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Abstract

An important part of urban renewal Western Europsamtries is aimed at differentiation of
the housing stock. This is done through demoliskimegp (social) rental dwellings and
building new houses for sale in these regainedespdthe policy practice and expected gains
of social mixing through urban renewal are widelcdssed in urban policy. Critics contest
neighbourhood effects of poverty or ethnic conaran in these countries. In academic
circles, the existing mixing policies have evenrbpelged revanchist policies. Effects of
urban renewal are criticized and often studies lemlgcwith a strong plea for a programme
strengthening the socio economic position of thighteurhoods residents in stead of
restructuring the housing stock.

But what are the opinions of the residents? In narthe neighbourhoods with a dominant
cheap rental housing stock selective migration ggees have led to a population composition
that is very diverse according to ethnicity andung and more homogenous and vulnerable
in economic terms. The rapid changes in the corntipasdf the population have influenced
the appreciation of the neighbourhood and its @ in a negative way.

How do these changes in composition of the popraind the realized and planned urban
policies affect everyday life in those transformmgjghbourhoods for its diverse group of
residents? And what conclusions should be drawsdoial mixing and the renewal policies?
The paper builds on the results of research intalDpost-war neighbourhood that has gone
through long renewal processes and where the pipulaas become much more diverse in
recent years. In the case study that is presemtex] i is concluded that a vast amount of the
residents support the renewal plans for the patieheighbourhood with a very low quality
that resulted in a situation of ongoing concentradf ethnic minorities, amongst the a
dominance of Antilleans, in the northern part arghHhiveability problems. Residents
themselves come up with social mixing as a faveding situation. Summarizing we could
say that residents often expect: more differemtmati a good mix = decent people. But social
mixing is not enough. Renewal should also com@igearantee for more liveability, more
selectivity in allocating new dwellings. The curr@olicy of urban renewal and social mixing
corroborates the stance that social mixing polioiest be assessed in their local context.
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Introduction

Urban renewal and especially social mixing is aeljdliscussed theme in urban policy.
Social mixing is widely adhered to current governi@olicies but it is also contested by
academic researchers. The main arguments agagngolicy in Western European countries
contest neighbourhood effects of poverty or etleoiacentration in these countries. The
discussion on social mixing is not only an acadettiscussion, there is also a strong societal
debate about the supposed benefits of social mikmtpe Netherlands this is not a simple



debate of leftist parties on one side and rightgwparties on the other side. Not only do these
parties show some ambiguity in taking positiongotipopulist parties have fervently joined
the debate. As well in academia as in society itk sometimes seems to evolve in an
almost ideological debate. At the same time enosmiovestments are concerned in realizing
the social mix policies while the execution of themlicies strongly intervenes in the
everyday life of numerous residents of these afHaexefore the relevance of the debate is
high. In this paper we will only give a brief summaf the academic and societal debates on
social mix. We will contribute to the debate mox¢easively with a description of the
opinions on social mixing policy of the residentameighbourhood where people have been
moved out and demolition is at hand. We will use bsults of qualitative research that we
have done in one of the neighbourhoods of Zuidvéijidjstrict in Rotterdam. This research
gives us more insight in the arguments of the srg&] why they are in favour of, or are
against social mixing. In this way we hope to giermation that may enable us to bring the
debate further than ideological points of view.

This paper is structured as follows. We will starthe next section with the academic and
societal debate. In the third section we will gavehort description of the district Zuidwijk

and especially the neighbourhood the ‘Velden’ his heighbourhood within a couple of
years a large amount of the social rental dwellingjsbe replaced by more expensive houses
for owner-occupiers, which are created either astic renovation or building new houses on
demolition sites, to attract and keep the middisglhouseholds in the neighbourhood. The
emphasis in this paper is on the fourth sectionreviaee will give the opinions of the residents
of that neighbourhood. We end up with conclusions.

Social mix: a contested policy

The academic debate
Selective migration processes involve advantagededisas disadvantaged groups in modern
cities and have been the subject of urban researéioen the beginning of the 20th century
until now. Different points of view have been dexmgd in analyzing neighbourhood change
(Temkin and Rohe 1996), from the ecological modéts® Chicago school, the
‘subculturalist view’ of scholars as Firey, Gansl 8uttles, that emphasized the role played
by social networks, neighbourhood reputation atethtnent to the community, till the points
of view of the political economy with scholars asglan and Molotch (1987). The study of
Wilson (1987) of the significant role that one’sgidourhood plays in determining one’s
life-chances has cast a new light on selective atign processes in cities, especially on the
exodus of middle-class residents, and has encadipgeies to counter these processes.
The work of Wilson has influenced governmental giek as well as academic studies. In the
last decade of the Z@entury social mixing policies have grown poptfea number of
Western European countries. In the Netherlandsisouking has been a stronghold of the
urban renewal policy since the publication of thervbrandum on Urban Renewal:

“To ensure a healthy future for cities a differatéd composition of its population and

housing stock is a prerequisite. If in certain hemurhoods uniformity prevails or

looms, investment should be made in quality impnoest of the living and working

environment, by increasing the variety of the hogstock” (Ministry of Housing

1997, p .5, our translation).
Nowadays it has become a major urban policy anthplg goal in the UK, Ireland, the
Netherlands, Scandinavia, Australia, Canada antthited States’ (Lees 2008, p. 2453).
Wilson’s study has also boosted the subject ofyimedurhood effects’ in the academic debate
and on the research agenda. The key question ighineurhood effect’ studies is whether a



concentration of advantaged or disadvantaged groupsrticular areas has an additional
effect on the well-being of some, or all, of thedbpopulation (Buck 2001).

On the basis of different studies we could sta&t there is evidence that living in
disadvantaged neighbourhoods negatively affectsviiiebeing of residents, also in the
Netherlands (Ouwehand & Doff, forthcoming) Van daan Bouma-Doff (2005), Gijsberts
and Dagevos (2007) and Pinkster (2008) have shovwimei Netherlands negative associations
between ethnic concentration and the degree oficbbetween ethnic minorities and native
Dutch. Less contact has a negative influence agulage capabilities and labour-market
participation. In addition, a bad reputation arigrstitisation of concentration
neighbourhoods also affect the residents’ well-b€htastings and Dean 2003; Hastings
2004; Wassenberg 2004; Ouwehand 2005; Pan Ké Sy Rlusterd 2008).

These different studies have left the question opleether or not social mixing is the best
reaction to poverty or ethnic concentration in mnleourhood. Galster has argued that
demonstrating an independent effect on the behawiod/or outcomes of individuals is a
necessary condition, but not enough (2007b). Heesrghat other conditions also must be
met, depending on the normative basis of the migiolicy and the presumed neighbourhood
effect mechanisms (Galster 2007b, 524). He hasloleee an analytical framework that can
be used to justify a housing policy aiming for i residents, according to income,
ethnicity and/or immigrant status (Galster 200924 2007b), either on the grounds of
equity (improving the absolute well-being of theativantaged) or efficiency (improving the
sum of all individuals’ well-being, whether theyeatisadvantaged or advantaged, regardless
of the absolute impact on the latter). This framews contributing to the debate on social
mixing as it tries to order different effects fastihguished groups of residents in one
framework. But it also enhances the challenge efdsbate: it is very difficult to measure the
different effects of social mixing on one scales@\It may be disputed whether it suffices to
use only ‘equity’ and ‘efficiency’ as guiding priipées. In their paper about a specific policy
to prevent disadvantaged resident to settle imicedistricts of the city of Rotterdam.
Ouwehand & Doff (forthcoming) have suggested tdude also the dimension of revanchism
(Smith 1996) in the framework of Galster.

With the popularity of social mixing policies aladot of evaluation research has been
published throughout the years and in differenintioes in different stages summarizing
literature reviews have been undertaken, for itgdhe Joseph Rowntree Foundation’s
Mixed Income Communities programme (Holmes 200@) iarthe Netherlands a literature
study for the ministry (Ouwehand et al. 2006). Adspumber of review articles have been
published in academic journals (Galster 2007; Jo2606; Lees 2008; )
It is striking that these publications and artiatesne up with rather different conclusions,
ranging from a very positive, even enthusiastiostaHolmes 2006; Tunstall & Fenton
2006) to a very critical (Cheshire 2009) and evegative stance (Leese 2008). Cheshire is
stating:
“Forcing neighbourhoods to be mixed in social acdn®mic terms is, therefore,
mainly treating the symptoms of inequality not tdaeises. It may make decent people
feel better but it does not address the problem) That the disadvantaged are
concentrated in poor neighbourhoods does not damad@shat poor neighbourhoods
are a cause of disadvantage. If that is the chsaanclusion for policy is to reduce
income inequality in society, not build “mixed niefmpurhoods” or improve the built
environment in such neighbourhoods. Mixed neighboad policies may divert
attention from the need for effective income redstion. (....) The obverse of this is
that if policies do not effectively address the enying causes of poverty, improving
the physical environment and amenities of depriveidhbourhoods may simply



displace poorer people to even less attractivehbeigrhoods, so the poorest have to
bear disruption costs as well as poverty while iooirig to live in a low-quality built
environment.” (2009, p. 372-373)
Cheshire’s assessment of mixed neighbourhoodssiesdban the supposed social economic
benefit for the poor. Lees (2008) is quoting Chesshiith much approval, but her paper seems
to pretend to give a holistic overview and assessnittowever, when she refers to the review
of social mixing by Tunstall & Fenton (2006) sheedaot pay any attention to their positive
findings on social mixing. This is striking sincenstall and Fenton came up with a critical,
but almost enthusiastic summary.
“In the last ten years, a substantial body of redehas emerged on mix, its effects
and means to create it. This research finds thatiaty of types of housing and social
mix are being pursued. The reasons for pursuinguauix widely, and include:
delivering social housing; meeting other sociaigobtoals; and principle opposition
to division between different types of people.
A review of the evidence suggests that some oktgesls are more likely to be
achieved than others. There are tensions betwéenedit goals; pursuing one aim
may frustrate another. (....) There are some gagrowledge, but although they raise
questions for implementation, the most common naties for mixed communities
remain valid.” (Tunstall & Fenton 2006, p. 3).
But Leese only seems to gather the negative atidatrarguments. She summarizes:
“Social mix policies rely on a common set of bediabout the benefits of mixed
communities, with little evidence to support themd a growing evidence base that
contradicts the precepts embedded in social mixipslthat should make policy-
makers sit up and take note. (....) Social mix peicire cosmetic policies rather than
ones prepared to deal with the whole host of comgdeial, economic and cultural
reasons as to why there are concentrations of poonomically inactive people in
our central cities (2008, p. 2463).

It seems worthwhile to analyze the different rexdem social mixing in a systematic way, but
we will not do this in this paper but will mentisome arguments that may help us further in a
better assessment of the supposed benefits of sagiag and the academic debate.

First we want to emphasize that it is needed tludeall concerning aspects and include
multidisciplinary research in evaluating the soamk policies. It is not sufficient to judge the
merits only on the presence or absence of neighbodreffects on the social economic
outcomes for the residents. Neither is it sufficimnmake an assessment of social mixing
dealing only with the effects on social capitakocial cohesion, or the positive and negative
socializing effects of poverty or ethnic concentnat We also have to take in account the
effects on neighbourhood reputation and positiah@arspective as stated before. A critical
assessment from the point of view of the politmadnomy should be part of that, but other
disciplines and points of view should also be ideld.

Secondly, in literature sometimes social mixinglimost equalized with gentrification and the
exclusion of low-income households (Leese 2008js $aems to be a rather blunt
equalisation. In both the United Kingdom and théhiddands social mixing is often executed
as well to realize some differentiation in the Hogsstock in neighbourhoods with a very
dominant position of social rented dwellings. Sbming, either by selling parts of the
rental stock to residents, or demolition followedthe realization of new built houses for
sale, brings some differentiation to those areaspiostly leaves still a dominancy of the
social rental stock. These processes must be adgses®lation with the changing position of
social housing at large. In the Netherlands wellesklabourers, often with two persons



working in the household, nowadays want to buy askalue to existing fiscal instruments,
instead of renting a social dwelling. 40 to 50 gemgo social rental dwellings were the only
affordable dwellings for these households. Duecty@ty of money and a low wage policy of
the post war years, almost complete districts weatized as social housing. The growth of
prosperity and the higher standard of living nowe&ave changed both housing demands
and housing policies (Ouwehand 2002). Within tteaa that were meant for those
households, the stock could meet their presenddayands. Under influence of welfare
growth and the revised housing policies that kgfslpossibilities for state subsidized and state
financed housing, the social housing sector haspe with residualization and must serve a
more specific part of the households (Harloe 199&)hin those set conditions,
municipalities, housing associations, and othesradhcluding residents(organizations) have
to deal with the question whether they want to t@mall the social housing stock and,
within the conditions that are at stake, accepttth@population will become more and more
homogeneous in economic terms. Social mixing, &b $ituation, is not equal with
gentrification processes in the free market wheragete neighbourhoods will be solely
accessible for middle and high income groups aridewtlude residents with a low income.
Social mixing, in contrast, creates conditionshead social mobile households will not turn
their back to these areas.

Thirdly, by putting social mixing on par with geifitation, there seems to be little attention
for the scale on which it is executed and the geatgy of the city. On the cities housing
market, post-war districts at the edge of town WBiBh80% social rented dwellings have to
face the competition with at one side nearby giie&htlevelopments with an enormous
supply of houses for sale and on the other sidescihlecentral district areas with much more
facilities. They are in their very essence not caraple with the central city districts with a
dominance of private housing. An assessment ofibotking should always be put in the
broader frame of the availability of housing fdrralsidents and has to take in account their
preferences.

The societal debate

As we have posed, social mixing is a contestedtpoliees (2008) mentioned in the above
given quotation that policy-makers should ‘sit uygl dake note’, regarding the evidence that
she has named. But policymakers also or, withirgtiien context, primarily have to deal

with the societal debate. Social mixing, at leaghie Netherlands, is part of a strong societal
debate interwoven with the discussion on conceatratf ethnic minorities and the

discussion on integration of migrants. lllustraiaf that debate are a series of newspaper
articles discussing a then recently published sardyrban renewal (Bergeijk et al. 2008) and
a study on supposed spill-over effects of sociaimgi through urban renewal (Slob et al.
2008), in the Volkskrant and in NRC-next in Julyd80In September 2008 the national
attention was drawn to the neighbourhood Oosteiwitie mid-size city of Gouda. An
incident with boys that threatened a bus drivehwiknife caused the bus company to divert
their route and to avoid driving through that néighrhood. The incident caused an enormous
uproar in newspapers and on television. Boys im#ighbourhood, where many Moroccan
households live, were getting annoyed by all thelipity and threatened a couple of days
later a camera team. Similar incidents happendideiimsterdam district of Slotervaart . The
district Kanaleneiland in Utrecht belongs for tlaeng reasons to the well known areas in the
country. In almost all these neighbourhoods theehigh concentration of poverty, ethnic
minorities, problems in public space, youth deli@aecy and youths dropping out of high
school or professional education.

The existence of concentration neighbourhoodssisomgly debated political issue, especially
the concentration of ethnic minorities in theseghbourhoods. The national policy to counter



these problems also attracts enormous attentioak\Werformance of the minister for
Housing, Communities and Integration, Ella Vogel&ais caused her to resign under pressure
of her party leader vice prime minister Wouter Basst year. Meanwhile the Party for Liberty
(PVV), a populist anti-Islam party, that held agfer ‘sending in the army’ in
neighbourhoods as Oosterwei with Moroccan youth,daaned lots of support. The national
policy for urban renewal, the 40 Districts Approdtijkaanpak) is an often criticized policy
by them. They build on xenophobic resentment utftepopulation and a declared support
for freedom of speech to offend the Islamic popafatwhile at the same moment holding a
plea for suppression of the Koran. This party tdraset to be the second in row (17% of the
votes) at the European elections in June 200%atdtional level. In Rotterdam it was even
first in row (22,6%) leaving the other parties guir behind.

We have given this short description of the sotidg¢hate since it is part of the context of
urban renewal as well as of residents’ assessroéttigir neighbourhood. Their opinions are
influenced by own experiences with ethnic minositie their neighbourhood, but also by
‘borrowed experiences’ from relatives and fromved®n (Van der Horst et al. 2002). We
have to keep this context in mind when asking axtdbing residents’ perception and
assessment of their neighbourhood.

Contribution to the debate

In this papexve will contribute to the debate by giving a resigeview of the proposed
mixing policy in their neighbourhood. What do thexpect of the proposed plans? Is there a
difference between the point of view of the pedpkt have to move out of the houses that
will be demolished and that of the residents thiitstay? How do they define ‘mixing’?
What will the proposed plans mean for the reputatibtheir neighbourhood? We show the
results of a qualitative Dutch case study.

The ‘Velden’ an example of social mixing in the Néterlands

Part of Zuidwijk

In the Netherlands social mixing is one of the n@iaracteristics of the urban renewal
policy. In the Neighbourhood Approach 40 districtésre been distinguished on the basis of a
set of criteria consisting of physical, social-emmical, liveability and crime indicators. 29 of
the 40 district are completely or largely post-warghbourhoods. Zuidwijk belongs to one of
the 7 districts of the city of Rotterdam on thé. [iEhe district is subdivided into seven
neighbourhoods, namely the Horsten, the KamperStiimen, the Lo’s, the Burgen, the
Mare’s/Rode’s and the Velden. Each of the seveasai@ms a single whole in terms of
architecture and urban design but each is diffareterms of buildings and physical lay-out.
Strips of greenery and roads separate the areasgach other. Most neighbourhoods used to
have their own shopping strip. In addition, digtebopping amenities are concentrated on the
Slinge, a main thoroughfare cutting straight thfodgiidwijk in east-west direction.

Before the neighbourhood restructuring Zuidwijk qoised over 7,200 dwellings, of which
83 % was in the ownership of a single housing agsgon, named Stichting Tuinstad
Zuidwijk (STZ, nowadays merged into housing assamiaVestia). The other dwellings were
owned by private landlords or the occupants (aftet of the housing stock was sold) and
were all situated in the neighbourhood Mare-RodEe& buildings consisted principally of
four-storey blocks of flats with an entrance hait ho lift, gallery flats, of which a part
realized as maisonettes, and single-family dwedlidgmost 90 % of the housing stock
consisted of three-room or smaller dwellings (Geme®&otterdam/dS+V, 1992a).
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Figure 1 Zuidwijk and neighbourhoods

Urban renewal in Zuidwijk started in the mid 199@sit in the years before already a lot of
houses had been improved and renovated in a mateshway. The demolition work started
in mid-1993. In a period of some five years, 77 &liwgs and 18 commercial/industrial
buildings were pulled down, concentrated in thegtim in the North-east part of the district
and 653 dwellings and 12 retail premises werezedli54 per cent of the new dwellings
consisted of mid- to up-market owner-occupied dwgdl, 17 per cent was up-market rented
housing and the remaining 29 per cent was soaiéé¢dehousing (Crone 2000). In the same
period 1,500 dwellings received a ‘maintenance-:@pproach as a temporary measure to
ensure the residential quality in the meantimeroaaeptable level, in wait of a more drastic
approach after 2000.

Since 2000 a second restructuring wave has talese [h an integrated district development
plan, with the housing association in the direstodle. It included the demolition of another
2,000 dwellings, of which 1,100 in the Burgen alnel dthers are expected to be demolished
in the Velden and the Lo’s. The demolition in ther@een has now been completed and the
first new dwellings have been delivered in 2006thie VVelden the relocation of households
has started in 2007 and demolition has starte@®® 2However, in 2008 and 2009 the
housing association has revised the development glee to the economic crisis and the
refusal of the city of Rotterdam to pay for a radliestructuring in the Velden. The
demolition of dwellings in the Lo’s has been catezlIn the Velden part of the vacated
dwellings will not be demolished but radically reated and repositioned in the market as
houses for sale. Housing association Vestia not develops the new housing, rental and for
sale, but also a new school, in the neighbourhbed@ampen.

To give some insight in the social structure ofdfijk, 55 percent of the households in
Zuidwijk is classified in Dutch housing policy tesmas the ‘attention group for housing’. That
is the group with a low income that need speciaintibn because they do not earn enough
money to be able to pay all the costs of their wuasing on the free market. The Rotterdam
average is 46 percent, the national average i®8%pt ( all percentages based on income
figures of 2006) (De Graaf 2009). With 55 perc&ntidwijk belongs to the ‘sub top’.
Rotterdam has developed a ‘Social index’ in whishually the districts are being assessed
on different points and qualified in a five poictte from ‘socially very weak’, ‘problem’,
‘vulnerable’ and ‘socially sufficient’ to ‘sociallgtrong’. Zuidwijk is scoring sufficient on



living environment (housing, facilities, no litterp discrimination), and sufficient on social
cohesion (experienced bonds and numbers of moveseholds). It is vulnerable in
participation (work, school, social activities) vproblematic school and work, and is a
‘problem’ in capacities (language, income, headtiycation) of which income is ‘socially
very weak’ (Van Doveren et al. 2009).

The population of Zuid is certainly mixed when wek at the ethnicity. As a result from the
difference in housing stock of the different neighthoods and the difference in planning of
the urban renewal interventions, the different hbaurhoods show different population
characteristics. In figure 2 we have given the esaf the different sub-neighbourhoods
(most neighbourhoods consist of 2 sub-neighbouriiodie are focussing in this paper on
the neighbourhood the Velden. We see that the eartpart, Velden 40, has got the districts
highest part of ethnic minorities as we define therhe Netherlands and that the southern

part, Velden 41, is at districts level.

Figure 2 Ethnicity in Zuidwijk at sub neighbourhood level in 2008 (%)

100% -

80% -

m Other non-western countries

60%
0O Moroccans

W Turks

@ Cape Verdeans

1 1 [ m Dutch Antilleans

O Surinamese

= O Other Western Countries
|| m Other EU countries
Lt @ Native Dutch

a0% H - H H

20% 4 — — - — -

0%

B
3 3 I ) ]
%8§§§g§§§§§ss§
Source: COS Rotterdam, processed by OTB

= Iasteric Figure 3 The Velden

The Velden: two parts
All the dwellings in the Velden are rented social
dwellings owned by the housing association, but
there is a large difference in housing typology.

~ The most southern part consists of 101 family-
row houses (with yellow colour), the yellow
blocks, 432 dwellings altogether, above those
consist for a great part of dwellings situatedaon
gallery, which are mostly four storeys high and
provided with an elevator. These elevators have
been realized in a renovation in the 1990’s as
55+-dwellings. A part of the blocks (at the
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Schoonveld and Lakerveld), consist of three and $torey walk-up flats. All yellow

coloured blocks will be maintained in the cominguge

According to the plan of 2000, the northern parthef Velden was to be demolished , these
are 470 dwellings altogether, with the exceptiotwaf yellow blocks of 54 renovated
maisonettes at the Brekelsveld and Biezenveld.pliie blocks have been demolished
already and were empty in the summer of 2008 (wirearried out our fieldwork). Building
of new houses starts in the beginning of 2010. gdaple in the brown blocks (phase 2) were
moving out after the summer of 2008, meanwhilehibigsing association has decided to rent
those houses temporarily to avoid vacancies asdsngew plans have not been finalized. The
vacation of phase 3 (green blocks) has been pasthh@nlarge part of the houses for
demolition consisted of piled maisonettes at aegglihat are not very popular. When we look
at the population dynamics of the Velden, we atmlsg differences between the northern
and southern part.

Figure 4 Population of the Velden North, 1992-200&bsolute numbers)
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Figure 5 Population of the Velden South, 1992-20q@bsolute numbers)
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Source: COS Rotterdam, processed by OTB

In the Northern part we see a sharp decrease ofatinge Dutch starting in 1994 and
continuing, with a slower decrease between 1992808, till 2008. At the same time we see
an increase of Surinamese, ‘other non-western deshand especially a fast increase of
Antillians between 1997 and 2002.

A part of these dynamics may be clarified by tredization of the 55+-dwellings by
renovation and partly new built houses in 1995. Bloeks in the southern part were easily
transferred in very suitable dwellings for the elgebecause of the gallery type. In the
northern part the share of residents of 65 yeatséder diminished from 11,7% in 1992 till
3,2 % in 2008. In the southern part it increasecthf24,3% in 1992 till 27,1 % in 2008
(source: Cos, Rotterdam). It is obvious that theratteristics of the housing stock and the
concerned allocation rules by labelling the 55+ lings, have caused selective migration
processes. The family-row houses in the southemtrgpa that popular that they do not often
change residents and within the allocation systemneeded to have a long ‘residential age’
to obtain a popular dwelling. Also the southernifgsrow houses have been for a long not
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affordable for the lowest income groups while tbetiwas too high to obtain rental
allowance.

Social mixing in the Velden: residents’ opinions

The 470 dwellings in the northern part of the Veldee all social rented sector. They will be
replaced, as far as we know now, by a smaller nummibeew built houses, with only about 60
as social rented sector (that was the situatid@®d8 when we did our fieldwork). So the
differentiation of the housing stock in the whokighbourhood the Velden would change
from 100% social rented to 60% social rented se®tth this change the housing association
and the local authorities wish to enlarge the ettva of Zuidwijk for middle income
households and to give them also opportunitiesiyocbhouse. This policy has been
supported by the different tenants’ organizatiafthough they urged for a larger share of
social rented dwellings for the current residents.

As mentioned before, in the summer of 2008, whercaveéed out the fieldwork, the plans for
the new Velden were very insecure. So, when wevilged the residents last summer, they
were sure in the northern part that they had toereut, but what was going to be built on
that site was insecure.

Fieldwork in the Velden

In April 2008 we have started our interviews. Weédnaeld 29 interviews in the Velden as a
part of a more comprehensive research on the mfkief in-flow and out-flow of residents
and the impact of urban renewal interventions evé#sidents’ perception of their
neighbourhood. Preferably the interviews were Ielthe dwelling of the respondent, which
gave us the possibility to also make some obsemstiNormally we interviewed one adult
member of the household; often the tenant, sometimeehis partner and sometimes both
man and woman were present. In some of the intg@svieith respondents of Non-Dutch
ethnicity, her or his child has assisted with ttaisn of some questions. For the interviews
we used a semi structured item list, the wholeritggv took on average a little bit more than
one hour. The interviews were taped and transcimeidwere then coded and analysed with
the use of Atlas.ti.

In the Velden we have presented our research iaeting of the neighbourhood committee
and made some appointments with members of the @teenfor an interview. In the Velden
we also visited a group called ‘De vrouwen van @ééden’ (‘The Women of the Velden’), an
ethnic very mixed group of women that organisefedsnt activities, targeted at the
liveability in the neighbourhood, but also on empomvent of the participants. Most of our
appointments have been made by ringing at the dd@r people have often been very willing
to talk with us. We have been able to cover thiegiht ethnic groups in the neighbourhood,
as well as the differentiation in age and timeiwhg in the neighbourhood. In the Velden 11
interviews have been held in the houses that williémolished in the northern part, 1 in the
renovated block in the northern part and the ciffein the southern part.

In this paper we have divided the opinions of #&dents in four main subjects: the
demolition decision, the expected benefits of tlveamg policy, concentration and loss of
social rented housing and as last item: ‘social isixot enough’.

The demolition decision

Most of the people that we have spoken were haptbytine demolition, although there are
also that do not agree.
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Woman, native Dutch, married with Moroccan, litthgldren, €1,000-1,500, northern part has
to move, but has to wait otherwise she missesitia@dial compensation for moving:

“Yes, according to me, people are just waiting & gway. Till they get their money and they
are in the situation ‘Now | can leave, becauseymsdo not stay in such an area for nothing.
Look, if you have lots of money, you ain’t goindj\te in a neighbourhood like this.”

“At that time [2003] it was not so heavy at alletle hadn’t been a shooting, there had not
been problems with the youth. Those are only flwridst few years(....).

Financially you cannot move, but preferably | wblike to move right now! And that sure is
a problem. So you are stuck actually (....) I jushixaneighbourhood where my kids are able
to grow up safe. (....) She [her daughter that playtside alone] walks through the
neighbourhood. She sees things. Than | think yesbk, | just want that Vestia [the housing
association] just does something on the dwellimgitdhe population of the neighbourhood.
Concerning the colour and...look that you [the hogsassociation] throw above me only
Antilleans, | think that that is not acceptableI'do not want a gallery flat anymore, |
absolutely never want that again. (....) No longat thhave to walk through the dirt of
anyone else.”

Woman, Turkish, no man, with children, below €1,000rthern part:
“For me really big enough, | really do regret deritimn house. (....) Real sunny, morning that
side, afternoon that side. Very sunny, no dampmesdampness at all.”

Woman, native Dutch, retired of work, alone, €1;00800, northern part:

Q: “I thought you told me that you have had enoofjthe situation?”

A: “Yes, here | have. Yes of course, because liieemess. (....) Everything needs to be
renewed. (....) | would want to stay here, just kaitiew flat and | come living here again.
(....) And if it had been renovated in time, thansk jwould have lived here. Perfect. But
keeping us in doubt, concerning the renewal... thatplan from here to anywhere.”

The reason why most of the people do agree has v¥attl the nuisance and social problems
that have occurred. Two different native Dutch ledwdds that are living both for almost 40
years in Zuidwijk say it in a different tune, butb very clear, but demolition is also
supported by other residents as by a woman thassi®m the Dutch Antilles.

Man, native Dutch, married with kids, both workimdpove € 3,000, southern part:

“Because | would principally just want to stay g in Zuidwijk, that is why I find it positive
that everything is going to the ground at this [iharn] part. Yes that you can take the rotten
apples out and there are still quite a lot of thém..) that’s what you see here normally with
all these flats. As soon as something got vaceaok if you have one or two and they are from
different sort of cultures, it is alright, but iby lets say put ten Antilleans with each other on a
staircase, than you ask for trouble. They live weiéich other in another way and scream
something more and also more aggressive.”

Woman, native Dutch, married with kids, both workiabove € 3,000, southern part:

“Look our flats, where | have lived myself, will fi@ttened [demolished] in a while, but, yes
what lives in it at this moment, that throws theriebags down, there is always glass, there
is always vandalism, everything is being brokeanththink: you know I find it a pity, than |
think well for me they may, | do not have any peotd, well | am a roots human, of my roots,
But as it will be demolished | do not regret it.f8pit has gone.”

Woman, Antillean, divorced, one kid, jobless, ineobelow € 1,000, southern part:

Q: “But you are happy that they are going to dersioland building new dwellings?”

A: “Yes, and that there will be change. And that,ifstance, the Antilleans also go away,
that it will be dispersed somewhat. Cause looky tieo should live, but they have to mingle
more with Dutch people or Moroccan people, butardy all Antillean put together. Cause
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than it goes wrong. (....) | hope that other peogleaeme to live there, as | said. (....) | hope
it will be just like it has become in the Burgehatit also improves here. That everyone, just
and in the whole group, improves and can work togiethat we can keep it decent.”

Other people make the same remarks. Some pleadarraore demolition, also for some
walk-up flats in the southern parts, where receetthnic minorities have moved in some
more.

The expected benefits of social mix

We did not ask the people what they expected figmaial mix’ literally. We asked them
what their expectations were from the demolitionthaf old and building of new houses. We
did not use the word ‘mix’, but lots of respondecdsne up with an answer in which they
talked about ‘mixing’ or ‘mingling’.

Man, Turkish, married with kids, did have his owursimess, but got broke and had to sell his
house, lives temporarily, because of coming deioaljtin the northern part € 1,500-2,000:

“If a new resident comes to live here, and thandsaway those black to somewhere else, than
here a bit Dutch, a bit Moroccan, a bit Turkish,afhyou can make a mix, you know. Not
everyone from one country living here. Making aahihix. That works well. That goes very
well | think.”

Woman, Dutch, married with kids, both working, €063,000, living a northern part, not to
be demolished flat:

“I personally think that it will become better, Xgect that because you have seen that also
with the Horsten , and you have that also withBliegen you see that it has improved [both
already renewed areas]. (....) Yes it becomes onhg tmeautiful, of course, here in the
neighbourhood, it flourishes.”

Woman, Antillean, no husband, with kids, working,®00-2,000, living in a dwelling that has
to be demolished in the northern part:

“Not only houses for sale. Rental, reasonable &lhad people will be able to afford it, not too
expensive living. And mingling the people a litiie you know. Not only Dutch people or
foreign people only. A bit mingling, as is in thigilding. We are mingled and live very cozy,
friendly.”

Q: Why is that important?

A: Yes, cause if you, let’s say, put a lot of fgmers on each other, you mostly get quarrels,
you know. They do not get ahead with the Dutchdagg, they only keep talking in their
language, you know.”

Man, Dutch, married with kids, both working, ab@& 000, southern part (not to be
demolished):

“Look, even when you also build new flats, takeeaafrit indeed that it won’t become a flat or
walk-up with only jobless people, so to speak, stndents. But choose for a good mix.”

If we had to summarize the opinions, we could say tesidents often expect: more
differentiation = a good mix = decent people.

Loss and concentration of social rented housing, mng problems
A lot of residents support the partly demolitiontieé neighbourhood but some of them would
like to see more social rental dwellings being ttugw.

Woman, native Dutch, married with Moroccan, littkgldren, €1,000-1,500, northern part has
to move:
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Q: “Would you like to see any changes in the pldns?

A: “Yes, that more social rental dwellings wouldrealized. Because what there is now, what
| have seen, there is a part of it and it will ket$ . More modern than what there is now, but |
just want that they also built more social rentatnily row houses, that are affordable.”

Elderly woman, native Dutch living in the neighbbaod for 56 years, retired, €1,000-1,500,
southern part:

“I knew that over there [northern part] dwellingsilhbe demolished, those big gallery flats
(....) What it will become then, it will be housesdale. You see that everywhere. Than they
oh so gladly want to demolish houses, but only é®tsr sale will replace them. Than | think
oh dear that is once again. Yes that is my poliiidea.”

Others relate the demolition with further concetiraof social housing and thus with
possible problems in the future for these dwellings

Man & woman, native Dutch, married with kids, betbrking, above € 3,000, southern part:
Q: “You say that the walk-up flats have changed. Baould that also be possible in the family
row houses?”

AW: “Yes because it is now social housing” AM:érible with that thought. AW: This year it
has again become social housing in the way thatogouget in with rental allowance. [in the
Netherlands there are rent limits for getting rdralowance. The housings association have
a certain freedom to change the rent when a dweliets empty — the authors]

Q: “Why have they done that?”

AW: “Well because there will be built more expeasiwellings and they [the housing
association] are obliged to have a certain percgetan social rental stock. And the [housing
stock in the] Burgen have not become social reatgimore. That used to be social housing,
so now they have changed that with the [family howses in] the Velden neighbourhood.”
Q: “What is your opinion on that they have made fémaily row houses affordable?

AW: “Well, for us that is disadvantageous. While et other people. AM: “That can not
cope with the rules™(....)

Q: “Well you said that you liked the restructuribgt it is connected with that they have made
your dwellings affordable.”

AW: “Yes that is of course a consequence of it.”. AMds, they have to place those people
again somewhere. That is what the city of Rotterdasaying for years already. The
neighbour municipalities also have to work along®nAnd not only Rotterdam.”

Man, married, native Dutch, retired, living witrshwife in a 55- apartment that has been built
in the mid 1990's in the southern part, € 1,500Q2;0

Q: “But you think that it may turn into a problem?”

A: “l am afraid that it will before long, again .because we again will be the most cheapest,
that it will indeed again become a problem. | thibkt yes it ios also possible not, you never
know how things turn out.”(....)

My fear is that we will become the most cheapedtgigZuidwijk and that, maybe, the history
will repeat itself at that time. | don’t know, orifywe stay 55- apartments, than | think that it
will not be so bad.”

Married couple, retired, moved out of the neighbhoad as a consequence of threats of other
residents, now living in the centre of Rotterd#&,500-2,000:

AM: “It will be replaced by a lot of owner-occupielivellings. But than, you see it again. So
those people that cannot afford that anymore, tizate to move, because they are forced as
they can no longer pay the rent, they go to anotlsrict. So what do the politicians? Tthey
remove the residents from that district, to imprthe district, and they put them in another
district, for instance lIJsselmonde or how shoukeshdw, or Lombardijen. And then you have it
over there in five or ten years.”

14



‘Social mix is not enough’

Although residents do expect improvement of thewal plans for their neighbourhood,
demolition alone, followed by a social mix, is metough. Different residents have confidence
in the future of the neighbourhood but do findeétassary that after the renewal the housing
association and others take care of more supenvisid guidance in the neighbourhood.

Maried couple, man retired subway driver and stiletaker [with an allowance of the housing
association], living in 55 apartment, southern part, € 1,500-2,000:

“I have a confidence in it, but you have to edudae people. You have to know what you are
dealing with . First duty for a lot of people isteke care of order, tranquillity and neatness.
Above all more supervision by Vestia and the pdlice

Iraquian woman, married, kids, had to move for diioq, lives in nearby neighbourhood, €
1,000-1,500:

“I think that if the people are moving away, yowhbdo think well who comes to live in the
Velden after demolition. Not to be the same as \Wwhae become of it now.(....) [It have to be]
surely good people (....) to know their file, how yntaimes the police have been there, they
pay their rent, they have no problems. | wouldtseat , really.

Q: “And the people that do have had problems wlitn police, where do they have to live?”
A: “l don't know, They [police / housing associatichave to know. But as someone has
problems with the police, they will do it the saagain.”

Man, married, full time caretaker of the housingagsation, living in the southern part of the
Velden, € 1,500-2,000:

Q: “Is there something that you would like to charig the plans for the neighbourhood, you
have mentioned something about housing allocation?”

A: “[We have to get] outside the existing newspajpiiie choice based letting system that was
in operation at that time, where every house sekhkds his dwelling in the advertisement in a
special newspaper. The dwellings are allocatedhenbiase of objective criterion — the
authors] | have always said that, that is not gdodZuidwijk.”

Q: “And that the housing association is allocatiog its own criterion?”

A: “Well, that they try to force it in the right wa(....) Just a nice interview with the new
residents, to know whom you are dealing with. Ysthink that is important. (....)

Q: “You would like to asses their neatness?”

A: “Yes, absolutely. (....) I do think that we astitesould deliver more conditions for
example that means surely: curtains. Nowadays we hawspapers for the windows, that is
no sight, we have rags for the windows, that isigbt in the neighbourhood.”

Support for social mix, but ‘social mix is not enogh’

The reason why a vast amount of the residents sufiprenewal plans for the northern part
of their neighbourhood is the liveability in thatrpof the neighbourhood and the quality of
the dwellings. Flats of piled maisonettes on gadfewith joint stairwells are not very popular
and are often difficult to manage properly. Theesgal policy in the mid 1990’s enhanced the
quality (elevators!) and attractiveness of dweblimg the south part of the Velden for elderly
households. But at the same time it must have iboiéd to more selective migration
processes in the neighbourhood. The problems weitithyin the recent years have contributed
to the opinion of residents about the quality @ithiving environment and their support for
the renewal. Some of them argue that the housisgcadion has not properly managed the
situation. Others put the cause of the existindleros in the housing allocation system that
offered freedom of choice for house seekers, laitldads to a concentration of vulnerable
households in the least popular dwelling typeslaodtions. As soon as there were plans to
demolish the blocks, the already existing procésklapidation has been accelerated. Only
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households that urgently needed a dwelling, thdtehaveak position in the allocation system
and did not have high demands, took up resident®airarea. It resulted in a situation of
ongoing concentration of ethnic minorities in tteethern part, esecially of Antilleans.
Residents themselves come up with social mixing fasvourite living situation, compared
with current situation of dominance of some grodpgsy mention the demolition and new
built houses for owner-occupiers as a measurealzeea neighbourhood that is also
attractive for middle-income people and that atsg@eople that have jobs. It is not so much
the idea of a higher status of middle-income hookkt) as well that these households are
decent people that will guarantee a better livingrnment.

To summarize the expectations of residents we ceaydhat resident often expect: more
differentiation = a good mix = decent people.

Some of the residents almost talk in policy termdeclaring that having a concentration of
cheap housing, they talk about the weakest pattgitocal housing market and the wish to
avoid that their own apartment buildings or neigitbood becomes the lowest in position in
the housing market that will attract too much vuside people. They mention urban renewal
as a phenomenon that creates displacement pro¢kasgenerate new urban renewal
projects. Some residents oppose the renewal fromara ideological point of view: it has to
do with capitalism. After renewal the neighbourheatl be more expansive and they
guestion whether or not there will be still enolngiusing for lower income households.
Several residents articulate their concern thaaboux is not enough. This concern is
connected to their view of urban renewal as aishifprocess. The housing association should
take better care of the neighbourhood as it iswede Some mention that it has to be more
selective in allocating new dwellings. Neatness amichaving a police record is important.
Above all residents want guarantees for living megghbourhood with decent people.

With this paper we want to contribute to the delmatesocial mixing by bringing to the fore
the perceptions and opinions of residents of ortbede neighbourhoods. Our research
corroborates the need for a multi-facetted andchalisary approach of evaluation of social
mix, as Atkinson stated (2008, p. 2627):
“A broader set of processes should be incorporatei@r an expanded vocabulary of
residential change that incorporates the migradfdmgher-income households and
which acknowledges these differential degrees ahgk as having complex
outcomes, some beneficial, others problematic.”
We have to take in account residents’ opinionsr fherception and their demand for a better
living environment. At the same time we have tolyrgwhat the consequences have been of
earlier policy decisions, as well at the moment mtiee neighbourhood was realized in the
early post-war years, as recently in earlier rehg@n@cesses.
The current policy of urban renewal and social mgxmust be assessed in this local context.
Equalizing social mixing in general with gentrifican and distancing one self hermetically
form social mixing policies, does not take the lamntext into account. It seems to be a more
ideological stance that could be characterizedbéisgal correct in some parts of academia,
but not very political realistic and not very sd@a long as a total redistribution of wealth is
not within reach. Above that it seems to be weakhpirical based and even less taking
residents’ opinions into account.
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