans for low-income housing provision. In particular, the year of 2010 marks a turning point in low-income housing in China, when the central government set up ambitious goals for low-income housing (5.8 million new units in 2010, another 36 million new units during 2011-2015), set quotas for local governments to develop low-income housing, and included low-income housing in the performance evaluation system for officials (Huang, 2012). 
While the central government’s determination is encouraging, low-income housing is ultimately the responsibility of local governments. Faced with severe budgetary pressures and the huge need for low-income housing, local governments have experimented a newer practice applying inclusionary housing principles to encourage private sector development of low-income housing. This is known as “pei tao jian she” (in short “pei jian”, replaced by the word “inclusionary housing” in this paper), which requires developers to devote a certain percentage of private housing development on residential land designated for “pei jian” to low-income housing. 
Actually, as early as in 2005, the inclusionary housing policy had been executed in Nanjing City, Jiangsu Province. In February of that year, the government of Nanjing City proposed that from then on, any listed sale of construction land “outside the old town districts and over 50,000 square meters scale” must build some medium- and low-income housing in proportion (Tian, 2006). Hereafter, other cities like Beijing (Li and Tang, 2007), Shenzhen (Sun, 2010), and Qingdao (Zhou and Chen, 2012) have also begun to develop inclusionary housing. In 2007, the central government required that new Cheap Rental Housing (CRH, Lianzu fang), Economic and Comfortable Housing (ECH, Jingji shiyong fang), and later Public Rental Housing (PRH, Gonggong zulin zhufang, started in 2010), should be provided mainly through inclusionary housing in private housing projects, supplemented by concentrated development (State Council, 2007, No. 24; MOHURD, 2007, No. 162, No. 258; 2010, No. 87). 
Inclusionary housing emerged as a response to the issue of social-economic and ethnic segregation in the USA in the 1970s (Calavita, 2008). Now, inclusionary housing is found around the world (Calavita and Malach, 2010; Buitelaar and De Kam 2012). In China, inclusionary housing is still at its practical exploration stage. Specifically, whether from the perspective of the assessment of the current inclusionary housing policy implementation or from the angle of the improvement and the implementation in a larger scale of this policy, it is very important to understand inclusionary housing in China, particularly the urban residents’ preferences for the inclusionary housing. So far, there is little research about residents’ preferences on inclusionary housing in China. On the one hand, the relevant documents about housing preferences mainly stress the study of residents’ preferences for housing type, area, price and location (Solvig et al, 1992; Wong and Siu, 1998; Wang and Li, 2004; Wang and Li, 2006; Karsten, 2007). On the other hand, the existing research on inclusionary housing mainly explores the causes, policies design, and outcomes of inclusionary housing (Mallach, 1984; Calavita and Mallach, 2010; Mah and Hackworth, 2011; Schueta, et al., 2011; Buitelaar and Kam, 2012). 
Through an investigation in the cities of Jiangsu Province, this paper attempts to reveal the differences of residents’ preferences for inclusionary housing in these cities, as well as the corresponding influencing factors. This will be of great enlightenment and reference value for the Chinese government to improve the relevant policies and promote the implementation of inclusionary housing. The structure of this paper is as follows: Section two will explore the formation background and practical effects of inclusionary housing and put forward an analytical framework for the study of the urban residents’ preferences for inclusionary housing, based on the existing relevant research achievements; Section three, an empirical analysis, will firstly introduce the generals of the empirical study area and the on-the-spot investigation, then statistically analyze the different preferences for inclusionary housing of the urban residents according to the data available, then establish a Logistic model to reflect the relation between the residents’ characters and their different preferences for inclusionary housing. Moreover, some analysis and discussions of this model will be made in this part. At the end of the paper, there is a brief conclusion and some enlightenment for the practice of inclusionary housing.
2. Theoretical Background and Analytical Framework
2.1 Theoretical Background

Inclusionary housing is defined by Calavita and Mallach (2010) as “a means of using the planning system to create affordable housing and foster social inclusionary by capturing resources created through the marketplace,” providing “incentives to private developers to incorporate affordable or social housing as a part of market-driven developments…” In the United States and European countries, where inclusionary housing is adopted, it is primarily used to meet goals of housing affordability and social inclusion (Calavita and Mallach, 2010), often targeting economic integration (Ellickson, 2010) and poverty alleviation as well (Joseph, 2006). U.S.-based studies have outlined the perceived benefits of mixed-income housing as well as the challenges to achieving these. Residents benefit economically by gaining access to affordable housing, and may attain other benefits including improved social networks, higher levels of informal social control, higher rates of employment, enhanced respect for property, and improved access to services and infrastructure (Joseph, 2006; Ellickson, 2010). 

But in China, inclusionary housing is still a new concept. Traditionally, China’s low-income housing has been developed in concentrated, large-scale projects containing only units for low-income households. As local governments provide urban land with no charge for low-income housing, these concentrated low-income housing projects tend to be located at urban fringe, with poor access to public services and economic opportunities (Qian, 2003; Li, 2009). Moreover, the concentrated placement is also likely to bring about the phenomenon of habitable space differentiation (Zhou, 2013), cause isolation between social groups, and initiate social problems such as the increase of crime rate and unemployment rate as well as the aggravation of poverty (Gay, 2012; Deng and Zhu, 2009). Fortunately, the inclusionary housing, which was originally designed and practiced to solve the fund predicament in China, has not only offer an important new strategy to meet massive need for low-income housing, but also reduce social and spatial segregation.
However, the implementation of inclusionary housing policy is not always fruitful. According to the experience of some western countries and the practical effect of some Chinese inland cities, the execution of inclusionary housing and the mixed living phenomenon caused by it have exerted complicated effects upon the economic conditions, social relations and the living conditions of the urban residents. And these effects will affect their preferences for inclusionary housing.
Firstly, from the perspective of the effects on economic conditions, the construction of inclusionary housing and the corresponding mixed living of different income social strata can obviously promote the housing situations and the physical living standard of the urban low-income residents (Sun and Liu, 2009). Some research indicates that in some inclusionary housing communities, mixed living helps to increase the employment opportunities of the low-incomers. Especially for the low-income jobholders in the service industries and unofficial professional industries, the mixed living contributes to their working opportunities in the service industry (Wu et al., 2011). For example, the higher-income social stratum in the mixed housing communities can provide some work for the low-income residents such as community security, hourly employee and housekeeper who take care of the children or the elders (Tian et al., 2006). This proves to be remarkable to increase the income of the low-income residents. The research made by Andersson et al. (2007) also confirms this viewpoint in Sweden. Certainly, some research argues that mixed living is of little use in solving the poverty problem. Although the disadvantaged families can live in the communities with good environment, they still have to face the poverty issue. In Britain, the community superintendents will monitor attentively the low-income families, and drive away “inconvenient households” (Cole & Goodchild, 2001).
Secondly, from the viewpoint of effects on social relations, inclusionary housing can, on the one hand, increase the contact between the low- and the high-income social classes and form a social network capital across the social classes (Li et al., 2007); on the other hand, it can exert incentive influences on the following generation of the low-income households and help integrate them into the mainstream society (Sarkissian, 1976; Khadduri and Martin, 1997). Karsten’s (2007) study shows that, in the Netherlands, some middle-class families chose to leave suburban living locations and live in the city for the reason of social embeddedness. And in America, poor families, especially their children, will benefit from living near people who are not poor. The families with somewhat higher incomes will serve as models of mainstream values: They work to support themselves, pursue education, maintain household structures, and support community institutions (Thompson, 1996; Khadduri and Martin, 1997). Other research has found that the inclusionary housing has increased the quantity of the affordable apartment units, which enables the young generation to live together with their parents and even grand-parents in the same community, and the elders can be supportive in looking after the young children, thus the blood relation network has been strengthened (Allen, 2005; Atkinson, 2005). Obviously, due to the unawareness of the economic and social requirements of other social strata, the mixed living of diverse social strata might cause the confrontation between classes in their daily life. And different value standard, life style and living habit might lead to a strained neighborhood relation and less stable sense of security (Wu et al., 2011; Zhao, 2012). For instance, most British people do not favor mixed living with people of different income, social strata or type of housings, and it is especially the case for those who have their private housings (Kearns and Parkes, 2003). Due to the complaints, conflicts and disturbance, or even the unwillingness of contact with different income people, the mixed living might aggravate the local problems (Atkinson and Kintrea，2001). 

Thirdly, from the angle of effects on living environment, on the one hand, the inclusionary housing facilitate those low-income residents to enjoy the sounding public service facilities owned by the common real estate communities, and their requirements of residence, employment, medical care, education and communication have been met, resulting in their decrease of living cost and high degree of satisfaction (Zhou, 2013). Wang & Li (2004) found that neighborhood variables are more important than dwelling variables in the housing choice of Beijing’s residents. They prefer to live in neighborhoods with good living convenience. For those old citizens, the excellent physical environment and affiliated facilities accompanying inclusionary housing can also greatly satisfy their various demands, for example, access to medical care and the need for independence (Golant, 1979). On the other hand, like the ordinary commercial housings, inclusionary housing has provided good property service, thus the former “slum-like” messy environment can be avoided and a comfortable living environment can be formed. Moreover, the behavior patterns of some low-income residents will be influenced by the high-income ones, which will contribute to the improvement of their living environment (Brophy and Smith, 1997). However, some researchers hold that the high-income people will disapprove of inclusionary housing, because in their view, those inclusionary housings will degrade the environment quality of their community and even exert a negative effect on the surrounding communities, thus their degree of satisfaction with living will be affected, and the commercial apartments will devalued (Zhang, 2011).
2.2 Analytical Framework
Because inclusionary housing is the affordable housing built in the ordinary apartment community according to certain proportion, its existence in China has not only provided the low-income urban residents another chance of selecting new houses different from the previous centralized resettlement affordable housing communities, but also offered the high-income people a completely new environment. Therefore, the urban dwellers will unavoidably have different preferences for inclusionary housing. Generally speaking, the residents’ housing preferences are mainly affected by macro environment, household conditions as well as the individual characters and other factors. Doubtlessly, the inclusionary housing bears the features of affordability and living in this housing might affect the economic conditions, social relations and living conditions of one’s own and the neighbors. Therefore, different preferences reflected by different urban residents are, to a certain extent, the option and assessment made after the evaluation of the influence of inclusionary housing based on their own living background and private characters. Certainly, given that inclusionary housing is still on the stage of experiment at some selected areas in China, most residents have not really sensed its influences (effects), therefore, their preferences for inclusionary housing are mainly based on their current living environment and individual characteristics.
In view of this, this paper puts forth the analytical framework as shown in Figure 1. We believe that in terms of the individual behavior characters of the urban residents, their preferences for the inclusionary housing are affected by the following three factors: Firstly, the macro environment of these residents live in, including the development environment (e.g. socioeconomic development), urban environment (e.g. city type and city size) as well as policy environment (e.g. residents’ understanding on local affordable housing policy) of these residents’ living area; secondly, the household conditions of residents, including household size, current economic conditions as well as current housing situation of these residents; and thirdly, the individual characters of the residents, including gender, age, Hukou status (household registration), education, occupation, etc.
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Figure 1. Analytical Framework
As is well known to us, the formulation and implementation of any policy need to take the related stakeholders’ interests into account, and only in consistence with the stakeholders’ willingness, it can bring highly effective output at a lower institutional cost. When we study the urban residents’ preferences for inclusionary housing based on the above-mentioned framework, we are also trying to answer the following three questions: First, which area (city) enjoys sound policy foundation (or earns more resident's support) in the development of inclusionary housing? Second, will the differences in household conditions affect the residents’ preferences of inclusionary housing, or which families are more likely to accept inclusionary housing? Third, should the construction and distribution of inclusionary housing take the individual character difference into consideration? In view of this, in the following empirical analysis, we will reveal the urban residents’ differences in three aspects- macro environment they live in, their household conditions and individual characters, and explore the relations with their preferences for inclusionary housing.
3. Empirical Analysis
3.1 Study area and survey introduction
This paper takes Jiangsu Province as a region for investigation and research. Jiangsu Province lies in the southeast coast of China, and since the reform and opening, it has long been one of the most developed provinces in mainland China. Although it owns abundant public fund (in 2003, the budget revenue of Jiangsu Province was 656.85 billion RMB Yuan, and in recent years it has kept the second places in all the mainland China provinces. 
), due to its pressing task (Jiangsu Province has declared that 1.39 million affordable housings will be built during 2011-2015 (Deng, 2011)), Jiangsu Province is still facing big financial pressure in the process of promoting affordable housing construction (Tang, 2014). Therefore, many cities in this province are exploring how to fulfill the goal of affordable housing construction through the inclusionary housing policy. At present, Nanjing, Changzhou, Taizhou, Lianyungang and other cities have started successively to explore the construction of inclusionary housing.
[image: image2.emf] 

Household   conditions  Micro env ir onment  Individual characters  

 

 

Urban resident s’   preferences for inclusionary housing  

 

Housing preferences  

Living environment and   Individual character s of urban residents  

Main features of   i n clusionary housing   Influences (effects)   of   i nclusionary housing  


Figure 2. The location of the survey region
This investigation of the urban residents’ preferences for inclusionary housing covers all the 13 provincial cities in the jurisdiction of Jiangsu Province (including their districts and some county-level cities in the jurisdiction of these cities). Specifically, they are Nanjing, Suzhou, Wuxi, Changzhou, Zhenjiang, Yangzhou, Taizhou, Nantong, Xuzhou, Lianyungang, Yancheng, Huai'an and Suqian (Figure 2). In general, according to the geographical location and economic development level, the first five cities are normally called “South Jiangsu Area”, the most developed region in Jiangsu Province; the latter five cities are generally called “North Jiangsu Area", the comparatively less developed region; Yangzhou, Taizhou and Nantong are generally called “Central Jiangsu Area”, a region whose economic level is between “South Jiang Area” and “North Jiangsu Area”. The number of the effective samples used in this investigation is 2063; the interviewees are mainly the residents in urban districts, and the investigation indicators basically reflect the difference of these residents in macro environment, household conditions and individual characters (Table 1, 2, 3). On the whole, most of the interviewees have the local Hukou; they have generally received junior high school or senior high school education, most of them are the ordinary jobholders and only a few of them have the housing accumulation fund or subsidy. In addition, the interviewees are either the residents living in affordable housing or those living in the ordinary commercial apartment community. And most of them understand the local affordable housing policy.
3.2 Descriptive Analysis

The investigation results indicate that the majority of the urban residents prefer inclusionary housing. In the total 2063 samples, 1270 residents approve inclusionary housing, accounting for 61.6% of the total samples; 793 residents, or 38.4% of the total, choose not to accept inclusionary housing. The further classifying statistics shows that the urban residents with different characters have different preferences for inclusionary housing.
(1) Macro environment: Firstly, from the perspective of the regional socioeconomic development, although most people choose to accept inclusionary housing, the proportion of the residents who prefer inclusionary housing in South Jiangsu Area is lower than that in North Jiangsu Area. Secondly, from the perspective of the city size, whether it is the bigger city (the foresaid 13 provincial cities and their districts) or smaller city (county-level cities), the interviewed residents show little difference in their preferences for inclusionary housing and 60% of them choose “Yes”. Thirdly, from the perspective of policy environment, the propaganda of housing policy appears especially important. The statistical result in Table 1 demonstrates that the proportion of those residents who understand the affordable housing policy is much higher than those who “knows little of the relevant policies” in accepting inclusionary housing (Table 1).
Table 1. Macro environment and residents’ preferences for inclusionary housing
	Classification
	Inclusionary Housing Preferences
	Total

N

	
	No
	Yes
	

	
	N
	Ratio
	N
	Ratio
	

	Region
	South Jiangsu Area
	326
	40.15
	486
	59.85
	812

	
	Central Jiangsu Area
	214
	39.70
	325
	60.30
	539

	
	North Jiangsu Area
	253
	35.53
	459
	64.47
	712

	City size
	Provincial cities and
 their districts
	527
	37.89
	864
	62.11
	1391

	
	County-level Cities
	266
	39.58
	406
	60.42
	672

	Policy environment
	Understand relevant policies
	158
	42.59
	213
	57.41
	371

	
	Do not understand
	635
	37.53
	1057
	62.47
	1692


(2) Household conditions: Firstly, from the perspective of the household size, those families with more members tend to choose inclusionary housing than those with fewer members. Among them, the ratio of the one person families choosing inclusionary housing is as high as 71.02%, while the ratio of the families with four or more members (in China, this kind of families usually refer to those where the children live together with their parents) choosing this kind of housing is almost 12.5% lower. Secondly, from the perspective of per capita housing area, there is no significant difference between those families with good and bad housing conditions in the selection of inclusionary housing (the ratio of selecting inclusionary housing is about 60% for both of them). Thirdly, from the perspective of the existing housing nature, those urban residents who are living in the affordable housings are more apt to choose inclusionary housing, which might result from their own experiences of living in the current centralized affordable housings. And among them, over 68% approving inclusionary housing are those living in the Cheap Rental Housing (CRH) or Public Rental Housing (PRH). In contrast, for the residents who have not been listed for the affordable housings (including those who have their own non-affordable housings, rental housings or those without housings), less of them choose inclusionary housing (Table 2).
Table 2. Household conditions and residents’ preferences for inclusionary housing
	Classification
	Inclusionary Housing Preferences
	Total
N

	
	No
	Yes
	

	
	N
	Ratio
	N
	Ratio
	

	Household size
	One person
	51
	28.98
	125
	71.02
	176

	
	Two-three persons
	443
	38.06
	721
	61.94
	1164

	
	Four or more persons
	299
	41.36
	424
	58.64
	723

	Per capita 
housing area
	Less than 13 m2
	140
	37.43
	234
	62.57
	374

	
	13-30 m2
	500
	38.37
	803
	61.63
	1303

	
	More than 30 m2
	153
	39.64
	233
	60.36
	386

	Existing housing nature
	CRH or PRH
	166
	31.50
	361
	68.50
	527

	
	ECH or PCH
	172
	39.45
	264
	60.55
	436

	
	Self-owned non-affordable housings
	244
	40.73
	355
	59.27
	599

	
	Personal rental housings or no housings
	211
	42.12
	290
	57.88
	501


ECH: Economic and comfortable housing (Jingji Shiyong Fang). PCH: Price-Cap Housing (Xianjia Fang).
(3) Individual characters: Firstly, from the perspective of gender, be it male or female, there is no significant difference in the selection of inclusionary housing preferences. Secondly, in terms of age, we have divided the interviewees into three groups: with the residents under 40 as the young people, and those over 59 as the senior citizens. The statistical result shows that the senior citizens accepting inclusionary housing are much more than the young people (Table 3). This indicates that with the increase of age, the preference of mixed living becomes urgent. Thirdly, from the perspective of the residents’ Hukou status, an interesting fact is that the local residents in Jiangsu Province are more willing to accept inclusionary housing and the corresponding mixed living pattern than those migrants. 62.53% of the residents with local urban Hukou prefer living in inclusionary housing and sharing the community with people from different social strata and regions; and over half of the migrant interviewees are not going to choose inclusionary housing. Fourthly, from the perspective of residents’ education, there is no direct link between education and their preferences for inclusionary housing. The statistical result in Table 3 shows that the residents without systematical education background are more apt to choose inclusionary housing at a ratio of 73.74%; while the enhancement of education results in the decrease of inclusionary housing preferences. However, for those residents who have received education at college level or above, they are more inclined to accept inclusionary housing. Fifthly, from the perspective of the residents’ occupation, the proportion of the ordinary practitioners, tradesman or self-employed people in the industrial and commercial field favoring inclusionary housing are higher than those public servants in the administrative and public institutions. Sixthly, from the perspective of the housing fund and subsidy, 64.6% of urban residents with the housing accumulation fund or subsidy accept inclusionary housing, much higher than those without (Table 3).
Table 3. Individual characters and residents’ preferences for inclusionary housing
	Classification
	Inclusionary Housing Preferences
	Total

N

	
	No
	Yes
	

	
	N
	Ratio
	N
	Ratio
	

	Gender
	Female
	394
	39.80
	596
	60.20
	990

	
	Male
	399
	37.19
	674
	62.81
	1073

	Age
	Under 40 years old
	260
	41.87
	361
	58.13
	621

	
	40 to 59 years old
	468
	38.24
	756
	61.76
	1224

	
	Over 59 years old
	65
	29.82
	153
	70.18
	218

	Hukou Status
	Local urban Hukou
	686
	37.47
	1145
	62.53
	1831

	
	Local rural Hukou
	68
	43.59
	88
	56.41
	156

	
	Non-local Hukou
	39
	51.32
	37
	48.68
	76

	Education
	No school/literacy class
	26
	26.26
	73
	73.74
	99

	
	Primary school
	105
	38.89
	165
	61.11
	270

	
	Junior high school
	231
	38.06
	376
	61.94
	607

	
	Senior high school
	289
	41.46
	408
	58.54
	697

	
	College or above
	142
	36.41
	248
	63.59
	390

	Occupation
	Public servants
	81
	43.09
	107
	56.91
	188

	
	Ordinary practitioners
	299
	35.89
	534
	64.11
	833

	
	Tradesman or self-employed people
	76
	36.02
	135
	63.98
	211

	
	Others or jobless people
	337
	40.55
	494
	59.45
	831

	Housing accumulation fund or subsidy
	Yes
	196
	35.32
	359
	64.68
	555

	
	No
	597
	39.59
	911
	60.41
	1508


3.3 Model Estimation
To statistically test the relation between the character differences of the urban residents and their preferences for inclusionary housing, we conduct a binary logistic regression on residents’ inclusionary housing preferences (Yes or No). The independent variable of the model includes three sets: The first set is macro environment variables, including the per capita GDP of the 13 provincial cities where the interviewee live in (to reflect the economic development level of these cities), the size of the interviewees’ cities (provincial cities and their districts or county-level cities), and the variable reflecting residents’ understanding on local affordable housing policy. The second set is household condition variables, including household size (family with one person, two-three persons, four or more persons), per-capita housing area (less than 13 m2, 13-30 m2, more than 30 m2), the existing housing nature (CRH or PRH, ECH or PCH, self-owned non-affordable housings, personal rental housings or no housings). The third set of independent variables are individual character variables, including the gender and age (under 40 years old, 40 to 59 years old, over 59 years old), Hukou status (local urban Hukou, local rural Hukou, or non-local Hukou), education (No school/literacy class, Primary school, junior high school, senior high school, college and above), occupation (Public servants, ordinary practitioners of the industry and commercial field, Tradesman or self-employed people, others or jobless people), housing accumulation fund or subsidy. 
The regression result is listed in Table 4 and the model is significant. In terms of the concrete estimated coefficients, apart from the city size, policy environment variable and gender that exert little influence on the preferences for inclusionary housing, the coefficients of other variables are significant. 
Firstly, in the estimated results of macro environment variables, only the per capita GDP is significant, and it has a negative effect on the dependent variables. This indicates that people from the less developed area is more supportive of inclusionary housing than those from the developed area.
Secondly, in the estimated results of household condition variables, (1) the household with less members has a higher proportion of preference for inclusionary housing. Under the influence of the current family planning policy in China, the decrease of household size is an unavoidable trend. Therefore, from the perspective of social contact, the urban residents are inclined to select inclusionary housing with a high degree of social integration. (2) With the improvement of the present housing conditions, the ratio of the preferences for inclusionary housing will lower down greatly. The results also show that the family with per capita living area over 30 square meters is less supportive of inclusionary housing. While for the residents living in the CRH or PRH, those who have moved into ECH or PCH as well as those who have not listed in the affordable housing are more unlike to accept inclusionary housing. 
Table 4. Coefficients from binary logistic regression on inclusionary housing preferences

	Variables
	Coefficient
	Standard error
	Sig.

	The per capita GDP of the 13 provincial cities
	-0.037*
	0.020
	0.069

	City size 
(1= provincial cities and their districts, 0= county-level cities)
	0.050
	0.103
	0.630

	residents’ understanding on local housing policy
(1=Yes, 0=No)
	0.101
	0.124
	0.416

	Household Size
	Four or more persons (reference)
	

	
	One person
	0.722***
	0.222
	0.001

	
	Two-three persons
	0.194*
	0.110
	0.077

	Per capita housing area
	Less than 13 m2（reference）
	

	
	13-30 m2
	-0.143
	0.131
	0.274

	
	More than 30 m2
	-0.479***
	0.178
	0.007

	Existing housing nature
	CRH or PRH（reference）
	

	
	ECH or PCH
	-0.271*
	0.150
	0.071

	
	Self-owned non-affordable housings
	-0.346**
	0.146
	0.017

	
	Personal rental housings or no housings
	-0.468***
	0.140
	0.001

	Gender (1=Female, 0=Male)
	-0.015
	0.095
	0.874

	Age
	Over 59 years old（reference）
	

	
	Under 40 years old
	-0.613*
	0.196
	0.002

	
	40 to 59 years old
	-0.409**
	0.172
	0.017

	Hukou status
	Local urban Hukou（reference）
	

	
	Local rural Hukou
	-0.218
	0.180
	0.225

	
	Non-local Hukou
	-0.690***
	0.249
	0.006

	Education
	No school/literacy class（reference）
	

	
	Primary school
	-0.597**
	0.269
	0.026

	
	Junior high school
	-0.497*
	0.258
	0.054

	
	Senior high school
	-0.565**
	0.261
	0.031

	
	College and above
	-0.211
	0.285
	0.459

	Occupation
	Others or jobless people（reference）
	

	
	Public servants
	-0.068
	0.185
	0.713

	
	Ordinary practitioners
	0.295***
	0.108
	0.007

	
	Tradesman or self-employed people
	0.343**
	0.169
	0.043

	Housing accumulation fund or subsidy (1=Yes, 0=No)
	0.270**
	0.120
	0.025

	Constant
	1.609
	0.328
	0.000

	Number of Observations
	2063

	-2*Log likelihood
	2672.408

	Cox & Snell R2
	0.036

	Nagelkerke R2
	0.049


Note: ***, **, * indicate significant at the 1%, 5% and 10% respectively.
Thirdly, in the estimated results of individual character variables, (1) the younger the resident is, the lower the ratio of inclusionary housing preferences is. This might be related with the life style and personality of young people. (2) Compared with those residents with the local Hukou, the ratio of migrants favoring inclusionary housing is lower and their disapproval of inclusionary housing might be caused by their worry of being prejudiced or isolated by the indigenous people. (3) The improvement of education can, to some extent, decrease the opposition of the urban residents to inclusionary housing. Most of the current urban residents have received junior high school or senior high school education, and the ratio of their selecting inclusionary housing is strikingly lower; while those with college or above education background have a changing attitude to inclusionary housing, though it is not significant. (4) The occupation of the residents has obvious effects upon their preferences for inclusionary housing. Particularly the ordinary practitioners of industry and commercial fields and the self-employed people (according to the social stratification of the present Chinese society by Lu Xueyi, a Chinese socialist, they are in the middle class of the society), they have an obvious preference for inclusionary housing; while those working in the government agencies and public service institutions have no clear preference for inclusionary housing. (5) The residents with housing accumulation fund or subsidies are more apt to inclusionary housing than those without. Generally speaking, those who have no housing accumulation fund or subsidies are usually the one with no stable work and lower education, or the temporarily migrant workers; therefore, the lower ratio of their preferences for inclusionary housing is in consistent with the above-mentioned analytical results.
4. Conclusions

Based on the existing theoretical and empirical study of inclusionary housing, this paper constructs an analytical framework to reflect the urban residents’ preferences for inclusionary housing; and with the help of the questionnaire in various cities of Jiangsu Provinces, we analyze the difference of the urban residents’ preferences for inclusionary housing as well as the relation between preferences and the individual living environment and characters. Through a binary logistic model, we also examine the effects of some factors including the macro environment, household conditions, and individual characters on their preferences for inclusionary housing. The results show that the regional economic development bears remarkable negative effect on the residents’ selection, and people in the less developed regions are more inclined to favor inclusionary housing; and the residents with good housing condition (more housing area) is more unlikely to live in the inclusionary housing; and the residents with their own houses and out of the list of the affordable housing have less support of inclusionary housing. As to the individual characters, age, Hukou status, education, occupation, having or not having housing accumulation fund or subsidy have significant impacts on the residents’ preferences. In particular, the ratio of the young people and the migrants who are not willing to accept inclusionary housing is relatively low; and with the improvement of the residents’ education and the increase of equality between different social classes, the residents’ preferences for inclusionary housing will increase obviously.

In China (as well in Jiangsu Province in this study), inclusionary housing is but at the stage of exploration and experiment. Although we cannot determine the future trend of this policy and measurement through the evaluation of the execution effects of this policy, through the study of the urban residents’ preferences for inclusionary housing and corresponding influencing factors, we are able to provide some suggestions and enlightenments for the formulation and exploration of relevant policies. Especially, for the questions in the foresaid analytical framework, this paper has offered some preliminary answers based on the empirical analysis. Firstly, from the perspective of the macro environment needed for the practice of the policy, inclusionary housing is more suitably to be implemented in the areas with widely known policies and less-developed regions. Secondly, the residents of households with less family population, fewer housing area and those who are living in the CRH or PRH are more apt to accept inclusionary housing; and thirdly, the construction and distribution of inclusionary housing should take the residents’ individual character differences into account, and particularly for the middle class residents with lower education, inclusionary housing is more appealing to their wishes.
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