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ABSTRACT
Concentrations of poverty in urban neighbourhoods are generally unwanted, because of all kinds
of presumed negative consequences for the social mobility and the quality of life of the residents.
Because of these negative associations, policies in Western European countries are often aimed at
breaking up these poverty concentrations by mixing the population composition through changing
the housing stock. However, whether these policies are successful remains to be seen. We asked
residents of urban restructuring areas in six Dutch cities about the consequences of mixing
policies. The number of residents who perceive improvements in the neighbourhood in the past
few years is substantially outnumbered by the residents who report a decline in neighbourhood
quality. However, many residents have high hopes for their neighbourhood’s future. This finding
indicates that social mixing policies have not matched the policy-makers’ expectations yet – but
may do so in the course of time.
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INTRODUCTION

In Western European cities, urban restructur-
ing policies have become prominent in the last
decade (Murie et al. 2003; Bolt 2009). Such
policies mostly take place in neighbourhoods
with a concentration of relatively inexpensive
rental dwellings. These neighbourhoods do not
function well, at least not in the eyes of the
policy-makers. The neighbourhoods are there-
fore subject to sometimes radical policies
of demolition, refurbishing and renovation.
Demolition is accompanied by the construction
of new dwellings that are generally more expen-
sive than those they replace. The new dwellings
are almost always in the owner-occupied sector
or in the relatively high-priced segments of the
rented sector; these dwellings are more attrac-

tive for the middle classes than the existing
stock of cheap social- or public-rented accom-
modation.

There are many reasons underlying this
urban restructuring process, often reflecting
the wish of policy-makers to create neighbour-
hoods that are more mixed, especially with
respect to socio-economic characteristics.
There are two types of motivation for this social
mixing policy. The first is that a socio-economic
mix is seen as an antidote to negative neigh-
bourhood effects (Musterd & Andersson
2005). The idea is that living in a poor neigh-
bourhood has a negative effect on a resident’s
social mobility over and above the effect of
individual characteristics (Wilson 1987; Galster
2007). However, for the Western European
context the empirical underpinning for these
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neighbourhood effects is rather thin. Graham
et al. (2009) did not find a consistent relation-
ship in the UK between tenure mix on the one
hand and health, mortality, and unemploy-
ment on the other. Van Ham and Manley
(2010) show that, in Scotland, tenure mix and
degree of deprivation at the neighbourhood
level do not affect the residents’ probability of
being employed. One of the reasons why social
mix does not lead to social mobility is that living
in a neighbourhood with resource-rich people
does not automatically increase the social
capital of a poor resident. First of all, the over-
whelming majority of residents’ network
members live outside the neighbourhood.
Second, network members within the same
neighbourhood tend to have the same socio-
economic status, even in socio-economically-
mixed neighbourhoods (Van Eijk 2010).

Although in the academic literature the role
of social mix in counteracting negative neigh-
bourhood effects is fervently debated, it is not
the most relevant motivation for social mixing
policy, at least not in the Netherlands. Here,
policy-makers aim by social mix to increase the
quality of life in urban restructuring neigh-
bourhoods rather than the social mobility of
the residents. Social mix is, for instance,
expected to increase the social cohesion and
liveability (Wittebrood & Van Dijk 2007). For
housing associations and municipalities, ‘live-
ability’ means that neighbourhoods are orderly
in the sense that they exhibit a low level of
crime, vandalism and nuisance. It is believed
that social order can be generated in disadvan-
taged neighbourhoods by drawing in members
of the middle class (Uitermark et al. 2007). In
this paper, we focus on this second type of
motivation for social mixing policies. Our aim
is to find out whether urban restructuring has
led to an improvement of the neighbourhood,
according to its inhabitants. We do so on the
basis of a research study we undertook in 2007
in six Dutch urban restructuring areas (Van
Bergeijk et al. 2008).

WHY WOULD SOCIAL MIX LEAD TO AN
INCREASE IN NEIGHBOURHOOD
RESIDENTS’ QUALITY OF LIFE?

The most general indicator of the quality of life
in urban areas is satisfaction with the neigh-

bourhood (Mohan & Twigg 2007; Permentier
et al. 2011). There is, however, no positive link
between mix and overall satisfaction with the
neighbourhood. Baum et al. (2010) find a nega-
tive association between socio-economic mix
and satisfaction. The explanation could be that
people feel more at home among similar
others. This feeling applies particularly to
homeowners and natives. For renters and non-
natives there is no negative association between
mix and satisfaction.

Evaluations of mixing policies show mixed
results with regard to satisfaction with the
neighbourhood. Some studies report that
neighbourhood satisfaction in mixed areas has
been improved, whereas others have reported
no change (Kleinhans 2004; Bond et al. 2011).
In a few cases tensions between owners and
renters have arisen (Goodchild & Cole 2001),
which obviously affects neighbourhood satisfac-
tion negatively.

As the overall satisfaction with the neigh-
bourhood is strongly determined by the satis-
faction with specific neighbourhood attributes
(Mohan & Twigg 2007; Permentier et al. 2011),
the remainder of this section deals with the
attributes that are most likely to be affected by
social mixing: services, social cohesion, safety,
and neighbourhood reputation.

Betterservices–Apopulationchange inaneigh-
bourhood almost automatically leads to a
change in the level of services in the area. When
an area is characterised by an outflow of poor
households and an inflow of middle- and high-
income households, there will be more income
to be spent there. On the one hand, this increase
enhances the possibilities for amenities like
cafés, restaurants, and up-market shops. A new,
more prosperous, population can thus lead to
a higher quantity as well as higher quality of
amenities(Arthurson2002).Ontheotherhand,
it has also been found in some mixed-tenure
regeneration areas that new inhabitants of the
area are less prone to shop there and prefer to
dosoelsewhere(VanBeckhoven&VanKempen
2003; Camina & Wood 2009)

The inflow of higher-income households
may not only attract commercial facilities, but
also increase the political power of a commu-
nity to improve municipal services (Joseph et al.
2007). Although there is hardly any research on

362 GIDEON BOLT & RONALD VAN KEMPEN

© 2011 The Authors
Tijdschrift voor Economische en Sociale Geografie © 2011 Royal Dutch Geographical Society KNAG



this issue, there is some indication that social
mix produces more effective collective action
(Jupp 1999).

More social cohesion – There is a strong belief
among policy-makers that social mix leads to
social cohesion (Van Kempen & Bolt 2009).
While social mixing does not lead to social ties
between different social classes (as mentioned
above), that is not to say that social mixing has
a negative effect on social cohesion. Social
cohesion is a multidimensional concept, which
includes not only social networks, but also
shared norms and values and place attachment
(Kearns & Forrest 2000; Dekker & Bolt 2005).
Case studies of urban restructuring report
mixed results. While Brown et al. (2004) found
a relatively strong attachment of the residents
in new dwellings in Salt Lake City, the opposite
was the case for two Dutch cities: Utrecht and
The Hague (Dekker & Bolt 2005).

On the basis of more quantitative studies, it
seems justifiable to refute the widely-held claim
that mixing leads to more social cohesion.
Using the nationwide Survey of English
Housing, Kearns and Mason (2007) assessed
the impact of tenure mix (as a proxy for social
mix) on a variety of neighbourhood problems.
A greater diversity of tenure was found to be
associated with the incidence of problems with
neighbours, which is an indication of a lack of
social cohesion in mixed neighbourhoods. Wit-
tebrood and Van Dijk (2007) compared the
assessment of place attachment in 24 restruc-
tured neighbourhoods in the Netherlands with
24 comparable neighbourhoods in which
restructuring (mixed tenures) had not (yet)
taken place. Place attachment turned out to
have evolved more positively in the other neigh-
bourhoods than in the restructuring neigh-
bourhoods. This finding is in line with other
evaluations of social mixing policies. Mixing is
reported to have either no effect (Bond et al.
2011), or a negative effect (Kleinhans 2004), on
social cohesion.

Social control and safety – Another argument
for a social mix is that the presence of higher-
income groups leads to more social control.
The idea is that higher-income residents – in
particular, homeowners – will be more likely
than low-income residents to take action to

maintain social control (Joseph et al. 2007;
Uitermark et al. 2007). As this leads to reduced
levels of crime, residents of all income levels
benefit (Sampson & Groves 1989). Wilson
(cited in Tunstall 2003), indeed notes that
people in mixed neighbourhoods draw atten-
tion to deviant behaviour more often than do
people in homogeneous poor neighbour-
hoods. However, the evidence on the effects of
mixing on (perceived) crime is rather ambigu-
ous (Wittebrood & Van Dijk 2007; Bond et al.
2011).

Reputation – As the reputation of a neighbour-
hood is strongly associated with the socio-
economic composition of the neighbourhood
(Permentier et al. 2011), it seems reasonable to
expect the mixing of poor neighbourhoods to
lead to a better reputation. However, in prac-
tice it is not easy to overcome place-based
stigma (Bond et al. 2011). Hastings and Dean
(2003) showed in their study of an English
neighbourhood that the current reputation
was related to the social class of its original
(pre slum-clearance) residents of many years
before. This finding indicates that it might
be much more difficult to change outsiders’
opinions of an area than to change the view
or satisfaction of the residents of mixed
neighbourhoods.

RESEARCH AREAS, DATA, AND METHODS

The analyses reported in this paper are based
on research in six post-Second World War
neighbourhoods in six different cities in the
Netherlands.1 They vary in size, ranging from
5,000 to 16,000 residents. The six neighbour-
hoods have in common that they were all built
in the period just after the Second World War,
when there was a massive shortage of housing
in the Netherlands. They mostly consist of a
mix of single-family dwellings and multifamily
housing, often in four-storey blocks. Most of the
dwellings are in the social-rented sector. In the
1960s and 1970s these neighbourhoods were
considered pleasant, green, and open and were
popular places in which to live. This state of
affairs started to change in the 1980s. Today,
these neighbourhoods are often at the lower
end of the housing market. There are problems
with poverty, nuisance, and criminality among
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other things. Most residents belong to low-
income groups and relatively many of them are
ethnic minorities (Van Bergeijk et al. 2008). In
each of the six neighbourhoods a few hundred
social-rented dwellings have been demolished
and replaced by new dwellings, which are
mainly in the owner-occupied sector.

The survey was carried out in the spring and
summer of 2007. In each neighbourhood a
random sample of 600 addresses was drawn, so
altogether 3,600 addresses were selected. At
each address the head of the household was
asked to complete a questionnaire. This was
sent by post and respondents were asked to
return it by post as well. In the case of no
response after four weeks, a reminder was
sent. The questionnaire was in Dutch, but the
accompanying letter was translated into
Turkish and Moroccan Arabic to stimulate the
response of Turks and Moroccans. When cor-
rected for non-existing addresses and houses
that were not occupied at the time of the survey,
the response rate was 29.5 per cent (N = 1,017).
In the response there is a slight, but significant
over-representation of native Dutch and owner-
occupiers. As a correction with weight factors
does not reveal different results, we present
unweighted data in this paper.

The aim of this study was to find out whether
urban restructuring has led to an improvement
of the neighbourhood, according to its inhabit-
ants. This was done by examining how both the
overall satisfaction with the neighbourhood and
the satisfaction with specific neighbourhood
attributes have been changing during the last
few years. The analyses are restricted to those
whohavebeenlivingforat least threeyears inthe
current neighbourhood (including those who
have moved within the neighbourhood in the
last three years), as people with a short length of
residence are not likely to have a good insight
into how the neighbourhood has developed.
Before we focus on the perceptions of the resi-
dents, we consider whether urban restructuring
has led to social mix, as that is seen as the main
remedy to improve neighbourhood quality.

RESULTS

Social mix – One of the main objectives of the
urban restructuring policy was to create a better
mix with respect to income in an area. Newly-

built dwellings are designed to keep and to
attract middle- and higher-income households.
Did this work? Table 1 shows that, indeed,
the newly-built dwellings accommodate more
households with higher incomes than the old
dwellings did. However, the difference between
the two types of dwelling is not large. Interest-
ingly, the income profile of households who
moved within the neighbourhood to a new
dwelling does not differ from the households
in the old dwellings. Most of the households
who moved from within the neighbourhood to
a new dwelling (which amounts to 36% of the
residents of new dwellings), moved within the
social-rented sector, while most movers from
outside the neighbourhood were owner occu-
piers. While creating more housing-career
opportunities for present inhabitants has
become an increasingly important motive for
tenure diversification in the Netherlands (Van
Kempen & Bolt 2009), the results imply that
combining that goal with the creation of a
social mix is difficult. Social mix is stimulated
by building housing for owner occupiers,
but owner-occupied dwellings are beyond
the reach of most current residents of urban
restructuring neighbourhoods (Dekker & Bolt
2005). Consequently, the new more expensive
buildings are meant for the residents of other
neighbourhoods.

Satisfaction – We asked our respondents
whether they were currently more satisfied
with the neighbourhood than they were a few
years ago. Compared with the outcomes of a
nationally-representative sample on housing,
the research neighbourhoods turn out to be

Table 1. Household monthly income of the respondents in
the older stock and in the new or renovated dwellings
(N; %).

Old
dwellings

New or
renovated
dwellings

Low (<€1,100) 24.8 13.1
Middle (€1,100–2,600) 61.3 61.4
High (>€2,600) 13.9 25.6
N 617 176

Cramer’s V = 0.16; p = 0.000.

Source : Authors’ own survey.
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relativelydynamic.Thenumberofpeoplewhose
satisfaction with the neighbourhood has
increased is slightly higher than in the Nether-
lands as a whole (Figure 1). At the same time,
there is a substantially larger group whose satis-
faction with the neighbourhood has decreased.

This negative trend in the overall satisfaction
with the neighbourhood does not apply equally
to each specific aspect of the neighbourhood
(Figure 2). The trend with regard to the physi-
cal aspects of the neighbourhood is rather posi-
tive. There are more residents who think that
the green public spaces and the maintenance
of the dwellings have been improved than resi-
dents who think the contrary. With regard to
the public transport and shopping facilities, the
numbers of positive and negative evaluations
are in balance.

The scores on the social attributes are much
more negative. That is bad news, as these
attributes are much stronger determinants of
the overall satisfaction with the neighbourhood
than the physical attributes are. Table 2
shows the Spearman’s correlation coefficients
between the satisfaction with each of the neigh-
bourhood attributes and the overall satisfac-
tion. The score can vary between 0 (no
association) and +1 (perfect positive associa-
tion) and -1 (perfect negative association).
There is only a moderate positive correlation

between satisfaction with the maintenance of
dwellings and the public green spaces on the
one hand and overall satisfaction on the other.
Satisfaction with services is even very weakly
associated with overall satisfaction. Satisfaction
with each of the social attributes is rather
strongly associated with overall satisfaction
(Spearman’s correlation ranging between 0.52
and 0.60). About a quarter of the residents
think that there is less social cohesion than a
few years ago, while a third signals a decline in
the reputation and the social safety of the
neighbourhood. Also, according to residents’
representatives and many professionals
working in the neighbourhoods, social mixing
has not contributed to more social cohesion.
Existing social networks have been destroyed
and the newcomers have no social cohesion
(yet) with the residents who remained.

The most negative score can be found on the
question about population composition. Only
13 per cent of the residents are more satisfied
with the population composition than they
were a few years ago against 43 per cent of the
residents who hold the opposite view. This
result must be depressing news for policy-
makers, since the change of population compo-
sition is the main mechanism through which
the revitalisation of the neighbourhood is
expected to take place.
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a This analysis is restricted to residents who have lived for at least 3 years in the current neighbourhood.
Source : Authors’ own survey; Ministry of Housing, Spatial Planning and the Environment (2007).

Figure 1. Did the satisfaction with the neighbourhood increase or decrease? a
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It would not be fair to blame the inhabitants of
the new dwellings for the decreased satisfaction.
Despite thefact thatmostrespondents thinkthat
thenewdwellingsare tooexpensive forresidents
within the neighbourhood, the majority of them
sees the new and renovated dwellings as a posi-

tive development (Table 3). That finding seems
to confirm the assertion of Uitermark et al.
(2007) that residents by and large accepted
the dominant discourse that equates socio-
economic mix with neighbourhood improve-
ment. Apparently, the new dwellings have not
been able to curb the process of neighbourhood
decline yet, but they give rise to a remarkable
optimismaboutthefuture.Half therespondents
indicatedthat theyexpectedthat theneighbour-
hood would improve in the next few years. That
proportion is three times that of the optimists
(17%) in the National Housing Survey 2006
(Ministry of Housing, Spatial Planning and the
Environment 2007).

CONCLUSIONS

It would be best to evaluate the effects of urban
restructuring on the basis of a panel study
(Kleinhans 2004). However, longitudinal data
on residents’ perceptions are not available. We
have therefore used retrospective questions as
the next best option. A second limitation of
our study is that we do not know how the

a This analysis is restricted to residents who have lived for at least 3 years in the current neighbourhood
(N = 741).
Source : Authors’ own survey.

Figure 2. Did the satisfaction with several aspects of the neighbourhood increase or decrease? a

Table 2. Spearman’s correlation coefficients of overall sat-
isfaction with several aspects of the neighbourhood.a

Physical attributes
Maintenance of dwellings 0.39
Public green space 0.27

Services
Public transport 0.17
Shopping facilities 0.18

Social attributes
Social safety 0.52
Social cohesion 0.58
Population composition 0.57
Reputation 0.60

All correlations are significant (with p < 0.01).
a This analysis is restricted to residents who have lived
for at least 3 years in the current neighbourhood
(N = 741)

Source : Authors’ own survey.
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neighbourhoods would have developed
without urban restructuring. There is one
Dutch study that has tried to overcome this
limitation by choosing a quasi-experimental
approach (Wittebrood & Van Dijk 2007). For
each urban restructuring neighbourhood
(‘experimental neighbourhoods’), a similar
one was sought where no intervention had
taken place, but with otherwise similar charac-
teristics (‘control neighbourhoods’). The con-
clusion of this study (based on neighbourhood-
level data), points in the same direction as our
conclusion that the expectation with regard to
mixing policies has not yet been fully met.

The findings of this paper give rise to ques-
tions concerning the policy philosophy of
social mixing. Creating more population diver-
sity by varying the housing stock is believed to
lead to a wide variety of positive outcomes, but
our research on inhabitants’ satisfaction has led
to some contrary conclusions. No progress has
been made with respect to the neighbour-
hoods’ safety, reputation or social cohesion, at
least not in the eyes of the neighbourhood
residents. The level of satisfaction with the
population composition has even declined
sharply. Ironically, it is the change in the popu-
lation composition that is the main target of
urban restructuring policy. It is not that the
inhabitants of the new dwellings are seen as the
main problem. Most residents welcome the
inflow of higher-income groups in these dwell-
ings. However, the inflow of these new resi-
dents was not large enough to increase the
socio-economic status of the neighbourhoods
substantially (cf. Wittebrood & Van Dijk 2007).

It is too early for a definitive conclusion on
the effects of urban restructuring, as it is a

process that takes many years. Although a sub-
stantial number of new dwellings has been built
in our research neighbourhoods, the tenure-
diversification operation is still going on. It
will take some time for the neighbourhoods to
find a new balance. Therefore, the possibility
cannot be ruled out that the effects will be more
positive in the long run. A promising sign is the
widespread optimism about the future of the
neighbourhoods, which stands in striking con-
trast with the negative opinions about the devel-
opments in the past few years.

Notes

1. The neighbourhoods are: Pendrecht (Rotter-
dam), Holtenbroek (Zwolle), Bouwlust (The
Hague), Malburgen (Arnhem), Kruiskamp
(Amersfoort), Heuvel (Breda). See Van Bergeijk
et al. (2008) for more information on these neigh-
bourhoods.
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